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ABSTRACT

Extant chemical evolution models underestimate the Galpobduction of Sr, Y
and Zr as well as the Solar System abundances of s-only sstepgh 96<A<130.
To solve this problem, an additional (unknown) process heenkinvoked, the so-
called LEPP (Light Element Primary Process). In this paperinvestigate possible
alternative solutions. Basing on Full Network Stellar exmnary calculations, we
investigate thefects on the Solar System s-only distribution induced byrbkision
of some commonly ignored physical processes (e.g. rofatidoy the variation of the
treatment of convective overshoot, mass-loss and fii@excy of nuclear processes.
Our main findings are: 1) at the epoch of the formation of th&iS8ystem, our
reference model produces super-solar abundances for tbke wtonly distribution,
even in the range 997 <130; 2) within errors, the s-only distribution relative'f8Sm
is flat; 3) the s-process contribution of the less massive AGBs (M<1.5 M,) as well
as of the more massive ones ¥K.0 M,) are negligible; 4) the inclusion of rotation
implies a downward shift of the whole distribution with argher dficiency for the
heavy s-only isotopes, leading to a flatter s-only distrdout5) different prescriptions
on convection or mass-loss produce nearly rigid shifts efthole distribution.

In summary, a variation of the standard paradigm of AGB msyeathesis would allow
to reconcile models predictions with Solar System s-onlynalances. Nonetheless,
the LEPP cannot be definitely ruled out, because of the umin&ds still dfecting

stellar and Galactic chemical evolution models.

Subject headings: Stars: AGB and post-AGB — Physical data and processes: Biucle

reactions, nucleosynthesis, abundances
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1. Introduction

Mass-losing Asymptotic Giant Branch (AGB) stars are themsaiurce of medium-

and long-term gas returned to the interstellar medium (LSM\y this reason, they allow late
episodes of stellar formation, thus prolonging the stamfag lifetime in many diferent Galactic
environments. In addition, as a result of a complex commonaif internal nucleosynthesis and
deep convective mixing, the wind of AGB stars is heavily elned in both light (C, N, F, Na)
and heavy elements. About half of the isotopes from Sr to Blpayduced by AGB stars in their
interior through a slow neutron capture process callecosgss (see, e.d., Busso et al. 1999).
Moreover, the dust forming in their cool extended circurtatenvelopes &iciently pollutes the

ISM. Therefore, AGB stars play a fundamental role in the dleahevolution of galaxies.

In this paper we discuss the evolution of the heavy elemekt9Q) in the solar
neighborhood. Our main goal is to understand if the curremtaosynthesis models provide a
reliable evaluation of the ISM contamination by AGB stareeTnain and the strong components
of the s-process (A90) are produced by low-mass AGB stars, typically<IVEM, < 3.0. Lighter
s elements (A90) are mainly synthesized by the s-process in massive duairsg core He
burning and shell C burning (the so-called weak componeanp€ler et el. 1989; Beer et al.
1992; Pignatari et al. 2010). Massive stars are also refierfer the r process (rapid neutron
capture nucleosynthesis; for a review see Sneden et al).2Pit of the isotopes heavier than
iron are produced by both the s and the r process. However éxest a few isotopes that cannot
receive any contribution from the r process and, for thisoeaare called s-only isotopes. An
s-only isotope with atomic number Z is shielded by the r pssadue to the existence of a stable
isobar with Z-1 or Z-2. For this reason, the sequencg @écays that occurs at the end of the r

process is interrupted before the s-only nucleus is reached

Galactic Chemical Evolution (hereinafter GCE) models wigd by combining the s

process contribution of AGB stars (main and strong comptraerd massive stars (weak s and
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r process) have been studied by Travaglio et al. (1999, 2Z2004) and Bisterzo et al. (2014).
Travaglio et al.|(2004) firstly reported a deficit of the prtdd Solar System abundances of Sr, Y
and Zr (about -18%). These three elements belong to the fosicess peak in the Solar System
composition, which corresponds to nuclei with magic neutramber N=50. After analyzing the
possible uncertainties in their nucleosynthesis calmiriat they concluded that this deficit would
imply the existence of a missing s-process contributioa,s-called Light Element Primary
Process (LEPP). Note that aféirent LEPP has also been invoked to explain the abundances of
a large group of light elements with an important contribatirom the r-process. For instance,
Montes et al.|(2007) distinguished between "solar” andlfsteLEPP, the latter found in
metal-poor halo stars enriched by an r-process. Our findingdimited to the main s-process
from AGB stars and, thus, we only focus on s-only isotopefénsolar nebula. Therefore, results
presented in this paper do not provide any hint to certifyefaiude) the existence of a metal-poor
primary LEPP, which could have equally well its roots in atsdmweak r-process.

The need of an unknown pure s-process contribution has beerclaimed by Bisterzo et al.
(2014) basing on the analysis of the s-only isotopes (seekigpeler et al. 2011). Indeed,

in their chemical evolution models all the s-only isotopav@0<A <130 are systematically
underestimated. As a matter of fact, the AGB yields used laydglio et al. |(2004) and
Bisterzo et al.|(2014) are based on post-process calcataf®allino et al. 1998) in which the
main neutron source (tH€C pocket) is artificially introduced. The s process in low MA&B
stars is mainly due to the neutrons released by*6ér,n)*%O reaction in a thirt3C pocket

that forms after each third dredge up (TDU) episode (Strareeal. 1995; Gallino et al. 1998;
Straniero et al. 2006). At present, a reliable evaluatiothefextension in mass and of the

13C profile within the pocket is probably the most challengiasktfor AGB stellar modelers
(Herwig et al. 1997; Denissenkov & Tout 2003; Cristallo et2009, 2011; Liu et al. 2014). In
the GCE models by Bisterzo et al. (2014), the extension ofiigpocket as well as the mass

fractions of'3C and'*N (the main neutron source and the main neutron poison, caégely) are
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freely varied in order to reproduce the 100% of saf8m with an s-only distribution as flat as
possible. These authors, however, did not explore the palysiotivation at the base of those
variations. More recently, Trippella et/al. (2014) arguledtf in stars with M1.5 M,, magnetic
fields are able to shape largé€ pockets than those characterizing more massive AGBs [see a
Maiorca et al. 2012) and suggest that this occurrence migleg lmportant consequences on the
Solar System s-only distribution. However, their conaasi have to be verified with the support
of a GCE model as well as that of evolutionary models thatigelthe feedback of magnetic
fields.

The analysis of the LEPP problem presented in this work isdbas a diferent approach. We
verify if our FUIl Network Stellar (FUNS, see Straniero ell2006 and references therein) yields,
incorporated into a chemical evolution model for the soghborhood, can provide a reasonable
fit to the Solar System s-only distribution. The adoption ¢&r@e nuclear network directly
coupled to the physical evolution of the stars as well as andhing of the convectiveadiative
interface at the base of the convective envelope (i.e. wiher€C forms) do not allow us to force
our calculation to fit the absolute value of the Solar Systesnlg distribution. Notwithstanding,
we can evaluated thefects on the AGB nucleosynthesis offdrent prescriptions for convective
overshoot during the TDU, rotation-induced mixing, pre\@nd AGB mass-loss rates and

nuclear reactionsfigciencies.

The paper is structured as follow. We firstly describe oura@#t Chemical Evolution model
and the stellar evolutionary code used to determine thesolar distribution for s-only isotopes.
(Sectior 2 and Sectidd 3, respectively). Then, in Seéiiorepmesent our reference case, while
in Section$ b and|6 we describe how AGB models uncertaintids=CE uncertaintiesfi&ct our

results, respectively. Our conclusions follow in Secfibn 7
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2. The Galactic Chemical Evolution M odé€

We use a simplified GCE model for the solar neighborhood, défas a cylinder of 1 kpc
radius at a distance o8 kpc from the Galactic center, adopting the standard fasma(e.g.
Pagel 2009). Our GCE code is an update of that used to follevetblution of light elements in
previous studies (Abia et al. 1991, 1995). The classicabsetiuations are solved numerically
without the instantaneous recycling approximation (itellar lifetimes are taken into account)
and assuming that at the star’s death its ejecta are thdsoogked instantaneously in the local
ISM, which is then characterized by a unique compositiongiven time. Thus, our predictions
represent average values in time as this simplified approachot account for the scatter in any
Galactic observable. Our main goal is to reproduce the absahd relative isotopic abundances
distribution of s-only nuclei at the Solar System format{oncurred 4.56 Gyr ago). These nuclei
are7OGe’ 7GSe,8°’32Kr, 8&87Sr, %MO, 100RU, 104Pd, 110Cd, 1168[1, 122’1231241_8, 128130)(6, 1341368&,
142N d, 1481505 m, 194G, 169Dy, 170YD, 176Lu, 176Hf, 1860s,192Pt, 198Hg and?%“Pb. We concentrate
on those isotopes because they are produced only via thecegsr and because an AGB origin
is certain for those with atomic mags> 96. We use the absolute isotopic abundances of the
proto-solar nebula to normalize the output of our GCE modhich is stopped at that epoch.
Note that those abundancestdr from the current ones observed in the solar photospheréodu
the impact of chemical settling. We obtain our proto-solatribution by adopting the elemental
abundances of Lodders et al. (2009) and by computing a Stdusidar Model according to the

procedure describe in Piersanti et al. (2007).

The basic ingredients of the GCE model are described in fl@img. For the stellar yields
see§3.

We adopt a standard Salpeter Initial Mass Function (IMFM) o« M~ with X = 1.35

in the mass range 0.1-100MFor the Star Formation Rate (SFR) we have adopted the sthnda
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Schmidt type lawP(t) = aagas(t), whereo g is the surface gas density= 0.32 Gyr* andk = 1.

We assume that the disk has been build up starting from aalisitrface gas density() and by
slow accretion of gas with primordial composition. Hence ithitial abundances of all the studied
isotopes is set to zero. We adopt an exponentially decrgasis accretion lavi(t) o« €7, This
infall prescription, combined to the adopted SFR law, leads decreasing star formation history
in the solar neighborhood. We set 7.5 Gyr since it has been shown that such a long timescale
provides a satisfactory fit to the observed stellar Met@fiDistribution (hereinafter MD) in the
solar neighborhood (e.g. Boissier & Prantzos 1999). We havmalized the infall ratd (t) by
imposing that the current observed total surface density58 M, pc? (see Goswami & Prantzos

2000, and references therein for a detailed discussion).
The main observables in the solar neighborhood which mustted are:
e the current surface density of gas @3 M.pc2; gas fraction 0.15-0.25%), stellar surface

density (35+ 5 M, pc?), total mass+{ 50 M, pc?) as well as the current star formation

rate (2-5 MyGyrpc?) (Boissier & Prantzos 1999; Goswami & Prantzos 2000);
¢ the observed age-metallicity relation (e.g. Casagrandé 2011);

¢ the Type Il and la supernova rates in the Galaxy (Li €t al. 204rid the observed [Be] vs.

[Fe/H] relationship in thin and thick disk stars (e.g. Ramireale2013] Nissen et &l. 2014);

¢ the observed MD of long-lived G-type stars (Casagrandel@04ll; Adibekyan et al. 2012;
Bensby et al. 2014);

¢ the absolute and relative s-only isotopic abundancesthlision at the formation of the

Solar System (Lodders et/al. 2009).

Recent studies (Roskar et lal. 2008; Schonrich & Binney 280®&ryk et all 2013) have shown

that the existence of gas and star migration across the tithle dilky Way can significantly alter
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the local observed age-metallicity relation and the stéllB. One of the main conclusions of
those studies is that these observational constraintsecproperly interpreted only if migration of
stars and gas is included in GCE models. For instance, r&@Btmodels that include migration
show that the average age-metallicity relation for stacallg born is generally flatter than the
one calculated classically (i.e. without migration, asityipically done in one zone, 1D GCE
models). In particular, it implies that the Sun was not ptdpdorn locally, but it migrated from
inner (more metal-rich) Galactic regions up to its curresgipon { ~ 8 kpc). Stellar migration
also introduces a dispersion in the observed abundancs eia function of the metallicity (i.e.
[X/Fe] vs. [F¢H]). Although this dispersion seems to be generally smak(0.15 dex), it might
be larger for elements produced in low-mass, long-liversstike Fe or s-elements. Furthermore,
the average gas metallicity in the ISM mighffdr from that of the local stellar population. The
impact of the gas and star migration in the observed s-eledistnibution in the Solar System

is beyond the scope of this study. We refer to specific stutfiabryk et all 2013) for a detailed
discussion on theffects of migration on the chemical evolution of the Galaxy.

Note that we cannad priori exclude that the simplifications inherent our GCE code maskes
chemical features or introduce some biases in followingtiemical evolution of s-only isotopes.
Indeed, we are aware that more sophisticated models thaamtheone GCE approximation
adopted in the present work can be constructed for the selghborhood. We refer, for instance,
to works including the evolution of the halo and of the thigkkd(Goswami & Prantzos 2000;
Kobayashi et al. 2000; Micali et al. 2013). fRarent prescriptions for the SFR and infalltflow

of gas are typically adopted for the evolution of these twéa@#c structures, which are mainly
constrained by their observed MD function. Nonethelesshaee checked that our results for
the s-only isotopes abundance distribution are ffigicéed when adding, for instance, the halo
evolution (according to the Goswami & Prantzos 2000 prpsions), provided that the initial
metallicity for the disk evolution does not significantlyoeed [FeH]~ —1.0. Typically, this is the

maximum value of the metallicity for the halo reached in Nn86IE models after~t 1 Gyr.



3. Stellar Models

Stellar lifetimes, remnants masses and yields for low aternmediate mass stars (.0
M/M, < 6.0) are derived from theoretical evolutionary models coteg with the FUNS
evolutionary code (Straniero et al. 2006) he stellar yields have been obtained by evolving
models with diferent masses and initial chemical composition from the\pag Sequence
up to the AGB tip. In our models, the adopted AGB mass-loss as been calibrated on the
period-luminosity and period-mass loss relations obskmd.ong Period Variable Stars (see
Straniero et al. 2006, and references therein). The atondavelecular opacities in the cool
envelope of AGBs account for the variation of the chemicahposition as due to the occurrence
of recurrent TDU episodes (Cristallo et lal. 2007). DuringU Bpisodes, the instability occurring
at the inner border of the convective envelope is handleddopting an exponential decay of
the convective velocities. This makes the TDU deeper; mae@s a by-product, we obtain
the self-consistent formation of tH&C pocket after each thermal pulse (TP) followed by TDU
(Cristallo et al. 2009; Straniero et/al. 2014). The extemsibthe'3C pocket varies from TP to TP
following the shrinking of the region between the He and thghdlls (the so called He-intershell).
The nuclear network used to follow the physical and chen@galution of our models has been
presented in Cristallo et al. (2011): it includes about 5¥adpes (from hydrogen to bismuth)
linked by more than 1000 reactions. Such a network is dyeatluded in the FUNS code, thus
avoiding the use of post-process techniques.

The main neutron source in AGB stars is represented by*t¥,n)*®0O reaction, burning in

The FUNS code has been derived from the FRANEC code (EBisStraniero| 1989;
Chieffi et al. 1998).
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Fig. 1.— Selection of FRUITY yields for key s-process eletsetpper panel°Y (representative
of the first s-process peak); intermediate pat@la (representative of the second s-process peak);
lower panel?°®Pb (representative of the third s-process peak). See ttia@adition for a colored

version of this figure.
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radiative conditions at ¥ 10° K during the inter-pulse phases. An additional contributomes
from the activation of thé?Ne(a,n)*>Mg reaction at the base of the convective shells generated by
TPs when the temperature exceeds B® K. While the former reaction dominates the s-process
nucleosynthesis in low mass AGB stars, the latter becomigsdfiticient in stars with Mt 3 M.

The models we use to calculate the AGB yields havBedent masses (1sOM/M,, < 6.0) and
metallicities (-2.1%[Fe/H]<+0.15;|Cristallo et al. 2009, 2011; Cristallo et a&h preparation).

The corresponding yields are available on-line on our webs#ory FRUIT‘H, which represents
our reference set.

In Figure[1l we report a selection of FRUITY net yigder some key s-process elementsy(

as representative of the first s-process pé¥ka as representative of the second s-process peak
and?®®Pb as representative of the third s-process peak). As glreadarked in Cristallo et al.
(2011), the largest yields are produced in the (1.5-3.9)nMss range. Figufeé 1 shows that low
mass models (M1.5 M,) marginally contribute to the global s-process produgtgince the

TDU practically ceases to occur when the initial stellar sndiops below 1.2 M (see als@b.3).
Similarly, s-process yields from more massive AGBsS@MD M,) are low, even if these stars
may significantly contribute to the nucleosynthesis of somgtron rich isotope (as, for example,
8’Rb and®Zzr) due to the activation of th&Ne(a,n)*°Mg reaction. As expected, for stars with

masses between 1.5 and 3.Q,Mhe relative distribution of the three s-process peakskiyea

2This mass limit depends on the metallicity. As a general, ilie minimum mass decreases
with the metallicity.
3httpy/fruity.oa-teramo.inaf.it

4A net yield is defined as
T(Mi) dm
f [X(k) - X°() D i 1)
0 dt

wheredM/dt is the mass loss rate, whik(k) andX°(k) stand for the current and the initial mass

fraction of thek-isotope, respectively.
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depends on the mass, while it has fiatient behavior depending on the initial iron content. At
large metallicities ([F&1]>-0.3), the s-process mainly populates the first peak (Sr-¥edion).
At intermediate metallicities, the second s-process pBakL@-Ce-Nd region) presents its

maximum. At low metallicities ([F#1]<-0.7) lead production dominates.

In our GCE we adopt a simplified prescription by assuming #lastars with mass M
> 8 M,, explode as core collapse supernovae leaving behind a comgmacant such a neutron
star of masg 1.4 M, or a black hole in the case of most massive stars-(KD M,). In our
calculations, we do not include the contribution of masshags to the s-process inventory. Those
stars largely contribute to the production of s-only is@®withA < 87 (see Pignatari et al. 2010,
and references therein). Therefore, for those isotopepradiiction have to be considered as
lower limits. Oxygen and iron yields from massive stars astgéad needed in order to reproduce
the average [@e] vs. [F¢H] relationship observed in unevolved stars (2.0. Ranéted. 2013;
Nissen et al. 2014). For that purpose, we use the yields ghdaliby Chiéi & Limongi (2004).
As far as it concerns the core-collapse supernovae cotitibto the iron enrichment, we assume
that on average each supernova ejects 0,1off°Fe. On the other hand, we adopt the type la
supernovae explosion rate according to Greggio & RenzB83) in the framework of the Single
Degenerate scenario for their progenitors. This corredptmassume that a fraction ab% of
all binary system ever formed in the adequate mass rangeneilide an explosive outcome. This
fraction value is set by fitting the observed current GataSti la rate and the [Be] vs. [F¢H]
relationship. We also assume that, on average, for each&Mta an amount of 0.7 M, of 6Fe

is ejected (e.g. Bravo & Martinez-Pinedo 2012).

4. Reference case

Our Reference case has been computed using the GCE model descrit§&hin adopting

parameters values reported there. The model accountd theatonstraints mentioned above
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Fig. 2.— Age metallicity relation (solid thick curve) conmead to the average andlo limits
(dotted curves) of the observations in the solar neighbmihoy Casagrande et/al. (2011) and
Bensby et al. (2014). The dashed curve refers to a GCE modgbuted with an increased SFR
(+10% with respect to the solid thick curve). See Sedtion 6 &baitk.



—14 —

within the observational uncertainties. It is very well kwmothat other reasonable choices of the
GCE model parameters (SFR law, IMF, etc.) might give sinriéaults still in good agreement
with the observational constraints. Due to its relevanceto discussion, we show in Figl 2
the age-metallicity relation obtained in tReference case (thick continuous line). The dotted
curves represent the average atidr limits of the observations of Casagrande etlal. (2011) and
Bensbhy et al. (2014). Our model predicts a rapid increaséet$M metallicity with time,
reaching [F¢gH]~ 0.0 at the epoch of Solar System formation and a continuousaser of [FH]

until now.

In Fig. [3 we report the results of olReference GCE calculation case, as obtained by
using stellar yields included in the FRUITY database. Gipomding data are reported in Table
. In the upper panel we report absolute percentage s-astlyp abundances obtained from
our GCE model at the epoch of the Solar System formation. itngdlot we did not add any
contribution from the weak-s process. Thus, 100% meansathatotope is entirely synthesized
by AGB stars. For each isotope, we also plot the correspgnsiitar abundance uncertainty
reported in_Lodders et al. (2009). Dashed horizontal lidesitify a+10% tolerance region
representing the current uncertainties in the estimatedhadal abundances as due to nuclear
cross sections (Kappeler et lal. 2011). In the lower pan€&igfl3 we report the overproduction
factors normalized with respect t6°Sm. In this case, unity means that an s-only isotope is
over-produced (or under-produced)'8Sm with respect to the corresponding solar abundance.
The latter isotope has been chosen as reference since tteesptocess flux passes through it,
making this isotope virtually unbranched (Arlandini etE99). Also in this case, we highlight a
+10% tolerance region.

An inspection to Fig[ 13 (upper panel) reveals an overall praetuction of s-only isotopes with
A>96 (~ 145%), more evident in the region 128<204. Thus, on a relative scale, lighter s-only
isotopes are underproduced with respect to the heaviest(eee lower panel of Figure 3).

However, our relative distribution can be considered flatirent uncertainties (observational and
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nuclear) are taken into account. Since we do not assumadangc re-scaling of thé3C pocket,

at odds with Travaglio et al. (2004) and Bisterzo etlal. (90¢Hdo claimed a missing contribution
to light s-only isotopes, we obtain super-solar percerstégeall s-only isotopes with a sure AGB
origin (A>96). Thus, in the following we investigate if there is the gibgity to decrease the
overall Galactic s-only production and if a larger depletéficiency can be found for the heavier
s-only isotopes (128A<204). This exploration is carried out in the next Section tudging
current uncertaintiescting stellar models.

As starting point of our analysis, however, we want to veifif@CE models confirm that the
bulk of the s-process comes from AGB stars with massesM /B, <3.0 (see previous Section).
The contribution from AGBs with M1.5 M, will be analyzed in§5.3. In order to quantify the
contribution to the Solar System s-only distribution framermediate Mass Stars AGBs (i.e. stars
with initial masses M 4 My, hereinafter IMS-AGBSs; see also Karakas & Lattanzio 2004,

run a GCE model by setting to zero the yields of those objéase{nafter No IMS case). Results
are shown in Figurel4 and reported in Table 1. On averageMBecontribution to the Solar
System s-only distribution is marginal (on average 6%). sTtaven if our IMS-AGBs present
tiny 3C-pocket after TDUS (Straniero et al. 2014), their contiiitiy, once weighted on the IMF,
is small. For the lightest s-only isotopes (foffiGe t0®’Sr), the relative IMSs contribution is
larger, due to the mordiicient activation of thé’Ne(a,n)*°Mg source. Note, however, that those
isotopes are mainly synthesized by the weak-s componeripireer et al. 1994; Pignatari et al.
2010). Thus, we basically confirm the findinglof Bisterzo e{2014) that intermediate mass

AGBs marginally contribute to the Galactic chemical eviantof s-only isotopes.

5. Stellar Modes Uncertainties

Despite great strides made by stellar modelers in the last®eades, our understanding of

the AGB phase is still hampered by large uncertainties. Agbaysical details can be constrained
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by theory and, therefore, the adoption of phenomenologizalels is often the only way to
describe a specific physical process. Thus, it is not sumngridat a large part of the extant
models still include a set of parameters sometimes ratker fometimes (partially) constrained
by observations. Despite all these limitations, we try taleate the fects that current stellar
modelling uncertainties have on s-process yields. In tlesgmt work we focus on some key
physical processes (such as rotation, convection and lmsssand on thef&ciency of some

nuclear processes.

Due to the large number of models included in the FRUITY dasabwe compute a reduced
number of (M,Z) combinations by analyzing once a time eacthefabove mentioned physical
processes and we derive corrective factors to be appliedtiels with similar masses (M) and
metallicities (Z). Such a procedure does not introducedsias our conclusions because we focus
our attention on those (M,Z) combinations where, accortiingur previous experience, major

effects are expected.

5.1. Rotation

FRUITY AGB stellar models are representative of the inidresarbon stars observed in the
disk and in the halo of the Milky Way. However, a comparisotwaen our theoretical curves and
spectroscopic data shows that, at fixed metallicity, our@sdo not cover the observed spread
in the s-process indexes. Piersanti etlal. (2013) recesttyothstrated that a variation in the initial
Zero Age Main Sequence (ZAMS) rotational velocity}ys) determines a consistent spread in
the final surface s-process enhancements and spectrosudgxes in stars with the same initial
mass and metallicity. Rotation-induced instabilitiesgarticular the Goldreich-Schubert-Fricke
instability and meridional circulations) modify the massemsion of both thé*C and the!*N
pockets and their relative overlap. This is shown in Figyrettere we report th€C and the*N

mass fractions in the upper layers of the He-intershell #fiie 4" TDU episode of a 2 M model
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with Z=10"? ([Fe/H]=-0.15) and ¥},,s=30 knys. We plot chemical profiles at the end of the
formation of the'*C pocket (dotted lines) and at the beginning of the neutrelease by the
B3C(a,n)'®0 reaction (solid lines). The abundance®®f is also plotted to testify the starting of
neutron capture processes. With respect to a non-rotatigphthe average neutron-to-seed ratio
decreases and the production of s-process elements is (seerlso Figure 3 in Piersanti et al.
2013). This is a consequence of the higher abundanéNofa very strong neutron poison, in
the 3C pocket. This also implies that light-s elements are legtetied than the heavier ones. It
is worth mentioning that the inclusion of rotation does ndistantially &ect the diciency of
TDU, as testified by the almost unaltered surfacd-gJ (see Piersanti et/al. 2013 or the FRUITY
database).

Rotational velocities of Main Sequence stars of spectedsds A and F span on a quite large
range and they can be as high as 300«kn®n the other hand, asteroseismology measurements
seem to indicate that the cores of Red Giant stars rotate gloivly (see e.qg. Mosser et al. 2012).
This discrepancy is normally attributed to a particuladfiyogent transfer of angular momentum
from the inner zones to the convective envelope or to magbetking. In our models we do not
account for such anfkect, but to compensate it we use low ZAMS rotation velocitigsus, we
assume ¥, =10 knys for models with M<2.0 M, and a slightly larger value for models with
2.0<M/M;, <4.0 (V;3),s=30 kmy's). Due to the marginal contribution to the bulk of the s-psx
from IMSs (see§d)), we do not apply rotating corrective factors to the yiedfisnore massive
AGBs (M> 4 M.). In Figurel6 we compare oureference case with a GCE calculation based
on stellar models including thetects of rotation (hereinaftdRotation case). The corresponding
data are reported in Tallé 1. As expected, we find a generedatae of the absolute s-process
abundances, the depletion factors increasing for largeniatmasses. With the exception of
13883, s-only nuclei show absolute sub-solar percentageslidiitest s-only isotopes (up #Sr)
are less depleted than the heavier ones. In fact the red@cgbn exposure (due to the partial

overlap between th€C and the"*N pockets) leads to the synthesis of isotopes closer to dime ir
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Fig. 5.—*3C andN profiles after the @ TDU in a 2 M, rotating model with Z1072 ([Fe/H]=-
0.15) and ¥,,s=30 knys (solid curves). Thé°Y profile (multiplied by a factor 1000) is also
displayed. We showW?C and!*N profiles at the end of the formation of th&C pocket (dotted
curves) and when neutrons start being released (solid €ur8ee the on-line edition for a colored

version of this figure.
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seedsFe), to the detriment of the heavier ones. This is even mddeet/when looking to the
relative overproduction factors (lower panel of Figure®h a relative scale, light s-only isotopes
gain more than a factor 2 with respect to Reference case, while those in the atomic mass range
96< A <124 are now within (or even above) the tolerance region.

Obviously, a diferent choice of the initial rotational velocities would dei@ a diferent s-only
distribution in both the absolute and relative scales. Thugrinciple a better fit could be found.
However, due to the other uncertainty sourcésaing stellar models, in particular those related
to the treatment of rotation in 1D evolutionary codes (segdanti et al. 2013 and references
therein), we prefer to highlight generdfects related to a physical input (as rotation) more than

to provide a detailed specific recipe to obtain the desired fit

5.2. Convection

In our models, according to the prescriptions of the Mixirength Theory (MLT| Cox
1968), convective velocities are proportional to th&edence between the radiative and the
adiabatic temperature gradients. Thus, in presence of atbnadiabatic temperature gradient
profile, the convective velocity is O at radiatieenvective interfaces. However, when the
H-rich envelope penetrates in the He-rich region, whichharacterized by a lower opacity, a
non-zero convective velocity is found at the inner bordethefconvective envelerThis is the
standard picture of a TDU episode. As a consequence of thippabhange in the opacity, the
radiativgconvective interface becomes unstable (see Straniero22@6, for details). However,
the steep pressure gradient should limit the penetratisadf an instability and, thus, the average
convective velocity should rapidly drop to 0. We mimic thehlavior by assuming that convective

velocities follow an exponential decay law below the comivecenvelope. This has two major

*We remind that the radiative gradient is proportional todpacity.
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consequences: the TDU episode is deeper and, latdE, pocket develops (see Cristallo et al.
2009 for a detailed discussion and for a comparison withrtiegles used by other groups to
handle the formation of th€C pocket).

In our FRUITY models, the penetration of protons is inhibditeelow 2Hp from the formal
Schwarzschild Boundary (hereinafter SB). In order to esglbe sensitivity of stellar yield
and, hence, of GCE calculations on such an assumption omgnéiciency, we computed the
same FRUITY non-rotating 2 MZ=10"? ([Fe/H]=-0.15) model, but allowing the partial mixing
below the SB down to the layer where the convective velositid! times the value at the $B
(hereinafterTail case). In the upper panel of Figlile 7 we plot ##@ and'*N abundances after
the 39 TDU episode of the FRUITY model (solid curves) and T model (dotted curves). As
it can be easily derived, the integratétl mixed below the SB is almost the same for the two
cases (7.810° M, vs 7.8x10° M,, for the FRUITY andTail models, respectively), while the
integrated3C is 50% larger in th@ail model with respect to the FRUITY one (X80 M, vs
3.4x10°° M,). This means that theffective'3C (i.e. the'3C that gfectively contributes to the
s-process; Cristallo et al. 2011) is nearly twice in Tad model (from 9.%10°® M, to 1.8x10°°
M;). As a consequence, the overall s-process productionasesg as testified by the curve in the
lower panel of Figurel7, where we plot theffdrences in the final surface enhancements between
the Tail and the FRUITY models. Corresponding data are reportedleTh As expected,
light elements (Z 28) are not fiected by the changes in théC tail profile, while the three
s-process peaks show larger surface enrichments (at3@9 for Is and hs ané60% for lead).
This additional contribution comes from the portion of théemded™>C pocket characterized
by 5x 102 < X(*3C) < 1 x 1072 (see Figur&l7). In our previous models, such a contribuson i
suppressed since it lies in correspondence to the drop df@hprofile. Interestingly, elements

normally associated to the weak component (Ge-Ga) resaligly enhanced with respect to the

This roughly corresponds to (2:2.4) Hp.
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Fig. 8.— Selected key isotope profiles in tH€ pocket layers after the 8TDU of a 2 M, and
Z=10"? ([Fe/H]=-0.15) model. Thick and thin curves refer to ffal and FRUITY cases, respec-

tively. See the on-line edition for a colored version of tiggire.
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FRUITY model (up to 60%). This is due to the contribution freime inner tail of thé>C pocket,
where neutron densities are lower and, thus, less massiipes are synthesized (see, e.g., the
%9Ga profile in Figur&1). In th&ail model, neutron rich isotopes (&&r), normally bypassed by
the s-process main path, are not enhanced, but even milglgtdd with respect to the FRUITY
model. This is a consequence of the larger mass extenside i@ pocket of theTail case.
During the'*C radiative burning, in fact, neutron-rich isotopes aremged more than produced
(see, e.qg., th&Zr profile in Figurd ).

In the upper panel of Figuié 9 we show GCE absolute percestagdy abundances obtained
by using AGB models with the new prescription for the loweubdary of the'*C pocket Tail
case). For s-only isotopes with> 96 we find an increase of s-process absolute percentages (on
average+30%), with similar enhancements for light and heavy s-osbtapes (as testified by the
similar relative distributions reported in the lower pgnélighter s-only isotopes (A 87) result
more enhanced with respect to the heavier ones due to thebeditn from the inner tail of the
13C pocket. In summary, we find that largé€€ -pockets do not strongly modify the shape of the
s-only distribution, but sizeablyfizct their absolute values (see also Figure 4 in Bisterza et al
2014). We also find that th&il case is able to nearly reproduce the entire Galactic pramuct
of 8Sr and®’Sr, in agreement with previous findings (Trippella et al. £01However, when
compared to other s-only nuclei, Sr s-only isotopes are mondduced and, therefore, in our GCE
model a certain contribution from the weak-s process isre#ded.

Note that a rigid shift (in both directions) could also beabed by assuming a filerenta
parameter of the MLT. Such a parameter is calibrated by cemiag the solar properties with a
Standard Solar Model (see Piersanti et al. 2007 for detaisyvever, there is no specific reason
to adopt the same for all the stellar evolutionary phases (see the discudsi@iraniero et al.
2014). Cristallo et al! (2009) already showed that a rednadf the MLT parameter in AGB stars
leads to a decrease of the s-process yields. Since thigigardoes not depend on the metallicity,

we expect a corresponding rigid shift in the output of a GCE.
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5.3. Mass-loss

The poor theoretical knowledge of the stellar mass loseiyisepresents one of the main
uncertainties in the computation of AGB stellar models. Llaovd intermediate mass stars lose the
majority of their mass during the Red Giant Branch (RGB) drelAGB phases.

In 1D stellar evolutionary codes, the mass-loss rate dutiegRGB phase is commonly

parameterized according to the formulation proposed bynRes (1975):
M= 4x 1085 2)
oR

whereM is in units of My/yr and other quantities are in solar units. The uncertaiffigcéing

this formula was originally quoted by Reimers to be at leafstchor 2 either way. Later,
Fusi-Pecci & Renzinil (1976) introduced a normalizationstant in order to reproduce the
Horizontal Branch (HB) morphology of Globular Clustem:éO.AH). Depending on the mass lost
during the RGB phase (and thus on the valuggf stars attain the AGB phase withfidirent
envelope masses. Thus, in principle, the RGB mass-lossl tavie an ffect on the subsequent
AGB nucleosynthesis. Thoséfects are expected to be important for low mass stars1(/sl

M) because they spend more time on the RGB phase with resplacjés masses. Moreover,
their envelopes are thinner with respect to more massive atal, therefore, even a small amount
of material lost (e.g. 0.1 M) can produce sizeabldfects on the occurrence of TDU in the
subsequent AGB phase (see e.g. Straniero et al. 2003). Ppenyaetermine thefects of RGB
mass-loss rate on AGB nucleosynthesis (and thus on thesolally distribution), we calculate

a set of M=1.3 M, models at dierent metallicities withyr = 0.2. In Figure 1D we report the
variations of the surface abundancag) (vith respect to the corresponding FRUITY cases. We
find thatA; are larger at low metallicities (in particular for the hesstis-only isotopes). This is

due to the fact that at large metallicities this mass expeds a few TDU episodes even using a

FRUITY models adopt this value.
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milder RGB mass loss rate. Thus, the final surface s-procdsmeement is, in any case, low. By
comparison, we also report data relative to a BIM,, Z=10"2 ([Fe/H]=-0.15) model. The low
variations found in this case confirm that for massive encA@B stars a reduced mass-loss rate
during the RGB phase has practically rféeet. In Figuré_1ll we report a GCE model computed
with ng = 0.2 in stars with Mk 1.3M,, (hereinaftelReimers case). We find minor variations in the
s-only distribution (see also Tallé 1), with slightly larggmhancements for the heaviest s-only
isotopes A > 128). Our results reinforce the evidence that the majorrdmrtors to the Solar
System s-process inventory are AGB stars in the mass rarige3(0) M., as already inferred in
Sectiori 8. Their nucleosynthesis is stronglgated by the rate at which they lose mass during the
AGB. A viable method to estimate AGB mass loss is based onliserged correlation with the
pulsation period (Vassiliadis & Wood 1993). Since the etioluof the pulsation period depends
on the variations of radius, luminosity and mass, this i@fgprovides a simple method to estimate
the evolution of the mass loss rate from basic stellar paiensieln our models, the AGB mass
loss is determined according to a procedure similar to tleeamtopted by Vassiliadis & Wood
(1993), but revising the mass loss-period and the periodrasity relations, taking in to account
more recent infrared observations of solar metallicity AGBrs (see Straniero et al. 2006 and
references therein). It has been demonstrated that AGB losssates are mildly dependent on
the metallicity (Groenewegen et al. 2007; Lagadec et alg@p@ad, thus, we applied the same
period-mass loss relation for all AGB models present in tREIA'Y database. Notwithstanding,
it is worth to note that, when a fixed period is defined, obg@mal data show a quite large
scatter. In a period-mass loss plot, a theoretical curvastoocied reducing by a factor 2 the
mass-loss rate at a fixed period still lays within the obs#sgread (see Figure 8.10.0f Cristallo
2006). This still holds for a mass-loss rate increased by@if&. In order to quantify thefiects

on the s-only distribution induced by a variation of the AGRBSs-loss rate, we compute some
AGB models with a milder and stronger period-mass lossioglat In Figuré 12 we show the

results on the final surface distributions of 2 Igtellar models at various metallicities. In the
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Fig. 10.— Diferences in the surface chemical distributions of 13dtars at various metallicities
computed with a reduced RGB mass loss rate (Rgk= 0.2) with respect to the corresponding
FRUITY models (FRUITY:ng = 0.4). A 2.0 M, star is also reported by comparison. See the

on-line edition for a colored version of this figure.
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Fig. 12.— Diferences with respect to FRUITY models in the final surfacersba distributions
of 2.0 M, stars at various metallicities computed with an increasedecreased AGB mass loss
rate. Our standard AGB mass-loss rate has been describ&aime®o et al. 2006. Negativeftir-
ences are obtained with an increased mass-loss rate (aggcpositive diterences are found for
models with a reduced AGB mass-loss rate). As expected gelesvhose AGB production is neg-
ligible show null diferences (i.e. they have the same final surface abundandesarfrresponding

FRUITY models). See the on-line edition for a colored vembthis figure.
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loss rate (crosses). See text for details.
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plot, A; represents the fierence between models computed with the stanikmkriod relation
(Straniero et al. 2006) and the modified ones. Obviouslytigeglifferences are obtained with a
milder mass loss rate, while negativéfdrences with the stronger one. Heavy elements surface
variations are below 0.1 dex (25 %) for the whole s-processildution, being slightly larger at
low metallicity. Thus, we expect that a modifié+Period relation in the AGB phase produce an
almost rigid shift (upward or downward, depending on thepd€eld mass loss law) of the s-process
isotopes. In order to verify this statement, we compute a @©Eel with a milderM-Period
relation during the AGB phase (hereinafidloss AGB case). Results are shown in Figlre 13;
corresponding data are reported in Tdble 1. As expected;émly isotopes with A96 there is

an almost rigid upper shift of solar percentage25%). In summary, a rigid shift (upward or
downward) of the s-process isotopic inventory can be obthiby adopting a dierent prescription

for the AGB mass loss rate within the intrinsic observedtscan theM-period relation.

5.4. Efficiency of nuclear processes

In previous Sections we demonstrated théfiedent prescriptions on physical processes can
lead to appreciable variations of the s-only inventoryhiis Section we concentrate on strong and
weak nuclear processes. We refer to Cristallo et al. (20dria fist of the adopted reaction rates

in FRUITY models. Here, we focus on the uncertaintife@ing the rates of:

e nuclear processes determining the abundances of s-orbpe® close to s-process

branchings;
¢ neutron sources in AGB stars, i.e. tH€(x,n)**0 and the?’Ne(,n)**Mg reactions;

¢ the major neutron poison in AGB stars, i.e. tis(n,p)*“C reaction.



- 35—

Fig. 14.— s-process main path in the regiot¥€s and>*Eu branching points.

By means of the first test we can quantify local variations-ohly isotopes, while the others

allow us to determine if nuclear processes are able to si@pehole s-only distribution.

5.4.1. s-processbranchings

We focus on the branchings &#(Cs and at®*Eu, which determine the surface abundances
of **Ba and*®*Gd (overproduced and underproduced with respett®®&m in our GCE models,

respectively). In Figure_14 we report the main s-procesk pathe regions of the nuclide
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chart corresponding to the two s-process branching poirts.unstable isobars hagedecay
timescales of the order of years (2.1 yr and 8.8 yr in laboyatonditions for'**Cs and'>*Eu,
respectively). Thus, their decays are faster than correipg neutron capture during the radiative
13C burning, but long enough to allow the opening of s-proceaadhings during the convective
2?Ne(a,n¥°Mg burning. Direct measurements of théCs(ny)*3*Cs reaction is prohibitive
(Patronis et al. 2004), while for the neutron capturé®gu only a dated activation measurement
is available|(Anderl et al. 1981). We explore tHeeets of varying their neutron cross sections
by adopting the uncertainties recently provided by Raus(2@®12) ¢-10% and+50% for'3*Ba
and®Gd, respectively). Thg decays rates are taken from Takahashi & Yokoi (1987), white t
corresponding uncertainties (a factor 3) are taken fromeBo1999).

In Figure[I5 we report the fierences (filled dark circles) in the yields of a 2, M=10"?
([Fe/H]=-0.15) model with respect to a FRUITY model by modifying meutcross sections and

B decays in the following way:

upper limit of the'**Cs neutron capture cross section;

lower limit for thes~ decay rate of**Cs int0134BaH

lower limit of the 1>*Eu neutron capture cross section;

upper limit for theg~ decay rate of**Eu into®Gd .

These choices aim at minimizing th&Ba production and at maximizing tH&*Gd production.
The plotted quantities are normalized to variation®#m yields (thus, unity means no variation
with respect td*°Sm). We find a 5% reduction é#*Ba yield and a 30% increase BfGd yield.

Note that these numbers refer to 2 Mhodels: for more massive AGB stars (e.g. 3.0-4H) M

8This corresponds to adopt the upper limit of tA¥Cs lifetime, which is defined as the inverse

of A (and thus of the rate).
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M=2 M, Z=1x10"2 ([Fe/H]=-0.15)
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Fig. 15.— Diferences in the yields of a 2 JVdmodel with Z=1072 ([Fe/H]=-0.15) obtained by
varying strong and weak reaction rates (dots: variationsuafear processedtiencies in cor-
respondence df*Cs and'>*Eu branching; triangles: variations of neutron source <BEstions;
squares: variations of neutron poisons cross sectionferBinces are normalized to variations in

1505m yields. See text for details.
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these €ects are larger.

5.4.2. s-process neutron sources

Then, we verify if the solar s-only distribution is modifiedhen adopting recently published
rates for the two major neutron sources in AGB stars, i.el366v,n)'°0 and the®?Ne(a,n°Mg
reactions. While the first reaction releases neutrons iratisd conditions during interpulse
periods, the latter burns in a convective environment dufiRs. For thé3C(a,n)*®0 reaction
we used the value proposed by La Cognatalet al. (2013), wdnilehe 2’Ne(a,ny°Mg the
value suggested by Longland et al. (2012) is adopted. Wghaet to our reference rates
(Drotleft et al. | 1993 and Kaeppeler et al. 1994, respectively), botinein are about 20%
higher at the temperatures of interest. The combirfBeteinduced by the newC(x,n)*¢0
and?’Ne(a,n)*®Mg reactions is an overall slight increase of the whole srahitribution.

This derives from the fact that with an high8C(a,n)!°O reaction rate thé&C fully burns in
radiative conditions, while when using the reference rataes of the*>C in the first pockets

can be engulfed in the convective shells generated by TRsté{o et al! 2009). Whe®’C is
engulfed and burns convectively, only neutron-rich iseps°Fe and®®Zr are synthesized.
This is confirmed by the strongly reduc&¥r abundance (open pentagon) we obtain in this
modeH, despite the increas€dNe(x,n)*°Mg reaction rate. On a relative scale, we notice a
marginal decrease of the lighter s-only isotopes with refsjpethe heavy ones (triangles in Figure
[15). The increase of th@Ne(a,n)*>Mg reaction does not produce sizeabfteets on thé3*Ba
production (see also Liu etlal. 2014), which is at the same legfs-only isotopes with 96A <130.

Such a result further confirms that this reaction is only nmaigy activated in low mass AGB stars.

9A similar decrease is also found féfiFe.
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5.4.3. s-process poisons

Major neutron poisons in AGB stars are tHdl(n,p)*“C and the?®Al(n,p)?®Mg reactions,
working in 13C pockets and during TPs, respectively. In consideratich@fveak activation of
the 22Ne(a,ny*°Mg neutron source, we concentrate on the first reaction @ily.reference rate
is taken from Koehler & O’brien (1989). In Figukel1l5 we repire variations in s-only isotopes
yields (squares) by considering an increased rate of 10%finlfex general decrease of heavy
s-only isotopes, which translates in a general overpraaiuct light s-only isotopes with respect
to 1°Sm (+8% on average). This is due to the fact that an increased peffect reduces the
s-processféiciency and, thus, its capability to by-pass the bottleneé@=&0. Specular results
are expected when considering the lower limit of #fié(n,p)**C reaction. Note that thisfiect is
less relevant for higher masses (in which thide(a,n)?*Mg is more dficiently activated) and it
practically vanishes at low metallicities (where the5D bottleneck is more easily by-passed due

to the larger neutrons-to-seeds ratio).

5.4.4. Effectsona GCE model

In Figure[16 we report the results of a GCE model in which we tiako account for all of
the afore-described modified rates (hereindfteclear case). Corresponding data are reported in
Table[1. Variations in the cross sections of neutron sowsnésof the major neutron poison in
AGB stars do not lead to significative changes in the glolmilg-isotopes distribution. However,
this is not the case for the solar abundances of s-only isstojpse to s-process branchings.
In fact, we find that the soldf*Ba and'>*Gd percentages decrease and increase by more than

20%, respectively. However, we remark that the unceresnti the3 decay rates (which mainly
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determine the dierences showed in Figures| 15 16) are rough estimateshaisd)arger
isotopic variations cannot keepriori excluded. A further theoretical nuclear analysis on thsdo

would be highly desirable.

6. Galactic Chemical Evolution Models Uncertainties

It is important to remind that also GCE models strongly dejpemthe adopted inputs, such
as the SFR, the IMF or the type la supernovae evolutionanyssie(see Sectidn 4). In fact, each
of these quantities influences the amount of metals lockeeleased by stars atftkrent epochs.
The relevance of their impact would depend on how much theiations (within the current
uncertainties) wouldféect the derived age-metallicity relation. For instancegsddr increase of
the ISM metallicity would imply a lower contribution from rted-poor stars, because there would
be less time to form them. Thus, the contribution from metdi-AGB stars to the Solar System
s-process distribution would be larger and, consequehigyproduction of s-only isotopes with
96 < A < 124 would result increased (Maiorca etial. 2012; see alsmpélia et al. 2014). In fact,
the higher the iron seeds number the lower the atomic maseayinthesized s-process nuclei.
We plan to systematically study the impact offeient choices of the GCE input parameters on
the s-only distribution in a forthcoming paper. Hereafter anly show the #ects that a variation
of the SFR has on the solar s-only isotopic distribution.

Observations of various SFR indicators in galaxies revestl$tar formation occurs infiierent
ways, depending on the galaxy type. There is no theory tagirsthr formation on large scales
in a galaxy given the many physical ingredients that miégca the SFR. In Figurel 2 we show
the age-metallicity relation obtained by assuming an iasee SFR at all epochs10%; dashed
curve) with respect to oureference case. Here an increased SFR mimics a highetH{Fe
Corresponding data are reported in Tdble 1. We will refehte ¢ase as SFRLO. Actually, we

have just changed theparameter in the Schmidt’s law by 10%, because with thiscghibiis still
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possible to account, within observational uncertainfigésall the solar neighborhood observables
mentioned in Sectioln 4. A larger variation of the SFR woulglyra new calibration of the GCE
model itself. In this case, however, it would befdiult to disentangle thefiects related to the
change in the SFR from those connected to the new paraméetatagaed to fit again observables.
As shown in Figuré_17, the variation of the SFR has an apgdrkciffect on the s-only isotopes
distribution. We notice a slight increase of light s-onlgtspes and a more consistent decrease of
the heavy ones. As a consequence, on a relative scale lagtly ssotopes with 9& A < 136 are

overproduced with respect to the heavier ones by 18% ongeera

7. Discussion and Conclusions

In this paper we verify if our FUNS stellar yields (availalde the FRUITY database),
used in a Galactic chemical evolution model, can reprodoeadlistribution of s-only isotopes
characterizing the proto-solar nebula. Those nuclei alg ymthesized by the s-process and,
thus, are exceptional markers of the evolution of past Gial&&B populations. At odd with
previous studies based on post-process calculatione(Biset al. 2014; Trippella et al. 2014),
we use in our analysis AGB stellar yields obtained by mearstedfar evolutionary calculations
fully coupled to an extended nuclear network.

In our GCE models, we find that the contribution to the Solast&y s-only distribution from
low mass AGB stars (M 1.5 M,) as well as from intermediate mass AGB stars(M M) is
marginal. Thus, we confirm that the bulk of the s-process ofmen AGB stars with masses
(1.5 - 3.0) My. Another major result of this study is that, within the comdad uncertainties, we
do not miss any contribution to the Solar System s-only ithstion in the atomic mass range
96 < A < 124, as claimed by Travaglio et/al. (2004) and Bisterzo g@8l14). Our reference
GCE model, in fact, predicts an overall super-solar s-omyritbution (~ +45% on average).

When observational and nuclear errors are taken into atcthendistribution relative t3°°Sm



—44 —

can be considered flat, even if a lower production is foundsfonly nuclei with 96< A < 124.

We investigate if current uncertaintiefecting stellar models can lead to a better fit to the Solar
System s-only isotopic distribution. The inclusion of tata in our stellar models implies a
general suppression of the s-process, with larger deplé&itiors for the heaviest s-only isotopes.
On a relative scale, this implies a larger contribution ¢gitis-only isotopes and, thus, a flatter
s-only distribution. Dfferent prescriptions for convectioiffieciency and for the treatment of the
unstable inner border of the convective envelope during Epldodes produce nearly rigid shifts
of the entire s-only distribution. The same result can beéeseld by adopting a éierent mass-loss
rate during the AGB phase. Current nuclear uncertaintiestng strong and weak reactions
allow for important improvements in the determination ofngos-only isotopes (d$*Ba and
1¥4Gd). The need of revisg@ldecay rates with respect to those published by Takahashik&iYo
(1987) is highly compelling.

In the past, the nucleosynthesis of s-only isotopes has tiesaly related to that oi’®Pb.
Although such a nucleus is not a pure s-process isotopege fearcentage of its solar abundance
is ascribed to the s-process, the estimates varying fromta&%%6 (Cowan et al. 1999) to 98%
(Bisterzo et al. 2014). Our reference model slightly ovenestes its absolute solar abundance
(108%); as a consequence, about 27%%RPb is missing with respect t§°Sm (which has

an absolute percentage solar abundance of 148%). Takimganisideration its still uncertain
s-process contribution and the observational error in #terchination of its solar abundance, we
are missing about 10% of sol#®¥Pb at minimum. Note, however, that at odds with the s-only
isotopes studied in this paper, this isotopes could receiven negligible contribution from very
low metallicity AGB stars (see Figuie 1), which are not tak&o account in our simplified GCE
model. Thus, we can assume &iPb production as a sort of lower limit. Concerning the test
models previously discussed, we find that the absolute amaedof?°Pb roughly scales as the
1505m one. On a relative scale, minor variatior§%o) are found in the majority of tests, apart

from theRotation case (-9%) and th&ail case ¢22%). The latter could be a good candidate to
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compensate the relati?é®Pb underproduction found in thReference case.

It is important to remark that, in addition to the uncerteasiof AGB stellar models here discussed,
other uncertainties mayfact the predicted s-only distribution. As it is well knownGR stars at
various metallicity contribute éierently to the three s-process peaks. Thus, if the coniwibut
from stars at large Z is favored (Trippella etlal. 2014), adiatelative s-only distribution may be
found. Thus, the hypothesis on the existence of a LEPP psadss relies on the uncertainties
currently dfecting Galactic chemical evolution models. We verified #raincrease of the Star
Formation Rate at all epochs leads to a faster increase tSMenetallicity and, thus, to a larger
contribution from metal-rich stars. As a consequence, waionla larger production of light s-only
isotopes with respect to the heavy ones and, consequefitijtea distribution.

In conclusion, our full stellar evolutionary models coupl® a GCE model for the solar
neighborhood does not necessarily require the need for & llB#thanism to be able to increase
the Solar System s-only abundances in the range 9% < 124. However, owing to the
uncertanties still iecting both stellar and Galactic chemical evolution model cannota priori
definitely rule out the existence of additional contribngdo the Solar System s-only isotopes
distribution. Note that the models presented in this papenot certify (or rule-out) the existence
of a metal-poor primary LEPP, invoked to explain the abuwedarof a large group of light

elements in low metallicity halo star which might be enridly an r-process.

We thank the referee for valuable comments and suggestiwaisimproved the quality
of this paper. This work was supported by Italian Grants R88319F-002 (FIRB 2008
program), PRIN-MIUR 2012 "Nucleosynthesis in AGB stars:iategrated approach” project
(20128PCN59) and from Spanish grants AYA2008-04211-CDar@l AYA-2011-22460.
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Table 1. Absolute percentage isotopic abundances witlece$p the solar distribution (see text

for details). Solar percentage errors (taken from Loddeas €009) are also reported (column 2).

Isot. 6o(%) Reference NoIMS Rotation Tail Reimers MIossAGB Nuclear SFR+10

“Ge 16 17 13 17 24 17 17 15 20
%Se 7 20 16 19 30 20 21 18 24
80Kr 20 20 16 21 32 20 20 18 25
8Kr 20 26 22 25 42 27 29 26 32
8gr 7 52 49 47 90 53 59 52 65
87Sr 7 51 46 45 84 52 58 52 63
%Mo 16 110 104 68 135 113 131 104 126
1%Ru 6 124 118 75 151 128 148 123 143
14pg 11 130 124 78 157 134 155 129 148
uocd 7 123 117 72 144 126 146 122 140
1165y 16 112 107 65 130 115 133 109 127
1221¢ 7 126 120 70 146 130 150 117 140
123Te 7 126 120 71 149 131 149 116 141
124Te 7 135 129 74 155 140 161 124 150
128xe 20 158 152 86 181 165 190 152 177
130xe 20 154 147 82 175 160 184 148 168
13Ba 18 216 208 115 257 230 255 193 236
138 18 192 185 99 217 202 230 188 207
“2Nd 5 170 163 80 210 184 195 174 170

148S5m 5 159 152 75 202 173 179 152 158
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Table 1—Continued

Isot. 6o(%) Reference NolIMS Rotation Tail Reimers MIossAGB Nuclear SFR+10
10S5m 5 148 140 68 175 159 170 145 141
1%4Gd 14 103 97 49 115 110 117 127 102
160Dy 15 139 132 65 173 151 159 134 138
%vp 5 154 147 72 201 167 175 150 152

%y 5 183 176 83 224 186 210 189 177

176Hf 5 175 174 81 225 213 199 179 172

1860s 8 172 164 81 228 189 192 170 168

192pt g 128 120 62 176 140 141 124 126

19%8Hg 20 119 112 55 149 128 134 124 116

204pp 7 137 130 64 160 148 152 142 133
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