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ABSTRACT

Thermal inertia estimates are available for a limited number of a few hundred objects, and the
results are practically solely based on thermophysical modeling (TPM). We present a novel thermal

inertia estimation method, Asteroid Thermal Inertia Analyzer (ASTERIA). The core of the ASTERIA

model is the Monte Carlo approach, based on the Yarkovsky drift detection. We validate our model on

asteroid Bennu plus ten well-characterized near-Earth asteroids (NEAs) for which a good estimation of

the thermal inertia from the TPM exists. The tests show that the ASTERIA provides reliable results
consistent with the literature values. The new method is independent from the TPM, allowing an

independent verification of the results. As the Yarkovsky effect is more pronounced in small asteroids,

the noteworthy advantage of the ASTERIA compared to the TPM is the ability to work with smaller

asteroids for which TPM typically lacks the input data. We used the ASTERIA to estimate the thermal
inertia of 38 NEAs, with 31 of them being sub-km asteroids. Twenty-nine objects in our sample are

characterized as Potentially Hazardous Asteroids. On the limitation side, the ASTERIA is somewhat

less accurate than the TPM. The applicability of our model is limited to NEAs, as the Yarkovsky

effect is yet to be detected in main-belt asteroids. However, we can expect a significant increase in

high-quality measurements of the input parameters relevant to the ASTERIA with upcoming surveys.
This will surely increase the reliability of the results generated by the ASTERIA and widen the model’s

applicability.

Keywords: asteroids

1. INTRODUCTION

Despite their great importance, knowledge of the physical properties of asteroids lags far behind the current rate of

their discoveries. To better understand asteroids’ properties, one of the most critical parameters to estimate is their
surface thermal inertia. For instance, the value of thermal inertia can give essential constraints on the type of material

present on the surface. However, as the asteroid’s thermal inertia varies in a considerable interval of values spanning

more than an order of magnitude, it cannot be reliably assumed a priori. Yet, the determination of the surface thermal

inertia is a challenging step.
Data provided by space missions to asteroids and comets are extremely valuable information. Among them, NASA’s

Dawn space probe visited asteroids Vesta and Ceres (Russell et al. 2015), while ESA’s Rosetta mission performed

a detailed study of comet 67P/Churyumov–Gerasimenko (Glassmeier et al. 2007). The most recent examples are

two robotic sample-return projects: JAXA’s Hayabusa2 and NASA’s OSIRIS-REx, exploring Ryugu and Bennu,
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respectively (see, e.g. Watanabe et al. 2019; Lauretta et al. 2019). The level of detail, reliability, and precision of

the thermal inertia values provided by these missions is outstanding (see, e.g. Capria et al. 2014; Rognini et al. 2020;

Grott et al. 2019; Rozitis et al. 2020). However, such data is available only for a small sample of objects, and it is

difficult to extrapolate these results to other objects or to derive global properties valid to a population level from
a small set of well-known asteroids. Nevertheless, the spacecraft visits provided data that are key for testing and

validating the other models used for thermal inertia estimations.

Typically, the thermal inertia is estimated by thermophysical models, making use of thermal infrared observations

(see, e.g. Delbo’ et al. 2015, and references therein). Such observations, however, are available for a limited number of

asteroids. Until several years ago, the thermal inertia was estimated for a very small number of asteroids (Delbo’ et al.
2015). The situation started to change recently, primarily thanks to the Wide-field Infrared Survey Explorer (WISE,

Wright et al. 2010) and its post-cryogenic survey extension known as NEOWISE (Mainzer et al. 2014a). Jiang et al.

(2020) investigate the size, thermal inertia, surface roughness, and geometric albedo of 10 Vesta family asteroids using

the Advanced Thermophysical Model based on the thermal-infrared data acquired by WISE. Similarly, Jiang & Ji
(2021) derived thermal inertia for 20 Themis asteroid family members from thermophysical modeling based on the

WISE/NEOWISE observations. MacLennan & Emery (2021) used infrared data for a set of 239 objects observed by

the WISE to estimate their size, albedo, thermal inertia, and surface roughness. Marciniak et al. (2021) used the light

curves datasets in combination with the thermal infrared data, mainly from the Infrared Astronomical Satellite (IRAS,

Neugebauer et al. 1984), AKARI (aka as ASTRO-F or IRIS - InfraRed Imaging Surveyor) (Usui et al. 2011), and WISE
in an optimization process using the Convex Inversion Thermophysical Model. The authors analyzed the properties

of 16 slowly rotating asteroids, including estimating their thermal inertia. Hung et al. (2022) used thermal flux

measurements obtained by the WISE/NEOWISE during its fully cryogenic phase to obtain new thermophysical model

fits of 1847 asteroids, deriving their thermal inertia, diameter, and Bond and geometric albedos. Jiang et al. (2023)
studied the surface properties of asteroid (704) Interamnia, combining the mid-infrared wave bands observations from

the Subaru telescope along with those obtained by IRAS, AKARI, and WISE/NEOWISE. Aĺı-Lagoa et al. (2020) used

Herschel Photodetector Array Camera and Spectrometer data taken during the Asteroid Preparatory Programme for

Herschel, ASTRO-F and the Atacama Large Millimeter/submillimeter Array (Müller et al. 2005) for a thermo-physical

characterization of 18 large main belt asteroids.
We briefly reviewed only the most recent works as they provide the most currently available thermal inertia estimates.

Nevertheless, we still have thermal inertia estimations for only a few hundred asteroids, primarily large main-belt

asteroids, and some near-Earth asteroids (NEAs). Therefore, it is still an essential task, and the surface thermal

inertia (TI) estimation for any new object is very important. Alternative methods for the TI estimation, using other
kinds of observations, would be of great scientific value.

Recently, Fenucci et al. (2021) introduced a statistical method for the thermal estimation of NEAs based mainly on

ground-based observations. The method was successfully applied to determine the thermal inertia of two rapidly rotat-

ing NEAs, asteroids 2011 PT and 2016 GE1 (Fenucci et al. 2021, 2023). The method requires, in fact, a determination

of the semi-major axis drift produced by the Yarkovsky effect (see, e.g. Bottke et al. 2006; Vokrouhlický et al. 2015,
for a review), a thermal effect caused by sunlight that strongly depends on the surface properties. Measurements of

the Yarkovsky effect can be performed through orbit determination employing astrometric and/or radar observations

(Chesley et al. 2003; Milani & Gronchi 2009), which are typically ground-based. Then, by matching the measured

semi-major axis drift with that predicted by a physical model, the method produces a distribution of the surface
thermal inertia Γ, possibly giving further constraints on other physical parameters. The Yarkovsky effect has been

detected for hundreds of NEAs (Farnocchia et al. 2013; Del Vigna et al. 2018; Greenberg et al. 2020), and more and

more detections are foreseen in the future because of two reasons: 1) the length of the observational arc can be only

extended when NEAs are re-observed, and 2) new ground-based surveys like the Vera Rubin Observatory (Jones et al.

2018) and the ESA Flyeye telescope will provide more chances of re-observe known NEAs or recover the lost ones.
The determination of the Yarkovsky effect is also starting to become a routine operation for the automatized orbit

determination systems provided by the ESA NEO Coordination Centre1 (NEOCC), the NEODyS2 service, and the

NASA JPL Small-Body Database3. This situation allows us to apply the method by Fenucci et al. (2021) to many

NEAs. An essential advantage of this model is that it can estimate the thermal inertia of comparatively smaller

1 https://neo.ssa.esa.int/
2 https://newton.spacedys.com/
3 https://ssd.jpl.nasa.gov/
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asteroids than the other methods. However, despite being successfully applied for rapidly rotating objects, the method

proposed by Fenucci et al. (2021) still requires several improvements as well as additional validations before it can be

safely applied to a large number of objects.

Motivated by these facts, one of the aims of the ”Demystifying Near-Earth Asteroids” (D-NEAs) project funded by
The Planetary Society4 is to develop further methods for the characterization of NEAs based on ground-based observa-

tions. In this paper, we propose extensions of the concept introduced in Fenucci et al. (2021, 2023) in order to make the

thermal inertia estimation more reliable and accurate. In particular, we implemented different Yarkovsky effect mod-

els suitable for different dynamical and physical characteristics scenarios. Moreover, we refined the population-based

modeling of poorly constrained or unknown physical parameters needed for the Yarkovsky modeling. We implemented
all the methods and models described in the present paper in the Asteroid Thermal Inertia Analyzer (ASTERIA).

The ASTERIA software v1.0.0 (Fenucci et al. 2023) is publicly available to the scientific community under the CC

BY-NC-SA 4.0 license, and it can also be retrieved from a dedicated online repository5.

The paper is structured as follows. In Sec. 2, we describe the general idea and Monte Carlo method for thermal
inertia estimation. In Sec. 3, we give the details of the Yarkovsky effect models included in the ASTERIA software.

Sec. 4 is dedicated to the explanations on modeling of the physical parameters entering the Yarkovsky effect model.

In Sec. 5, we presented a basic introduction to the software, while Sec. 6 is devoted to the model and code validation

on Bennu and 10 other well-characterized NEAs. In Sec. 7, we have presented new thermal inertia estimates for 38

NEAs. Finally, we provide a summary and main conclusions in Sec. 8.

2. MONTE CARLO METHOD OF THERMAL INERTIA ESTIMATION

The method of thermal inertia estimation introduced by Fenucci et al. (2021) relies on the assumption that a measure

(da/dt)m of the Yarkovsky effect obtained from astrometric data (see, e.g. Farnocchia et al. 2013; Del Vigna et al.
2018; Greenberg et al. 2020) is available for the object we are interested in. Models for Yarkovsky estimation by

orbit determination (see, e.g. Milani & Gronchi 2009) can evaluate the value of the semi-major axis drift accurately,

provided that the observational arc is long enough and the observations are of good quality. These models are

typically independent of the physical characteristics of the object. In turn, theoretical models of the Yarkovsky effect

rely on the knowledge of the physical properties of the asteroid (see, e.g. Bottke et al. 2006). If the Yarkovsky effect
is independently determined from astrometry, the theoretical model of the Yarkovsky effect is constrained, i.e., its

solution is known. Therefore, the theoretical model could be inverted, and at least one of its parameters could be

estimated.

Yarkovsky effect models depend on several parameters, which are usually the semi-major axis a and the eccentricity
e of the asteroid orbit, the diameter D, the density ρ, the thermal conductivity K, the heat capacity C, the obliquity

γ, the rotation period P , the absorption coefficient α, and the emissivity ε. If all the mentioned parameters but the

thermal conductivity K are fixed, then the model vs. observed Yarkovsky drift equation
(

da

dt

)

(a, e,D, ρ,K,C, γ, P, α, ε) =

(

da

dt

)

m

, (1)

can be solved for K, thus determining the thermal conductivity value that allows the model da/dt( · ) on the left-
hand side of Eq. (1) to reproduce the observed semi-major axis drift. The choice to determine the parameter K is

dictated by the fact that it is the most uncertain one, contrary to the other parameters that can be either estimated

or modeled with a fair degree of accuracy. In fact, the thermal conductivity K strongly depends on the characteristics

of the material present on the surface of the asteroid, and it can range from ∼ 10−5 W m−1 K−1 for very porous

regolith material (Krause et al. 2011; Sakatani et al. 2017), up to ∼ 50 W m−1 K−1 for very conductive materials
such as irons (Noyes et al. 2022, and references therein). The Monte Carlo (MC) method presented here assumes that

all the parameters but K have some characteristic distribution, and then Eq. (1) is solved for K over a large set of

combinations of input parameters. These parameters are randomly generated according to the assumed distributions.

Solutions of Eq. (1) are searched for in a user-defined interval [Kmin,Kmax], and they are computed with a bisection
method with a tolerance of 10−11 W m−1 K−1. Moreover, usually, there is more than one K solution of Eq. (1) for a

fixed combination of the remaining parameters. By collecting all the solutions obtained for given input combinations,

4 https://www.planetary.org/
5 https://github.com/Fenu24/D-NEAs

https://www.planetary.org/
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the MC method produces a probability distribution function (PDF) of K in the output. A PDF for thermal inertia Γ

is then obtained by converting each K solution using the relation

Γ =
√

ρKC, (2)

and the corresponding values of ρ and C.

The level of accuracy of the estimation of Γ that the MC method described above can achieve depends, therefore, on

two factors: 1) the accuracy of the Yarkovsky effect modeling, and 2) the reliability of the distributions assumed for

the input parameters. In our software, we implemented different Yarkovsky effect models that are suitable for different
dynamical and physical scenarios. The details of these models are described in Sec. 3.

The distributions considered for the orbital and physical parameters also depend on what properties of the studied

asteroid are known. Because our method assumes the availability of a measurement of the Yarkovsky effect by

astrometry, it implies that the orbital parameters are all determined with very good accuracy, with uncertainties in
the semi-major axis typically of the order of ∼ 10−9 au and of ∼ 10−8 in eccentricity. Therefore, the orbital parameters

are always assumed to be fixed at their nominal values, since their uncertainties produce negligible variations on the

predicted Yarkovsky drift. On the other hand, physical properties may be estimated or constrained utilizing different

kinds of observations. However, the number of NEAs for which physical properties are determined is still small, and

models relying on the general properties of the whole NEA population are needed. In Sec. 4, we describe the models
adopted for the input physical parameters.

3. YARKOVSKY EFFECT MODELS

The code provides the user with three different models for the computation of the Yarkovsky effect: 1) an analytical
model for circular orbits, 2) a semi-analytical model for eccentric orbits, and 3) a semi-analytical model for 2-layered

bodies. In addition, variable thermal inertia along the orbit is also implemented in models 2) and 3). We describe

hereafter the details of these models.

3.1. Analytical model for circular orbits

The analytical model for the Yarkovsky effect was described in Vokrouhlický (1998, 1999). The model assumed the

asteroid to be a spherical body moving on a circular orbit around the Sun, that rotates around a fixed axis. The

boundary conditions for the heat diffusion equation are linearized, and the drift in semi-major axis (da/dt) due to the
Yarkovsky effect is given by two distinct components: the seasonal effect (da/dt)s, and the diurnal effect (da/dt)d.

These effects have the following form:

(

da

dt

)

s

=
4α

9

Φ

ωrev

F (R′

s,Θs) sin
2 γ, (3)

(

da

dt

)

d

= −8α

9

Φ

ωrev

F (R′

d,Θd) cos γ. (4)

In the above equations, α is the surface absorption coefficient, Φ is the radiation pressure coefficient (e.g.,

Vokrouhlický et al. 2015), γ is the spin axis obliquity, and ωrev is the orbital frequency. R′

s and R′

d are the scaled

(non-dimensional) values of the radius R, defined as

R′

s =
R

ls
, R′

d =
R

ld
, (5)

where ls, ld are the penetration depths of the seasonal and diurnal thermal waves given by

ls =

√

K

ρCωrev

, ld =

√

K

ρCωrot

. (6)

The penetration depths ls and ld depend on the thermal conductivity K, the heat capacity C, and the density ρ of the

asteroid. Additionally, the two length scales depend on the respective frequencies: (i) the spin frequency ωrot = 2π/P

in the case of the diurnal effect where P is the rotation period, and (ii) the orbital frequency ωrev in the case of the
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Figure 1. Coefficients k1, k2, and k3 as a function of the scaled radius R′.

seasonal effect. The thermal parameters Θs,Θd also depend on the physical and thermal characteristics of the object,

and they are defined as

Θs =

√
ρKCωrev

εσT 3
⋆

, Θd =

√
ρKCωrot

εσT 3
⋆

. (7)

In the above equations, σ is the Stefan-Boltzmann constant, ε is the emissivity and T⋆ is the subsolar temperature,
defined by εσT 4

⋆ = αE⋆, with E⋆ being the solar radiation flux at the distance of the body.

The function F in Eqs. (3) and (4) is given by

F (R′,Θ) = − k1(R
′)Θ

1 + 2k2(R′)Θ + k3(R′)Θ2
. (8)

It depends on both the corresponding scaled radius and the thermal parameter. The coefficients k1, k2, k3 are positive

analytical functions of the scaled radius, and their complete definition can be found in Vokrouhlický (1998, 1999).
Figure 1 shows these coefficients as a function of R′. For R′ large enough, all the coefficients approach the value 1/2.

It is worth noting that the seasonal component always produces an inward migration, while the direction of migration

for the diurnal component depends on the obliquity γ, which is maximized for γ = 0◦, 180◦.

It is also important to note here that a double-peaked distribution is often seen in the thermal inertia estimates (see,
e.g., Fig. 3), and it is a consequence of Eq. (8). In most cases, one of the peaks could be discarded either based on the

number of possible solutions or rejected due to unphysical values of thermal inertia (e.g., Γ > 2000 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2).

3.2. Semi-analytical model

When an asteroid’s orbital eccentricity is large, the model described in Sec. 3.1 may not be accurate for estimating

the Yarkovsky effect. In this case, we can compute the instantaneous semi-major axis drift caused by the Yarkovsky

effect as
(

da

dt

)

i

=
2

n2a
fY · v, (9)

where a is the semi-major axis of the orbit, n is the mean motion, v is the heliocentric orbital velocity, and fY
is the instantaneous value of the Yarkovsky acceleration. The term fY is computed with analytical formulas by

Vokrouhlický et al. (2017), again assuming a homogeneous spherical shape of the asteroid and a linearization of the

surface boundary condition. This acceleration is given by

fY = fY, d + fY, s, (10)

where fY, d, fY, s are the diurnal and the seasonal component, respectively. The diurnal component is expressed as

fY, d = κ[(n · s)s + γ1(n× s) + γ2s× (n× s)]. (11)
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In Eq. (11), n = r/r is the heliocentric unit position vector, and s is the unit vector of the asteroid spin axis. In

addition,

κ =
4α

9

SE⋆
mc

, (12)

where S = πR2 is the cross-section of the asteroid, E⋆ is the solar radiation flux at a heliocentric distance r, m is the

asteroid mass, and c is the speed of light. The coefficients γ1, γ2 are expressed as

γ1(R
′

d,Θd) = − k1(R
′

d)Θd

1 + 2k2(R′

d)Θd + k3(R′

d)Θ
2
d

,

γ2(R
′

d,Θd) = − 1 + k2(R
′

d)Θd

1 + 2k2(R′

d)Θd + k3(R′

d)Θ
2
d

,

(13)

where Θd is defined by Eq. (7) and k1, k2, k3 are the same coefficients as in Sec. 3.1. The seasonal component is given

by

fY, s = κ[γ̄1(n · s) + γ̄2(N× n) · s]s, (14)

where N is the unit vector normal to the orbital plane, and γ̄1, γ̄2 have the same expressions as Eq. (13), but evaluated

with the scaled radius R′

s of Eq. (5) and thermal parameter Θs of Eq. (7).

The average Yarkovsky drift da/dt is then obtained by averaging the instantaneous Yarkovsky drift of Eq. (9) over

an orbital period as
da

dt
=

1

2π

∫ 2π

0

(

da

dt

)

i

dℓ, (15)

where ℓ is the mean anomaly. The integral at the right-hand side of Eq. (15) is computed with the trapezoid rule (see,

e.g. Stoer & Bulirsch 2002). To prevent numerical errors at high eccentricity, we computed the integral of Eq. (15) by

using a fixed step in the eccentric anomaly u, which provides a better sampling of the orbit near the perihelion.

3.3. Semi-analytical 2-layer model

In-situ observations made by spacecrafts in the last two decades showed that asteroids have many different surface
structures. Some of them, like Bennu or Ryugu, show very rough surfaces composed of boulders spanning orders

of magnitude in diameter, basically without any area covered by fine regolith (Lauretta et al. 2019; Watanabe et al.

2019; Sugita et al. 2020). Other objects like Itokawa or Eros present large smooth areas covered with fine dust and

regolith (Cheng 2002; Miyamoto et al. 2007), similar to the surface of the Moon. At the same time, their interior
may be constituted by much larger boulders, thus breaking the homogeneity assumption made in the Yarkovsky

models described in Sec. 3.1 and 3.2. This last case is particularly important for correctly estimating the Yarkovsky

effect because regolith layers are typically composed of loose agglomerates of small rocky particles with large porosity,

decreasing the thermal conductivity K with respect to typical values of bare rocks. Since the thermal parameter K

can largely change the magnitude of the Yarkovsky effect, the 2-layer model is essential to model regolith-covered
asteroids correctly.

In Vokrouhlický & Brož (1999), the authors considered a spherical body composed of a core with parameters

ρ2, C2,K2, covered by a shell of thickness h with parameters ρ1, C1,K1. In order to find a solution to the heat

conductivity equation, linearized boundary conditions on the outer shell were considered. In addition, a continuity
condition on the temperature distribution T and the heat flux when passing between the layers was also assumed.

Under these assumptions, the authors found an analytical solution for the seasonal Yarkovsky effect and discussed

the difficulties in finding a solution for the diurnal effect for meter-sized objects. The problem of finding analytical

solutions to the heat diffusion equation on non-homogeneous bodies was also discussed in Čapek & Vokrouhlický

(2012). A complete analytical model for the Yarkovsky effect on 2-layered asteroids is unavailable.
Due to the above difficulties, we used a simplified approach to define a 2-layer Yarkovsky model. We assumed the

surface material to have a density of ρsurf, while the interior to have a density ρ. To define the thickness of the top

layer, we assumed that the penetration depths of the seasonal and diurnal thermal waves are smaller than the real

regolith thickness. At least roughly speaking, in this case, the magnitude of the Yarkovsky effect depends only on the
heat transport in the top layer.

The second layer represents the body interior, excluding only the small top layer. It is assumed, however, that the

second (interior) layer does not affect the temperature distribution at the surface. It is taken into account only when

asteroid mass is computed.
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Therefore, the thickness of the top layer could be approximated with the length of the more relevant penetration

depth, which is the one related to the more important component of the Yarkovsky effect. In most cases, this is the

diurnal penetration depth ld, except when an asteroid’s obliquity is close to 90 degrees when it is assumed that the

top layer corresponds to the seasonal penetration depth ls.
The two penetration depths are obtained as

ls =

√

K

ρsurfCωrev

, ld =

√

K

ρsurfCωrot

. (16)

Once the top layer has been constrained, we used its adopted parameters to compute the Yarkovsky effect with

Eq. (9).

We recall that this Yarkovsky model is valid only as long as the penetration depths of Eq. (16) are smaller than the

actual regolith thickness, which is typically satisfied when R′

s and R′

d are >> 1. Therefore, it is the user’s responsibility
to make use of this model with more caution by checking that the values of ls and ld obtained in output are reasonably

smaller than the presumed thickness of the surface material. Generally, the approach used for the 2-layer model is an

approximation. In particular, we found that it generally tends to underestimate the dust layer’s role. Therefore, in its

current form, the 2-layer model may only indicate how significantly a possible presence of the surface dust layer may
affect the thermal inertia estimation by the ASTERIA.

3.4. Variable thermal inertia

Thermal inertia depends on the thermal conductivity and heat capacity through Eq. (2). Laboratory analyses on

lunar regolith samples (Keihm 1984) and meteorites (Opeil et al. 2020) showed that both thermal conductivity K, and

heat capacity C depend on the temperature. Therefore, the thermal inertia also depends on the temperature, which

is, in turn, related to the heliocentric distance r. Accordingly, accounting for its variation along the asteroid orbit is
important to estimate the thermal inertia correctly.

For predominantly radiative heat transfer, as expected in a fine regolith on an airless body, the thermal inertia scales

with

Γ = Γ0r
−3/4, (17)

where Γ0 is the value of the thermal inertia at 1 au. In a more recent study, Rozitis et al. (2018) found that the trend

of Eq. (17) found by theoretical models does not always agree with the observations, but more extreme values of the

exponent may be possible. Similar conclusions were also drawn by MacLennan & Emery (2021).

To account for the variable thermal inertia in our model, yet keeping it flexible concerning the exact dependence on
the heliocentric distance, we assume that the thermal inertia Γ varies with the heliocentric distance as

Γ = Γ0r
β . (18)

The exponent β is left as a free parameter to be chosen by the user. The variable thermal inertia is implemented for

the Yarkovsky models described in Sec. 3.2 and 3.3. On the purely technical side, we underline that when the variable
thermal inertia model is used, output from our model is thermal inertia Γ0, which is a value normalized to r = 1 au.

3.5. Non-sphericity effects

The above-described Yarkovsky models assume a spherical shape of the body. However, it is known that asteroids

are not perfectly spherical but rather elongated, in some cases even very elongated bodies (see, e.g. McNeill et al.

2019, and references therein). Vokrouhlický (1998) found that in the general case, the diurnal Yarkovsky component

for spheroids and a sphere does not differ more than 30%. However, in some cases, the difference could be up to a
factor of 2 or 3. Such an example is fixed spin axis orientation at high obliquity.

As the Yarkovsky detection is performed from relatively short time intervals (up to a few tens of years), it is

reasonable to consider the orientation of the asteroid spin axis fixed in space.

Assuming a biaxial ellipsoid shape (spheroid), rotation around the shortest axis, and high obliquity, an elongated
object has a smaller average cross-section than a spherical body of the same equivalent diameter. This implies that

elongated bodies are subject to a smaller Yarkovsky effect than spherical ones of the same equivalent diameter.

Therefore, to account for the impact of the body’s non-sphericity, we introduced a correction factor ξ into the model.

We found that the non-sphericity correction factor could be reasonably well approximated as ξ = f−0.3. The factor is
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defined to mimic the results presented in Vokrouhlický (1998). The value f is the ratio of the a/b axes and is computed

from the maximum light curve amplitude ∆m using the relation ∆m = 2.5 log f . As we assume a > b > 0, the axis

ratio f and the correction factor ξ are always in the (0, 1) interval.

As the non-sphericity under the given assumptions decreases the Yarkovsky effect, and the correction factor expressed
the magnitude of the decline, to compensate for the non-sphericity, we divided the measured drift in the semi-major

axis da/dt with the factor ξ. In other words, we artificially increased the measured Yarkovsky drift to match the one

expected for a spherical object having the same equivalent diameter. We point out to use this scaling with caution as

it might break down for extreme light curve amplitudes ∆m & 2.0.

4. MODELING THE INPUT PHYSICAL PARAMETERS

4.1. Albedo distribution

The albedo pV is typically determined from the infrared observations. It is nowadays available for a large number
of asteroids thanks to space surveys dedicated to this purpose, such as the IRAS (Tedesco et al. 2002), the WISE

(Masiero et al. 2011; Nugent et al. 2015), and the AKARI mission (Aĺı-Lagoa et al. 2018).

When albedo and its associated uncertainty are known, the user can select an option that uses the nominal value

and assumes a Gaussian distribution for the measurement error.

If pV is not known, we model this parameter by combining the NEA absolute magnitude and orbital distribution
by Granvik et al. (2018), and the NEA albedo distribution by Morbidelli et al. (2020). A first description of this

model for the NEA 2011 PT was given in Fenucci et al. (2021). Given the orbital elements (a, e, i) of the NEA and

its absolute magnitude H , the model by Granvik et al. (2018) provides 7 probabilities Ps(a, e, i,H), s = 1, . . . , 7. Each

of these numbers corresponds to the probability that the NEA arrived in the NEA region through one of the 7 seven
transport routes from the main belt: 1) the ν6 secular resonance; 2) the 3:1 Jupiter mean-motion resonance (JMM);

3) the 5:2 JMM; 4) the Hungaria region; 5) the Phocaea region; 6) the 2:1 JMM; 7) the Jupiter Family Comets (JFC)

region. In the NEA albedo distribution by Morbidelli et al. (2020), asteroids are divided into three albedo categories:

c1 corresponds to dark objects with pV ≤ 0.1, c2 corresponds to moderately bright objects with albedo 0.1 < pV ≤ 0.3,

and c3 corresponds to bright objects with pV > 0.3. For each source region, indexed with s, the model provides the
fraction of objects ps(ci), i = 1, 2, 3 belonging to the category ci that arrived from the source region s. Numerical

values are given in Table 1.

Table 1. The albedo probability for each NEAs source region, as given in Morbidelli et al. (2020).

Source Region ps(c1) ps(c2) ps(c3)

ν6 0.120 0.558 0.322

3:1 0.144 0.782 0.074

5:2 0.294 0.557 0.149

Hungaria 0.021 0.113 0.866

Phocaea 0.501 0.452 0.047

2:1 0.399 0.200 0.401

JFC 1.000 0.000 0.000

To define a PDF for the albedo of a specific object, we first define an albedo PDF ps(pV ) for each escape route s.

This PDF is uniform in the categories c1 and c2, and exponentially decaying in c3 (Morbidelli et al. 2020) as

ps(pV ) =







































ps(c1)

0.1
, pV ≤ 0.1,

ps(c2)

0.2
, 0.1 < pV ≤ 0.3,

ps(c3)
2.6−

pV −0.3

0.1

∫ 1

0.3
2.6−

x−0.3

0.1 dx
, pV > 0.3.

(19)
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The albedo PDF p(pV ) is then defined as

p(pV ) =

7
∑

s=1

Ps(a, e, i,H) ps(pV ). (20)

4.2. Diameter and density distributions

The input diameter and density distributions could be either population-based or user-provided. The diameter of

an asteroid can be determined with different methods, including radar observations (Ostro 1985), thermal infrared

modeling (Harris 1998), and stellar occultation (Millis & Elliot 1979). If the asteroid’s diameter is measured, the user
can specify the mean value and the 1-σ uncertainty to model D with a Gaussian distribution.

On the other hand, if the diameter is not available, it could be estimated by the conversion formula (see, e.g.

Bowell et al. 1989; Pravec & Harris 2007)

D =
1329 km
√
pV

10−H/5. (21)

The density is even more challenging to measure. Typical methods to determine the mass of an asteroid are through

close encounters with smaller bodies, spacecraft tracking, and the orbit of a satellite (Carry 2012). Then, the density

ρ is obtained by combining the estimate for m and that of the diameter D. Therefore, direct density determination is
available for a small number of asteroids. Nevertheless, to keep the code flexible, we allow the user to choose a normal

distribution for the density ρ, with user-specified mean and standard deviation values.

Another indirect way to have an estimate of the density is through the spectroscopic classification (Tholen 1984;

DeMeo et al. 2009; Carvano et al. 2010). Indeed, asteroids with different spectra are supposed to have different com-

positions. The density of each taxonomic class can be assumed as the same of other asteroids with the same spectral
class for which the density was determined with one of the methods mentioned above (see Carry 2012, for a review

about asteroid densities), or by the association of the spectral type with known meteorites (see, e.g. Binzel et al. 2019;

DeMeo et al. 2022).

When estimates of D and ρ are unavailable, we model these parameters with population-based properties. The
model also relies on the fact that diameter D and the density ρ are not uncorrelated because objects with large albedo

correspond to smaller asteroids with relatively large density, and objects with low albedo correspond to larger asteroids

with relatively low density. Therefore, we generate a joined (D, ρ) distribution using geometric albedo pV obtained as

explained in Section 4.1. A sample of pV is obtained first, and then each sample value is converted into D and ρ. The

diameter D is obtained through Eq. (21), where H is assumed to be Gaussian distributed. The density ρ is instead
generated according to the category cj into which pV falls. We associate category c1 to the C-complex of carbonaceous

asteroids, category c2 to stony asteroids in the S-complex, and category c3 to bright asteroids of the X-complex. Then,

we randomly generate a value of ρ depending on the complex associated with the value of pV . The densities of the

complexes are assumed to be distributed according to a log-normal distribution, with parameters listed in Table 2.

Table 2. Parameters of the log-normal distributions of the density for the three different complexes of asteroids.

Complex ρ (kg m−3) σρ (kg m−3)

C 1200 300

S 2720 540

X 2350 520

4.3. Surface density distribution

The two-layer model of Sec. 3.3 also needs the distribution of the density of the surface material ρsurf in input. As

discussed above, this model is supposed to be used only in the case of a body covered by a regolith layer. Even though

regolith comprises a large variety of dust and gravel sizes, it generally refers to an unconsolidated, loose, porous, and
heterogeneous set of small rocky materials.

Thanks to in-situ observations by spacecrafts and to the samples returned from the Moon surface during the Apollo

missions, the regolith density has been constrained by direct measurements (Mitchell et al. 1972). The average density

of the lunar surface regolith is about 1300 kg m−3. Recent works based on the lunar far side obtained values for the



10 Novaković et al.

upper top level as low as about 500 kg m−3 (Xiao et al. 2022). We allow the user to use only a Gaussian distribution

for ρsurf, by specifying the mean and standard deviation values. The critical point is that the two-layer model makes

sense only if the surface density is significantly lower than the bulk density. Therefore, values above 1300 kg m−3

should be avoided. For example, we consider the values of 1100±100 kg m−3, as a good compromise. Nevertheless,
the users are welcome to test other values.

4.4. Obliquity distribution

The obliquity of an asteroid is typically determined by light curve inversion method that makes use of photometric

observations (Kaasalainen & Torppa 2001; Kaasalainen et al. 2001, 2002; Durech et al. 2015), or by radar observations
(Hudson 1994; Hudson et al. 2000; Magri et al. 2007). When determinations are available, the user can decide to use

a Gaussian distribution with a mean value equal to the nominal estimated obliquity, and standard deviation equal to

the 1-σ uncertainty.

When the obliquity is unknown, we rely again on the global properties of the NEAs population, and we model this
parameter with the NEA obliquity distribution found by Tardioli et al. (2017). The distribution of γ is best fitted by

a quadratic PDF in cos γ of the form

p(cos γ) = a cos2 γ + b cosγ + c, (22)

where a = 1.12, b = −0.32, and c = 0.13.

Figure 2. PDF of the obliquity distribution of the NEAs population.

The resulting probability density function of the NEAs’ obliquities derived from Eq. (22) is shown in Fig. 2. The

adopted distribution has about a 2:1 ratio between retrograde and prograde rotators (La Spina et al. 2004) and rep-
resents the recent obliquity model of near-Earth objects population (Tardioli et al. 2017). In practice, this should not

affect the final result produced by the ASTERIA model. The values of γ not compatible with the measured Yarkovsky

drift are always rejected.

4.5. Rotation period distribution

The rotation period P is an essential parameter for correctly estimating the Yarkovsky effect because it may change

the magnitude by a factor of several. It is typically evaluated by analyzing the light curve, and most of the measure-

ments can be found in the online Asteroid Light curve Database6 (LCDB; Warner et al. 2009).

6 https://alcdef.org/

https://alcdef.org/
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While the rotation period of NEAs generally shows a trend with the diameter D, modeling P in different size

categories based on NEA population properties would produce poor results in estimating the thermal inertia Γ with

the MC method. This is because the distribution of P has a large standard deviation, meaning that a population-based

distribution is not very representative of the true rotational state the asteroid is in. Additonally, Pál et al. (2020)
found that the number of bodies with long rotation periods is underestimated by the ground-based surveys, implying

that the LCDB catalogue could be biased. For these reasons, we decided not to model P with population-based

information, and we limited ourselves to providing the possibility of using a Gaussian distribution model with user-

specified parameters. Therefore, the period needs to be known, or the model should be run for at least several discrete

values.

4.6. Heat capacity

The heat capacity value C depends on the physical characteristics of the materials composing the asteroid. It can
vary within a factor of several (Delbo’ et al. 2015). Typical values assumed for rocky and regolith-covered main-

belt asteroids range from 600 to 750 J kg−1 K−1, while they go as low as 500 J kg−1 K−1 for iron-rich asteroids

(Farinella et al. 1998). In addition, the heat capacity shows to increase with increasing temperatures, and therefore,

it could be higher for NEAs, though not exceeding ∼1200 J kg−1 K−1 (e.g. Opeil et al. 2020). However, there is

insufficient data to extrapolate a general distribution valid for the whole NEA population. Therefore, the model keeps
the heat capacity C fixed, and the user can specify its value. We anyway suggest keeping C within the reasonable

ranges discussed above. We also note that the thermal inertia estimations by the ASTERIA model are not sensitive

to changes in C. However, the code also provides an opportunity to estimate the thermal conductivity. In the latter

case, caution is needed when selecting the input heat capacity, and we suggest running the code with several different
values.

4.7. Absorption coefficient and emissivity

The absorption coefficient is defined as α = 1 − A, where A is the Bond albedo. The Bond albedo A is related to
the geometric albedo pV by

A = qpV . (23)

In the above formula, q is the phase integral defined by

q = 0.29 + 0.684G, (24)

where G is the slope parameter. If the user provides a measurement of the geometric albedo pV , Eq. (23) is used to

produce a distribution of α, which therefore follows Gaussian distribution. On the other hand, the population-based

albedo distribution of Eq. (20) is used to produce a distribution of α. In all the computations, the phase angle is

assumed to be G = 0.15.
The emissivity ε can be constrained by measurements performed on meteorite samples. Ostrowski & Bryson (2019)

collected the measurements of ε of 61 meteorites, and all the objects but one have a value ranging between 0.9 and 1,

with an average value of 0.984. Since the interval in which the emissivity may change is small, we expect changes in

the estimated Yarkovsky effect to be small, and therefore we decided to keep this parameter fixed in the MC method.

The value can be specified by the user, but if there is no other reason to believe it to be smaller than 0.9, we suggest
using the average value ε = 0.984 found for meteorite samples.

4.8. Measured Yarkovsky effect distribution

As mentioned in Sec. 2, the availability of a measurement of the Yarkovsky effect obtained by astrometry is a

fundamental requirement for our MC method. Therefore, we always assume the semi-major axis drift (da/dt)m to be

Gaussian distributed with a mean value corresponding to the nominal value, and standard deviation equal to the 1-σ

uncertainty. These values can be specified by the user in the input of the software.

5. ASTERIA SOFTWARE

5.1. Open-source software and repository

All the methods and models described in Sec. 2, 3, and 4 are implemented in the ASTERIA software v1.0.0

(Fenucci et al. 2023), which is written in fortan90 programming language. A publicly available repository is also
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maintained on GitHub7. The ASTERIA software is released under the Attribution-NonCommercial-ShareAlike 4.0

International (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0) license. Automatic scripts, working under UNIX systems, for the compilation of

the source code with the GNU gfortran or Intel ifort compilers, are included in the distribution.

Once compiled, the ASTERIA software provides the user with two executable drivers: 1) the gen distrib.x driver,
implementing the methods described in Sec. 4, and 2) the gamma est mc.x driver, implementing the MC method

described in Sec. 2. The driver gen distrib.x needs to be executed first in order to produce the input distributions

of the physical parameters entering the Yarkovsky modeling. The files generated are then used by the gamma est mc.x

driver for the MC method of thermal inertia estimation. This separation was done to keep the code more flexible.

The user is strongly encouraged to use the gen distrib.x driver for generating the input distributions, but one can
also produce their own files with parameters’ distributions and use them as input for the gamma est mc.x driver. The

driver gamma est mc.x for the MC estimation of thermal inertia has been parallelized by using the OpenMP API, and

it is, therefore, able to run on multi-CPUs machines. Detailed instructions for the compilation and for the usage of

these drivers can be found in the Software User Manual included in the ASTERIA software repository.

6. MODEL VALIDATION

Model validation is a key procedure for quantifying the model’s accuracy, i.e., determining how well the model de-

scribes the actual conditions. Validation aims to quantify confidence in the model’s predictive capability by comparison
with available data.

To validate our model, we selected a set of eleven asteroids with thermal inertia estimates available in the literature

as determined by means of other models and techniques. The group essentially consists of the asteroid Bennu plus

ten other near-Earth asteroids. The asteroid (101955) Bennu, a target of NASA’s OSIRIS-REx mission, is the most

suitable object for this purpose. It has practically all parameters relevant to the ASTERIA model very well constrained
(Table 3), including the thermal inertia, which is the output of the model. Additional objects selected for our validation

purposes are those NEAs well-characterized by ground- and space-based telescopes. Therefore, we first validated our

model on Bennu as the most reliable reference8, then extended it to ten other NEAs. The validation on Bennu aims

to show that our model can reproduce the thermal inertia estimate when the input parameters are well-known. In
contrast, the test on the other objects primarily seeks to show that the model gives reliable results in more realistic

situations when only some input parameters are known and that the results are consistent with the available estimates

in the literature.

6.1. Model validation on asteroid Bennu

A preliminary model and ASTERIA code testing on asteroid Bennu have already been performed by Fenucci et al.

(2023). This work investigated how various unknown input parameters affect the final thermal inertia estimates, and

showed that the model can reproduce reasonably well Bennu’s thermal inertia. Building on these findings, here we

extended this analysis, investigating the other relevant factors that may affect the match between our estimate and
the reference value(s). In particular, the factors that were not considered by Fenucci et al. (2023) are the role of the

non-spherical shape and of the spatial variations of Bennu’s surface thermal inertia. Referent thermal inertia estimates

for asteroid Bennu, used to benchmark our model, are listed in Table 4.

For the input parameters, we did not use population-based results but generated corresponding distributions based

on the values listed in Table 3. In addition to the parameters listed in the table, we adopted a heat capacity value9 of
C = 750 J kg−1 K−1, following Rozitis et al. (2020).

Also, as there are different variations and options in our model, as described in Section 3, we analyzed which

one should be the most appropriate for asteroid Bennu, and set up our nominal model settings. In particular, we

implemented into the ASTERIA two Yarkovsky models based on circular and eccentric orbit assumptions. In this
respect, we underline that the main advantage of the circular model is that it is fast and provides results almost

instantaneously. In contrast, the eccentric-orbit-based model is a much more time-consuming procedure. With an

eccentricity of about 0.2, the orbit of Bennu is not very eccentric, and even a circular model might be appropriate.

However, aiming to obtain as accurate results as possible, we used solely the eccentric Yarkovsky model for Bennu.

7 https://github.com/Fenu24/D-NEAs
8 We recall here that, being visited by the Hayabusa-2 mission, naturally, asteroid Ryugu is expected to provide the same validation
opportunity as Bennu. Unfortunately, due to its larger size, the Yarkovsky detection for Ryugu is either unavailable or poorly constrained,
preventing us from using the asteroid for our validation purposes.

9 We recall that the results obtained with our model are not particularly sensitive to the values of heat capacity used (Fenucci et al. 2021,
2023).

https://github.com/Fenu24/D-NEAs
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Table 3. Orbital and physical parameters of asteroid (101955) Bennu.

Parameter Value Reference

Semi-major axis, a 1.12599635679 ± 1.7×10−10 au NEOCC - Epoch 60000.0 MJD

Eccentricity, e 0.203719195 ± 2.0×10−8 NEOCC - Epoch 60000.0 MJD

Semi-major axis drift, da/dt −284± 0.2 m yr−1 Farnocchia et al. (2021)

Radius, r 242.22 ± 0.15 m Daly et al. (2020)

Best-fit ellipsoid, a× b× c 252.4×245.9×228.4 m Daly et al. (2020)

Bulk density, ρ 1194 ± 3 kg m−3 Daly et al. (2020)

Obliquity, γ 177.6 ± 0.11 Lauretta et al. (2019)

Rotation period, P 4.2960015 ± 0.0000018 hours Daly et al. (2020)

Albedo, pV 0.044 ± 0.002 Lauretta et al. (2019)

Emissivity, ǫ 0.95 Rozitis et al. (2020)

Table 4. Thermal inertia estimations for asteroid (101955) Bennu.

Value Note Reference

Γ = 310±70 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2 Emery et al. (2014)

Γ = 350±20 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2 Dellagiustina et al. (2019)

Γ = 300±30 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2 OTES Rozitis et al. (2020)

Γ = 320±30 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2 OVIRS Rozitis et al. (2020)

Γ = 350±30 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2 OVIRS: equatorial region estimate based on Fig. 5 from Rozitis et al. (2020)

Γ = 381+55
−56 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2 Yarkovsky effect this work (nominal model)

Γ = 374+54
−53 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2 Yarkovsky effect this work considering spatial variations in thermal inertia

Notes: OSIRIS-REx Thermal Emission Spectrometer (OTES),
OSIRIS-REx Visible and InfraRed Spectrometer (OVIRS).

Similarly, we decided not to use a two-layer density model, as no fine regolith (dust) has been found at the surface of

Bennu (Dellagiustina et al. 2019).
Rozitis et al. (2020) found that thermal inertia variations with temperature (hence with heliocentric distance) at

Bennu are small. For that reason, we used constant thermal inertia in our nominal model.

In addition, we considered other aspects that could affect the results in the case of asteroid Bennu. One of these is

the correction due to the non-sphericity of Bennu. As the shape of the Bennu is well-defined, we used the measured
axis ratio here to compute the non-sphericity factor, instead of obtaining it from the light curve amplitude.10 The a/c

ratio of 1.1 yields the correction factor of ξ = 0.95.

Furthermore, as discussed by Fenucci et al. (2021), nonlinearity effects decrease the theoretically predicted semi-

major axis drift rate da/dt, with a reduction factor ranging between 0.7 and 0.9. Conversely, thermal beaming effects

always increase the semi-major axis drift rate by a factor ranging between 1.1 and 1.5. These two effects tend to
compensate for each other, although some residual factors may remain in particular cases. Although we cannot

properly resolve these two issues, we attempt to reduce their importance by artificially increasing the uncertainty of

the measured semi-major axis drift rate. In this case, we assumed that the uncertainty was 5% of the nominal value,

reducing the corresponding detection level to 20-σ, significantly lower than the 1400-σ obtained by Farnocchia et al.
(2021).

Finally, for the emissivity, we used a value of 0.95, as in Rozitis et al. (2020). With this in mind, we defined the

above-described model settings as nominal.

10 We note here that our standard approach described in Section 3.5 and the maximum light curve amplitude of ∆m = 0.3 (Warner et al.
2009), yields a somewhat smaller value of the correction factor of ξ = 0.87.
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Running the model with the nominal settings, the resulting median value of the thermal inertia and its corresponding

1-σ lower and upper uncertainties for the higher peak are Γ=381+55
−56 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2. The obtained value is generally

compatible with all the literature estimates listed in Table 4.
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Figure 3. Distribution of asteroid Bennu’s thermal inertia Γ generated with the ASTERIA model. The figure shows the results
for the nominal settings after considering the spatial variations in Bennu’s surface thermal inertia. See text for additional details.
The median values of Γ and their corresponding lower and upper 1− σ uncertainties are shown for each of the peaks.

Still, we note that our value is shifted towards higher values with respect to other estimates. What could be the

reasons for that? The ASTERIA model uses the orbit-averaged Yarkovsky effect to, in principle, estimate the global

average thermal inertia. However, the model might, to some degree, depend on the spatial variations of the surface

thermal inertia. As such variations have been observed on Bennu (Rozitis et al. 2020), we investigate how they could
affect the results.

Rozitis et al. found larger thermal inertia at Bennu’s equator than at polar regions. Assuming spatial variations

in thermal inertia, the quantity relevant to Yarkovsky is proportional to Γ(ϕ)cos2(ϕ)dS, where Γ(ϕ) is the thermal

inertia at a given latitude ϕ, and dS is the surface element. The cosine is squared because both the size of the surface
element and the projection of its normal onto the orbital plane are proportional to the cosine.

Accordingly, a ”global” averaged thermal inertia relevant to the Yarkovsky effect (TIr) could be obtained from the

following equation:

TIr

∫ π
2

−
π
2

cos2 ϕdϕ =

∫ π
2

−
π
2

TI (ϕ) cos2 ϕdϕ (25)

If we assume linear variation of TI with latitude, then the ratio of TIr and average thermal inertia TIa results in

TIr
TIa

=
1
2
(TIe + TIp) +

2
π2 (TIe − TIp)

TIp +
2
π (TIe − TIp)

(26)

where TIe and TIp are thermal inertia at the equator and pole, respectively. In the case of Bennu, based on the results

by Rozitis et al., this translates into a small decrease of our thermal inertia estimate of about 1.2%, or maximum
2%, given that spatial variation in thermal inertia at Bennu is not linear from the equator to the pole. Considering

this effect, our best estimate of the Bennu surface thermal inertia is 374+54
−53 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2. The corresponding

thermal inertia distribution is shown in Fig. 3. Despite being shifted towards somewhat larger values, the result is

fully compatible with the literature estimates listed in Table 4, with all terms within 1–σ of each other.
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Table 5. The orbital properties of 10 NEAs used for validation of the ASTERIA model. Source: JPL-Small-Body Database
Lookup.

Asteroid Orbit type a [au] e i [deg] A2 [10−15 au d−2] da/dt [10−4 au Myr−1] S/N

(1620) Geographos NEA-Apollo 1.246 0.336 13.336 −2.79062 −1.322 2.9

(1685) Toro NEA-Apollo 1.367 0.436 9.383 −3.33046 −1.654 5.2

(1862) Apollo NEA-Apollo 1.470 0.560 6.353 −3.78439 −1.948 12.0

(1865) Cerberus NEA-Apollo 1.080 0.467 16.102 −10.22195 −4.511 2.6

(25143) Itokawa NEA-Apollo 1.324 0.280 1.621 −27.70331 −13.538 3.3

(29075) 1950 DA NEA-Apollo 1.698 0.508 12.170 −6.87595 −3.805 5.1

(33342) 1998 WT24 NEA-Aten 0.719 0.418 7.368 −25.25915 −9.094 8.5

(99942) Apophis NEA-Aten 0.923 0.191 3.339 −29.01086 −11.834 149.4

(161989) Cacus NEA-Apollo 1.123 0.214 26.065 −10.59405 −4.767 5.7

(175706) 1996 FG3 NEA-Apollo 1.054 0.350 1.972 −12.03497 −5.247 6.5

Finally, though Rozitis et al. (2020) found only small thermal inertia variations with heliocentric distance at Bennu,
and we did not consider it in our nominal model, we have investigated how applying our variable thermal inertia model

would change the result. Therefore, assuming in the ASTERIA model that thermal inertia scales with heliocentric

distance as r−0.75, we found a value of Γ = 366+53
−52 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2. This result is even closer to the reference value

of Bennu’s thermal inertia, which might suggest that variable thermal inertia plays some role for Bennu. Nevertheless,
as we do not know how representative the thermal inertia variation exponent of −0.75 is in the case of Bennu, we did

not consider this result our best match.

6.2. Model testing - further verification on the Near-Earth asteroids

To estimate thermal inertia with the ASTERIA model, several input parameters should be provided. Along with
absolute magnitude and orbital parameters, obviously, all the objects must have a Yarkovsky detection.11 The dis-

tributions of the other parameters could be, in principle, obtained from the population models. However, as noted

by Fenucci et al. (2023), if no other parameter is known, the model is not able to provide reliable results, except in

special cases, such are super-fast rotators. For this reason, we require here that additionally, the size, albedo, and
rotation period of the objects are known. In this case, the density distribution is determined as described in Section 4,

but based on the determined albedo values and Gaussian distribution instead of the albedo obtained using the popu-

lation model. Therefore, the level of the model reliability analyzed here applies to such cases. For objects where the

other parameters are available as well, such as bulk density or obliquity, these are neglected for our model validation

purposes.
Tables 5 and 6 list the selected NEAs for further verification of the ASTERIA model. The objects are selected so

that, on one side, they have reasonably well-determined thermal inertia from TPM, and on the other side, to cover as

much as possible variety of orbital and physical properties of NEAs. The Tables 5 and 6 also provide all the relevant

orbital and physical parameters for the model validation set of asteroids.
The ASTERIA asteroid thermal inertia estimator gives values that are generally in good agreement with those

derived from thermophysical modeling (see Fig. 4 and Table 6). As discussed below for individual cases, all the results

obtained with our model are statistically compatible with the corresponding reference literature values.

Below, we briefly discuss the matching on a case-by-case basis.

(1620) Geographos: This object has been the subject of thermophysical modelling by Rozitis & Green (2014),
and has trustworthy determined thermal inertia. Therefore, we include this object in the validation list. On the other

hand, we note that its Yarkovsky detection has S/N of only ≈2.9, which is typically considered as marginal detection

(e.g. Del Vigna et al. 2018). According to Rozitis & Green (2014), the thermal inertia of Geographos is 340+140
−100 J

m−2 K−1 s−1/2. Our model with nominal Yarkovsky drift from the JPL suggests a higher thermal inertia of ∼500
J m−2 K−1 s−1/2, with large uncertainties, primarily due to large uncertainty in Yarkovsky drift rate estimation.

Nevertheless, the result obtained by Rozitis & Green (2014) is still within the 1-σ error limits of our estimate, and we

consider two results to be roughly consistent.

11 We have also assumed that the light curve amplitudes are known and applied the non-sphericity corrections as described in Section 3.5.



16 Novaković et al.
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Figure 4. Thermal inertia values derived from thermophysical modeling listed in the literature compared to values derived
from the ASTERIA model. The blue points are the results for ten NEAs used for model validation purposes, while the black
triangle shows the result for Bennu. The red line is the line of equality where the same results should appear.

A bit larger S/N of ∼ 3.6 of the Yarkovsky detection for Geographos has been obtained by Dziadura et al. (2022),

suggesting slightly faster Yarkovsky drift of da/dt = −1.34 ± 0.37 [10−4 au Myr−1]. Plugging this value into the

ASTERIA model, we found Γ = 445+205
−121, which is fully in agreement with estimate from Rozitis & Green.

(1685) Toro: This is the largest asteroid in our sample, with a diameter of about 3.8 km, but with solid detection

of the Yarkovsky effect (S/N≈6.6). An estimated thermal inertia of 210+85
−55 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2 has been recently given

by Hung et al. (2022), which is in perfect agreement with our result of 193+57
−53 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2.

(1862) Apollo: Its thermal inertia has been estimated to be 140+140
−100 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2 by Rozitis et al. (2013).

Our nominal result of 81+50
−29 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2 is somewhat lower than the one derived by Rozitis et al.. Adopting

the physical parameters (geometric albedo pv = 0.20 ± 0.02, and diameter D = 1.55 ± 0.07 km) obtained along

with the thermal inertia by Rozitis et al. (2013), our model gives slightly higher thermal inertia of 86+51
−30 J m−2 K−1

s−1/2, indicating that the difference in the input parameters is not the main source of the observed difference in

the results. Nevertheless, given the significant uncertainties of both results, we consider the two results consistent.
We should underline, however, that for this object, the ASTERIA model also provides the alternative solution of

higher thermal inertia in the range of 400−650 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2, which we cannot reject based on the available data.

Based on the Yarkovsky effect detection algorithm and interdependence between the bulk density and thermal inertia,

Farnocchia et al. (2013) suggested that the TI of (1862) Apollo should be in the range 400−1000 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2.

Therefore, asteroid (1862) Apollo might have higher TI, in line with our alternative solution.
(1865) Cerberus: The Yarkovsky detection at JPL has S/N of only about 2.6, translating into large uncertainties

of our thermal inertia estimate. Nevertheless, our value of 998+625
−321 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2 agrees with the value of 809+219

−134

J m−2 K−1 s−1/2, found by Hung et al. (2022). We underline that in the case of the low Yarkovsky detection S/N, the

results should be taken with caution. For instance, Yarkovsky detection for (1865) Cerberus has also been provided by
the Greenberg et al. (2020). These authors found the semi-major axis drift of −3.75± 1.8× 10−4 au Myr−1, therefore

with even lower S/N od 2.1. With the Yarkovsky detection from Greenberg et al., our model gives the thermal inertia

of 1149+961
−426 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2, formally in agreement with the estimate from Hung et al..

(25143) Itokawa: This asteroid has one of the largest known thermal inertia values of 700 ± 200 J m−2 K−1

s−1/2 (Müller et al. 2014a). Though with large uncertainties caused primarily by a small S/N of 3.3 in the Yarkovsky
detection, our nominal result of about 686 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2 perfectly matches the literature value.
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Table 6. The physical properties of 10 NEAs used to validate the ASTERIA model. In the last two columns, reference literature
values of thermal inertia (ΓTPM) and our estimates (ΓAST) are given. In each case, our results refer to the median values and
their corresponding 1-σ lower and upper spreads.

Asteroid H D pV ∆m P ΓTPM ΓAST

[mag] [km] - [mag] [h] [J m−2 K−1 s−1/2] [J m−2 K−1 s−1/2]

(1620) Geographos 15.32 2.46±0.03 0.168±0.017 1.93 5.222 340+140
−100 445+205

−121

(1685) Toro 14.31 3.810±0.049 0.247±0.049 1.40 10.1995 210+85
−55 193+57

−53

(1862) Apollo 16.11 1.395±0.042 0.287±0.041 1.15 3.066 140+140
−100 81+50

−29

(1865) Cerberus 16.79 1.611±0.013 0.136±0.021 2.30 6.8039 809+219
−134 998+625

−321

(25143) Itokawa 19.26 0.33±0.01 0.27±0.02 1.05 12.132 700±200 686+502
−231

(29075) 1950 DA 17.28 1.810±0.790 0.078±0.104 0.20 2.1216 24+20
−14 35+33

−19

(33342) 1998 WT24 18.02 0.432±0.028 0.654±0.130 0.65 3.697 200±100 142+83
−40

(99942) Apophis 19.09 0.34±0.04 0.35±0.10 1.10 30.56 600+200
−350 491+263

−169

(161989) Cacus 17.31 1.089±0.244 0.229±0.172 1.10 3.7538 650±150 548+491
−217

(175706) 1996 FG3 18.36 1.196±0.362 0.072±0.039 0.20 3.5942 100+70
−60 67+56

−30

Notes: The values of absolute magnitudes H are from the JPL, diameters D and albedos pV are from Mainzer et al. (2019),
except for (1620) Geographos (Rozitis & Green 2014), (25143) Itokawa (Fujiwara et al. 2006; Tatsumi et al. 2018), (29075)

1950 DA (Masiero et al. 2021), (99942) Apophis (Brozović et al. 2018), and (161989) Cacus (Masiero et al. 2020). The values
of maximum light curve amplitudes ∆m and rotation periods P are taken from LCDB (Warner et al. 2009). The reference

literature values of thermal inertia ΓTPM are, in order of appearance in the table from top to bottom, from [1]
Rozitis & Green (2014), [2] Hung et al. (2022), [3] Rozitis et al. (2013), [4] Hung et al. (2022), [5] Müller et al. (2014a), [6]
Rozitis et al. (2014), [7] Harris et al. (2007), [8] Müller et al. (2014b), [9] Hung et al. (2022), [10] Wolters et al. (2011);
Yu et al. (2014). In the case of asteroid (175706) 1996 FG3, an average of the two literature values have been used.

(29075) 1950 DA: Rozitis et al. (2014) found a low thermal inertia of only 24+20
−14 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2, fully in

agreement with our estimate of 35+33
−19 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2.

(33342) 1998 WT24: Based on the thermal-infrared observations and thermophysical modeling Harris et al.

(2007) found thermal inertia of 200 ± 100 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2, that our nominal result of 142+83
−40 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2

matches very well.

(99942) Apophis: For this object, we found four thermal inertia estimates (Müller et al. 2014b; Licandro et al.

2016; Yu et al. 2017; Satpathy et al. 2022), which are not always consistent or are subject to large uncertainties.

Nevertheless, we include it in our validation list. Generally speaking, our estimate of 491+263
−169 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2 is

consistent with three of the values from the literature, with the only exception being a low value of 100+100
−52 J m−2

K−1 s−1/2 obtained by Yu et al. (2017).

(161989) Cacus: Thermal inertia of 548+491
−169 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2 estimated by the ASTERIA model match very

well the literature value of 650 ± 150 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2 (Hung et al. 2022). Despite a good S/N value of 5.7 in the

Yarkovsky detection, our result comes with significant uncertainties caused by uncertainties in the size and albedo of
the asteroid Cacus.

(175706) 1996 FG3: There are two available thermal inertia estimates for this object. Wolters et al. (2011)

obtained 120± 50 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2, while Yu et al. (2014) found a bit lower value of 80± 40 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2. Our

nominal result agrees with those estimates, with the mean value being somewhat smaller and in better agreement

with the one from Yu et al. (2014). Using the size and albedo from Wolters et al. (2011), our model gives the thermal
inertia of 98+59

−37 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2, which is in full agreement with the value found by those authors.

The above-presented validation results showed that the ASTERIA model is reliable and provides consistent estimates

of the thermal inertia with the values available in the literature. The prerequisite is that the diameter and albedo

estimates are available for a given object along with the Yarkovsky effect detection. The accuracy of the results
obviously depends on the quality of the input parameters, with the model being more sensitive to the Yarkovsky

rate and diameter estimations than to the albedo. Nevertheless, as long as the same (or similar values) of the input

parameters have been used, the ASTERIA model matches very well the other thermal inertia estimates, and it can be

considered a good alternative to thermophysical modeling in proper circumstances.
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Table 7. Orbital and physical parameters of asteroid (152671) 1998 HL3.

Parameter Value Reference

Semi-major axis, a 1.128978 au NEOCC - Epoch 60200.0 MJD

Eccentricity, e 0.366000 NEOCC - Epoch 60200.0 MJD

Inclination, i 2.6800 deg NEOCC - Epoch 60200.0 MJD

A2 acceleration, A2 −49.68592 [10−15 au d−2] NEOCC - Epoch 60200.0 MJD

Semi-major axis drift, da/dt −22.4189 ± 3.0116 10−4 au Myr−1 NEOCC - Epoch 60200.0 MJD

Yarkovsky detection S/N 7.4 NEOCC - Epoch 60200.0 MJD

Absolute magnitude, H 20.184 NEOCC

Diameter, D 298 ± 7 m Masiero et al. (2011)

Albedo, pV 0.200 ± 0.037 Masiero et al. (2011)

Max light curve amplitude, ∆m 0.15 this work

Rotation period, P 5.3 h this work (preliminary)

Thermal inertia, Γ 506+228
−121 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2 this work (see text for alternative solutions)

Table 8. Observational circumstances of 52671 (1998 HL3).

UT Date Exp. time [s] No. of exposures Filter Avg. seeing (FWHM) [”] rh [au] ∆ [au] α [deg] m(rh,∆, α)

2022 May 4 200 76 (28) R 1.2 1.268 0.265 9.80 18.37

2022 May 19 200 55 (44) R 1.7 1.189 0.216 31.56 18.49

2022 May 20 200 67 (51) R 1.6 1.184 0.214 33.39 18.51

Notes: In the ”No. of exposure” column, the numbers in brackets show how many images from each night were used for the
period determination.

6.3. ASTERIA model application and criticality of input parameters - an example of asteroid 152671 (1998 HL3)

After verifying our model in the previous sub-sections using the well-studied asteroid Bennu, and ten additional

well-studied NEAs, here we applied the model to the near-Earth asteroid (152671) 1998 HL3 (hereafter HL3) as a case
study of a more general situation.

Contrary to the case of Bennu, we know relatively little regarding the physical parameters of the asteroid HL3. Its

known orbital and physical properties relevant to the model, including those determined in this work, are summarised

in Table 7.

We also used this subsection to highlight how important is the determination of rotation periods for our model. In
this respect, we present our photometric observation of asteroid HL3, aiming to obtain its light curve and derive its

amplitude and rotation period.

6.3.1. Observations from Astronomical Station Vidojevica

Observations were collected on the 5th of May 2022, as well as on the 19th and 20th of May 2022 from the Astronom-

ical station Vidojevica (MPC code C89), using the 1.4 m Milanković telescope. We used an Andor iKon-L 2024×2024

pixel CCD camera, which has a field of view of 13.3×13.3 arcmin and a pixel size of 13.5×13.5 µm. All observations

were made in the Standard Johnson-Cousin R-filter. Light curve construction and rotational period determinations

were done in MPO Canopus software version 10.8.6.3 (Warner 2021). Period determination was performed using the
implemented Fourier Analysis of Light Curves (FALC) algorithm.

The obtained light curve of HL3 is shown in Figure 5. As the object was relatively faint (visual magnitude of

18.4-18.5), the data is noisy, and a unique period solution cannot be reliably derived. The nominal period solution is

5.3 h, but the alternative solutions of 2.6 and 1 h can not be ruled out. Therefore, additional observations of HL3 are
needed to establish its rotation period firmly.

The amplitude of our nominal light curve solution is ∆m = 0.1 mag. Given that ∆m depends on the phase angle

(Zappala et al. 1990; Gutiérrez et al. 2006), a somewhat larger amplitude is possible as well, but likely not much larger

as we observed at phase angle α of ∼32 degrees. To account for the object’s non-sphericity in our model, we adopted



ASTERIA - Asteroid Thermal Inertia Analyzer 19

Figure 5. Data for two nights photometric observations of asteroid (152671) 1998 HL3 and the corresponding light curve for
the nominal period solution of P = 5.3 h, plotted with MPO Canopus.

an amplitude of ∆m=0.15. Following the methodology described in Section 3.5, for the asteroid HL3, we found an
axes ratio of a/c = 1.15. These yield a non-sphericity correction factor of ξ = 0.91.

6.3.2. Thermal inertia estimation of asteroid (152671) 1998 HL3

Though the obtained period solution is still unreliable and needs further verification, we obtained a preliminary

estimate of the thermal inertia of HL3. We also take the opportunity to highlight once again the importance of
an accurate period solution for reliable thermal inertia estimations with the ASTERIA model. Additionally, we

demonstrated how the results may change when the variable thermal inertia model is used.

In the case of the HL3, rejecting one of the peaks is not trivial, and none of them could be rejected based on the

currently available data. However, given that our aim here is primarily to demonstrate different aspects of the model
and the relevance of the input parameters, we adopted the higher peak in our analysis. Adopting the lower peak does

not change our overall conclusions.

In the upper panel of Fig. 6, we show the full thermal inertia distribution generated by our model using the parameters

listed in Table 7. This distribution corresponds to thermal inertia of 506+228
−121 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2. If, however, we also

consider the variable thermal inertia in our model, the result drops to 419+177
−98 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2. This change is

relatively small, though the effect is larger than in the case of Bennu. It implies that the variable thermal inertia plays

a limited role for asteroids with orbital eccentricities e ≤ 0.35, with HL3 being a marginal case.12

The lower panel of Fig. 6 demonstrates how our estimates of the asteroid HL3’s thermal inertia vary with the rotation

period. The results could change up to a factor of a few with this parameter. Keeping all the other parameters fixed,
the TI increases with P, as expected. Therefore, the reliability of thermal inertia results obtained with ASTERIA also

depends on the accuracy of the rotation period. This fact was also noted by Fenucci et al. (2021, 2023), who exploited

the fast rotation of two small NEAs 2011 PT and 2016 GE1 to constrain their thermal inertia to low values.

6.3.3. List of priority asteroids for rotation period determination

Having demonstrated how the (un)known rotation period affects the thermal inertia estimation by the ASTERIA

model in Table 9, we provide a list of priority targets suitable for observations in the coming years. These objects

have all the critical parameters used by the ASTERIA model determined, but the light curve. Therefore, estimating

the amplitude of the light curves and determining the rotation periods would allow evaluation of the thermal inertia
of those asteroids.

7. NEW THERMAL INERTIA ESTIMATIONS FOR 38 NEAR-EARTH ASTEROIDS

12 Throughout this paper, we opt not to generally use the variable thermal inertia model because its results depend on the exponent assumed,
which may vary from asteroid to asteroid (Rozitis et al. 2018; MacLennan & Emery 2021).
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Figure 6. The thermal inertia estimates for asteroid (152671) 1998 HL3 generated with the ASTERIA model. The upper panel
shows the full distribution obtained for our nominal rotation period solution. The lower panel shows how the results change
with the rotation period, highlighting the importance of reliable determination of this parameter. The median values of Γ and
their corresponding lower and upper 1−σ uncertainties are shown. The vertical grey area in the lower panel indicates the result
for the nominal period solution. See text for additional details.

As the final step in our analysis, we have selected asteroids from the JPL service for which all the relevant input

parameters for the ASTERIA model, including the size and albedo, are available. We found 38 such objects, with

all of them being near-Earth asteroids, and estimated their thermal inertia by means of our model. Among those
38 objects, 29 are characterized as potentially hazardous asteroids (PHA), making our results relevant also from the

planetary defense point of view.

The complete list of objects, relevant input parameters, and thermal inertia estimations are given in Tables 10 and 11.

In Fig. 7, we have shown thermal inertia vs. diameter values for our results and the other available literature estimates.

It highlights the ASTERIA model’s contribution to thermal inertia estimates of sub-km asteroids. Comments related
to some individual cases are given below.

(441987) 2010 NY65 is a very interesting case. Along with the A2 acceleration component, JPL also found an

out-of-orbital plane, the A3 acceleration component. Seligman et al. (2023) hypothesized that the A3 component in

small asteroids could be due to non-detected cometary-like activity. Therefore, the same reasoning places the object
in the category of ”dark comets”. Its albedo is 0.071±0.014 (Mainzer et al. 2011), in agreement with the albedo of

cometary nuclei. The very low TI that we found may further support the link to comets, as values of TI below 100

J m−2 K−1 s−1/2 are common for comets (Groussin et al. 2019). However, based on the collected spectrophotometry

data, the object was found to be S (or SV ) spectral type (Ieva et al. 2018; Perna et al. 2018), making its real nature

quite puzzling.
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Table 9. Priority targets for light curve determination that would allow thermal inertia estimation by the ASTERIA. Objects
suitable for observation (visual magnitude < 22, solar elongation > 90◦) until 2027 are listed. For each object, the month of its
brightest visual magnitude has been given.

Asteroid Absolute Peak visual Best period

magnitude magnitude for observation

(506590) 2005 XB1 21.96 21.0 Nov 2023

(152671) 1998 HL3 20.24 20.7 Jan 2024

(164207) 2004 GU9 21.19 20.7 Jan 2024

(234341) 2001 FZ57 18.95 17.3 Apr 2024

(488803) 2005 GB120 20.50 19.7 Apr 2024

(215588) 2003 HF2 19.42 20.5 May 2024

(247517) 2002 QY6 19.72 20.0 Sep 2024

(613995) 2008 NP3 22.83 21.3 April 2025

(66400) 1999 LT7 19.29 18.2 May 2025

(468468) 2004 KH17 21.98 20.5 May 2025

(154590) 2003 MA3 21.71 21.3 May 2025

(307070) 2002 AV31 20.64 19.7 Aug 2025

(162080) 1998 DG16 19.95 17.5 Mar 2026

- 2002 JR100 24.30 20.7 May 2026

- 2010 FX9 24.06 19.0 Sep 2026

(138947) 2001 BA40 18.82 18.3 Jan 2027

(3200) Phaeton is an active asteroid (Jewitt 2012), and the measured drift in the semimajor axis might not be

entirely given by the Yarkovsky effect, because the activity could also contribute to the drift. Therefore, our results

are based on the assumption that the possible contribution of the Phaeton’s activity to its A2 acceleration is negligible.

This should be a reasonable assumption, given that the activity is expected to cause radial (A1) or out-of-plane (A3)

acceleration components, which are yet to be detected according to JPL data. This object also has available thermal
inertia estimates in the literature. The thermal inertia of Phaethon has been estimated to be Γ = 600 ± 200 by

Hanuš et al. (2016) and Γ = 880+580
−330 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2 by (Masiero et al. 2019). Both results are consistent with our

result within 1− σ uncertainties, suggesting that our model works well even in the case of active asteroids.13

Another quite intriguing case is (1566) Icarus. With an orbital eccentricity of e = 0.827, it is the second most
eccentric orbit in our sample. Our estimation suggests a very low TI of asteroid Icarus. Indeed, an alternative solution

from the model suggests the TI > 3000, which, however, seems unlikely. It is classified as a Q-type object (Binzel et al.

2019), suggesting the presence of a fresh surface material. The low thermal inertia, therefore, could be due to loosely

packed, highly porous, material at the surface. The unweathered material could be exposed at the surface by different

processes, such as planetary tidal forces, micrometeorite impacts, or thermal cracking. Though, in principle, any of
these mechanisms could be involved, we believe the high temperature during the perihelion passage plays a key role,

as perihelion (1566) Icarus is only 0.19 au from the Sun. Primitive C-type near-Earth objects are typically destroyed

close to the Sun (Granvik et al. 2016), while rocky asteroids, as Icarus is supposed to be, are more likely to survive.

Still, thermal cracking of the surface material could be a frequent process.
(163899) 2003 SD220 is a complex case. We found a very high TI, but several factors may affect this estimate. The

asteroid has a very long rotation period of about 285 hours, and therefore, a high thermal inertia may be required for

the Yarkovsky effect to work. However, the slow rotation may also suggest that it could be in a tumbling rotation state

(Warner 2016). The maximum amplitude of its light curve is also very high, about 2.2 mag, indicating a very elongated

shape. In such cases, our non-sphericity scaling approach described in Sec. 3.5 may not be appropriate. However, we
have also obtained the thermal inertia neglecting non-sphericity correction and obtained 974+713

−424 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2.

Despite being somewhat lower, this supports the high thermal inertia solution for asteroid (163899) 2003 SD220.

13 MacLennan et al. (2022) found that Phaethon’s thermal inertia increases with temperature across all sightings, possibly indicating the
existence of two distinct regions of different surface thermal inertia. As we show in the case of Bennu, the spatial variation across the
surface can affect the results obtained with the ASTERIA model. Still, the effect is generally significantly smaller than the uncertainties
caused by the input parameters.
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Contrary to the previous example, asteroid 2010 VK139 is a rapid rotator, with a period of only about 108 seconds.

Our estimate of its TI of 213+225
−107 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2, potentially makes it another member of a group of small super

fast rotators characterized by the relatively low thermal inertia, below ∼ 250 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2. Still, the TI of VK139

is significantly higher than in the cases of 2011 PT, and especially 2016 GE1 (Fenucci et al. 2021, 2023).
In a more general context, an interesting aspect of thermal inertia investigation is whether typical thermal inertia

values could be linked to specific asteroid spectral types (composition). Detailed analysis along these lines is beyond

the purpose of this work. We only briefly discuss the case of V-type objects.

Four objects in our sample are classified as V-type asteroids. These are (3908) Nyx, (5604) 1992 FE, (297418)

2000 SP43, and (363599) 2004 FG11 (Thomas et al. 2014; Binzel et al. 2019). Jiang et al. (2020) recently studied the
thermal inertia of 10 multi-km Vesta family members, presumed to be V-type asteroids, and found the average thermal

inertia of 42 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2, with all analyzed 10 objects having Γ . 100 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2. Among four V-types

studied in our work, three of them have nominal terminal inertia Γ . 200 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2 which are consistent

with low values found by Jiang et al., taking into account that our estimates refer to near-Earth objects orbiting at
smaller heliocentric distance. The asteroid (5604) 1992 FE has also been classified as V-type, but its thermal inertia

has been found by MacLennan & Emery (2021) to be quite high of 1000+2200
−600 , in agreement with our nominal result

of 922+769
−332 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2. That suggests a large range of possible thermal inertia values also associated with the

V-type asteroids, as found in the case for C- and S-type classified objects (Harris & Drube 2020). Still, we note that,

in our case, an alternative solution for the (5604) 1992 FE thermal inertia of 153+85
−71 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2 cannot be ruled

out. If the latter estimate is correct, that would indicate that low thermal inertia values preferentially characterize

V-type objects.
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Figure 7. Thermal inertia vs. diameter values for objects with available thermal inertia estimates. Our sample of thermal
inertia estimates for 38 asteroids (black triangles) is shown along with the thermophysically derived literature values (orange
circles) (see MacLennan & Emery 2021; Hung et al. 2022, and references therein). Note that numbers from the literature include
multiple instances of the same asteroid. Additionally, our two previous estimates for asteroids 2011 PT (Fenucci et al. 2021)
and 2016 GE1 (Fenucci et al. 2023) are shown as red squares and indicated in the plot.

8. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Here, we presented the new Asteroid Thermal Inertia Analyzer (ASTERIA) model and publicly available correspond-

ing software for determining the surface thermal inertia of asteroids. The model allows thermal inertia estimation based

mostly on population-modeled input parameters in its basic variant. However, as in general cases, the model may not
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Table 10. The orbital properties of 38 NEAs used in the ASTERIA model for thermal inertia estimations. Source: JPL-Small-
Body Database Lookup.

Asteroid Orbit type PHA a [au] e i [deg] A2 [10−15 au d−2] da/dt [10−4 au Myr−1] S/N

(1566) Icarus NEA-Apollo Yes 1.078 0.827 22.799 -3.02938 -1.335 4.5

(2062) Aten NEA-Aten No 0.967 0.183 18.934 -10.60849 -4.430 9.2

(2063) Bacchus NEA-Apollo No 1.078 0.349 9.432 -10.30184 -4.543 3.3

(3200) Phaethon NEA-Apollo Yes 1.271 0.890 22.273 -6.68933 -3.203 8.4

(3361) Orpheus NEA-Apollo Yes 1.210 0.323 2.662 -18.91437 -8.837 7.9

(3908) Nyx NEA-Amor No 1.927 0.459 2.186 12.13284 7.153 5.4

(4034) Vishnu NEA-Apollo Yes 1.060 0.444 11.168 -40.25166 -17.595 6.0

(4179) Toutatis NEA-Apollo Yes 2.544 0.625 0.448 -7.71667 -5.227 7.9

(4660) Nereus NEA-Apollo Yes 1.485 0.359 1.454 13.61057 7.043 2.1

(5604) 1992 FE NEA-Aten Yes 0.928 0.406 4.715 -26.53365 -10.857 3.3

(6489) Golevka NEA-Apollo Yes 2.485 0.612 2.266 -12.18508 -8.157 8.4

(7341) 1991 VK NEA-Apollo Yes 1.841 0.506 5.409 -5.20601 -3.000 2.9

(35107) 1991VH NEA-Apollo Yes 1.137 0.144 13.911 1.88307 0.852 0.3

(65679) 1989 UQ NEA-Aten Yes 0.915 0.265 1.303 -41.30455 -16.776 4.0

(68950) 2002 QF15 NEA-Apollo Yes 1.057 0.344 25.151 -6.39820 -2.793 4.4

(85774) 1998 UT18 NEA-Apollo Yes 1.403 0.329 13.587 -6.85646 -3.448 5.0

(85953) 1999 FK21 NEA-Aten No 0.739 0.703 12.610 -13.28342 -4.848 9.4

(85990) 1999 JV6 NEA-Apollo Yes 1.008 0.311 5.359 -35.66767 -15.210 13.5

(152563) 1992 BF NEA-Aten No 0.908 0.271 7.257 -25.89494 -10.476 27.6

(152754) 1999 GS6 NEA-Apollo Yes 1.191 0.497 2.020 -27.93183 -12.946 4.3

(153201) 2000 WO107 NEA-Aten Yes 0.911 0.781 7.769 -16.32431 -6.617 4.0

(163348) 2002 NN4 NEA-Aten Yes 0.876 0.434 5.420 33.34498 13.252 3.0

(163899) 2003 SD220 NEA-Aten Yes 0.828 0.210 8.538 -14.21536 -5.492 3.4

(185851) 2000 DP107 NEA-Apollo Yes 1.365 0.376 8.672 9.61206 4.769 15.2

(242191) 2003 NZ6 NEA-Aten No 0.793 0.492 18.245 27.77914 10.507 6.1

(297418) 2000 SP43 NEA-Aten Yes 0.811 0.467 10.344 -21.62628 -8.273 8.1

(337248) 2000 RH60 NEA-Aten No 0.826 0.551 19.651 -35.36084 -22.830 5.1

(363027) 1998 ST27 NEA-Aten Yes 0.819 0.530 21.064 15.69986 6.035 11.4

(363505) 2003 UC20 NEA-Aten Yes 0.781 0.337 3.811 -6.55193 -4.473 4.9

(363599) 2004 FG11 NEA-Apollo Yes 1.587 0.724 3.131 -55.14249 -29.497 9.1

(385186) 1994 AW1 NEA-Amor Yes 1.105 0.075 24.098 14.25635 6.364 7.4

(398188) Agni NEA-Aten Yes 0.864 0.273 13.252 -3.20624 -1.266 3.2

(410777) 2009 FD NEA-Apollo No 1.164 0.493 3.126 83.82127 38.402 5.7

(422686) 2000 AC6 NEA-Aten Yes 0.854 0.286 4.699 41.61499 16.328 6.8

(441987) 2010 NY65 NEA-Apollo Yes 1.003 0.370 11.546 -38.35183 -16.312 26.0

(443880) 2001 UZ16 NEA-Apollo Yes 1.760 0.427 12.673 -52.37844 -29.508 5.1

(511684) 2015 BN509 NEA-Apollo Yes 1.007 0.568 4.153 82.09613 34.979 3.7

- 2010 VK139 NEA-Aten No 0.780 0.282 26.959 -98.15438 -36.810 2.6

work well if all physical parameters are population-based, we identified the set of critical parameters, which includes

the diameter, albedo, and rotation periods of an object.
The model and code have been validated using results for Bennu and ten other well-characterized near-Earth as-

teroids, proving that the ASTERIA is a reliable tool for thermal inertia analysis. Overall, we find good agreement

between our results and the literature, with all terms within 1–σ of each other.

It should be noted, however, that our model tends to slightly underestimate the thermal inertia in some cases,

especially for low thermal inertia below 200 J m−2 K−1 s−1/2 (see Figure 4). This potential systematic offset may be
worth further investigation once a larger comparison set becomes available.
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Table 11. New thermal inertia estimates from the ASTERIA model for 38 NEAs, along with the physical input parameters
used. The reported values of the TI are median values and their associated 1−σ lower and upper uncertainties. For all asteroids,
we reported nominal values (Γnominal) of thermal inertia. In some cases where it was not possible to reliably discriminate between
the two solutions, we have also reported our alternative solution (Γalternative) (the second peak in the distribution of TI).

Asteroid H D pV ∆m P Γnominal Γalternative Notes

[mag] [km] - [mag] [h] [J m−2 K−1 s−1/2] [J m−2 K−1 s−1/2]

(1566) Icarus 16.50 1.417±0.123 0.199±0.110 0.20 2.273 47+53
−21 -

(2062) Aten 17.11 0.804±0.031 0.520±0.101 0.25 42.15 315+160
−105 -

(2063) Bacchus 17.25 1.024±0.020 0.203±0.022 0.42 14.904 204+115
−83 1425+1444

−556

(3200) Phaethon 14.40 6.25±0.15 0.107±0.011 0.30 3.604 737+784
−347 -

(3361) Orpheus 19.39 0.348±0.055 0.357±0.135 0.30 3.533 529+312
−199 60+36

−22

(3908) Nyx 17.46 1.04±0.16 0.16±0.08 0.46 4.426 54+30
−20 352+204

−125

(4034) Vishnu 18.52 0.42±0.05 0.52±0.15 0.62 44.4 525+199
−161 1970+1052

−568

(4179) Toutatis 15.32 1.788±0.376 0.405±0.137 1.20 176.0 482+227
−165 -

(4660) Nereus 18.65 0.33±0.05 0.55±0.17 1.00 15.175 924+814
−403 69+58

−36

(5604) 1992 FE 17.38 0.962±0.011 0.527±0.096 0.20 5.337 922+769
−332 153+85

−71

(6489) Golevka 19.22 0.53±0.03 0.151±0.023 1.00 6.026 369+204
−105 93+38

−34

(7341) 1991 VK 16.96 0.982±0.316 0.235±0.107 0.70 4.210 36+38
−20 852+2073

−461

(35107) 1991VH 16.91 0.908±0.035 0.408±0.048 0.20 2.624 978+2096
−583 21+30

−14

(65679) 1989 UQ 19.62 0.918±0.010 0.033±0.007 0.36 7.746 206+91
−73 -

(68950) 2002 QF15 16.39 1.650±0.555 0.178±0.077 0.36 45.24 267+233
−137 -

(85774) 1998 UT18 19.17 0.939±0.007 0.042±0.007 0.86 55. 111+95
−40 -

(85953) 1999 FK21 18.15 0.922±0.207 0.122±0.058 0.60 28.08 591+838
−341 -

(85990) 1999 JV6 20.27 0.451±0.026 0.095±0.023 0.90 6.538 126+73
−42 1145+635

−431

(152563) 1992 BF 19.81 0.272±0.077 0.287±0.189 0.60 32.0 221+185
−100 -

(152754) 1999 GS6 19.30 0.414±0.077 0.216±0.105 0.20 8.021 143+104
−67 1481+1906

−657

(153201) 2000 WO107 19.34 0.510±0.083 0.129±0.058 1.24 5.022 192+257
−107 -

(163348) 2002 NN4 20.08 0.735±0.243 0.030±0.027 0.74 14.5 208+174
−103 -

(163899) 2003 SD220 17.63 0.791±0.025 0.340±0.042 2.20 285. 1506+564
−467 -

(185851) 2000 DP107 18.33 0.822±0.184 0.137±0.033 0.18 2.775 445+369
−173 54+35

−25

(242191) 2003 NZ6 19.02 0.370±0.031 0.334±0.070 1.50 13.531 360+183
−121 -

(297418) 2000 SP43 18.52 0.407±0.019 0.388±0.053 1.10 6.314 186+122
−64 -

(337248) 2000 RH60 20.11 0.846±0.078 0.025±0.008 0.35 25.2 783+388
−288 -

(363027) 1998 ST27 19.64 0.690±0.250 0.06±0.07 0.10 3.0 68+85
−34 -

(363505) 2003 UC20 18.52 1.876±0.037 0.029±0.006 0.90 29.6 489+296
−191 -

(363599) 2004 FG11 21.04 0.152±0.003 0.306±0.050 0.30 7.021 191+137
−73 -

(385186) 1994 AW1 17.65 0.811±0.021 0.223±0.045 0.20 2.519 274+112
−68 85+27

−23

(398188) Agni 19.33 0.462±0.006 0.137±0.024 1.10 21.99 321+188
−140 -

(410777) 2009 FD 22.18 0.472±0.045 0.010±0.003 0.46 5.8 200+76
−64 -

(422686) 2000 AC6 21.63 0.176±0.005 0.143±0.021 0.30 2.444 887+453
−341 73+42

−23

(441987) 2010 NY65 21.35 0.228±0.012 0.071±0.014 0.30 4.971 48+39
−16 -

(443880) 2001 UZ16 19.38 0.25±0.04 0.50±0.17 1.00 13.719 484+266
−140 -

(511684) 2015 BN509 20.80 0.315±0.065 0.093±0.044 1.00 5.671 190+128
−80 -

- 2010 VK139 23.71 0.055±0.010 0.196±0.114 0.50 0.030 213+225
−107 -

Notes: The values of absolute magnitudes H are from the JPL, diameters D and albedos pV are from Mainzer et al. (2019),
except for (3200) Phaethon (Taylor et al. 2019), (3908) Nyx (Benner et al. 2002), (4034) Vishnu and (4660) Nereus

(Delbó et al. 2003), (6489) Golevka (Hudson et al. 2000), (85990) 1999 JV6 (Masiero et al. 2020), (363027) 1998 ST27,
(363505) 2003 UC20, and (443880) 2001 UZ16 (Nugent et al. 2016), and 2010 VK139 (Mainzer et al. 2014b). The values of

maximum light curve amplitudes ∆m and rotation periods P are taken from LCDB (Warner et al. 2009).
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A general advantage of the ASTERIA model is that it may be applied to smaller asteroids than the thermophysical

modeling, because the Yarkovsky effect is more substantial in smaller objects and, therefore, easier to detect. Addi-

tionally, thermophysical modeling requires thermal infrared observations and good shape models, which are currently

challenging for asteroids below some 100 meters in size. In this respect, we note that among all the asteroids’ thermal
inertia estimates available in the literature, the results for the three smallest ones are obtained with our model (see

Fig. 7).

Based on the astrometric measurements and the detection of Yarkovsky-induced acceleration of orbital motion,

it is primarily independent of the most widely used approach for the asteroid thermal inertia estimations based on

thermophysical modeling. As such, the ASTERIA may also serve as a benchmark test to independently verify the
results derived from the thermophysical modeling, one of the longstanding challenges of TPM models (Hung et al.

2022).

As we found that knowledge of a rotation period is highly relevant for the ASTERIA model to work correctly,

we provide a list of high-priority targets (Table 9) and encourage the observers to attempt to obtain light curves of
those objects. Determining the rotation periods of those asteroids would allow the thermal inertia estimations by the

ASTERIA model.

Finally, we have identified a set of 38 NEAs for which all the input parameters critical for the ASTERIA model to

work reliably are available and presented the new thermal inertia for those objects. Among these 38 NEAs, 29 are

classified as potentially hazardous asteroids (PHA, Table 10). It makes our results highly relevant from the planetary
defense point of view. Our sample of new thermal inertia estimates also includes 31 sub-km-sized asteroids, while

there are only 17 other literature values in this size range, highlighting the importance of the ASTERIA model for

determining the surface thermal inertia of small asteroids.

Among the limitations, we recall that if the input parameters are not well-defined and have considerable uncertainty,
this propagates into significant uncertainties of the thermal inertia estimates by our model. An example of this is the

asteroid (1865) Cerberus. Though we obtained results formally in agreement with the reference literature estimate,

the situation highlights the model’s sensitivity to the Yarkovsky drift determination. Also, for likely elongated objects

with large light curve amplitudes, such as Cerberus, our non-sphericity scaling could be rough, contributing to overall

uncertainty. Nevertheless, we showed that the obtained results are even in these cases compatible with other estimates.
Therefore, results for such objects could be helpful but should be interpreted cautiously. Future better characterization

of the input parameters will further improve the precision of our results.

Also, our model could be somewhat affected by spatial thermal inertia variation across the surface of an asteroid.

In case of significant spatial variations, an additional error of up to about 5% could be introduced. For instance, in
the case of asteroid Bennu, we found up to a 2% shift in the result due to spatial variation in thermal inertia from the

equator to the polar regions.

Applicability of our model is still limited to the near-Earth asteroids, as the Yarkovsky detections are yet unavailable

for main-belt asteroids (Tanga et al. 2023).
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Aĺı-Lagoa, V., Müller, T. G., Usui, F., & Hasegawa, S.

2018, Astronomy and Astrophysics, 612, A85,

doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/201731806

Aĺı-Lagoa, V., Müller, T. G., Kiss, C., et al. 2020, A&A,

638, A84, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/202037718

Benner, L. A. M., Ostro, S. J., Hudson, R. S., et al. 2002,

Icarus, 158, 379, doi: 10.1006/icar.2002.6869

Binzel, R., DeMeo, F., Turtelboom, E., et al. 2019, Icarus,

324, 41

Binzel, R. P., DeMeo, F. E., Turtelboom, E. V., et al. 2019,

Icarus, 324, 41, doi: 10.1016/j.icarus.2018.12.035

Bottke, William F., J., Vokrouhlický, D., Rubincam, D. P.,
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Rozitis, B., Green, S. F., MacLennan, E., & Emery, J. P.

2018, Monthly Notices of the Royal Astronomical

Society, 477, 1782, doi: 10.1093/mnras/sty640

Rozitis, B., Maclennan, E., & Emery, J. P. 2014, Nature,

512, 174, doi: 10.1038/nature13632

Rozitis, B., Ryan, A. J., Emery, J. P., et al. 2020, Science

Advances, 6, eabc3699, doi: 10.1126/sciadv.abc3699

Russell, C. T., McSween, H. Y., Jaumann, R., & Raymond,

C. A. 2015, in Asteroids IV (University of Arizona Press),

419–432, doi: 10.2458/azu uapress 9780816532131-ch022

Sakatani, N., Ogawa, K., Iijima, Y., et al. 2017, AIP

Advances, 7, 015310, doi: 10.1063/1.4975153

Satpathy, A., Mainzer, A., Masiero, J. R., et al. 2022, PSJ,

3, 124, doi: 10.3847/PSJ/ac66d1

Seligman, D. Z., Farnocchia, D., Micheli, M., et al. 2023,

PSJ, 4, 35, doi: 10.3847/PSJ/acb697

Stoer, J., & Bulirsch, R. 2002, Introduction to numerical

analysis, Texts in applied mathematics (Springer)

Sugita, S., Honda, R., Morota, T., et al. 2020, in Lunar and

Planetary Science Conference, Lunar and Planetary

Science Conference, 2434

Tanga, P., Pauwels, T., Mignard, F., et al. 2023, A&A, 674,

A12, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/202243796

Tardioli, C., Farnocchia, D., Rozitis, B., et al. 2017, A&A,

608, A61, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/201731338

Tatsumi, E., Domingue, D., Hirata, N., et al. 2018, Icarus,

311, 175, doi: 10.1016/j.icarus.2018.04.001

Taylor, P. A., Rivera-Valent́ın, E. G., Benner, L. A. M.,

et al. 2019, Planet. Space Sci., 167, 1,

doi: 10.1016/j.pss.2019.01.009

Tedesco, E. F., Noah, P. V., Noah, M., & Price, S. D. 2002,

The Astronomical Journal, 123, 1056,

doi: 10.1086/338320

Tholen, D. J. 1984, PhD thesis, University of Arizona,

Tucson

Thomas, C. A., Emery, J. P., Trilling, D. E., et al. 2014,

Icarus, 228, 217, doi: 10.1016/j.icarus.2013.10.004

Usui, F., Kuroda, D., Müller, T. G., et al. 2011, PASJ, 63,

1117, doi: 10.1093/pasj/63.5.1117
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Vokrouhlický, D., Pravec, P., Ďurech, J., et al. 2017, AJ,

153, 270, doi: 10.3847/1538-3881/aa72ea
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