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ABSTRACT

We introduce a Bayesian method for fitting faint, resolvesdi@t spectra in order to obtain
simultaneous estimates of redshift and stellar-atmospharameters. We apply the method
to thousands of spectra—coverib0 — 5280 A at resolutionR ~ 20, 000—that we have
acquired with the MMT/Hectochelle fibre spectrograph fai-ggant and horizontal branch
candidates along the line of sight to the Milky Way's dwarismidal satellite in Draco. The
observed stars subtend an area-oft deg, extending~ 3 times beyond Draco’s nominal
‘tidal’ radius. For each spectrum we tabulate the first foorments—central value, variance,
skewness and kurtosis—of posterior probability distifmufunctions representing estimates
of the following physical parameters: line-of-sight vatggv,.s), effective temperaturd ),
surface gravity Ipg g) and metallicity (Fe/H]). After rejecting low-quality measurements,
we retain a new sample consisting 2§13 independent observations 565 unique stars,
including1879 observations fo631 stars with (as many ds3) repeat observations. Parameter
estimates have median random errorggf =0.88 km s7!, o7, =162 K, 0154 ,=0.37 dex
andoyr./1=0.20 dex. Our estimates of physical parameters distingsistv0 likely Draco
members from interlopers in the Galactic foreground.

Keywords: methods: data analysis — techniques: spectroscopic —igaladwarf — galax-
ies: individual (Draco) — galaxies: kinematics and dynasmwie Local Group

1 INTRODUCTION

The Milky Way's dwarf spheroidal (dSph) satellites incluthe
smallest, oldest, nearest, least luminous and least chéynic
enriched galaxies known. These extreme properties haves mad
dSphs the focus of investigations ranging from galaxy ferma
tion to cosmology and particle physics. Several generatioh
imaging and spectroscopic surveys have dramatically iwvgzro
knowledge of dSph luminosity functions, internal struetwand
kinematics, chemical abundances and star-formation rigsto
Thus far every deeper/wider survey has revealed new sespris
examples include the original discovery that dSph graita po-
tentials are dominated by dark matter (Aaronson 1983) pulese
ies of ‘ultrafaint’ satellites (Willman et &l. 2005; Zucket al. 2006;
Belokurov et all 2007), the discovery of chemo-dynamicailye-
pendent stellar sub-populations (Tolstoy et al. 2004 ;d2¢ith et al.
2006; | Battaglia et al._2011), evidence for dwarf-dwarf neesg
(Amorisco et al! 2014), and discoveries of extremely mpta#
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stars|(Kirby et al. 2008; Frebel et/al. 2010). Many investigaare
now exploiting the richness of existing data sets in thengteto
piece together a comprehensive understanding of sma#-stac-
ture formation within the Galactic neighbourhood.

The recent explosion of data in this field has been fuelled
by rapid advances in instrumentation. For example, thdabiki
ity of multi-object, medium- and high-resolution spectraghs at
6 — 10m telescopes has increased the yield of a night's observ-
ing from a few to a few hundred spectra. As a result, the num-
ber of dSph stars with precise kinematic and chemical amo®la
measurements has grown by more than an order of magnitude in
the past decade (Battaglia eflal. 2006; Walker, Mateo & @iIskie
2009; Kirby et all 2010; Tollerud et al. 2011; Collins el 813).

In an effort to propel this trend still further and, more spec
ically, to build samples over the wide fields necessary tdystle-
pendences of stellar velocity and metallicity distribngoon po-
sition, since 2006 we have been using the Hectochelle spectr
graph at the 6.5-m Multiple Mirror Telescope (MMT) on Mt. Hop
kins, Arizona, to conduct a large-scale stellar-spectpiscsur-
vey of northern dSphs. During this time we have also develope
a Bayesian analysis pipeline that fits a flexible model to epelt-
trum and delivers multi-dimensional, posterior probaypiliistri-
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bution functions (PDFs) for redshift as well as stellar-aspheric
parameters such as effective temperatdfg:), surface gravity
(log g) and metallicity (Fe/H]) . From the PDFs we derive not
only central values and variances corresponding to essnet
each parameter, but also higher-order moments (skewndssian
tosis) that let us gauge quality of a given parameter estimat

Here our purpose is three-fold: 1) to describe the acqorsiti
and reduction of our Hectochelle spectra, 2) to introduaespac-
tral model and the derivation of posterior PDFs and summtatiss
tics for model parameters, and 3) to make publicly availalhew
data catalogue containing first results from our Hectoetwirvey.
As the subject of this initial data release, we choose the®@d&ph
(central coordinatessooo =17:20:12 62000 =+57:54:55, distance
D = 76 + 6 kpc, absolute magnitudk/y, = —8.8 + 0.3, halflight
radiusr;, = 221 + 19 pc (Mated 1998; McConnachie 2012, and
references therein)), for which we have acquired, redunddaal-
ysed6107 independent Hectochelle spectra @65 unique stars.
From these spectra we obtain high-quality measuremen&sf
observations of 565 unique stars.

2 OBSERVATIONSAND DATA REDUCTION

configurations for Draco. We observed nine of these fieldsvan t
separate occasions, and henceforth we treat these ressavab
tions independently. We observed with Hectochelle's ‘RuBdler-
blocking filter, which gives coverage ovéi50 — 5300 A. The
most prominent feature in this region is the Mgb triplet,hwiest
wavelengths of 5164, 5173 A and 5184A; however, the region
also includes an assortment of Fe Il lines that can providieeatd
measure of iron abundance. Since we bin the detector byrfagto
2 and 3 in spectral and spatial dimensions, respectivelyHea-
tochelle spectra have an effective dispersion-of.1 A per pixel,
or~0.3A per resolution element, for an effective resolving power
of R ~ 20,000. In a typical fibre configuration,~ 200 fibres
are allocated to science targets and0 are allocated to regions
of relatively blank sky. For each configuration, Tabl€l 2s2dicen-
tral coordinates of the field, dates of observation and &tpbsure
times, which are typically the sum ov8r- 5 sub-exposures.

For a given fibre configuration we took Th-Ar arc-lamp ex-
posures both before and after the sequence of science egppsu
and we took a quartz-lamp exposure either immediately bedor
immediately after the science exposures. For the purposalisf
bration and correction for variations in fibre throughpug also
took series of exposures (including Th-Ar and quartz catibns)
during evening and/or morning twilight.

All measurements presented here come from our observations

with Hectochellel(Szentgyorgyi etlal. 1998; Szentgyordd0é), a
bench-mounted, multi-object, fibre-echelle spectrogiayhe 6.5-

m MMT on Mt. Hopkins, Arizona. Hectochelle uses 240 fibres to
gather light from individual sources (fibre apertures-arg¢”) over

a field of diameter 1.

2.1 Target Selection

The left-hand panel of Figurgl 1 shows a colour-magnitude di-
agram (CMD) for point sources toward Draco, generated with
g- and ¢-band photometry from the Sloan Digital Sky Survey
(SDSS; Data Release!9, Ahn etlal. 2012) and corrected farcexti
tion according to the dust maps lof Schlegel etlal. (1998)ciBla
points indicate stars projected withli0’ of Draco’s centre. These
centrally-located stars clearly trace Draco’s red-giant horizon-

tal branches (enclosed by polygons in the figure). Blue add re
points indicate all stars—including those at larger angségpara-
tions from the centre—for which we obtained Hectochellectge

In general we tried to select spectroscopic targets frorgranit
and horizontal branches. Obvious outliers are associaitbdcarly
(pre-2009) Hectochelle runs, for which we selected targets-
erentially near Draco’s centre, based on uncalibratedophetry
taken with the Kitt Peak National Observatory’'s 0.9m tebesc
(Mosaic-1 camera) and the Bok 2.3m telescope (90Prime @gmer
For later Hectochelle runs we selected targets directinf8DSS
photometry. The right-hand panel of Figlite 1 displays mteje
spatial distributions for all stars falling in the fiduciad-giant
and/or horizontal branch boxes overlaid in the left pandhdk
points) as well as all Hectochelle-observed targets (bhe rad
points). Red points indicate stars for which the Hectoehddita in-
dicate probable Draco membership, based on the critecasisd

in SectiorlY.

2.2 Observations

Our MMT/Hectochelle observations took place between April
2006 — May 2011, during which we observed 33 unique fibre

2.3 DataReduction

Hectochelle’s detector consists of t2048 x 4096-pixel CCDs,
each of which is read out through two amplifiers. In order txima
mize the fibre-packing factor on the CCDs, Hectochelle'sflare
mounted in a zigzag pattern at the slit plane. As a resulacadit
spectra are offset in both spatial and dispersion direstamnthe
detector. The entire pattern also curves along the spatis| de-
manding care in identifying and tracing apertures befoteaexon.
We use standard IRAFroutines to process the raw images,
to extract one-dimensional spectra and to estimate thelerayth
solution for each spectrum obtained in each science exposur
The entire procedure is similar to those previously describy
Walker et al. [(2007) and Mateo et al. (2008), except that kare
also propagate the variance associated with the count mpgzel
of the raw images. At the outset, for every science frame (he
image obtained in an individual science exposure), we géeer
a corresponding variance frame in which the value assigoed t
given pixel is

Var(pix) = C(pix)G + R?, 1)

where C(pix) is the count in analogue-to-digital units (ADU),
G 1.03 e"/ADU is the gain of the Hectochelle detector and
R = 3 e isread noise. In order to propagate variances, we process
variance frames in the same way that we process their camdsp
ing science frames (see below). Where we rescale counslaval
given science frame—in order, e.g., to correct for varigbih fi-
bre throughput— we rescale variances by (the square ofjatime s
factor. Where we combine spectra via addition or subtradiog.,

to combine sub-exposures or to subtract sky backgroundgowe
pute the combined variance as the sum of the variances as=wbci
with the pixels contributing to the sum or difference.

~
~

1 IRAF is distributed by the National Optical Astronomy Obsxory,
which is operated by the Association of Universities for&ash in Astron-
omy, Inc., under cooperative agreement with the Nation@r®e Founda-
tion.
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Figure 1. Left: Colour-magnitude diagram for point sources toward DracamfSDSS photometry with extinction corrections appliethcR points indicate
stars projected within0’ of Draco’s centre. Blue and red points indicate all starsshiting those at larger angular separations from the cerfaewhich
we obtained Hectochelle spectra. Red points identify dsteoBraco members, based on physical parameters estinmatadHectochelle spectra (Sectigh 7).
Right: Spatial distribution of all stars falling in red-giant andrizontal branch selection boxes shown in the left panelcfblpoints). Blue and red points
again identify all Hectochelle-observed targets, and xdtp identify probable members. The solid green ellipseksmthe boundary where Draco’s surface
brightness falls to the background level, as estimatedvei & Hatzidimitriou (1995).

For a given frame we use the IRAF package CCDPROC to
perform overscan and bias corrections independently fcin aan-
plifier. For each of the two CCDs, we then combine arrays frioen t
two amplifiers to form a continuous image. Next we use the IRAF
package APALL to identify the locations and shapes of spéctr
apertures, and then to extract one-dimensional spectiscience,
quartz and Th-Ar exposures and associated variance fraves.
initially identify aperture locations and trace patternshie rela-
tively bright quartz frames. Fixing the relative locaticared shapes
of apertures according to the quartz frames, we allow th&eent
aperture pattern to shift globally in order to provide thethmatch
to the spectra detected in the corresponding science fraypésal
shifts are < 0.01 pixels; we apply exactly the same shift to define
apertures and traces for the Th-Ar frame. For science, ZjuBnAr
and associated variance frames, we extract one-dimehsipee
tra from each aperture by combining (adding) counts fronelgix
along the axis perpendicular to the dispersion direction.

Next we use the extracted quartz spectra to adjust for differ
ences in fibre throughput and pixel sensitivity. We fit the rtpa
spectrum in each aperture withl&'"-order cubic spline, then di-
vide each continuum fit by the mean value over all pixels in the
entire frame. Then we divide each science and quartz spediyu
the normalized fit to the quartz continuum obtained in theesam
aperture, thereby adjusting for throughput differencesally we
divide the science spectra by the throughput-correctedtzps
thereby correcting for differences in pixel sensitivity.

Next we estimate wavelength solutiongpix). For each ex-
tracted ThAr spectrum, we use the IRAF package IDENTIFY to
fit a 9*®-order cubic spline to the centroids of betweer5 — 40
identified emission lines of known wavelength. Residualtheke
fits typically have root mean square (rms) scattef.006 A or
~ 0.3 km s, similar to the minimum velocity error we determine

from observations of solar twilight spectra (Section] 4\8 as-
sign the same aperture-dependent wavelength solutioh toot-
responding science frames. Except for extraction from 20D
each spectrum retains the sampling native to the detecidn,that
wavelength solutions\(pix) generally differ from one spectrum
to another and have non-uniforthA /Apix even within the same
spectrum.

Next we identify and reject pixels affected by cosmic rays. W
fit the continuum of each wavelength-calibrated sciencetspe
with a5*™"-order polynomial, iteratively rejecting pixels with vaisi
that either exceed the fit by more than 3.5 times the rms odli+esi
uals, or are smaller than the fit by more than 1.75 times the rms
of residuals (the smaller value of the latter tolerance @&t ab-
sorption features from the fit). After ten iterations, welage the
variances of all high outliers with large valuet®), effectively
removing their influence on all subsequent analysis.

2.4 Sky Subtraction

Next we estimate and subtract sky background from all etecac
sensitivity-corrected and wavelength-calibrated sjeétor the ob-
served spectral rang&1(50 — 5300 ,&), telluric emission is neg-
ligible and the dominant source of sky background is scadter
sunlight. Most of our spectra were obtained in near-darkdcon
tions, such that sky backgrounds are typically small. Nixeer
less, for all spectra we follow the sky-subtraction procedaf
Koposov et al[(2011). Specifically, for a given frame weliptéate
each of theNs, ~ 30 individual (one-dimensional, throughput-
corrected) sky spectra onto a common grid with constantisgac
AN /Apix’ = 0.01A (i.e., oversampled by a factor ef 10 with
respect to the original sampling). For each discrete waggtheof
the oversampled sky spectrum we record the median courlt leve
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Table 1. Log of Hectochelle Observations of Draco fields

Field 2000 52000 % UT Date HIB Nexp®  Exp. Time?
[hh:mm:ss] P [dd/mmlyyyy]  [days] [seconds]
Dra-01 17:20:24.65 +57:53:06.9 19/04/2006 2453844.87 4 0072
Dra-02 17:23:50.00 +57:52:12.0 25/04/2006 2453850.78 5 4648
Dra-03 17:20:24.64 +57:53:06.9 23/02/2007 2454154.98 3 0054
Dra-04 17:17:37.81 +57:46:30.2 27/02/2007 2454158.96 3 0054
11/03/2007 2454170.89 4 7200
Dra-05 17:20:38.90 +57:28:04.3 03/03/2007 2454162.94 3 0054
09/03/2007 2454168.90 3 5400
Dra-06 17:19:23.67 +58:28:22.4 06/03/2007 2454165.90 3 0054
Dra-07 17:14:24.40 +57:28:47.6 22/04/2007 2454212.89 3 0054
Dra-08 17:26:35.35 +58:15:25.6 23/04/2007 2454213.83 3 0054
Dra-09 17:30:06.97 +57:38:24.2 24/02/2008 2454520.94 5 0060
Dra-10 17:20:25.01 +57:53:11.7 27/02/2008 2454523.99 3 0036
Dra-11 17:11:57.01 +58:18:03.1 27/02/2008 2454523.93 3 0045
Dra-12 17:10:09.01 +57:29:41.0 20/03/2009 2454910.85 2 9640
21/03/2009 2454911.86 3 7200
Dra-13 17:20:06.72 +57:55:32.6 21/03/2009 2454911.96 2 0048
24/03/2009 2454914.92 4 7200
Dra-14 17:41:60.00 +56:00:00.0 23/03/2009 2454913.87 4 0096
Dra-15 17:20:15.99 +57:55:30.0 15/05/2010 2455331.74 4 0060
Dra-16 17:20:15.99 +57:55:30.0 15/05/2010 2455331.84 3 0045
Dra-17 17:15:23.52 +57:55:42.0 16/05/2010 2455332.73 2 0036
16/05/2010 2455332.78 3 4500
Dra-18 17:20:23.58 +58:24:30.0 16/05/2010 2455332.85 3 0045
Dra-19 17:20:11.57 +57:24:54.0 16/05/2010 2455332.91 3 0045
Dra-20 17:20:15.99 +57:55:30.0 29/01/2011 2455590.99 3 0036
25/05/2011 2455706.92 4 4500
Dra-21 17:20:15.99 +57:55:30.0 25/05/2011 2455706.77 3 0054
Dra-22 17:20:15.99 +57:55:30.0 25/05/2011 2455706.84 3 0054
Dra-23 17:22:55.93 +58:02:34.0 26/05/2011 2455707.75 3 0054
Dra-24 17:17:39.05 +57:53:14.0 26/05/2011 2455707.83 3 0054
Dra-25 17:20:46.45 +57:17:29.3 26/05/2011 2455707.91 4 0048
Dra-26 17:20:00.58 +58:37:30.6 27/05/2011 2455708.86 3 0054
Dra-27 17:20:15.99 +57:55:30.0 27/05/2011 2455708.93 3 0036
31/05/2011 2455712.87 3 3600
Dra-28 17:20:19.72 +57:52:21.9 27/05/2011 2455708.76 4 0096
28/05/2011 2455709.89 3 6000
Dra-29 17:19:02.64 +57:22:36.0 29/05/2011 2455710.84 3 0054
Dra-30 17:22:06.84 +58:27:53.3 29/05/2011 2455710.91 3 0045
Dra-31 17:20:17.49 +57:54:42.0 29/05/2011 2455710.76 3 0054
Dra-32 17:26:54.32 +58:29:28.6 30/05/2011 2455711.90 3 0054
31/05/2011 2455712.93 3 3600
Dra-33 17:14:13.51 +57:40:52.9 31/05/2011 2455712.78 4 0072

@ central coordinates of field

b heliocentric Julian date at beginning of first sub-exposure

“number of sub-exposures
dexposure time, summed over all sub-exposures

and estimate the variance asl98m(2Nq, )~ '(MAD?), where

MAD is the median absolute deviation (Koposov etlal. 2011;

Rousseeuw & Crouix 1993). We then smébthe resulting spec-
trum of median sky level (and associated variance) back theo
real, irregularly-sampled wavelength solution that isquei to a
given target spectrum, so that we can then subtract the mekia
spectrum from the target spectrum, pixel by pixel.

Finally, we combine sub-exposures (which have identical

apertures and wavelength solutions) by taking the inveasiance-
weighted mean at each pixel of the sky-subtracted spedardt2
displays examples of the resulting Hectochelle spectrad@mce
targets spanning the magnitude radge< g < 20.5.

3 ANALYSISOF SPECTRA

We fit each sky-subtracted spectrum using a flexible modél tha

adapts easily to different instrumental setups and stiemmals.

2 We use the IDL function ‘INTERPOLATE’ for the interpolatioand
smoothing steps.

The model is built from ‘template’ spectra that can, in pijhe, be
real spectra of standard stars or synthetic spectra ctdcfiar spe-
cific stellar-atmospheric models. Requirements for teteplare 1)
they must have high signal-to-noise ratios, 2) their ragmumust
be similar to or higher than that of the science spectra, atlde®
parameters of interest (e.g., stellar-atmospheric paes)emust
be known.

3.1 Spectral Model

Following/Koleva et al.|(2009) and Koposov et al. (2011), wa-c
sider a spectral model of the form

M(\) = B(\T (A {1 + MD @)

wherec is the speed of light. The ordépolynomial

Pi(A) = po+p1 {/\ ;s/\o} +p2 {(/\ ;SAO)T

o]

+...+pl{ 3)
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Figure 2. Sky-subtracted Hectochelle spectra (black) for probateenters of Draco (left panels) and probable foreground dstars (right panels) spanning magnitud&s< g < 20.5. Overplotted with

coloured curves are best-fitting model spectra synthesipetthe spectral library of de Laverny ef al. (2
[Fe/H], [/ Fe].

gives shape to the continuum afdA[1 + %]) is a
continuum-normalized template that is redshifted acecgrdp a
given 1) line-of-sight velocityy.s, and 2) ordets polynomial,

As

o] [ 052]
@r,

As
The latter, wavelength-dependent redshift accounts frerali and
higher-order systematic differences between wavelengtitisns
of target and template spectra. Notice that the Zeander term,
qo, is degenerate withy,s; therefore we assume in all cases that
qo = 0, leaving our velocity estimates susceptible to a uniform
error in zero point that we can estimate using spectra frems sif
known velocity (e.g., the solar spectra taken at twilighg Section

[4.2).

Q) = a0+ [

+... +qm{ (4)

012). Testdiequatorial coordinates, SDg$and magnitude, and our estimatesf, Tetr, log g,

311 Templates

Lacking Hectochelle spectra spanning a sufficient rangeaf-s
dard stars, we generate template spectra using a librapntifetic
spectra that has generously been provided by Young Sun kiee (p
vate communication, 2013), and has previously been used-to e
timate stellar-atmospheric parameters as part of the SEStE
lar Parameter Pipeline (Lee el al. 2008,?, ‘SSPP’ heregfiene
SSPP library contains rest-frame, continuum-normalizgéllar
spectra computed over a grid of atmospheric parametersispan
4000 < T.s/K < 10000 in effective temperature (with spacing
ATeq /K = 250), 0 < log,,[g/(cm/s?)] < 5 in surface gravity
(Alogyp[g/(cm/s?)] = 0.25 dex) and—5 < [Fe/H] < 41 in
metallicity (A[Fe/H] = 0.25 dex). While the library spectra are
calculated for a range in the abundance ratio.@ements to iron,
this ratio is not independent of metallicity. Rathlet/Fe] = +0.4

for library spectra witjFe/H] < —1, [«/Fe] decreases linearly as
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metallicity increases from-1 < [Fe/H] < 0, and therja;/Fe] = 0

for [Fe/H] > 0. The synthetic library spectra are calculated over
the range3000 — 10000 A at resolution0.01 A /pixel, which we
degrade t00.05 A per pixel—twice as fine as our Hectochelle
spectra—in order to reduce computational costs.

We denote ag.o (A, 67%,,‘) the original library spectrum corre-
sponding to the ‘vector’ of stellar-atmospheric pararma@e{m =
(Test,log g, [Fe/H]). In order to account for the instrumental line-
spread function (LSF), we smooth each library spectrumguain
Gaussian kernel, such that the smoothed version of theyibpec-

trum is

N, temp

>

i=1

. A — A
LO ()\’Ly eatm)Kl (
ho

N, temp

£ (5)

whereN temp iS the number of pixels in the library spectrum and

the kernel is
K1 < A) exp {

In order to reduce computational cost further during theseub
quent fitting procedure, we initially generate three défar ver-
sions of each library spectrum using smoothing bandwiﬂ@lﬁi:
0.05,0.075, 0.1. These values were determined empirically to span
the full range of bandwidths required to fit the library’s sien

of the solar spectrunils = 5750 K, log,,[g/(cm/s?)] = 4.5,
[Fe/H] = 0) to the solar twilight spectra acquired through each
fibre during our Hectochelle runs.

Finally, in order to let the spectral model vary continugusl
despite the library’s coarse gridding in stellar-atmosjghparam-
eter space and the three discrete values for the initial grimap
bandwidth, we apply a second smoothing kernel over theeentir
collection of smoothed library spectra. Specifically, fay @hoice
of stellar-atmospheric parameteﬁgﬁm, and smoothing bandwidth,
ho, we obtain a unique template,

LA, G, ho) =

(9
Ai — A

Ai —
ho

(6)

N N N
— Oatm; — Oatm ho, — h
ZL(/\,Qacmi,hoi)Ké( R 0)
i=1 hatm h
T()‘) = )

atm; _eatm hO _hO
Ko 22
S (2 o

atm )

(7
where N, = 25275 is the number of library spectra (including
three smoothed versions for each of the 8425 original libspec-
tra) and the kernel is

galrr_gan) h_h
K2< tm, t , Olh} 0

=
h atm

1((T.e, — Te)?® | (loggi —log g)?
exp{——( +
2 h2eff h12089
Fe/H]. — [Fe/H])? -
+([ e/ }];2 [Fe/H]) (ho, Qho) )} ®)
[Fe/H] b,

We set smoothing bandwidths equal to the grid spacing in each
dimension:hr,; = 250 K, hiogg = 0.25 deX, hjpe/n) = 0.25

dex andh;, = 0.025 A. Compared with alternative interpolation
schemes that we tried, this smoothing procedure gives fpaste
probability distributions that are more Gaussian and lisdyl to
cluster near the library’s grid points.

3.2 Likeihood Function and Free Parameters

Given the spectral model/ ()), we assume that the observed, sky-
subtracted spectruns,(\), has likelihood

c( (NG, s1,52) =

1(S() = M)

~ 2 s Var[S(\)] + 52 |

H \/271' 51Var[ N)] + s )eX
9)

where we have introduced two additional nuisance paras)eter
ands-, that rescale and add in quadrature, respectively, to edser
tional errors in order to account for cases of mis-estimatade.
In practice, the value a¥/();) that we use in Equatidd 9 is the lin-
ear interpolation, at observed wavelength of the discrete model
we calculate from Equatidd 2. This interpolation is neces&e-
cause a given template spectruffi(,\), retains the discrete wave-
length sampling of the synthetic library, which generaliffeds
from those of the observed spectra.

We fit to the Hectochelle spectra over the regioie0 <
(/\/A) < 5280, which givesN, ~ 1150. For the templates we
consider rest-frame wavelengths50 < A/,& < 5290, giving
N temp = 1400 and allowing redshifts corresponding to the range
—575 < vlos/(km s™1) < 4575,

In order to define the polynomials in Equatidds 3 &hd 4, we
choosel = 5 andm = 2, respectively. These choices give suffi-
cient flexibility to fit the continuum shape and to apply lovder
corrections to the wavelength solution. We adopt scalenpeters
Ao = 5220 Aand A, = 60 A, such that-1 < (A — Xg)/As < +1
over the entire range considered in the fits.

With these choices the spectral model()\), is fully specified
by a vector of 13 free parameters:

= ('U1057 Test,log g, [Fe/H]v
p07p17p27p37p47p57q17q27h0) . (10)

The first four have physical meaning and the rest are nuispace
rameters that specify coefficients of polynomials, smaowhiand-
width and adjustments to observational errors. Tableé 3t2 kll
parameters and identifies the adopted priors, all of whiehuai-
form over a specified range of values and zero outside thgeran

3.3 Parameter Estimation

From Bayes’' theorem, given the observed spectristf), the
model has posterior PDF

E(S(A)W, S1, 32)p(§, $1,82)
p(SOV) ’

where £(S(\)|0,s1,s2) is the likelihood from Equatior]9,
p(0, s1, s2) is the prior and

)= [ s

is the marginal likelihood, or ‘evidence’.

In order to evaluate the posterior PDF we must scan the 15-
dimensional parameter space. For this task we use the seftwa
package MultiNeBt (Feroz & Hobson 2008;_Feroz et/al. 2009).

p(0,s1,52|S(N)) =

(11)

|9 31,32) (é: 51,52)d§d51d52 (12)

3 available at ccpforge.cse.rl.ac.uk/gf/project/mubsine



Table 2. Free parameters and priors
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parameter prior

description

V)os/ (km/s) uniform between—-500, 4500

Tote /K uniform betweent000, 8000
logqolg/(cm/s?)] uniform betweer0, 5
[Fe/H] uniform between-5, 41

uniform betweeft — max[S(A)], + max[S(\)]
uniform between— max[S ()], + max[S ()]
uniform between— max[S ()], + max[S ()]
uniform between— max[S(\)], + max[S(X)]
uniform between— max[S(\)], + max[S(X)]
uniform between— max[S ()], + max[S ()]
uniform between-10, +10

po
p1
b2
p3
Pa

I,
1,
1,
I8

ps
q1/(km/s)

q2/(km/s) uniform between—10, +10
ho/A] uniform betweer0.05, 0.10
logqg s1 uniform between-1, +6
logqg s2 uniform between—-2, +2

line-of-sight velocity

effective temperature

surface gravity

iron abundance

polynomial coefficient (continuum; €g 3)
polynomial coefficient (continuum; €g 3)
polynomial coefficient (continuum; €g 3)
polynomial coefficient (continuum; &g 3)
polynomial coefficient (continuum; €g 3)
polynomial coefficient (continuum; €g 3)
polynomial coefficient (wavelength solution; &g. 4)
polynomial coefficient (wavelength solution; &g. 4)
broadens line-spread function (E§. 5)

rescales observational errors (el. 9)

adds to observational errors (E}. 9)

% max[S ()] is the maximum value (discounting pixels flagged as cosnyis)raf the sky-subtracted spectrum.

MultiNest implements a nested-sampling Monte Carlo atbari
(Skilling 12004) that is designed to calculate the evideriEgu@-
tion[I2) and simultaneously to sample the posterior PDF 4Equ
tion[11). Briefly, the algorithm proceeds by evolving a sefiof
our case, 2000) ‘live points’ that initially are distribdtéhrough-
out the parameter volume according to the prior. Then, irheac
iteration, the point with lowest likelihood is replaced bynaw
point that is drawn randomly from the prior, subject to th&-co
dition that the new point must have likelihood larger thaat tbf
the point being replaced. As the number of iterations ireesa
the set of live points becomes confined within regions of @igh
likelihood and smaller volume, allowing the evidence to bene
puted with increasing accuracy. The algorithm terminatéerw
the accuracy reaches a specified threshold (we adopt artoéera
of 0.5 in log-evidence, with sampling efficiency of 0.8, asam-
mended by MultiNest's README file). Feroz & Hobson (2008)
and| Feroz et al! (2009) demonstrate that MultiNest perfonais
even when the posterior is multi-modal and has strong cgrda:
generacies, circumstances that can present problemsafuiestl
Markov-Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) techniques. In our own ex-
periments, MultiNest consistently required fewer likelild eval-
uations than did the widely-used Metropolis-Hastings atgm
(Metropolis et all 1953; Hastings 1970), which was more prin
becoming trapped in the local minima generated by the poesen
of multiple absorption features. In order to fit a single tdetille
spectrum, we typically require a fewl0® evaluations of Equation
)

4 RESULTS

Plotted over each example Hectochelle spectrum in Flgusetei
best-fitting model spectrum, as calculated from the mostyikac-
cording to Equatiof]9) point from the posterior sample metdrby
MultiNest. Text within each panel indicates estimates ofgital
parameters),s (transformed to the solar rest fram&)q, log g and
[Fe/H]. Based on these estimates, spectra in left-hand paneés corr
spond to probable members of Draco, with velocities neac@sa
mean of~ —290 km s™*, low surface gravitieslg g <3.5) char-
acteristic of red giants, and low metallicitigs'¢/H] < — 2). Spec-
tra in right-hand panels correspond to probable contantériarihe
Galactic foreground, which are likely to be G dwarfs wittosiger
surface gravitiesl¢g g = 4) and metallicities [Fe/H] > — 1). Vi-
sually the foreground dwarfs have stronger absorptiorslitan

do the bona fide red giants, and our spectral modelling iglglea
sensitive to these differences.

For the four spectra corresponding to probable Draco mem-
bers in FiguréR, Figure] 3 shows samples from the posterid¥, PD
as returned by MultiNest. These plots reveal various degeres
among model parameters. Of the five physical paramefess,
log g and [Fe/H] all show correlations. These degeneracies make
sense because a relatively weak absorption feature cal fresu
relatively low metal abundance, lower opacity in the reklii dif-
fuse atmosphere that exists in a weaker gravitational fiettica
relatively high degrees of ionization in hotter atmosphef@n the
other hand, lack of correlation between stellar-atmosplparam-
eters and,s implies that redshifts estimated from full spectra are
relatively insensitive to the spectral types of templaRsgarding
nuisance parameters, Figlile 3 reveals correlations amaiggg
mial coefficients that describe the continuum. The curviegesher-
acy between nuisance parametarandss indicates that the model
prefers to adjust variance spectra either by rescaling adajng a
constant value, but not both.

4.1 Posterior Probability Distribution Functions

For a given spectrum, MultiNest's sampling of the posteR&r-

lets us evaluate not only the degeneracies discussed dhaaso
moments of the marginalized, 1-D posterior PDF for each rhode
parameter. GivetN random draws from the posterior PDF, then for

a given parameterX, we calculate moments of the error distribu-
tion as follows. The first moment is the mean,= N ! Zf\rzl Ts,
which we take to be the central value. The second moment is the
variance,c% = (N — 1)"' N (2; — X)?, which we take to

be the square of théo credibility interval (for a Gaussian error
distribution, the intervalX 4 ox enclose$8% of the integrated
probability). The third moment is skewness= N~! SN [(z;—
X)/+/o%]?, which equals zero for a symmetric distribution. The
fourth moment is kurtosisk = N~* SN [(z; — X)/\/o %],
which distinguishes Gaussian distributions (= 3) from ‘lep-
tokurtic’ ones with sharper peaks and fatter tail§ (> 3) and
‘platykurtic’ ones with broader peaks and weaker talts £ 3).

For each of ou6107 independent Hectochelle spectre8abs
unique stars, scatterplots in Figlte 4 show how moments ef th
PDFs for physical parameters depend on the median signadise
ratio per pixel. Each point in a given panel corresponds togles
spectrum. As S/N grows, the PDFs tend to become more Gaussian
(S ~ 0, K ~ 3) and have smaller variance; thus the distributions
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Figure 3. Correlations among model parameters, from samplings gidkterior distribution function obtained in fits to the sppaof probable Draco members shown in Fiddre 2. Coloursspond to those

used for best-fitting spectra in Figlik 2.

shown in Figuré ¥ provide objective criteria for quality tah. In
the velocity panels, we identify a cluster 2813 measurements
that haver,,,  <5kms ' -1 < S < +land2 < K < 4.The
relatively small variance and near-Gaussianity of thesstquimr
PDFs imply tight constraints for which thi&% credibility interval
can be specified with reasonable accuracyhy + o.,,,. There-
fore, in all subsequent analysis and in the data tables mesbe-
low, we include only observations for which moments of poete
PDFs forui.s fall within the ranges specified above (red squares in
the velocity panels of Figurld 4). Because some analysesestth
data will require only velocity information, here we do noake

further cuts based on moments of posterior PDFs for othes-phy
ical parameters; however, the data tables list all four nramef
the posterior PDF for each parameter, so users can applyuahy s
cuts as needed. Furthermore, all spectra and samples fretarioo
PDFs are available for download from the following web addre
http://www.andrew.cmu.edu/user/mgwalker/hectochelle

4.2 Accuracy, Precision and Dependence on Templates

In order to gauge both accuracy and precision of our estgnate
of physical parameters, we examine fits—using the same proce
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Figure 4. Moments of marginalized, 1D posterior probability distilon functions (PDFs) of model parameters versus medgmasito-noise ratio per pixel (a resolution elementis3 pixels), for6107
independent Hectochelle observations3@65 unique stars. Histograms show marginalized distributfonseach moment as well as S/N. Red rectangles enclose segibare posterior PDFs of velocity
estimates are near-Gaussian] < skewness. +1, 2 < kurtosis< 4) and havervlos < 5km s~ 1. Observations associated with these estimates are cdleenién other panels; subsequent analysis and
data tables refer only to these observations.

dure described above—to715 high-S/N (tens of thousands of

! ) - ' Table 3. Fits to twilight spectra for three synthetic libraries
counts per pixel) solar spectra acquired with Hectochell@orn-

ing/evening twilight during our Draco runs. For each phgbiza- SSPP cos AMBRE®

rameter, scatterplots in Figurk 5 show first and (squareaysec- T T T
. . T (Vlos — Vios,®) 0.81kms™ 0.36 kms™ 0.76 kms™

ond moments of the posterior PDFs. H|§togram§ show disioils! (Tet — Tort. 0) —303K 34K 29K

of the first moments, which let us quantify empirically 1) mexf- (Tog g — log 9o) —0.63 dex —0.06 dex 0.08 dex

sets with respect to known solar values,{ o = 0, Tesr,o = 5778 ([Fe/H] — [Fe/H]g)  —0.48dex  0.04dex —0.34 dex

K, log,o[ge/(cm 57.2)] = 4.44, [Fe/H] :O) and 2) scatter. For oo 0.42kms™!  0.43kms!  0.43kms~!

stellar-atmospheric parameters the empirical scattepiisistent Ty 51K 16 K 43K

with second moments of the posterior PDFs returned by MaktN lozg 0.09 dex 0.03 dex 0.10 dex

For u},s the empirical scatter ok 0.4 km s™' is several times O Fe/H] 0.05 dex 0.00 dex 0.03 dex

larger than the scatter implied by the posterior PDFs, thgeta
value reflects the typical rms of residuals in our wavelerggth
brations (Sectioh 213). For each physical parameterTable[4.2
lists the mean offse{ AX) = (X — X), and the standard devia-
tion, o.

¢ library ofiLee et al.[(2008,?)
Y library of{Coelho et 21[(2005)
¢ library ofide Laverny et al| (20112)

repeated our entire fitting procedure, for both science asldyht

We use these values to adjust raw parameter estimatesfor sci spectra, using the alternative libraries of Coelho et &I0% ‘C05’
ence targets. For each parameter we subtract the empifiesat 0  hereafter) and de Laverny et al. (2012, ‘AMBRE’ hereaft&gble
from the first moments obtained from the posterior PDFs. Then [£7 lists solar offsets obtained for each physical paramaith
we add the empirical scatter, in quadrature, to the (squents of) each library. Those obtained with the CO5 library are néigjiy
second moments for all Draco observations. All subsequisat d  in the sense that they are smaller than the random errorsaitedi
cussion and analysis (and data tables) refer to resultshenza by the posterior PDFs for the twilight spectra. The AMBREdity
been adjusted in this way. For tB813 observations that pass the gives a significant offset from the solar value only for miatay,
quality-control criteria described in Sectibn4.1, ourirestes of where([Fe/H] — [Fe/H] ) = —0.34 dex.
physical parameters have median (minimum, maximum) random Despite seemingly-better performances of the C05 and AM-

—1
irrors Off“(’)loijﬂ: (()(‘)8180(0i443§)4a7:)2 I;r: ds ! UTe_ff (): 21062( 0(‘:’)%’ 101823 BRE libraries, we report results only from our fits with theF§S
déxol"gg - i OlFe/H]=U: O P library. The irregularity and coarseness (spacingfife/H] = 0.5
: dex for [Fe/H] < —1 andA[Fe/H] = 1 dex for [Fe/H] < —3)
We note that the offsets of our estimates from solar values ar of the AMBRE grid introduce relatively large and asymmetric
unique to our use of the SSPP library of synthetic spectrah&Ve smoothing errors near the parameter space most relevamatmD
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The CO5 library contains no models withe/H] < —2.5 and the
resulting fits to many of our Draco spectra fail to give a lower
bound on[Fe/H]. Reassuringly, when we compare raw estimates
obtained from higher-metallicity[fe/H] ~ —2.0) Draco spec-
tra, for which fits with both the SSPP and CO05 library provide
lower bounds or[Fe/H], we recover the same relative offsets—
for each physical parameter—obtained in fits to solar spettnis
agreement suggests that the SSPP offsets listed in[Tabto fat
depend strongly on the stellar-atmospheric parametemssiges
and thus can be applied to our Draco spectra. Indeed, aftapwe
ply these offsets our measurements for Draco stars comegaut
agreement with those of previous studies (Secflon 6).

4.3 Repeatability

After discarding observations for which posterior PDFsufigt fail

to meet the criteria described in Section4.1, there rera&is in-
dependent observations v565 stars. These includé’79 obser-
vations 0f631 stars with multiple observations passing the criteria
described in Sectidn 4.1, with as manyla&ssuch observations for
a single star. In order to examine repeatability of our patam
estimation, we compare results from multiple, independeeéa-
surements of a given star. For all science targets with teyieser-
vations, top panels in Figufé 6 compare estimates derived fhe
first observation to those derived in each subsequent cdtsmmv
(Figure[T zooms in on the velocity range of Draco members)hWi
few exceptions, points scatter around 1:1 relations acogito the
variances of the posterior PDFs.

More guantitatively, bottom panels in Figure 6 show distri-
butions of deviations with respect to inverse-variancégived
means—X) = YN (Xi/o%,)/ S Ners(1/0%,)—normalized
by the propagated error. We do not expect these distribaiion
be Gaussian, because the calculation of weighted meandiites
correlations among deviations that correspond to obsensbf
the same star. Therefore, instead of comparing the obseliged
tributions to Gaussians, we compare them to distributioed lis-
tograms in Figurgle) that we obtain from artificial data thatdnthe
same number of observations for each of the same numbersf sta
but with scatter introduced only by observational errorsmpar-
isons between the observed and artificial distributionsvatxcel-
lent agreement fom,.s, Tesr andlog g, indicating that the variances
of the PDFs returned by MultiNest are indeed reliable estaf
68% credibility intervals. FofFe/H], the observed distribution has
thicker tails than the artificial one, indicating that theiaaces of
the PDFs returned by MultiNest correspond to slightly uedg+
mated credibility intervals.

5 DATA TABLES

For all 2813 individual observations that pass the quality-control
criteria described in Sectidn 4.1, Talfle 4 lists equatar@drdi-
nates, heliocentric Julian date at the beginning of the fiudt-
exposure, median signal-to-noise ratio per pixel, and nmsnes-
timated from posterior PDFs for physical parametars (trans-
formed to the heliocentric rest frame}.gs, logg, [Fe/H] and
[/ Fe]. For all model parameters, the reported interval i& o x —
i.e., the central value is the first moment (mean) of the pmste
PDF, and the credible interval is given by the square roohef t
second moment (square root of the variance). Third (skesyrzesl
fourth (kurtosis) moments are listed parenthetically geesscripts
above the credible interval. Talflé 5 then lists one set dfasés

47,
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Figure 7. Same as top-left panel of FigUr® 6, but zoomed in on the regégulated by Draco
members.

for each of thel565 unique stars. For stars with multiple inde-
pendent measurements, Table 5 lists the weighted mearsviaiue
model parameters. Users that require stricter qualityrobuorite-
ria (e.g., cuts on moments of posterior PDFs for stellaresheric
parameters) are advised to re-compute these weighted raftens
refining Tabld .

6 COMPARISONSWITH PREVIOUS WORK

Spectroscopic surveys including more thari00 Draco stars have
previously been published by Armandroff et al. (1995, ‘A8&re-
after), Kleyna et &l. (2002, ‘K02’ hereafter) and Kirby et #010,
‘K10’ hereafter). In their line-of-sight velocity survey95 used
the KPNO 4-m telescope and Hydra multifibre spectrograpédsp
tral ranget720 — 5460 A resolution~ 1.2 A per pixel) to measure
259 velocities, with median uncertainty 4 km s, for 159 red
giant candidates in Draco. A95 then merged their sample téth

of IOlszewski et al.| (1995), who used the ‘HavmT’s original
echelle spectrograph and photon-counting reticon (salecnge
5160 — 5213 A, resolution~ 0.2 A per pixel) to measure 69 veloc-
ities, with median uncertainty 1.7 km s™*, for 24 probable Draco
members. K02 used the 4.3-m William Herschel Telescope and
WYFFOS fibre spectrograph (spectral rarggé0 — 8800 A reso-
lution ~ 0.6 A per pixel) to measure 159 velocities, with mean pre-
cision~ 2 km s, for 159 probable Draco members (K02 do not
tabulate results for an additional 43 probable non-membgRD
used the 10-m Keck-1l Telescope and DEIMOS multi-slit spect
graph (spectral rang®00 — 9000 A, resolution~ 1.2 A per res-
olution element) to measure velociffeand multi-element abun-
dances (including [Fe/H], [Mg/Fe], [Ca/Fe] and [Ti/Fe])rfag7
probable Draco members.

Figurd 8 compares our velocity estimates to those of A95, K02

4 At the time, the MMT consisted of six 1.8-m mirrors, for anesfive
diameter of4.5 m.

5 While K10 did not publish velocity measurements, Evan Kitpyivate
communication) has made their measurements availabléégourpose of
comparing to our results.
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by credibility intervals,oxl. , for N1,¢ independent measurements of each star with repeat oliseszaDotted red histograms indicate distributions oldifrom artificial data having the same numbers of

observations for each star as in the real data, but with fesévalues scattered only according to measurementserror

and K10, for which our sample has in common 52, 76 and 109,stars point. With respect to the A95, K02 and K10 surveys, thesa(its
respectively. Top panels plot our measurenﬁldisectly against
the earlier ones; to each of these relations we fit straigbslivith
slopes of unity, effectively allowing for systematic offsen zero

6 For stars with multiple Hectochelle observations, we carabindepen-
dent estimates using the weighted mean.

gest zero-point offsets Ahvigs = Vios,Hecto — Vios,other =0.31 £
0.23 km s~ !, —0.01 £0.17 km s~! and0.02 £+ 0.25 km s7!, re-

spectively.

Bottom panels in Figurel 8 show histograms of velocity differ
ences,(Vios,Hecto — AVios) — Ulos,other, NOrMalized by combined

errors,c = \/

2
U”los,Hccto

+ 02, oiner - While our median random
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Table 4. Hectochelle data from individual observatiéns

SIN®

Tett
(K]

log10 9
[dex]¢

[Fe/H]
[dex]

@2000 62000 HID Tlos
[hh:mm:ss] P/ [days] [kms—1]¢
17:20:40.31  +57:56:18.1 2455331.74 3.1 —293.4 + 0.8(=0:1,3.3)
17:21:17.89  +57:56:21.2 2455331.74 4.4 —292.0 + 0.7(0-1,3.0)
17:23:26.43  +58:08:10.7 2455331.74 1.6 —37.3 4 1.2(0-1,3:3)
2455706.84 7.6 —34.5 & 0.5(=0-0:3.0)
2455707.75  11.5 —34.4 4 0.5(0:0,2:9)
2455710.91 6.7 —33.9 4 0.5(—0.0,3.0)
17:20:27.38  +57:56:52.4 2455331.74 8.6 —294.5 4+ 0.6(0-0,3.0)
17:21:44.98  +58:10:50.5 2455331.74 2.6 —18.7 +1.1(-0:1,2.9)
2455708.93 6.6 —17.1 + 0.5(-0:1,2.9)
2455712.87 6.8 —17.1 4 0.5(0:0:3.1)
17:20:47.88  +58:08:14.3 2455706.77 5.4 —50.6 + 0.5(—0:0,3.0)
2455707.75 6.2 —50.0 £ 0.6(0-0,3:0)
2455708.93 3.0 —50.2 +0.7(0-1,3-1)
2455712.87 3.2 —50.8 & 0.7(0-0,3.0)
17:21:18.40  +58:22:53.6 2455331.74 0.9 —131.6 + 1.5(70:3,3.2)
2455708.86 9.3 —132.5 +0.5(70:0,3-1)
17:21:47.10  +58:21:51.3 2455331.74 4.1 —7.8 40.7(0:0,:2.9)
17:20:18.69  +58:08:40.7 2455331.74 2.8 —6.6 £ 0.9(—0.0,3.2)
2455706.84  10.5 —7.2 4 0.5(-0.1,3.3)
2455708.93 7.3 —6.8 +0.5(0:2:3.2)
2455712.87 7.3 —7.2 4 0.5(70.0,2.9)

4806 + 199(0-1,3:3)
4613 + 152(0-1,2:8)
4779 + 201(0-0,2.7)
5089 + 65(0-1:3-0)
5124 4 64(0-1,3.0)
5008 4 69(0-1:3-1)
4620 4 106(—0-2:3-2)
4918 4 118(=0.1,2.9)
4885 + 69(—0-1,3.0)
4842 + 65(0-0,2.9)
5332 + 83(0-1,3.0)
5320 + 90(—0-1,2:9)
5009 + 110(0-1,3-2)
5143 + 105(0-1:3.0)
4939 + 265(—0:2,:2:5)
5101 %+ 69(0-1,3-1)
4744 £ 85(~0-1.3.1)
4959 + 128(0-1,3:0)
5173 & 59(~0-2:3.0)
5088 + 64(—0-1,2:9)
5150 + 62(—0:3:3:0)

0.9 £0.2(1-24.4)
1.1 4 0.3(0:5:2.9)
4.0 £0.6(0-1,2:9)
5.0 £0.2(0-1,3-2)
4.8 £0.1(0-1,3.0)
4.8 +0.2(0-1,3.0)
0.8 £ 0.2(1.0,3-8)
5.0 £ 0.3(70:42.7
5.3+ 0.2(70:22.7
4.9 +0.2(-0.0,3.D
5.0 £0.2(0-1,3-1)
5.2+ 0.2(70:2,2.6)
4.2+0.3(-0-1,3.D
4.8 +£0.3(70:0,3.0)
4.7+ 0.7(-0.7,2.9
5.0 £ 0.2(0-1,3.3)
5.0 £ 0.3(0:0,3.0)
4.5 £0.4(0-1,2.9)
5+ 0.1(=0:3,:2.7)
44 0.2(70:3,2:5)
5+ 0.2(=0:7:3:0)

5.

5

—1.63 £ 0.25(0:0,3.0)
—1.94 £ 0.18(0:3,3.0)
1.01 + 0.29(—0:4,2.5)
0.43 + 0.08(0-0,3-1)
0.11 + 0.07(=0-1,3.0)
0.25 + 0.08(0:0,3-0)
—2.23 + 0.13(0.0,3.0)
—0.03 £ 0.17(=0:1,3.3)
—0.25 + 0.08(—0:0,3.0)
—0.31 + 0.08(—0-1,3.0)
0.08 =+ 0.09(0:0:3-1)
—0.25 4+ 0.10(=0:1,3.0)
0.04 £ 0.13(=0-1,3.1)
0.19 + 0.13(0-1,3-1)
0.90 + 0.34(=0-4,2.6)
—0.51 +0.08(—0-1,3.1)
0.17 4 0.11(0-0:3.0)
—0.03 +0.18(—0-2,3.3)
—0.25 + 0.07(~0-1,3.1)
—0.30 + 0.08(—0:0,3.0)
—0.23 + 0.08(—0:0,3.0)

“see electronic edition for complete data table.
Y median signal-to-noise ratio per pixel
€line-of-sight velocity in the heliocentric rest frame

d

&2

units ofg arecm §

Table 5. Hectochelle data with weighted means for stars with mdtigdservatiorfs

82000

(VTos)

(Tetr)

(log1o 9)

([Fe/H])

N,

@2000 9gspDss  isSDsSS obs
[hh:mm:ss] P [mag]® [mag] [kms~1]¢ [K] [dex]¢ [dex]

17:20:40.31 +57:56:18.1 18.94 17.88 —293.4 £+ 0.8 4806 + 199 0.9 +0.2 —1.63 + 0.25 1
17:21:17.89 +57:56:21.2 18.86 17.78 —292.0 £ 0.7 4613 + 152 1.1 +£0.3 —1.94 +0.18 1
17:23:26.43 +58:08:10.7 18.81 1776  —34.4 £0.3 5066 4 37 4.9+0.1 0.27 4+ 0.04 4
17:20:27.38 +57:56:52.4 18.07 16.79 —294.5 + 0.6 4620 + 106 0.8+ 0.2 —2.23 £ 0.13 1
17:21:44.98 +58:10:50.5 18.65 1750 —17.2+0.3 4870 + 44 5.0 0.1 —0.26 + 0.05 3
17:20:47.88 +58:08:14.3 19.51 1862 —50.4 £ 0.3 5230 4 47 4.9+0.1 0.00 £ 0.05 4
17:21:18.40 +58:22:53.6 19.04 18.08 —132.4 £ 0.5 5090 4 67 5.0+ 0.2 —0.43 + 0.08 2
17:21:47.10 +58:21:51.3 18.10 16.79 —7.8+0.7 4744 + 85 5.0+ 0.3 0.17 £ 0.11 1
17:20:18.69 +58:08:40.7 18.66 17.63 —7.0£0.3 5126 4+ 34 5.4+ 0.1 —0.24 + 0.04 4

“see electronic edition for complete data table.
bfrom SDSS photometry, corrected for extinction

€line-of-sight velocity in the heliocentric rest frame

dunits of g are cm 52

velocity error is less than half those reported by any of tiesipus
studies, our results stand in generally good agreementthitbe
of A95 and K10, with the possible exceptions of a few outliis
are plausibly explained by intrinsic velocity variabili.g., binary
stars| Olszewski et al. 1996; Hargreaves &t al. [1996). Hexyvee-

<chf,Hccto - cff,KlO> =14+10K, <A 10g g> = <10g10 [gHecto] -
log,olgx10] =—0.05 £+ 0.02 dex (cgs units) andA[Fe/H]) =
([Fe/H] oo — [Fe/H]kq) = 0.06 £ 0.02 dex; each of these off-
sets is smaller than the smallest random error among acteya-

surements in our data set. Histograms in lower panels ofr€[8u

indicate that deviations between our estimates and thds&®are
distributed approximately according to reported errors.

locity deviations with respect to the K02 catalogue tendettelger
than can be attributed to reported errors. We note that tl#edd6
alogue does not include repeat velocity measurements,nigdiki
difficult to check accuracy of their reported errors.
We also find good agreement for the four stars in com-

Figure[® compares our estimates of stellar-atmospheric pa- mon with published HIRES data (one from each of the stud-
rameters to those of K10, who estimdté/H] from their Keck ies by|Shetrone et al. 2001 ahd Fulbright et al. 2004, two from
spectra but determind,g from a combination of photometry |Cohen & Huang 2009; red points in Figdire 9). For these sthes, t
and spectroscopy and determihg; g from photometry alone. random errors that we report f¢Fe/H] are about half those of
K10 have already demonstrated good agreement between theithe HIRES studies, despite the latter enjoying higher remm,
estimates of stellar-atmospheric parameters and thosgnebt higher S/N and larger spectral range. We suspect that tfies-di
from high-resolution Keck/HIRES spectra (Shetrone et 8012 ence arises because we fit every pixel simultaneously whée t
Fulbright et al! 2004; Cohen & Huang 2009). In turn, having ap HIRES estimates come from independent fits to individuaddin
plied the offsets described in Sectibn]4.2, we find good agree In any case, the direct comparisons give no indication thbhee
ment between our estimates and those of K10. Our fits of technique underestimates errors. Given the differentyaisalech-
straight lines with slopes of unity indicate offsets (@T.gx) = niques and range/resolution of the K10 and HIRES spectfaneit
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Figure 8. Comparison of Hectochelle velocities to published and/easured values for stars observed in previous stuftisHectochelle velocities against those published by Armetfet all [1995, left)
and Kleyna et all (2002, middle), and against unpublishéatitees generously provided by Kirby et &l. (2010, rightivate communication). Solid lines indicate 1:1 relatidashed lines indicate the (constant)

offset about which scatter is minimizeBottom: Histograms for velocity differences—normalized by =

/62 2
9V Hecto T oV, other’ whereoy Hecto aNdoy other are reported errors for the two

measurements—after applying offsets indicated by theetthishes in top panels (these offsets aoeapplied to the data reported in Tad[d§]4-5). Dotted curwdiséate Gaussian distributions with unit variance.

spect to ours, we are encouraged by the overall level of eggee
displayed in Figurgl9.

7 RELATIONSAMONG PHYSICAL PARAMETERS

Scatterplots in Figufe 10 show relations among physicamaters
for the 1565 unique stars in our sample (for stars with repeat mea-
surements, the displayed points indicate inverse-vagiaveighted
means). In most panels the distribution of points is cleliriyodal,
indicating that our spectral modelling can separate Draemm
bers from Galactic foreground in at least three dimensions;
log g, [Fe/H]. The Draco members cluster neass ~ —290 km
s~ !, while foreground interlopers have a broader velocityritigt
tion that peaks neam.s ~ —50 km s™!. As metal-poor giants,
the Draco members also hajie:/H] andlog g estimates that are
systematically smaller than those of the observed foregtatars,
which tend to be relatively metal-rich dwarfs (foregrounaigs are
brighter than Draco’s red giant branch and so are not seldote
observation).

information about the influence of the external gravitagiqroten-
tial generated by the Milky Way.

The two panels in the lower-right corner of Figlird 10 com-
pare Draco’s colour-magnitude diagram, from SDSS photomet
(see also Figurg] 1), to a spectroscopic analogue based @stur
mates ofl.g andlog g. Sincelog g traces magnitude only for stars
ascending the red giant branch, Draco’s RGB is clearly ségdr
from foreground in the spectroscopic version.

Finally, the right-hand panel in Figuré 1 shows the spaii d
tribution of the crudely-identified likely members, tensadfich lie
at projected distances beyond Draco’s nominal ‘tidal’ uadiR:,
as estimated by lrwin & Hatzidimitriou (1995) from fits of Kin
(1966) dynamical models to star-count data. In agreemetit wi
Mufoz et al. [(2006), we find likely members out to the limifs o
our data set, up te- 3R: from Draco’s centre.

8 SUMMARY

Red boxes in the upper-left panels of Figlré 10 enclose mea- We have presented a new spectroscopic data set that includes

surements that are closer to the centre of the Draco populttan
to the foreground population, as determined by eye. We tywde

468 Draco members distributed over an area-ol ded. The ob-
servations includeg13 independent measurements of line-of-sight

timate the number of Draco members in our sample by counting velocity (median random errar, ~ 0.88 km s™*), effective tem-

the number of stars with measurements that lie inside albtixes.
We count468 such likely members. The relatively large number

perature ¢r.,, ~ 162 K), surface gravity §i.; 4 ~ 0.37 dex) and
metallicity (ore,m; ~ 0.20 dex) for 1565 stars, includingl879

(~ 1000) of foreground contaminants is the direct consequence of independent measurements 6381 unique stars with repeat obser-

having observed at large Draco-centric radius, where mesriiee
come far less numerous than foreground stars but conveyriamio

vations. These data will be useful for investigations raggrom
galactic dynamics to chemical evolution and binary stars.
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All data from this study are publicly available. In addi-
tion to the information provided in Tablds 4 ahdl 5, the inter-

Participation Group, the German Participation Group, lkdedv
University, the Instituto de Astrofisica de Canarias, thechi

ested reader can download all spectra and samples from-postegan State/Notre Dame/JINA Participation Group, Johns Hwpk

rior PDFs (including those that do not pass quality-contnii
teria described in Sectidn 4.1) from the following web addre
http://www.andrew.cmu.edu/user/mgwalker/hectochelle
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