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ABSTRACT

Radial velocity (RV) is among the most fundamental physical quantities obtainable from stellar
spectra and is rather important in the analysis of time-domain phenomena. The LAMOST Medium-
Resolution Survey (MRS) DRY7 contains 5 million single-exposure stellar spectra at spectral resolution
R ~ 7500. However, the temporal variation of the RV zero-points (RVZPs) of the MRS survey, which
makes the RVs from multiple epochs inconsistent, has not been addressed. In this paper, we measure
the RVs of the 3.8 million single-exposure spectra (for 0.6 million stars) with signal-to-noise ratio
(SNR) higher than 5 based on cross-correlation function (CCF) method, and propose a robust method
to self-consistently determine the RVZPs exposure-by-exposure for each spectrograph with the help
of Gaia DR2 RVs. Such RVZPs are estimated for 3.6 million RVs and can reach a mean precision of
~ 0.38kms ™ *. The result of the temporal variation of RVZPs indicates that our algorithm is efficient
and necessary before we use the absolute RVs to perform time-domain analysis. Validating the results
with APOGEE DR16 shows that our absolute RVs can reach an overall precision of 0.84/0.80 kms™*
in the blue/red arm at 50 < SNR < 100, while 1.26/1.99 kms™" at 5 < SNR < 10. The cumulative
distribution function (CDF) of the standard deviations of multiple RVs (Nyps > 8) for 678 standard
stars reach 0.45/0.54, 1.07/1.39, and 1.45/1.86 kms™ ' in the blue/red arm at 50%, 90%, and 95%
levels, respectively. The catalogs of the RVs, RVZPs, and selected candidate RV standard stars are
available at https://github.com/hypergravity /paperdata.

Keywords: methods: data analysis — techniques: radial velocities — (stars:) binaries: spectroscopic

1. INTRODUCTION

Large spectroscopic surveys, for example, RAVE
(Steinmetz et al. 2006, 2020a), SDSS/SEGUE (Yanny
et al. 2009), LAMOST (Cui et al. 2012; Deng et al. 2012;
Zhao et al. 2012; Luo et al. 2015), APOGEE (Majewski
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et al. 2017), GALAH (De Silva et al. 2015), Gaia-ESO
(Gilmore et al. 2012) and Gaia-Radial Velocity Spec-
trometer (Gaia-RVS, Katz et al. 2004; Cropper et al.
2018), have obtained tens of millions of stellar spec-
tra over the last two decades, aiming at understand-
ing the formation and evolution of the Galaxy. Among
the most fundamental physical quantities derived from
stellar spectra is radial velocity (RV) which forms the
basis of many studies such as stellar multiplicity (e.g.,
Gao et al. 2014, 2017; El-Badry et al. 2018; Yang et al.
2020), stellar kinematics (e.g., Tian et al. 2020; Bird
et al. 2020), and Galactic substructures (Yang et al.
2019; Xu et al. 2020).

The LAMOST, after a five-year low-resolution spec-
troscopic survey (LRS, R ~ 1800, 3800A < X <
9 OOOA), has started a five-year medium-resolution spec-
troscopic survey (MRS, R ~ 7500, 4950A < X\ < 5350A
and 6300A < X\ < 6800A, see Liu et al. 2020) since Sep.
2017. The DR6', the first data release of the MRS,
contains the data obtained during Sep. 2017 to Jun.
2018 and is already public to the international astro-
nomical community. The DR7? including the data from
Sep. 2017 to Jun. 2019 (~5 million spectra for over
800000 stars) is currently open to the Chinese astro-
nomical community only.

At the beginning Sc lamp was used to calibrate
the wavelength of LAMOST MRS spectra, and later
switched to ThAr lamp in 2018. Due to the short wave-
length coverage, sky lines are not used in wavelength
calibration as in LRS (Wang et al. 2010). The released
spectra have been applied the barycentric correction and
the wavelength uses vacuum standard. Both the LAM-
OST pipeline and Wang et al. (2019) have measured RVs
from DRY spectra and estimated a static RV zero-point
(RVZP) by comparing the measured RVs to those in
the literature of a sample of RV standard stars (Huang
et al. 2018) for each spectrograph. However, the tempo-
ral variation of the RVZPs (between exposures) is not
clear so far despite a few trials. For example, Liu et al.
(2019b) and Zong et al. (2020) show the temporal vari-
ation of RVZPs based on the data from the Kepler field
using a sample of roughly selected RV-invariant stars,
and Ren et al. (2020) shows that the RVZPs of the red
arm vary between exposures and the difference can reach
4 kms™! in the MRS-N fields (nebula survey, Wu et al.
2020).

Physically, the variation of the LAMOST MRS RVZPs
can be explained by several reasons.

L http://dr6.lamost.org/
2 http://dr7.lamost.org/

1. The LAMOST telescope has a long optical path
and a large focal plane (1.75m diameter) on which
4000 fibers are installed Cui et al. (2012), temper-
ature variation is unavoidable.

2. Presently, arc lamp exposures are taken every
about 2 hours (typical observing time of a plate)
which is not frequent enough. The instrument
might change its state between lamp exposures.

3. Since LAMOST MRS needs ~20 ThAr lamps to
illuminate the big focal plane simultaneously, the
decay and replacement of the lamps and the ad-
justment of lamp exposure time are very often.
They affect the signal-to-noise ratio of the lamp
spectra and thus the wavelength calibration con-
sistency over time.

4. The MRS spectrographs are mounted and dis-
mounted monthly because the MRS survey is
scheduled in the 14 bright/gray nights, while the
other nights are for LRS survey. Therefore, the
focuses are adjusted monthly.

All these factors and other potential defects in data re-
duction pipeline are finally reflected in the RVZPs of the
spectra. Therefore, it is insufficient to use the RVs ei-
ther from the LAMOST pipeline or Wang et al. (2019)
at different epochs and perform a time-domain analy-
sis, such as in studies of pulsating stars (the LAMOST-
Kepler project, Zong et al. 2020; Fu et al. 2020), spec-
troscopic binaries (Gao et al. 2014, 2017; Liu 2019) and
even searching for black holes (Liu et al. 2019a; Gu et al.
2019), which are important scientific goals of the MRS
survey (Liu et al. 2020).

In this paper, aiming at subsequent time-domain anal-
ysis, we measure the RVs for the 3.8 million single-
exposure spectra with SNR > 5 in the LAMOST
MRS DR7 v1.13, and propose a robust method to self-
consistently determine the absolute RVZPs with the
help of the Gaia DR2 data. In Section 2, we briefly de-
scribe the observaional rules of the LAMOST MRS sur-
vey and the instrumental parameters. In Section 3, we
describe how we measure RVs. In Section 4, we show the
algorithm that determines the RVZPs self-consistently.
In Section 5, we present our RV and RVZP measure-
ments and assess the precision and self-consistency, and
select a sample of candidate RV standard stars based on
our results. The information and instruction of our data
products are described in Section 6, and the summary
of this work is given in Section 7.

3 http://dr7.Jamost.org/v1.1
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Figure 1. An example of a single-exposure spectrum of a K-type giant star observed in the LAMOST DR7 MRS (med-58649-
TD193637N444141K01_sp16-249, RA = 292.719378°, Dec = 46.651537°). The upper panels show the continuum-normalized
blue and red arm spectra. The lower panels show the zoomed-in of the upper panels at the Mg b and Ha region. The zoomed-in
regions are shown with gray blocks. The SNRs of the blue and red arm are 29 and 61, respectively.
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Figure 2. The stellar parameters of the 100 randomly drawn
templates that are used in RV measurements. The gray area
shows the model grid coverage. The black solid lines are the
PARSEC isochrones with solar metallicity and log,, 7 = 7,
8, 9 and 10, where 7 is age/yr.

2. THE LAMOST MRS SURVEY
2.1. Targeting and Observational Rules

The scientific goals of the LAMOST MRS survey
mainly include stellar multiplicity, stellar pulsation, star
formation, emission nebulae, Galactic archaeology, host
stars of exoplanets, and open clusters. The details of
the scientific plan and the survey strategy are described

in (Liu et al. 2020). In this section, we summarize them
briefly.

Each scientific goal has a PI who is responsi-
ble for its targeting. A planid is assigned to
each MRS plate (pointing), which has a form of
[TD/NT]hhmmss[N/S]ddmmssXnn, where the first two
digits denote time-domain (TD, will be repeatedly
observed during the five-year survey) or non-time-
domain (NT, just observed in a single night), hh-
mmss[N/S]ddmmss represents for the equatorial coor-
dinate of the plate center and [N/S] means north/south,
the digit X is used to denote the scientific goal (see Ta-
ble 1), and the last two digits represent a serial num-
ber. For example, the planid TD062610N184524B01
means it is a time-domain plate dedicated to bina-
rity /multiplicity research. There also exists some irregu-
lar planids which are testing fields, such as HIP8426401,
NGC216801, etc. HIP8426401 means the central star of
this plate is HIP84264, and NGC216801 means a plate
toward the star cluster NGC2168.

The MRS survey uses the Local Modified Julian
Minute (LMJM), an 8-bit integer defined as 1440 x the
Local Modified Julian Date (LMJD) at the beginning of
each exposure, as the stamps of each exposure. Typical
exposure time is set to 1200s, while 900s and 600s expo-
sures also exist, depending on the luminosity of targets.
Each NT plate is observed with consecutive 3 exposures
while each TD plate is observed until it is unobservable
(usually 5-6 1200s exposures are allowed). An arc lamp
exposure is taken at the beginning of each plate, and at
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the end of an observing night (every ~2 hours). The
targeting is mostly based on Gaia DR2 source catalog
(Gaia Collaboration et al. 2018). For a 1200s exposure,
the magnitudes corresponding to S/N = 5 in blue and
red arm spectra are G ~14.5 and 15.2 mag, respectively
(see Figure 1 in Liu et al. 2020). Brighter than this
magnitude covers the majority of the objects observed
by the LAMOST MRS survey.

Table 1. The abbreviation of scientific
goals used in planids.

X NT/TD Science

K TD Kepler fields

H TD high frequency Kepler fields
B TD binarity / multiplicity

T TD TESS fields

M NT Milky Way

S NT star formation

C NT star cluster

N NT nebula

2.2. The LAMOST MRS Spectra

The whole LAMOST MRS DR7 (R ~ 7500) contains
over 5 million single-exposure spectra of over 800000
stars obtained from Sep. 2017 to Jun. 2019. In this
work, 3753659 spectra with SNR > 5 either in blue
arm or red arm for 600771 stars are selected. Their
distributions on number of exposures and time span is
presented in Figure 3. The spectra are oversampled.
Typical wavelength steps are 0.11 and 0.14 A at the blue
and red arm, respectively. The sampling rate (A/AX ~
45000) is as high as 6 times the spectral resolution (R ~
7500). In Figure 1, we show a spectrum of a K-type
giant star as a demo of the LAMOST MRS survey. The
blue arm and red arm are designed mainly for the Mg I b
triplet at around 5 175A and He at around 6564 A. The
released spectra are not corrected with response curves.

3. MEASURE RADIAL VELOCITIES
3.1. Preparation for RV Measurements

We noticed that cosmic rays frequently pollute the
MRS single-exposure spectra and are neither identified
nor removed by the LAMOST pipeline.Therefore, in our
method, the first step is to carefully remove the cos-
mic rays in spectra. We smooth spectra with a 21-
pixel median filter followed by a 9-pixel Gaussian fil-
ter, and remove the original pixels which deviate from
the smoothed spectrum by 4 and 8 times the local stan-
dard deviation in the upper and lower direction. The
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Figure 3. The distributions of the number of exposures and
the time span of the stars observed in LAMOST MRS DRT.

parameters of the filters are set empirically so that the
absorption lines in the spectra of A-, F-, G- and K-type
stars are not affected. The removed pixels are replaced
by values linearly interpolated using neighboring pixels.
We also note that the two ends of both blue and red arms
are sometimes tilted and show unreasonable flux values
probably due to extrapolation of the sky flux modeling,
so we trim the 50 pixels at both edges of each arm.
The second step is to normalize spectra to pseudo-
continuum to place the spectral features (usually ab-
sorption lines) on the same scale. We iteratively fit the
spectrum with a smoothing spline function and clip the
pixels away from the median values by 3 times the stan-
dard deviation in each 100 A window. The number of
iterations is set to 3. As shown in Figure 1, for a typi-
cal K-type star with medium SNR, the normalization is
quite adequate for the subsequent RV measurements.

3.2. Spectral Templates

We adopt the synthetic grid published by Allende Pri-
eto et al. (2018) based on the ATLAS9 stellar atmo-
sphere model (Kurucz 1979; Mészéros et al. 2012) as
our spectral library. We degrade the spectral resolution
from 10000 to 7500 to fit the MRS configuration and
converted from air wavelength to vacuum wavelength us-
ing the formula proposed by Morton (2000). To limit the
computational cost of the subsequent RV measurements
at a reasonable amount, we interpolate the synthetic li-
brary to generate 100 spectral templates with stellar pa-
rameters randomly drawn from a uniform distribution in
the range 3500 < Te/K < 15000, 0 < logg/dex < 5,
—2 < [Fe/H]/dex < 0.5 and —0.5 < [a/Fe]/dex < 0.7.
Extremely metal-poor and extremely hot templates are
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not considered because the spectral features are not sig-
nificant. Tests on high-SNR MRS spectra show that
the sparsity of our templates induces a statistical error
~ 0.10 and 0.20 kms ™! in the blue and red arm, respec-
tively, which are negligible compared to other sources of
uncertainties. Figure 2 shows the distribution of param-
eters of the 100 spectral templates and a series of PAR-
SEC isochrones (Bressan et al. 2012) with solar metallic-
ity and logarithmic age log,, 7 =7, 8, 9 and 10. These
spectral templates are normalized to pseudo-continuum
using the same way as in Section 3.1.

3.3. RV Estimates

The cross-correlation function (CCF, Tonry & Davis
1979) method is widely used in spectroscopic surveys to
measure stellar RVs (e.g., Nidever et al. 2015; Steinmetz
et al. 2020b). One important advantage is that the CCF
can be accelerated using Fast Fourier Transformation
(FFT) once the spectrum is continuum-subtracted and
re-sampled to a logarithmic wavelength grid. However,
the drawback of such a scheme is that the sampling of
the resulting CCF is generally very sparse. To evaluate
the CCF at a smaller RV step, we do not follow the FFT
way. In our implementation, the CCF at an RV of v is
evaluated as

Cov(F,G(v))

CORLIE.G) = TGy

where F' is the vector of the normalized observed spec-
trum, G(v) is the vector of normalized synthetic spec-
trum shifted by an RV (v) and resampled to the wave-
length grid of F', Var represents the variance operator,
and Cov represents the covariance operator (see Ap-
pendix A for more details).

Deriving the final RV consists of three steps.

1. The initial estimates are made from an RV grid
from —1500 to 1500 kms™', with a step of 10
kms™!. The template with the maximum CCF
value is selected as the best-match template, and
the corresponding radial velocity is adopted as the
initial guess of the final RV of the observed star.
And the parameters of the template (Tog, logg,
[Fe/H], [a/Fe]) are recorded, which make a good
prior for some following analysis such as stellar at-

mospheric parameter determination.

2. With the best-match template, we maximize the
CCF to determine the final RV (vons) using the
optimization routine scipy.optimize.minimize
with the Nelder-Mead algorithm (Nelder & Mead
1965). The corresponding CCF value is recorded
as CCFMAX to assess the likelihood between the

best-match template and the observed spectrum.
The SNR-CCFMAX relations are shown in Figure
4.

3. To obtain the measurement error o, obs, We use a
Monte Carlo method, namely, we repeat this pro-
cess 100 times and in each time we add Gaussian
random noise to the spectrum according to the
flux error. The measurement error is computed
using 16th and 84th percentiles, i.e., 0y obs =
(vga —v16)/2. The SNR~0, obs relations are shown
in Figure 5.

We avoid the Gaussian fitting to the CCF which is
widely used in literature (e.g., Nidever et al. 2015;
Wang et al. 2019). The reasons for doing this include
that the CCF peak is obviously non-Gaussian and that
at low signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) the fitting process is
fragile. The final error of RV includes measurement er-
ror and a noise floor term which is due to (Replaced:
systemtics replaced with: systematics) (e.g., back-
ground, detector imperfections, temperature changes,
focusing issues, etc) and will be assessed in the following
part of this paper.

In this work, one RV is estimated for the blue arm
(vg) and two for the red arm (vg and vgy). The vry
is measured using the Ha-masked red arm spectrum.
As shown in Figure 4 and 5, these RV measurements
deteriorate rapidly at SNR < 20. For cool stars (e.g.,
FGK type), at a given SNR, vp is more precise than
vr because of rich spectral features in blue arm (for
a detailed discussion of spectral information content in
MRS spectra, see Zhang et al. 2020b). However, for hot
stars, vg is more reliable because of the Ha feature and
URm 18 significantly less precise than vg Ha. Therefore,
we recommend the readers to only consider vg,, when
the targets have Ha emission.

4. RADIAL VELOCITY ZERO-POINTS

In essence, the RV zero-point (RVZP) is the bias of the
wavelength solution of a specific spectrum compared to
its true wavelength solution in terms of radial velocity.
It is affected by many factors, e.g., the condition of the
instrument, the quality of the arc lamp exposure, the
reduction algorithm, and the non-simultaneous nature
of the arc lamp exposure and the object exposure, etc.
In this paper, we define the RVZP correction value Av
by

Vabs = Uobs 1 AU, (2)

where vaps is the absolute radial velocity and wveps the
radial velocity directly measured from a spectrum.
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masked) CCF results of 5000 randomly selected spectra, respectively. Color denotes the Teg of the best-match template.
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Figure 6. Grouped pointings of the LAMOST DR7 MRS observations using a friends-of-friends method with a linking length
of 5 degrees. The field-of-view of LAMOST is a circle with 2.5-degree radius if all spectrograph are at work. The figure uses
equatorial coordinate system with Mollweide projection, and the pointings in a particular group are shown with the same color.

4.1. The Scheme of sky fibers and a few problematic fibers, each spectro-
graph typically produces < 200 spectra in an exposure,
depending on targeting, the condition of the instrument,
the data quality, and the reduction algorithm. Let ¢ de-

The LAMOST has 16 spectrographs of which each has
250 fibers (4000 fibers in total). Excluding a few tens
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Figure 7. The temporal variations of the RVZP correction values for the blue arm (Awg), red arm (Awvr), and Ha-masked
red arm (Avrm), are shown in the top, middle and bottom panels, respectively. The gray/cyan/olive square markers show the
RVZP correction values of SEUs calibrated with Sc/ThAr/Ne lamp in LAMOST MRS DR7. The max/min peak flux of Th
5231 A and Ar 6752 A of the 16 spectrographs are shown using gray area.

note the exposure epoch or LMJM, j the spectrograph
ID, and k the fiber ID, ideally, we seek for the solution
of the RVZP for each fiber, each spectrograph, and ex-
posure by exposure, namely, the Awv; ;. This scheme
is infeasible because the true/reference RVs v; ; i abs Of
the targets are not always known.

In this work, assuming that the fibers in a spectro-
graph in one exposure (hereafter, we refer to it as a
spectrograph-exposure-unit, or an SEU) share similar
RVZPs, the systematic RVZP Awv; ; can be determined
as long as a homogeneous reference set of RVs can be
found for a fraction of fibers in that SEU. The assump-
tion is quite reasonable given the fact that the wave-

length calibration of a multi-fiber spectrograph is done
by fitting a 2D grating equation. And, as we will see in
Section 4.2, the Gaia DR2 RVs (Katz et al. 2019) meet
our needs for the reference set.

As a constrast, both the LAMOST pipeline and Wang
et al. (2019) calculate Av; assuming the RVZPs for a
specific spectrograph do not vary with time, and, there-
fore, get around the temporal variation of RVZPs. How-
ever, we noticed that there exist some weird absolute
RVs (as we will see in the results in Section 5).

4.2. The Gaia DR2 RVs as the Reference Set
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Thanks to the ESA Gaia mission(Gaia Collaboration
et al. 2016), providing us the largest RV dataset that
matches the LAMOST MRS survey in velocity preci-
sion and magnitude limit. The spectral resolution of
Gaia-RVS (R ~ 11500, Cropper et al. 2018) is slightly
higher than the MRS (R ~ 7500). The magnitude limit
of the Gaia DR2 RV catalog (Katz et al. 2019) is at
Grvs = 12mag or G ~ l4mag depending on spec-
tral type and line-of-sight interstellar extinction, which
is slightly brighter than the LAMOST MRS magnitude
limit. The Gaia DR2 contains qualified median radial
velocities for 7 224 631 stars derived from the Gaia-RVS
spectra, with Tog in the range [3550, 6900] K excluding
large RV variant stars (see Katz et al. 2019, for details).
At the faint end, Grys = 11.75 mag, the precisions for
T.¢ = 5000 and 6500 K are 1.4 and 3.7 kms™?,
tively.

Aiming at studying time-domain astrophysical phe-
nomena, e.g, spectroscopic binaries, we proceed to
carry out the second-best scheme — Aw; ;.  Cross-
matching the LAMOST MRS DR7 catalog with the
Gaia DR2, 1582948 out of 3753659 single-exposure
spectra (42.1%) have Gaia RVs, and the common ob-
jects usually have good SNR in MRS because they are
relatively bright in LAMOST MRS. The number of ob-
jects in Gaia DR2 is ~ 1000 times larger than that
in catalogs of RV standard stars such as Huang et al.
(2018). The challenge arises because not all of the 7 mil-
lion objects in the Gaia-RVS catalog are RV invariant,
i.e., quite a number of them are pulsating stars or bi-
nary/multiple systems that have periodic/non-periodic
RV variations. In the below, we demonstrate a robust
method that can determine the RVZP self-consistently
for each spectrograph in each exposure (Av; ;) by com-

respec-

paring the observed RVs to the Gaia DR2 RVs without
identifying RV standard stars.

4.3. Self-consistent RVZPs

Assuming that the RV variables are varying with ran-
dom periods at random phases or non-periodically, and
are not the majority of the observed stars, we can regard
them as outliers and use a robust method, e.g, the Least
Absolute Residual (LAR) regression (or Least Absolute
Deviation regression, see Press et al. 2002), to estimate
the Av;; (the common RV bias shared by the objects
in an SEU). From a Bayesian perspective, the LAR re-
gression originates from an exponential likelihood while
Least Squares (LSQ) regression comes from a Gaussian
likelihood. Utilizing the LAR technique, extreme values
have a lesser influence on the fit compared to the LSQ
regression. Besides, since we aim at time-domain analy-
sis, as long as our RVZPs are temporally self-consistent,
the absolute scales are not very important.

Using the indices proposed in Section 4.1, for each
group of pointings, we construct a global cost function
f as below,

f(Av) A1222|kaobs+Avw Vi j k,GAIA |

Toin T 07 j b obs T 1.k GAIA

+A2ZZZ|UZ]I€O]DS+AU’L]

2
O min + U i,7,k,0bs + U-,obs

V. obs |

(3)
where Aw is the vector of {Av; ;} for all relevant SEUs
in the group of pointings, v; j k.obs and 0; j r obs are the
RV and associated measurement error of the kth star in
the SEU {4,j}, vi jx,cata and o, jk.cara are the Gaia
RV and associated uncertainty of the kth star in SEU
{4,7}, Omin is the noise floor of the measured RV which

)
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Figure 9. The temporal variance of Avg before/after 1 May 2019 for the blue arm. The gray filled areas shows the 16 and
84th percentiles of the Avgp in the two time intervals, and black solid lines show the medians. Color denotes the square root of
the peak flux of the Th5231 line, which can be used as an indicator of SNR. Here the new batch of ThAr lamp also introduce

RVZP variance.

indicates the stability of wavelength calibration, i.e., the
dispersion of Awv; ;1 in SEU {i,j}, Av;; is the RVZP
correction value of SUE {4, j} which is a free variable to
be solved, ¥ obs and o. ons are the median and scatter
of of the (RVZP-corrected) measured radial velocities of
the star {7, j, k} in other SEUs, A; and As are the regu-
larization parameters of the two terms. In this scheme,
the first term guarantees that the absolute scale of our
RVZP-corrected RVs is close to that of Gaia DR2, while
the second term makes use of multiple exposures and
guarantees that the relative RVZPs are self-consistent.
We set Ay = Ay = 1 so that the final correction of
each SEU is determined as an average of the two effects.
Then the vector Awv is determined by minimizing the
cost function f, i.e., Av = arg minf. This algorithm

can be implemented by minimizing

| Vije,obs + Avij — Vi 5k GAIA |

2 2 2
\/Umin + 07 kobs T 05 i k.GAIA

+A22|U
%

fi (Avi,j) =M\ Z
k

i.jk,obs + AU j — U obs |
2

min

2 2
g + Ui,j,k,obs + U-,obs

(4)
for each SEU {4, j} sequentially and iteratively, where
the Av; ; is the RVZP correction value for SUE {3, j}.
Therefore, the problem is to solve the vector Av which
has an Nggy elements where Nggy is the number of
related SEUs. We claim that the Awv is determined when
the Lo, norm of the difference between the solutions in
Ith and (I 4 1)th iteration is less than a specified value,
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Figure 10. The same figure as Figure 9 but for red arm (Avg). Color denotes the square root of the peak flux of Ar6752 line.

i.e.,, max(| Av; — Avyyq |) < €, where € is the tolerance
and is set to 0.075 kms ™'

The SEUs with RVZP correction values |Awv; ;| >
50km s~ or associated uncertainties OAv,; > 10km st
(see Section 4.5) are excluded in the iteration. These
results are generally because (1) Gaia DR2 objects are
< 10 (2) spectral SNRs are too low (3) bad spectra due
to saturation or instrumental problems. We do not think
for these SEUs our scheme and assumptions are valid,
so we only keep their initial guesses of Av;; (see Sec-
tion 4.4) and their uncertainties (see Section 4.5) in our
catalog (see Section 6).

4.4. Tricks to Accelerate the Algorithm

Several tricks are used to accelerate the algorithm.
The first trick is to get a good initial estimation of Aw.
A good approximation can be made by igoring the sec-
ond term in Eq. (4), so that with Gaia DR2 RVs we

can roughly estimate Av; ; by minimizing

k,obs + AV j — Vi jk,GAIA |

fij,imit (Avi 5) = Z |04
k Ur2nin + JiZ,j,k,obs + JiQ,j,k,GAIA

()
We note that if an SEU has only a few objects common
with the Gaia catalog, the estimation is risky. There-
fore, we require that an SEU at least have 10 objects
common with Gaia DR2 to proceed otherwise we calcu-
late the initial guess Aw; jinir but exclude this SEU in
the iteration process.

The second trick is to cut down Nggy by separating
physically detached SEUs, which fastens the index eval-
uation in each iteration. In the Eq. (3) and (4), the sec-
ond terms contain cross terms, meaning that when solv-
ing the Nggu elements, an iteration process is needed to
guarantee that the solution of Awv is stable. However,
the evaluation of indices is computationally expensive

when the Nggy grows. Therefore, before performing
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Figure 11. The comparisons of our absolute RVs from LAMOST MRS DR7 (including this work, the LAMOST pipeline,
and Wang et al. 2019) with other datasets, i.e., Gaia DR2 (Katz et al. 2019), APOGEE DR16 (Column VHELIO_AVG, Jonsson
et al. 2020), RV standard stars from Huang et al. (2018), GALAH DR3 (Column rv_galah, Buder et al. 2020), and RAVE DR6
(Column hrv_sparv, Steinmetz et al. 2020b). The scatters (os) are estimated using Gaussian fitting method.

the optimization process, physically detached sky areas
can be separated, so that the many index evaluation
processes can be accelerated by cutting down the array
sizes. We group the pointings of LAMOST MRS DR7
using a friends-of-friends algorithm with a 5-degree link-
ing length which is double of the radius of the field-of-
view of LAMOST in case of any possible common stars
between them. Eventually, 137 groups are obtained, as
shown in Figure 6. Initial guesses of Av for each SEU is
made by optimizing the cost function Eq. (3) for each
group of plates.

In practice, we find that if the € is too small, there
is the possibility that the Awv jumps back and forth
between two solutions and does not converge. Further
analysis shows that this is an optimization method re-
lated problem (we used the Nelder-Mead solver, chang-
ing it to the Powell solver does not solve the problem
but the two solutions are different). We guess that this
might due to the numerical problem of the optimization
routine. To avoid such a situation, we then added ran-
dom processes into the algorithm, i.e., if in [th iteration
the solution is Awv; and after looping over all related
SEUs the solution is Awvj opt, we evaluate the [ + 1th
solution by Awv;41 = n(Avop, — Av;) + Av;, where
the 7 is a learning rate randomly generated between 79
and 7. We set 79 = 0.5, 517 = 1.0, and € = 0.075,
considering the expectation of n is 0.75, the effective
tolerance of our solution of Aw is 0.10 kms™', which
is acceptable when compared to the typical precision of
measured radial velocities (e.g., ~ 1.5km s~! reported
by Wang et al. 2019).

Finally, the RVZP corrections for all the 137 groups of
pointings converge after several tens of iterations with a
Dell Precision R740 workstation with 2 Intel Xeon Plat-
inum 8260 CPUs (2.40GHz), among which the longest

solution takes ~ 10 hours. Compared to the computa-
tional cost of RV measurements using CCF for 3.8 mil-
lion spectra including blue and red arms (~ 1 week on
the same machine), computing the RVZPs is quite fast.

4.5. Uncertainty Estimation

Rigorous uncertainties are very difficult to obtain for
our RVZP corrections. The uncertainties of the RVZP
correction values consists of two parts, namely the toler-
ance in the iteration process and the formal error. The
tolerance is € = 0.1 kms™' as mentioned above. For
the latter part, based on the discussion presented in
Appendix B, we use the 16th and 84th percentiles to
construct a fiducial error of our RVZP correction values
Aw; ; divided by an empirical correction { to construct
the formal error. Hence, the total uncertainties of the
RVZP correction values are evaluated via

q84i,j — q].6m

2
= L 0 ) 2
( 2 E'\ / N7‘7] )
where 7, j index the SEUs, ¢16 and ¢84 denote the 16th
and 84th percentiles of the residuals of the Gaia DR2
RVs and the RVZP-corrected LAMOST MRS RVs, the
N; ; is the number of Gaia DR2 objects with RVs, and &
is the empirical correction factor for small number statis-
tics.

2
O'A’L}ihj

(6)

5. RESULTS AND VALIDATION

In  total, we have measured RVs from
3181157/3723934 single-exposure blue/red arm spec-
tra in LAMOST MRS DR7 with SNR higher than 5. For
36301/37122/37122 (B/R/Rm) out of 37624 SEUs, we
have successfully derived initial values of the RVZPs.
After eliminating the bad SEUs with criteria described
at the end of Section 4.3, we estimate the final RVZPs
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Figure 12. A comparison of the RVs of standard stars observed in LAMOST MRS DR7 (planid=HIP8426401) determined
in this work, the LAMOST and Wang et al. (2019). Each color represents a unique RV standard star. The thick ticks show
their RVs from Huang et al. (2018), the dashed lines show RVs before RVZP corrections, and the circles connected by solid lines
show the RVZP-corrected RVs. The first exposure is on Apr. 2018 and calibrated with Sc lamp, so the correction value is quite

different from those of other exposures.

for 33073/35207/35199 (B/R/Rm) SEUs which cover
2985015/3 631 023/3 629895 B/R/Rm RVs. Roughly,
the percentages of coverage are 87.9/93.6/93.6% for
B/R/Rm in terms of SEUs and 93.8/97.5/97.5% for
B/R/Rm in terms of RVs.

5.1. The Temporal Variation of RVZPs

In Figure 7, we present the Awv;; for each SEU for
Sc and ThAr arc lamps versus date. The Sc lamp was
in use until Oct. 2018, after when it is totally replaced
by ThAr lamp. The mean uncertainties of Avg, Awvg
and Avgy, are all ~ 0.38 kms™! which are quite good.

The median uncertainty is even 20% less. The Avg and
Avgr have different patterns while the Avg and Avgrn,
are very similar. In Figure 8 we show the distribution
of the Avg, Avg and Avgy, of the SEUs solved. The
u here is estimated using the median, and o estimated
using (¢84 — q16)/2. The us are 0.49 and 6.47 kms™*
for ThAr and Sc lamp in the blue arm, while in the red
arm they are 0.26 and 4.91 km st respectively. The os
are 1.07 and 1.06 kms™"' for Thar and Sc lamp in blue
arm, and in red arm are 0.85 and 0.68 kms™!. Gen-
erally, the different systematics for Sc and ThAr lamp-
calibrated data, which is consistent with (Wang et al.
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Figure 13. The same figure as Figure 12 but for planid=HIP4312101.

2019). Despite the large systematics, we find that the
precision of the Sc lamp calibrated data is no worse than
those calibrated by ThAr lamp. The Rm results are very
similar to that of R, except their s have a 0.3 kms™?
difference. We note that this is reasonable considering
that the systematics vary with wavelength as shown in
Ren et al. (2020). In addition, ~ 4000 single-exposure
spectra calibrated using Ne lamp are also found in DR7
v1.1. We confirm that the Ne lamp is used to calibrate
the LRS spectra and these mistakenly calibrated data
will be removed in DR7 v2 (the internationally public
version), so we exclude these data in the following anal-
ysis.

It is clear that the RVZPs are reasonably stable ex-
cept after ~ 1 May 2019, which seems to be correlated

with the arc lamp exposure flux?. We plot the Av for
each spectrograph for the time interval with available
arc lamp intensity in Figure 9 and 10. Since our mean
uncertainty of Awv, ; is 0.38 kms™', we regard the A, ;
larger than 1 kms™ ' as significant values, including the
7, 12, 13, 15th spectrographs of the blue arm and 7, 9,
15th spectrographs of the red arm. It is currently not
sure whether these shifts are due to that the new ThAr
lamps are brought into use at around 1 May 2019 or
some other issues induced in the maintenance. Probably

4 We also get access to the peak flux of Th5231 and Ar6752 of each
ThAr lamp exposure since Nov. 2018 which are not included in

the formal data release.
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in DRS8, with the RVZP data in a longer time baseline
we can address the problem.

5.2. Validating with Other Datasets

We also validate our RVs with the stars common in
other datesets, namely, the Gaia DR2 (Katz et al. 2019),
APOGEE DR16 (Column VHELIO_AVG, Jonsson et al.
2020), RV standard stars from Huang et al. (2018),
GALAH DR3 (Column rv_galah, Buder et al. 2020),
and RAVE DR6 (Column hrv_sparv, Steinmetz et al.
2020b). The mean p and scatter o derived from Gaus-
sian fitting to the residuals are tabulated in Table 2 and
shown as functions of SNR in Figure 11. Also shown
are the results of the LAMOST pipeline and Wang et al.
(2019). Note that, in DR7 v1.1, the LAMOST pipeline
only provides two RVs measured from the blue arm us-
ing ELODIE empirical templates (Moultaka et al. 2004)
and ATLAS9 synthetic templates (Castelli & Kurucz
2003), respectively. In the next version of DR7 (v1.2)
and future data releases, the RVs using ELODIE tem-
plates will be removed, and the RVs based on ATL.AS9
will be provided for both blue and red arms for better
performance. Therefore, we use their calibrated RVs of
blue arms based on ATLAS9 templates in our compar-
ison (Column rv_kul). The Wang et al. (2019) catalog
is a subset of ours (including data taken during the first
one year and a half with SNR cut at 10). The spec-
tra without our measurements (i.e., either SNR < 5
or Av is invalid) are excluded in this comparison, so
that it is fair to the other two RV sources. At high
SNR end (50 to 100), we found the standard deviations
derived from Gaussian fitting for our results can reach
1.00/1.10, 0.84/0.80, 0.69/0.74, 0.72/0.78, and 1.77/1.88
km s~ ! with respect to the Gaia DR2, APOGEE DRI16,
Huang et al. (2018), GALAH DR3, and RAVE DR6
in blue/red arm. The common stars among LAMOST
MRS DRY7, Gaia DR2 and the other four reference sets
are used to calculate the fiducial accuracy of Gaia DR2.
At the high-SNR end (50 < SNR < 100), the LAM-
OST MRS gets close to the performance of Gaia DR2
(see Figure 11). Note that, in our algorithm, the Gaia
DR2 RVs are used as a reference set, so the compari-
son with Gaia DR2 is not an independent validation.
These results of the comparisons are quite fascinating.
At high-SNR end, we outperform Wang et al. (2019) and
LAMOST pipeline by ~ 20% and 30%, respectively, ac-
cording to the blue arm results compared to APOGEE
DR16. At low-SNR end (10 to 20), this advantage in-
creases to 58% and 47%, indicating that our algorithm of
RV measurements and RVZP determinations are quite
efficient. Since the Huang et al. (2018) sample is from
APOGEE DRI14, the comparison to Huang et al. (2018)

has a 0.4 kms™! systematic bias which does not exist
in our comparison to APOGEE DR16. This may be
due to the update of the APOGEE data release. The
GALAH DR3 has a 0.23 kms™* systematic bias com-
pared to Gaia DR2. The comparison with RAVE DR6,
whose spectral resolution is the same as the LAMOST
MRS but lower than Gaia-RVS, APOGEE and GALAH,
shows a large scatter but is still reasonable.

5.3. The Self-consistency

Besides the precision, a check on the self-consistency
is necessary before using RVs in time-domain research.
As a demonstration, in Figure 12 and 13 we vali-
date the temporal RV variations of the standard stars
(whose RVs are assumed invariant) from Huang et al.
(2018) in two pointings, namely, planid=HIP8426401
and HIP4312101, which have 10 and 17 exposures and
contain 27 and 41 RV standard stars, respectively. It is
obvious that the RVs from the LAMOST pipeline show
large fluctuations, which is as expected from the com-
parison in Section 5.2. It turns out that for many stars,
the RVs of multiple exposures from Wang et al. (2019)
catalog have exactly the same values. This is due to the
failure of their Gaussian fitting process and then they
fall back on best estimation from the 1 kms™* RV grid,
which is a defect in the algorithm. By comparing the
measured RVs and the RVZP-corrected RVs, we find
that the RVZP-corrected RVs are much cleaner, indi-
cating that the RVs do benefit from our algorithm for
Avw; ; determination. The LAMOST pipeline and Wang
et al. (2019) assume that the RVZP for a spectrograph
is static, so that the RVZP corrections are basically a
shift of the RVs.

To quantify the performance in self-consistency, we
select RV standard stars from Huang et al. (2018) with
at least 8 exposures have valid RVZP-corrected RVs in
our catalog and calculated their standard deviation em-
pirically corrected for the small-number-statistic effect
which is discussed in Appendix B. The cumulative dis-
tribution function (CDF) of the standard deviations is
shown in Figure 14. The RVs measured from blue arm
(B) shows the best consistency while those from red arm
(R) and Ha-masked red arm (Rm) follow. By calculat-
ing the 50th, 90th and 95th percentiles of the CDFs for
the blue arm results, we find our RVs have significant
advantages over the LAMOST pipeline, namely 16.5%,
35.5% and 37.5% better, while Wang et al. (2019) is
at nearly the same level as LAMOST pipeline. This
reveals the excellent self-consistency of our RVs in the
time-domain analysis. Note that, these estimations of
advantages are very conservative due to the facts such as
Wang et al. (2019) dataset cut SNR at 10 but LAMOST
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Table 2. Compare the LAMOST MRS RVs to other datasets
This Work LAMOST Wang et al. (2019) Gaia DR2
SNR Ref. Dataset Blue arm Red arm Ha masked Blue arm Blue arm Red arm RVS
N = 166218 N = 89032 N = 89009 N = 166218 N =0 N =0
5 < SNR < 10 pw=—-002 p=-005 pu=-007 | pu=-056 - -
o =1.68 o =2.38 o =247 o =3.78 — —
N = 301963 N = 164068 N = 164010 | N = 301963 | N = 209446 N = 26195
I0<SNR<20 | p=-004 p=-010 p=-010 | p=-053 | p=-055 p=—0.59 3
Gaia DR2 o= 1.42 o=1."74 o= 1.81 o =2.52 o =214 o =272 _
N = 572355 N = 531044 N =530913 | N =572355 | N = 389277 N = 313059 _
20<SNR <50 | w=—-003 jpu=-007 pu=-008 | pu=-044 | p=-046 p=—0.66
o=1.22 o =1.39 o=1.44 o =1.88 o =1.66 o =201
N = 270880 N = 497328 N = 497126 | N = 270880 | N = 180183 N = 322647
50 < SNR < 100 | = 0.00 pw=-000 pu=-001 | p=-033 | p=-035 pu=—0.58
o = 1.00 o=1.10 o=1.14 o=1.45 o =1.32 o =1.55
N = 35352 N = 23362 N = 23354 N = 35352 N=0 N=0
5 < SNR < 10 =022 u=0.08 w=0.06 u=—0.39 - -
o=1.26 o =1.99 o =217 o=3.72 — —
N = 49482 N = 38971 N = 38987 N = 49482 N = 33297 N = 4781
10 < SNR < 20 w=0.13 u=0.08 w=0.02 p=—041 | p=—-046 p=—04T | o o ..
APOGEE DR16 o =0.95 o =1.27 o =1.38 o =224 o=1.81 o=2.14 = 0.02
N = 80556 N = 87168 N = 87159 N = 80556 N = 52872 N = 48104 o = 0.67
20 < SNR < 50 n = 0.06 pn = 0.06 n = 0.03 pn = —0.41 pn = —0.43 pn = —0.49
o = 0.82 o =0.92 o =0.99 o=1.51 o =1.28 o =1.60
N = 41479 N = 73363 N = 73350 N = 41479 N = 26724 N = 45191
50 < SNR < 100 | p = —0.04 w=0.04 w=0.04 u=-041 | p=-042 p=-0.51
o=0.84 o = 0.80 o = 0.85 o =1.22 o =1.08 o =1.26
N = 2753 N = 1659 N = 1661 N = 2753 N=0 N =0
5 < SNR < 10 p=0.44 w=0.33 ©=0.36 w=0.28 - -
o=1.11 o =1.53 o =1.69 o =3.34 — —
N = 3404 N = 2890 N = 2890 N = 3404 N = 2316 N =161
10 < SNR < 20 =043 w=0.36 w=0.36 w=0.01 w=—0.18 w=0.18 N — 2070
Huang et al. (2018) o =0.84 oc=1.13 oc=1.18 o =2.02 o=1.54 o =2.07 = 0.34
N = 5050 N = 5923 N = 5920 N = 5050 N = 3352 N = 2938 o = 0.59
20 < SNR < 50 p=0.42 w=0.39 p=0.40 w=0.01 w=—0.05 w=0.10
o =0.76 o =0.81 o =0.87 o=1.31 o=1.13 o =147
N = 2507 N = 4917 N = 4916 N = 2507 N =1711 N = 3127
50 < SNR < 100 | p = 0.38 u=0.44 w=0.47 u=0.06 u=0.05 u=—0.08
o= 0.69 o=0.74 o=0.79 o =0.98 o = 0.87 o =1.03
N = 30272 N = 17317 N = 17271 N = 30272 N = N =
5 < SNR < 10 1= 0.32 w=0.26 pno=0.22 p=—0.25 - -
o=1.37 o =2.18 o =237 o = 4.06 — —
N = 42242 N = 32885 N = 32768 N = 42242 N = 29780 N = 5135
10 < SNR < 20 u=0.27 w=0.29 =023 p=-020 | p=-028 p=-019 | \_ oo
GALAH DR3 o = 1.00 o =1.40 o=1.54 o = 2.48 o =1.99 o =213 1 =0.23
N = 52015 N = 63642 N = 63593 N = 52015 N = 37996 N = 40401 o = 0.77
20 < SNR < 50 w=0.26 w=0.27 w=0.22 pw=-010 | p=-014 p=-0.32
o =0.83 o = 0.96 o=1.01 o = 1.66 o =1.47 o=1.75
N = 18796 N = 37239 N = 37239 N = 18796 N = 13727 N = 27296
50 < SNR < 100 | p=0.24 w=0.29 w=0.27 pw=-0.07 | p=-013 p=-0.31
o =0.72 o =0.78 o =0.81 o=1.16 o =1.08 o =1.30
N = 593 N =414 N =414 N =593 N=0 N =0
5 < SNR < 10 uw=0.53 u=0.93 w=0.77 u=0.13 - -
o =217 o =2.99 o = 3.08 o =4.63 — —
N = 1273 N =719 N =719 N = 1273 N = 862 N = 146
10 < SNR < 20 p=0.47 = 0.50 w=0.37 pw=-029 | p=-0.19 w=0.14 N = 1674
RAVE DR6 =194 o = 2.08 o =2.03 o =3.10 o =2.55 o = 3.02 =033
N = 3343 N = 2273 N = 2273 N = 3343 N = 2539 N = 1487 o = 1.60
20 < SNR < 50 w=0.39 u=0.62 u=0.55 u=-009 | u=-0.16 u=0.15
o =1.81 o=2.15 o=2.17 o =234 o =214 o = 2.57
N = 2332 N = 3209 N = 3209 N = 2332 N = 1798 N = 2368
50 < SNR < 100 | p=0.35 w=0.41 =035 w=0.08 w=0.05 w=—0.25
o=1.77 o =1.88 o =1.86 o=2.11 o =1.93 o =2.10

NoTE—In each cell, we present the number of star (N), the Gaussian fitted systematic bias (u/kms~') and the standard error (o/kms~') with
respect to a specific reference set.
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Figure 14. The CDFs of the standard deviations of multiple observations for 678 RV standard stars (Huang et al. 2018)
observed in LAMOST MRS DR7. The blue/red/orange color denote the B/R/Rm measurements, and the solid/dashed/dotted
lines represent the results of this work/LAMOST /Wang et al. (2019).

Table 3. The comparison of self-consistencies between this work, the LAMOST pipeline and
Wang et al. (2019).

This Work LAMOST Wang et al. (2019)
Percentile  Blue arm  Red arm Ha masked Blue arm Blue arm  Red arm
qg=50% | 0.45 (16.5%) 0.54 0.59 0.53 0.54 (-0.7%) 0.50
qg=90% | 1.07 (35.5%) 1.39 1.61 1.66 1.76 (-5.8%) 1.72
q=95% | 1.45 (37.5%) 1.86 2.10 2.32 2.29 (1.5%) 2.08

NoTE—Each column shows the RV standard deviation for the 678 standard stars at corre-
sponding levels of the CDF'. In the parentheses we show the advantages over the LAMOST
blue arm results.
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and our sample cut at 5. Besides, we do not exclude any
of the "exactly the same” RVs from Wang et al. (2019)
as readers may find that the CDFs for LAMOST and
Wang et al. (2019) jump at around 0 kms™" position.

With the self-consistency performance, we select
10320 candidate RV standard stars by requiring that
in blue arm (B) and red arm (R)

1. their numbers of exposures are at least 8,

2. their absolute RVs have standard deviations (cor-
rected for small number statistics) are less than
1.45 and 1.85 kms™ ' (corresponding to the 95%
level of the CDF, or 95% completeness with re-
spect to Huang et al. 2018),

3. their time baselines are at least longer than 180
days.

These stars can be useful for RV calibration of low-
resolution surveys such the LAMOST LRS survey (R ~
1800).

6. DATA PRODUCTS
The data products of this work include

1. a catalog of ~3.8 million measured RVs (but 5 mil-
lion rows for completeness), associated errors and
the information of observations for ~ 0.8 million
stars (Table 4),

2. a catalog of the Av; ; for B, R, and Rm measure-
ments in each SEU, and their uncertainties corre-
sponding to ~3.6 million RVs (Table 5).

3. a catalog of 10320 candidate RV standard stars
with more than 8 exposures and standard devia-
tion less than 1.45/1.86 kms™' in blue/red arm
over a time baseline longer than 180 days (Table
6).

The catalogs can be cross-matched using the columns
spid and 1mjm. They will be available with the journal
and also at https://github.com/hypergravity /paperdata
once the paper is accepted.

A few tips: the users who want to correct Doppler
effects of their spectra (e.g., Zhang et al. 2020a) should
use RVs without RVZP corrections, while the users who
want to use absolute RVs can obtain them from our
catalog via Eq (2). The uncertainties of the absolute
RVs can be evaluated via

ngs = o—?),obs + Urznin + 02Av + O—ﬁqodﬂ (7)

where o0, obs is the measurement error, oy, is the wave-
length calibration error floor which we can infer from

the comparison to APOGEE DR16 that it is approxi-
mately 0.85 kms™' or conservatively 1 kms™!, oa, is
the uncertainty of the RVZP, and oy,0q is the contri-
bution from the sparsity of the spectral templates (0.10
kms~ ! for blue arm and 0.20 kms™* for red arm).

7. SUMMARY

In this paper, we measure the RVs from LAMOST
Medium-Resolution Survey (MRS) DRT stellar spectra
and determine the RVZPs with the help of Gaia DR2
RVs, aiming at making the absolute RVs self-consistent
and proper for time-domain analysis. More specifically,

1. we have measured RVs of ~ 3.8 million single-
exposure spectra for more than 0.8 million stars
obtained from the LAMOST MRS DR7, including
the blue arm, red arm (with and without Ha),

2. we determine the RVZPs exposure by exposure
(for 3.6 million spectra) by comparing the mea-
sured RVs to the Gaia DR2 and multiple MRS
exposures using a robust method to a mean preci-
sion of 0.38 kms™!,

3. we find the RVZP vary significantly for some spec-
trographs before/after 1 May 2019, which con-
firmed the necessity of our algorithm to determine
the RVZPs,

4. we find good agreements in the comparisons of
our absolute RVs with APOGEE DR16, RV stan-
dard stars (Huang et al. 2018), GALAH DR3, and
RAVE DR6, and the precision at 50 < SNR <
100 can reach 1.00/1.10, 0.84/0.80, 0.69/0.74,
0.72/0.78, and 1.77/1.88 kms™ ' in the blue/red
arm, respectively,

5. we show that our absolute RVs have 16.5, 35.5, and
37.5% better self-consistency at 50%, 90%, and
95% levels of the CDF of standard deviations, re-
spectively, which benefits subsequent time-domain
analysis.

6. we select a set of (Replaced: 9708 replaced
with: 10 320) candidate RV standard stars whose
standard deviations of RVs are less than 1.45 and
1.86 kms™! in the blue arm and red arm, respec-
tively, over a time baseline of at least 180 days.

The algorithms and results presented in this work will be
used in the subsequent works on spectroscopic binaries
(Xiong et al. in prep., Zhang et al. in prep.).

The LAMOST MRS DR7 v1.2 and v1.3 have been
released. We confirm that, in DR7 v1.2/1.3 the spec-
tra are the same as v1.1 but catalogs and parameters
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Table 4. The 3.8 million RVs obtained from the LAMOST MRS DR7 (v1.1).

OBSID LMJM BJD PLANID SPID FIBERID RA DEC SNRB SNRR LAMPB LAMPR
deg deg
(1) (2) (3) 4) (5) (6) (1) (8) ) (10) (€2)) (12)
588902003 83556146  2458025.2773235 HIP507401 2 3 15.3672776  4.0094024 25.2 44.7 sc sc
588902003 83556132  2458025.2679947 HIP507401 2 3 15.3672776  4.0094024 29.8 52.1 sc sc
588902003 83556119  2458025.2587006 HIP507401 2 3 15.3672776  4.0094024 30.6 52.4 sc sc
V_B VERR.B TEFF.B CCFMAX_B V_R VERR_.R TEFF.R CCFMAX.R V.RM VERR.RM TEFF.RM CCFMAX_RM
kms~?! kms~! K kms™! kms~?! K kms™! kms™! K
(13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) (22) (23) (24)
-10.847 0.140 4976.0 0.921 -8.859 0.158 5813.7 0.829 -8.847 0.176 5813.7 0.815
-10.628 0.078 4976.0 0.929 -8.637 0.157 4976.0 0.845 -8.859 0.191 5813.7 0.832
-10.735 0.090 4976.0 0.931 -8.297 0.183 4976.0 0.850 -8.599 0.144 5813.7 0.842

NoTE—Column 1 is the observational ID in LAMOST, Column 2 is the local Modified Julian Minite (1440 X the local Modified Julian Date) of
the beginning of exposure which is an 8-bit integer assigned to each exposure, Column 3 is the barycentric Julian Day of the middle of exposure,
Column 4 is the plan ID, Column 5 is the spectrograph ID, Column 6 is the fiber ID, Column 7-8 are equatorial coordinates, Column 9-10 are the
SNRs in blue and red arms, Column 11-12 are the calibration arc lamp. Column 13-16 are the measured RV, associated measurement error, the
effective temperature of the best-match template, the maximum of the CCF, respectively, for the blue arm. Column 17-20 and 21-24 are for the
red arm and Ha-masked red arm. We refer readers to http://dr7.lamost.org/v1.1/doc/mr-data-production-description for detailed explanations

of the Column 1-6.

will have some changes®®. Therefore, our results can be
cross-matched with the v1.2/1.3 catalogs directly. And
we will release a new version of RVs on github once DR8
is released. On the other hand, since Gaia eDR3 is the
same as in DR2 but with moderate filtering, our ab-
solute RVs should be consistent with Gaia eDR3. In
future LAMOST MRS data releases, we will update our
RVs using the most recent Gaia RVs as reference set.
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Table 5. The RVZP correction values for LAMOST MRS DR7 (v1.1).

PLANID LMJM SPID DV0.B N.B DV_B NF1.B NF2.B NO_MED_B NO_MAX_B NO-MIN_.B DVERR.B
kms™?! kms™?!

1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (1) (8) 9) (10) (1) (12)
HIP9645901 83555758 2 6.412 156 6.353 111 82 7 47 3 0.188
HIP9645901 83555758 3 8.004 170 7.998 132 168 3 46 0 0.178
HIP9645901 83555758 4 6.126 159 6.128 127 158 3 7 2 0.213

DVO.R N_R DV_R NF1I.R NF2_R NOMED.R NO_MAXR NO-MIN.R DVERRR

1 —1

kms™ kms

(13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21)
5.012 159 4.886 113 88 7 47 3 0.183
3.921 170 3.905 132 170 3 46 3 0.169
3.738 163 3.706 129 163 3 7 3 0.192

DVO.RM N.RM DV_.RM NFI.RM NF2.RM NO_MED.RM NO_MAXRM NO-MIN.RM DVERR_RM

—1 —1

kms kms

(22) (23) (24) (25) (26) (27) (28) (29) (30)
5.176 159 5.056 113 88 7 47 3 0.190
3.958 170 3.954 132 170 3 46 3 0.195
3.818 163 3.830 129 163 3 7 3 0.202

NoTre—Column 1 is the plan ID, Column 2 is the local Modified Julian Minute, Column 3 is the spectrograph ID. Column 4-12 are the initial
RVZP correction value (Aw; j init), number of objects, final RVZP correction value (Av; ;), number of objects for the first term of the Eq. (4),
number of objects for the second term of the Eq. (4), the median number of exposures, the maximum number of exposures, the minimum number
of exposures, the estimated uncertainty, respectively, for the blue arm. Column 13-21 and 22-30 are for the red arm and Ha-masked red arm,
respectively.

Table 6. The selected candidates of RV standard stars from LAMOST MRS DR7 (v1.1).

RA DEC RVMED_B RVSTD_.B NEXP_.B TBL.B RVMED_R RVSTD_.R NEXP_R TBL.R

deg deg kms~?! kms~?! day kms™?! kms~?! day

€9) (2 (3) 4 (5) (6) (7 (®) ) (10)
15.367275  4.009401 -4.644 0.350 47 427.896 -4.215 0.358 47 427.896
15.306525 3.796851 15.830 1.027 30 452.830 16.281 1.063 33 452.830
15.541034 3.710481 20.450 0.884 29 427.896 20.973 0.894 36 427.896

NOoTE—Column 1 and 2 are equatorial coordinates, Column 3-6 are the median RV, standard deviation, number of exposures
and the time baseline in the blue arm, respectively, and Column 7-10 are for the red arm.

APPENDIX

5 http://dr7.lamost.org/v1.2/doc/dr7_update
6 http://dr7.]Jamost.org/v1.3/doc/dr7_update
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A. CROSS-CORRELATION FUNCTION (CCF)

In this section, we explain our definitions of mean,
variance, covariance, and CCF. Let X denote a vec-
tor containing N elements {X;} (e.g., a continuum-
normalized spectrum with N pixels), the mean is defined
as

— 1
X==> X, (A1)
and the variance as

Var(X =N Z (X; — X)? (A2)

and the covariance of two vectors X and Y as
- N Z (Xi —

A normalize cross-correlation function can be calculated
with standardized f and g, namely

Cov(X,Y) )Y =Y). (A3)

Cov(F,G(v))
V/Var(F)Var(G(v )’

CCF(v|F,G) = (A4)

where F is one vector and G(v) is the other vector but
shifted by radial velocity v. When utilizing this CCF to
estimate stellar RVs, the G(v) is usually a spectral tem-
plate whose signal-to-noise ratio is infinite and covers
the wavelength range of F'. Therefore, the shift could
be implemented with an interpolation. The CCF in this
form is essentially the linear correlation coefficient and
varies between —1 and 1.

B. BIAS IN SMALL NUMBER STATISTICS

The estimators that characterize dispersion are often
underestimated when the number of samples is small.
For example, if we only have 3 or 5 measurements of
a physical quantity, the standard deviation could be
underestimated. In this section, we propose an em-
pirical correction of this bias for the error of mean
and standard deviation assuming Gaussian distribution
P(x|p,0) where p is its position and o is its standard
error.

B.1. The Deviation of Mean

We can minimize an Li-norm or Ls-norm cost func-
tion, namely, >, |z;—/| and Y, (z;—1)? /2, respectively,
to get an estimate of the mean ji. The true deviation is
by definition

Otrue :| = p | : (B5)

However, in practice we do not know p when we tackle
such a problem. A fiducial deviation associated with fi
C. SEVERAL RELATED PYTHON PACKAGES

Three packages are developed in this work.

can be constructed using the 84 and 16 percentiles (or
interquantiles, see Lupton 1993; Ivezi¢ et al. 2014), i.e

{l’i}q84 - {xi}qw
Wi , (B6)

where N is the sample size. To obtain an empirical
relation between dgg; and dgpye, we assume the following
form,

6est =

5true = 6est/£(N)v (B7)

where the () is the empirical correction factor and
is a function of N. Then, we draw mock data from a
standard Gaussian distribution with the numpy.random
module. In each experiment, we draw N samples and
calculated ey and dgpye, and derive €. We repeat this
experiment for 3000 times for each N ranges from 2 to
250 which is enough for our purpose, and show the 16,
50 and 84th percentiles of the results for each IV in the
left panel of Figure 15. It is obvious that this fiducial
deviation is underestimation of di;ye. The relation be-
tween medians of log¢ and log N is fitted with a 5th
order polynomial function, whose coefficients are tabu-
lated in Table B.1. With this relation, we can scale the
fiducial deviation to a standard that is less affected by
the sample size N.

B.2. The Standard Error

For a Gaussian distribution P(z|u,0), we can use
sample-based standard deviation and the 16 and 84th
percentiles to estimate the true standard error o, i.e.,

2w — ﬂ)Q’

Oest = N _1 (B8)
and
Oost = {xz}q84 ; {xz}qlﬁ’ (Bg)
respectively. We define ¢ by
Otrue = cht/C(N)v (B]-O)

The results clearly show that both method underesti-
mate the standard error. Similar to the procedures in
the previous test, we fit the relation with a 5th order
polynomial to the medians of ¢ and log,y IV, the best-fit
polynomials are shown in the right panel of Figure 15
and coefficients are tabulated in Table B.2. Compared
to Eq. (B8), Eq. (B9) is more robust to outliers but
suffers from more significant underestimation when N
is small.
1. laspec (Zhang 2020a): A toolkit for LAMOST
MRS/LRS spectra, including modules for file IO,
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Figure 15. The empirical correction factor for error of mean (£) and for standard error (¢) of Gaussian distributions in small

number statistics.

Table B.1. The best fit coefficients of the 5th order polynomials for the empirical rela-

tionship between log,, ¢ and log,, V.

Cost function Bs Ba Bs B2 B Bo
Zi |zi — i 0.07349721 -0.60647022 1.97806105 -3.22994084 2.72007585 -0.92812989
Z’L(zl — /:L)2/2 0.08434813 -0.69694429 2.28047526 -3.73821453 3.15612997 -0.99158461

NoTE—Our definition of polynomial is Poly(z|8) = >, Bixt.

Table B.2. The best-fit coefficients of the 5th order polynomials for the empirical relationship

between ¢ and log,, N.

Estimator Bs Ba B3 B2 B1 Bo
(g84 — q16)/2 0.05712779 -0.47050592 1.56888875 -2.75649024 2.71900493 -0.28637106
A/ ﬁ Si(zi — ﬂ)z 0.08344418 -0.68630504 2.21084202 -3.50529186 2.77854093 0.08576048

spectral convolution, continuum normalization, re-
moval of cosmic rays, cross-correlation function
and the empirical correction evaluation (Appendix
B).

2. regli (Zhang 2020b): REgular Grid Linear In-
terpolator, a multi-dimensional linear interpola-
tor based on gridded data. It is faster than
the scipy.interpolate.LinearNDInterpolator
in the python standard library in our performance
test.

3. berliner (Zhang 2020c): A toolkit for manipulat-
ing the MIST (Dotter 2016) and PARSEC (Bres-
san et al. 2012) stellar evolutionary tracks and
isochrones, including a python interface to down-
load PARSEC isochrones from the CMD 3.4 web-
site http://stev.oapd.inaf.it/cgi-bin/cmd.

The source code and some tutorials of these packages can
be found at https://github.com/hypergravity. Readers
who are interested in LAMOST MRS spectra might find
them useful for their research.
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