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Figure 2: Mean correction factors for each epoch and spectral window
normalized to the rFCF for each epoch.
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we use point source models of the each 09 L
- We find a ~1% variation in flux scale between

window and epoch normalized to the overall rFCF.

stable calibrator protostar to measure a
flux scale relative correction factor to
the mean (MCF, Figure 1).

Our correction factors for each epoch
agree to ~3%. The mean across
calibrators is taken as the relative flux
correction factor (rFCF) for each epoch.
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Figure 1: Mean correction factors
(MCEFs) to the flux scale for each
epoch.

Across all of our observing epochs, we find an
~1% variation in the flux scale between spectral
windows. This can be a significant source of
additional uncertainty for in-band spectral index
measurements and line flux ratios due to the

small frequency “lever-arm” the spectral windows.

spectral windows, which may affect science goals
requiring comparing line or continuum fluxes within an
ALMA band.

- We provide additional suggestions for obtaining ALMA

observations with high relative or absolute flux
calibration accuracy in Francis et al. 2020.


https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/link_gateway/2020arXiv201002186F/arxiv:2010.02186
https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/abbe1a
https://almascience.eso.org/documents-and-tools/latest/documents-and-tools/cycle8/alma-technical-handbook
https://almascience.nrao.edu/documents-and-tools/cycle8/alma-proposers-guide
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2017ApJ...849...43H/abstract

