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ABSTRACT
Crescent-shaped asymmetries are common in millimetre observations of protoplanetary discs and are usually attributed to
vortices or dust overdensities. However, they often appear on a single side of the major axis and roughly symmetric about the
minor axis, suggesting a geometric origin. In this work, we interpret such asymmetries as emission from the exposed inner cavity
walls of inclined discs and use them to characterise their vertical extent. Here we focus on the discs around CIDA 9 and RY Tau,
first modelling their observations in visibility space with a simple geometric prescription for the walls, and then exploring more
detailed radiative transfer models. Accounting for the wall emission yields significantly better residuals than purely axisymmetric
models, and we estimate the dust scale height of these systems to be 0.4 au at 37 au for CIDA 9 and 0.2 au at 12 au for RY Tau.
Finally, we identify crescent-shaped asymmetries in twelve discs, nine of which have constraints on their orientation – in all
cases, the asymmetry appears on the far-side of the disc, lending support to the hypothesis that they are due to their inner rims.
Modelling this effect in larger samples of discs will help to build a statistical view of their vertical structure.

Key words: protoplanetary discs – planets and satellites: formation – accretion, accretion discs – circumstellar matter –
submillimetre: planetary systems

1 INTRODUCTION

In the last decade, observational studies of protoplanetary discs have
revealed a plethora of substructures in them (e.g., ALMA Partner-
ship et al. 2015; Andrews et al. 2018b): rings, gaps, and azimuthal
asymmetries (e.g., spiral arms and vortices) are ubiquitous in discs,
and are likely to play a major role in planet formation through the
concentration and retention of dust grains (e.g., Pinilla et al. 2012;
Carrera et al. 2021). Thanks to observatories and instruments such
as ALMA, VLA, SPHERE, or GPI, the radial structures of dozens
of discs are now well characterised down to spatial scales of a few
au, in many cases at multiple wavelengths (e.g., Macías et al. 2021;
Sierra et al. 2021; Bae et al. 2023; Benisty et al. 2023).

In addition to the obvious importance of radial structures in planet
formation, our understanding of this process also depends critically
on the vertical distribution of solids in discs: if the observed substruc-
tures are caused by planets, then these must form quickly to explain
the gaps and rings already present in discs at 1-2 Myr. Mechanisms
such as the streaming instability and pebble accretion are usually
invoked to explain such fast formation (e.g., Youdin & Goodman
2005; Johansen & Lambrechts 2017), which rely on the settling and
concentration of dust in the midplane. However, despite its key role
and in contrast with their radial configuration, the vertical aspect of
discs remains less understood for a number of reasons: protoplanetary
discs are geometrically thin, with typical aspect ratios of 0.1−0.2 for
the gas and small grains in the disc atmosphere (e.g., Avenhaus et al.
2018; Law et al. 2022) and much flatter distributions for large grains
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in the midplane (Villenave et al. 2020, 2022), as expected from dust
settling (e.g., Dubrulle et al. 1995; Fromang & Nelson 2009). This
implies that the scales relevant for the vertical structure of discs can
be quite small (≲ au). Observing discs with moderate/high inclina-
tions (a condition required to probe their vertical features) induces
projection effects, combining emission at different radii and heights
along the line of sight. Likewise, uncertainties in the optical depth
and dust properties also hinder our ability to correctly interpret these
data in terms of vertical structures.

Despite the aforementioned difficulties, a number of methods can
be used to probe the vertical distribution of the various disc com-
ponents. Scattered-light observations in the optical and near-infrared
(IR) trace stellar photons scattered by ∼ 𝜇m-sized grains in the disc
atmosphere, revealing the disc surface and enabling the measure-
ment of its flaring (e.g., Avenhaus et al. 2018). In the same wave-
length range, interferometric studies have reconstructed the emission
from the very inner regions of discs, sampling the radial and verti-
cal structure of their inner rim (Lazareff et al. 2017; Kluska et al.
2020). High-angular resolution observations with ALMA can probe
the emitting surface of multiple gas molecules (even disentangling
the upper and lower disc surfaces in some cases), which can then be
used to determine the local conditions at different heights above the
midplane (Pinte et al. 2018; Izquierdo et al. 2021; Law et al. 2023).
The contrast and extent of rings observed at millimetre wavelengths
(tracing mm/cm-sized grains) can also be compared with models to
constrain the level of turbulence and settling in discs (Pinte et al.
2016; Pizzati et al. 2023). Additionally, the unique orientation of
edge-on discs offers a privileged look at their vertical configura-
tion and the spatial segregation of different dust grain sizes (e.g.,
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Duchêne et al. 2010; Wolff et al. 2017; Villenave et al. 2020, 2022;
Duchêne et al. 2024; Villenave et al. 2024). Combined, these studies
are building a comprehensive understanding of the vertical structure
of protoplanetary discs, but significant effort is still needed to match
its radial counterpart.

Here, we investigate an alternative method to study the disc ver-
tical extent through crescent-shaped asymmetries observed in discs
cavities at (sub)millimetre wavelengths. In a protoplanetary disc, ra-
diation from the central star reaches the disc inner wall with a more
perpendicular angle than the disc surface and, as a result, the wall
becomes hotter than the surrounding disc (which has been proposed
as the reason for the near-IR bump and possibly puffed-up inner
discs of Herbig stars, e.g. Natta et al. 2001; Dullemond et al. 2001;
D’Alessio et al. 2005; Dullemond & Monnier 2010). This effect has
been mostly explored in the optical/near-IR range, but it may also be
detectable in the (sub)millimetre: if a disc is observed with some in-
clination and is optically thick at the cavity radius, its inner wall may
appear as a crescent-shaped bright asymmetry on the far side of the
disc only (where the wall is exposed, see Fig. 1), symmetrical about
the minor axis on one side of the major axis. In fact, crescent-shaped
asymmetries are commonly observed in protoplanetary discs at these
wavelengths (and preferentially at the edge of the cavity when ob-
served with sufficient resolution), but they are typically interpreted as
vortices (e.g., van der Marel et al. 2013; Isella et al. 2013; Cazzoletti
et al. 2018; Boehler et al. 2021; Harsono et al. 2024) or overdensities
due to eccentricity driven by massive planetary or binary compan-
ions (Ragusa et al. 2017, 2020; Dong et al. 2018). However, a high
number of them appear symmetric about the disc minor axis (see
Sec. 4), which instead may suggest a geometric origin such as the
one proposed here (at least in some cases).

In this work, we focus on ALMA observations of CIDA 9 and
RY Tau (two protoplanetary discs with crescent-shaped asymmetries)
and model them to constrain their vertical structure. We begin by
introducing the two targets and the processing of the ALMA data
in Section 2. In Section 3 we first describe our modelling of the
observed visibilities using a simple geometric model for the disc
wall, perform a comparison with more detailed radiative transfer
models, and present the results for these to sources. Finally, the
implications and interpretation of crescent-shaped asymmetries in
ALMA observations are discussed in Section 4.

2 SAMPLE AND PROCESSING OF ALMA DATA

To test the possibility of constraining the vertical extent of inner rims
at (sub)mm wavelengths, we first searched for discs showing clear
crescent-shaped asymmetries aligned with their minor axis in ALMA
observations. We then decided to focus on CIDA 9 and RY Tau as
two such examples of nearby and relatively bright discs which have
been observed with different angular resolutions (by a factor of ∼3).
While the asymmetry is clearly visible in both cases, this also allows
us to explore the impact of resolution in our analysis.

2.1 CIDA 9

CIDA 9 (IRAS 05022+2527) is a wide binary system (separation
∼2.3′′) located in the Taurus star-forming region (𝑑=175 pc, Gaia
Collaboration et al. 2022). The main component, CIDA 9A, is an
M1.8 star (Herczeg & Hillenbrand 2014) surrounded by a disc with a
∼40 au cavity, as probed by ALMA 1.3 mm continuum observations
(Long et al. 2018). These data already showed an azimuthal asym-
metry, with the southern side of the disc being the brightest and the

Figure 1. Schematic representation of the adopted geometric model. The hot
inner wall is visible on the far side of the disc only (for an optically thick
disc), creating an asymmetry along the minor axis. The modelling in Sec. 3
aims at constraining 𝑟wall, 𝐻wall, and the flux 𝐹wall arising from the wall.

maximum intensity peak located on the South-East part of the disc
(see Fig. 2). More recently, Harsono et al. (2024) presented additional
ALMA observations at 3 mm which revealed a similar morphology
at this longer wavelength. They also identified a tentative shift in the
peak position between the 1.3 mm and the 3 mm observations and
suggested that a vortex may explain the asymmetry. Here we focus
on the 1.3 mm observations as they have better sensitivity.

Based on previous studies, we adopted a stellar temperature of
3590 K and a stellar radius of 1.2 𝑅⊙ from Herczeg & Hillenbrand
(2014) (after updating with the new Gaia distance) for CIDA 9, as
well as the stellar mass of 0.6 𝑀⊙ derived in Harsono et al. (2024)
by fitting the 12CO (2-1) Keplerian rotation of the disc.

2.1.1 Processing of ALMA data for CIDA 9

We downloaded the CIDA 9 observations at 1.3 mm from the ALMA
archive (project 2016.1.01164.S, P.I.: Herczeg). These observations
were taken on 31 August 2017, with baselines ranging from 20 m to
3.6 km. The correlator setup included two spectral windows for con-
tinuum centred at 218.0 and 233.0 GHz, with a bandwidth of 1.875
GHz each. The setup also contained three spectral windows covering
CO isotopologues with narrower bandwidths, which we did not use
in this study. We first calibrated the data using the pipeline scripts
with CASA 5.1.1, and then applied three rounds of phase-only self-
calibration with decreasing time intervals using CASA 6.5.1. This
process increased the peak S/N by 20 %. The companion CIDA 9B
(2.3′′North-East of CIDA 9) is also detected in the observations
2.3 arcsec North-East of CIDA 9, and it is ∼100 times fainter than
CIDA 9A at 1.3 mm. To avoid any potential impact in the modelling,
we removed its contribution from the visibilities by subtracting a
point source with the corresponding flux and position. Finally, we
placed the phase centre at the measured location of the disc in the
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Figure 2. ALMA 1.3 mm continuum images of the two sources studied in this work, CIDA 9 (left) and RY Tau (right). The images were synthesised in CASA
using tclean with a robust value of 0.5. The corresponding beams are shown as white ellipses in the bottom left corners. The southern side of CIDA 9 shows
an increased emission with respect to the northern side. In the case of RY Tau, the emission near the inner gap appears brighter on the West than on the East.
This asymmetry appears aligned with the disc minor axis in both cases.

image (RA=05h05m22.82s, Dec=25d31m30.49s) and binned the vis-
ibilities using one channel per spectral window and 60s time bins. A
synthesised image of CIDA 9 using a robust value of 0.5 is shown
in Fig. 2, resulting in a 0.13′′×0.10′′(PA=2◦) beam, a disc flux of
37±2 mJy (including the absolute 5 % calibration uncertainty), a peak
value of 3.4 mJy beam−1 and an rms of 48 𝜇Jy beam−1.

We note that there are additional observations of CIDA 9 at 1.3 mm
in the ALMA archive (project 2018.1.00771.S, P.I.: Manara) with a
slightly lower angular resolution (0.16×0.10′′). We initially down-
loaded, processed, and combined them with the data described above.
However, while this process resulted in an improved S/N, it also in-
creased the number of visibility measurements, making the geometric
modelling in Sec. 3.1.2 significantly slower. Given that the S/N of
the observations from project 2016.1.01164.S is already high and the
data in 2018.1.00771.S do not improve the recoverability of small
scales, we did not include them in our analysis.

2.2 RY Tau

RY Tau is an F7-G1 star (e.g., Calvet et al. 2004; Herczeg & Hillen-
brand 2014) also located in the Taurus star-forming region (although
distance estimates are complicated by its surrounding nebulosity).
The intermediate resolution (∼0.12′′) 1.3 mm ALMA data presented
in Long et al. (2018) already revealed an inner cavity in the disc, as
well as a crescent-shaped asymmetry on the North-West side. Later
ALMA observations at higher angular resolution (0.04′′) showed
a clear azimuthal asymmetry, with an increase in brightness in the
inner part of the disc along the North-West minor axis (Fig. 2, also
see Francis & van der Marel 2020). At shorter wavelengths, RY Tau
is known to have a jet (Garufi et al. 2019), displays signatures of
a possible disc wind in scattered light (Valegård et al. 2022), and
near-IR interferometric observations also suggest the presence of an
inner disc in the system (Davies et al. 2020).

While a range of stellar parameters have been reported for RY Tau,
in this work we adopted those in Valegård et al. (2022) (also compat-
ible with Davies et al. 2020), i.e., a temperature of 5945 K, a radius
of 3.25 𝑅⊙ , and a mass of 1.95 𝑀⊙ . Regarding the distance, Gaia
Collaboration et al. (2022) places RY Tau at 138 pc, but this estimate
is significantly uncertain due to the nebulosity around it. We main-

tained this value for the distance, as it is in agreement with its location
in the Taurus region and allows for comparisons with previous works
which have historically adopted values of 130-140 pc (e.g., Garufi
et al. 2019; Davies et al. 2020; Valegård et al. 2022).

2.2.1 Processing of ALMA data for RY Tau

We used two different data sets for RY Tau to achieve both high angu-
lar resolution and sufficient coverage at short baselines. For the com-
pact configuration, we use observations from project 2016.1.01164.S
on 27 August 2017 (the same ALMA program than the CIDA 9 ob-
servations). The baseline range and spectral setup of the correlator
were identical to those of CIDA 9. As explained in Long et al. (2018),
these observations required additional processing due to an issue with
the spectral configuration of the phase calibrator, and we used the
self-calibrated visibilities provided by these authors.

We also downloaded RY Tau observations from project
2017.1.01460.S (P.I.: Hashimoto), which were taken on 08 Octo-
ber 2017 with baselines ranging from 40 m to 16.1 km. The corre-
lator setup included two spectral windows for continuum (central
frequencies of 215.0 and 232.6 GHz, 1.875 GHz bandwidth) as well
as other three targeting CO isotopologues with significantly less
bandwidth, which we did not use for our analysis. As in the case
of CIDA 9, the data were first calibrated with CASA 5.1.1 and two
rounds of phase self-calibration were applied, increasing the peak
S/N by 50 %. We then performed a round of joint self-calibration of
the compact and extended data sets to ensure proper alignment. The
disc fluxes measured from each observation are compatible within
1 % and thus we did not rescale them. Finally, we shifted the phase
centre to the approximate centre of the disc (RA=04h21m57.422s
Dec=28d26m35.045s) and binned the visibilities using one chan-
nel per spectral window and 60s time bins. Figure 2 shows the
synthesised image of RY Tau using a robust parameter of 0.5,
with a 0.06′′×0.035′′(PA=27◦) beam, a disc flux of 217±11 mJy
(including a 5 % absolute calibration uncertainty), a peak value of
3.3 mJy beam−1, and an rms of 33.5 𝜇Jy beam−1.
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3 WALL MODELLING

To constrain the vertical structure of CIDA 9 and RY Tau based on
their asymmetries, we first build a simple geometric model containing
an azimuthally-symmetric surface brightness and the contribution of
a flat inner wall. We model the observations in visibility space and
constrain the vertical thickness of their inner rims using Bayesian
analysis and a Monte Carlo Markov Chain (MCMC). We then turn to
more sophisticated (and computationally expensive) radiative trans-
fer models for additional information on the dust scale heights.

3.1 Geometric modelling

3.1.1 Model setup

We decided to test a simple geometric model for the wall on the
observed visibilities instead of on synthesised images for two main
reasons: firstly, the scales of the vertical structure of discs are small
(≲ au), and their analysis benefits from the highest angular resolution
possible. While image synthesis greatly helps in interpreting inter-
ferometric observations, the direct analysis of visibilities provides
the most information about small spatial scales, and super-resolution
techniques using visibilities can identify structures 3-5 times smaller
than the synthesised beam (e.g., Jennings et al. 2020). Moreover,
visibilities have well-defined Normal uncertainties, in contrast with
the correlated noise of reconstructed images.

We employed the frank (Jennings et al. 2020) and galario (Taz-
zari et al. 2018) packages to model the observations. On the one
hand, frank assumes discs to be azimuthally symmetric and uses
Hankel transforms to derive their intensity radial profile directly from
the visibilities (i.e., non-parametrically). This method by-passes the
need to adopt a specific functional form for the radial profile. In
contrast, galario computes the visibilities of any sky brightness
distribution for a given set of uv-coordinates, thus requiring an in-
put model but relaxing the azimuthal symmetry condition. In our
approach, we used galario to calculate the visibilites of a 2D im-
age containing an axisymmetric disc (produced with frank) plus a
wall, resulting in a non-axisymmetric brightness distribution. Our
focus is in evaluating the wall properties and we are not concerned
with the overall disc structure, so the radial profile from frank is a
convenient way to account for the disc emission without modelling
it – this is particularly useful for discs with substructures that would
otherwise require multiple free parameters to properly describe their
radial profiles.

To calculate the disc plus wall model (hereafter the geometric
model), we first need to determine a pixel scale and image size ap-
propriate for galario. As described in Tazzari et al. (2018), the
uv-coverage of the observations and the antenna size impose con-
straints on these quantities to ensure both proper sampling of small
scales and enough coverage of the field of view (FOV) to avoid alias-
ing of large-scale structures. Using galario’s functionalities, we
determined that CIDA 9 required a pixel size of 0.012′′(2 au at the
source distance) and 2048 pixels. For RY Tau we adopted a pixel
scale of 0.0031′′(0.4 au) and 4096 pixels (this number of pixels is
smaller than the FOV suggested by galario by a factor of two, but
it is >12 times larger than the disc diameter and allows for faster
modelling).

We used frank to obtain initial radial profiles of both discs from
their observed visibilities. For frank’s hyper-parameters, we adopted
an𝛼 value of 1.05,𝑤smooth of 10−4 and 10−2 for CIDA 9 and RY Tau,
respectively, and performed the fit using a log-normal scale. We also
tested other reasonable values for these parameters and restricted the
fit to uv-distances to <2 M𝜆 for CIDA 9 and <6 M𝜆 for RY Tau to

limit the impact of the wall asymmetry (traced by the most extended
baselines), with no significant effect on the profiles. The discs’ geom-
etry (inclination 𝑖 and position angle PA) were initially set to those
reported in Long et al. (2018) and left to vary during the fitting. Since
both sources contain azimuthal asymmetries, the resulting profiles
are an incomplete description of the systems: at radii where wall
emission is present, the radial profiles will predict intensities in be-
tween the disc and the wall true ones. This is visible in the imaged
residuals after subtracting the visibilities of the frank profiles from
the observations (see Figs. 3 and 4, also see the residuals in Long
et al. 2018; Jennings et al. 2022). Therefore, the derived frank pro-
files are only a first approximation, and we correct them later in the
process by subtracting the wall emission at the corresponding radii.

The next step is to calculate the emission of the inner wall for a
given set of disc and geometric parameters. To do this, we assumed
a cavity radius of 𝑟wall with a sharp wall of vertical thickness 𝐻wall

1

(see Fig. 1). The disc is observed with an inclination 𝑖, and a total flux
𝐹wall is received from the wall. To determine which pixels contain
emission from the wall and deal with its edges (i.e., pixels only
partially covering the wall), we built a finer grid with a pixel size
of 0.05 au and enough FOV to fully cover the cavity of each disc.
Using this high-resolution grid, we calculated the ellipses traced
by the cavity at the upper and lower disc surfaces: the visible rim
corresponds to pixels belonging to the upper surface ellipse only (the
area labeled "Exposed wall" in Fig. 1). The wall flux 𝐹wall is evenly
distributed across the masked pixels to determine their intensities. We
then degrade this fine grid back to galario’s resolution, resulting in
a 2D image of the wall intensity 𝐼wall, as well as the fractional wall
coverage ( 𝑓wall) for each pixel in galario’s grid.

The final step is to combine the emission from the wall and the disc,
which requires two additional considerations. Firstly, as formerly
mentioned, the initial frank profiles need to be corrected at radii
including wall emission. For this purpose, we subtracted a Gaussian
ring centred at 𝑟wall, with a a total flux of 𝐹ring and a width of 𝜎ring.
The corrected radial profile is projected onto the galario grid with
an inclination 𝑖. Finally, we assume the wall emission to be optically
thick at these wavelengths, and thus the total intensity in each pixel
is 𝐼wall + 𝐼disc (1− 𝑓wall), where 𝐼wall is the intensity of the wall, 𝐼disc
is the disc intensity, and 𝑓wall is the wall coverage in that pixel.

3.1.2 Fitting process

We fit the observed visibilities with a Bayesian approach using the
emcee software (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013). The model described
in Sec. 3.1.1 consists of six free parameters, namely 𝑟wall, 𝐻wall,
𝐹wall, 𝐹ring, 𝜎ring, and 𝑖. To fit the observations, we also included
the disc position angle PA and possible offsets from the image centre
Δ𝛼 and Δ𝛿. A global flux scaling factor 𝐴 was also introduced as a
nuisance parameter to better match the total flux of the observations.
Therefore, the full model contains 10 free parameters. For any given
combination of free parameters 𝜃, we calculate the model image as
described in Sec. 3.1.1 and determine the visibilities at the observed
uv-coordinates using galario to compare against the observations.

We chose uniform priors with conservative ranges for 𝑟wall, 𝐻wall,
𝐹wall, 𝐹ring, and 𝜎ring. For the remaining parameters, we used broad
Gaussian priors centred at the values obtained from the frank fit,
which were consistent with previous studies in all cases (e.g., Long
et al. 2018).

1 In this work, we use 𝐻 to refer to the thickness of the emitting inner rim at
(sub)mm wavelengths, and ℎ for the pressure scale height.
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Figure 3. Comparison of an axisymmetric model and the geometric wall model for CIDA 9. Top row: axisymmetric model from frank (left) and the
corresponding residuals (right). Bottom row: geometric model including the wall emission (left) and the corresponding residuals (right). The colour scale of the
models is normalised from the minimum to the maximum value in each case. The residuals were produced by imaging the residual visibilities, i.e., subtracting
the model visibilities to the observed data and synthesising an image with a robust value of 0.5. The residuals are shown in units of the image rms. The black
contours represent 3, 5, and 7 times the rms (solid lines), and -3, -5, and -7 (dashed lines). The grey contour shows the 5 rms level of the observations.

We also adopted a Gaussian likelihood function L. For a given set
of model parameters 𝜃, log(L) is then given by:

logL(𝑉obs |𝜃) = −1
2
[
𝜒2

Re + 𝜒2
Im
]
+ 𝐶 (1)

where

𝜒2
Re =

𝑁∑︁
𝑘=1

[ℜ(𝑉obs,𝑘) − 𝑅𝑒(𝑉model,𝑘)]2𝑤𝑘 , (2)

and

𝜒2
Im =

𝑁∑︁
𝑘=1

[𝐼𝑚(𝑉obs,𝑘) − 𝐼𝑚(𝑉model,𝑘)]2𝑤𝑘 . (3)

Here, 𝑉obs,𝑘 and 𝑉model,𝑘 correspond to the 𝑘-th visibility of the
observations and model, respectively, 𝑅𝑒 and 𝐼𝑚 are their real and
imaginary parts, and 𝑤𝑘 = 1/𝜎2

𝑘
is the weight of the observed 𝑘-th

visibility (the constant 𝐶 does not affect the MCMC calculation).
As a summary, the fitting process for each source is as follows:

(i) Determine the pixel size and number of pixels required for
galario based on the observed visibilities.

(ii) Determine an initial frank radial profile from the observa-
tions. This initial profile is not recalculated in each MCMC iteration
(i.e., frank is not ran multiple times during the fitting), but the profile
is modified accordingly in the next steps.

(iii) For a given set of parameters 𝜃, calculate the wall emission
and correct the frank profile as explained in Sec. 3.1.1. Then com-
bine the disc and wall emission to produce a model image.

(iv) Calculate the visibilities corresponding to this model using
galario.

(v) Compare the model visibilities with the observed ones to eval-
uate the posterior of 𝜃.

(vi) Sample the posterior distribution of the model parameters
with emcee by repeating steps 3-5 until convergence is reached.

We used 40 walkers for emcee, and we ran the chains until their
length was >100 times the autocorrelation time (which is ∼ 40-60
iterations) to ensure that the MCMC process had converged. After
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Figure 4. Comparison of the best fit axisymmetric disc model and the geometric model including emission from the inner wall for RY Tau. Figures are as in
Fig. 3. In this case, the black contours correspond to 5, 10, and 20 times the image rms (solid lines), and -5, -10, and -20 (dashed lines).

this criterion was reached, the posterior distributions were computed
by running another 1000 additional iterations and discarding the pre-
vious steps as the burn-in phase.

3.1.3 Modelling results

The posterior distributions of both discs appear largely Gaussian
for all parameters (except for 𝐻wall in CIDA 9, for which only an
upper limit can be obtained). Figure 5 shows the results for the wall
parameters 𝑟wall, 𝐻wall, and 𝐹wall, and Table 1 lists the results for
all the parameters. The geometric parameters are all compatible with
those obtained from the frank fit.

In the case of CIDA 9, the cavity radius is 𝑟wall = 37.4 ± 0.3 au
and the fitting can only place an upper limit of 𝐻wall < 2.3 au to
the thickness of the vertical rim (this value corresponds to the 84 %
confidence interval). The total flux received from the wall at 1.3 mm
is 𝐹wall = 3.3+0.5

−0.3 mJy, which is ∼9 % of the total flux observed at
1.3 mm.

In contrast, the results for RY Tau present a more restricting sce-
nario, and the higher angular resolution of the observations constrain
both the minimum and maximum vertical height of the wall. For

Table 1. Fitting results. Note that, since we performed self-calibration, Δ𝛼
and Δ𝛿 represent only deviations from the adopted phase centre for each
source. A positive (negative) inclination means that the wall is visible on the
southern (northern) side of the disc.

CIDA 9 RY Tau

𝑟wall (au) 37.4 ± 0.3 12.26+0.06
−0.05

𝐻wall (au) <2.3 1.93 ± 0.11
𝐹wall (mJy) 3.3+0.5

−0.3 5.6 ± 0.2
𝐹ring (mJy) 4.7+0.4

−0.3 4.4 ± 0.1
𝜎ring (au) 7.0 ± 0.5 0.94+0.09

−0.08
𝑖 (deg) −47.5 ± −0.1 65.23 ± −0.01
𝑃.𝐴. (deg) 103.4 ± 0.2 23.11 ± 0.02
Δ𝛼 (mas) 5.5 ± 0.4 0.7 ± 0.1
Δ𝛿 (mas) −7.0 ± 0.4 20.8 ± 0.1
Scaling 𝐴 (-) 1.07 ± 0.01 0.995 ± 0.001

this source, we obtain a cavity radius is 𝑟wall = 12.26+0.06
−0.05 au and

the wall vertical height is 𝐻wall = 1.93 ± 0.11 au. The wall flux is
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Figure 5. Cornerplots showing the posterior distributions and 2D correlations of wall-related parameters for CIDA 9 (top) and RY Tau (bottom). The plots were
computed using the last 1000 steps of the MCMC chain after convergence.

𝐹wall = 5.6± 0.2 mJy, which in this case corresponds to 2.6 % of the
total flux at 1.3 mm.

To show the improvement of the geometric modelling compared
to frank, we imaged the residual visibilities of the frank radial
profiles and the best fit geometric models (i.e., the model with the
highest likelihood value in the MCMC chain for each source). After
subtracting the model visibilities from the observed ones, the residual
visibilities were imaged in CASA using a robust value of 0.5. The
results are presented in Figs. 3 and 4 and show a clear reduction
in both the residual strength and structure when accounting for the
wall emission. In the case of CIDA 9, the frank fit yields positive
residuals (up to 8𝜎) on the southern part of the disc where the wall
emission is located, as well as negative residuals (up to -5𝜎) on the
opposite side of the disc. When the wall is included, the residuals only
show a localised 3-5𝜎 level on the South-East side. The improvement
is more obvious for RY Tau, which displays frank residual levels
up to 27𝜎 on the West side of the inner disc and negative -19𝜎 on
the opposite side. Including the contribution of inner rim reduces
the spatial extent and strength of the residuals, now ranging from 12
and -11𝜎. In both cases, the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC)
shows conclusive preference for the models including wall emission
(ΔBIC > 1000).

3.2 Radiative transfer modelling

While the geometric model used above provides a fast and straight-
forward method to constraint 𝐻wall from (sub)mm observations, the
physical interpretation of this parameter is not the dust scale height
ℎwall at the cavity’s location; instead, it is the vertical thickness of
the inner rim which emits at an increased temperature as a result
of being directly exposed to the stellar irradiation. The connection
between these two quantities depends on a number of factors such
as the temperature and optical depth of the exposed wall at different
heights (and therefore the local density and dust composition), the

level of dust settling, and the shape of the wall. In fact, although
we have adopted a sharp vertical wall for simplicity in our geometric
model, both theory and infrared interferometric observations suggest
that the inner rim of discs is a complex environment that is likely
curved and has some radial extent. For small cavities, the inner disc
is further sculpted by dust sublimation (e.g., Dullemond et al. 2001;
Isella & Natta 2005; Kama et al. 2009; Dullemond & Monnier 2010;
Flock et al. 2017; Kluska et al. 2020), while for larger cavities such
as the ones of CIDA 9 and RY Tau their shape will instead be deter-
mined by the mechanism carving the inner gap. In all cases, assuming
a sharp, vertically isothermal wall is still a crude approximation.

To get an estimate of the dust scale height of these discs, we used
the radiative transfer code MCFOST (Pinte et al. 2006, 2009). These
models produce more realistic representations of the wall emission at
the cost of longer computation times, and thus we decided not to run
an MCMC analysis but to produce a grid of models for each source
instead. As with the geometric models, we are not interested in the
overall structure of the discs and our main aim is to determine which
values of ℎwall would be compatible with the observed asymmetries.
Therefore, we used a power-law profile for the surface density of the
discs Σ(𝑟) ∝ 𝑟−1/2 extending from the 𝑟wall derived in Sec. 3.1.3
(37.4 and 12.3 au for CIDA 9 and RY Tau, respectively) to 80 au,
which is an appropriate dust outer radius in both cases based on the
frank radial profiles. The disc flaring was set to ℎ(𝑟) ∝ 𝑟1.125, and
we adopted a gas-to-dust mass ratio of 100. For the dust properties, we
used a grain size distribution following d𝑛(𝑎) ∝ 𝑎−3.5d𝑎 from 𝑎min =

0.03 𝜇m to 𝑎max = 3 mm, the DIANA dust composition (Woitke
et al. 2016), and we used the Distribution of Hollow Spheres method
(Min et al. 2016) to calculate the dust scattering and absorption.
The adopted stellar parameters and distances are as indicated in
Sec. 2 (𝑇 = 3590 K, 𝑀∗ = 0.6 𝑀⊙ , 𝑅∗ = 1.18 𝑅⊙ , and 𝑑=175 pc
for CIDA 9, and 𝑇 = 5945 K, 𝑀∗ = 1.95 𝑀⊙ , 𝑅∗ = 3.25 𝑅⊙ and
𝑑 = 138 pc for RY Tau).

We focused on the effect of three parameters in our model grids:
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Figure 6. Intensity cuts along the minor axis of the observation, best-fit geometric model, and the MCFOST grid for CIDA 9. Models were first convolved with
the same beam of the observations (0.13′′ × 0.10′′, PA = 2◦). The observations are shown as a black line, the geometric model as a blue line, and three different
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the dust surface density Σwall,d and (gas) scale height ℎwall at the
location of the wall, and the level of dust settling. For Σwall,d, we
first converted the 1.3 mm flux into a dust mass assuming optically
thin emission, a dust opacity at 1.3 mm of 𝜅1.3 mm = 2.3 cm2 g−1

and a dust temperature of 20 K (e.g., Andrews & Williams 2005).
This results in dust masses of 9.6 × 10−5𝑀⊙ for CIDA 9 and 3.5 ×
10−4𝑀⊙ for RY Tau which, given the adopted surface density profiles
and inner and outer radii, correspond to dust surface densities of
0.07 g cm−2 for CIDA 9 and 0.3 g cm−2 for RY Tau at the location
of their inner radii. For CIDA 9, we produced models with 0.5, 1,
5, and 10 times its nominal surface density, while for RY Tau we
calculated a few additional cases including 0.5, 1, 2, 3, and 5 times
its nominal value. For the scale height at the location of the inner
wall ℎwall, we tested 0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5, 0.75, and 1 au for both
sources. Dust settling was explored by assuming three scenarios: no
settling (i.e., a similar scale height for the gas and all dust particles),
and two different levels of settling using the Fromang & Nelson
(2009) prescription (see their Eq. 19), which results in a different
vertical distribution for each particle size (with larger grains more
concentrated in the midplane). In this case, settling is controlled
through the gas turbulence parameter 𝛼 introduced by Shakura &
Sunyaev (1973), and we tried 𝛼 values of 10−4 and 10−5 which
result in significantly settled discs and match observational estimates
(e.g., Pinte et al. 2016; Flaherty et al. 2015, 2017; Villenave et al.
2022).

The MCFOST models were then confronted with the observations
and the best-fit geometric model from Sec. 3.1.3. For this purpose, we
first convolved the geometric and MCFOST models of each disc with
the beam size of their robust=0.5 synthesised images (0.13′′ ×
0.10′′, PA = 2◦ for CIDA 9, and 0.06′′ × 0.035′′, PA = 27◦ for
RY Tau), and then compared their intensity profiles along the minor
axis. The results are presented in Fig. 6 for CIDA 9, and Fig. 7 for
RY Tau (for the sake of clarity, we do not show the complete grid of
models in each case, but focus on Σwall,d − ℎwall values around good
fits to the observations).

The best-fit geometric model of CIDA 9 closely follows the obser-
vations, but only MCFOSTmodels with high surface densities provide
sufficient contrast between the near and far-sides of the disc. For the
case without dust settling, we find reasonable matches using Σwall,d
values of 0.3-0.5 g cm−2 and a scale height of ℎwall = 0.4 au. Alter-
natively, we can also reproduce the overall shape and intensity of the
asymmetry using a settled disc (𝛼 = 10−4) with Σwall,d = 0.5 g cm−2

and a scale height ℎwall = 0.5 au. These models have midplane dust
densities of 2.3−5.5×10−14 g cm−3, and the settled case (𝛼 = 10−4)
has a gas-to-dust mass ratio in the midplane of ∼65 (although these
values are highly uncertain due to the several degeneracies and sim-
plifications of our modelling, see Sec. 4.1). It is worth mentioning
that a high dust surface density (5-10 times higher than the value
based on dust mass from the millimetre flux) is required to make the
inner regions of the disc sufficiently optically thick, causing the wall
to be visible on the far-side only and creating the observed contrast
between both sides. This does not necessarily imply a much higher
disc mass, but just a high optical depth near the disc cavity.

The best-fit geometric model for RY Tau also resembles the ob-
served intensity profile, although the modelled wall emission appears
slightly fainter than in the data. We find a better agreement for some
of the MCFOST models, with the best results depending on the as-
sumed settling: a scale height of ℎwall = 0.2 au and a dust surface
density of Σwall,d = 0.9 g cm−2 for the case without settling, a scale
height of ℎwall = 0.3 au for Σwall,d = 0.6 g cm−2 and 𝛼 = 10−4, and
a similar scale height for Σwall,d = 0.9 g cm−2 and 𝛼 = 10−5. The

midplane dust density of these models at the location of the cavity
ranges from 8.6×10−14−2.3×10−13 g cm−3, and the corresponding
gas-to-dust ratios go from 100 (no settling) to 35 for the very set-
tled case (𝛼 = 10−5). We note that the central cavity of the MCFOST
profiles is deeper than in the observations and the geometric fit, in-
dicating that it is not completely devoid of dust (as also suggested by
near-IR interferometry, Davies et al. 2020).

3.3 Comparison between the geometric and MCFOST models

Since 𝐻wall and ℎwall are not directly comparable, we checked the
consistency of both modeling approaches by taking the MCFOST best-
fit image of RY Tau (Σwall,d = 0.9 g cm−2, ℎ=0.2 au, no settling) and
applying our geometric model to confirm that we obtain a similar
𝐻wall ∼2 au value. For this purpose, we first extracted the visibilities
of the MCFOST image for the same 𝑢𝑣-coverage of the observations
using galario. We obtained the radial profile of those visibilities
with frank, and then modeled the visibilities following the proce-
dure in Sec. 3.1.2. This test yielded two main results: first, the derived
location of the inner disc is slightly smaller than the true value used
in MCFOST (10.38+0.02

−0.07 au vs 12.26 au in the MCFOST model). This
is not surprising given the different treatment and shape of the wall
emission in MCFOST compared to our simple geometric prescrip-
tion. This does not affect our analysis, but implies that the cavity
radii derived with the geometric models may be underestimated. The
second result is that we obtain 𝐻wall = 2.21+0.09

−0.10 au, very similar to
the measurement of 𝐻wall = 1.93±0.1 au from the observations. We
note that the best MCFOST case in Sec. 3.2 was determined from a
coarse grid and does not represent a detailed fit to the observations,
so the small difference between both 𝐻wall values is to be expected
and we find both approaches to be compatible.

3.4 Implications for CIDA 9 and RY Tau

If we assume that the crescent-shaped asymmetries in CIDA 9 and
RY Tau are due to their exposed inner rims, then our analysis provides
information about the vertical extent of these walls. The geometric
modelling placed an upper of limit of 𝐻wall < 2.3 au for CIDA 9 and
estimated it to be 1.93 ± 0.11 au for RY Tau. The MCFOST models
also allowed us to explore the corresponding dust scale heights at the
inner rim: for CIDA 9, the MCFOST models imply a dust scale height
of ∼ 0.4 au, while we find ℎd = 0.2 au for RY Tau. Combined with
the flaring index of 1.125 used in the MCFOSTmodels, these yield dust
scale heights of ∼ 1 − 2 au at 100 au for these sources, comparable
to the values obtained for the edge-on disc Oph163131 (< 1 au,
Villenave et al. 2022), for HL Tau (< 2 au Pinte et al. 2016), and the ≲
4 au constraints derived for six discs in Pizzati et al. (2023). The ratio
between the dust scale height from MCFOST and the disc thickness
from the geometric modelling is ℎd/𝐻wall ∼ 0.1 for RY Tau (and a
lower limit of > 0.08 for CIDA 9), indicating that the emission from
the wall is still optically thick several scale heights above the midplane
when measured at millimetre wavelengths. Additionally, despite the
range of settling levels that could reproduce the observations, the
midplane dust densities of the best models remain similar (within a
factor of 2-3) for each source (∼ 5 × 10−14 g cm−3 for CIDA 9 and
∼ 10−13 g cm−3in the case of RY Tau).
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Figure 8. Examples of sources with asymmetries compatible with inner walls. All images show the 1.3 mm dust continuum except for UX Tau A and J16070854-
3914075 (0.88 mm), and T Cha (3 mm). Orientation information from scattered light and/or gas observations is available for all objects except three (CIDA 9,
J16070854-3914075 and WSB 82). In all those cases, the orientation implies that the crescent-shaped asymmetries are located on the far side where the exposed
wall is expected. Contour levels are shown to emphasise the asymmetries.

4 CRESCENT-SHAPED EMISSION AT MILLIMETRE
WAVELENGTHS INTERPRETED AS INNER DISC RIMS

If crescent-shaped asymmetries in discs at millimetre wavelengths
arise from their hot, exposed inner rims, then we can ask ourselves
two related questions: what conditions facilitate the detection of such
asymmetries?, and are disc walls regularly detected?.

On the first point, for the asymmetry to appear the emission near
the cavity radius should be optically thick so that the wall is only
visible on the far side. Evidence for (at least partially) optically thick
emission from protoplanetary discs at millimetre wavelengths has
become increasingly stronger in recent years through different stud-
ies, including possibly underestimated disc dust masses (Ballering &
Eisner 2019; Ribas et al. 2020; Xin et al. 2023; Rilinger et al. 2023),
the identification of a disc radius-luminosity relation at millimetre
wavelengths (Tripathi et al. 2017; Andrews et al. 2018a), and multi-
wavelength observations of various targets (e.g., Huang et al. 2018;
Macías et al. 2021; Sierra et al. 2021; Guidi et al. 2022; Ribas et al.
2023). It is then plausible that this requirement is met in a signifi-
cant number of discs. The condition of optically thick emission also

implies that the asymmetry contrast will decrease (or disappear) at
increasing wavelengths as optical depth decreases – multiwavelength
observations may therefore be used to test if an azimuthal asymmetry
along the disc minor axis is tracing a true overdensity in the dust, or
if it may be due to an inner rim instead.

Furthermore, if we consider the wall to be optically thick, then
its emission increases for geometrically thicker discs and/or larger
cavities (which increases the wall’s emitting area), discs seen with
higher inclination (which increases the wall’s solid angle, as long as
it is not blocked by the disc itself), as well as for hotter walls (which
increases the wall’s intensity). Thus, walls should be easier to detect
in discs seen with moderate-large inclinations and with sufficiently
wide cavities for the wall’s solid angle to be large, but at disc radii
where the emission is still optically thick.

If the conditions to detect the emission from walls are com-
mon, crescent-shaped asymmetries aligned with the disc minor
axis may also be common. To investigate this, we inspected pub-
lished intermediate/high-angular resolution ALMA observations and
searched for such asymmetries. Figure 8 shows twelve examples
for which we could identify asymmetries resembling the emission
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from walls, including CIDA 9, DM Tau, EM* SR24, HD 142666,
HD 163296, HD 97048, 2MASS J16070854-3914075, RY Tau,
T Cha, UX Tau A, V892 Tau, and WSB 82 (Long et al. 2018;
Andrews et al. 2018a; Cieza et al. 2021; Hashimoto et al. 2021;
Alaguero et al. 2024)2. This list is not exhaustive and, since we
identified the sources by eye, it is likely that several other exam-
ples exist already in the ALMA archive. The majority of these data
were taken at 1.3 mm, but two of them were observed at 0.9 mm
(2MASS J16070854-3914075 and UX Tau A) and there is even one
example at 3 mm (T Cha).

These sources serve to further test the hypothesis that crescent-
shaped asymmetries at millimetre wavelengths may arise from ex-
posed inner rims: in that case, the asymmetries should appear on the
far side of the disc. We found information about the orientation of
nine out of the twelve systems shown in Fig. 8, both from scattered-
light/near-IR interferometry (EM* SR24, HD 142666, HD 163296,
HD 97048, RY Tau, T Cha, UX Tau A, Ginski et al. 2016; Rich et al.
2019; Ménard et al. 2020; Garufi et al. 2022; Valegård et al. 2022;
Weber et al. 2023) and the shape of the gas emission traced by ALMA
(DM Tau, HD 163296, V892 Tau, Teague et al. 2019; Alaguero et al.
2024, as well as archival observations). The crescent-shaped asym-
metry indeed appears on the far side for each of the nine discs with
orientation information, amounting to a <0.2 % chance of this being
a random phenomenon. This strongly suggest that these asymmetries
are geometric in nature (at least in a non-negligible number of cases)
and they may be used to identify the near/far sides of the disc from
millimetre observations. This effect can also appear in the walls of
rings external to the inner disk if the scale height and inclination are
sufficiently high, as recently reported in HL Tau (Guerra-Alvarado
et al. 2024). More importantly, the modelling of these asymmetries
can offer both new and complementary insights about the vertical
structure of protoplanetary discs, and could also be used to test (or
in combination with) results from other methodologies.

4.1 Caveats and alternative interpretations

While here we interpret crescent-shaped asymmetries in discs as
signatures of their inner rims, azimuthal asymmetries may instead
reflect true overdensities induced by dust trapping in vortices (e.g.,
Godon & Livio 2000; Meheut et al. 2012; Baruteau & Zhu 2016) or
by the effect of massive companions (e.g., Ragusa et al. 2017; Dong
et al. 2018). Several sources have vortex-like asymmetries that are
likely incompatible with originating in the disc wall, since they are
not aligned with the disc minor axis (e.g., HD 142527, Oph IRS 48,
LkH𝛼 330, AB Aur, HD 34282, HD 135344B, Tang et al. 2012;
Fukagawa et al. 2013; van der Marel et al. 2013; van der Plas et al.
2017; Cazzoletti et al. 2018; Pinilla et al. 2022). As an example,
Soon et al. (2017) presented detailed modelling of the disc around
HD 142527 using both optically thick and thin models, showing that
the former resulted in crescent-shape emission from the wall that was
geometrically incompatible with the observations. However, in the
presence of an inclined inner disc, it is possible for the asymmetry
to appear on the far side but not aligned with the minor axis due
to the shadow casted by the inner disc, as proposed for SY Cha by
Orihara et al. (2023). On the other hand, even asymmetries where the
alignment appears to be correct may still be due to vortices, and both
explanations are not mutually exclusive: for instance, Harsono et al.

2 ALMA projects 2015.1.00888.S, 2015.1.00979.S, 2016.1.00484.L,
2016.1.01164.S, 2017.1.01460.S, 2018.1.00028.S, 2019.1.01091.S,
2021.1.01137.S, and 2022.1.00742.S.

(2024) attributed the shape of the millimetre emission in CIDA 9
to a vortex and found tentative evidence for an azimuthal shift of
the emission peaks between the 1.3 mm and 3 mm observations.
The observed contrast between the North-South sides of the disc is
∼30 % both at 1.3 mm and 3 mm, which would imply either a real
overdensity or optically thick emission3. In fact, the residuals of
CIDA 9 in Fig. 3 still show localised emission toward the East, a
feature that is also visible at 3 mm (Harsono et al. 2024) and may
trace a local increase in the dust density. Similarly, Hashimoto et al.
(2021) reported two peaks on the far side of DM Tau, and hypothesise
that they may also be due to two vortices or the destruction of a bigger
one, among other explanations (we note that the best-fit model they
obtain for the main blob in the disc closely resembles the expected
shape of a potential wall). For these cases, no conclusive evidence
exists regarding the true nature of the asymmetries. Additional dust
observations at multiple wavelengths, combined with high angular
resolution data tracing the gas kinematics, are needed to confirm their
origin.

Likewise, we also identified two sources with strong asymmetries
along their minor axis, namely RY Lup (Francis & van der Marel
2020) and IRC 101 (van Terwisga et al. 2020). These two discs, how-
ever, appear morphologically distinct from the others in Fig. 8: they
host very large cavities (70 au and 300 au, respectively), are signifi-
cantly inclined (>60 deg), and display very strong contrasts between
the intensity at their minor axes. It is unlikely that such extreme cases
can be reproduced by disc inner rims. In fact, although no orientation
information exists for IRC 101, the modelling of SPHERE observa-
tions of RY Lup presented in Langlois et al. (2018) indicates that the
millimetre asymmetry is located in the near side for this disc, and is
thus incompatible with wall emission as studied here.

It is also worth noticing that some of the discs shown in Fig. 8
also display two bright peaks along their major axes, including
J16070854, T Cha, and even CIDA 9. While this may be due
to the intermediate resolution of the observations and the orien-
tation/elongation of the beam, such effect is also visible in opti-
cally thin, geometrically thick discs due to limb brightening (Doi &
Kataoka 2021). Both effects (crescent-shaped asymmetries due to
inner walls and limb brightening) appear under different conditions
(optically thick/thin emission) and therefore will not be visible in the
same ring. However, if a disc contains multiple rings with different
optical depths, it would be possible to observe both effects in the
same system (i.e., a wall asymmetry and an increase in brightness
at the disc ansae). One promising case of such scenario is CIDA 9,
where the frank radial profile suggests two rings (see the axisym-
metric model in Fig. 3) – an optically thick inner ring and optically
thin, geometrically thick outer one could explain the appearance of
the disc at the available angular resolutions.

Finally, we emphasise that the derived scale heights depend on
the correctness of the adopted model and parameters, and should be
considered as an approximation. None of the models used in this
work account for any physical structure of the rim and, instead, they
assume a sharp wall. In reality, the shape of the rim will be de-
termined by the mechanism producing the cavity, as well as by the
local disc conditions. Similarly, the adopted stellar parameters and

3 Interestingly, Harsono et al. (2024) determined the spectral index to CIDA 9
between these wavelengths to be 2-3 based on a pixel-by-pixel comparison
and joint imaging of the 1.3 mm and 3 mm data using the mtmfs deconvolver
(Rau & Cornwell 2011). However, their results depend on the number of
adopted spectral terms. When using 𝑛 = 2 (the same number of available
observational constraints) they obtain 𝛼 ≈ 2, compatible with optically thick
emission.
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disc structure may also not be accurate. In particular, the stellar pa-
rameters for RY Tau are quite uncertain, and near-IR interferometric
observations also suggest the presence of some material in its inner
regions (Davies et al. 2020). Evidence for this is also found in the
ALMA images, where the intensity in the central gap does not appear
to reach the zero level. In that case, it is possible that the true wall
temperature of RY Tau is lower than the one derived with MCFOST,
resulting in an overestimation of the true wall intensity and thus an
underestimation of its dust scale height in our work.

5 CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we interpreted crescent-shaped asymmetries seen in
millimetre observations of protoplanetary discs as emission from
their hot inner rims. Such asymmetries could arise in discs with
cavities seen at moderate/high inclinations if the emission near the
gap is optically thick. This exposes the rim on the far side of the
disc only, resulting in an azimuthal asymmetry similar to the ones
observed in a number of discs.

We modelled these asymmetries in the ALMA 1.3 mm observa-
tions of CIDA 9 and RY Tau using two different approaches, first
with a simple geometric prescription for the wall emission, and then
using more accurate radiative transfer models. Our main results are:

• Including the emission from the wall yields significantly better
residuals than axisymmetric models, with little to no structure left in
them.

• The geometric modelling places an upper limit on the vertical
thickness of the wall 𝐻𝑑 for CIDA 9 (< 2.3 au at 𝑟 = 37 au) and
constrains it for RY Tau (1.93 ± 0.11 au at 𝑟 = 12 au).

• By comparing the intensity profiles along the minor axis, we
also estimate the dust scale heights ℎ𝑑 of these two sources at their
walls location (∼ 0.4 au and ∼ 0.2 au for CIDA 9 and RY Tau,
respectively). Good matches to the observations also exist for more
settled models (𝛼 = 10−4 − 10−5) and higher dust surface densities.
These models have midplane dust densities of∼ 5×10−14 g cm−3 for
CIDA 9 and ∼ 10−13 g cm−3 for RY Tau, and midplane gas-to-dust
ratios between 30-100.

We also identified a total of twelve discs with crescent-shaped
asymmetries based on visual inspection of published ALMA obser-
vations. The orientation is known for nine of these systems, placing
the millimetre asymmetry on the far side of the disc in all cases. This
suggests a geometric origin for the asymmetries and lends support
to the idea that they may arise from exposed inner walls, but high-
resolution, multiwavelength continuum data and/or gas kinematic
information are needed to investigate if they trace other phenomena
(such as vortices) instead. If these asymmetries really probe the dust
scale height of discs, then the methodology presented here provides
a complementary approach to study their vertical structure.
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