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CONSTRAIN OUR UNDERSTANDING OF DISK EVOLUTION
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trace to 2.2rs (r2.2)

emission extent
ik on ~ 920%
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» 236 disks, including irregular and
disturbed

SRDe-—7 = |3

e WS M~ [ 08> Mo

e @ ESHields- HST ACS
B,V, I, z and ground-based K

Keck [ DEIMOS multi-slit
spectra 6-8 hr integrations

spatial position

wavelength (velocity)

- 49 passive, 59 emission compact,
129 extended emission



MODELING ROTATION CURVES
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DISK SIZE AND PROJECTION

» disk scale length: r>

DATA  MOEES

Fit exponential disk
(and BULGE when necessary)
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Miller et al. (submitted to Ap))
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Miller et al. (submitted to Ap))
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EVOLUTION WITHIN THE TULLY-FISHER RELATION?
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PUSHING TO HIGHER REDSHIFT

upgraded Keck | LRIS
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DATA MODEL RESIDUAL

SUMMARY  © 4
arXiv:| 102.391 | : ' |
I

« |29 new detailled rotation curves at z~ |

* lully-Fisher relation tightly in place at z~|

* No significant M« -TF evolution: AMs ~ 004 + 0.07 dex from @)~1 to (2)~0.3
Some Mg-TF evolution: AMg ~ 0.85 + 0.28 mag from )~ to (z)~03

* Baryons estimated to make up 50-100% of observable disk

Sarah H. Miller



