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What happened to the Seyfert 1.5 NGC 3783?

Very “typical” Seyfert 1 X-ray spectrum
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Goals
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How

Mandatory part
a) use only one XMM-Newton observation
b) use only EPIC/pn data in the 3-10 keV band

c) perform data reduction and spectral analysis
to infer:

c-1) shape of the primary continuum;

c-2) column densities and ionization states of

the absorbers;
c-3) dimensions of the regions where the Fe

line is produced;
c-4) reflection?
c-5) something else?

Optional part
d) re-do everything on the other observation,
then compare and discuss the differences!


https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/%23abs/2017A&A...607A..28M/abstract

