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ABSTRACT

Context. Optimal extraction is a key step in processing the raw imafepectra as registered by two-dimensional detector aitay
a one-dimensional format. Previously reported algoritihet®nstruct models for a mean one-dimensional spatiall@rofiassist a
properly weighted extraction.

Aims. We outline a simple optimal extraction algorithm includiegor propagation, which is very suitable for stabilisedrdifed
spectrographs and does not model the spatial profile shape.

Methods. A high signal-to-noise, master-flatimage serves as referenage and is directly used as an extraction profile masth Ea
extracted spectral value is the scaling factor relativeéacross-section of the unnormalised master-flat whichagosall information
about the spatial profile as well as pixel-to-pixel variatipfringing, and blaze. The extracted spectrum is measatative to the flat
spectrum.

Results. Using echelle spectra of the HARPS spectrograph we denatestrcompetitive extraction performance in terms of signal
to-noise and show that extracted spectra can be used fophegision radial velocity measurement.

Conclusions. Pre- or post-flat-fielding of the data is not necessary, sificectrograph iniciencies inherent to the extraction mask
are automatically accounted for. Also the reconstructibthe mean spatial profile by models is not needed, therehycieg the
number of operations to extract spectra. Flat-relativénggdtextraction is a simple figcient, and robust method that can be applied
easily to stabilised, fibre-fed spectrographs.
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) 1. Introduction try to model and reconstruct the spatial prgéli function with

© gpectra of ast ical obiect id ith of infdi polynomial, Gaussian, or other smooth functions. Howefeer,
pectra ot astronomical ODJECLS provide a weallh of INTAMMR o1 j5jisaq spectrographs, the order profiles and positares

and the increasing need for_higher precision has led to mdeobject- and time-independent, which simplifies the extoacin
. opmenlt O.f Vﬁry stabl?] z;md flbrel-fed spe_c;c]r([))graplhs. A Ior"m@erparticular, there is not necessarily any need to model tagadp
| example Is the search for exoplanets with Doppler speamsc profile with empirical functions. We exploit this circumatze,

«—{ Cross-dispersed, high-resolution echelle spectrografhssu- 54 \ve derive and test our concept of flat-relative optimal ex
(v) ally employed to measure radial velocities at a precisidnrofs, traction

«— which corresponds to aboutlDOO0 of a pixel. Therefore careful

= = calibration, as well as high mechanical, thermal, and jpiress

.~ stability, is essential. 2. Principle of flat-relative optimal extraction (FOX)

If aiming for high precision, not only is the hardware im-I

. portant, but also the software algorithms to process thg&sa
Typically, a reduction of echelle spectra consists of shsteps:
bias subtraction, dark subtraction, scattered light swiitin,
flat-fielding, extraction to 1D, deblazing, wavelength bedtion,

order merging, flux normalisation (elg. Baranne et al. 1986)

this work we focus on extraction, which is a crucial stepigg

52

n the following, we assume that theimage processing steps (
bias, dark, and background subtraction) preceding exbraate
properly done and that, in the image, the main dispersioniis o
ented in a more or less horizontal directiof) &nd the cross-
dispersion (echelle orders) in a vertical directigh (

A spectrograph consists of dispersive elements and a cam-
ra that images the slit or the fibre exit to wavelength-ddpan

image processing. A widely used methad is the so-called o ositions and shapes. The observed light distribu8¢x y) is

mal extraction/(Horne 1986) and its variants (e.g. Marshgi9

- ; X X convolution of the input spectrurg(1) with a wavelength-
Piskunov & Valenii 2002, Table 1), which basically scales l@ependentinstrumentalppointlosprear:';;(fu)nction(iPSF) oﬁﬂ%ﬂ;-
cross-sectional profiles to the imaged spectrum, and tHmgca &

factor is the best flux estimate. Additionally, most algmmits tsrggéﬁﬂf;ﬁégny ’b/le).f(-)rrrr]r?l:g?erg :Smodeﬁ(x, y) for the observed

* Based on data obtained from the ESO Science Archive Facili -

Xy) =¥(xy,1) ® (1 1
under request number ZECHMEISTER73978. Based on obsmneatiy Y (xy. ) - ) @)
made with the HARPS instrument on the ESO 3.6 m telescoper un#éiere wavelengtil and the positions andy in the detector
programme 1D 074.D-0380. plane are continuous variables (the hat indicates the mmdel
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Table 1. Optimal extraction algorithms.

Reference Cross-section model Comment
Hewett et al. (1985) average along dispersion assumes eo titd
Horne (1986); Robertson (1986) polynomials along dispersi assumes small order tilt
Urry & Reichert (1988) Gaussian function
Marsh (1989) coupled polynomials along dispersion  empépggial subpixel grid
Piskunov & Valenti (2002) penalised functions in spatiakdtion employs spatial subpixel grid
this work (master flat) requires stabilised spectrograph
best estimate, while without the hat it indicates obseovetivith We obtain the spectrur?xf by minimising the residuals bet-

noise:S(x,y) = S(x.y) + (X y)). Furthermore, the spectrum isyeen opservations,, and modelS,,, i.e. solving the linear
recorded and binned by detector pixels. Hence it is conmtoe least-square problem

use an fective point spread function (ePSF, Anderson & King

2000) and a discrete version of EQL (1) as in Bolton & Schlegel

2
(2010) ¥~ Z Wy [Sx,y - Fx,y%] = minimum (6)
X

éx,y = Z ‘Px,y,,ls,l (2) Y
A

wherew, are the weights for each pixel using a noise medgl
wherex andy now correspond to pixel indices, and a finite infe.g. photon and readout noise; see $éct. 3). These weiglyts m
tegration over wavelength still has to be done. The calibra-also include a map/yy, masking bad pixels and pixels outside

tion matrix¥y , tabulates theféective response function of theihe extraction aperturen, = Muv). Setting the derivative of

spectrograph and detector. In Bolton & Schlegel (2010),Ep. 5 s T oy
serves as model for “perfect” extraction. x* with respect toz equal to zero, we get a set of decoupled

Optimal extraction uses the column numbers as extracti@fuations with the solution at each position
grid (A1 — x) and basically assumes 1D slit functions; i.e., any
input wavelengthl that corresponds to the pixels imaged only

to that column, meaning only pixels in the spatial direction s, >y WxyFxySxy
are dfected, but no neighbouring columns. Under these circuf-= T = —2 WerFroFoy (@)
stances the calibration matrix can be separated as IRy
Wyya = Oxalay (3) Where% is the best fitting amplitude at each spectral kifrig-

ure[1 illustrates the principle of flat-relative optimal edtion
where 64, is the Kronecker delfaand y,, the wavelength- (FOX).
dgpendent cross-section. Then the model image in[Eq. (2) sim Equation [(7) is quite similar to the well known optimal ex-
plifies to traction equation (e.g. Horne 1986). Thdteience is that we
8 = ySe 4) _extract the spectrurg( r_elative to the flat spectru_rﬁ(, aanFx,y
RS A is not normalised and includes the natural spatial profitkah

The response,, could be measured directly with a unifornflat-field efects.

input spectrurrs, = 1, but it is much more challenging to de-

termineWyy 1. In practice, exposures of flat lampsy are usu-

ally taken as part of regular calibration sets. Those flabs¥pes 3. Noise model and error estimation

have high signal-to-noise ratios/[&), and it can be further in- ]

creased in master-flats by coadding many flat exposures. Thi¥¢ pixels on the detector (and therefore the extractedesalu
means that the errors are negligible compared to scienae expx/ fx) are dfected by noisery,. This consists mainly of photon
sures and that we can sefy ~ Fyy. The spectrum of a flat HOiSGUSh = S,, (if both oo and Syy are in units of photon

lamp f, is generally not uniform overall, but continuous and fegspuntdj and detector noise (e.g. the readout noidef a CCD).

tureless, and it varies slowly varying with wavelengthfifis Therefore, a simple noise model for each pixel is, for instan
Fo o gl

known, we measure the response/as = + directly. How- (now all units in ADU),

ever, f is usually not known in advance and actually it cannot

be measured from the flat exposure alone. It should be char@% =02+ géxy (8)

terised externally, either in advance by another flux-catix ' 7

instrument or afterwards by observations of standard §tdt8 o re constant gaig (which converts the number of photoelec-

known spectra) with the same instrument as part of the flux cgl, ;
Lo . ; : ns to ADU[J and constant readout noisg, are assumed.
ibration step. Since both might not be available, we extitaet b

science spectrurs, relative to the flat spectrurfy and write for

2 If a sky- or stray light background was subtracted from thagm

the model before, its contribution to photon noise should be alsonakéo ac-
& _F Sx 5) counted.
Xy IRE 8 There are dferent definitions of the gain in the literature. Here
we useS[ADU] = g[ADU/e] - S[e7]. The photon noise in units of
L. 1 ifi= ADU is opn[ADU] = g[ADU /€] - opn[e] = g[ADU /e7] - VS[eT] =
v {0 else g[ADU /e'] - S[ADU].
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40000 E___ﬁ x> modelling are often rescaled y, (the reduced/?) to pro-
vide a posteriori estimated errors
. R S ——

o R T/t = Xred* Es,/t, (11)

25000
izzzz ﬁiiiill= whereyred = +/ L5 x2 With y? from the global fit in Eq.[6). The
10000 e number of degrees of freedoh— v in the denominator is given
| by the number of unmasked pixdis= 3, , My within the ex-
traction aperture and the number of fitted parametéestracted
spectral values).
One can also consider another, second choice for the scal-
ing factor, namelyedx to be taken from the individual cross-
section fits, i.e;(rzedx = ﬁ)& where only one free parameter

is left (v = 1), x2 is the weighted sum of the residuals only in
columnxandNy = ¥, Myy is the number of unmasked pixels
in that column. However, for fibre-fed spectrographs, thesex
tion aperture is only a few pixeld\g ~ 10) wide. This gives
low number statistics makingedx itself very uncertain (in con-
trast tOszed which is approximately the average ofg.ﬁédxﬂ. In

- [ N N N A N N
| I N N I A N

25000
20000
15000

L e e i i

5000

0

0.6 particular, a considerable numben@fqx will occur with values
much less than one, when fitting the profiles along the disper-

05 sion axis. However, the predicted errors should not be small
04 than the fundamental limit (e.g. photon noise).

bl As discussed in_Horne (1986), cosmic ray hits can be ef-

4 03 ficiently detected and removed with optimal extraction. 3éo
0.2 cosmics distort the profile and can be identified as significan
' outliers by means of the noise model, e.g. by setting an upper
0.1 threshold

0 Il Il Il Il Il Il Il ~ ~ 2 2 2
1850 1900 1950 2000 2050 2100 2150 2200 Sxy = Sxy > K v var(Sxy — Sxy) = k- (0% — Fiyes1),  (12)
Pixel . o . .
x [Pl (see AppendiXx_A for a derivation of this equation), where the

Fig. 1. Principle of flat-relative optimal extraction (FOX). Eacli oclipping value is typicallyx ~ 3 — 5 to reject cosmics. A
the two upper panels shows a 400gi&3 pix section of the red- lower threshold could be set as well, e.g. to detected unesask
dest HARPS order (fibre A). Pixel-to-pixel variations, fjing, order ¢old pixels. Moreover, other or additional criteria arecalsed

tilt/curvature, and the spatial profile are present in both theéenéat (Baranne et al. 1996). The outliers are masked and the érimac
Fyy (top) and the stellar raw spectruBy, which has additional (tel- process is repeated.

luric) absorption linesrfiddle). The extracted spectrusy/ fy (bottom) . . . . A
is the scaling factor between both spectra for each colunthimthe | We note that t_he Varlanc_e In thg reS|dzuaI IM&y§ — Sxy
extraction mask (red lines). is generally not just the pixel variancey,. In contrast to

Horne (1986) the correction terff €2 ; should be applied in

. . . . . Eq. (12). Figuratively, the observed dispersion in thedesis
With a given noise model, one can predict the extraction Ul he noticeably smaller tham2,, because the number of pix-
certainties through error propagation of Eg. (7) els within the aperture is, as aiready mentioned, small had t
profile is usually not uniform, but concentrates most fluxvare

2
var(r,) = & = Z ary 20_2 _ Z Fuy/0%y 2 fewer pixels (~3-4 pixels in fibre-fed spectrographs). linag
x) = &, dSxy) Y Sy WayF2, ) % a concentrated profile, where one pixel has a very high weight
Y Y YOy This pixel dominates the fit, thus forcing its own residuatéoo.
_ 1 Z F2 o2 = 1 (9) As an example, in Fid.]1 the pixel in the profile centre corgain
(Zy ng/o_)z(y)z 7 VR Yy Fe oy about 25% of the total profile flux, and the observed disparsio

in this pixel will be smaller thawryy by a factor of 0.56 in case
(similar tolHornk 19€6). We also see that the relative error, ©f readout dominated noise (EQ.(A.4)) and by 0.75 in case of

pure photon noise (Ed.{A.5)).
i _ \&Zy WX,yFiy

=g 10) 4. Conceptual comparison with other optimal
r.X Zy Wx,ny,ny,y ( ) p p p

extraction implementations

is smaller in regions with high flu$y and is scaling invariant Nymerous optimal extraction algorithms (hereafter OXTisex
with respect to the flat imag®yy, because multiplyingxy by &  that are listed in Tablgl 1. Usually, they have to assume alglow
constant (as happens for a longer flat exposure time) wi@an, 5 rying spatial profile and €ier in the reconstruction method for
out in the ratio in Eq.[(T0).
The a priori predicted uncertainty in Ef] (9) does not actouh (Xfedx> = 1NN ® T IxXe T g X = X ThE
for the goodness of fit and thus does not indicate profile ®e&oapproximation becomes an equality if the aperture widthéssame for
model mismatches. For this reason, the error estimatestfremall columns, and no pixels are rejectéd, (= const,N = v (N,)).
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Table 2. Efficiency components of typical echelle spectrographs dsibflat-fields.

Amplitude scale Size scale Source

Epixel 1-4% 1 pix pixel diciency, pixel size, and quantunfieiency (CCD)

Efringe 0-20% 20 pix fringing, interference pattern

Eplaze 0-100% 500pix  blaze function (echelle grating)

£, 0-100% orders wavelength-dependdititency of spectrograph and detector

this profile. Using the spatial profiles of many columns a meaion one likes to avoid, especially when small numbers oasur
high SN model is created. Since OXT aims to estimate “absot the wings of the cross-sections).

lute” count, the profile functiongp,y are normalised to unity  The classical data reduction with OXT requires an addifiona
(Zy Pxy =1). pre- andor post-flat-fielding, i.e. before arat after extraction

If there is no or slow order tilt, the profile might be re{Baranne et al. 1996). Flat-fielding has the task of comedibr
constructed by averaging_(Hewett etlal. 1985) or fitting lowsarious multiplicative &iciency dfects that have various causes
order polynomials in the dispersion direction (Horne 1986) and scales. Locally, there are, e.g., pixel-to-pixel \taoies ow-
spectively. For echelle spectrographs, this situatiorucconly ing to different sizes and quantunffieiencies of the detector
in small sections of the orders, but not in general. For larggixels. Fringe patterns are interferendieets that become seri-
tilts, the order trace (which describes the vertical pogitdof ous in the red orders and depend on the properties of CCDr(laye
the profile along thex direction) appears more or less exthickness) and the incident light (wavelength, angle, toms).
plicitly in the profile modelling, and sub-pixel grids aretri-  The blaze ficiency along and across the orders depends on the
duced. Then neighbouring polynomials in dispersion diogct echelle grating and the cross-disperser. Finally, thersis a
are coupled (Marsh 1989), or recentred cross-sectionstae fiwavelength-dependentfieiency of the detector and optical ele-
by smoothing (spline-like) functions (Piskunov & Valenfi@2; ments (e.g. fibre transmission). We may summarise thésete
Bolton & Burles 20017). Those algorithms need a good descrigiseyy = &pixelxy Efringe xy Eblazex Ex-

t!on of the trace to properly position the profile model. Irr-pa Basically,spiazeande, are only functions ok and they could
ticular, for order regions grazing the detector bordems,dfder he corrected after extraction. Howevefiel andsginge have spa-
tracing and the application of OXT algorithms isittiult. tial components and should be corrected before (or, as in, FOX
An advantage of OXT is that the profile reconstruction cafuring) the extraction. If not, the profile mismatches ressuess
be done on the object spectrum itself. This is crucial faisglec- correct flux estimates, and in particular, residing fringétgrns
trographs where the shape and position of the object onithe fglad to strong, rapid, and systematic profile variationsatiiog
andor detector can be fierent in the next exposure or changehe above assumption as needed for the profile modelling.
even during an exposure, depending on the seeing, guidig, @ pata reduction pipelines using OXT create a normalised flat-
temperature. The noise in the mean profiles is then reducedsyy image. Those might be obtained as part of the decomposi-
about the square root of the number of used columns compagigf of flat exposure into a normalised flat image, a normalise
to individual profiles (assuming an absorption spectrunw-ho yrofilg/order shape, and the blaze function (Piskunov & Valenti
ever, this approach may have problems with emission line-spgn02). Another technical approach is to use, if existinglewior
tra that have profile information only in a few columns). moving fibres to get a uniform illumination (similar to a long

The concept of optimal extraction was originally developeglit, Baranne et al. 1996), but fringe patterns are likelyprop-
for slit spectrographs, and the application to fibre-fedctpe erly captured.

graphs seemed natural. If the image shape becomes ingensiti
to seeing and guiding (as for fibre-fed instruments), onesean
the dfort of the profile modelling on the object itself (which . )
can become computationally extensive as in Piskunov & aleR- FOX in action
2002) and a less noisy reference profile model might be taken demonstrate the performance of FOX. we extract spec-
from a reference image or a flat (Marsh 1989; Barannelet P P ' P
1996). Still, a recentring of the model might be needed to aé
count for sub-pixel shifts (e.g. a nightly shift of 0.1 pigelas
reported by Baranne etlal. for ELODIE).

If additionally the position of the image is fixed, as for st
bilised instruments without mechanical and thermal flexiinmen

a taken with HARPS, an echelle spectrograph at the 3.6 m
SO telescope in La Silla (Chile), located in a pressure- and
temperature-stabilised vacuum tank (Mayor et al. 2003Js It
fed by two fibres from the Cassegrain focus, a science fibre
a(A) and a calibration fibre (B) to simultaneously monitor wav
recentring also becomes redundant. In this case therer’rrsma)/eIength drift or sky background. HARPS has a resolving power
) 8{R = 110000 and covers the wavelength range 3800—6900 A

longer any need to model the profile that now can be taken di: ' ;
rectly from the flat, therefore FOX does not require any (:b:;)icW'th.72 orders (fibre A) on a 4k 4k CCD. Figure 1l shows a
sgction of a HARPS raw spectrum.

for model parameters such as the polynomial degree, the s ) )
pixel grid size, or the amount of smoothing. We also choose HARPS observations, because there is an

Another benefit of the fixed format is that flat-fieléfects elaborated pipeline for HARPS called data reduction safwa

can be included in the extraction mask, and in this sense F((B(RS’ version 3.§)that already has demonstrated high perfor-

e ; d allows comparison to our extraction results. TR® D
does the flat-fielding simultaneously. Also from Hg. (7), vaéen Mancean ‘ . g .
; el . employs the Horne (1986) algorithm and since version 3.5 use
that there is no need for a pixel-wise division by a flat (anrape coadded flat-fields to define the extraction profile (C. Lo@ik;

servatoire de Genéve, priv. comm.). It is here supposedpo re

5 Therefore the blaze function and wavelength-depend@iciencies
are not corrected at this stage, and ususllyepazex - £1x IS €Xtracted
(instead ofsy). 6 http://www.eso.org/sci/facilities/lasilla/instruments/harps/
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Fig. 2. Spectra of HD 60753 andCet extracted with FOX. The orders § 204 [ ,:O?(rder 8
(alternating colours) are not merged. The spectrum is notdfturected, g 92 | DRS
but is relative to the spectrum of the flat lamp. The inset shtve £ 1.00 - - E
overlap between two orders. Yoos | ]
= :
5096 f E
H . o . . .
resent optimal extraction. Both the raw and reduced spactra u&j 0.94 F,.
publicly availablg. 5 092§
We extracted spectra for a standard star (HD 60753, B3I\ 0.90 ERE ) ,
) 7 : )
and a solar-like starr(Cet, G8V). We used the REDUCE pack-= 0.88 | . -
age of| Piskunov & Valentil (2002) for the preprocessing: The o.ss w w w w w w w w

bias frames were averaged to a master bias; five flat exposures 0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000 3500 4000
were bias-subtracted, averaged to a master-flat and therscht Pixel
light was subtracted; one order-location frame (a flat latap i

luminating only fibre A) was used to define the order traces of 1go | ' Order %8 ox 1
fibre A; from the science images, the master bias and the scat-160 | DRS — -

tered light were subtracted (no pre-flat-fielding was pented). 140 | K=0.914, 6=0.00907 ——— |

Then we extracted the science spectra with our FOX algorith@ 120 |
with a spatial extraction width of ten pixels (five whole pix-$ 100 |
els below and five above the order trace), = 5ADU, and 80
g=070 ADU/e’;h. The wavelength solutions were taken from 60

the DRS pipeline. 40 ¢

Figure[2 shows the result of the FOX extraction for two ob- 20 ¢

. B O | = Il Il S Il
servations. As can be seen, the extracted orders match in the .56 088 09 092 094 096 098 1 102 1oa
overlapping regions and seem to be ready to be merged girectl N
. . . . . Intensity ratio Exposurel/Exposure2

Order merging, however, is not the topic of this work and is no
necessary for our RV computations below. Merging also neeslg. 3. Comparison of the extraction quality for two HARPS specfra o
some care, since theftirent resolution and sampling will leadthe B3IV star HD 60753 taken in the same nightNS170). Top: Ex-
to mismatches in the absorption and emission features,randréaction with FOX.Second panel: Spectrum extracted with the HARPS

this way some information is also lost. DRS pipeline (not blaze correctedjhird panel: Ratio of both expo-
sures for FOX (red dots) and DRS (blue do®yttom: Histogram of

the ratio values. The black line is a Gaussian fit to the FOXogam
5.1. S/N measurement for the standard star having a centre at 0.914 and a width of 0.00905.

Frequ

L

To measure the extraction quality, we use two observatiéns o
the standard star HD 60753, taken three hours apart in tie nig

2007-03-26; exposures times 9.5min, and various methOdSegtimating ANs. Figuré B displays the extracted aperture number

7 http://archive.eso.org/eso/eso_archive main.html| and 68 (6613—6687A) of the standard star (the prominent abisorpt
http://archive.eso.org/wdb/wdb/eso/repro/form line is Hel).
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Using the uncertainties derived from the noise model 1190 : : : : 1.02
(Eq. (9)), we estimzate for FOX a quadratic mean signal-iso | oos ) g s &w& . _
of SIN= /L%, & = 1696 (exposure 2: 176.9) per extracted | | K A &
pixel around the central = 100 pixels. Since no uncertain- U o . . “ . o Lot Z
ties are provided for DRS spectra, we assume pure photoa nois 80 r . .W*..’ - ... . * . ° e
(ex = v/S)- Then the count level in the DRS spectrum implies & 70 | %Wt S 00 ol 3
mean photon 8l of v(s,) = 1704 (exposure 2: 178[8) These 60 | *;** B 5
SN values are similar and provide fundamental limits. In this o . a3
respect, we note that we haygq = 1.08 for this order. o 1 000

Another way to measure thgsindependently of a priori 40 * * * * * * o
error estimates is to analyse the scatter in a continuunomegi c 1 20 30 40 50 60 70
(This is the reason for choosing a standard star for the compa Order

ison.) For the same central region, th&NSer extracted pixel iy 4 signal-to-noise A\, measured in the spectrum ratjp of two
derived as the ratio of the intensity mean and the standasiel d@tandard star exposures for several orders from the extnde©X (red

ation (SN = m) is 185 (exposure 2: 163) for FOX andplus) and DRS (blue crosses). The quotient of t/é &lues between

177 (exposure 2: 141) for DRS. These numbers already imjicé,%ﬁi?nd DRS (black filled circles) refer to the right axis amd elose
that the extraction qualities are similar. y
In a further comparison (also independent of a priori error

estimates), we take the ratio of the two spectra of the stdndgng amount of gradients; Bouchy etlal. 2001). In particuia t
star and analyse the scatter. Taking the ratio of both speafi- means that we are probing the extraction quality in the flariks
cels out the remaining flat spectrum in the case of FOX aggectral lines (rather than in continuum regions as before)

the blaze function in the case of DRS, therefore allowing for \ye nave chosen an asteroseismology run from the night
a more direct comparison over a wider range and even pixgho4-10-02 for the star Tau Cet, which is a known RV standard
wise. We see in the third panel of Fig. 3 that the ratio valugth a dispersion at the 1/ level over years (Pepe eilal. 2011).
of FOX (@x = Txexp/Txexpd @nd DRS (x = Sxexp1/Sxexpd  This night provides the large number (438) of spectra neealed
have a similar mean (~0.914, constant over the full orded) apisajise the close performance of FOX and DRS (Hig. 5).&inc
are correlated. For both extractions, the scatter app@aifs 4| gata were taken during the same night, we can defer discus
and barely distinguishable by eye. In both cases the sdattergjgns about the systematics due to the wavelength cabbrati
creases towards the order edges (since the flux decreasts dygich is another crucial step in data reduction.

the blaze, see second panel of Eig. 3). As before, we meaaured o the RV measurements we use the method of least-square

S/N from the mean and the standard deviation of the ratio Val%%ﬁ\plate matching (Anglada-Escudé & Builer 2012). The RVs
for the central 100 pixels and find a slightly high¢NSor FOX 5 measured over several orders, the ten bluest orderslas w
(S/Ngrox = 133 and BNqors = 129). . as regions contaminated by telluric absorptions featuee® h

In contrast to the previous method, we can extend this §&sen excluded. The top panel in Fig. 5 shows that R¥edi
tio method over the full order and also use regions with attelle,ces resulting from the FOX and DRS extraction are small and
lines (assuming that the stellar lines are static, i.e. dvagy in - 5¢ or pelow the 11is level. The rms is 1.50 / with FOX and
shape and position). A slight, relative shift between b@ecs 1 49 s with DRS extraction. Since the DRS pipeline also de-
tra is present owing to the ﬂﬂerence |n.the|r t_)arycentrlc radialjers high-quality RVs measured by cross-correlatiorhvaitbi-
velocities (21218, ~ 0.25pix). The slightly increased scatterary template, we provide a comparison in the lower panel of
noticeable at the position of the strong stellar line is duthts Fig.[3 showing the impact of using the same extraction method

shift as well as to the lower flux level (lowey!$). DRS) but a diferent RV computation.
The last panel of Fid.I3 shows a histogram for the 4096 rg—

robustly from a Gaussian fit to the histograms. Usify= 2. py precision compared to standard optimal extraction
we find values of 100.77 (FOX) and 100.87 (DRS) for order 68." " P P '

The same procedure was applied to the other orders and the re-

sults plotted in Figll4. The overall course of theNg values 6. Limits of optimal extraction

mostly reflects the instrumenffiency (times the stellar energy

distribution) along the order. Both FOX and DRS extractien d FOX and other optimal extraction algorithms assume 1D slit

liver similar /N4 with quotients close to unity and deviation ofunctions that are aligned with the detector columns. Hawéw

<1%, whereas in this example FOX provided slightly hightt S practice the slit or fibre image is usually resolved and sathpl

in the blue orders. by a few pixels in the spatial and dispersion direction, dred t
injection of a monochromatic wavelength causes a 2D PSF that

) can be seen in emission line spectra. We investigate fif@sten
5.2. RV performance for a Sun-like star data from HARPS.

As a further, less direct, but probably more relevant praxy f_ Figurel® shows the sharp features of a spectrum from a laser
the extraction quality we use radial velocity (RV) measueets. frequency comb (LFC; Murphy etal. 2007; Wilken etlal. 2010)
The RV precision depends on thé\Sn the observation and the 0bserved with HARPS (order 44). The residuals of the extract

RV information content of the stellar spectral lines (thenter (Sxy—Sxy) are shownin the lower panel, whesgy is computed
with the extracted spectrum and Eq.[(b)). Of course, the resid-

8 Accounting for readout noise from, say, 5 spatial pixelseases the uals are larger in regions with larger flux (more photon npise
S/N values by about & /(s + 50°2,/g)/s, ~ 0.3%. However, a systematic (not random) pattern remains: thid-res
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Fig. 5. Radial velocities ofr Cet in the night of 2004-10-02 computed %1 |
with the least square method for FOX and DRS extractiop) @nd for
comparison the radial velocities from cross-correlat@nDRS extrac-
tion (bottom). 0

y [pix] y [pix]

uals are always too low in the peak centre (@0%!) and too Fig. 7. Cross-sections at fierent positions in the laser frequency comb

high up left, as well as down right from the peak centres (thipectrum and flat-field image. The cut positions are at the p&&k

pattern is also similar to the simulation lof Bolton & Schlkgemaximum (black asterisks), two pixels before (blue crossasd two

(2010); see their Fig. 1). The reason for this pattern is tise mpixels after (red plus), as indicated by the correspondiigred ticks

match between the individual 2D PSF cross-sections and fi#tFig-[6; the coloured lines connect the corresponding ferofieans.

field cross-profiles (which could be thought of as the 2D PSe profiles are normalised to unit area.

cross-sections integrated along the disperion axis). @rthye

ingjividual 2D PSF cross-sections were self-similar would t The shortcoming of “optimal” extraction might be solved

mismatch diminish. with “perfect” extraction that involves a 2D PSF as outlined
We visualise some cross-sections in [i. 7 at the positicinsBolton & Schlegel|(2010). It can theoretically also dedthw

indicated in Fig[b. This region was selected because therordtray light and ghost features. However, besides the isetta

tilt is small and the LFC peak distances are close to integler vcomputational fort, the main problem in practice is to obtain

ues (multiple of 12.0 pixels), i.e. the LFC peaks have onlalsm the calibration matrix¥'y ..

pixel phase shifts here and samples similar phases offfee-e

tive PSF. Each of the 18 profiles (3 cuts for each of the 6 pe'aks% )

normalised to unit area. Obviously the profiles in the flardseh 7. Conclusion

a dlllferent formh(mofe peal;y and Sg'fted)hw'th orelspe(itf to trWe have introduced a method extracting 1D spectra from 2D raw
e ey e v e ooy A Usin fa leld expostres a5 @ mesur of h nsraert
taken at the sameypositions) This will lead to highrvalues profile. This method is similar to standard optimum exti@uti

. . X > ~> |t does not make any assumptions about the instrumentalerofi
n optlm_al extraction and biased extracted spectrum Vah'esbut requires its temporal stability between flat-field aniesce
sharp, high B\ features. exposures. The method is well suited to stabilised fibresfet-

The visible, systematic residual tilts in Fig. 6 from bottortrographs optimised for high-precision radial velocityrko

left to top right results from an asymmetry in the PSF, altifou =~ One of the main advantages of FOX is that the reconstruc-
the PSF appears like a symmetric 2D Gaussian at first glanten of the instrumental PSF becomes unnecessary. Modellin
We presume that the physical explanation for this asymmetf/the PSF is a time-consuming step, and in regions of low sig-
(present everywhere on the detector) lies in the quasialittr nal, the PSF is often ill-defined in science exposures. tésd-
mode configuration, i.e. the usage of R4 echelle grating aiith fore a strong advantage to take the PSF from well-defined flat-
off-plane angle of 1.5that amplifies by a factor ot 8 to a field exposures, which is the main idea of FOX. Following this
spectral line tilt or shea@h 09) and deformsithe scheme, extraction, masking, flat-fielding, and blaze ctioe
cularly symmetric image of the fibre exit. are all carried out in one step without any need for data ttin
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when the calibration matrix is constructed. The decrease-in We see tha8,, itself contributes t&S,y and a covariance term
quired CPU time is significant, which is particularly relavéor will persist. Assuming that the pixels are otherwise indefent,
large surveys like HARPS and CARMENES (Quirrenbach et dhe variance of the residuals is given by

2012). Furthermore, FOX has no requirements concerning the N ) ) 5y 5 5

spectral format (such as slowly varying spatial profileslaxes VarSxy — Sxy) = o5y + Fyyvar(tx) — 2F5 e Wyyosy

the need for accurate localisation of spectral orders, ares d — o2 _F2 2 A3
. . . . .. O—x,y xyerx . ( . )

not involve any numerical unstable operations like divisky

the flat-field. This equation can be simplified for three special cases.

We compared the performance of FOX to standard optimal Case 1. For pixels with relatively low profile weights
extraction using HARPS data and the HARPS data reducti(f? % < o%,), e.g. in the wings of spatial profiles, the resid-
system. The results are very similar with insignificanffet ;5| variance just becomeg

. . . . . N ’y' ) ) )
ences in the 8l. The spectra of individual orders extracted with  cage 2. \When the pixel variance is the same for all pixels

FOX match well in the overlap regions showing that the inhe(g_-x’y = 0o, €.0. readout noise dominates, we haye ‘TS%)
ent blaze correction works. We computed the RV series from * 2Py

HARPS spectra extracted with FOX and DRS and find them in-

distinguishable in terms of their rms scatter. We conclum t yars, - §, )

FOX is a highly dficient and very robust method for extracting ' '

astronomical spectroscopic data observed with stabifibed- ) _ _

fed spectrographs. FOX cannot overcome the limitationsedu Moreover, for a uniform profile Ky, = 1) the factor in the

by tilted PSFs, stray light, or ghost features, but it camisig bracket become¥! (a well known correction factor for the un-

icantly improve the robustness and tim@aency of existing biased variance). R

and future data reduction procedures. Case 3. Assumingo-)z(,y = gSxy = OrxFxy, i.e. photon noise
1 1%

S I SRy

2
=[1- Fry 2. (A.4)
Txy=00 Z Fiy
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Again for a uniform profile the prefactor becom%@l.
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Appendix A: Appendix

To estimate for each pixel the residual variance,

var(Sxy — Sxy) = var(Sxy) + var(Sxy) — 2covSyy, Sxy), (A.1)

we need the pixel variance, which is Vag{) = aiy = Wiy and
an expression for the modél(,y. Inserting Egs[{[7) and9) into
Eq. (8) gives
Sxy = Fxylx = Fxyer, Z WiyFxySxy - (A.2)

y
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