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ABSTRACT

In the last decade, we have been able to probe further down the galaxy luminosity function than
ever before and expand into the regime of ultra-faint dwarfs (UFDs), which are some of the best
probes we have of small-scale cosmology and galaxy formation. Digital sky surveys have enabled the
discovery and study of these incredibly low-mass, highly dark-matter dominated systems around the
Local Group, but it is critical that we expand the satellite census further out to understand if Milky
Way and M31 satellites are representative of dwarf populations in the local Universe. Using data from
HST/ACS, we present updated characterization of four satellite systems in the M81 group. These
systems — D1005+68, D1006+69, DWJ0954+6821, and D1009+68 — were previously discovered using
ground-based Subaru HSC data as overdensities in M81’s halo and are now confirmed with HST/ACS
by this work. These are all faint (My > —7.9) and consistent with old (~13 Gyr), metal-poor ([M/H]
< —1.5) populations. Each system possesses relatively unusual features — including one of the most
concentrated satellite galaxies with a Sérsic index of n ~ 5, one of the most elliptical galaxies outside
the Local Group with an € ~ 0.6, and one of the most compact galaxies for its magnitude. Two of the
satellites have very low surface brightness, lower than most known galaxies in this absolute magnitude
range. This work previews the scientific promise of the upcoming Rubin Observatory and Roman
Telescope for illuminating the diversity of UFDs in the Local Volume and beyond.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Hidden at the lowest end of the galaxy luminosity
function are some of the best laboratories we have for
studying galaxy formation and small-scale cosmology:
ultra-faint dwarfs (UFDs). These systems are at the
extremes of galaxy properties in many regards: they
have very low stellar masses (M, ~ 10°Mg) and are
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extremely faint, characterized with My > —7.7 (Bul-
lock & Boylan-Kolchin 2017; Simon 2019), or uy = 26
mag/arcsec? (Belokurov & Evans 2022). They also ap-
pear uniformly old and quite metal-poor, indicating that
they have gone through very little chemical evolution.
The low masses of these galaxies mean that they were
susceptible to reionization, which could heat gas out
of small dark matter (DM) halos and halt star forma-
tion (Brown et al. 2012). Due to their shallow gravita-
tional potentials, UFDs are extremely sensitive to strong
supernova feedback, tidal and ram pressure stripping,
and photoionization, all of which can drive outflows of
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gas and metals and quench star formation (Weisz &
Boylan-Kolchin 2017). This makes UFDs important for
constraining galaxy formation physics in cosmological
simulations (Bullock & Boylan-Kolchin 2017). These
constraints manifest themselves in two ways: 1) star-
formation history (SFH) and metallicity diagnostics en-
able us to probe gas-driven physics, and 2) structural di-
versity informs us about gravitationally-driven physics
in the low-mass regime.

The SFHs and metallicities of UFDs are extremely
informative about reionization, environment, and feed-
back. Very broadly, it appears that star formation in
most UFDs was quenched 10 or more Gyr ago (e.g.,
Brown et al. 2012). Tt is also clear that environment
plays an important role. All UFDs close to their host
are quenched (e.g., Slater & Bell 2014; Weisz et al. 2015;
Wetzel et al. 2015; Fillingham et al. 2016). While some
isolated UFDs are quenched (e.g., Tucana B, Leo M and
Leo K; Sand et al. 2022; McQuinn et al. 2023b), oth-
ers continue to form stars or have had extended star
formation histories (e.g., Leo T and Pegasus W; Irwin
et al. 2007; McQuinn et al. 2023a). It therefore appears
that star formation is possible in very low mass and iso-
lated galaxies, but not inevitable, giving valuable insight
into the complex interplay of stellar feedback, reioniza-
tion and environment. Models have differing interpre-
tations of this complex behavior. For example, UFDs
in the GIZMO/FIRE suite of extremely high-resolution
simulations of Wheeler et al. (2019) are all uniformly
quenched early at z 2 2. On the other hand, Rey et al.
(2020) are able to reproduce galaxies like Leo T in the
EDGE simulations, creating low-mass field dwarfs that
reignite and sustain late-time SF due to competition be-
tween stellar feedback and mass growth, despite being
sufficiently low mass to be quenched by reionization.

Munshi et al. (2019) shows that varying SF models
in cosmological simulations changes the number, stellar
mass, and metallicities of satellites around dwarf galax-
ies by substantial factors. Agertz et al. (2020) explores
the role that subgrid physics has on various dwarf scaling
relations by simulating a single halo mass 10° M, dwarf
and varying the feedback and resolution. While most
scaling relations do not depend on the model used, they
find that the mass—metallicity relation is the only one
that can discriminate between different subgrid models,
as the simulated galaxies vary on 4 orders of magnitude
in metallicity depending on their levels of feedback.

As we have probed deeper toward the faintest end of
the satellite luminosity function, we have discovered a
zoo of dwarf and ultra-faint dwarf galaxies. Not only
are they unique in their structural and chemical prop-
erties, but their structural diversity is also a crucial

tracer of gravitationally driven physics. Being at the
lowest end of the luminosity function make UFDs ex-
cellent probes of dark matter halo structure. Recently,
Errani et al. (2024) report that the newly discovered
Ursa Major III/UNIONS 1 (UMa3/U1) system is likely
the most dark-matter dominated galaxy ever found, re-
quiring it to reside in a dense DM cusp in order to not
be stripped by the MW tidal field. Studies of UFDs
have also helped constrain the nature of dark matter
itself. Esteban et al. (2023) and Kim & Peter (2021)
use velocity information from galaxies including UFDs
to constrain the power spectrum and properties of dark
matter, while Nadler et al. (2020) show how UFDs con-
strain small-scale structure abundances and DM micro-
physics and Koulen et al. (2024) use Eridanus IT and
its nuclear star cluster to understand the nature of dark
matter candidates.

While galaxies such as UMa3/U1 are extremely com-
pact, other UFDs are faint but quite extended. Crater
IT has an extremely low velocity dispersion and defies
expectation as a very large but very diffuse dwarf, one
of the lowest surface brightness galaxies ever found (Tor-
realba et al. 2016). Simulations show that by vary-
ing the accretion history and timing of dynamical mass
growth of field UFDs, one can produce a 1 dex scatter
in present-day stellar mass at fixed halo mass. Galaxies
with more delayed mass build-up are fainter and more
diffuse, and extremely low surface brightness and highly
diffuse galaxies can be created through late dry mergers
and accretion of ex-situ stars (Rey et al. 2019).

This also points to dwarf mergers as a potential non-
negligible driver of satellite structure. Simulations are
able to produce UFDs with spatially extended stellar
populations resembling a stellar halo (Tarumi et al.
2021), which has been seen observationally in a num-
ber of UFDs (Chiti et al. 2021; Tau et al. 2024). One of
the most well known is Tucana II (Chiti et al. 2021), an
extremely metal-poor system with an extended stellar
halo that arose from either early merger or strong bursty
feedback. Combining predictions from hydrodynamical
and DM-only simulations, Revaz (2023) find that ini-
tially disconnected stellar building blocks at high red-
shift can merge and create systems that are not only
naturally extended with signatures of a stellar halo, but
also moderately elliptical, which could erroneously be in-
terpreted as a indication of tidal interaction. A scenario
like this has been hypothesized for Bootes I, a MW satel-
lite with extremely high ellipticity (¢ = 0.68 +0.13) and
two distinct stellar populations that could have arisen
from the merger of two building block systems (Frebel
et al. 2016; Longeard et al. 2022).
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In fact, a number of MW satellites with pronounced
elongations have been argued to either be or have been
under tidal influence. The unusual kinematics and large
size of low-density and low surface brightness satellites
such as Crater II and Antlia IT have led to theories that
they have been tidally stripped by the MW (Sanders
et al. 2018; Fu et al. 2019; Torrealba et al. 2019). Tucana
III (Li et al. 2018) is a confirmed tidally disrupted dwarf
galaxy, showing distinct tidal tails. Cetus III (Homma
et al. 2018), Bootes I (Longeard et al. 2022), and Her-
cules (Coleman et al. 2007; Munoz et al. 2018a) are some
of the most elongated satellites ever found, with elliptic-
ities > 0.7. The tidal influence on Hercules specifically
is contentious. Though it was found to be embedded in
a stellar stream (Sand et al. 2009), an updated study of
stars in its outskirts found that it does not have a sig-
nificant velocity gradient as previously thought (Adén
et al. 2009; Longeard et al. 2023), making it a less likely
candidate for tidal stripping.

A major roadblock is that while we observe these di-
verse structures, our current simulations are not repro-
ducing them. Richstein et al. (2024) show that galax-
ies generated by simulations of varied dark matter pre-
scriptions, subgrid models, and feedback can reproduce
the variations in half-light radius and luminosity that
UFDs exhibit, but each individual simulation cannot
reproduce the entire range of observed UFDs. Some
simulation suites, notably FIRE-2 and TNG, produce
galaxies much too diffuse, and in the case of FIRE-2,
much fainter than we have observed. The wide varia-
tions in observed stellar structures of UFDs are crucial
to constraining and illuminating the physical processes
that govern our faintest neighbors.

Though UFDs were predicted to exist by the ACDM
cosmological framework decades ago, we have only re-
cently been able to detect and observe them with enough
resolution to make substantial progress in sensitivity to
model physics. Wide-field imaging efforts such as the
Sloan Digital Sky Survey (SDSS), Dark Energy Sur-
vey (DES), and the Pan-Andromeda Archaeological Sur-
vey (PAndAS) have enabled successful searches for our
faintest neighbors and led to an exponential increase
in the number of UFDs discovered over the last two
decades. The bulk have been identified in our Local
Group, with the MW census complete to M, > —4 and
the M31 census complete out to M, ~ —7 (McConnachie
et al. 2018; Drlica-Wagner et al. 2020).

While the properties of our closest neighbors are
known, there is a risk of overtuning simulations and
models to match observations of just two galaxies in
our Local Volume. Evidence points to these galaxies
not being representative of the satellite population of

MW-mass systems in both number and star-formation
history. The satellite luminosity function for nearby
galaxies varies by an order of magnitude (Geha et al.
2017; Smercina et al. 2018; Carlsten et al. 2021). This
scatter may be influenced by merger history, as it has
been established that satellite delivery is an important
consequence of merger (e.g. the MC’s bringing satel-
lites to the MW, Deason et al. 2015; Kallivayalil et al.
2018; Patel et al. 2020, and many M31 satellites that
were brought in through its dominant merger, D’Souza
& Bell 2021). As UFD abundance is predicted to be
correlated with host halo assembly history (Bose et al.
2020) (which is a driver of satellite number), it is im-
perative that we are able to complete satellite invento-
ries down to UFD luminosities to understand the scat-
ter in the satellite luminosity function. Additionally,
among classical dwarfs, ones belonging to the Milky Way
and M31 are generally quiescent, while the ELVES and
SAGA surveys of satellites around MW-mass analogs
have found quenched fractions 1o lower than that of the
Local Group (Mao et al. 2024).

This is in stark contrast to the M81 group. At a
distance of ~ 3.6 Mpc (Radburn-Smith et al. 2011), it
comprises three main galaxies — M8&81, M82, and NGC
3077 — that are strongly interacting (unlike the MW
or M31). Not only is M81 in the beginning stages of
merger, (Smercina et al. 2020) unlike the LG, many of
its satellites show signs of recent star formation (Chibou-
cas et al. 2009; Weisz et al. 2011; Okamoto et al. 2019).
This makes the M81 group a particularly tantalizing tar-
get of study. The group is also home to over 30 known
dwarf satellites, including tidal dwarfs. Chiboucas et al.
(2013) found and confirmed 14 of them using the Hub-
ble Space Telescope (HST), and two more were found
by Okamoto et al. (2015) and Okamoto et al. (2019) us-
ing Subaru’s Hyper Suprime Cam (HSC). An additional
faint satellite, D1005+4-68 , was found by Smercina et al.
(2017). Most recently, Bell et al. (2022) conducted a
search through seven ~1.5 deg? fields of archival HSC
data to identify six dwarf satellite candidates, finding
many of them clustering around NGC 3077, indicating a
possible satellite-of-satellites scenario during past group
infall.

In this paper, we confirm the faint galactic nature of
four satellites in the M81 group using HST/ACS follow-
up and derive their structural properties. We find that
these four galaxies are diverse in their properties, and
that they are among the faintest satellites ever discov-
ered in the M81 group. The techniques used in this
paper are important precursors to analyses that will be
done with the Rubin and Roman telescopes, whose facil-
ities will offer unparalleled discovery potential for ultra-
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faint satellite populations of MW-mass galaxies out to
10 Mpc in the Local Volume.

2. OBSERVATIONS

The galaxies surveyed in this work have either been
previously found in ground-based data or were identified
as new candidates in Bell et al. (2022). A map of the
MBS8I1 system and a subset of its satellites are shown in
Figure 1. All source images were obtained using HST’s
Wide Field Camera (WFC) channel of the Advanced
Camera for Surveys (ACS) instrument (Ford et al. 1998)
between Oct 2022-June 2023. Observations were taken
in the F606W and F814W filters as part of HST SNAP
17158 (PI: Bell). All HST data used in this paper can be
found in MAST: 10.17909/r3yg-dx15. The field of view
is 202x202 arcsec, with plate scale of 0.05 arcsec/px.
For D1005+68 and D1006+4-69, the satellites extended
to large enough radius to benefit from our use of WFC3
parallels in F606W and F814W. Of note is that buffer
constraints prevented our use of a cosmic ray split in
F814W in the parallels; we identify stars in F606W only,
and then use (the cosmic ray contaminated) F814W for
color information. Full details of the observations can
be found in Table 1.

We reduced the data and performed PSF-fitting pho-
tometry using the software package DOLPHOT (Dolphin
2000, 2016) using TinyTim PSFs (Krist et al. 2011).
Manual aperture corrections were applied to increase
photometric accuracy, following the method described
in Jang (2023). Sources in ACS/WFC images were se-
lected to be stars if they have

1. S/N > 5 in each passband

2. —0.06 < SHARPNESS pgosww +SHARPNESS pg141y <

1.3

3. CROWDING rgoew + CROWDING pg14w < 0.16

Sources in the parallel WFC3/UVIS2 fields were se-
lected to be stars if they have

1. S/NF606W > 5.1 and S/NF814W > 3.2

2. —0.19 < SHARPNESS reogww +SHARPNESS pg14w <

1.5
3. CROWDING pgosir + CROWDING pg14w < 0.20

For both ACS and WFC3, we also only include stars
with GF # 0 (the star is not masked out by the extended
source mask) with an error flag < 2 (few saturated pix-
els) and type = 1 (clean point source). The bright star
masks and parallel fields used are shown in Appendix C.

These cuts are the same as ones made in studies
of faint RGB stars in crowded fields in works such as
Radburn-Smith et al. (2011) and Jang et al. (2020).

We also ran a suite of artificial star tests (ASTs)
in order to quantify the completeness of our sample.
Between ~ 476,000-477,600 artificial stars were drawn
from a uniform grid of sources with magnitudes be-
tween 22 < F814W < 28 and colors between —0.5 <
F606W-F814W < 2.5, injected across the field of view.

The 50% (80%) completeness limits for each galaxy in
each filter are cited in Table 1. See Section 4 for further
discussion of completeness in our samples. All source
magnitudes are de-reddened according to the Galactic
extinction maps from Schlegel et al. (1998) and cali-
brated to the HST/ACS (or HST/WFC3 for parallel
fields) filters using Table 6 of Schlafly & Finkbeiner
(2011), assuming a Fitzpatrick (1999) reddening law
with RV = 3.1. Using thiS7 Apgoew/E(B — V)SFD =
2471(2488) and AF814w/E(B — V)SFD = 1.526(1.536)
for ACS(WFC3).

3. SATELLITE DISCOVERY
3.1. D1005+68

D1005+4-68 was first discovered as a stellar overden-
sity by Smercina et al. (2017) using the Subaru Hy-
per Suprime-Cam. They measured an absolute V-band
magnitude of My = —7.94703 making it one of the
faintest confirmed UFDs outside the Local Group, and
find that it is within the virial radius of M81 satel-
lite BK5N, possibly making it a satellite-of-a-satellite.
They measured a TRGB of Irrgp = 23.967052 using
the technique in Appendix C of Monachesi et al. (2016)
and fit PARSEC isochrones to get a best-fit metallicity
of [Fe/H] ~ —1.90. This system was later followed up
by Okamoto et al. (2019), with a good agreement with
Smercina et al. (2017)’s My value. They found a half-
light radius of 340 + 50 pc, which differs significantly
from Smercina et al. (2017)’s value of 18874 pc, which
they attribute to Smercina et al. (2017)’s assumption of
a circular stellar distribution.

3.2. D1006+69

D10064-69 was initially found by Okamoto et al.
(2019) during a visual examination for new stellar over-
densities in a deep, photometric survey of resolved M81
stars using the Subaru Hyper Suprime-Cam. They de-
rived its distance using the TRGB method, finding a
transition in the luminosity function by applying a So-
bel filter. They detected a transition at ig = 24.6440.08
and conclude that it is one of the faintest and metal-poor
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Figure 1. Top: HST/ACS F814W images of our four dwarfs. The best-fit ellipses representing 2aj are shown in red for each
galaxy. Bottom: A map of the M81 group and select satellite galaxies. The background image is composed of images generated
by Aladin (Bonnarel et al. 2000), stacked to create an RGB frame using astropy’s make_lupton rgb. White dots represent
stellar halo stars identified in Subaru/HSC data. Satellites highlighted in this work are shown as red dots with white text, other
satellites are marked with yellow dots and yellow text.
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Table 1. Observation details for each dwarf satellite

Galaxy Filter (Exp Time) Num. Exposures 50%(80%) Completeness
D1005-+68 F606W (460s + 3405) 2 26.5(25.6)
F814W (350s + 340s) 2 25.5(24.6)
D1005+68 Parallel F606W (190s + 970s) 2 -
F814W (685s) 1 -
D1006-+69 F606W (460s + 340s) 2 26.6(25.6)
F814W (350s + 340s) 2 25.6(24.6)
D1006+69 Parallel F606W (190s + 970s) 2 -
F814W (685s) 1 -
J0954+4-6821 F606W (470s + 340s) 2 26.6(25.6)
F814W (3505 + 340s) 2 25.6(24.6)
D1009+68 F606W (460s + 340s) 2 26.5(25.5)
F814W (3505 + 340s) 2 25.5(24.5)
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dwarfs around M81, with an My, = —8.914+0.40 and an
estimated [M/H] = —1.83 &+ 0.28.

3.3. DWJ0954+6821

DWJ0954+6821 was also discovered in Subaru/HSC
imaging from Okamoto et al. (2015)’s dataset by Bell
et al. (2022) by searching for overdensities in resolved
stars. They found it has a high surface brightness (with
detectable diffuse brightness) and is well-measured, with
an My = —7.1 £ 0.25. That said, it has partial crowd-
ing, leading to a sparser CMD. They find it is relatively
compact, much like Pegasus V/Andromeda XXXIV or
Tucana B.

3.4. D1009+68

D1009+68 was also initially found in Okamoto et al.
(2019) using the same detection and distance methods
as for D1006+69. They detected a Sobel filter transition
at 19 = 24.47 + 0.12 and found an My = —8.73 £ 0.45
and estimated an [M/H] = —1.43 £ 0.28.

4. COMPLETENESS

We compute two metrics of completeness for each
galaxy using our ASTs: the overall 50% and 80% com-
pleteness levels, and also an individual completeness for
each star. The former is calculated by binning the data
in magnitude and calculating the ratio of recovered stars
to total number of stars in each bin. A representative
completeness curve is shown in Figure 2. We then inter-
polate this curve to find the 50% and 80% completeness
levels, which are cited for each galaxy in Table 1. To
measure the completeness of each individual star, we
create a 4D tuple that contains the color, magnitude,
and X, Y positions of each star in our data and the
ASTs. We loop through each star, find the 100 closest
ASTs using the Mahalanobis distance metric, and cal-
culate the percent of those 100 closest points that are
recovered. This method has two advantages: the recov-
ered fraction is calculated taking into account both color
and spatial information, and the Mahalanobis distance
prevents problems that the simple distance formula has
with the large dynamic range of the 4D tuples (large X,
Y coordinates compared to the small values of color).
We find the 50% and 80% completeness limits for each
filter to be almost identical among all images.

5. STRUCTURAL PARAMETERS
5.1. MCMC Fitting

09_D1009+68 Completeness
T

1.2 T T T T
— F606W
F814W
10— n
c
L 08 .
=
8]
o
Lo
'E 0.6 - -
o
>
S
O 04 —
o
0.2 -
UO 1 1 1 1
22 24 26 28 30

Min

Figure 2. Completeness curve for one galaxy in our sample,
D1009+68.

For each system, we estimated structural parameters
such as the centroid (xg, o), ellipticity e = 1 — g, and
half-light radius 7, of each UFD in order to compare
them to the broader population of galactic and extra-
galactic UFDs. We used a Markov Chain Monte Carlo
(MCMC)-based maximum-likelihood approach follow-
ing the work of Martin et al. (2016) and McQuinn et al.
(2023a) that accounts for spatial incompleteness in the
dataset. We assume that each galaxy contains N, stars
whose surface brightness can be fit with either a Sérsic
or exponential density profile with an elliptical half-light
radius aj and ellipticity e. The functional form of a
Sérsic is

psésic(a) = po exp [_bn ((CZ«L) ’ - 1)] (1)

where b,, ~ 1.9992n —0.3271 and n is the Sérsic index.
Assuming an elliptical system, we can solve for the nor-
malization constant pg in terms of structural parameters
of the galaxy to get the following density profile:

b2 a o
érsic = L N* *bn -
psérsic(a) 2rain(l — e)I'(2n) P < <ah> >
(2)

Substituting n=1 into this gives the same functional
form of the exponential density profile used by Martin

et al. (2016) and others:

1.682

= WN* exp(—1.68a/ap) 3)

Pexp(a)

1 The centroid is measured as an arbitrary offset from the center

of each galaxy as cited previously in the literature
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Table 2. Observed and measured properties of dwarf satellite galaxies in M81

Parameter Unit D1005+68* D1006-+69° J0954+4-6821°¢ D1009+68°
RA (J2000) - 10"05™34.13+1-07 10"06™55.44 1925 09"54™06.959 12" 10"09™14.10+9-46°
Dec (J2000) - 68°1422.05+278 69°54™15.81 1134 68°21™50.86 7111 68°45™25.98 1437
an arcmin 0.417931 0.37793 0.11%952 0.21793:2%
ar, (physical) pc 4291337 3841359 112121 220152
Th arcmin | 0.297397 0.2970% 0.1075:92 0.147503
rn (physical) pc 307172 3097372 102718 14513}
e - 0.497513 < 0.53 < 0.30 0.57 018
P.A. deg 73713 —25131 730 10079
Sérsic index n - - 48721 - -
ABIC? - 3.4 -5.0 4.1 2.3

+0.3(r)40.3(d)+0.2(a) +0.1(r)+0.2(d)+0.2(a) +0.2(r)40.2(d)+0.2(a) +0.5(r)40.3(d)+0.2(a)
[M/H} - _1'7—0.4(r)—0A3(d)—0A2(a) _1'5—0A1(r)—0A2(d)—o.2(a) _1'7—0.3(r)—044(d)—02(a) _2'2—0.04(r)—043(d)—02(a)
+0.2(r)+0.3(d) +0.2(r)+0.3(d) +0.2(r)40.3(d) +0.2(r)+0.2(d)
My mag _7'7—042(r)—0.2(d) _7'8—0A2(r)—0.3(d) _7'9—0.1(r)—0.2(d) _7'7—041(r)—0.2(d)
+0.3(r)+0.5(d) 5 +0.5(r)+0.7(d) 5 +0.3(r)40.7(d) 5 +0.2(r)+0.5(d) 5

M. Me 2320741 —0.5(d) X 10 2'5—0.Z(r)—0A5(d) x 10 2820 4 (r)—0.7(d) X 10 222050 ~0.4(a) X 10
N. - 2213 2475 3074 2073
Riidal pc ~ 1200 ~ 1300 ~ 600 ~ 1000

NOTE—First discovered in: “Smercina et al. (2017), ®Okamoto et al. (2019), °Bell et al. (2022). 2ABIC = BlCsersic - BICgxp A positive number
means an exponential fit is favored over a Sérsic fit. All physical properties are calculated assuming the distance of M81 = 3.6 Mpc; no uncertainty
on distance has been propagated through. For values with multiple errors, we explicitly state the uncertainty from random error as (r), from

Distance uncertainties in My and mass were calculated by redoing the magnitude and mass

measurements using a mock stellar population shifted 400 kpc closer and further from the nominal distance of 3600 kpc. One can assume a

30% uncertainty on age for the values of My and mass as reported in Harmsen et al. (2017). The age uncertainty on [M/H] was derived from

calculating the difference in metallicity between an 8 and 13 Gyr isochrone. For D1009+4-68, because our best-fit metallicity runs into the lower

distance error as (d), and from age error as (a).

bound of our interpolation grid, we take its upper uncertainty in distance and mirror it as the lower uncertainty as well.

The elliptical radius a is related to the centroid of
each galaxy (zo,yo), and the major axis position angle
6 (defined to be east of north) as

o’ = (116<<x — o) cosf — (y ~ yo) Sinmf

+ ((x — 29)sinf + (y — yo) cos 9)2 (4)

We also assume a constant background density X
given by the normalized difference between the total
number of observed sources in the field N, and the total
number of sources in the model with an area A:

Nos_ paldA
s, = N = Ja s ®)

such that the total density profile is given by

Pmodel (@) = pgai(a) + Xp (6)

In practice, ¥ takes into account spatial incomplete-
ness by assuming that the area A is not continuous and
not equal to the total area of the field of view. Each ACS
image has a corresponding mask of extended sources
that are filtered out when performing photometry, with
pixels assigned either a 0 or 1 depending on if they are
contaminated or not, respectively. The total area A is
then given by the area per pixel of the image (from the
image header) times the total number of uncontami-
nated pixels. D1005+68 and D1006+69 parallel fields
were included in the area calculation. The integration
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of equation 5 is done numerically using a grid of 1 square
arcsecond bins.

We impose physical priors on our six free priors, all
flat priors except for on a; and mn, which have Jeffreys
priors:

o |z9| < 1.6 and |yo| < 1.6 (the center of the galaxy
must be within the ACS field of view)

e log(0) < log(ap) < log(1.6")
e 0<fO<nT
e 0<e<l1

e 0 < f A PealdA < Nrgg, essentially we cannot have
more than the total number of stars in our sample.

e 1og(0.5) < log(n) < log(8)

We use the Python package emcee (Foreman-Mackey
et al. 2013) to sample the posterior distribution, ini-
tialized with 32 walkers for 15,000 steps, discarding the
first 2000 for burn-in. We fit only the stars selected
by the RGB regions in each galaxy’s CMD, as shown
in Figure 3. We report the median for each best-fit
parameter and the 16th and 84th percentile values as
uncertainties in Table 2. This table also shows other
derived structural parameters and quantities of interest
for each system. We note that the definition of the pa-
rameter r;, varies between literature in the field; in this
paper, we use ay, to denote the elliptical half-light radius
and 7, to denote the azimuthally averaged half-light ra-
dius (rp, = apv/1 — €), as done in sources such as Drlica-
Wagner et al. (2015); Richstein et al. (2024). Note that
the commonly used exponential scale length r. is related
to the elliptical half-light radius via a; = 1.68r,.

We fit all our galaxies with both exponential and
Sérsic fits and calculated the Bayseian information cri-
terion (BIC), given as klog(n) —2log(L), where k is the
number of independent model variables (six for expo-
nential, seven for Sérsic), n is the sample size (number
of RGB stars fit), and L is the maximum log likelihood
of the model. A lower BIC indicates a better model fit.
Only one of our satellites, D1006+69, showed a lower
BIC and therefore was better fit with a Sérsic profile:
BICg¢rsic - BICExp = -5, indicating the Sérsic model is
strongly preferred; therefore, we only show the exponen-
tial fits for the other three satellites.

Figure 4 shows the corner plots for each MCMC fit,
and Figure 5 show the binned radial density profiles for
each candidate. The best fit profile is highlighted in
color and 100 random draws from the MCMC chains
are shown in grey. For D1006+4-69, we show only the
Sérsic fit corner plot, but display both the exponential

and Sérsic density profiles, showing that even by eye,
the latter profile is a better fit. We display the spatial
distribution of all the RGB stars and best-fit ellipses
encompassing 2 and 3aj of each satellite in Figure 6.
The 2ay, ellipse is also overplotted on the ACS F814W
images in Figure 1.

Due to the small number of stars, the posterior dis-
tributions of ellipticity are not always well-constrained.
Therefore, we reran our MCMC using a density pro-
file with zero ellipticity for all four of our galaxies, and
calculated the ABIC between the elliptical and non-
elliptical model fits. Based on these BIC scores, we
strongly encourage the reader to think of the stated
ellipticites of D1006+69 and DWJ0954+6821 as upper
limits. The 84th(95th) percentile upper limits on ellip-
ticity are 0.53(0.64) and 0.30(0.39) for D1006+69 and
J0954+6821, respectively. We choose to use the ellip-
tical models for the rest of our parameter derivations
including My and mass, as this lets us marginalize over
ellipticity as an additional source of error. These pa-
rameters do not change within error for the two different
models.

5.2. Photometric Metallicity

The metallicities of each satellite are derived using the
method outlined in Ogami et al. (2024). We construct
a color-magnitude map using PARSEC isochrones be-
tween -2.15 < [M/H] < 0.5 in 0.5 dex intervals, assuming
an age of 13 Gyr, a distance of 3.6 Mpc, and using only
the RGB stage of each isochrone. We then interpolate
these isochrones using the radial basis function (RBF) in
Python’s SciPy package, clipping values that fall outside
of the interpolation range. Each star’s metallicity is then
the interpolated [M/H] value at the specific position of
(F606W-F814W, F814W) on the CMD. We report the
median metallicity of the RGB stars within 2a;, as the
metallicity of each galaxy. Random uncertainties are
calculated by bootstrapping with replacement and find-
ing the 16th and 84th percentiles of the bootstrapped
distribution. We also calculate errors imparted by the
uncertainty in distance and age of the stellar population
by creating the interpolation function and evaluating it
for isochrones 400 kpc closer or farther than the nomi-
nal distance of 3600 kpc, and again for isochrones of ages
8, 10, and 13 (nominal) Gyr. These are cited as sepa-
rate uncertainties on the metallicity in Table 2. In some
cases, a star in our system can fall outside of the inter-
polation range; this is most prominent for D1009+68,
whose best-fit metallicity is the lower metallicity limit
of our interpolation grid. We show an exploration of
isochrones of varying age, distance, and metallicity in
Appendix A. Within error, our interpolation method
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Figure 3. Color-magnitude diagrams for stars within 2ay, of each satellite galaxy, as derived by the best-fit structural parameters.
Points are color-coded by their completeness fraction (see Section 4). The overall 50% completeness limit is drawn as a dashed
line. The best-fit 13 Gyr isochrone for each system is shown as a solid black line, with the metallicity derived from our RBF
interpolation method. The region used to select RGB stars to use for structural parameter fitting is shown as a light gray box.
Photometric errors are displayed as purple points on the left-hand side of each subplot.
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Figure 4. Corner plots showing the posterior probability distributions for various fitted structural parameters in each satellite.
The circularized half-light radius 7, = arv/1 — € is displayed instead of just the fitted elliptical half-light radius a;. The median
values of each parameter along with their 16th and 84th percentile uncertainties are shown as red and dashed lines, respectively.
Note that while we fit for V., we instead display My, which is directly derived from N, using Equation 7 described in Section
5.3. The corner plot for D1006+69 also includes the fit for its Sérsic index.
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Figure 5. Radial density profiles for each satellite. Black dots are derived from counting the number of RGB stars in bins of
elliptical annuli around each satellite and dividing by the total non-zero area in each bin, accounting for pixels that are masked
out in each image. Error bars show Poisson uncertainties. The best-fit profile from the MCMC is shown as a colored line, with

100 random draws from the posterior distribution shown in grey.

agrees with the empirical method of Streich et al. (2014),
who use globular-cluster-calibrated RGB color to derive
metallicities for HST/ACS photometry.

In Figure 3, we show the CMD of all point sources
within 2 times the best-fit aj, which we consider to be
stars in each system. Each point is colored by its com-
pleteness, and a dashed line is drawn to show the 50%
completeness limit for each galaxy. The RGB box chosen
is highlighted in gray. A 13 Gyr isochrone representing
the median metallicity of all RGB stars is overplotted
as a solid line. None of our systems possess any blue
stars that could be a sign of star formation, and all are
metal-poor with metallicities around [M/H] ~ —1.5—
noting that UFDs have typical a-enhancement of around
0.3 dex (Simon 2019), which is typical for UFDs around

MW-mass systems)—leading us to conclude that these
four systems are all likely quenched.

5.3. Absolute Magnitude and Mass

As none of our targets show distinct TRGBs and we
do not have horizontal branch stars to measure distance,
we assume a distance of 3.6 Mpc for all satellites.

The absolute magnitude of each system was derived as
follows: we generated a 3.1 x 10°M mock stellar pop-
ulation of age 13 Gyr and Z=0.00045 ([M/H] ~ —1.5)
using STEV CMD 3.7 ? input PARSEC (Bressan et al.
2012) isochrones and correcting for photometric errors
and completeness. From this mock sample, we pick stars
corresponding to our RGB selection boxes we made for

2 http://stev.oapd.inaf.it/cmd
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each real candidate. The magnitude of our real system
should then be proportional to the magnitude of our
mock stellar system:

moc N*
My = —2.5log,, <f il CRGB)

Nmock: (7)

where focr is the total flux of the mock population,
N, is the number of stars in each satellite as given by our
MCMC fits, Crgp = XIZVRZS is the mean of the inverse
completeness of RGB stars for a particular satellite, and
Niock 18 the number of mock stars that are within the
RGB selection region of each galaxy.

A similar formula is used to calculate the mass of each
system, except instead of the ratio between number of
stars and flux we use the ratio between number of stars
and the total mass of the mock system:

Mock ¥ Ny % C
Myrp = kN : RGB (8)

In our case, we query a 6 x 106M initial stellar
mass population, which gives us a mock population
with a present-day stellar mass of 2.206 x 106M,, with
a fraction of the initial mass in gas and stellar rem-
nants. Assuming a Bruzual and Charlot stellar popu-
lation (Bruzual & Charlot 2003), there is 0.152M¢, in
stellar remnants compared to 0.327Mg in stars, which
suggests that the total present-day mass of our mock
system is (2.206 5332 +2.206) x 106 Mg = 3.2 x 106 Mo,

The calculated My and mass estimates are listed in
Table 2. The uncertainty on the mass and magnitude is
dictated by the uncertainty on N,. Since we assume a
distance of 3.6 Mpc for each satellite, we also calculate
the difference in My and mass for each satellite assum-
ing the galaxy is at a distance of 400 pc further or closer
than M81 and also assume a 30% error on the age of the
system, following Harmsen et al. (2017). We caution
that recent findings from high-resolution zoom-in simu-
lations indicate that My, calculations from magnitude-
limited data are incorrectly estimated by up to 0.3 mag
for brighter dwarfs due to oversimplistic density models
(see Section 6 for further discussion; Andersson et al.
2024).

6. DISCUSSION
6.1. The Satellite Population of M81

The four dwarf galaxies investigated in this work ex-
emplify the diversity of satellite populations in MW-
mass galaxies. We place them in context with other
known satellites around the MW, M31, and MS81 in
Figure 7, where we show the V-band absolute magni-
tude against the azimuthally-averaged half light radius

of each stellar system. Though they are of similar mag-
nitude, our four systems span an order of magnitude
in sizes and are amongst the faintest M81 companions
known. DWJ0954+6821 is the most compact M81 satel-
lite found, with a circular half-light radius of 0.107)03
arcmin or 102731 pc across. While our satellites have
varied structural properties, none of them show evidence
of recent star formation. Despite the M81 group’s more
active satellite star-formation history, its faintest neigh-
bors are all uniformly quenched.

Kirby et al. (2013) show that dwarf satellites of the
MW and M31 obey an identical stellar mass-metallicity
relation that is an extension of the relation found in more
massive galaxies, with more scatter at the low-mass end.
We plot this relation as shown in Figure 8, using V-
band luminosity as a proxy for stellar mass. Since we
measure [M/H] from our isochrones, we convert to an
[Fe/H] estimate based on Streich et al. (2014) assum-
ing an [a/Fe] = 0.3, as is typical in UFD stars (Simon
2019). Error bars on metallicity include random error
from bootstrapping and age but without additional un-
certainty from distance. In cases where the total uncer-
tainty for a galaxy is less than the combined mean uncer-
tainty for all four galaxies, we chose to set its metallicity
uncertainty to 0.3 dex. MW and M31 satellite metal-
licites are spectroscopic unless only photometric mea-
sures are available. All values other than those from
this work are from the Local Volume Database (Pace
2024)3. The black line shows the updated best-fit from
Simon (2019), consistent with Kirby et al. (2013). We
find that all four of the satellites analysed in this work
are consistent with the luminosity-metallicity relation
within observational scatter, which would be expected
if these systems were indeed low-luminosity galaxies and
not star clusters. Based on their properties, we confirm
these systems as ultra-faint and near-ultra-faint dwarf
galaxies in the M81 system.

6.2. Tidal Radii and Ellipticities

Out of all the galaxies in our sample, D1009+468 is
by far the most elliptical, with ¢ = 0.577( 75, while
DWJ0954+6821 is the least, with ¢ < 0.30. One may
expect that satellites closer to their host are more likely
to be tidally interacting and therefore have a larger el-
lipticity (Martin et al. 2008; Longeard et al. 2022). We

investigate this by estimating the tidal radii of our candi-
1/3

dates. We assume that rijqa ~ R (#GER)) , where

R is the separation between the central galaxy and satel-

lite and Mep.(R) = ”éR, where v, = 230 km/s as given

3 https://github.com/apace7 /local -volume_database
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Figure 7. Distribution of Local Volume dwarf galaxies and globular clusters in the My —rj, plane. Grey x’s are globular clusters,
red circles are previously known M81 satellites not characterized in this paper from Chiboucas et al. (2013). 7’ magnitudes
were converted to approximate V-band magnitudes using the formula from Chiboucas et al. (2009): 7' =V —0.84(V —R) +0.13
(Fukugita et al. 1996) assuming (V —R) ~ 0.6. All other colored points are from the Local Volume Database. The four galaxies
highlighted in this work are shown as black circles with errorbars. The conversion for r, from arcmin to parsecs for these
galaxies is done assuming the distance of M81, D = 3.6 Mpc. Points outlined in a pink oval are galaxies that are substantially
elliptical (e > 0.55), which includes D1009+68 from this work, making it one of the most elliptical UFDs ever found.

by M81’s H1 rotation curve (de Blok et al. 2008). Since
our galaxies are extremely faint, it is likely that they are
dark-matter dominated, therefore M. > M,. Though
we do not know the total mass (including dark matter)
of each satellite, we estimate the satellite mass using its
dynamical mass as derived in Wolf et al. (2010), assum-
ing dispersion-dominated systems:

2
My 5 ~ 930 ( Tlos ) (Th’phys> Mo.  (9)

km?s—2 pc

We estimate ojos ~ 5 km/s as a characteristic line-
of-sight velocity dispersion for our systems, a typical
dispersion recorded for UFDs in MW-like systems. The
tidal radii calculated are listed in Table 2. We note that
the total mass of each satellite is greater than the esti-

mated dynamical mass, making our tidal radii underes-
timated. Nonetheless, the current estimated tidal radii
are much greater than twice the half-light radius of each
system, indicating that none of our systems are likely
being stripped or affected by tides at their outskirts.
Repeating this exercise assuming tidal interaction with
NGC 3077 instead of M82, using a rotation velocity of
ve = 65 km/s (Martin 1998), yields the same conclu-
sion, with the Ryqa even larger than assuming MS&1’s
potential.

But how do we reconcile this with our ellipticity mea-
surements? Both simulations and observations point to
there being little correlation between the ellipticity of
satellites and their distances from their host galaxy.
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Figure 8. Luminosity-metallicity relation for nearby satellites. Metallicities of satellites from this work are converted to [Fe/H]
using Streich et al. 2014 assuming an [o/Fe] = 0.3. All other data points are from the Local Volume Database. Error bars
include errors from bootstrapping and errors on age. If the combined mean metallicity error for a particular galaxy was less
than the average combined mean error of all four galaxies, we set the error to 0.3 dex.

Goater et al. (2024) simulates void galaxies in the
EDGE simulation and finds that, despite being tidally
isolated, their galaxies still possessed the wide range of
ellipticities seen in observed UFDs. They argue that
even with changes to feedback prescription, the elon-
gated structures of these simulated dwarfs can arise due
to a dry merger at late times rather than being a tidal
tail, and that more elliptical UFDs have later formation
times and lower surface brightnesses.

Observations of dwarf satellites also paint the picture
that these systems can have a diverse range of elliptic-
ities which are not correlated with other physical prop-
erties. Figure 9 shows the ellipticity of well-measured
(My < —6) MW, M31, and M81 satellites as a function
of the ratio of their elliptical half-light radii and tidal
radii. The tidal radii for MW, M31, and other M81
satellites are calculated the same way as for our satel-
lites. We assume a v, = 230 km/s for all host systems.
MW and M31 satellites have listed systemic line-of-sight

velocity dispersions in the Local Volume Database, while
for M81 we assume 01,5 = 5 km/s. These points are col-
ored by the absolute V-band magnitude of the satellite
as reported in the literature. We see no trends in el-
lipticity as a function of either tidal radius fraction or
absolute magnitude — satellites that are close in size
to their tidal radii are not necessarily more elongated
or fainter, but instead span the full gamut of ellipticites
and luminosities that have been measured for satellite
dwarfs. In fact, Hercules, the most elliptical satellite in
this sample with an € = 0.69 £ 0.3 has a smaller tidal
ratio than any of the four satellites in this work, while
Sagittarius has the highest at almost 2, despite having
almost an identical ellipticity as Hercules. No trend is
seen in ellipticity as a function of separation from the
central galaxy either (see Figure 11 in Appendix B). Ce-
tus III, the most elliptical satellite with € ~ 0.761'8:82 is
one of the more distant satellites, with a separation of
~ 250 kpc. This indicates that tidal stripping is likely
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not what is setting the ellipticity of many satellites and,
indeed, satellites around MW-mass hosts can exhibit a
wide range of ellipticities at any separation.

6.3. D1006+69: The Case of a High Sérsic Index

The Sérsic index n is a measure of a galaxy’s concen-
tration. A higher n means a more centrally-concentrated
galaxy and generally correlates with a galaxy that is
larger in radius and brighter. Elliptical galaxies gener-
ally have n ~ 4, while disks are generally better fit with
n ~ 1 (Trujillo et al. 2001). Interestingly, Marchi-Lasch
et al. (2019) find an anticorrelation between the Sérsic
index and the effective radius in a sample of dwarf and
UFD galaxies, making D1006+69 an outlier in this re-
lation as we find that it is large and also very centrally
concentrated.

Resolved-star UFD fitting has historically been done
using an exponential (n = 1) fit with great accuracy,
following Martin et al. (2008). Munoz et al. (2018b) fit
satellites with a wide range of luminosities using Sérsic,
Plummer, and exponential profiles, and found all of the
UFDs in their sample were best fit with low, n ~ 1
Sérsic indices. That said, there is an outlier: Chiti et al.
(2021) identified that the Tucana IT dwarf is much more
extended than originally thought and find that it has
a spatially extended stellar halo. Tarumi et al. (2021)
use cosmological hydrodynamic simulations to show that
a galaxy with an extended distribution and a de Vau-
couleurs profile (n ~ 4) can be created through the
major merger of two low-mass galaxies. This opens up
the interpretation that D10064-69 may host an accreted
stellar halo. Other UFD systems have also been found
that possess stars at unusually large radii. Waller et al.
(2023) identified member stars in the outskirts of Coma
Berenices, Ursa Major I, and Bootes I whose chemistry is
compatible with that of the central stellar populations.
They propose that the former two systems underwent
supernova feedback or tidal stripping, which caused the
migration of stars to larger radii, while the latter sys-
tem, Bootes I (also severely elongated with an elliptic-
ity ¢ = 0.68 + 0.15; Longeard et al. 2022), may have
undergone a minor merger that deposited its outermost
stars in a halo. Most recently, a number of papers have
found evidence for extended stellar populations forming
stellar halos around dwarf galaxies, with stars several
half-light radii away from their centers, including Chiti
et al. (2021); Longeard et al. (2022); Tau et al. (2024)
and Jensen et al. (2024). Though all of these extended
systems are satellites of the Milky Way, there is no rea-
son to believe that similarly extended UFDs possessing
faint stellar halos cannot exist in other MW-mass sys-
tems. Indeed, recent zoom-in cosmological simulations

of faint, low-mass, isolated galaxies found that each sim-
ulated dwarf was best fit with a multicomponent light
profile which included at least both a central exponen-
tial and an extended outer halo component. Using only
a single exponential component leads to an underesti-
mation in My from observational data (Andersson et al.
2024). This is not accounted for by most current UFD
studies; we partially account for this by using a Sérsic
profile for D1006+4-69, but understanding how to best
include multiple components in fitting is the subject of
future work in the community.

6.4. Outlook and Future Facilities

With first light of the Rubin Observatory only a year
away, we will soon have access to a very wide-field
resolved-star survey, that after 5-10 years will have com-
parable depth to the M81 group data across most of the
Southern sky. It is anticipated that Rubin will be able to
complete the dwarf galaxy census down to My ~ —7 at
3.5 Mpc (Mutlu-Pakdil et al. 2021), which matches our
current analyses. Due to Rubin’s location in the South-
ern Hemisphere, only a handful of MW-mass groups can
be surveyed (e.g. NGC 253, Cen A), but it will be able
to survey lower mass groups of similar distance, such as
NGCs 247, 55, and 3109, many of which have only been
surveyed out to a fraction of their virial radii (Whiting
et al. 1997; McNanna et al. 2024; Romanowsky et al.
2023). Rubin will scan the entire sky and find satellites
not only at or beyond the virial radius of these sparsely
surveyed systems, but also has the potential to discover
field UFDs whose isolated nature makes them a gold
mine for understanding UFD properties independently
of environment.

While Rubin will excel in discovering previously
unattainable satellites, our work reveals an ever-present
necessity for a synergy with high-resolution space-based
follow-up. D10064-69 and D10094-68 were found to have
absolute magnitudes of My = —8.91 + 0.40 and My =
—8.73 £ 0.45, respectively, by Okamoto et al. (2019),
while we find them to be much fainter at My ~ —7.8
and My ~ —7.7. Our analysis of D1006+69 also re-
vealed a widely different Sérsic index than Okamoto
et al. (2019) — while their analysis found n = 1.0440.96,
ours makes it the most centrally concentrated UFD
satellite ever found with n = 4.777312. These major
differences in structural properties highlight the uncer-
tainty of ground-based characterization and is a lesson
that space-based follow-up will be highly important even
in the Rubin era.

In tandem with Rubin, the Nancy Grace Roman Space
Telescope will be able to probe down to 27th-28th near-
IR magnitude in one hour. With its unprecedented
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Figure 9. The ellipticity of select Local Volume satellites against the ratio of their elliptical half light radii and tidal radii.
Tidal radii are calculated assuming a systemic line-of-sight velocity dispersion of 5 km/s for M81 satellites and a rotational
velocity of 230 km/s for all hosts. Each point is color-coded by the satellite’s absolute magnitude, My. We plot only well-
measured satellites in the restricted luminosity range of My < —6. D10064+69 and DWJ0954+6821 ellipticities are shown as
84% confidence upper limits. A blue horizontal line is drawn at an ellipticity of 0.55, matching the ellipticity cut in Figure 7
for highly elliptical satellites. Median errors in ellipticity are shown in the inset box for various magnitudes as binned from
My = —22 to My = —6 in 4 dex bins. These errors are only calculated from the MW and M31 satellites, as Chiboucas et al.
(2009) do not cite error bars for their ellipticity measurements. We do not see any trends between ellipticity and tidal radius
fraction, indicating that tides are likely not the dominant factor that sets the ellipticity of low-mass satellites. Data for MW
and M31 satellites are from the Local Volume Database, data for M81 satellites are compiled from Chiboucas et al. (2009).

depth, it will be able to resolve RGB stars in galactic
stellar halos out to D < 10 Mpc and lend itself to the
discovery, confirmation, and probing of stellar popula-
tions in the “bright” UFDs of My ~ —7 within galaxy
groups at D ~ 3.5 Mpc such as M81, NGC 253, and Cen
A (Lancaster et al. 2022; Wright et al. 2024). Confirm-
ing candidates with such low surface brightnesses will
require JWST NIRCam follow-up, which would enable
us to probe down to horizontal branch stars to perform
detailed structural analysis and derive robust distance
measurements.

7. CONCLUSION

In this work, we have used HST snapshot imaging
to measure the structural parameters and confirm the
galactic and faint nature of four satellites in the M81
group: D1005468, D1006+69, DWJ0954+6821, and
D1009+68. The properties derived in this paper estab-
lish the heterogeneity of satellite properties of MW-mass

galaxies. DWJ0954+6821 is the most compact and cir-
cular system found in the M81 group, D1006+69 is the
most concentrated, and D1009+-68 is one of the most el-
liptical faint dwarf galaxies found among Local Volume
satellites. All four galaxies are additionally the faintest
MBI satellites ever discovered. Analysis of their stel-
lar populations did not yield any indications of recent
or ongoing star-formation, and calculations of their tidal
radii showed that none of these satellites are likely being
tidally stripped by M81.

The upcoming Rubin Telescope and Roman Space
Telescope will revolutionize our searches for nearby, ex-
tremely faint dwarf satellite galaxies. Harnessing the
wide breadth of Rubin’s survey strategy with the in-
credible depth of Roman, we will be able to measure
the satellite luminosity function and characterize UFD
stellar populations out to 10 Mpc, thereby putting con-
straints on and enabling comparisons with cosmological
simulations.
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APPENDIX

A. ISOCHRONES

In Figure 10, we show isochrones of varying age, distance, and metallicity overlaid on the RGB stars within 2a; of
D1005+468. Varying the distance and metallicity of the isochrones (center and right panels, respectively) has a much

larger effect on the isochrone fit than varying the age.

B. ELLIPTICITY VS. SEPARATION

Figure 11 is similar to Figure 9, except showing the separation from the host galaxy instead of the tidal ratio.

C. MASKS

We display the masks and parallels (if applicable) used for each galaxy in Figure 12. Parallels were only used for
D10054-68 and D1006+-69 fitting to better constrain the background counts.
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Figure 10. Various isochrones overlaid on the RGB stars within 2a, of D1005+68. The panels going from left to right show
isochrones varying in age, distance, and metallicity, respectively, keeping the other two quantities constant with nominal values
of [M/H] = —1.5, age= 13 Gyr, and a distance of 3.6 Mpc.
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