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ABSTRACT
We present the initial results of MEAD (Measuring Extinction and Abundances of Dust), with a fo-

cus on the dust extinction features observed in our JWST near- and mid-infrared spectra of nine diffuse
Milky Way sightlines (1.2 < A(V) < 2.5). For the first time, we find strong correlations between the
10 pm silicate feature strength and the column densities of Mg, Fe and O in dust. This is consistent
with the well-established theory that Mg- and Fe-rich silicates are responsible for this feature. We
obtained an average stoichiometry of the silicate grains in our sample of Mg:Fe:O = 1.1:1:11.2, con-
straining the grain composition. We find variations in the feature properties, indicating that different
sightlines contain different types of silicates. In the average spectrum of our sample, we tentatively
detect features around 3.4 and 6.2 um, which are likely caused by aliphatic and aromatic/olefinic hy-
drocarbons, respectively. If real, to our knowledge, this is the first detection of hydrocarbons in purely
diffuse sightlines with A(V) < 2.5, confirming the presence of these grains in diffuse environments.
We detected a 3 um feature toward HD073882, and tentatively in the sample average, likely caused by
water ice (or solid-state water trapped on silicate grains). If confirmed, to our knowledge, this is the
first detection of ice in purely diffuse sightlines with A(V') < 2.5, supporting previous findings that

these molecules can exist in the diffuse ISM.

1. INTRODUCTION

Interstellar dust absorbs and scatters a large fraction
of star light in the ultraviolet (UV), visible, near- and
mid-infrared (NIR/MIR), and re-emits the absorbed en-
ergy in the infrared (IR), hence modifying the observed
spectral energy distribution of stars, galaxies and other
astrophysical objects. In addition, gas and dust are
generally well mixed in the interstellar medium (ISM)
(e.g., Bohlin et al. 1978; Whittet 2022), which makes
dust a key tracer of the ISM, both locally (e.g., Bolatto
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et al. 2011) and at high redshift (e.g., Rowlands et al.
2014). Furthermore, interstellar dust is fundamental in
the processes of star formation and galaxy evolution:
dust grains shield the interiors of clouds from the radi-
ation of young stars, allowing molecules (such as molec-
ular hydrogen) to form and exist, the interstellar gas
to cool and condense, and new generations of stars to
form. Understanding the interstellar dust grain proper-
ties is thus crucial to explain star formation and hence
galaxy evolution, to better understand the ISM in gen-
eral, as well as to account for the effects of dust in a
range of other studies.

Interestingly, it is precisely this effect of the dust on
the star light that provides insights into the properties
of the grains in the ISM. Dust eztinction, which is the
combination of absorption and scattering out of the line
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of sight, has a clear imprint on the observed spectrum
of a background star. Extinction features in the spec-
trum provide a direct measurement of the composition
of dust grains in the ISM intervening between the star
and the observer. In the UV, for example, there is a
prominent extinction feature at 2175 A, which likely
originates from absorption by carbonaceous grains (e.g.,
Stecher & Donn 1965). At longer wavelengths, in the
NIR and MIR, several other features have been detected.
The strongest features around 10 and 20 ym are caused
by Si—O stretching and O—Si—O bending in silicate
grains, respectively (e.g., Hackwell et al. 1970; Day 1974;
Henning 2010). Other absorption features around 3.4
and 6.2 ym are attributed to C—H and C=C stretching
in aliphatic and olefinic/aromatic hydrocarbons, respec-
tively (e.g., Sandford et al. 1991; Pendleton et al. 1994;
Schutte et al. 1998; Chiar et al. 2013). Finally, an ab-
sorption feature has been detected around 3 ym caused
by the O—H stretching mode of bulk HyO ice in sight-
lines that go through denser material (e.g., Whittet et al.
1997; Gibb et al. 2000; Boogert et al. 2015).

In addition to studying features in the observed spec-
tra, we can measure an extinction curve, representing
the amount of extinction as a function of wavelength.
The slope of the extinction curve gives an estimate of
the average dust grain size along the line of sight, as
smaller grains preferentially extinguish light at shorter
wavelengths, while larger grains more equally extinguish
light at all wavelengths. The total-to-selective extinc-
tion ratio R(V'), which is defined as A(V)/E(B — V),
probes the slope of an extinction curve, and as such
the average dust grain size along the line of sight
(Whittet 2022). On average, R(V) = 3.1 in the
Milky Way (see e.g., Cardelli et al. 1989), with large
variations between different sightlines (R(V) ~ 2 —
5) (Fitzpatrick 1999). Regions in the Galaxy dom-
inated by smaller/larger grains are characterized by
steeper/shallower curves (larger/smaller E(B — V), and
thus smaller/larger R(V')-values). Most variations be-
tween different Milky Way extinction curves are found
to strongly correlate with R(V) (see Gordon et al.
(2023) for the most recent FUV-MIR Milky Way R(V)-
dependent extinction curve, which heavily relied on mea-
surements by Gordon et al. (2009), Fitzpatrick et al.
(2019), Gordon et al. (2021) and Decleir et al. (2022)).

Another, more indirect but quantitative way of uncov-
ering the chemical composition of dust grains is provided
by measuring the amount of the elements that make up
most of the dust (such as carbon (C), silicon (Si), magne-
sium (Mg), iron (Fe) and oxygen (O)). The amount of an
element in the dust is generally obtained by measuring
the amount of that element in the gas phase, and sub-

tracting it from an assumed total (gas+dust) amount.
In other words, we estimate the amount of certain ele-
ments in the dust by measuring what is “missing” from
the gas. This is often referred to as a depletion mea-
surement (see e.g., Jenkins 2009).

In the MEAD project, short for Measuring Extinc-
tion and Abundances of Dust, we combine UV-MIR, ex-
tinction measurements with elemental abundance mea-
surements in a sample of diffuse Milky Way sightlines.
This enables us to correlate the properties of every ex-
tinction feature (such as peak wavelength, strength, and
width) to the abundance of elements in dust and their
ratios (e.g., Mg/Fe). This poses additional constraints
on the detailed chemical composition of the dust grains,
and allows us to directly assess the accuracy of exist-
ing dust grain models such as Draine (2003a,b), Zubko
et al. (2004), Astrodust (Hensley & Draine 2023) and
THEMIS (Jones et al. 2013, 2017; Ysard et al. 2024).
To this aim, we obtained data with the Hubble Space
Telescope (HST, PID GO 16285, PI: Decleir) to measure
elemental abundances, and the James Webb Space Tele-
scope (JWST, PID GO 2459, PI: Decleir) to measure IR
extinction. In addition, we use UV extinction curves for
this sample from Gordon et al. (2009), measured from
FUSE (Far Ultraviolet Spectroscopic Explorer) and IUE
(International Ultraviolet Explorer) spectra. Finally, as
the dust grain properties might depend on the environ-
ment (such as gas cloud density) in which they reside, we
also investigate any correlations with atomic (H I). and
molecular (Hy) hydrogen column densities, measured by
Van De Putte et al. (2023).

Important to note is that in MEAD, we focus on the
diffuse ISM in the Milky Way, as opposed to dense
molecular clouds. Different definitions for what is dif-
fuse and what is dense can be found in the literature
(see e.g., Whittet 2022). One way is to use the total
V-band extinction A(V') to distinguish between diffuse
and dense sightlines. However, a high A(V') can also be
measured in sightlines without dense material (e.g., in
the diffuse sightline toward the hypergiant Cyg OB2-12,
which has A(V) ~ 10; Whittet (2015)). Here, we will
refer to diffuse sightlines as those that do not contain
(large amounts of) ice, as e.g. measured by the strength
of the 3 ym water ice feature. However, as will be dis-
cussed in more detail in Sec. 3.4, some diffuse sightlines
have been shown to have a weak feature around those
wavelengths, which could be caused by small amounts
of water ice or trapped solid-state water (Potapov et al.
2021, 2024). This complicates our distinction between
diffuse and dense sightlines. Nevertheless, for the pur-
pose of this work, all MEAD sightlines are considered
diffuse.
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Previous studies have observed and investigated
NIR/MIR extinction features, but many of them focus
on a single or a handful of heavily extinguished sight-
lines, for example toward Cyg OB2-12 (A(V) ~ 10)
(Adamson et al. 1990; Schutte et al. 1998; Fogerty et al.
2016; Hensley & Draine 2020), the Galactic Center
(A(V) ~ 23 —31) (Schutte et al. 1998; Chiar et al. 2000;
Kemper et al. 2004; Chiar & Tielens 2006; Chiar et al.
2013), or Wolf-Rayet stars (6 < A(V) < 13) (Schutte
et al. 1998; Chiar & Tielens 2001), most of which likely
contain dense as well as diffuse clouds. Sandford et al.
(1991) and Pendleton et al. (1994) studied the 3.4 ym
hydrocarbon feature in a total of 15 sightlines with
3.9 < A(V) < 37. More recently, Gordon et al. (2021)
studied the 10 and 20 pm silicate features in a sample of
16 sightlines with 1.8 < A(V) < 4.6, and Shao & Jiang
(2024) studied the silicate features for a sample of 49
sightlines with 5 < A(V) < 30. However, none of these
studies compared the extinction feature properties with
elemental abundances in the dust. For sightlines with
high A(V)s (2 3), it is not feasible to obtain elemental
abundances from the gas absorption lines in UV spec-
tra, because the high UV extinction precludes obtaining
a high enough signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) and sufficient
spectral resolution in the UV spectra, even with HST.
That is why, to date, most available elemental abun-
dance and depletion measurements are in sightlines with
relatively low dust column densities (A(V) < 2.8) (e.g.,
Jenkins 2009). However, the low amounts of dust in
these sightlines result in extremely weak (or even un-
detectable) IR extinction features. A systematic study
combining elemental abundances, and IR dust extinc-
tion feature properties for the same sample of sightlines
has thus so far not been feasible. With MEAD, we
are able to undertake this endeavor for the first time,
thanks to the unprecedented sensitivity of JWST, for
nine truly diffuse sightlines with 1.2 < A(V) < 2.5. We
note that some comparisons have been explored between
UV extinction curves and elemental abundances by e.g.,
Voshchinnikov & Henning (2010), Parvathi et al. (2012),
Haris et al. (2016) and Zuo et al. (2021).

The WISCI (Webb Investigation of Silicates, Carbons
and Ices) project (Zeegers et al., in prep.) is study-
ing dust extinction in a sample of 12 (diffuse) Milky
Way sightlines. The WISCI project is complementary
to the MEAD project in two major ways: 1) WISCI
uses sightlines with larger A(V)s (~ 4-8) compared to
MEAD (1.2-2.5), and hence likely probes different ISM
environments, and 2) WISCT focuses on the detailed pro-
files of the dust extinction features and the comparison
with laboratory experiments, whereas MEAD combines

extinction and abundance measurements for the same
sightlines to constrain the dust grain properties.

This paper is the first of a series on the MEAD project.
In this paper, we present the IR spectra obtained with
JWST, and measure the extinction features that are
present in those spectra. In Sec. 2, we explain what
sample of sightlines was used for this work, as well as
the JWST data reduction. Sec. 3 outlines the measure-
ment and fitting of the extinction features. We show the
results for the 10 um silicate feature and compare them
with other sightline properties in Sec. 4, and conclude
in Sec. 5.

2. MEAD SAMPLE AND DATA COLLECTION
2.1. Sample of sightlines

As the goal of MEAD is to combine the informa-
tion obtained from multi-wavelength (UV+IR) extinc-
tion, elemental abundance measurements in the dust,
and hydrogen column densities, we require a sample for
which all of this is available. To select our sample, we
started from the 75 Milky Way sightlines with avail-
able UV extinction curves from Gordon et al. (2009),
and H T and H,; measurements that were later pub-
lished by Van De Putte et al. (2023). As mentioned
in the Introduction, elemental abundances in dust are
derived from the elemental column densities measured
from gas absorption lines in UV spectra. We thus had
to limit our sample to those sightlines with a sufficiently
large hydrogen column density (log(N(H)) 2 21.5) so
that the gas absorption lines were strong enough to de-
tect and measure. With the aim of covering as wide
a parameter space as possible, we selected sightlines
with a broad range in R(V') (2.6-5), tracing the average
grain size, and a range in molecular hydrogen fraction
f(Hs2) (= 2N(H2)/N(H)) (0.1-0.7), tracing the environ-
mental conditions. To enable a statistical study of the
relation between extinction, elemental abundances and
environment, we selected a total of 19 sightlines from
the original 75 sightlines, thereby optimizing the use of
archival HST data, and limiting the request for new ob-
servations to measure elemental abundances.

In order to measure NIR/MIR extinction curves from
observed spectra, it is necessary to approximate the in-
trinsic stellar spectrum with stellar atmosphere models.
For stars with strong stellar winds (with steeply rising
spectra and numerous emission lines at IR wavelengths)
this is very challenging. We therefore only observed the
nine (out of 19) sightlines with JWST that did not show
any evidence of strong stellar winds in their Spitzer IRS
(InfraRed Spectrograph) spectra (when available). For
stars without TRS spectra, we used the 2MASS Kg band,
and WISE 22 ym or MIPS 24 ym photometry to calcu-
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Table 1. MEAD sightlines used in this work.

star spectral type A(V) R(V) f(Hs)

HDO014434 05.5V 122 2.89 0.23
HDO038087 B3II 1.33 497 0.23
HDO073882 08.51V 246  3.58 0.67
HD147888 B3V 1.97  4.08 0.11
HD152249 OC9lab 1.58  3.38 0.15
HD203938 B0.5IV 235 3.18 0.40
HD206267 | O6V+09V 1.26  2.66 0.44
HD207198 08.511 1.54  2.68 0.42
HD216898 o9V 2,50 298 0.31

late their Ks—W and/or Kg—M color, which is a good
diagnostic for stellar winds (Gordon et al. 2021). Only
stars with Ks—W or Kg—M <0.6 were included, resulting
in the sample of nine stars that we observed with JWST
(GO PID 2459; PI: Decleir), and that are studied in this
paper.

The sample of sightlines used in this work is listed in
Table 1, with their properties.

2.2. NIRCam grism

As the sources in our sample exceed the JWST NIR-
Spec (Near Infrared Spectrograph) brightness limits,
the only option for obtaining spectra between 2.5 and
4 pm was to utilize the JWST NIRCam (Near Infrared
Camera) grism time series (T'SO) mode (Greene et al.
2017). Data were taken with the F322W2 filter, result-
ing in spectral coverage from ~2.4—4 pm at a resolution
AJAN ~ 1400.

The initial (“stage 17, ramps-to-slopes) data reduc-
tion was performed using custom software developed
during instrument design and testing. Processing steps
included interpixel capacitance and reference correction,
dark correction, adaptive saturation detection, linearity
correction, cosmic ray and snowball/cluster detection,
ramp fitting, and flat fielding.

In the TSO template, we are restricted to a fixed field
point (i.e., the grism spectra will always appear at a
fixed location on the detector) and dithers are not sup-
ported. These restrictions, along with field crowding,
required some custom steps in the data analysis to op-
timize the spectral extraction:

e Use of an empirical point spread function (PSF)
for spectral extraction

e Use of a custom sensitivity curve for flux calibra-
tion

As some of our sources have nearby companions that
“contaminate” the object spectrum, we constructed a
two dimensional empirical PSF for extractions, using
isolated sources in our program and the WISCI pro-
gram, along with calibration data obtained at the TSO
field point during commissioning (PID COM 1076; PI:
Prizkal). The 2D empirical PSF is normalized in the
cross-dispersion direction (columns in detector space);
over the range covered in the cross-dispersion direction,
the wavelength is roughly constant and we assign a single
wavelength corresponding to the center of the spectral
trace to all pixels in that detector column (see below).
To extract the program object spectrum, at each detec-
tor column (constant wavelength in this approximation),
the empirical PSF was fit to the program object and the
flux for the object was taken as the integral of the scaled
empirical PSF over the extraction box.

For flux calibration we elected to utilize an empiri-
cal calibration for two reasons - firstly, systematic de-
tector artifacts introduced by the fixed pointing in de-
tector space and secondly, apparent differences in the
response curve at the TSO field point when compared
to the standard grism response curve. We restricted
the P330-E calibrator data to only those data obtained
directly at the TSO field point during commissioning
(PID 1076). Those calibrator data were extracted in
exactly the same way as the program objects and con-
verted to a response curve (DN/s/MJy) using the latest
CALSPEC! model for P330-E (Bohlin et al. 2017, 2020,
2022). Computed in this fashion, the response curve
can be directly applied to the identically extracted pro-
gram spectra in pixel space without smoothing, mitigat-
ing both concerns.

For the wavelength calibration, we used the wide field
slitless spectroscopy (WFSS) calibration defined in the
nircam grism package® (Sun et al. 2023). The calibra-
tion maps an image field point (e.g., the TSO field point)
to a solution for wavelength as a function of x and y de-
tector coordinates along the location of the source trace.
We verified the wavelength calibration by extracting the
JWST wavelength calibrator IRAS 05248-7007 observed
at the TSO field point (PID 1076) using an identical
procedure as for our program objects and applying the
wavelength solution. Line positions were reproduced to
0.00001 pm across the band. Additionally, for MEAD
stars with measurable lines, we verified the expected line
positions.

L https://www.stsci.edu/hst/instrumentation/
reference-data-for-calibration-and-tools/astronomical-catalogs/
calspec

2 https://github.com/fengwusun /nircam_grism
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2.3. MIRI MRS

We observed our nine sightlines with the JWST MIRI
(Mid-Infrared Instrument) Medium Resolution Spec-
trometer (MRS) (Wells et al. 2015; Argyriou et al. 2023)
in all four channels and all three grating settings, cov-
ering wavelengths between 5 and 28 pm.

The MIRI MRS observations were reduced using the
JWST pipeline (version 1.12.5) with reference files from
the calibration data system pmap 1150. The standard
reduction was done with some small adjustments. The
residual fringe correction step was skipped in the sec-
ond stage (CALWEBB_SPEC?2) as these fringes are cor-
rected later in the pipeline in the extracted 1D spec-
tra. In the third stage (CALWEBB_SPEC3), the out-
lier detection in the cube building step was enabled. In
addition, the auto-centering and residual fringe correc-
tion options were used in the spectral extraction step.
Finally, the MRS spectral leak at ~12.3 um (Gasman
et al. 2023) was subtracted from the extracted spectrum
based on the observed spectrum at ~6.1 um, scaled ap-
propriately for the known leak profile.

The twelve MIRI MRS segments were merged into
a single continuous spectrum using an order-dependent
multiplicative correction factor measured using the over-
lap between orders. Noise spikes (likely due to residual
cosmic ray hits) were removed using a simple sigma-
clipping algorithm, and the resulting cleaned spectra
were visually inspected to make sure real emission and
absorption lines were not affected.

The JWST spectra presented in this paper were ob-
tained from the Mikulski Archive for Space Telescopes
(MAST) at the Space Telescope Science Institute. The
used observations can be accessed via 10.17909/dp6s-
rd16. All reduced and calibrated NIRCam and MIRI
MEAD spectra are shown in Fig. 1, and electronically
available® (Decleir 2024a). For the purpose of this pa-
per, we re-binned the spectra to a resolution A\/AX =
400.

3. MEASURING IR EXTINCTION FEATURES
3.1. Silicate feature

By far the strongest feature in the JWST spectra is
the 10 um silicate feature. We fit the continuum flux
around the feature (using the fluxes at 7.9-8.1 and at
12.6-12.8 um) with a line using the Linear1D Astropy
(Astropy Collaboration et al. 2013, 2018, 2022) model.
We first multiplied the spectra (in Jy) by A? to remove
the strong Rayleigh-Jeans decrease expected for stars in
this wavelength range. This mostly flattens the spec-

3 https://doi.org/10.5281 /zenodo.14286122

trum around the feature, which justifies fitting the local
continuum with a line. Prominent stellar lines were
masked from the spectra before the fitting. We used the
Astropy FittingWithOutlierRemoval fitter in combi-
nation with the LinearLSQFitter to remove outliers
(> 30) from the fitting. We then normalized the spec-
trum (F(A)norm) and calculated the optical depth 7 at
every wavelength A (between 7.9 and 12.8 um) as fol-
lows:

7(A) = In(1/F(MN)norm) (1)

The optical depths for all sightlines are shown in
Fig. 2. We fit the feature with a skewed Gaussian pro-
file because the feature is not symmetric. We used the
SciPy (Virtanen et al. 2020) skewnorm® probability den-
sity function (PDF), which is defined as:

f(@) = 2¢(z)®(ax) (2)
with a shape parameter o, and

1 a2
o) = o= (3)

the standard Gaussian PDF, and

@(x)z/;¢(t) at = {1%&(\%)] @)

the cumulative distribution function, where “erf” is the
error function. When replacing x by I(f, we add a loca-
tion £ and a scale w to shift the peak and scale the width
of the profile. This PDF is normalized (by definition),
so that the integrated area under the profile is equal to
one. In order to fit the observed silicate feature, we mul-
tiplied this PDF with an amplitude parameter B. The

model that is fit to the feature is thus:

7(A\) =B 217rw67 Oog {1 + erf (a)\\/;(f)} (5)

The fitting of the feature was done in two steps.
First, the Levenberg—Marquardt algorithm was used to
obtain preliminary fit results for the four parameters
(B, &, w and «), using the Astropy LevMarLSQFitter.
These results were then used as initial guesses in the
Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) fitting with the
Emcee python tool (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013). We
used 8 walkers, each with 9000 steps after a burn in
of 1000 steps to sample the parameter space. We are

4 Not multiplying the spectrum by A? results in a significant over-
estimate of the strength of the feature (with peak optical depths
~ 3 times larger) when using a line to fit the local continuum
due to the intrinsic curvature of the stellar spectrum.

5 https://docs.scipy.org/doc/scipy /reference/generated /scipy.
stats.skewnorm.html
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Figure 1. NIRCam and MIRI spectra (rebinned to a resolution A/AX = 400) for all nine stars in MEAD that were observed
with JWST, multiplied by A? to flatten out the decreasing Rayleigh-Jeans tail of the stellar spectrum at these wavelengths,
normalized to the mean flux*A? between 5 and 7.5 um, and ordered from flattest (bottom) to steepest (top) spectrum for

convenient visualization.

taking the 50" percentile of the posterior distribution
function of every parameter as the final fit result. The
fitted curves are shown as red lines in Fig. 2. The asym-
metric uncertainties on the fitted parameters given by
the MCMC fitting were calculated as the difference be-
tween the 84" and 50*" percentile (upper uncertainty),
and between the 50" and 16" percentile (lower uncer-
tainty) of the posterior distribution function. We note
that two sightlines have noisy MIRI spectra (HD014434
and HD038087), and their fits are less reliable.

It is important to note that because of the mathemat-
ical definition of the skewed Gaussian (Eq. 5), some of

the fitted parameters are not physically meaningful. We
therefore also derived the mode (peak wavelength) A,
peak optical depth (7(Ag)) and full width at half maxi-
mum (FWHM) of the fitted profile. There is no analytic
expression for the mode, so we used the numerical ap-
proximation derived by Azzalini & Capitanio (2014):

3
o~ E+w \/g(; _ (1 _ %) (\/25) B sgn(a)e_%

1— 242 2
s

(6)
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Figure 2. Silicate features, ordered from weakest (bottom)
to strongest (top). The skewed Gaussian fits are shown in
red.

with
o

0= —— 7
V14 a? @)
Given that the PDF in Eq. 2 is normalized, the ampli-
tude parameter B is equal to the integrated area under
the fitted profile. Finally, we will consider the shape pa-
rameter o as a measure of the asymmetry. A positive
value for a corresponds to a profile that is right skewed

(i.e., longer tail to the right of the peak), while a negative

value corresponds to a left skewed profile (i.e., longer tail
to the left of the peak), and the profile becomes a regu-
lar Gaussian for a = 0. The obtained feature properties
and their uncertainties are given in Table 2, together
with the median values for our sample.

It has to be noted that we also tried to fit the feature
with a modified Drude profile, as was done by Gordon
et al. (2021). We found that this profile did not fit the
observations well. Gordon et al. (2021) used a com-
bination of a power law for the continuum and mod-
ified Drude profiles for the two silicate features at 10
and 20 pm to fit their measured extinction curves. As
can be seen in their figure 9, the extinction beyond the
10 pm feature does not return to the continuum level,
as the 20 um feature already starts affecting the extinc-
tion. As the longer wavelength region (2 18 um) in our
MIRI spectra is quite noisy, we cannot constrain the
20 pm feature directly from the spectra. We thus mea-
sured the 10 um feature in isolation and as explained
before, we fit a line to the local “continuum” level. This
forces the optical depth to go back to zero around 13 pm
(see Fig. 2). We believe this could explain why a modi-
fied Drude profile, which has a much longer tail than a
(skewed) Gaussian profile, does not fit our data well. In
future work (MEAD paper III, Decleir et al., in prep.),
we will use stellar atmosphere models to measure the
complete NIR-MIR extinction curve. This will give us
a more accurate constraint on the underlying continuum
extinction. We will then re-evaluate the suitability of a
modified Drude to fit the silicate feature.

In all sightlines, an additional feature can be observed
on top of the main 10 ym feature between ~11.1 and
~12.1 pm (shown in gray in Fig. 2). The origin of this
feature is unclear, and possible carriers are discussed in
the next section. A detailed study of the strength, shape
and origin of this extra feature is beyond the scope of
this work, and the wavelength region between 11.1 and
12.1 pm has been masked from the fitting of the main
silicate feature.

3.2. Unidentified feature between 11 and 12pum

Gordon et al. (2021) did not observe an additional fea-
ture between 11 and 12 pm in the Spitzer data of their
sightlines. This could indicate that the feature we ob-
serve here is caused by a JWST/MIRI instrumental ar-
tifact. However, the strength of this extra feature seems
to (more or less) scale with the strength of the main
silicate feature, suggesting a dusty nature.

Crystalline forsterite (MgSiO4) causes an absorption
band that peaks between 11.4 and 11.5 um depending
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Table 2. Derived properties of the 10 um silicate feature, based on the MCMC
fitting results. Median values for this sample are listed in the bottom row.

star Ao(pm) 7(Ao)

FWHM (pm)

area(um) (=B) «

HD014434 | 9.47+9:99  0.071+0:997
HDO038087 | 9.6370:04  ,078+0-002
HDO73882 | 9.847093  0.081+9.001
HD147888 | 9.80%9:1  0.09179-991
HD152249 | 9.7770:93  (,05110.001
HD203938 | 9.7479:91  0.084+9-001
HD206267 | 9.7419:91  0.06413:99
HD207198 | 9.7470:01  0.,068+0-001
HD216898 | 9.9079%%  0.101+9:092

1.761928
1.92+9-6¢
1.9075-94
1.9475-02
1.7475:94
1.7375:92
1.8575-92
1.8875:93
1.8375-94

0.138%00 122755
0.16179504  2.95+0-47
0.164799%%  1.6970-29
0.194%5:002 2207515
0.09479:90%2 1761031
0.157795%2 2107917
0.12975:000  2.4375-1]
0.136795%%2  2.647018
0.1967950%1  1.2870-39

median 9.74 0.078

1.85 0.157 2.10

on its exact properties as prepared in the laboratory
(e.g., Fabian et al. 2001; Brucato et al. 2004). However,
those materials also cause peaks around other wave-
lengths (such as 9.8, 10.3, 10.5 and 10.7 pm), which we
do not observe, although the strengths of these features
depend on the grain shape, and might be too weak to
detect in our spectra. Wright et al. (2016) and Do-Duy
et al. (2020) detected an absorption feature at 11.1 ym
in the spectra of evolved stars, embedded Young Stel-
lar Objects (YSOs), paths toward the Galactic Center,
and in the diffuse ISM, and also attributed it to crys-
talline forsterite. However, the feature we observe in our
spectra seems to peak at longer wavelengths.

Another possible carrier of this feature could be Si—C
stretching of silicon carbide (SiC), which causes a fea-
ture around 11.3 pm, that has been detected in emission
and in absorption toward carbon-rich evolved stars (e.g.,
Speck et al. 1997). Chen et al. (2022) argue that SiC
dust could be a significant constituent of ISM dust since
it is generally believed that carbon stars inject a consid-
erable amount of dust into the ISM. However, according
to Chen et al. (2022), the 11.3 um absorption feature
of SiC has never been seen in the ISM before (see also
Whittet et al. 1990). If the feature we observe in our
spectra is indeed related to SiC, this could potentially
solve a long-standing mystery around the lack of SiC in
the ISM.

Also polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) could
be responsible for a feature around these wavelengths.
Bregman et al. (2000) observed an absorption band at
11.25 pm in the embedded YSO Monoceros R2 IRS 3,
and identified it with a C—H out-of-plane vibrational
mode of PAH molecules. However, this PAH feature
would likely be accompanied by other bands (such as
the C—C mode at 7.7 um), which we do not observe

(although this feature could be too weak to be detectable
in our spectra).

Other possible candidates for a feature between 11 and
12 pm that have been suggested in the literature include:
carbonates (peak near 11.4 ym) (e.g., Wright et al. 2016,
and references therein), polycrystalline graphite (peak
near 11.5pm) (Draine 1984, 2016; Hensley & Draine
2020), water ice (peak near 11.6 um) (e.g., Rocha et al.
2024), and nano-sized silicate grains (e.g., Zeegers et al.
2023).

In conclusion, there are at least seven plausible candi-
dates for the feature observed between 11 and 12 pm, if
it is not caused by an instrumental artifact. This feature
(and its possible carriers) will be revisited when measur-
ing the complete NIR-MIR extinction curves in future
work (MEAD paper III, Decleir et al., in prep.).

3.3. Carbonaceous features

As mentioned in the Introduction, previous studies
have observed an extinction feature caused by aliphatic
hydrocarbons around 3.4 ym (e.g., Sandford et al. 1991).
This feature is generally attributed to hydrocarbons in
the diffuse ISM, but has so far only been observed in
sightlines with relatively high A(V')s, such as toward the
hypergiant Cyg OB2-12 (A(V) ~ 10) (Adamson et al.
1990; Schutte et al. 1998; Hensley & Draine 2020); su-
pergiants (3.9 < A(V) < 10), Wolf-Rayet stars (5.2 <
A(V) < 12.8) and the Galactic Center (A(V) ~ 31)
(Pendleton et al. 1994); highly reddened stars in the
Galactic Plane (5.8 < A(V) < 11.9) (Imanishi et al.
1996); highly reddened (9 < A(V) < 15.8) early-type
stars (Rawlings et al. 2003); the YSO IRAS 1851140146
(A(V) ~7) (Godard et al. 2012); the Quintuplet in the
Galactic Center (A(V) ~ 29) (Chiar et al. 2013); and
several other high A(V) sightlines in other works.
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In our purely diffuse, low A(V) sightlines, it is very
challenging to detect this weak feature. Nevertheless,
an extinction feature is clearly visible in the spectra
of three of our sightlines around 3.4 um (HDO073882,
HD207198 and HD216898). To improve the SNR, we
averaged all observed MEAD spectra as follows. We fit
the local continuum around the 3.4 pm region with a
line (after multiplying the fluxes by A\? to flatten out
the Rayleigh Jeans decrease), normalized the spectra
and calculated the optical depths in the same way as
for the silicate feature (see Eq. 1). We then divided
the optical depths for each sightline by its A(V') in or-
der to give each sightline an equal weight in the aver-
age. The normalized optical depths for each sightline
are shown in Fig. 3 (left), together with the average of
all sightlines (in black), and the standard error of the
mean (in red). The feature is clearly detected in the
average. No profile was fit to the feature, because the
SNR in the NIRCam spectra is not high enough to con-
strain this weak feature. Instead, here, we only report
the maximum optical depth, found at \g ~ 3.44 ym,
and the standard error of the mean at that wavelength:
7(3.4 pm)/A(V) =~ 0.0035 £ 0.0009, which corresponds
to a ~ 4o detection. To our knowledge, this is the
first detection of the 3.4 um feature in sightlines with
A(V) < 2.5. Our average A(V)/7(3.4pum) = 2867 )°
agrees well with results reported in the literature for
the local diffuse ISM: 240 £ 40 (Sandford et al. 1991);
250 £ 40 (Pendleton et al. 1994); and 333 (Adamson
et al. 1990; Imanishi et al. 1996). Within our un-
certainties, it also agrees with the more recent value
A(V)/7(3.4pum) = 232%39 for Cyg OB2-12 measured
by Hensley & Draine (2020).

We added the fitted profile (which is the sum of four
Gaussians) from Chiar et al. (2013) for the Quintuplet
as a purple dotted line, omitting their aromatic hydro-
carbon component at 3.3 um. As our spectra have a
strong stellar line around that wavelength, we cannot
use those data to search for an aromatic component.
We divided the fitted profile by a factor of 2.5 to more
or less match the strength of the feature in our sample
average. Overall, the shape of the average feature is in
reasonable agreement with the shape observed for the
Quintuplet. The discrepancy at the short-wavelength
side of the feature is likely caused by different assump-
tions in the continuum fitting. It is also possible that
the ratios between the four separate aliphatic compo-
nents of this feature are different in our diffuse sightlines
compared to the dense sightline toward the Quintuplet
in Chiar et al. (2013).

We did the same analysis around the 6.2 ym region,
where an olefinic and aromatic hydrocarbon feature has

been detected in previous studies in high A(V) sight-
lines, such as late-type Wolf-Rayet stars (6.4 < A(V) <
12.8), the hypergiant Cyg OB2-12 (A(V) ~ 10) and the
Galactic Center (A(V) ~ 23 —29) (e.g., Schutte et al.
1998; Chiar et al. 2000; Chiar & Tielens 2001; Chiar
et al. 2013; Hensley & Draine 2020). The individual
and average A(V)-normalized optical depths are shown
in Fig. 3 (right), excluding the two sightlines with noisy
MIRI spectra (HD014434 and HD038087). We again
added the fitted profile (which is the sum of two Gaus-
sians) from Chiar et al. (2013) for the Quintuplet as a
purple dotted line. Note that we did not scale the fit-
ted profile to match our average feature in this case.
The shape of our feature matches well around 6.2 pum,
however, we detect an excess around 6.3 ym in our av-
erage. We note that a stellar line around 6.3 pm might
cause an issue. However, it is also possible that the ra-
tio between the aromatic (peak ~ 6.25 ym) and olefinic
(peak ~ 6.19 pm) components of this feature is different
in our diffuse sightlines compared to the dense sightline
toward the Quintuplet in Chiar et al. (2013). If we fo-
cus on the bump around 6.2 ym, the maximum optical
depth is found at A\g ~ 6.17 um and is 7(6.2 pm) /A(V) ~
0.0032 + 0.0006, which corresponds to a ~ 5o detec-
tion. To our knowledge, this is the first (tentative) de-
tection of the 6.2 ym feature in diffuse sightlines with
A(V) < 2.5. Our average A(V)/7(6.2 um) = 314772,
Values in the literature wildly range from ~ 177 to ~ 453
(Schutte et al. 1998; Chiar et al. 2000; Chiar & Tielens
2001; Chiar et al. 2013), but are mostly measured in
dense sightlines, which makes a comparison with our dif-
fuse sightlines more difficult. Our value is significantly
smaller than the value A(V)/7(6.2um) = 464752 for
Cyg OB2-12 measured by Hensley & Draine (2020).

We also detected an absorption feature around 5.8 pum,
which could be caused by carbonyl (C=0) groups on in-
terstellar dust grains (see e.g., Tielens et al. 1996; Chiar
et al. 2013). However, we are suspicious that this fea-
ture might be an instrumental artifact, because we also
observed it in the spectrum of calibration star 10 Lac,
and hence did not further investigate this feature.

A more detailed study of the carbonaceous features
will be done in future work (MEAD paper III, Decleir
et al., in prep.), where we will use stellar atmosphere
models to better constrain the continuum level around
these features, as well as to better account for stellar
lines.

3.4. Water ice or trapped water feature

Extinction features caused by water ice, for example
the O—H stretching feature peaking around 3 pm, are
generally accepted to be detectable only in sightlines
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Figure 3. 3.4 ym (left) and 6.2 um (right) hydrocarbon features, normalized to A(V') for all sightlines (in color). The average
is shown in black, and the standard error of the mean in red. The purple dotted line shows the feature for the Quintuplet as fit
by Chiar et al. (2013) (C13). In the left plot, we divided the C13 profile by a factor of 2.5. The two sightlines with noisy MIRI

spectra are not included in the right plot.

that contain a dense molecular component (e.g., Whittet
et al. 1997; Boogert et al. 2015). However, Decleir et al.
(2022) reported a tentative detection (~ 3.30 and 3.50,
respectively) of a weak 3 um water ice feature in the dif-
fuse sightlines HD183143 and HD229238 (with A(V) =
3.86 and 2.99, respectively). The strength of this feature
in their average diffuse extinction curve is, however, be-
low a 30 detection threshold of A(ice)/A(V) = 0.0021.
They note that their analysis of this feature was chal-
lenged by the significant telluric absorption in their
ground-based SpeX spectra around these wavelengths.

Simulations by Cuppen & Herbst (2007) showed that
around one monolayer of ice can be formed on car-
bonaceous dust grains in diffuse/translucent clouds with
A(V) ~ 2 — 3, similar to the A(V)-values of some
MEAD sightlines. In addition, experiments by Jing
et al. (2011) demonstrated that deuterated water ice
(D20 and HDO) can be formed on amorphous silicate
surfaces in conditions resembling regions of the ISM with
A(V) ~ 1 — 3. Finally, Potapov et al. (2021) suggested
solid-state water molecules can be trapped (strongly
bound) on the surface of silicate grains. They provided
evidence for the presence of trapped solid-state water in
the diffuse ISM (toward Cyg OB2-12). Potapov et al.
(2024) further conclude that the detection of solid-state
water in the diffuse ISM speaks for its efficient, contin-
uous formation (most likely through reactions between
hydrogen and oxygen atoms/molecules on the dust sur-
face) which counteracts the desorption and destruction
of water molecules by photons.

In our sample, a clear 3 um feature can be observed in
HDO073882. After fitting the local continuum, and calcu-

lating the optical depths as was done for the other fea-
tures, we find a maximum 7(3 pm)/A(V') ~ 0.020+0.001
at A\p ~ 2.97, which corresponds to a 200 detection (see
Fig. 4, left). This sightline has an A(V) = 2.46 and an
f(Hg) = 0.67. Given the relatively large fraction of Ha
in this sightline (the largest in our sample), the presence
of water ice is not entirely unexpected. Nevertheless, to
our knowledge, this is the first detection of water ice in a
sightline with A(V) < 2.5. We added the fitted profiles
for the two dense sightlines (HD029647 and HD283809)
from Decleir et al. (2022), continuum-subtracted using
the same wavelengths to fit the continuum as we used for
HD073882.5 The shape of our feature is in reasonable
agreement with that of HD029647, although we find a
small excess on the long-wavelength side of the feature.

Averaging all other MEAD spectra in this wavelength
region (i.e., excluding HD073882) in the same way as
was done for the 3.4 and 6.2 ym regions (see Sec. 3.3), re-
sults in a maximum 7(3 ym)/A(V') ~ 0.0065 £ 0.0009 at
Ao ~ 2.97, corresponding to a ~ 7o detection (see Fig. 4,
right). This is almost three times stronger than the fea-
ture found by Potapov et al. (2021) in the spectrum of
Cyg OB2-12. We added the fitted profiles for the dif-
fuse sightlines with a tentative ice detection (HD183143
and HD229238) from Decleir et al. (2022), continuum-
subtracted using the same wavelengths to fit the con-
tinuum as we used for the MEAD spectra. The average

6 Decleir et al. (2022) fit the extinction curves of these sightlines
using a combination of a powerlaw for the continuum and a mod-

ified Drude profile for the 3 um feature.
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Figure 4. 3 um feature normalized to A(V') for HD073882 (left), and for the rest of the sample (right) (in color). The average
is shown in black, and the standard error of the mean in red. In dashed and dotted lines, we show the re-normalized profiles
from Decleir et al. (2022) for the two dense sightlines (left), and two diffuse sightlines with a tentative ice detection (right) in

their sample.

3 um feature seems to be stronger than in those diffuse
sightlines, and its peak seems shifted towards shorter
wavelengths. However, we want to caution that we
masked several strong stellar lines at these wavelengths
in our spectra, which can potentially influence the peak
and shape of this feature. In addition, we note that
there could be an instrumental artifact around these
wavelengths causing the feature to look stronger than
it actually is. However, no 3 um feature was detected in
the calibration star P330-E.

A more detailed study of this feature is beyond the
scope of this work, as the SNR of the current data is
insufficient to draw strong conclusions about its carrier.
We will revisit the possible detection of water ice (or
trapped solid-state water) in our sample in future work
(MEAD paper III, Decleir et al., in prep.), using stellar
atmosphere models to more carefully account for the
stellar lines in the observed spectra.

The code that we developed to measure the extinction
features, and analyze and plot the results in this work,
is available as part of the mead package on GitHub (De-
cleir 2024b).

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
4.1. Silicate feature variations

As explained in Sec. 3.1, from the fitting results
we derived the properties of the silicate feature: the
peak wavelength, Ao, the peak optical depth, 7(X), the
FWHM, the asymmetry, «, and the integrated area of

7 https://github.com/mdecleir/mead/releases/tag/v1.0.0

the fitted profile. As can be seen in Table 2, there is a
significant variation in some of these properties between
the different sightlines of the MEAD sample. This in-
dicates that different sightlines contain silicate grains
with different physical and chemical properties (such as
composition, stoichiometry, size, shape or crystallinity)
(e.g., Day 1979; Dorschner & Henning 1986; Dorschner
et al. 1995; Speck et al. 2011). Fig. 5 shows correlations
between some of the silicate feature parameters. In this
plot (and all the following ones), the two sightlines with
noisy MIRI spectra and less reliable fits (HD014434 and
HDO038087) are indicated in gray. The Spearman’s rank
correlation coefficient (p) is indicated in every panel in
black for the data without the two noisy sightlines, and
in gray for all data points, in this plot (and all the fol-
lowing ones).

There is a very strong correlation (p = 0.96) between
the integrated area and the peak optical depth of the
feature, which is to be expected, given that the FWHM
of the feature does not change much between different
sightlines (see below). In other words, the total extinc-
tion in the silicate feature is well approximated by the
peak optical depth. Other works (e.g., Gordon et al.
2021; Shao & Jiang 2024), usually only use the peak
optical depth in their analysis, which seems to be well
justified. Given the strong correlation between both pa-
rameters, we will also focus on the peak optical depth in
the analyses and plots in the rest of this paper, in order
to facilitate comparisons with literature results.

In addition, there appears to be a moderate corre-
lation between 7(\g) (p = 0.61) (or integrated area
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Figure 5. Observed correlations between silicate feature properties. The gray data points correspond to the two sightlines with
a noisy MIRI spectrum. The Spearman’s rank correlation coefficients are shown in the corner of each panel (in black for only

the black data points, and in gray for all the data points).

(p = 0.71)), and the peak wavelength, Ag, of the fea-
ture. Stronger features seem to peak at slightly longer
wavelengths, but the scatter is substantial. As explained
in Sec. 3.1, Gordon et al. (2021) used a modified Drude
profile to fit this feature. Therefore, the only parame-
ters that are directly comparable with ours are the peak
wavelength and the peak optical depth®. When adding
their data points to our plot, the (moderate) trend be-
tween 7(Ag) and Ag becomes weaker (p = 0.43), as can
be seen in Fig. 6.

Gordon et al. (2021) find a very strong anti-correlation
between asymmetry and peak wavelength. They suggest
that this could mean that the feature can likely be de-
scribed with fewer parameters (i.e., these properties are
not entirely independent). We also find a strong anti-
correlation (p = —0.89) between « and \g, with more
asymmetric features peaking at shorter wavelengths. We

8 Gordon et al. (2021) fit the continuum extinction and both sili-
cate features simultaneously from the extinction curve, whereas
we fit only the 10 um feature after first normalizing the spec-
trum around that feature. This different approach can poten-
tially result in a small offset between our peak optical depths,

with smaller values in our case.

want to caution here about a possible degeneracy be-
tween these two parameters. For some sightlines, a sim-
ilarly good fit to the feature could be obtained with a
slightly longer peak wavelength and a slightly smaller «,
which could partially explain the anti-correlation seen
between these two parameters. We found that « does
not correlate with 7(A\g) or with the integrated area of
the feature.

Gordon et al. (2021) found a correlation between the
peak wavelength and the width of the feature. Shao &
Jiang (2024) also reported a weak correlation between
peak wavelength and FWHM, but their scatter is sub-
stantial. As mentioned before, the FWHM of the fea-
ture does not vary significantly between different MEAD
sightlines, with a median value of 1.85 um, and a stan-
dard deviation of 0.08 um. No correlations were found
between the FWHM and other feature properties.

4.2. Silicate feature vs. extinction
4.2.1. A(V), A(1500A) and R(V)
Shao & Jiang (2024) reported a strong correlation be-

tween peak optical depth of the silicate feature and the
V-band extinction, A(V), for their sample of high A(V)



MEAD I: IR DUST EXTINCTION FEATURES 13

10.241 p=0.61 9 this work
% Gordon+2021
p=0.43
10.0 1
ox x %
€
5 9.8 A +*. a
o L A4
~< X
964
®
9.4

01 02 03 04 05
T(Ap)

Figure 6. Peak wavelength, Ao, vs. peak optical depth,
7(Xo), compared to literature measurements from Gordon
et al. (2021) (in green). The gray data points correspond to
the two sightlines with a noisy MIRI spectrum. The Spear-
man’s rank correlation coefficients are shown in the corner
(in black for the black data points, in gray for all the data
points in this work, and in green for all the data points in
this plot).

sightlines. Fig. 7 (bottom left panel) shows that also
in our sample the peak optical depth of the feature
correlates (p = 0.75) with A(V) (taken from Gordon
et al. (2009)). The same is true for the integrated area
(p = 0.79). When adding the measurements from Gor-
don et al. (2021), which extends the sample to larger
A(V)s, the correlation between 7(A\g) and A(V') becomes
much stronger (p = 0.90) (see bottom right panel in
Fig. 7). This correlation is not surprising as a larger
A(V) is generally consistent with more dust along the
line of sight, and hence a stronger extinction feature.
Nevertheless, it confirms that silicate grains likely also
contribute to the optical extinction, or, at a minimum,
that the amount of silicate grains scales proportionally
with the amount of grains that cause the continuum ex-
tinction at optical wavelengths. At the same time, the
correlation is not perfect, indicating that silicates are
not solely responsible for the optical extinction. This
is consistent with the general picture that carbonaceous
grains contribute significantly to the optical extinction
as well (see e.g., sec 3.6.2 in Whittet 2022). We also find
a strong correlation between Ao and A(V) (p = 0.86)
(Fig. 7, top left). However, this trend becomes much
weaker (p = 0.42) when adding the data from Gordon
et al. (2021) (Fig. 7, top right). We argue that this could
be a secondary correlation, as a result of the correlations
between Ao and 7()\g), and between 7(\g) and A(V).

Certain dust grain models (such as Weingartner &
Draine (2001), Jones et al. (2013) and some of the
Zubko et al. (2004) models) show that the extinction
around 1500 A is dominated by silicate grains. We cal-
culated A(1500A) for each of our sightlines by eval-
uating the FM90 extinction curve model (Fitzpatrick
& Massa 1990, see next subsection) at 1500 A, with
the dust_extinction package (Gordon 2024), using the
UV extinction curve parameters (as well as E(B —
V) and A(V)) for our sightlines obtained by Gordon
et al. (2009). The uncertainty (standard deviation) on
A(1500 A) for every sightline was determined by evalu-
ating the FM90 model 1000 times with UV extinction
parameter combinations drawn randomly from a multi-
variate Gaussian distribution with as standard devia-
tions the uncertainties on these individual parameters
(as reported in Gordon et al. (2009)). As shown in Fig. 7
(bottom middle panel), the peak optical depth of the
feature indeed seems to correlate better (p = 0.79) with
A(1500 A) than with A(V)?, which is consistent with sil-
icate grains dominating the extinction around 1500 A as
suggested in the aforementioned dust grain models (al-
though the uncertainties on A(1500 A) are substantial).
There is, however, no clear trend between peak wave-
length and A(1500A) (p = 0.43, Fig. 7, top middle).

We note that no correlations were found between the
FWHM or the asymmetry of the feature and A(V) or
A(1500 A).

Furthermore, there are no (convincing) trends be-
tween the silicate feature properties and R(V'). This re-
mains the case when adding the data from Gordon et al.
(2021) for peak wavelength and peak optical depth.

When normalizing the peak optical depth (or inte-
grated area) of the feature by A(V), as a proxy for the
total dust content along the line of sight, we found a
(weak) anti-correlation with A(V') (p = —0.46) and with
R(V) (p = —0.43). Sightlines with larger A(V') or larger
R(V') seem to have weaker silicate features relative to
the total dust extinction. In other words, these sight-
lines seem to have a relatively smaller silicate contribu-
tion compared to other dust grain types such as carbona-
ceous grains. However, after adding the measurements
from Gordon et al. (2021) these trends disappeared.
Even sightlines with similar values of A(V') or R(V') have
significantly different silicate feature strengths. This,

9 The correlation coefficient is only slightly larger, however, visu-
ally, the correlation looks stronger. We note that the correlation
coefficient is only one way to interpret the data, and does not
necessarily tell the complete story, especially for a relative small
sample like ours. We found that similar looking patterns some-
times corresponded to quite different coefficients, and we caution
that these coefficients can thus be misleading.
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Figure 7. Silicate feature properties compared to A(V) and A(1500 A), with literature measurements from Gordon et al. (2021)

added in the right panels (in green).

again, indicates that silicates cannot be responsible for
all the optical extinction. Different sightlines have rela-
tively higher or lower silicate contributions compared to
other dust grain types such as carbonaceous grains, and
this variation does not scale with the amount of dust
(probed by A(V)) or with the average dust grain size
(probed by R(V)).

In our sample, we measured an A(V)/7(\g) between
~17 and ~31, with an average of 23 and a standard de-
viation of 5. In the literature, a range of A(V')/7(X¢) has
been reported. Gao et al. (2010), e.g., collected different
literature values for the local diffuse ISM between 16.7
and 19.2, with an average of 18.2. More recently, Gor-
don et al. (2021) found an average A(V)/7(\g) = 13,
but with a large variation between their sightlines (be-
tween ~9 and ~ 25), and Shao & Jiang (2024) found an
average value around 18. Our average value is somewhat
larger than most literature values. This could indicate
that our optical depths are somewhat underestimated
due to the local continuum normalization (as mentioned
above), or that our low A(V), purely diffuse, sample
probes different ISM conditions compared to those stud-
ied in the literature, with for example a larger relative
contribution of carbonaceous grains. Further investiga-
tion with a larger sample of low A(V') sightlines is nec-

essary to better understand these measured variations

in A(V)/7(Mo).

4.2.2. UV extinction curve properties

Correlations between different extinction features
could reveal additional clues on the carriers of those
features. UV extinction curves have been measured for
the MEAD sample by Gordon et al. (2009). A UV ex-
tinction curve can generally be described by the FM90
parameters (Fitzpatrick & Massa 1990). The FM90 for-
mulation uses a combination of a line for the continuum
UV extinction, a Drude profile for the 2175 A bump,
and a quadratic function for the far-UV (FUV) rise. We
did not find any significant correlations between the sili-
cate extinction feature properties and the UV extinction
properties (except for A(1500A), see previous subsec-
tion) including the UV continuum slope, UV bump am-
plitude, UV bump integrated area and FUV rise. This
indicates that these UV extinction features (bump and
FUV rise) and the silicate feature are not caused by the
same (type of) grains. Gordon et al. (2021) also did not
find a correlation between the silicate feature and the
UV bump in their sample of sightlines. This is consistent
with the general picture that the UV bump and FUV
rise are caused by carbonaceous grains (e.g., Stecher &
Donn 1965; Draine 2003a; Steglich et al. 2010).
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4.3. Silicate feature vs. hydrogen columns

As gas and dust are generally well mixed in the ISM
(e.g., Whittet 2022), we expect a correlation between
dust extinction and the total hydrogen column density
along the line of sight (see e.g., Bohlin et al. 1978).
Furthermore, atomic and molecular hydrogen trace dif-
ferent phases of the gas in the ISM, and dust prop-
erties could vary between these different ISM condi-
tions. Fig. 8 explores the relationships between the sil-
icate feature peak optical depth and hydrogen column
densities, taken from Van De Putte et al. (2023). We
find a very strong correlation between the peak optical
depth (p = 1, left panel) (or integrated area, p = 0.96)
of the feature and the total hydrogen column density,
N(H). This indicates that there is more (silicate) dust
in sightlines with a larger total hydrogen content, as
expected. Interestingly, the correlation is weaker when
considering the atomic (H I, p = 0.64, second panel)
and molecular (Ha, p = 0.50, third panel) hydrogen sep-
arately. This suggests that silicate grains are present
in both gas phases, and not only in atomic or only in
molecular environments, i.e., the silicate dust is gas-
phase independent. The molecular hydrogen fraction,
f(Hs) (= 2N(H2)/N(H)), is often used as a tracer of
the gas cloud density (or the environment) along the
line of sight. We did not find a significant correlation be-
tween the silicate feature peak optical depth and f(Hs)
(p = —0.29, right panel). This suggests that the amount
of silicate grains does not directly depend on the ISM
conditions (as traced by f(Hs)).

There are no significant correlations between the peak
wavelength or FWHM of the feature and the hydrogen
column densities or molecular hydrogen fraction.

4.4. Silicate feature vs. elemental columns in dust

As explained in the Introduction, the goal of the
MEAD project is to combine extinction and elemental
abundance measurements in the same sightlines in or-
der to put stronger constraints on the dust grain prop-
erties. We are in the process of measuring elemental
abundances and column densities in the gas and dust in
the MEAD sample for C, Si, Mg, Fe, and O, from our
obtained HST/STIS spectra. The details and results of
those measurements will be presented in a separate ded-
icated paper (MEAD paper II, Decleir et al., in prep.).
Here, for the first time, we compare literature abun-
dance (column density) measurements that are available
for the MEAD sightlines with our measured silicate ex-
tinction feature, as a proof of concept.

We obtained column densities in the gas, N (X)gas, for
Mg, Fe and O from Ritchey et al. (2023) for a subset of
the MEAD sightlines (except for HD203938 which was

taken from Jenkins (2009)). We calculated the column
density of element X in dust as:

N(X)dust = N(H) [N(X)ref/N(H)] - N(X)gas (8)

where N (X),.t/N(H) is a total reference abundance (i.e.,
gas+dust) for element X (taken to be the solar abun-
dance for that element, listed in Jenkins (2009)), and
with N(H) for our sightlines from Van De Putte et al.
(2023).

As shown in Fig. 9, we find strong correlations between
the peak optical depth of the silicate feature and the col-
umn densities of Mg, Fe and O in dust (p = 1). It is
commonly accepted that Mg- and Fe-rich silicates are re-
sponsible for this extinction feature, e.g. olivines such as
forsterite (MgySiO4) and fayalite (FeoSiOy4), and pyrox-
enes such as enstatite (MgSiO3) and ferrosilite (FeSiO3)
(see e.g. the review by Henning 2010). The observed,
tight correlations between the measured feature strength
(from IR spectra) and the independently measured col-
umn densities in dust (from UV spectra) are consistent
with silicate grains being the carrier of the feature, as
previously established. Alternatively, it is also possible
that the Mg, Fe and O are locked up in another type of
dust grains (such as metal oxides) that form and exist
under the same conditions as silicates.

We fit the black data points in Fig. 9 with a line,
using the Astropy LinearLSQFitter and the Linear1D
model. Interestingly, we find that the fitted line has
a positive intercept for all three elements. This means
that if we extrapolate this trend to zero column den-
sity for Mg, Fe and O in dust, we would still measure a
(weak) silicate feature, which is not realistic. To guide
the eye, we added a dotted gray line, obtained by forc-
ing the fit to have a zero intercept. The data seem to
underestimate the elemental column densities in dust
and/or overestimate the strength of the silicate feature.
This could be caused by a range of assumptions that
were made when fitting the feature (e.g., the continuum
level, or the shape of the feature), or when measuring
the column densities (e.g., reference solar abundances,
absorption line oscillator strengths, or the method used
to measure gas column densities), or a combination of
the above. It is also possible that we are affected by
the relatively small sample size, and that the measured
slopes would change if more data would be added. Alter-
natively, maybe the assumption of a linear relationship
between feature strength and elemental column density
in dust is not valid, which could be the case if the stoi-
chiometry of the silicates changes significantly in sight-
lines with lower dust column densities. Furthermore, the
elemental column densities in the dust are derived from
column densities in the gas, and could probe a some-
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Figure 8. Silicate feature peak optical depth compared to hydrogen column densities and molecular hydrogen fraction.
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Figure 9. Silicate feature peak optical depth compared to column densities of Mg, Fe and O in dust, taken from Ritchey et al.
(2023) (or Jenkins (2009)). The black line is a fit to the black data points, with its equation given in the top right corner of
each panel. The colored lines correspond to different dust grain models for A(V)s between 1.2 and 2.5.

what different mix of ISM phases along the line of sight,
compared to the direct dust extinction measurement.
Finally, a positive intercept could also be explained if
the 10 um extinction feature is not entirely caused by
Mg- and Fe-rich silicates, and some other type of dust
grain also contributes to this feature. It is beyond the
scope of this work to find the exact reason for this pos-
itive intercept, and it is clear that we need more data,
especially at lower dust column densities, to better un-
derstand these measurements.

We added dust grain models to these plots: Draine
(2003a,b) (D03), Zubko et al. (2004) (ZDA04), Hens-
ley & Draine (2023) (HD23), and Ysard et al. (2024)
(Y24). For each model, we obtained the peak optical
depth of the silicate feature by fitting the model in the
same way as we fit the data. I.e., we used the model ex-
tinction curve to mimic an extinguished stellar spectrum
(assuming a flat stellar spectrum of 1 and an A(V) =1)

with the dust_extinction package (Gordon 2024). We
then fit the continuum with a line, and the feature with
a skewed Gaussian, exactly as we did for the data. This
gives us, for every model, a value for the peak optical
depth of the silicate feature per A(V). We also obtained
the abundances for Mg, Fe and O in dust assumed in
each grain model, and converted them into dust column
densities per A(V'). The colored lines in Fig. 9 show, for
every model, how the silicate feature and dust column
densities scale for A(V)s between 1.2 and 2.5 (which is
the range covered by our sample). We assume here that
all Mg, Fe and O in the models is incorporated in the
silicate grains (i.e., the intercept of the line is zero). The
slopes of these lines are given in Table 3 for the data and
the models. We find substantial differences between the
slopes of the different models. Those of HD23 and Y24
are closest to the data, however, the silicate feature of
Y24 is much weaker.

Dividing the slopes of the fitted black lines in Fig. 9
results in a measurement of the average stoichiometry
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Table 3. Slopes of lines in Fig. 9 for the fitted line to the data points, and for the dust grain models, and ratios

between slopes.

line 7/N(Mg) 7/N(Fe) 7/N(O) N(Mg)/N(Fe)

N(Mg)/N(O) N(Fe)/N(O) Mg: Fe: O

data 2.7e-19 2.9e-19  2.6e-20 1.10
D03 5.5e-19 5.5e-19  1.4e-19 1.00
ZDA04 | 6.9e-19 6.9e-19  1.7e-19 1.00
HD23 4.1e-19 4.4e-19 1.0e-19 1.07
Y24 7.6e-20 2.0e-19 3.4e-20 2.67

0.10 0.09 1.1: 1 :11.2
0.25 0.25 1:1 :4
0.25 0.25 1: 1 :4
0.25 0.24 1.1: 1 :42
0.44 0.17 27: 1 :6

of the silicates observed in the MEAD sightlines. For
example, dividing 7/N(Fe) by 7/N(Mg), gives the ra-
tio N(Mg)/N (Fe) (also listed in Table 3). We find an
average stoichiometry of Mg:Fe:O of 1.1:1:11.2, which is
substantially different from the assumptions in the dust
grain models. Our sightlines seem to have much more
O compared to Mg or Fe in the dust than is assumed in
the dust grain models. This might be due to a different
observed silicate stoichiometry in the MEAD sightlines
than assumed in the models. Differences in stoichiom-
etry are expected to cause changes in the peak wave-
length and width of the silicate feature (e.g., Henning
2010). However, we did not find any clear correlations
between the peak wavelength or FWHM of the feature
and the elemental column densities in dust or the ra-
tios thereof, but we note that our sample might be too
small to definitively conclude this. In addition, the fea-
ture properties can also be influenced by other grain
properties such as size, shape or crystallinity, and it is
difficult to disentangle these effects from differences in
stoichiometry. Alternatively, it is possible that not all O
in the dust is locked up in silicate grains, but is present
in some other dust material that is strongly correlated
with the silicate dust. For example, if there is indeed
water ice (or trapped solid-state water) on the surface
of silicate grains, as suggested in Sec. 3.4, some of the
extra O can be accounted for and is not needed for the
silicate grain itself. We note that to determine the exact
stoichiometry and to constrain the mineral components
(olivines/pyroxenes) of the silicates, we also need mea-
surements of the Si column densities in gas, which are
currently not available.

A more in-depth investigating of the correlations be-
tween elemental column densities in dust and feature
properties will be done in a future paper, after final-
izing our new elemental column density measurements,
including for Si, for all MEAD sightlines (MEAD papers
IT and III, Decleir et al., in prep.).

5. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The goal of MEAD (Measuring Extinction and Abun-
dances of Dust) is to constrain the dust grain properties
in the diffuse ISM of the Milky Way, by combining dust
extinction and elemental abundance measurements for
the same sample of sightlines. In this first MEAD pa-
per, we studied the extinction features observed in our
JWST NIRCam grism and MIRI MRS spectra for nine
Milky Way sightlines. In all sightlines, we observed a
strong silicate feature around 10 pm and fit its profile
with a skewed Gaussian.

The main conclusions of this work are:

e For the first time, we found a strong correlation
between the silicate feature strength and the col-
umn densities of Mg, Fe and O in dust. This cor-
relation is consistent with the generally accepted
attribution of this feature to Mg- and Fe-rich sil-
icate grains. We derived an average stoichiome-
try of the silicate grains observed in our sample of
Mg:Fe:O = 1.1:1:11.2.

e The strength of the silicate feature correlates well
with A(V'), showing that silicates significantly con-
tribute to the optical extinction. However, the fea-
ture correlates even better with A(1500 A), indi-
cating that the extinction around 1500A is domi-
nated by silicates, as suggested by some dust grain
models (Weingartner & Draine 2001; Jones et al.
2013; Zubko et al. 2004).

e We found variations in the silicate feature peak
wavelength, confirming previous studies (e.g., Gor-
don et al. 2021; Shao & Jiang 2024). This indicates
that different sightlines contain different types of
silicate grains.

e We did not observe any clear correlations between
the silicate feature properties and the 2175A
bump properties, confirming previous work (e.g.,
Gordon et al. 2021). This is consistent with the
generally accepted picture that these features are
not caused by the same type of dust grains.
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o We observed features around 3.4 and (tentatively)
around 6.2 ym in the average spectrum of our sam-
ple, with a maximum 7(3.4 pm)/A(V) &~ 0.0035 +
0.0009 and 7(6.2 um)/A(V) ~ 0.0032 + 0.0006.
These are likely caused by aliphatic and aro-
matic/olefinic hydrocarbons, respectively, which
are expected in the diffuse ISM. If confirmed, to
the best of our knowledge, this is the first detection
of hydrocarbons in sightlines with an A(V) < 2.5.

e We detected a 3um feature in the sightline
HDO073882 (A(V) =~ 2.5), with a peak 7/A(V) ~
0.020 £ 0.001, likely caused by water ice. We
also tentatively detected a weak 3 pum feature in
the average of the rest of the sample with a peak
7/A(V) 2 0.0065+0.0009. If confirmed, this is the
first detection of ice (or trapped solid-state water)
in sightlines with an A(V) < 2.5.

In future work (MEAD paper III, Decleir et al., in
prep.), we will derive complete NIR-MIR extinction
curves for the MEAD sample using stellar atmosphere
models and analyze the continuum extinction as well as
the extinction features in more detail.

The NIRCam grism and MIRI MRS spectra for the
MEAD sightlines are electronically available!” (Decleir
2024a). The code developed for the analysis, plots and
tables in this work is available as part of the mead pack-
age on GitHub'! (Decleir 2024b).
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