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ABSTRACT

We have conducted numerical simulations to reproduce the observed optical energy profile of the 15 October 2021 (UT) impact
flash on Jupiter, which was the largest and the most well-observed flash event detected by ground-based movie observations.
The observed long-duration (~ 5.5 s) optical emission can be reproduced by an impact of an object with an exceptionally small
angle of entry relative to the horizontal. The apparent lack of the impact debris feature despite the large impact object was
possibly due to the shallower angle of entry (< 12°), which resulted in the lower ablation per unit volume at altitudes higher
than 50 km, and the volume densities of the ablated materials were too low to allow the debris particulates to coagulate. The
absence of temporal methane absorption change in the observed flash spectrum is consistent with the best-fit results. The model
better fits the observed optical energy profile for weaker material (cometary and stony) cases than for metallic ones. Based on
the simulation results, prospects for future observations of impact flashes are discussed.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Optical flashes resulting from the impact of unidentified interplane-
tary objects on Jupiter have been serendipitously observed through
ground-based amateur observations (Hueso et al. 2010, 2013, 2018;
Sankar et al. 2020). Their emission characteristics should demon-
strate the radiative consequences of decameter-sized impacts on plan-
etary atmospheres, which could potentially threaten human society
(Jenniskens et al. 2019; Boslough & Crawford 1997, 2008) but are
unknown due to their infrequent occurrence on Earth (Brown et al.
2002). Detailed investigations of these impacts also provide a unique
opportunity to explore the abundance and physical characteristics of
small objects in the outer solar system, as it is impossible to detect
them directly (Hueso etal. 2013,2018; Giles etal. 2021). Sankar et al.
(2020) recently developed a fragmentation model for superbolides on
Jupiter. They found that comparing the model with the observed light
curve of the 2019 Jovian flash can constrain the angle of entry and
material make-up of the impacting object. Modellings of the Jovian
impact flashes thus can provide information on complex situations
of the impacts that should be essential for better understanding the
impact objects and their effects on planetary atmospheres. However,
the lack of observational constraints on the spectral information of
the flashes hampered from making applications of the modellings
without poor approximations to the conversion from the observed
brightness to the total optical energy of the flash.

On 15 October 2021, a new impact flash on Jupiter was detected
by an optical multi-band observation system, Planetary ObservatioN
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Camera for Optical Transient Surveys (PONCOTS; Arimatsu et al.
2022). Since the PONCOTS system achieved a high-cadence and
three-band simultaneous observation of the impact flash for the first
time, it allows obtaining its physical parameters without the need
for poor approximations on the spectral information. The mass and
diameter of the impact object were estimated to be ~ 4 X 100 kg
and ~ 12 — 25 m, respectively (Arimatsu et al. 2022, see also Sec-
tion 3.2). The total kinetic energy of the impact object is estimated
to be ~ two megatons (hereafter Mts) of TNT, an order of magni-
tude greater than that of previously detected flashes on Jupiter and
thus the largest impact flash observed in the solar system since the
impacts of the fragments of the comet Shoemaker—Levy 9 (hereafter
SL9) on Jupiter (Hammel et al. 1995; Crawford 1997; Harrington
et al. 2004). We should also note that the impact energy is com-
parable with the Tunguska impact on Earth in 1908 (Boslough &
Crawford 1997, 2008). Modelling the 2021 October impact flash
discovered by PONCOTS (hereafter "PONCOTS flash") thus pro-
vides a unique opportunity for understanding the nature of such large
flashes that could threaten human society. In addition, more detailed
analyses of the PONCOTS flash are required to understand its ob-
served characteristics that are unique and possibly different from
the previous impact events. First, the duration of the flash was ap-
proximately 5.5 sec, which is much longer than those of previously
detected flashes (~ 1 —2 sec, Hueso et al. 2013, 2018). Furthermore,
even though its estimated large mass and long flash duration indi-
cate that the impact object could have reached the lower atmosphere,
no evident temporal change in the methane absorption in the flash
spectrum was observed (see Section 4.2). In addition, despite the
enormous estimated mass of the impact object, no apparent impact
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feature was found after the flash, which could be different from the
SL9 impact results (Hammel et al. 1995). Modelling the emission
characteristics of the large impact flash would help to find a possible
scenario consistent with its observed features.

This paper presents the modelling of the optical energy profile of
the PONCOTS flash on Jupiter. In Section 2, we present the outline
of the 2021 October impact observed by the PONCOTS observation
system. We introduce a fragmentation model and assumed conditions
used to fit the light curves in Section 3. Results of the fit and discus-
sions are presented in Section 4. We summarize the conclusions in
Section 5.

2 OVERVIEW OF THE PONCOTS FLASH

The PONCOTS system consists of an D = 0.279 m Schmidt-
Cassegrain optical tube for amateur astronomers (Celestron C11)
equipped with high-cadence monochrome complementary metal-
oxide semiconductor (CMOS) cameras (QHYSIII-290M camera
with a SONY IMX 290 sensor for camera modules of the two shorter-
wavelength beams split by two dichroic mirrors and the Planetary one
Neptune-CII camera with a SONY IMX464 sensor for the longest-
wavelength beam). In the 2021 observation campaign, we used two
of the three wavelength bands, the V (1 = 505 — 650 nm) and CHy
(880 — 900 nm). In addition, we adopted an artefact image in the
V band data as another wavelength band image named "Gh-band"
(680 — 840 nm, see Arimatsu et al. 2022). The flash was detected in
all three bands.

Until now, we have received three observation reports (two in Japan
and another in Singapore) by amateur astronomers about the same
impact flash. These observation reports indicate that the present flash
unambiguously occurred on Jupiter, not in the terrestrial atmosphere.
We should note that two of the three amateur observations recorded
movie data of the flash, and the recorded data contain saturated pixels
of the flash location.

Signals obtained by aperture photometry of the flash in the PON-
COTS three-band images were calibrated with a spectrophotometric
standard star (HR 7950; V = 3.78 mag; Spectral type A1V; Hamuy
et al. (1992), see Arimatsu et al. (2022) for details). Fluxes for in-
dividual frames were binned into 0.5 s time bins to provide tempo-
ral variations of the spectrum with sufficient signal-to-noise ratios.
Since strong backward reflection of the Jovian upper clouds signif-
icantly contributed to the observed flash fluxes, we estimated and
corrected the contribution of the cloud-reflection component based
on the wavelength-dependent scattering phase functions of the Jovian
surface provided by Heng & Li (2021). The cloud-reflection compo-
nent is approximately 70%, 60%, and 30% of the observed fluxes in
the V, Gh, and CHy4 bands, respectively. Details of the procedure will
be given in a separate paper.

After the cloud-reflection correction, we then fitted each 0.5 s bin
SED with a single-temperature blackbody radiation spectral model
to derive the optical energy and the effective temperature. As already
shown in Arimatsu et al. (2022), SEDs for most bins were approxi-
mated by a single-temperature blackbody spectrum with the best-fit
temperature being 8300 + 600 K without evident temporal variation.
The best-fit optical energy for each time bin is shown in Figure 1.
Total optical energy Eg was determined as the sum of the optical
energy for individual bins, Eg = 1.8+0-9 % 1015 J. Total kinetic en-

-0.2
ergy ET was derived from E( through the relationship adopted from
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Brown et al. (2002),

n" Eg 6y
0.12 EQ113 2)

Er =
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where 1 is the optical energy efficiency, and E7 and Eq are in
kiloton TNT (kt; 1kt = 4.185 x 10!2J). Ey was determined to be
Er = 74433 x 101 J with n = 0.24.

3 MODELLING OF THE PONCOTS FLASH
3.1 Ablation and fragmentation model

We compared the optical energy profile derived from the previous
study (Arimatsu et al. 2022, see also Section 2 and Figure 1) with
an ablation and fragmentation model based on a code provided by
Sankar et al. (2020), which was developed from energy deposition
models for terrestrial superbolides (Avramenko et al. 2014; Wheeler
et al. 2017). The velocity v, mass M, height &, and flight angle 6 are
given by the following differential equations:

d Cp Spa (h) v2
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where Cp is the drag coefficient with Cp = 0.92, following the
previous studies (Carter et al. 2009), S is the cross-section area, oy,
is the ablation coefficient (the amount of evaporated material per unit
energy), Ry is the Jovian radius with Ry = 7 x 10%km, and g is the
gravitational acceleration with g = 25ms™!, respectively. p is the
atmospheric density as a function of height 4. In the present study,
pa is calculated using the vertical temperature and density profile of
Jovian atmosphere from Moses et al. (2005).

In this model, fragmentation begins when the ram pressure p,v
exceeds the bulk strength of the object. At this point, an object is
fragmented into the number Ny of equal-sized objects given with a
bulk density of the object p by

2

1683p
= — 7
Ny N
The mass of each fragment My is thus given by
M 9aM3
== (8)
Ny 16S°p

Since the fragmentation break is thought to eliminate larger struc-
tural weaknesses, the smaller fragments are assumed to be stronger
than the original body. The bulk strength of the smaller fragment is
thus assumed to be given by the following Weibull-like exponential
scaling relation
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where oy and My are the strength and mass of the fragment and oy and
M,y are the initial strength and mass. The strength scaling parameter
a is set to be a free parameter for the fit. With the fragmentation
effect, the cross-section area is thus given by the following equations



Table 1. Input prameters for the different material cases.

Case P 0] Tab
(kg m™) (Pa) (kg T

cometary 500 1x10* 2x10°8

stony 2500 5x10°  2x107°

metallic 5000 107 10°8

2.8 dM

dS |3mar pav® < o, (10)
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where Cy is a dimensionless free parameter that accounts for the
dispersive effects of these fragments.

3.2 Test conditions and fitting procedures

Since the impact velocity v for Jovian impact objects is thought
to be comparable with the escape velocity of Jupiter (Harrington
et al. 2004), vg is set to be vy ~ 60 kms~!. The mass of the impact
object M was therefore estimated from E7 to be My =2 E7/ vé =

4.1 % 10%kg.

Based on the previous studies by Sankar et al. (2020), we as-
sume three different material cases named "cometary”, "stony", and
"metallic". Input parameters (the bulk density p, the initial strength
070, and the ablation coefficient oy,) for these three cases are listed
in Table 1. The diameter D of the impact object corresponds to 25,
15, and 12 m for the cometary (p = 500 kg m™>), stony (p = 2500
kg m™3), and metallic (p = 5000 kg m~3) cases, respectively, un-
der the assumption of its spherical shape. In the previous studies, a
wide range of initial strengths oy was assumed for the metallic case
(09 =2 x 105 - 10® Pa, Chyba et al. 1993; Sankar et al. 2020). In
general, the initial bulk strengths are expected to be lower than the
material strengths (up to 108 Pa, Chyba et al. 1993) due to internal
cracking. However, if we assume o < 5 X 10° Pa, the resulting
synthetic profiles cannot be approximated by the observed profile,
because the early flare strengths become too strong due to intense
fragmentation and conflict with the early phase of the observed light
curve. We therefore assume o = 107 Pa for the metallic case.

The synthetic energy profile is fitted to the observed data points
by minimizing y~;

(Li _ timax nc‘lj_? dt)2

2 timin
X- = (11
2T
. 2 2
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where L; and oy are the optical energy and its 1o error derived
from the observation, E is the kinetic energy of the model impact
object, #;min and #;max are the beginning and the ending time of the
data point 7, respectively. The best-fit parameters are obtained by
an exhaustive search with ranges of 0° < 6 < 90°,0 < a < 1, and
10l<c F < 10'. The parameter ranges of @ and Cy are determined
based on discussions of previous bolide modelling studies by Svetsov
et al. (1995) and Hills & Goda (1993), respectively. The error bars
in the parameters are determined by ranges that allow an increase of
x?2 by 1 from the minimum value. In our assumed conditions, the
time derivative term of the velocity can be negligible. For the optical
energy efficiency n, we use = 0.24 (see Section 2).
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Figure 1. Model-fitting results overlaid with the optical energy profile for
each 0.5 s time bin obtained from the PONCOTS observation (Arimatsu
et al. 2022). The solid, dashed, and dotted curves represent the profile for the
cometary, stony, and metallic cases, respectively.

4 RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS
4.1 The best-fit models for the observed energy profile

Figure 1 shows the best-fit results of the optical energy profile overlaid
with the observed profile. The observed long duration and the peak
intensity can be roughly approximated in all three cases. For the
metallic case, the duration of the rising phase is longer than the
observed profile. The best-fit parameters and y2 values are presented
in Table 2. In either case, the best-fit angles of entry are much smaller
than that of the SL9 fragments’ impacts (6 ~ 45°, Crawford 1997)
or of the 2009 impact (0 =~ 20°, Sanchez-Lavega et al. 2010). We
found that smaller angles of entry 8 causing the impact object to
ablate longer before reaching the altitude of disruption are required
for all the material cases to reproduce the long duration of the flash.
The stony and metallic cases are insensitive to Cy, which is poorly
constrained by the present fit since contributions of fragments are
insignificant to the entire cross-section areas for these cases. Also, &
is poorly constrained for the metallic case. In order to obtain further
constraints of the variability of these parameters for the metallic case,
we performed the profile fitting with different fixed parameters (v0,
p and oy) in the ranges that can produce profiles comparable to that
observed. However, we found no apparent relationship between the
variability and the values of the fixed constants. The 2 values (with 7
degrees of freedom) for the cometary and stony cases are smaller than
the metallic case. The possible weaker material nature is consistent
with the assumption that Jupiter-family comets are thought to be a
primary source of Jovian impact objects (Levison et al. 2000).
Figure 2(a) shows the kinetic energy release profiles derived from
the best-fit simulation results as a function of the height /, and Table 3
presents the peak and end heights and pressures of the impact object
for the three material cases. In the present study, the end height is de-
fined to be the final height where the mass of the remaining fragments
becomes smaller than 0.1% of the initial mass. For the cometary and

MNRAS 000, 1-6 (2023)



4 K. Arimatsu et al.

Table 2. Best-fit parameters and y2 values for the three material cases.

Case [ @ Ct x?

(degree)

cometary  6.9*3-0  0.27%018 | 3+17 6.7

stony 2858 0060 g 2048 45
: 1.1 0.48 0.0
metallic 1.4ty 05255 10.0555 108

stony cases, the peak and the end height are much higher than the
tropopause (height ~ 50 km), indicating the impact object was ab-
lated and disrupted in the upper and middle stratosphere. Even for
the metallic case with the strongest bulk strength, the simulation in-
dicates that the ablation intensity reached its maximum above the
troposphere. For comparison, figure 2(b) shows the profiles for the
models with 6 = 45°, which is comparable to the angle of entry of
the SL9 fragments (Crawford 1997). The kinetic energy is released at
lower heights for the larger 6 cases. Especially for the metallic case,
the peak height is expected to be lower than the tropopause.

4.2 Non-detection of temporal changes in methane absorption

The observed flash radiation from the impact object can be absorbed
by methane molecules in the Jovian atmosphere along the line of
sight at the CH4 band, whose central wavelength (1 =~ 890 nm)
corresponds to the strong methane absorption band. The degree of
absorption can become stronger as the height of the impact object &
decreases. In case of an impact flash caused by a large impact object
that could penetrate into the Jovian troposphere, a rapid decrease of
the CH4 band flux caused by strong methane absorption would be
expected. However, as shown in Figure 3, we found no clear temporal
variations (at least a gradual decrease) of the CH4 band flux of the
PONCOTS flash relative to its V band flux, fcp, ;v - We compare the
observed flux ratios with those produced by the best-fit simulation
results. The optical depth at wavelength A along the line of sight to
the flash at time ¢, 7(¢, 1), is given by

1 o0
") = s fh | KPOTED Pan ) dz (13)

where u is the angle between the line of sight to the observer and the
zenith of the Jovian impact site (u = 26° for the PONCOTS flash),
k(P(z),T(z),4) is the methane absorption coefficient for pressure
P(z) and temperature 7(z) at height z, and Pcyq(z) is the partial
pressure of methane. /(¢) represents the height of the impact object,
which is derived from the best-fit optical energy profile model for
each material case at time . To calculate the pressure and temperature
dependent «(P(z),T(z), A), we used the methane absorption spectral
models developed by Karkoschka & Tomasko (2010). We adopted
the atmospheric profiles P(z), T(z), and Pcp4(z) provided by Moses
et al. (2005). The model CHy4/V band flux ratio fcy, v (?) at time ¢
is

Fen, (1)
Fy (1)

Jewyv (1) = (14)

with

I Ri() exp(=7(1,2)) Fiasn (1) d2
B Ri(2)da

where R; (1) is the system response of the PONCOTS band i provided

by Arimatsu et al. (2022), and Fy,gn (1) is the SED of the flash. In

the present study, Fpash(A2) is assumed to be a single-temperature
blackbody spectrum with a temperature of 8300 K (Arimatsu et al.

Fi(t) =

for i = CHy,V, (15)
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Figure 2. (a) kinetic energy release profiles derived from the best-fit simu-
lation results as a function of the height /. Solid, dashed, and dotted curves
represent the profile for the cometary, stony, and metallic cases. (b) the same
as (a), but for the models with @ = 45°, which is comparable to the angle of
entry of the SL9 fragments (Crawford 1997). A horizontal line represents the
approximate height of the tropopause (50 km).

Table 3. Results of the peak and end locations for the three material cases.

Case Peak height ~ Peak pressure ~ End height ~ End pressure
(km) (hPa) (km) (hPa)
cometary 176.7 0.27 157.0 0.60
stony 136.8 14 119.6 2.8
metallic 68.4 27 46.4 85

2022, see Section 2). The fcy, v (?) for the three material cases are
compared in Figure 3. Since the heights for all three material cases
are higher than the troposphere, the degree of methane absorption at
the CH4 band is expected to be smaller than 20%. All three cases are
thus consistent with the lack of a clear temporal change of the flux
ratio.

4.3 Non-detection of debris features

As noted in Arimatsu et al. (2022), the PONCOTS CHy band images
obtained 16 minutes after the impact did not show impact-debris
features at the site. Later in situ follow-up observations by JunoCam
onboard the Juno spacecraft carried out 28 hours after the flash
showed no evident feature at the impact site. Their non-detection
results imply the possible absence of the dark debris seen in N
fragment of the SL9 nucleus (Hammel et al. 1995), which is slightly
larger than the present impact object.

According to the results of the SL9 studies (e.g., Boslough &
Crawford 1997), observable aerosol debris could be created in the
dense plume containing evaporated materials from an impact object
and Jupiter’s entrained atmospheric gas. Our present results indicate
that the angle of entry of the present impact object (< 12°) is signif-
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Figure 3. Observed CH4/V band flux ratio fcy, v (¢) for the 0.5-s bins
overlaid with those derived from the best-fit flash models. Solid, dashed, and
dotted curves represent the model flux ratios for the cometary, stony, and
metallic cases, respectively. Note that the cometary and stony models almost
overlap in this figure. The unabsorbed spectrum of the flash is assumed to be
a single blackbody with an effective temperature of 8300 K.

icantly smaller than those of the SL9 fragments (=~ 45°), regardless
of the material cases taken into consideration. Figure 4 compares the
profiles of the deposited mass of the impact object per unit trajectory
length derived from the best-fit simulation results and cases with an
angle closer to those of the SL9 impacts. For all of the three material
cases, the deposited masses per unit length are approximately an or-
der of magnitude smaller than those for the SL9 cases. This is because
the mass deposition occurs at higher altitudes, as shown in Figure 5.
In such high-altitude and low-pressure situations, the impact body
suffered lower ablation per unit trajectory than the SL9-like impacts
with similar object masses, and the volume densities of the materials
would be too small to allow debris particulates to coagulate.

4.4 Expectations of future megaton-class impacts with different
entry conditions

Since there have been only two events (SL9 and the 2009 event,
Hammel et al. 1995; Sdnchez-Lavega et al. 2010) that emerged im-
pact features, generation conditions of these features are still unclear.
Detecting and investigating multiple Mt-class impacts with different
entry conditions would help to understand the diversities of their con-
sequences, including the debris generation in Jupiter’s atmosphere.
The first detection of an Mt-class impact flash by Arimatsu et al.
(2022) indicates an occurrence rate of such large-scale impacts on
Jupiter is approximately once per year. Though dedicated monitor-
ing surveys of such infrequent Jovian flashes are thus challenging,
a decade-scale survey dedicated to Jupiter with a sub-meter class
telescope(s) would be expected to achieve several detections of the
Mt- (and smaller) class impact flashes and their consequences.
Based on the experiences of the present PONCOTS observations
and the encompassing OASES project, which is our high-cadence
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Figure 4. (a) profiles of the deposited mass of the impact object per unit
trajectory length derived from the best-fit simulation results as a function of
the time from the peak. The solid, dashed, and dotted curves represent the
profile for the cometary, stony, and metallic cases, respectively. (b) the same
as (a), but for the models with 6 = 45°, which is comparable to the angle
of entry of the SL9 fragments (Crawford 1997). The other parameters are
derived from the best-fit values of the fit.

monitoring program of the sky with small telescopes and high-
cadence CMOS cameras (Arimatsu et al. 2017, 2019), we plan to
carry out long-term movie monitoring campaign of Jupiter and the
other outer planets with small dedicated telescopes in the near future.

5 CONCLUSIONS

The numerical simulations have been carried out to reproduce the
observed optical energy profile of the PONCOTS flash. The ablation
and fragmentation models with shallow angles of entry approximate
the observed optical energy profile of the flash with an extraordinarily
long duration. The shallower angle of entry possibly resulted in the
absence of impact debris features since the partial pressures of the
ablated materials would be too small to allow debris particulates to
coagulate. The apparent lack of temporal methane absorption change
in the observed flash spectrum is also consistent with our best-fit
model results. The observed optical energy profile is better fitted by
the model for cometary or stony cases than that for the metallic case.
Future decadal surveys would make detections of Mt-class impacts
and enable us to investigate characteristics of their consequences.

MNRAS 000, 1-6 (2023)
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Figure 5. (a) profiles of the deposited mass of the impact object per unit
trajectory length derived from the best-fit simulation results (the same as
Figure 4) as a function of the height h. The solid, dashed, and dotted curves
represent the profile for the cometary, stony, and metallic cases, respectively.
(b) the same as (a), but for the models with @ = 45°, which is comparable to the
angle of entry of the SL9 fragments (Crawford 1997). The other parameters
are derived from the best-fit values of the fit.
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