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ABSTRACT

We present new analysis of the CWW 89 system as part of the Orbital Architectures of Transiting

Massive Exoplanets And Low-mass stars (OATMEAL) survey. The CWW 89 system is a member of the

2.8 Gyr old Ruprecht 147 (NGC 6774) cluster and consists of two stars, CWW 89A (EPIC 219388192)

and CWW 89B, with the primary hosting a transiting brown dwarf, CWW 89Ab. We use in-transit,

highly precise radial velocity measurements with the Keck Planet Finder (KPF) to characterize the

Rossiter-McLaughlin (RM) effect and measure the projected spin-orbit obliquity |λ| = 1.4± 2.5◦ and

the full 3D spin-orbit obliquity of the brown dwarf to be ψ = 15.1+15.0◦

−10.9 . This value of λ implies that

the brown dwarf’s orbit is prograde and well-aligned with the equator of the host star, continuing the

trend of transiting brown dwarfs showing a preference for spin-orbit alignment (λ ≈ 0◦) regardless of

the stellar effective temperature. This contrast with the transiting giant planet population, whose spin-

orbit alignments depend on host Teff , showing an increasingly clear distinction in the formation and

orbital migration mechanisms between transiting giant planets and transiting brown dwarfs like CWW

89Ab. For this system in particular, we find it plausible that the brown dwarf may have undergone

coplanar high-eccentricity migration influenced by CWW 89B.

Keywords: Brown dwarfs (185) — Exoplanet dynamics (490) — Exoplanet migration (2205) — Star-

planet interactions (2177)

1. INTRODUCTION

Our understanding of the tidal realignment of close-in

planetary orbits around main sequence stars has sub-
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stantially improved since the first measurements of spin-

orbit obliquities were made for gas giant planets (D.

Queloz et al. 2000; J. N. Winn et al. 2005; A. H. M. J.

Triaud et al. 2010; T. Hirano et al. 2011; S. Albrecht

et al. 2012). Here, we define “spin-orbit obliquity” to

mean the angle between the rotation axis of the primary

star and the orbital axis of the companion. With recent

works by J. Zak et al. (2024); J. I. Espinoza-Retamal

et al. (2024); E. Knudstrup et al. (2024); X.-Y. Wang
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et al. (2024); J. Zhang et al. (2025), the number of obliq-

uity measurements made for giant planets now numbers

in the dozens, with a wide range of aligned to misaligned

systems. A relatively coherent story is emerging for the

orbital evolution of these systems and it is centered on

a general theory of the interior structures of stars that

host giant planets. As main sequence stars that are

more massive than the Sun evolve, expand in radius, and

decrease in effective temperature, their outer envelopes

transition from being predominantly radiative to convec-

tive. R. P. Kraft (1967) first established a temperature

threshold at which this change occurs, now known as the

Kraft Break at a Teff = 6250K. From this, a trend in the

projected spin-orbit alignments, or obliquities λ, for gi-

ant planets around the Kraft Break has emerged: Stars

hotter than the Kraft Break show a population of plan-

ets with no preferential value of λ whereas stars cooler

than the Kraft Break yield a companion planet popu-

lation with preferentially aligned obliquities (λ = 0◦)

(e.g. J. N. Winn et al. 2010; M. Rice et al. 2022; J. I.

Espinoza-Retamal et al. 2023; J. Rusznak et al. 2025).

Recent observations of subgiant stars that have crossed

the Kraft break during their evolution confirmed that

alignments of giant planets are strongly tied to presence

of convective envelopes (e.g. N. Saunders et al. 2024).

The more massive siblings to giant planets, brown

dwarfs (BDs), have recently seen a boom in their

known transiting population in large part thanks to the

TESSmission (G. R. Ricker et al. 2015) and efforts from

ground-based facilities like the Next Generation Transit

Survey (NGTS) (P. J. Wheatley et al. 2018). Recent

works from (B. A. Henderson et al. 2024a; N. Vowell

et al. 2025; A. Larsen et al. 2025, and references therein)

show more than 50 known transiting brown dwarfs and

like with their giant planet siblings, astronomers have

pursued measurements of their spin-orbit obliquities for

insight into their orbital histories. However, in contrast

to the dozens spin-orbit alignments measured for tran-

siting giant planets, only 9 such measurements exist for

transiting BDs. Every measurement of λ for transiting

BDs thus far indicates a preference for an aligned orbit

(C. M. Johns-Krull et al. 2008; A. H. M. J. Triaud et al.

2009; R. J. Siverd et al. 2012; A. H. M. J. Triaud et al.

2013; G. Zhou et al. 2019; S. Giacalone et al. 2024; T.

Ferreira dos Santos et al. 2024; M. Brady et al. 2025; L.

Doyle et al. 2025).

One widely-used technique to measure λ for transit-

ing system is the Rossiter-McLaughlin (RM) Effect (D.

Queloz et al. 2000; A. H. M. J. Triaud 2018). This re-

quires taking spectra of the host star during a transit to

observe the radial velocity (RV) anomaly induced by the

transiting companion blocking varying amounts of red-

or blue-shifted light depending on the orbital configu-

ration relative to the orientation of the host star’s spin

axis. The RM effect alone only offers an estimate of the

projected spin-orbit alignment λ, but in some cases, the

system supplies all of the ingredients needed to deter-

mine the full 3D obliquity ψ, namely the orbital inclina-

tion i0 of the transiting companion and the stellar spin

axis angle i⋆, which is determined from combining the

projected rotational velocity of the star with its rotation

period (often observed via photometric modulations in

its light curve).

Here we present a Rossiter-McLaughlin measurement

of λ for the transiting BD CWW 89Ab (also known

as EPIC 219388192b and TOI-7497). CWW 89Ab’s en-

vironment distinguishes it from other BD systems with

measured obliquities. The CWW 89 system receives its

name from J. L. Curtis et al. (2013), who catalog it and

over 100 other stars as members of the Ruprecht 147

open cluster. This makes CWW 89Ab one of four known

transiting BDs that reside in a stellar association or clus-

ter. The other three are AD 3116b in Praesepe, RIK 72b

in Upper Scorpius, and HIP 330609b in MELANGE 6

from E. Gillen et al. (2017), T. J. David et al. (2019),

and N. Vowell et al. (2023), respectively. CWW 89Ab

is the oldest BD to reside in such an environment at

2.76 ± 0.61 Gyr (G. Torres et al. 2018). CWW 89 con-

sists of a primary G-dwarf star, CWW 89A, and a sec-

ondary M-dwarf, CWW 89B, orbiting at a 24.9 AU (81

mas) projected separation (T. G. Beatty et al. 2018).

A handful of transiting BD systems comprise 3 or more

objects, typically a primary star, a transiting BD com-

panion, and a more distant outer stellar companion, but

CWW 89 is the only multi-star transiting BD system

featuring a G-dwarf star as its primary.

The paper proceeds as follows: Section 2 details past

and new RV measurements used in the orbital solution

and characterization of the RM effect. Section 3 de-

tails our RM model, calculation of the stellar spin axis

angle, and the determination of the full 3D obliquity.

Section 4 outlines considerations for the emerging trend

in spin-orbit alignments for the transiting brown dwarf

population. Section 5 recapitulates our most important

findings.

2. OBSERVATIONS

2.1. Keck Planet Finder in-transit RVs

From 07:10 UT to 12:19 UT on 2024 July 30, we

observed a transit of the CWW 89Ab using the Keck

Planet Finder (KPF; S. R. Gibson et al. 2024a) with

the Keck I telescope at the W. M. Keck Observatory lo-

cated on Maunakea, HI, USA. To ensure sufficient pre-

and post-transit baseline, we observed the star contin-
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uously from approximately 1 hour before ingress to 1

hour after egress. We took a series of spectra with KPF

at 600 s exposure times each, resulting in 20 in-transit

observations at a SNR of 60-90 across the 445-600nm

wavelength range. The goal was to maintain a SNR at

this level or higher while keeping good temporal sam-

pling of the transit so that the RV anomaly induced by

the RM effect would be well-detected. The RVs are cal-

culated using the KPF data reduction pipeline (S. R.

Gibson et al. 2024b). The complete series of KPF RVs

are given in Table 1. We note that KPF produces RVs

in a green and red CCD, taking the RV values from dif-

ferent orders in the echelle spectrum with the green

CCD spanning 445-600nm and the red CCD spanning

600-870nm. We only use the RVs derived from the green

CCD as these are at a higher SNR than those of the red

CCD for this star by a factor of ≲ 2.5.

Based on reported the stellar parameters in G. Nowak

et al. (2017) and T. W. Carmichael et al. (2019) ofM⋆ =

1.1M⊙, R⋆ = 1.0R⊙, Teff = 5755K, log g = 4.5, and

[Fe/H] = +0.2, we assume CWW 89A is a sunlike star.

2.2. Literature RVs from TRES and FIES

Past works by G. Nowak et al. (2017) and T. W.

Carmichael et al. (2019) have published orbital solutions

(i.e. out-of-transit spectra) for CWW 89A. These data

are used to remove the Keplerian motion from the in-

transit RVs newly collected with KPF. These data aid

in the detailed analysis of the RM effect to account for

the out-of-transit motion of the brown dwarf.

T. W. Carmichael et al. (2019) provide 18 RVs mea-

sured from spectra taken with the Tillinghast Reflec-

tor Echelle Spectrograph (TRES) located at the Fred

Lawrence Whipple Observatory at Mt. Hopkins, AZ,

USA. These data were acquired from 2015 September

24 to 2016 May 30. Here, we simply use the values pub-

lished in Table 2 of T. W. Carmichael et al. (2019).

G. Nowak et al. (2017) provide 9 RVs measured from

spectra acquired with the FIber-fed Echelle Spectro-

graph (FIES) from 2016 May 15 to 2016 June 29. FIES

is located at Roque de los Muchachos Observatory in

La Palma, Spain. G. Nowak et al. (2017) also publish

3 RV measurements from the Tull Coude Spectrograph,

but we omit these from the present work as these data

showed significantly more scatter than the FIES or the

TRES data (a few hundred m s−1 from Tull compared

to < 50m s−1for TRES and FIES).

2.3. K2 Data

We use photometric time series from the K2 missions

as part of our joint modeling of the RM effect. The K2

data are acquired from the Mikulski Archive for Space

Table 1. In-transit KPF relative RV time series
for CWW 89A. We subtract the mean of the RVs
(47262m s−1) arbitrarily for the purpose of display-
ing the data in this table.

BJDTDB RV - 47250 (m s−1) σRV (m s−1)

2460521.8046937 526.92 4.28

2460521.8119592 489.96 4.42

2460521.8198269 446.04 5.19

2460521.8267481 412.76 4.81

2460521.8355091 361.17 4.67

2460521.8415548 341.3 6.27

2460521.8503282 304.77 4.4

2460521.8575215 284.0 3.55

2460521.8646204 243.27 5.09

2460521.8725758 209.82 4.2

2460521.8799776 168.5 3.79

2460521.8876566 130.2 4.21

2460521.8963321 79.69 4.89

2460521.9031678 38.74 3.77

2460521.9108818 -6.41 3.88

2460521.9181893 -50.28 3.62

2460521.9252793 -90.72 3.99

2460521.9333313 -133.15 4.36

2460521.9405187 -175.64 4.66

2460521.948442 -210.8 4.58

2460521.9559914 -253.12 4.18

2460521.9633564 -281.51 4.15

2460521.9709421 -308.74 4.16

2460521.9782791 -328.87 4.04

2460521.9859417 -365.23 3.94

2460521.993371 -403.39 4.12

2460522.0004741 -436.12 4.69

2460522.0083231 -479.83 6.05

2460522.0161146 -513.33 5.3

Telescopes and are processed following the methods out-

lined in T. W. Carmichael et al. (2019).

3. ANALYSIS

We jointly model the KPF, TRES, and FIES RVs, K2

light curves, and host star broadband SED photometry

(see Table 2 using a modified version14 of EXOFASTv2

(J. D. Eastman et al. 2019) where instead of using a sim-

plified approximation for the RM effect from Y. Ohta

et al. (2005), we employ a more robust calculation from

T. Hirano et al. (2011), which accounts for stellar ro-

tation, macroturbulence, thermal broadening, pressure

broadening, and instrumental broadening. Figures 1 &

2 show our SED and transit models, respectively. Band-

14 Modified EXOFASTv2

https://github.com/wangxianyu7/EXOFASTv2
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Table 2. Stellar magnitudes used in the
SED fitting for CWW 89A. We impose a
floor of 0.02 magnitudes on the uncertainty
for the Gaia bandpasses to ensure that the
SED model is not overconstrained by poten-
tially underestimated photometric errors.

Name Description Value Source

G . . . . . Gaia green. . 12.36± 0.02 1

GBP . . Gaia blue . . . 12.76± 0.02 1

GRP . . Gaia red . . . . 11.80± 0.02 1

J . . . . . 2MASS J . . . 11.07± 0.02 2

H . . . . . 2MASS H . . 10.73± 0.02 2

KS . . . 2MASS KS . 10.67± 0.02 2

WISE1 WISE 3.4µm 10.61± 0.03 3

WISE2 WISE 4.6µm 10.63± 0.03 3

WISE3 WISE 12µm 10.61± 0.12 3

References: 1 - M. Riello et al. (2021), 2 - M. F.
Skrutskie et al. (2006), 3 - E. L. Wright et al.
(2010)

pass magnitudes for the SED fit are shown in Table 2.

Note again that only the KPF green CCD RV data is

included in the RM model. The median uncertainty on

the green CCD RVs is 4.3m s−1 while the median uncer-

tainty on the red CCD RVs is 13.2m s−1, so we opt to

use the better of the two data sets. Using both CCDs re-

sults in derived |λ| consistent with the green CCD-only

fit, but with larger uncertainties.

Figure 1. SED photometry of CWW 89A. Blue points are
the model values from MIST (A. Dotter 2016; J. Choi et al.
2016; B. Paxton et al. 2015). Red points are the input data
from Gaia (M. Riello et al. 2021), 2MASS (M. F. Skrutskie
et al. 2006), and WISE (E. L. Wright et al. 2010).

We set either uniform U [a, b] or Gaussian G[a, b] pri-
ors on our input parameters. The Gaussian priors have

mean values a with width values b while the uniform

Figure 2. Top: RV orbital solution for CWW 89A using
TRES (T. W. Carmichael et al. 2019) and FIES (G. Nowak
et al. 2017) data. Middle: KPF in-transit RV data showing
the RV anomaly induced by the Rossiter-McLaughlin Effect.
The y-axis units in the top and middle panels are in m s−1.
Bottom: Phase-fold K2 transit photometry of CWW 89A
with our EXOFASTv2 transit model overlaid.

priors use a and b and lower and upper bounds, respec-

tively. We use spectroscopic priors on Teff and [Fe/H]

from T. W. Carmichael et al. (2019), zero-point cor-

rected (L. Lindegren et al. 2018) parallax priors from

Gaia DR3, and an upper limit on V-band extinction

(AV , E. F. Schlafly & D. P. Finkbeiner 2011). J. L.

Curtis et al. (2013) confirm the CWW 89 system to be

a probable member of the Ruprecht 147 open cluster, so

we additionally set the cluster’s age of 2.76 ± 0.61 (G.

Torres et al. 2018) as a prior. We let the RV offsets γ for
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Table 3. Table of transiting brown dwarf projected obliquities
λ and 3D obliquities ψ. Values for CWW 89Ab are from this
work.

Object Mass (MJ) |λ| (degrees) ψ (degrees) Source

HATS-70b 12.9± 1.8 8.9± 5.6 - 1

GPX-1b 19.7± 1.6 6.9± 10.0 - 2

CoRoT-3b 22.3± 1.0 37.6+10.0
−22.3 - 3

KELT-1b 27.3± 0.5 2.0± 16 - 4

CWW 89Ab 39.2± 1.1 1.4± 2.5 15.1+15.0
−10.9 -

WASP-30b 62.5± 1.2 7.0+19.0
−27.0 - 5

TOI-2119b 64.4± 5.3 0.8± 1.1 15.7± 5.6 6

LP 261-75C 67.4± 2.1 4.8+11.3
−10.2 14.0+7.8

−6.7 7

TOI-2533b 74.9± 5.3 7.0± 14.0 - 8

References: 1) G. Zhou et al. (2019), 2) S. Giacalone et al. (2024),
3) A. H. M. J. Triaud et al. (2009), 4) R. J. Siverd et al. (2012), 5)
A. H. M. J. Triaud et al. (2013), 6) L. Doyle et al. (2025), 7) M.
Brady et al. (2025), 8) T. Ferreira dos Santos et al. (2024)

each instrument be free parameters and we include an

RV jitter term, σj , for each RV dataset to account for the

surface activity of the star. The RV jitter term is based

on a white noise model implemented in EXOFASTv2. We

use values from T. W. Carmichael et al. (2019) for the

following parameters to set as starting points for our fit:

the orbital period, mid-transit time, orbital inclination,

and the companion-to-host radius ratio.

For the RM model, we model the limb-darkening for

KPF assuming a V bandpass wavelength range. We

fix vα to 0 (ignore differential rotation) and we use

scaling relations for vζ (macroturbulence) from A. P.

Doyle et al. (2014) and for vξ (microturbulence) from

H. Bruntt et al. (2010). Both vζ and vξ have uniform

priors. From this joint analysis of the stellar properties,

transit photometry, and RVs, we find a projected obliq-

uity angle of |λ| = 1.4 ± 2.5◦ for CWW 89Ab. We

contextualize this measurement with others for transit-

ing BD systems in Table 3.

All stellar parameters we derive are consistent within

< 2σ of those determined in G. Nowak et al. (2017)

and T. W. Carmichael et al. (2019). Our full list of de-

rived parameters are shown in Table 4. We highlight

our derived Teff = 5680 ± 86K for CWW 89A as this

is especially relevant in our discussion of the realign-

ment timescale for CWW 89Ab. A summary of other

system parameters we derive: M⋆ = 1.02 ± 0.03M⊙,

R⋆ = 1.07 ± 0.02R⊙, [Fe/H] = +0.07 ± 0.09, Mb =

37.3± 1.6MJ, Rb = 0.96± 0.04RJ, Porb = 5.29 days.

Figure 3. The posterior distribution for the stellar incli-
nation angle i⋆ for CWW 89A. We use the Prot measured
from G. Nowak et al. (2017) and the sampling method first
presented in K. Masuda & J. N. Winn (2020) and described

in B. P. Bowler et al. (2023) to derive an i⋆ = 74.4+9.7◦

−18.3 . We
interpret this as aligned with the orbital inclination i0.

3.1. The 3D spin-orbit obliquity

With our newly measured projected obliquity in hand,

we may determine the 3D spin-orbit obliquity of the

system. This is the angle between the spin axis of the

primary star and the orbital axis of the brown dwarf

companion. By combining λ with the stellar spin axis

inclination angle, i⋆, and the orbital inclination angle of

the BD, i0, the 3D obliquity may be calculated via:

cosψ = cos i⋆ cos i0 + sin i⋆ sin i0 cosλ (1)

This form of the relationship between ψ, λ, i⋆, and

i0 follows from S. H. Albrecht et al. (2022). The first

reported rotation period of CWW 89A comes from G.

Nowak et al. (2017) on an analysis of the K2 light curve

showing a Prot = 12.6± 2.1 days. If we adopt this value

and the v sin i⋆ = 4.1± 0.4 (1.0) km s−1 from G. Nowak

et al. (2017), we may derive the stellar inclination as

i⋆ = 74.4+9.7◦

−18.3 (Figure 3). The parenthetical uncertainty

on v sin i is the value we adopt given the typical chal-

lenges in small v sin i measurements; our RM analysis

also provides constraints on v sin i (Table 4) and both

v sin i values are consistent with each other. This deriva-

tion follows that first outlined in K. Masuda & J. N.

Winn (2020) and improved on in B. P. Bowler et al.

(2023) using a bootstrap analysis of the relationship:

i⋆ = sin−1

(
v sin i⋆

2πR⋆/Prot

)
(2)
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An artifact of the closeness in value of v sin i⋆ and

the rotational velocity (vrot = 2πR⋆/Prot) is a broad

distribution in cos i⋆; this occurs because the argument

of Equation 2 must be < 1, or v sin i⋆ < vrot. This is

illustratively explained best in Figure 1, top left panel of

K. Masuda & J. N. Winn (2020). In any case, combining

the results shown in Figure 3 here and Equation 1 yields

a 3D obliquity value of ψ = 15.1+15.0◦

−10.9 for CWW 89Ab

(Figure 4). This can be compared to ψ measured for

other transiting BDs in Table 3, making CWW 89Ab

the third transiting BD with a measurement of ψ. We

note that our measurements of λ and ψ are consistent

within 1-σ of concurrent measurements taken by J. Zak

et al. (2025).

Figure 4. The posterior distribution of ψ from sampling
in cosψ parameter space. Given the skewed nature of this
distribution (driven by v sin i⋆ ⪅ vrot), a more conservative
estimate of the 3D obliquity is ψ ≤ 30.1◦ with the peak of
the distribution at ψpeak = 3.1◦.

4. DISCUSSION

4.1. The CWW 89 system

A collection of past studies (J. L. Curtis et al. 2013;

G. Torres et al. 2018; G. Nowak et al. 2017; T. G. Beatty

et al. 2018; T. W. Carmichael et al. 2019) have helped

construct a nearly complete picture for the formation

and evolution of the brown dwarf in the CWW 89 sys-

tem. This section contextualizes the present work and

this picture with the aim of further completing it with

our new measurements of the spin-orbit obliquity. Sum-

marized here are the key features of the CWW 89 sys-

tem:

• CWW 89A is a 1.0M⊙ star that hosts a distant

0.5M⊙ M-dwarf companion, CWW 89B, with a

projected separation of 25 AU, or 81 mas, and

∆K = 2.2 dimmer than CWW 89A (T. G. Beatty

et al. 2018)

• CWW 89 is a probable member of the Ruprecht

147 open cluster (J. L. Curtis et al. 2013) with an

age of 2.76± 0.61 Gyr (G. Torres et al. 2018)

• The brown dwarf, CWW 89b, may have formed

via core accretion given evidence presented in

T. G. Beatty et al. (2018); in summary: sec-

ondary eclipses from Spitzer/IRAC (G. G. Fazio

et al. 2004) indicate an over-luminous atmosphere

of CWW 89Ab that is best explained by a temper-

ature inversion caused by a superstellar C/O ratio

in the brown dwarf—this C/O ratio favors a core

accretion formation scenario

• The tidal quality factor of CWW 89b is estimated

to have a lower limit of Qb ≥ 104.15 (for details,

see section 5 of T. G. Beatty et al. 2018), which

yields a circularization timescale τcirc > 7.5 Gyr

(T. W. Carmichael et al. 2019)

Additionally, though we find the conclusions in T. G.

Beatty et al. (2018) sound, we note that competing the-

ories on the formation of objects in the brown dwarf

mass range tend to favor gravitational instability and

fragmentation of the circumstellar disk into proto-brown

dwarfs (K. Kratter & G. Lodato 2016). This remains a

contention here as no other brown dwarfs near this mass

(∼40MJ) have evidence for or against a core accretion

scenario.

Further pulling CWW 89Ab away from a planet-like

formation origin is the fact that stellar multiples are of-

ten found in hierarchical configurations not dissimilar

from the CWW 89 system (e.g. A. Tokovinin 2008; G.

Duchene & A. Kraus 2013; M. Moe & R. Di Stefano

2017), which implies that it is more similar to them.

A study by K. C. Schlaufman (2018) also finds evi-

dence that core accretion is challenged to form com-

panions that are more massive than ≳ 4MJ, especially

around stars with super-solar metallicity like CWW 89A

at [Fe/H] = +0.2. These lines of evidence that disfavor a

core accretion scenario for CWW 89Ab must be weighed

against the findings of T. G. Beatty et al. (2018) for a

more complete picture.

Currently, it is unclear whether or not the secondary

star, CWW 89B, is or is not coplanar with CWW

89Ab—an especially important aspect to consider given

the implications for the M-dwarf’s influence on the or-

bital evolution of the brown dwarf. We discuss the im-

plications of CWW 89B’s non-coplanarity with CWW

89Ab in more detail in Section 4.3.2.

4.2. Evidence for primordial alignment

Several factors affect the spin-orbit histories and out-

comes for giant planet and brown dwarf companions to
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stars. Three key attributes are: mass ratio q, scaled

semi-major axis a/R⋆, and host star effective tempera-

ture. We show Figure 5 to illustrate the observed dis-

tribution in spin-orbit alignment λ as a function of Teff
or q (adapted from a similar figure in J. Rusznak et al.

(2025)). These factors strongly dictate the circulariza-

tion timescale τcirc and realignment timescale τCE for

giant planets and brown dwarfs, but importantly, these

effects appear to be distinct between the two popula-

tions.

From S. Albrecht et al. (2012), the realignment

timescale is:

τCE = 10× q−2

(
a/R⋆

40

)6

Gyr (3)

for convective outer envelope (hence the CE subscript)

stars Teff ≲ 6250K. We derive q = 0.035 and a/R⋆ =

12.21 for CWW 89Ab.

From this, it follows that lower-mass companions

(smaller mass ratio q) would have longer realignment

timescales than higher-mass companions around cool

stars. The same conclusion is drawn for companions

at larger scaled semi-major axes. In the case of CWW

89A, Equation 3 indicates the realignment timescale is

τCE ≈ 10 Gyr, and greater than the 2.76± 0.61 Gyr age

of the system by >3σ. This implies that the spin-orbit

alignment of the brown dwarf is primordial.

However, the provenance of the eccentricity of the

brown dwarf is ambiguous given T. W. Carmichael et al.

(2019) report the circularization timescale τcirc > 7.5

Gyr using the tidal quality factor of Qb ≳ 104.15 for the

brown dwarf from T. G. Beatty et al. (2018). This re-

ported Qb is based on an extrapolation using rotational

angular momentum evolution calculations between a

star and giant planet from J. Leconte et al. (2010). This
calculation attempts to account for the exchange in en-

ergy via tides that result in the spin-up of the host star

rotation rate and the increase in internal heat of the

companion. The fact that the circularization timescale

is much longer than the system’s age while the BD main-

tains an eccentricity e = 0.19 means that this is only pos-

sibly primordial. If the BD was not formed in an eccen-

tric orbit, then its current eccentricity may be explained

by interactions with the outer companion, CWW 89B.

4.2.1. Coplanar high-eccentricity migration

This brings us to one theory that could explain the

non-zero eccentricity of CWW 89Ab while preserving

a zero (aligned) spin-orbit angle. C. Petrovich (2015)

presents a framework that plausibly describes the story

of CWW 89 via a coplanar high-eccentricity migration

(coplanar HEM, or CHEM) for the BD driven by the

outer M-dwarf. In this scenario, a distant compan-

ion could be responsible for guiding the BD inwards to

its current configuration without λ deviating from zero

should the following conditions be satisfied:

min/mout(ain/aout)
1/2 ≲ 0.16 (4)

where m and a are the respective initial masses and

semi-major axes of the inner (CWW 89Ab; ain = 0.06

AU, min =Mb = 39MJ = 0.04M⊙) and outer compan-

ion (CWW 89B; aout ≳ 25 AU, mout = MB = 0.5M⊙).

In the case of CWW 89, we are limited with a pro-

jected separation for CWW 89B, but even in the most

conservative scenario (the minimum allowable aout) for

this framework, the above inequality still holds. This

inequality assumes an initial eccentricity of the inner

companion e ≳ 0.5, so this would require the eccen-

tricity of the inner brown dwarf to sufficiently dampen

from e ≈ 0.5 to e = 0.2 for its present day configura-

tion. However, an additional criterion that C. Petro-

vich (2015) establishes is that if we assume that the

initial ein ≈ 0.5, then for the system to be stable, the

initial eout must be similar (ein ≈ eout ≈ 0.5) and the

mass ratio between the inner and outer companion must

be min/mout > 0.36 (see Figure 3 from C. Petrovich

2015). While the present and initially eccentricities of

the outer companion are not known, the mass ratio be-

tween CWW 89Ab and CWW 89B is known. With an

min/mout ≈ 0.08, the CWW 89 system falls short of the

mass ratio criterion.

Given this, we consider two alternate scenarios: 1) An

initially circular orbit for the BD that was subsequently

excited into an eccentric orbit by the outer companion

(discussed further in Section 4.3) or 2) an adherence to

the assumption that the BD formed in an eccentric orbit,

but in this case, the BD torqued the circumstellar disk

due to its high mass. The mass of the BD taken with

the evidence that it formed via core accretion (T. G.

Beatty et al. 2018) may be interpreted as evidence that

the circumstellar disk was eccentric and possibly torqued

by the BD. Past works have confirmed that such disks

have been observed to be eccentric (e.g. W. Kley & G.

Dirksen 2006; M. M. Romanova et al. 2023, 2024; B.

Commerçon et al. 2024).

In both of these scenarios, the spin-orbit obliq-

uity need not be misaligned during the inward high-

eccentricity migration process of the BD. An example of

this may be seen in the well-aligned (λ = 1.2±2.8◦) but

eccentric (e = 0.72) gas giant TOI-3362b (J. I. Espinoza-

Retamal et al. 2023). When taking these various factors

into consideration, we are unable to decisively conclude

whether or not CWW 89 is stable under the CHEM

framework despite its cursory appearance of being an
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exemplary CHEM system like TOI-3362. Even so, the

extreme mass and separation scales of CWW 89 (com-

pared to those considered in C. Petrovich 2015) are not

yet thoroughly tested in the CHEM framework and may

not be completely ruled out.

4.2.2. Other massive hierarchical triple systems

There are 4 other transiting systems that feature an

inner massive (≳ 10MJ) companion with a measured

spin-orbit angle and with confirmed or plausible outer

stellar companions. These are TOI-2119 (C. I. Cañas

et al. 2022; T. W. Carmichael et al. 2022; L. Doyle et al.

2025), and TOI-2533 (S. P. Schmidt et al. 2023; T. Fer-

reira dos Santos et al. 2024), LP 261-75 (J. M. Irwin

et al. 2018; M. Brady et al. 2025), and XO-3 (J. N. Winn

et al. 2008; J. Rusznak et al. 2025). Given how suitably

the coplanar high-eccentricity migration scenario could

explain the CWW 89 system, we examine how it might

apply to these other systems.

• Aligned inner brown dwarf companions:

Findings from both L. Doyle et al. (2025) and T.

Ferreira dos Santos et al. (2024) for TOI-2119b

and TOI-2533b, respectively, tell a closely-related

story to that of the CWW 89 system. These sys-

tems share certain similar properties with CWW

89Ab with some distinctions that we consider here.

Both TOI-2119b and TOI-2533b are massive (60-

75MJ; unlike CWW 89Ab at 39MJ) BDs in eccen-

tric orbits (e =0.25-0.34; similar to CWW 89Ab

at e =0.19) between 6.6 and 7.3 days (longer than

CWW 89Ab at 5.5 days). As shown in Table 3,

TOI-2119b and TOI-2533b are spin-orbit aligned

like CWW 89Ab.

What is absent from our current knowledge of

these other 2 BDs is a confirmation of an outer

stellar companion like with the detection of CWW

89B. L. Doyle et al. (2025) cite the relatively large

re-normalized unweighted error (RUWE, V. Be-

lokurov et al. 2020; Gaia Collaboration et al.

2023) from the Gaia mission of 1.93 for TOI-2119

as an indicator of an unresolved massive compan-

ion. An RUWE > 1.4 indicates the strong poten-

tial for a binary system (V. Belokurov et al. 2020;

D. M. Krolikowski et al. 2021).

Notably, TOI-2119 is an M-dwarf and could join

other M-dwarf primary hierarchical triple systems

with an inner transiting BD and outer secondary

M-dwarf if the high RUWE is strong evidence

of an outer companion. These other hierarchi-

cal systems are: LHS 6343 (J. A. Johnson et al.

2011), NLTT 41135 (J. Irwin et al. 2010), NGTS-7

(J. A. G. Jackman et al. 2019), NGTS-28 (B. A.

Henderson et al. 2024b), LP 261-75 (J. M. Irwin

et al. 2018; M. Brady et al. 2025), and TOI-5389

(A. Larsen et al. 2025). These 6 systems are a part

of the total 14 M-dwarf primaries known to host

transiting BDs (∼ 43%); the other 8, TOI-2119 in-

cluded, do not have confirmed outer companions.

This emerging trend appears to show BDs that

transit M-dwarfs to have a reasonable chance to

be part of a hierarchical system with an additional

outer M-dwarf. We note that one recent study by

C. Cifuentes et al. (2025) indicates that the M-

dwarf multiplicity fraction for separations of 0.01

to 105 AU ranges from 26% to 42% depending on

the confirmation of candidate stellar companions.

However, we do not robustly confirm that this is

a trend for M-dwarf hosts to transiting BDs here,

so the best quantitative evidence for TOI-2119 to

host an unresolved M-dwarf companion is its in-

flated RUWE.

The TOI-2533 system has an RUWE of 1.57, but is

an F8 star. With only circumstantial evidence for

the existence of an outer companion in the TOI-

2119 and TOI-2533 systems via the Gaia RUWE

exceeding a value of 1.4, it is not clear if an outer

companion would extend the shared characteris-

tics between TOI-2119, TOI-2533, and CWW 89,

thus fitting the same coplanar HEM scenario from

C. Petrovich (2015). We point out that the

RUWE for CWW 89A is only 1.2.

A study by A. Castro-Ginard et al. (2024) demon-

strated that the nominal RUWE binarity thresh-

old of 1.4 can vary from ∼1.15 to ∼1.37 depending

on the location in the sky (e.g. for crowded field

calibrations) of the system due to the scanning an-

gle of Gaia. There are also other proxies from Gaia

for binarity are used in tandem with RUWE (e.g

the astrometric acceleration; T. D. Brandt 2021; J.

Zhang et al. 2024). Given this, we defer to a clear

direct detection when arguing for the existence of

an outer companion in this context.

Lastly, if TOI-2119 and TOI-2533 host a secondary

M-dwarf companion, we could conclude that the

condition in Equation 4 would be satisfied, since

we could assume the hypothetical companion or-

bits exterior to the brown dwarf. Given the

much higher masses of TOI-2119b and TOI-2533b

compared to CWW 89Ab, the mass ratio criterion

from C. Petrovich (2015) would be easier to sat-

isfy if the potential unseen companions in these 2

other systems were roughly 0.2M⊙.
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Figure 5. Top: λ vs Teff for transiting companions ≳ 0.3MJ. The Kraft Break regime in the vertical shaded region is
from A. C. Beyer & R. J. White (2024), with the traditional 6250K threshold denoted by the dashed line. Brown dwarfs are
represented by square symbols. CWW 89Ab is the lowest-mass transiting brown dwarf around a sub-Kraft Break star with its
λ and ψ measured. Bottom: λ vs q (Mb/M⋆) for the same sample in the top panel. We highlight the threshold (q = 2× 10−3)
past which primordial alignment (λ ≈ 0◦) dominates the observed distribution (credit to J. Rusznak et al. 2025). Circled points
are systems with inner transiting brown dwarfs and confirmed outer companions (CWW 89 and LP 261-75) or Gaia RUWE
values above 1.5. Both CWW 89A and LP 261-75 have RUWE values < 1.4 despite a confirmed stellar companion. All of
the inner brown dwarfs except for the one in LP 261-75 are on eccentric orbits (e > 0.18), plausibly following a coplanar HEM
scenario. The misaligned giant planet system at q ≈ 10−2 is XO-3b discussed in Section 4.2.2. Data in both panels are from
Figure 2 of J. Rusznak et al. (2025).

• Misaligned inner super-Jupiter companion:

XO-3b is a massive 12MJ planet in a misaligned

(λ = 37.8 ± 3.7.◦) and eccentric (e = 0.28) 3-day

orbit (J. N. Winn et al. 2008). This makes XO-

3 the singular exception to the observed trend in

aligned systems with high mass ratio (Figure 5).

J. Rusznak et al. (2025) are confirm the presence

of a stellar companion via high-resolution imag-

ing at 90AU for this system and highlight the

RUWE of 1.25. J. Rusznak et al. (2025) argue

that this outer stellar companion may have been

the dominant factor in the misalignment of XO-

3b over the effective temperature of the primary

star being above the Kraft Break. This system is

the only outlier among other massive companions

(Mb ≳ 10MJ) with well-determined λ and it is

unclear if the outer companion plays a role in this

in the same fashion the outer companion to CWW

89A does.

J. Rusznak et al. (2025) argue that the increase in

planet-to-star mass ratio correlates with a preference for

aligned spin-orbit angles for single-star systems. Their

conclusions are intended to be valid for single-star sys-

tems because these are the objects that they limited
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their sample to. They provide an explanation for this

spin-orbit alignment phenomenon in the circumstellar

disks from which these giant planets and brown dwarfs

grew. For those systems that experience dynamically

disruptive events early in their formation process, espe-

cially in low-mass disks with less mass available to ac-

crete, they may experience a kick that can either or both

drive an increase in eccentricity (i.e. high-eccentricity

migration) and a misalignment with the plane of the

disk and host star, thus depriving the planet of any ad-

ditional material to grow in mass.

This argument is presented to explain the ubiquity

of misaligned sub-Saturn planets around stars above

and below the Kraft Break. The opposite of this is

seen for brown dwarf-mass and even super-Jupiter mass

(i.e. ≳ 2MJ) companions where every system is aligned

around hot and cool stars (Figure 5). It is then the

Jupiter-mass planets which represent a transitional re-

gion in mass where the effects of early-time dynami-

cal excitation affects these planets less strongly than

sub-Saturns, but more strongly than super-Jupiters and

brown dwarfs. This is a summary of the argument es-

tablished in J. Rusznak et al. (2025) and it is clear that

the transiting brown dwarf population follows this very

closely; CWW 89Ab being no exception save for the fact

that it is not a single-star system as J. Rusznak et al.

(2025) require for their argument to be valid (allowing

them to exclude the XO-3 system).

Of the super-Jupiter and brown dwarf systems with

measured spin-orbit angles and RUWE ≳ 1.25, only 1

(XO-3b) in 4 total (CWW 89, TOI-2119, and TOI-2533)

is misaligned. As this particular sample continues to

grow, we expect it to reveal how the presence of outer

companions to transiting brown dwarfs affect spin-orbit

alignment. This work and the recent few confirming

the aligned orbits of transiting brown dwarfs with the

host star’s spin axis may have growing implications at

an underlying obliquity distribution for these massive

companions is consistent with λ ≈ 0◦. This would follow

the conclusions that G. Hébrard et al. (2011) establish

early in the era of spin-orbit measurements for giant

planet and subsequent works by K. Hixenbaugh et al.

(2023); T. Gan et al. (2024); S. Giacalone et al. (2024)

would later reinforce.

Though the total sample for transiting brown dwarfs

with measurement spin-orbit obliquities is quite small at

9 systems, the sample of transiting companions ≳ 2MJ

is larger by a factor of 3. For this sample, the evidence

is stronger for a λ ≈ 0◦ spin-orbit obliquity and future

investigations may find this parameter space of λ vs.

q appropriate for relating the super-Jupiter and brown

dwarf populations to one another.

4.3. Evidence against primordial misalignment

4.3.1. Resonance locking

A separate mechanism that describes the realignment

of planetary companions is known as “resonance lock-

ing” (M. G. Witte & G. J. Savonije 1999; G. J. Savonije

2008). This is when the orbital motion of the companion

couples to the host star’s gravity mode (g-mode) oscil-

lation frequency, resulting in a gradual relative align-

ment of the companion’s orbit and star’s spin axis. J. J.

Zanazzi et al. (2024) simulate a resonance lock scenario

using a sunlike star and a 1MJ companion to explore

different timescales over which the companion’s spin-

orbit obliquity would realign from misaligned initial val-

ues of ψ from 45◦ to 90◦. One important relationship

J. J. Zanazzi et al. (2024) show is between the realign-

ment timescale and scaled semi-major axis a/R⋆, where

resonance lock is not possible between a 2.5 Gyr old,

1M⊙ star (like CWW 89A) and a 1MJ companion at

a/R⋆ > 10 within 10 Gyr (Figure 15 in J. J. Zanazzi

et al. (2024)). This scenario is for an initial ψ = 90◦.

In our case, the companion is almost a factor of 40

more massive, which means that the brown dwarf has

an increased tidal potential energy and thus is able to

act on the star at larger a/R⋆ than a Jupiter-mass com-

panion. However, even when considering the a/R⋆ ≳ 12

for CWW 89Ab, the shortest plausible timescale for re-

alignment from ψ = 90◦ (when extrapolating from J. J.

Zanazzi et al. (2024)) is roughly 9-10 Gyr for CWW

89A, significantly longer than the 2.5 Gyr age of CWW

89. We also highlight the fact that the brown dwarf

did not form in its current close orbit, meaning that the

coupling of its orbital motion to the g-mode oscillations

were likely even weaker for a portion of the system’s

main sequence lifetime. Given this, we find it unlikely

that CWW 89A was realigned with the orbital of CWW

89Ab via resonance locking , but we acknowledge that,

like with the CHEM framework, the limits of resonance

locking has not been tested to these extremes in com-

panion mass.

4.3.2. Secular perturbations from CWW 89B

The nature of CWW 89B’s orbital inclination has pro-

found impacts on the potential alignment of the brown

dwarf. A misaligned outer companion would likely make

the BD susceptible to secular perturbations like the von

Zeipel-Kozai-Lidov effect (H. von Zeipel 1910; Y. Kozai

1962; M. L. Lidov 1962) where the spin-orbit alignment

λ of the BD would oscillate between misaligned and

aligned configurations driven by CWW 89B (S. Naoz

2016). This would imply that the our measurement of λ

took place during a part in this cycle when the BD’s

spin-orbit angle is near-zero, leading us to misinter-
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pret the system as primordially and perpetually aligned.

Whether or not these oscillations excite only the BD’s

eccentricity or both the eccentricity and spin-orbit angle

is unclear without knowing CWW 89B’s orbital inclina-

tion.

5. SUMMARY

We report the aligned orbit of the transiting brown

dwarf, CWW 89Ab, from our analysis of KPF in-transit

RV data measuring the Rossiter-McLaughlin effect. Our

main findings are:

• CWW 89Ab has a projected spin-orbit alignment

of |λ| = 1.4± 2.5◦.

• Given the stellar rotation period and projected

stellar rotational velocity from G. Nowak et al.

(2017), we find CWW 89Ab has a 3D spin-orbit

obliquity of ψ = 15.1+15.0◦

−10.1 with the posterior dis-

tribution peaking at ψpeak = 3.1◦.

• We confirm trends described in S. Giacalone et al.

(2024) and J. Rusznak et al. (2025) that all tran-

siting brown dwarfs in single- or multi-star systems

with measured spin-orbit obliquities are consistent

with λ = 0◦ (aligned) regardless of the primary

Teff .

• Including CWW 89Ab, total number of transiting

BDs with measured λ is 9 and the number with ψ

measured is 3.

We find the trend of massive aligned companions to

continue with CWW 89A, plausibly following the or-

bital evolutionary mechanisms outlined in C. Petrovich

(2015) and J. Rusznak et al. (2025), where a high cir-

cumstellar disk mass may have enabled the growth of

the brown dwarf into a mass regime where it is resistant

to dynamical kicks perpendicular to the disk plane that

would have misaligned the brown dwarf’s orbit were it

closer to or less than the mass of Jupiter. What would

then follow is a coplanar high-eccentricity migration in-

duced by the outer companion, assuming the outer com-

panion is coplanar with the brown dwarf. Given the

long realignment timescale τCE ≈ 10 Gyr between the

brown dwarf and primary star and the long circulariza-

tion timescale τcirc ≳ 7.5 Gyr relative to the system’s

age of 2.8±0.6 Gyr, we may conclude that CWW 89Ab

formed in an eccentric, aligned orbit if CWW 89B is

coplanar with CWW 89Ab. If this is not the case, then

other mechanisms like von Zeipel-Kozai-Lidov oscilla-

tions would be favored over coplanar high-eccentricity

migration.

Following the conclusion from T. G. Beatty et al.

(2018), if we also assume CWW 89Ab formed via core

accretion, which is likely challenging at this mass, then

a more complete picture of CWW 89Ab’s formation

is: core accretion-driven formation and growth in an

aligned, eccentric orbit within the circumstellar disk,

followed by a coplanar high-eccentricity migration via

its outer M-dwarf companion, CWW 89B, inward to its

current architectural configuration.

One key missing piece of information is orbital in-

clination of CWW 89B with respect to CWW 89A.

Future observations with facilities like Keck II/NIRC2

could provide constraints on the orbit CWW 89B to de-

termine this angle. Additional high-resolution imaging

could also be performed on TOI-2119 and TOI-2533 to

search for outer companions and the source of the high

RUWE value (≳ 1.6) for both of these stars.
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Table 4. MIST median values and 68% confidence interval for CWW 89A. Here, U [a,b] is the uniform prior

bounded between a and b, and G[a, b] is a Gaussian prior of mean a and width b.

Parameter Description Priors Values

Stellar Parameters:

M∗ . . . . . . Mass (M⊙) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - 1.018+0.027
−0.026

R∗ . . . . . . Radius (R⊙) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - 1.067± 0.022

L∗ . . . . . . Luminosity (L⊙) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - 0.973+0.034
−0.037

ρ∗ . . . . . . . Density (cgs) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - 1.186+0.024
−0.022

log g . . . . . Surface gravity (cgs) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - 4.391± 0.017

Teff . . . . . Effective temperature (K) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . G[5699,200] 5553+82
−86

[Fe/H]. . . Metallicity (dex) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . G[0.12,0.1] 0.067± 0.090

Age . . . . . Age (Gyr) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . G[2.76,0.61] 2.52± 0.61

AV . . . . . . V-band extinction (mag) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . U [0,0.278] 0.262+0.023
−0.045

σSED . . . SED photometry error scaling . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - 1.13+0.47
−0.29

ϖ . . . . . . . Parallax (mas) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . G[3.286,0.018] 3.282± 0.018

d . . . . . . . . Distance (pc) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - 304.6± 1.7

Vbeta . . . . Gaussian dispersion (m/s) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . G[4000,1000] 4080+1000
−990

Vgamma . Lorentzian dispersion or Differential rotation (m/s) U [1000,1000] (fixed) 1000.00

Vzeta . . . . Macroturbulence dispersion (m/s) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - 3050± 930

Vxi . . . . . . Microturbulence dispersion (m/s) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - 1030+880
−660

Brown dwarf Parameters: b

P . . . . . . . Period (days) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - 5.2926298+0.0000041
−0.000086

RP . . . . . . Radius (RJ) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - 0.963+0.037
−0.033

MP . . . . . Mass (MJ) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - 37.25+1.6
−0.98

TC . . . . . . Model Time of conjunction1,2 (TJDTDB) . . . . . . . . . - 2457341.037551+0.000095
−0.000094

T0 . . . . . . . Obs time of min proj sep3,4,5 (BJDTDB) . . . . . . . . . . - 2457346.329698+0.000094
−0.00011

a . . . . . . . . Semi-major axis (AU). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - 0.06048+0.0013
−0.00079

i0 . . . . . . . Inclination (Degrees) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - 88.01+0.14
−0.13

b . . . . . . . . Transit impact parameter . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - 0.429+0.013
−0.015

e . . . . . . . . Eccentricity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - 0.1892+0.0024
−0.0029

e cosω∗ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - 0.1836+0.0023
−0.0026

e sinω∗ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - −0.0450± 0.0032

ω∗ . . . . . . Arg of periastron (Degrees) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - −13.77+0.93
−0.89

|λ| . . . . . . Projected Spin-orbit alignment (Degrees). . . . . . . . . . - 1.4+2.1
−2.5

v sin i⋆ . . Projected rotational velocity (m/s) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - 4690+510
−350

Teq . . . . . . Equilibrium temp6 (K). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - 1268± 15

K . . . . . . . RV semi-amplitude (m/s) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - 4272+18
−19

RP /R∗ . . Radius of planet in stellar radii . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - 0.09283+0.00051
−0.00057

a/R∗ . . . . Semi-major axis in stellar radii . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - 12.21+0.16
−0.14

δ . . . . . . . . (RP /R∗)
2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - 0.008617+0.00010

−0.00011

δKepler . . Transit depth in Kepler (frac) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - 0.01076+0.00011
−0.000100

τ . . . . . . . . In/egress transit duration (days) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - 0.02409+0.00090
−0.00095

T14 . . . . . . Total transit duration (days) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - 0.15017+0.00052
−0.00050

Table 4 continued
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Table 4 (continued)

Parameter Description Priors Values

TFWHM FWHM transit duration (days) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - 0.12609+0.00067
−0.00063

ρP . . . . . . Density (cgs) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - 23.4+1.6
−1.4

loggP . . . Surface gravity (cgs) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - 4.764+0.019
−0.016

TP . . . . . . Time of Periastron (TJDTDB) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - 2457339.830+0.014
−0.013

TA . . . . . . Time of asc node (TJDTDB) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - 2457339.9660± 0.0050

TD . . . . . . Time of desc node (TJDTDB) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - 2457342.7668+0.0087
−0.0097

MP sin i0 Minimum mass (MJ) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - 37.23+1.6
−0.99

MP /M∗ . Mass ratio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - 0.03492+0.00053
−0.00076

Wavelength Parameters: Kepler V

u1 . . . . . . . Linear limb-darkening coeff . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.433+0.035
−0.032 0.502+0.052

−0.057

u2 . . . . . . . Quadratic limb-darkening coeff . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.253± 0.047 0.253+0.054
−0.050

Telescope Parameters: FIES KPF TRES

γrel . . . . . . Relative RV Offset (m/s) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 45642.2+9.6
−9.0 46716+18

−230 3481+12
−13

σJ . . . . . . RV Jitter (m/s) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12+17
−13 5.3+1.8

−3.5 6.4+28
−6.4

σ2
J . . . . . . RV Jitter Variance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 170+750

−210 27+22
−25 40+1100

−590

Transit Parameters: Kepler UT 2015-10-08 (Kepler)

σ2 . . . . . . . Added Variance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.972+0.061
−0.054 × 10−8

F0 . . . . . . . Baseline flux . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.9999990± 0.0000023

See Table 3 in J. D. Eastman et al. (2019) for a detailed description of all parameters

1Time of conjunction is commonly reported as the “transit time”

2BJDTDBis the target’s barycentric frame and corrects for light travel time

3Time of minimum projected separation is a more correct “transit time”

4At the epoch that minimizes the covariance between TC and Period

5Use this to predict future transit times

6Assumes no albedo and perfect redistribution
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