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ABSTRACT

We present the first discoveries from Keck Observations in the INfrared of Taurus and ρ Oph Exo-

planets And Ultracool dwarfs (KOINTREAU), an adaptive optics imaging survey of young stars in

the Taurus and ρ Oph star-forming regions using the Keck infrared pyramid wavefront sensor (Py-

WFS). We have found two faint (∆K∼7 mag), wide-separation companions to two ≈3-Myr-old Taurus

members. Relative astrometry for these systems show that both companions are bound to their host

stars. We obtained near-infrared spectra of these companions using IRTF/SpeX (R∼100) and Gem-

ini/GNIRS (R∼1000-2000), and combine these with photometry from our NIRC2 imaging, the Pan-

STARRS survey, and Spitzer/IRAC archival imaging to constrain their properties. One companion,

KOINTREAU-1b (at a projected separation of 690 au), has an average near-IR spectral type of M9 ±
2, a gravity classification of vl-g, and a changing spectral type between the SpeX (M7) and GNIRS

(L1) observations. We estimate this object’s mass to be 10.6+2.5
−2.3 MJup, making KOINTREAU-1b the

fifth planetary-mass companion found in Taurus. The other companion, KOINTREAU-2b (projected

separation 560 au), has a spectral type of M4.5 ± 1 but is ≈ 4 magnitudes underluminous relative to

other Taurus stars of the same spectral type. We detect exceptionally strong He I 1.083 µm emission

from this object, indicative of outflows driven by ongoing accretion, but with a conspicuous lack of

accompanying H emission. We conclude that KOINTREAU-2b is a young star obscured by an edge-on

disk and observed in scattered light. Finally, we derive a distortion solution for NIRC2 imaging which

shows a 0.118◦ difference in position angle from the previous distortion solution.

1. INTRODUCTION

By virtue of its sensitivity to massive (≳1 MJup), wide-

orbit (≳10 au) companions, direct imaging is able to

probe a population of exoplanets and brown dwarfs that

is infeasible to detect by other means (Bowler 2016). Ad-

ditionally, the capture of photons directly emitted from

such companions permits comparison with atmospheric

and formation models independent of the light from

the host star, unlike the study of transiting companions

(e.g., Konopacky et al. 2013; Sappey et al. 2025).

Surveys of nearby young moving groups (YMGs; e.g.,

β Pictoris and TW Hydrae) have produced a number of

exoplanet discoveries (e.g., Marois et al. 2008; Lagrange

et al. 2009; Carson et al. 2013; Bowler et al. 2015; Mac-

intosh et al. 2015; De Rosa et al. 2023; Franson et al.

2023; Mesa et al. 2023). YMG stars make attractive tar-

gets due to a combination of their proximity and relative

youth, which conspire to ease the challenge of detecting
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exoplanets both by increasing the sky-projected distance

between host star and companion for a given physical

separation and by enhancing the contrast of the com-

panion relative to its host star. As a result, the nearest

YMGs have been extensively surveyed with adaptive op-

tics to image brown dwarfs and exoplanets (e.g., Biller

et al. 2013; Galicher et al. 2016; Nielsen et al. 2019;

Vigan et al. 2021). Star-forming regions such as Taurus

and ρOphiuchus, while further away (≈140 pc), are even

younger (≈1-5 Myr) than these YMGs and present a less

thoroughly characterized frontier for discovery. Further-

more, the extreme youth of these regions means they

provide a window into the earliest stages of wide-orbit

planet and brown dwarf formation.

There have been several previous surveys of the Tau-

rus star-forming region on a range of angular scales.

On the largest scales, there have been efforts to con-

struct a complete inventory of Taurus sources, primar-

ily using surveys such as Gaia (Gaia Collaboration et al.

2023) and the 2 Micron All Sky Survey (2MASS; Cutri

et al. 2003; Skrutskie et al. 2006) and complemented by

spectroscopic follow-up (e.g., Kraus et al. 2017; Zhang

et al. 2018; Esplin & Luhman 2019; Krolikowski et al.

2021). These studies have provided key insights on the

bulk properties of Taurus, including (but not limited

to) that Taurus consists of a number of subgroups with

ages ranging from ≈1 to 15-20 Myr (Kraus et al. 2017;

Zhang et al. 2018; Kerr et al. 2021; Krolikowski et al.

2021); that the mass function of the younger and older

Taurus subpopulations differ from one another, suggest-

ing different formation histories (Zhang et al. 2018); and

that ≈70% of Taurus stars with spectral types later than

M3 host circumstellar disks (Esplin & Luhman 2019).

On the smallest angular scales, there have been several

imaging surveys using large-aperture telescopes with

adaptive optics (AO) to inspect systems one by one, ei-

ther with (e.g., Kraus et al. 2011; Wallace et al. 2020) or

without (e.g., Daemgen et al. 2015) the use of advanced

techniques (coronagraphy or aperture masking) to aid

in the detection of faint companions. These searches

have constrained the overall occurrence rate of massive

planets on wide orbits at young ages, e.g., Wallace et al.

(2020) finds that <30% of Taurus stars host 2-13 MJ

companions on orbits with semi-major axes from 10–500

au. In turn, these constraints inform the development

of planet formation models.

To date, there are only four planetary-mass (≲15

MJup) companions to Taurus stars that have been di-

rectly imaged: DH Tau B (spectral type M9; Itoh

et al. 2005), FU Tau B (M9; Luhman et al. 2009b),

2M0441+2301 Bb (L1; Bowler & Hillenbrand 2015), and

2MASS J0437 b (mid-to-late L; Gaidos et al. 2022). New

discoveries would thus significantly increase the sample

size of these objects. There are also a number of isolated

planetary-mass objects that have been found by min-

ing wide-field imaging surveys (e.g., Zhang et al. 2018;

Esplin & Luhman 2019), but the distances and ages

of these objects are less well-constrained compared to

bound companions of brighter, well-characterized stars.

In this paper we present the discovery of two new

faint companions to the Taurus stars XEST 17-036

and XEST 13-010, the first published discoveries from

Keck Observations in the INfrared of Taurus and ρ Oph

Exoplanets And Ultracool dwarfs (KOINTREAU), an

AO imaging survey of young stars in Taurus and ρ

Oph using the Keck infrared pyramid wavefront sen-

sor. We confirm these companions to be bound to

their host stars by combining our relative astrometry

of the companions from our imaging with Gaia astrom-

etry of their hosts. We characterize these companions

by obtaining photometry (from NIRC2, Pan-STARRS

and Spitzer/IRAC) and spectroscopy (from IRTF/SpeX

and Gemini/GNIRS). We show that the companion to

XEST 17-036, hereinafter KOINTREAU-1b, has a late-

M spectral type and is the fifth planetary-mass com-

panion found in Taurus. We also show that KOIN-

TREAU-2b, the companion to XEST 13-010, is a young

early-to-mid-M dwarf occulted by an edge-on circum-

stellar disk.

2. TARGET STARS

XEST 17-036, an M4 star (Liu et al. 2021) in a 3.3±0.9

Myr Taurus subcluster (Kerr et al. 2021), was first found

to be a Taurus member by Scelsi et al. (2007) by match-

ing X-ray data from the XMM-Newton Extended Sur-

vey of Taurus (Güdel et al. 2007) with 2MASS data

(Cutri et al. 2003; Skrutskie et al. 2006) and verifying

that the source agreed with the locus of known Tau-

rus objects on JHKS color-magnitude diagrams. Gaia

parallax and proper motion data has subsequently val-

idated this membership (Luhman et al. 2017; Esplin &

Luhman 2019). Additionally, Luhman et al. (2009a)

found that this object exhibits an Hα equivalent width

of 6 ± 1Å, which corroborates its youth and thus its

Taurus membership (see Kraus et al. 2017, Figure 3).

Cody et al. (2022) detected a multi-periodic signal in the

K2 lightcurve of this star, with variability on 9.62 and

4.55 day timescales, which they attributed to starspot

modulation. The 9-day period is also found by Chen

et al. (2020) in their analysis of Zwicky Transient Fa-

cility (ZTF) photometry. Bulger et al. (2014) analyzed

Herschel/PACS images of XEST 17-036 and detected

spatially extended emission out to ≈7′′ in the 70 µm

band and ≈10′′ in the 160 µm band at the 3σ level.
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They coupled this with Spitzer/IRAC photometry to

construct an SED of the star which identifies it as a Class

III source. We estimated the mass of XEST 17-036 by

converting its spectral type into an effective temperature

using Herczeg & Hillenbrand (2014), then linearly inter-

polating the BHAC15 evolutionary model grid (Baraffe

et al. 2015) in log(age), log(effective temperature), abso-

lute 2MASS KS magnitude, and log(mass) to estimate

a stellar mass given XEST 17-036’s spectral type, age,

and brightness (corrected for extinction using AV from

Kraus et al. 2017). This gave a value of 0.26± 0.03 M⊙,
which is presented along with other properties of XEST

17-036 in Table 1.

XEST 13-010 is a young (3.4 ± 0.5 Myr; Kerr et al.

2021) M3 star (Luhman et al. 2006) observed as part of

the XMM-Newton Extended Survey of Taurus (XEST,

Güdel et al. 2007). It was first identified as a Taurus

member by Luhman et al. (2006) on the basis of both its

infrared excess emission and extinction (AV >1 mag).

This Taurus membership was independently confirmed

by Scelsi et al. (2007) using 2MASS color-magnitude di-

agrams in conjunction with XEST survey data, and has

been reaffirmed using Gaia data (Luhman et al. 2017;

Esplin & Luhman 2019). Rebull et al. (2020), Roggero

et al. (2021) and Cody et al. (2022) all used Kepler/K2

data to find that XEST 13-010 exhibits periodic 3.9-day

variability, which they attributed to rotational modula-

tion from starspots. This is confirmed by Chen et al.

(2020) using ZTF data. Roggero et al. (2021) and Cody

et al. (2022) also detected aperiodic dipping, which im-

plies that the star is accreting material from a circum-

stellar disk. Rebull et al. (2020) classified XEST 13-

010 as a Class II source based on the shape of its SED,

which provides additional evidence as to the presence

of a circumstellar disk. Akeson et al. (2019) used SMA

observations of XEST 13-010 made by Andrews et al.

(2013) to estimate that this disk has a total mass of

1.7+0.3
−0.5 MJup; they also calculate the host star to be

0.29+0.09
−0.05 M⊙. Key properties of this star are reported

in Table 2.

3. OBSERVATIONS

3.1. Keck/NIRC2 Imaging

We obtained adaptive optics (AO) imaging of XEST

17-036 and XEST 13-010 with the Keck Near-InfraRed

Camera 2 (Keck/NIRC2), positioned behind the adap-

tive optics bench on the left Nasmyth platform of

the 10m-aperture Keck II telescope. We used both

the Shack-Hartmann wavefront sensor (SHWFS; Wiz-

inowich et al. 2000) with a laser guide star (LGS; Wiz-

inowich et al. 2006; van Dam et al. 2006) and the infrared

pyramid wavefront sensor (PyWFS; Bond et al. 2020) in

Table 1. XEST 17-036 system properties

Property Value Ref.

XEST 17-036

RA (J2000) 04 33 26.22 (2)

Dec. (J2000) +22 45 29.3 (2)

µRA (mas yr−1) 8.9± 0.1 (2)

µDec. (mas yr−1) −16.5± 0.1 (2)

π (mas) 6.3± 0.1 (2)

Distance (pc) 159± 3 (2)

Spectral type M4 (3)

Mass (M⊙) 0.26± 0.03 (1)

Age (Myr) 3.3± 0.9 (7)

Teff (K) 3551± 59 (4)

log g (cm s−2) 3.44± 0.05 (4)

[Fe/H] (dex) −0.15± 0.01 (4)

v sin i (km s−1) 7.7± 0.5 (5)

AV (mag) 5.3± 0.3 (6)

KOINTREAU-1b

Projected separation (au) 690± 10 (1)

Mass (MJup) 10.6+2.5
−2.3 (1)

Spectral type M9±2 vl-g (1)

AV from photometry (mag) 10± 2 (1)

AV from spectra (mag) 6.8 (1)

References— (1) This work; (2) Gaia
Collaboration et al. (2023); (3) Liu et al. (2021);
(4) Jönsson et al. (2020); (5) Kounkel et al.
(2019); (6) Kraus et al. (2017); (7) Kerr et al.
(2021)

natural guide star (NGS) mode. These observations are

summarized in Table 3. Our observing procedure was to

obtain a set of short exposures, used to register the un-

saturated position of the host star, then a set of longer

exposures (typically 3-5 images of 60s each) to detect

any faint companions. We did not dither as part of our

observations. We took data in the Mauna Kea Observa-

tories (MKO; Simons & Tokunaga 2002; Tokunaga et al.

2002) K-band at each epoch, and obtained MKO Y JH

data during our December 2023 observing run. In ad-

dition to our science data, we also took dome images in

each filter with the flat lamp on and off, and dark frames

with the shutter closed and the same exposure times

as our science frames. These were median combined

to produce master flat and dark frames. We then sub-

tracted the corresponding master dark frame from our

data, divided our dark-subtracted data by the relevant

master flat frame, removed cosmic rays using LACosmic

(van Dokkum 2001), and summed individual exposures
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Table 2. XEST 13-010 system properties

Property Value Ref.

XEST 13-010

RA (J2000) 04 29 36.06 (2)

Dec. (J2000) +24 35 55.6 (2)

µRA (mas yr−1) 8.64± 0.05 (2)

µDec. (mas yr−1) −20.64± 0.04 (2)

π (mas) 7.63± 0.04 (2)

Distance (pc) 131.1± 0.6 (2)

Spectral type M3 (3)

Mass (M⊙) 0.29+0.09
−0.05 (7)

Age (Myr) 3.4± 0.5 (8)

Teff (K) 3622± 60 (4)

log g (cm s−2) 3.38± 0.05 (4)

[Fe/H] (dex) −0.05± 0.01 (4)

v sin i (km s−1) 24.6± 2.7 (5)

AV (mag) 5.21± 0.35 (6)a

KOINTREAU-2b

Projected separation (au) 561± 3 (1)

Spectral type M4.5±1 (1)

AV from photometry (mag) 6.8± 0.7 (1)

AV from spectrum (mag) 4.9 (1)

aCalculated from AJ assuming the Cardelli et al.
(1989) extinction law.

References— (1) This work; (2) Gaia Collaboration
et al. (2023); (3) Luhman et al. (2006); (4) Jönsson
et al. (2020); (5) López-Valdivia et al. (2021); (6)
Luhman et al. (2006); (7) Akeson et al. (2019); (8)
Kerr et al. (2021);

together to form image stacks for each exposure time.

We found one faint candidate companion around each

of XEST 17-036 and XEST 13-010 by inspection of the

stacked long-exposure images. These companions are

hereinafter referred to as KOINTREAU-1b and KOIN-

TREAU-2b respectively.

For each epoch, we centroided the positions of the cen-

tral star and candidate companions using the individ-

ual short- and long-exposure images, respectively. We

adopted the weighted mean and associated error on each

set of measurements as the measured position of each

star and companion. We then converted these positions

into astrometry of the companion relative to the host

star, correcting for NIRC2 distortion using the Service

et al. (2016) distortion correction and the 0.118◦ shift

in position angle relative to the Service et al. correction

that we find from our own analysis (Appendix A).

To determine the flux ratios of the companions, we

performed aperture photometry on the target stars in

the short-exposure images and their companions in the

long-exposure images. The sky background was es-

timated using the median of a 100-pixel-wide border

around the edge of each image and subtracted before

measuring any photometry. Additionally, the deep-

exposure images were median-subtracted in successive

annuli around the host star to remove the light from the

host star when measuring the brightness of the com-

panion. We chose our photometry aperture size inde-

pendently for each set of observations by finding the

aperture size that maximized the signal-to-noise ratio of

the resulting contrast measurement (the radii of these

apertures ranged from 11-66 pixels, reflecting the vary-

ing image quality of the observations). The summed

aperture counts for the host star were calculated from

each short-exposure image that comprised the stacked

image, and the same was done for the companion from

each long-exposure image. We took the mean of the

host star and companion counts from the set of images

at each epoch, adopting the standard error on this set

of measurements as our errors. The ratio of the counts

per second of the companion to that of the host star was

then used to calculate the contrast of each companion

for each set of observations. These values are presented

in Table 3.

There is statistically significant inter-epoch variabil-

ity in the measured K-band contrasts for both systems.

Since we only measure the brightness of the compan-

ion relative to its host, we are unable to determine

whether this variability is due to changes in the host

star, the companion, or both. We adopt the weighted

mean of our K-band contrasts going forward, with an

error given by the weighted root mean square – these

values are ∆K = 6.9 ± 0.1 mag for KOINTREAU-1b
and ∆K = 6.7± 0.1 mag for KOINTREAU-2b.

We took the 2MASS magnitudes of the host star,

transformed these to the MKO system (Skrutskie et al.

2006) and added these to our contrasts to determine the

magnitudes of the candidate companions in each filter.

These values are given in Table 4 and Table 5 for KOIN-

TREAU-1b and KOINTREAU-2b, respectively.

3.2. IRTF/SpeX Prism Spectra

We obtained near-infrared (0.7–2.5 µm) spectra of

KOINTREAU-1b using SpeX, the medium-resolution

0.7-5.3 µm spectrograph mounted at the Cassegrain fo-

cus of the 3.2m-aperture NASA InfraRed Telescope Fa-

cility (IRTF) (Rayner et al. 2003). We operated SpeX

in its Prism mode (R ∼ 100) on the nights of UT 2020

November 27 and UT 2020 December 30 in ≈ 0.9′′ see-
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KOINTREAU-1b

1′′

KOINTREAU-2b

1′′

Figure 1. Example Keck/NIRC2 signal-to-noise maps from our deep-exposure 10′′ K-band image stacks of each companion.
These maps are computed by subtracting the mean and normalizing by the standard deviation in successive annuli around the
host star. The companions are circled in green in each case. We note some electronic noise in the lower right quadrant of the
shown epoch (December 2023) of KOINTREAU-2b data, but our measurements are unaffected by this.

ing conditions. Ninety 120-second frames were taken in

the prism mode with the 0.8′′ × 15′′ slit and the stan-

dard ABBA nodding pattern. The airmass of our target

was less than 1.25 during our observations. To mini-

mize the contaminating light from its primary star, we

fixed the slit position angle (PA) at 300◦, perpendic-

ular to the position angle of KOINTREAU-1b relative

to its host. We note that the blurring caused by dif-

ferential chromatic refraction (DCR) between 0.9–2.45

µm is ≲ 0.17′′ at airmass 1.25, which is less than our

chosen slit size and the typical seeing atop Maunakea,
thus DCR should have a negligible impact on our obser-

vations, despite not observing at the parallactic angle.

An A0V telluric standard star, HD 35036, was observed

contemporaneously with KOINTREAU-1b with <0.12

airmass difference. Data were reduced using Spextool

(Cushing et al. 2004). Our final science spectrum is the

weighted mean and its formal uncertainty of the spectra

from each night. This spectrum has a signal-to-noise

ratio (SNR) of 20 per pixel near the peak of the J band

(1.28–1.32 µm).

Additionally, we obtained spectra of KOINTREAU-2b

with SpeX/Prism over UT 2024 March 20 and 21 with

≈ 0.8′′ seeing on each night. 85 180-second frames were

taken in the prism mode with the 0.5′′×15′′ slit and the

standard ABBA nodding pattern. The airmass of our

target varied from 1.2 to 2 during our observations. We

fixed the slit position angle perpendicular to the PA of

the companion, as with KOINTREAU-1b. At airmass

2, the DCR blur size is ≲ 0.38′′, so our observations will

not be significantly affected by this. Our standard star

for these observations was HD 1718. Our final reduced,

stacked science spectrum has a signal-to-noise ratio of

50 per pixel near the peak of the J band.

3.3. Gemini/GNIRS Spectra

We observed KOINTREAU-1b with the Gemini North

InfraRed Spectrograph (Gemini/GNIRS; Elias et al.

2006a,b) on the 8.1m-aperture Gemini North telescope

using queue mode, collecting a total of 252 minutes of us-

able data on UT dates 2024 October 7, 2024 October 13,

2024 October 14, 2024 November 22 and 2024 Decem-

ber 6 (program IDs GN-2024B-Q-228 and GN-2024B-

Q-317). Data were collected using the cross-dispersed

mode (which permits simultaneous 0.8–2.5 µm spectral

coverage) with the short blue camera, the 32 l/mm grat-

ing and 0.675 ′′ slit (R∼800). The slit position angle

was fixed perpendicular to the position angle of the

candidate companion to minimize contamination from

the host star. All science data were taken at airmasses

<1.2. The blurring caused by DCR at airmass 1.2 be-

tween wavelengths of 0.9–2.45 µm is 0.145′′, less than

the size of our slit and the size of Maunakea seeing, so

our data should not have been substantively affected by

this. The exposures were dithered in an ABBA pat-

tern along the slit. We observed the standard stars HIP
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10559 (V = 5.25mag), HIP 17704 (V = 6.8mag) and

HIP 29909 (V = 7.5mag).

KOINTREAU-2b was observed by Gemini/GNIRS in

queue mode, collecting a total of 252 minutes of usable

data (program IDs GN-2023B-Q-233 and GN-2024B-

Q-317). Data were collected using the cross-dispersed

mode of the short blue camera with the 32 l/mm grating

and 0.3 ′′ slit (R∼1800) on UT 2023 December 27 and

UT 2024 January 23 and the 0.675 ′′ slit (R∼800) on UT

2024 December 3 and UT 2024 December 19, using the

same procedure as above. All science data were taken at

airmasses <1.5, for which the relevant DCR blur size is

0.244′′, again less than the size of both our selected slits

and MKO seeing. We observed the standard stars HIP

17588 (V = 6.4mag) and HIP 29881 (V = 6.57mag) for

telluric correction, using the same instrument setup and

dither pattern as for KOINTREAU-1b.

The Gemini/GNIRS spectra are affected by striping

caused by the detector controller, noticeable in the raw

frames as dark or bright stripes with an 8-pixel period-

icity in one or more quadrants of the detector. To re-

move these artifacts we use the CleanIR python script

provided by Gemini13, which performs full frame pat-

tern removal and quadrant leveling. The data are then

reduced using the open-source Python package PypeIt

(Bochanski et al. 2009; Bernstein et al. 2015; Prochaska

et al. 2020; Prochaska et al. 2020), following a similar

setup as described in Phillips et al. (2024). Briefly, we

used ten night-time flats taken with a quartz-halogen

lamp as the calibration frames required by PypeIt for or-

der edge tracing and the pixel efficiency correction. The

wavelength solution was determined from OH skylines in

the science frames, which is preferable to using the Ar

lamp frames due to flexure. PypeIt achieved Poisson-

limited sky subtraction (Prochaska et al. 2020) and then

performed an optimal extraction to generate 1D science

spectra. Flux calibration and telluric correction were

performed using an infrared sensitivity function gener-

ated from the observations of the standard star. After

extraction, PypeIt rebinned the spectra onto a common

logarithmic wavelength grid, facilitating the co-addition

of multiple exposures and the combination of overlap-

ping echelle orders. For more information on the algo-

rithms used in the PypeIt data reduction pipeline, we

refer the reader to Bochanski et al. (2009), Bernstein

et al. (2015), and the PypeIt online documentation.

We formed our final Gemini/GNIRS science spectra

of both targets by taking the weighted mean and formal

uncertainty of each set of spectra.

13 https://www.github.com/andrewwstephens/cleanir

3.4. Pan-STARRS photometry

Pan-STARRS 1 is a 1.8m-aperture wide-field optical

survey telescope used to image the entire night sky visi-

ble from Hawai‘i in five bandpasses g, r, i, z, and y, which

collectively cover a wavelength range of 430-990 nm.

The primary data products are stacked images made

from the multiple exposures taken of each point on the

sky, a catalog of photometry constructed from these im-

age stacks, and the individual exposures (“warps”) that

constitute the stacks (Chambers et al. 2016; Magnier

et al. 2020).

KOINTREAU-2b is visible by eye in all of the grizy

stacks (Figure 2), although KOINTREAU-1b is not.

However, the Pan-STARRS DR1 catalog only reports

ri magnitudes for KOINTREAU-2b, and these values

may be inaccurate given KOINTREAU-2b’s proximity

to its significantly brighter host star. Thus, we extracted

our own photometry of KOINTREAU-2b from the Pan-

STARRS image data. We downloaded 2′ cutouts cen-

tered on XEST 13-010 from each warp in each filter and

then subtracted the median radial profile of the host

star XEST 13-010. We then measured the flux of KOIN-

TREAU-2b in a 5-pixel aperture, as well as the flux of 7

well-detected unsaturated reference stars that have pho-

tometry in the Pan-STARRS catalog. We repeated this

for each warp (with the exception of two i-band warps

that were taken in >2′′ seeing), and computed the flux

ratio of KOINTREAU-2b relative to each of the refer-

ence stars in each warp. We took the mean and standard

error of the flux ratios of KOINTREAU-2b relative to

each reference star for each filter’s set of warps. We

then computed grizy magnitudes for KOINTREAU-2b

by combining our computed contrasts with the catalog

magnitudes for each comparison star. Finally, we took

the weighted average (and uncertainty) of the resulting

set of magnitudes as the grizy magnitudes for KOIN-

TREAU-2b (Table 5).

https://www.github.com/andrewwstephens/cleanir
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Table 4. XEST 17-036 system photometry

Band Value (mag.) Ref.

XEST 17-036

Pan-STARRS g 20.60± 0.03 (5)

Pan-STARRS r 18.188± 0.009 (5)

Pan-STARRS i 15.930± 0.008 (5)

Pan-STARRS z 14.701± 0.008 (5)

Pan-STARRS y 13.933± 0.003 (5)

Gaia G 16.496± 0.002 (2)

Gaia BP 19.49± 0.06 (2)

Gaia RP 14.971± 0.005 (2)

JMKO 11.69± 0.03 (3,4)a

HMKO 10.52± 0.03 (3,4)a

KMKO 9.88± 0.02 (3,4)a

IRAC [3.6] 9.53± 0.02 (1)

IRAC [4.5] 9.39± 0.02 (1)

IRAC [5.8] 9.26± 0.02 (1)

IRAC [8.0] 9.31± 0.02 (1)

KOINTREAU-1b

JMKO 19.59± 0.04 (1)

HMKO 17.92± 0.04 (1)

KMKO 16.7± 0.1 (1)

IRAC [3.6] 15.53± 0.03 (1)

IRAC [4.5] 15.07± 0.03 (1)

IRAC [5.8] 15.1± 0.1 (1)

IRAC [8.0] 14.5± 0.2 (1)

aTransformed from 2MASS magnitudes
using relations given in Skrutskie et al.
(2006).

References— (1) This work; (2) Gaia
Collaboration et al. (2023); (3) Cutri
et al. (2003); (4) Skrutskie et al. (2006);
(5) Chambers et al. (2016)

3.5. Spitzer/IRAC photometry

The Spitzer Space Telescope was an infrared space

telescope that operated in its primary science mode from

launch in 2003 until its liquid helium coolant ran out in

2009. The InfraRed Array Camera (IRAC) was one of

the instruments on board Spitzer, capable of simultane-

ously imaging a 5′ patch of sky with a 1.2′′ pixel scale in
four channels centered on 3.6 µm, 4.5 µm, 5.8 µm and

8.0 µm (Fazio et al. 2004).

Observations of XEST 17-036 and XEST 13-010 that

were re-analyzed for this work appear in 4 IRAC pro-

grams, with exposure times of either 0.4 or 10.4 s. XEST

17-036 observations were taken as part of Program ID 37

Table 5. XEST 13-010 system photometry

Band Value (mag.) Ref.

XEST 13-010

Pan-STARRS g 17.61± 0.05 (5)

Pan-STARRS r 15.691± 0.005 (5)

Pan-STARRS i 14.17± 0.02 (5)

Pan-STARRS z 13.22± 0.01 (5)

Pan-STARRS y 12.81± 0.03 (5)

Gaia G 14.78± 0.01 (2)

Gaia BP 16.78± 0.03 (2)

Gaia RP 13.45± 0.04 (2)

JMKO 10.65± 0.03 (3,4)a

HMKO 9.43± 0.03 (3,4)a

KMKO 8.60± 0.02 (3,4)a

IRAC [3.6] 8.00± 0.02 (1)

IRAC [4.5] 7.67± 0.02 (1)

IRAC [5.8] 7.38± 0.02 (1)

IRAC [8.0] 6.96± 0.02 (1)

KOINTREAU-2b

Pan-STARRS g 23.2± 0.6 (1)

Pan-STARRS r 21.0± 0.2 (1)

Pan-STARRS i 20.00± 0.09 (1)

Pan-STARRS z 19.4± 0.2 (1)

Pan-STARRS y 18.8± 0.1 (1)

Gaia G 20.91± 0.03 (2)

Gaia BP 22.02± 0.06 (2)

Gaia RP 19.5± 0.2 (2)

JMKO 17.39± 0.04 (1)

HMKO 16.18± 0.04 (1)

KMKO 15.3± 0.1 (1)

IRAC [3.6] 14.30± 0.04 (1)

IRAC [4.5] 13.62± 0.02 (1)

IRAC [5.8] 13.91± 0.14 (1)

IRAC [8.0] > 13.87 (1)

aTransformed from 2MASS magnitudes
using relations given in Skrutskie et al.
(2006).

References— (1) This work; (2) Gaia
Collaboration et al. (2023); (3) Cutri
et al. (2003); (4) Skrutskie et al. (2006);
(5) Chambers et al. (2016)

(PI: G. Fazio) on UT 2005 February 20, and as part of

Program ID 30816 (PI: D. Padgett) on UT 2007 April 3.

XEST 13-010 IRAC observations were taken as part of

Program ID 173 (PI: N. Evans) on UT 2004 September

8, but only in [4.5] and [8.0]. Observations of XEST 13-
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g r i z y

Figure 2. Pan-STARRS grizy 13′′ images of the XEST 13-010 system. The arrow in each image indicates KOINTREAU-2b.

Figure 3. The results of our Spitzer/IRAC PSF fitting procedure for XEST 17-036 (top) and XEST 13-010 (bottom), with
the positions of each candidate companion indicated with a black arrow. Despite not being visible by eye in the catalog images,
fitting and subtracting PSFs of the host star reveals the faint companions detected in our Keck/NIRC2 imaging.

010 in all four IRAC channels were executed as part of

Program ID 3584 (PI: D. Padgett) on UT 2005 February

24 and UT 2005 February 25.

We worked with IRAC’s cryogenic-phase corrected ba-

sic calibrated data (CBCD) and uncertainty (CBUNC)

files with exposure times of 10.4 s, avoiding mosaics due

to the complicated nature of the IRAC PSF. All data

were reduced with the Spitzer Science Center software

pipeline version S18.25.0.

The angular resolution of IRAC makes it challeng-

ing to distinguish either KOINTREAU-1b or KOIN-

TREAU-2b from their host stars by eye. Thus, we used

the framework described in Martinez & Kraus (2019) to

model the PSFs of the system components in the IRAC

images. To briefly summarize this procedure, we used

the point-response function (or effective PSF; Hoffman

2005) developed by the Spitzer science team to gener-

ate model PSFs at any position on the IRAC detector.
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We then fit a two-source PSF model in each image, per-

forming an MCMC analysis using a Metropolis–Hastings

algorithm with Gibbs sampling. The PSF model is de-

scribed by seven parameters: the x-pixel coordinate of

the primary centroid (x), y-pixel coordinate of the pri-

mary centroid (y), image background (b), peak pixel

value of the primary (n), projected separation (ρ), posi-

tion angle (PA), and contrast (∆m). In addition, image

pixel values greater than 80% of the saturation limit

were masked. We used our high-precision NIRC2 as-

trometry measurements of the companions as priors in

our Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) fits.

The MCMC analysis was conducted in two stages to

determine image-specific parameters (x, y, b) separately

from system-specific parameters (n, ρ, PA, ∆m). We

ran two MCMC chains with 140,000 total steps, dis-

carding the first 10% of each chain as “burn-in”. The

weighted average median (x, y)-centroid, ρ, PA, and

∆m generated by the MCMC fit were used to create

individual PSF models of each system component from

which aperture photometry using a 10′′ radius was mea-

sured. XEST 17-036 has a bright nearby neighbor with

flux that could potentially influence the results of the

pipeline fit. For these images, we generated a PSF model

as described above and subtracted the nearby neigh-

bor from each individual IRAC image before processing

them through the pipeline.

Adopting this approach for both systems gave us the

brightness of each host star and companion in each

IRAC channel, although we were only able to constrain

an upper limit to the brightness of KOINTREAU-2b in

[8.0]. These data are presented in Table 4 and Table 5

for the XEST 17-036 and XEST 13-010 systems, respec-

tively.

4. RESULTS

4.1. Common Proper Motion

We combined the relative astrometry data measured

from our Keck/NIRC2 images with Gaia DR3 proper

motion and parallax data (Gaia Collaboration et al.

2023) to ascertain if the candidate companions exhibit

proper motion common with their host stars. Gaia data

describes how the host star moves across the sky be-

tween epochs. The opposite of this motion thus de-

scribes the movement of a stationary background object

relative to the star, which is the null hypothesis for our

observed companions. If the data are inconsistent with

this null hypothesis, we then conclude that the compan-

ions are physically associated with their respective host

stars. The results of this analysis are plotted in Fig-

ure 4 for KOINTREAU-1b, the candidate companion to

XEST 17-036, and in Figure 5 for KOINTREAU-2b, the

candidate companion to XEST 13-010. The measured

movements of both companions relative to their first-

epoch positions are inconsistent in sky motion, separa-

tion, and position angle with the static background null

hypothesis. We verify this by computing the reduced

chi-squared statistic for both the background and co-

moving hypotheses for each object and comparing them

using the Bayes factor, following Bowler et al. (2013).

For KOINTREAU-1b, χ2
ν,background = 32.2, compared

to χ2
ν,comoving = 2.57 (4 degrees of freedom), indi-

cating log(Bayes factor) of 25.7; for KOINTREAU-2b

χ2
ν,background = 58.5 and χ2

ν,comoving = 0.83 (2 degrees

of freedom), giving log(Bayes factor) of 25.1. For both

companions the comoving hypothesis is decisively pre-

ferred.

4.2. Spectral Analysis

4.2.1. KOINTREAU-1b: SpeX/Prism

We compared our IRTF SpeX/Prism spectrum of

KOINTREAU-1b with published SpeX/Prism and

SpeX/SXD spectra of the very-low-gravity (vl-g, i.e.

young) M and L standards recommended by Allers & Liu

(2013) to estimate its spectral type and extinction. We

convolved the SpeX/SXD data (R∼750) with a Gaus-

sian kernel and resampled it at the spectral resolution

of our SpeX/Prism spectrum (R∼100). Using χ2 mini-

mization we fit two parameters, AV and a normalization

factor, with Aλ calculated from AV using the Cardelli

et al. (1989) extinction law assuming R = 3.1. We use

data from 0.9–2.45 µm for fitting, as data in this range

consistently has an SNR > 5. We find that TWA 8B,

with a spectral type of M6 vl-g (Allers et al. 2009),

provides the best fit to our data with AV = 7.1 mag

(Figure 6), a little larger than the AV of 5.3 ± 0.3 mag

reported for the host star by Kraus et al. (2017) based

on its r′ − K color. We note that fixing AV at the

host star value produces a fit 1-2 subtypes later but of

worse quality. We dereddened the companion’s spec-

trum using our best-fit extinction and then measured

the spectral type using the Allers & Liu (2013) spectral

indices. These give an average spectral type of M6.5,

with Monte Carlo methods providing an estimated er-

ror of ±0.9 subtypes on this measurement. The Allers

& Liu (2013) indices also classify this object as having a

gravity classification of vl-g, with gravity scores of 2, 2,

and 2 from the FeHz, KIJ and Hcont indices respectively.

4.2.2. KOINTREAU-1b: Gemini/GNIRS

We compared our Gemini/GNIRS spectrum of KOIN-

TREAU-1b with these same Allers & Liu (2013) M and

L standards, following the approach described above,

except we convolve all standard spectra to SpeX/Prism
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Figure 4. Relative astrometry of KOINTREAU-1b. The gray curve shows 1000 draws from a model of the predicted movement
of a background object relative to the companion’s first epoch detection (the blue ‘x’ in each panel). The hollow markers indicate
where the companion would appear if it were a background object at each epoch, and the filled markers indicate the measured
position of the companion in the corresponding epoch. Note that measurements are presented relative to the first epoch, hence
first-epoch measurement errors are incorporated into the displayed errorbars for subsequent epochs. Over a baseline of four
years, the change in the companion’s sky motion, separation and position angle relative to its host star are consistent with zero.
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Figure 5. Relative astrometry of KOINTREAU-2b, the imaged companion to XEST 13-010, demonstrating that the two are
physically associated. See Figure 4 for full description.

resolution for consistency (if not observed at this res-

olution), then convolve our GNIRS spectrum to Prism

resolution to match this. We mask out regions of low

sky transmission in the GNIRS data from 1.35–1.49 µm

and 1.8–1.95 µm after convolution.

We find that 2MASS J05184616-2756457, with a spec-

tral type of L1 vl-g (Allers & Liu 2013), provides the

best fit to our data with AV = 6.8 mag (Figure 6),

which is greater than the AV of 5.3 ± 0.3 mag for the

host star. Again, fixing AV at the host star value pro-

duces a poorer-quality fit that is 1-2 subtypes later than

the best fit. We dereddened our spectrum using the

best-fit extinction, downsampled it to the resolution of

SpeX/Prism data, and then measured its spectral type
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using the Allers & Liu (2013) spectral indices, which

gave an average spectral type of L0 ± 0.1. The Allers &

Liu (2013) indices also classify this object as vl-g, with

gravity scores of 2, 2, 2, and 2 from the FeH, VOZ , and

Hcont indices and alkali line equivalent width measure-

ments respectively. This agrees with the SpeX/Prism

results and confirms XEST 17-036’s youth.

KOINTREAU-1b’s Gemini/GNIRS spectrum has a

color (J −K = 2.8 mag) which differs significantly from

its 2020B IRTF/SpeX Prism spectrum (J − K = 2.1

mag), as shown in Figure 7. We discuss the physical

implications of this in Section 5.1. Averaging our mea-

surements from our SpeX/Prism and GNIRS spectra,

we adopt a final spectral type of M9 ± 2 for this object.

4.2.3. KOINTREAU-2b: SpeX/Prism

We initially followed the same fitting approach with

our IRTF SpeX/Prism spectrum of KOINTREAU-2b as

we used with KOINTREAU-1b, additionally excluding

from the fit the prominent He I 1.08 µm emission line.

However, we found that none of the Allers & Liu (2013)

standard spectra provided a good match to our data –

the best fit had a spectral type of M5, but was a poor

visual match to the data.

As M5 is the earliest spectral type in the Allers &

Liu (2013) spectral standards, we expanded our spectral

fitting approach to earlier spectral types using K and

M stars from the IRTF SpeX Spectral Library (Rayner

et al. 2009). To generate spectra for young pre-main-

sequence stars, we follow the approach of Luhman (1999)

in normalizing the IRTF SpeX Spectral Library spectra

of giants and dwarfs of the same spectral type and aver-

aging them. We degrade the spectral resolution of these

resultant spectra to match the resolution of SpeX/Prism

data. This set of standards produced better fits, as

judged both by eye and by χ2
ν . Our best fit (Figure 8)

is an M4.5 spectrum formed by combining HD 204585

(giant) and Gl 268AB (dwarf) with AV = 3.6 mag (Fig-

ure 8), which is lower than the AV = 5.21 ± 0.35 mag

that Luhman et al. (2006) reports for the host star.

4.2.4. KOINTREAU-2b: Gemini/GNIRS

We also fit our hybrid giant-dwarf IRTF SpeX Spec-

tral Library spectra described above to our Gem-

ini/GNIRS spectrum of KOINTREAU-2b, excluding the

H2 1.95 µm, 2.03 µm and 2.12 µm emission lines from

the fit.

Our best fit obtained in this manner (Figure 8) is the

same M4.5 spectrum that best fit the SpeX/Prism data

albeit with AV = 4.9 mag, which is consistent with the

AV = 5.21±0.35 mag that Luhman et al. (2006) reports

for the host star.

In addition, we deredden our science spectrum using

the AV = 4.9 mag from our spectral fitting and then use

the spectral type-equivalent width relations presented

in Rayner et al. (2009) to verify the spectral type for

KOINTREAU-2b from our spectral fitting. By eye, only

one of these lines has a sufficient SNR to reliably mea-

sure an equivalent width, the Na I 2.22 µm doublet. Due

to the lower SNR of our spectrum compared to those in

Rayner et al. (2009), we compute equivalent widths over

a smaller wavelength range than the one they use (2.204–

2.212 µm for us, compared to the Rayner et al. range

of 2.185–2.230 µm). We estimate the continuum flux

across this region by fitting a straight line to the data

from 2.192–2.198 µm and 2.213–2.22 µm. Using these

ranges, we calculate equivalent widths for our science

spectrum and the IRTF SpeX Spectral Library stan-

dard stars with spectral types from K0 to L0. We esti-

mate errors on each equivalent width measurement by

perturbing the observed fluxes using their errors in a

Monte Carlo fashion 10,000 times and calculating the

standard deviation of the resulting distribution of equiv-

alent widths. The resulting measurements are presented

in Figure 9, indicating an early-to-mid M spectral type,

which is in good agreement with our spectral fitting re-

sults.

The spectral type we find from our template fitting

analysis (M4.5) is too early for the Allers & Liu (2013)

spectral indices to apply. However, we note that our

best-fit spectra were found by mimicking the spectra of

young low-gravity dwarfs, which indicates that KOIN-

TREAU-2b also has low surface gravity, as expected

given its Taurus membership.

4.3. Extinction from photometry

We can see from our photometry and spectroscopy

that both KOINTREAU-1b and KOINTREAU-2b vary

in brightness over time. Given our measured spectral

types of KOINTREAU-1b and KOINTREAU-2b, we

can compare colors measured from our NIRC2 photom-

etry to the intrinsic colors of M-type objects to estimate

extinction at the time of our NIRC2 observations (as-

suming that the host star is not variable).

For KOINTREAU-1b, we calculate the expected color

for a young M9±2 object by fitting a fifth-order poly-

nomial to the spectral types and MKO J − K col-

ors of young objects in the UltracoolSheet, an online

catalog of over 4000 ultracool dwarfs and imaged exo-

planets, including photometry, parallaxes, and spectro-

scopic classifications from numerous sources. We find

(J − K)0 = 1.23 ± 0.23 mag. By comparing this with

our photometry, we infer AV = 10 ± 2 mag, which is
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Figure 6. Spectra of KOINTREAU-1b. Overplotted are the two best-fitting spectral Allers & Liu (2013) standards for each
spectrum, which have been reddened and scaled to match our spectra, which themselves are flux-matched to our NIRC2 H-band
photometry. The transparent regions of the data were unused in our analysis due to low sky transmission, and the faint blue
shading around each spectrum indicates the measurement errors. For the IRTF/SpeX Prism spectrum, the best-fitting spectral
type is M6, and the Gemini/GNIRS data has a best-fitting spectral type of L1.

greater than but within 2σ of the 6.7 mag we find from

spectral fitting.

For KOINTREAU-2b, we take the hybrid dwarf-giant

spectra used in our spectral fitting process and synthe-

size their MKO J −K colors. We adopt the M4.5 value

for KOINTREAU-2b and use the spread of colors from

M3.5–M6 to estimate the error on this value, giving

J − K = 0.92 ± 0.03 mag. Comparing this with the

observed J − K photometry of KOINTREAU-2b indi-

cates AV = 6.8±0.7 mag, which is 2.7σ inconsistent with

the best-fit extinction AV = 4.9 mag from our spectral

fitting, suggesting that extinction of this object is vari-

able.

4.4. Color-magnitude diagram

We couple our photometrically-derived extinctions

with the apparent magnitudes from our photometry

(Section 3.1) to place the companions on a dereddened

color-magnitude diagram of Taurus sources (Figure 10).

We use our photometric extinctions to mitigate any

impact from variable extinction, though adopting the

spectroscopically-derived extinctions would not signifi-

cantly impact our results. KOINTREAU-1b coincides

with the few late-M/early L-type objects in the Esplin

& Luhman (2019) sample, and KOINTREAU-2b sits in

a region occupied by late-M Taurus objects.

KOINTREAU-2b’s spectral type is notably discrepant

with its color-magnitude diagram position. This is
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H-band photometry. Each best-fit standard spectrum is also plotted, reddened and scaled to match the respective science
spectrum. The spectral slope of the two datasets are clearly discrepant.

also apparent in Figure 11, which shows that KOIN-

TREAU-2b is significantly fainter than other Taurus

sources of the same spectral type. The simplest expla-

nation for this would be that the host star (and thus our

companion) is incorrectly identified as a Taurus member.

However, the Gaia astrometry for XEST 13-010 has no

flags associated with poor quality; the parallax agrees

with the distances of Taurus members; and the proper

motion agrees with its associated Taurus subcluster. We

thus eliminate this possibility.

Another plausible reason is that the host star is co-

moving with but older than the main Taurus popula-

tion. Ultracool objects cool over time, becoming fainter

as they age (e.g., Saumon & Marley 2008). As such,

younger objects of a given spectral type are more lu-

minous than older ones. Table 2 gives the ages of the

L1529 subcluster that XEST 13-010 belongs to per Kerr

et al. (2021), which at 3.4 Myr is slightly older than

the 1-2 Myr age typically quoted for Taurus (Kenyon &

Hartmann 1995). To test whether or not this age dif-

ference might explain the observed discrepancy between

brightness and spectral type for KOINTREAU-2b, we

linearly interpolate the BHAC15 model grid (Baraffe

et al. 2015) in log(age), log(effective temperature) and

K-band magnitude. We find the effective temperature

corresponding to a spectral type of M4.5 using Table 5

of Herczeg & Hillenbrand (2014), and see how much the

K-band magnitude varies between M4.5 objects that are

3.4 Myr and 1.5 Myr old. This approach yields an ex-

pected K-band magnitude difference of 0.8 magnitudes,

which does not compensate for the ∼2.5 magnitude dis-

crepancy we observe between KOINTREAU-2b and the

faint end of the distribution of M4-M5 Taurus objects.

In fact, we find that KOINTREAU-2b would have to

be older than 500 Myr to simultaneously account for its

spectral type and brightness, which is discordant with

its low gravity spectrum. Therefore, KOINTREAU-2b

must be experiencing some additional grey extinction in

order to reconcile its observed properties with the age

of Taurus (Section 5.2).

4.5. Companion Masses

Having determined that these objects are comoving

companions to Taurus stars, we used the Gaia DR3 par-

allaxes of the host stars to compute the companions’

absolute magnitudes from their apparent magnitudes.

These can be used to estimate the companions’ masses

using an evolutionary model. However, our analysis of

KOINTREAU-2b indicates that this object has signifi-

cant unaccounted-for grey extinction. Thus, we can only

securely estimate the mass of KOINTREAU-1b in this

manner.

We first computed KOINTREAU-1b’s bolometric lu-

minosity (Lbol) using the MKO bolometric corrections

for young ultracool objects as a function of spectral type

reported in Sanghi et al. (2023). Sanghi et al. (2023)

caution that these corrections may not be valid for ob-

jects with ages < 10Myr, but we use them given the
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absence of bolometric corrections for ultracool objects

in star-forming regions like Taurus.

We linearly interpolated the DUSTY model grid

(Chabrier et al. 2000; Baraffe et al. 2002) in log(age),

log(Lbol) and log(mass). We created Gaussian distri-

butions from the log of our computed Lbol and the log

of our isochrone age for the host star given its Tau-

rus subcluster membership (3.3 ± 0.9 Myr; Kerr et al.

2021), using the associated errors as the standard de-

viation of each distribution. We then drew 10000 ran-

dom samples from each distribution, which we used to

obtain a posterior distribution of log(mass) values us-

ing DUSTY. We followed this process separately with the

Lbol values obtained from the companion’s JHK mag-

nitudes, then combined the posteriors from each mag-

nitude into a single posterior for the mass of the com-

panion. We took the median of this posterior to obtain

the final mass value and the 68% confidence interval as

the uncertainty. From this process, we find that KOIN-

TREAU-1b is 10.6+2.5
−2.3 MJup. This value is below the

canonical 13 MJup upper bound on exoplanet masses

(Lecavelier des Etangs & Lissauer 2022) and thus de-

fines KOINTREAU-1b as a planetary-mass companion.

As additional validation, we repeated this process by

comparing KOINTREAU-1b’s observed absolute magni-

tudes with the model magnitudes from the DUSTY model

grid, instead of computing KOINTREAU-1b’s bolomet-

ric luminosity. The mass we find from this is 10.2+2.4
−2.1
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MJup, which is consistent with the value reported above.

Thus, any offset from using the Sanghi et al. (2023) bolo-

metric corrections is well within our error bars.

4.6. Emission lines in the spectrum of

KOINTREAU-2b

Both the Gemini/GNIRS and IRTF/SpeX spectra of

KOINTREAU-2b feature a very prominent He I 1.083

µm emission line, which has a peak flux an order of

magnitude greater than the continuum in the GNIRS

spectrum. This line has a high excitation energy and

thus its formation is restricted to regions of high tem-

perature or regions near ionizing radiation, making it a

useful tracer of infalling and outflowing gas in the inner

regions of a circumstellar disk, although it may also arise

from chromospheric emission (Edwards et al. 2006). In

particular, He I found solely in emission (i.e. without

any other component to its line profile) is taken to be

an observational signature of jets or disk winds, seen in

edge-on or sub-luminous accreting sources (Erkal et al.

2022). This appears to be the case for the line we observe

in KOINTREAU-2b, although higher spectral resolution

is required to fully resolve the line and confirm its pro-
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Figure 10. Extinction-corrected J − K colour vs. ex-
tinction-corrected apparent K-band magnitude for our two
candidate companions and their host stars, as well as Tau-
rus stars with spectral types K4-L3 from Esplin & Luhman
(2019). All objects are colored by their spectral type (Sec-
tion 4.2). The hollow markers indicate the unextincted po-
sition of each companion, and the dotted lines show their
extinction vectors. We use extinction values derived from
our photometry (Section 4.3) for our companions. All Esplin
& Luhman (2019) photometry from 2MASS has been trans-
formed to the MKO system using relations given in Skrutskie
et al. (2006).

file as our data has a maximum velocity resolution of

∼170kms−1, which is higher than the ≲100kms−1 cen-

troid velocities of emission-only profiles shown in Figure

12 of Erkal et al. (2022).

Alcalá et al. (2014) finds a correlation between the

accretion luminosity and He I line luminosity of young

stars in Lupus, a star-forming region of similar age to

Taurus (Galli et al. 2020). We use this relation to cal-

culate the accretion luminosity of KOINTREAU-2b, as-

suming the observed He I emission does indeed arise

from ongoing accretion. To do this, we flux-calibrate

our Gemini/GNIRS spectrum using our Keck/NIRC2

J-band photometry, deredden the spectrum using the

best-fit extinction from our spectral fitting, and inte-

grate the He I line flux, obtaining 3.165± 0.005× 10−17

Wm−2. Using the Gaia distance to the host star, we

convert this to a line luminosity and then to an accre-

tion luminosity given the Alcalá et al. (2014) relation

between He I 1.083 µm line luminosity and accretion

luminosity. This gives log (Lacc/L⊙) = −2.7 ± 0.4 dex,

where the error on this measurement is a quadrature
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sum of a Monte Carlo error estimate for the line lumi-

nosity and the scatter on the Alcalá et al. (2014) accre-

tion luminosity - line luminosity relation.

Alcalá et al. (2014) also present a relation between
accretion luminosity and mass accretion rate in their

Equation 1. Essentially an expression of conservation of

energy from the infall of accreting material, this relation

gives that

Ṁacc =

(
1− R⋆

Rin

)−1
LaccR⋆

GM⋆
≈ 1.25

LaccR⋆

GM⋆
, (1)

where Alcalá et al. (2014) derive the right-hand side of

the equation by adopting a standard value of infall ra-

dius Rin = 5R⋆ for consistency with previous literature

results.

Using this equation to estimate KOINTREAU-2b’s

mass accretion rate requires knowledge of its mass and

radius. KOINTREAU-2b’s subluminous nature pre-

cludes us from computing these values directly from

our photometry, but we can use its spectral type and

age to estimate its mass and radius by linearly in-

terpolating the BHAC15 evolutionary model grid in

log(age), log(Teff) and log(mass). This gives a mass of

0.35 ± 0.04 M⊙ and a radius of 1.08 ± 0.07 R⊙. Us-

ing these values, we estimate a mass accretion rate of

log
(
Macc/M⊙yr−1

)
= −9.6 ± 0.4 dex. This falls be-

low the value estimated for an object of this mass by

both the Herczeg & Hillenbrand (2008) and Gangi et al.

(2022) accretion rate-stellar mass relations derived for

Taurus objects by 2.2σ and 0.9σ, respectively. This

could imply at least one of four things: that its mass ac-

cretion rate is inherently lower than other objects, that

the line flux is obscured by the discussed grey extinc-

tion despite its overwhelmingly large flux compared to

the continuum, that the mass of KOINTREAU-2b is

not what is expected given its spectral type, or that the

emission line is indeed chromospheric in origin.

In addition to the He I 1.08 µm line, there are several

H2 lines evident in the K-band region of the spectrum

(Figure 8). These emission lines have their origins either

in thermal excitation from shocks (Greene et al. 2010) or

fluorescence induced by far-ultraviolet (FUV) emission

from the host star (Doyon et al. 1994; Burton et al.

2002). The former of these two cases would agree with

the accretion shock origin of the He I line.

It is curious to note that hydrogen emission lines are

typically a hallmark of accretion, but we do not see these

in KOINTREAU-2b’s spectrum. To investigate how pe-

culiar this is, we compare the relationship between the

equivalent width of the He I 1.083 µm line and the equiv-

alent width of the Paschen β (Paβ) line for the five in-

dividual epochs of spectra for KOINTREAU-2b to the

young Lupus stars from Alcalá et al. (2014) in Figure 12.

We can see that the He 1.083 µm equivalent width of

KOINTREAU-2b is anomalously large compared to the

Alcalá et al. (2014) sample. Additionally, in the Alcalá

et al. (2014) sample He I and Paβ equivalent widths are
correlated, whereas we observe huge He I emission with-

out the expected corresponding Paβ emission, with the

exception of the UT 2024 January 23 epoch. The only

epoch of KOINTREAU-2b data with strong Paβ emis-

sion is also the epoch with the strongest He I emission,

which may imply that He I and Paβ are still correlated

for our object but that there is some physical mecha-

nism suppressing the Paβ flux relative to the He I flux.

We discuss the possible physical scenarios that might

cause this anomalous He/Paβ equivalent-width ratio in

Section 5.2.

5. PHYSICAL INTERPRETATION

5.1. KOINTREAU-1b

KOINTREAU-1b appears from our spectra to be

a typical young planetary-mass companion, with no
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10−2

10−1

100

101

102

103
H

e
1.

0
83
µ

m
eq

u
iv

a
le

n
t

w
id

th
(Å
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judged by inspection. Paβ values for hollow markers are 3σ
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prominent He or H emission. However, the dif-

fering slopes between the Gemini/GNIRS and IRTF

SpeX/Prism spectra, as well as our variable K-band

photometry, suggest that KOINTREAU-1b either ex-

periences variable levels of extinction or is intrinsically

variable. We use the totality of our data for KOIN-

TREAU-1b to construct its spectral energy distribution

(SED, Figure 13). We compare this with an SED for

a young M9 dwarf from Best et al. (2018), normalized

using the dereddened K-band magnitude from our pho-

tometry and then reddened using the photometric ex-

tinction. We note that since the Cardelli et al. (1989) ex-

tinction law is only valid for wavelengths 0.3 µm < λ <

3.3 µm, we use the Wide-field Infrared Survey Explorer

(WISE) W1, W2, and W3 Aλ/AV values presented in

Wang & Chen (2019) for these bands. Figure 13 shows

that the SED of KOINTREAU-1b is brighter at its

longest wavelengths than the empirical SED – this, cou-

pled with the observed variable spectral slope (Figure 7),

suggest the presence of a disk around the companion,

but we would require longer-wavelength resolved pho-
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Figure 13. Spectral energy distribution (SED) of KOIN-
TREAU-1b compared to an SED for a young M9 dwarf,
constructed using the Best et al. (2018) color-SpT rela-
tions, calibrated using the dereddened K-band magnitude
from our photometry and then reddened using our photo-
metrically-derived AV (Section 4.3). Our IRTF/SpeX spec-
trum is scaled to KOINTREAU-1b’s observed K-band flux.
The x-axis error bars on each photometry point indicate the
width of the corresponding bandpass. The difference in slope
between KOINTREAU-1b’s spectrum and photometry re-
flects the differing extinction between the two epochs (Sec-
tion 4.3).

tometry of the XEST 17-036 system to be able to draw

definitive conclusions. This variability might also be in-

trinsic, as substellar objects are known to be variable

on timescales as short as a few hours, which is gener-

ally attributed to their cloudy atmospheres (e.g. Artigau

2018). This would readily explain KOINTREAU-1b’s

changing brightness, and spectral variability has been

seen to vary as a function of wavelength in later-type

brown dwarfs (e.g., Lew et al. 2016; Miles-Páez et al.

2019), although it is unclear if this could induce the ob-

served change in spectral slope.

KOINTREAU-1b is the fifth planetary-mass compan-

ion to be found in Taurus. Figure 11 shows that KOIN-

TREAU-1b has a similar spectral type to three of these

(DH Tau B, FU Tau B, and 2M 0441 Bb) and is fainter

than all three, making it likely the lowest-mass compan-

ion of its spectral type found in Taurus.

5.2. KOINTREAU-2b

We consider three physical scenarios that might cause

the apparent underluminosity of KOINTREAU-2b rela-

tive to other objects of the same spectral type in Tau-



KOINTREAU I: Two New Faint Companions To Taurus Stars 19

rus (Section 4.4). The first of these, that the system is

older (and thus fainter) than the average Taurus early-M

dwarf, is already disfavored as KOINTREAU-2b would

have to be older than 500 Myr to simultaneously account

for its spectral type and brightness given the measured

extinction, which does not agree with its low-gravity

spectrum (Section 4.4). The second hypothesis is that

KOINTREAU-2b is a highly embedded Class I source,

as the shrouding of this object by its natal disk and

envelope would provide a natural explanation for its un-

derluminosity. However, if this were the case we would

expect to see a slope in our NIR spectra commensurate

with AV ≈ 30-60 mag (Greene & Lada 1996). We do

not observe this, and thus we rule out the possibility.

We therefore adopt the remaining plausible physical

scenario given our data, which is that KOINTREAU-2b

is obscured by a highly inclined (edge-on) disk and thus

seen mostly in scattered light. The y − J vs. J − K

color-color diagram position of KOINTREAU-2b agrees

with that of other known edge-on disks in Taurus (Zhang

et al. 2018, Fig. 38), lending additional support to this

conclusion.

Given this physical picture, there are three cases

that could cause the anomalous He/H emission ratio

discussed in Section 4.6. The first is that the He I

emission is seen directly from an extended emission jet

above/below the edge-on disk, whereas the continuum

and atomic hydrogen emission are seen in reflected light

– this has caused large emission-line equivalent widths

in other known edge-on disks (e.g., HH 30; Wood et al.

1998) and could feasibly cause the emission ratio we ob-

serve, although the magnitude of this effect is such that

the H equivalent width would still have to be intrinsi-

cally small. There is also the second possibility that

the He and H emission are both seen either in reflected

light or directly. This would mean that the anomalous

ratio between the two is intrinsic, perhaps connected to

the ultraviolet flux of KOINTREAU-2b itself, but ex-

plaining this would require a plasma physics explana-

tion that is beyond the scope of this work. We note

that there are no [Fe II] lines in our spectra of KOIN-

TREAU-2b, which would provide key support for an ex-

tended jet that might produce the He I emission, nor do

our NIRC2 images show evidence of extended emission

(although deeper narrow-band imaging would be needed

to rule this out).

With our edge-on diagnosis, KOINTREAU-2b joins a

small number of subluminous young objects attributed

to obscuration by an edge-on disk (Stapelfeldt et al.

1998, 2003; Luhman 2004; Mohanty et al. 2007; Looper

et al. 2010; Zhang et al. 2018; Haffert et al. 2020;

Christiaens et al. 2021; Flores et al. 2021; Dickson-

Vandervelde et al. 2022; Gaidos et al. 2022). All of

these objects are several magnitudes fainter than their

spectral types, ages and distances would suggest. The

NIR spectra of edge-on disks Oph 163131 (Flores et al.

2021), TWA 30B (Looper et al. 2010; Venuti et al.

2019), and 2M 1155-79B (Dickson-Vandervelde et al.

2022) all show strong He I 1.08 µm emission and lack

significant H emission, as with KOINTREAU-2b (Fig-

ure 12). The 1.08 µm emission detected in CrA-9 b

(Christiaens et al. 2021), another of these edge-on sys-

tems, is tentatively attributed by the authors to Paschen

γ, but we note that the R ∼ 50 resolution of the

VLT/SPHERE IFS prevents distinguishing if the emis-

sion is from He I or Paschen γ, as both these lines fall

within the same resolution element. Further, the edge-

on system 2MASS J04372631+2651438 (Gaidos et al.

2022) shows little-to-no evidence for emission at 1.08

µm, nor indeed anywhere else in the 0.8-2.4 µm spec-

trum.

A number of the edge-on disks referenced above

are within Taurus, namely HK Tau B (Stapelfeldt

et al. 1998), HV Tau C (Stapelfeldt et al. 2003),

2MASS J04185813+2812234, GM Tau, ITG 3 (Zhang

et al. 2018), and 2MASS J04372631+2651438 (Gai-

dos et al. 2022). Of these, HK Tau B, HV Tau C,

and 2MASS J04372631+2651438 are all companions to

brighter stars, as with KOINTREAU-2b. HK Tau B

and HV Tau C have both had their disks resolved

by HST imaging, and both also have K- and L-band

spectra that show a deep water ice absorption feature

at 3.1 µm (Terada et al. 2007). In the case of HV

Tau C, the K-band spectrum also shows several of the

same H2 emission lines that we see in KOINTREAU-2b,

which are attributed to jet excitation from strong out-

flows from the object (Magazzu & Martin 1994; Woitas

& Leinert 1998; Terada et al. 2007), in agreement

with our physical picture of KOINTREAU-2b. As

already mentioned, the IRTF/SpeX Prism spectrum

of 2MASS J04372631+2651438 does not feature any

prominent emission lines, implying that it may not be

accreting as strongly as some of the other systems we

have discussed – although Gaidos et al. (2022) note that

this object has elevated Pan-STARRS r-band flux com-

pared to template SEDs, which could be attributed to

Hα accretion.

Figure 14 compares the SED of KOINTREAU-2b

to the average of M4 and M5 SEDs constructed us-

ing the Best et al. (2018) color-SpT relations and cali-

brated using the K-band magnitude from our photom-

etry as with KOINTREAU-2b. Figure 14 shows that

our NIRC2 photometry is well-matched by the empiri-

cal SED. At longer wavelengths, we see an excess relative
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Figure 14. Spectral energy distribution (SED) of KOIN-
TREAU-2b compared to an SED formed by averaging the
M4 and M5 colors reported in Best et al. (2018), calibrated
using the dereddened K-band magnitude from our photome-
try and then reddened using our photometrically-derived AV

(Section 4.3). Our IRTF/SpeX spectrum is scaled to KOIN-
TREAU-2b’s observed K-band flux. The x-axis error bars
on each photometry point indicate the width of the corre-
sponding bandpass.

to the empirical M4.5 SED in Spitzer/IRAC [4.5] (cor-

responding to a peak blackbody temperature ∼650K),

but this does not continue in [5.8] (and [8.0] has no de-

tection). However, the flux from an edge-on disk may

only become prominent at wavelengths longer than [8.0]

(e.g., Duchêne et al. 2010; Dickson-Vandervelde et al.

2022). Thus KOINTREAU-2b’s non-detection in this

band does not preclude it from having a disk. Our op-

tical photometry is brighter than predicted by our com-

parison SED, which we attribute to scattering of KOIN-

TREAU-2b’s light by its disk, although it is possible

that Hα emission is also a contributing factor to the

r-band as for 2MASS J04372631+2651438.

To properly constrain the properties of such an edge-

on disk, we would require mid-infrared photometry

(>10 µm). However, given that KOINTREAU-2b is

only 4.3′′ from its host star (which has its own disk),

existing observations of this system in WISE bands

W3 and W4 (Wright et al. 2010) and Spitzer ’s Multi-

band Imaging Photometer (MIPS) 24 µm band (Padgett

et al. 2004) are insufficient to resolve the two sources.

Dickson-Vandervelde et al. (2022) report a centroid shift

of 4.14′′ in WISE photometry from the host star to

2M1155-7919B between bands W1 to W4, which they

use to argue that the W4 flux comes primarily from the

companion, which provides them with long-wavelength

photometry for its disk. However, we do not see any

comparable centroid shift in the WISE data for KOIN-

TREAU-2b, presumably because XEST 13-010’s bright

disk mitigates the W4 centroid shift induced by KOIN-

TREAU-2b’s disk. The only additional constraints on

the disk of KOINTREAU-2b come from Andrews et al.

(2013), who observed the XEST 13-010 system using

the Submillimeter Array in its compact configuration,

but did not note a binary component. Thus, we assume

Andrews et al. (2013) did not detect KOINTREAU-2b

at the 0.2 mJy/beam rms. This implies a 3σ upper

limit on the dust mass of KOINTREAU-2b’s disk of 1.2

MEarth, which is scaled from the Akeson et al. (2019)

value for the primary star’s disk dust mass. This value

is on the lower end but within the spread of dust masses

that Ward-Duong et al. (2018) found for Taurus stars of

KOINTREAU-2b’s estimated mass (see their Figure 11).

6. CONCLUSION

We have discovered two new companions to young

stars XEST 17-036 and XEST 13-010 in Taurus.

By imaging these systems over multiple years using

Keck/NIRC2 with adaptive optics, we measured the

movement of each companion relative to its host star,

and when combined with Gaia astrometry for the host

stars we establish that both companions are gravita-

tionally bound. We obtained Keck/NIRC2 JHK pho-

tometry, as well as IRTF/SpeX Prism (R ∼ 100) and

Gemini/GNIRS (R ∼ 1000-2000) spectra, for both

KOINTREAU-1b (the companion to XEST 17-036) and

KOINTREAU-2b (the companion to XEST 13-010). We

also extracted Pan-STARRS and Spitzer/IRAC pho-

tometry for these companions where able.

We used these data to determine spectral types and

AV for both objects by comparison with literature spec-

tra. This gave a spectral type of M9 ± 2 for KOIN-

TREAU-1b and a spectral type of M4.5 ± 1 for KOIN-

TREAU-2b.

Using the DUSTY evolutionary model grids, we de-

rived an estimated mass of 10.6+2.5
−2.3 MJup for KOIN-

TREAU-1b, making it the fifth planetary-mass com-

panion discovered in Taurus. The slope of KOIN-

TREAU-1b’s spectrum varies between epochs, which

may indicate either atmospheric clouds or else a disk

around this object.

KOINTREAU-2b is the faintest object of its spectral

type in Taurus by >2.5 magnitudes, which points to its

nature as a young star occulted by an edge-on disk. Ad-

ditionally, KOINTREAU-2b exhibits an exceptionally

strong He I 1.08 µm emission line in both its IRTF/SpeX
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Prism and Gemini/GNIRS spectra compared to accret-

ing young stars in Lupus (Alcalá et al. 2014), which

show that strong He I emission is typically accompa-

nied by H emission. H emission is not present in KOIN-

TREAU-2b’s spectra, making it an unusual system.

These two discoveries add to the populations of

planetary-mass and disk-obscured companions in Tau-

rus. As the KOINTREAU survey continues we hope

to find more planetary-mass companions in both Tau-

rus and Ophiuchus, providing valuable anchors for the

earliest stages in the evolution of substellar objects and

helping to expand the study of extremely young directly

imaged companions.
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APPENDIX

A. NIRC2 OPTICAL DISTORTION WITH THE PYRAMID WAVEFRONT SENSOR

The Keck/NIRC2 system has a small (sub-pixel) amount of known optical distortion, mostly consisting of higher-

order variation. P. Brian Cameron created a NIRC2 distortion solution with data obtained using a pinhole mask circa

200614, and the first distortion solution using on-sky data was created by Yelda et al. (2010), who compared NIRC2

images of M92 to distortion-corrected HST ACS/WFC data. After NIRC2 instrument servicing in 2015, a revised

distortion solution was produced by Service et al. (2016) by comparing NIRC2 data of M53 with HST ACS/WFC3

data, and this solution has been in use ever since. However, there has been no published measurement of NIRC2’s

optical distortion when using the Pyramid wavefront sensor (PyWFS), which was installed in 2018 (Bond et al. 2018)

and decommissioned in 2024. The optical paths when observing with the regular Shack-Hartmann wavefront sensor

(SHWFS) and the PyWFS differ slightly due to the introduction of a dichroic that sends J- and H-band light to the

PyWFS and K-band light to the NIRC2 detector. Therefore, it is possible that a change in optical distortion from the

existing Service et al. solution might occur when using the PyWFS, which would then affect our astrometric analysis.

In order to understand the effect of switching between the Shack-Hartmann and Pyramid wavefront sensors, we

compared Keck/NIRC2 narrow camera PyWFS data of M92 that we took between 2019-2022 to data collected of the

same field by Yelda et al. (2010) for the construction of their NIRC2 distortion solution. Our motivation for this

direct comparison between NIRC2 datasets is that it is simpler and allows for easier comparison than rederiving an

astrometric solution by comparing our PyWFS images to HST data, as Yelda et al. (2010) and Service et al. (2016)

did in the construction of their distortion solutions.

To compare the two datasets, we retrieved the Yelda et al. data from the Keck Observatory Archive and then

constructed matched starlists consisting of the (x, y) coordinates of 106 stars well-detected in both the Yelda et al.

(2010) data and our highest-quality PyWFS dataset from May 2020. We corrected each starlist with the best available

distortion corrections (i.e., the Yelda et al. distortion correction for the Yelda et al. 2010 data and the Service et al.

correction for the PyWFS data) before comparing them. We initially performed a straight-line fit to determine the x-

and y-offsets between the pixel coordinates of two datasets (2 free parameters), but found that this was insufficient

to describe the transformation from the Yelda et al. (2010) data to our PyWFS data (Figure 15). Therefore, we used

an algorithm developed for matching molecules (the superpose3d Python code based on the work of Diamond 1988)

to determine the xy translation, rotation, and enlargement scale factor (4 free parameters) that best transformed one

dataset to another. With both fitting methods we performed a round of sigma-clipping, removing from the fitting

dataset any stars whose positions are > 2 mean absolute deviations from the median in either the x or y directions

– this removed one outlier in the straight-line (2-parameter) fit case, and seven outliers when performing the full

4-parameter fit. In order to estimate errors on the fitted parameters, we bootstrap resampled with replacement our

set of stars 10,000 times, and adopted the standard deviation of the resulting distributions for each parameter as its

error.

When we fit for the transformation from the Yelda et al. (2010) data to our May 2020 PyWFS data, we found a

rotation angle of 0.118◦ ± 0.006◦ anticlockwise (i.e. East of North) and a scale factor of 0.9970 ± 0.0001 (shown in

Figure 15). This decrease in pixel-coordinate distance between objects corresponds well with the increase in pixel scale

from the Yelda et al. (2010) correction to the Service et al. (2016) correction, as 0.9970 ± 0.0001 is consistent within

3σ with 0.9981 ± 0.0004, the ratio between the Yelda et al. and Service et al. pixelscales. However, the rotational

offset of 0.118◦ ± 0.006◦ that we find has not been seen before, as Service et al. (2016) reports a detector orientation

consistent with the Yelda et al. (2010) solution. In order to understand if this rotation occurs over time, we compared

our 2019, 2021 and 2022 PyWFS data to our 2020 PyWFS data following the approach described above. We found

that the differences between our 2020 dataset and the 2021 and 2022 datasets were sufficiently described by a simple

translational shift (Figures 17 and 18), and the differences between our 2019 and 2020 data were best described by a

combination of a translational shift and a very slight rotation which is within the error budget of the Service et al.

solution (0.025◦ ± 0.002◦; see Figure 16). Based on this, we conclude that the change in PA from the time of the

Yelda et al. (2010) data collection to that of the PyWFS data collection is a global offset, which we correct for in our

14 www2.keck.hawaii.edu/inst/nirc2/astrometry/distortion.pdf

https://github.com/jewettaij/superpose3d
www2.keck.hawaii.edu/inst/nirc2/astrometry/distortion.pdf


KOINTREAU I: Two New Faint Companions To Taurus Stars 23

Table 6. Comparison of 2- vs. 4-parameter fits

Epochs # stars MAD in x MAD in y MAD in x MAD in y Rotation angle Scale factor

(2-param) (2-param) (4-param) (4-param) (degrees)

Yelda vs. 2020 106 0.652 0.901 0.211 0.228 0.118◦ ± 0.006◦ 0.9970± 0.0001

2019 vs. 2020 89 0.130 0.086 0.053 0.057 0.025◦ ± 0.002◦ 0.99997± 0.00004

2020 vs. 2021 88 0.048 0.062 0.049 0.061 −0.005◦ ± 0.001◦ 1.00005± 0.00002

2020 vs. 2022 29 0.109 0.111 0.173 0.130 −0.006◦ ± 0.006◦ 0.9997± 0.0002

Note—The MAD in x and y quoted is the mean absolute deviation of the fit residuals in the x and y directions
respectively. We quote the best-fit rotation angle and scale factor from the 4-parameter model, with errors
estimated using bootstrap resampling. Rotation angle is defined as the anticlockwise (East of North) angle required
to rotate the stars from epoch 1 to match epoch 2. Scale factor is the factor we multiply the coordinates of epoch 1
by to match epoch 2.

astrometry pipeline by introducing an additional rotation of 0.118◦±0.006◦ clockwise. The additional observed rotation

between 2019 and 2020 PyWFS epochs would introduce ≲ 0.3 pixels of error into recovered companion positions when

using the NIRC2 narrow camera, so we add this rotation in quadrature to our astrometric errors in our analysis.

One factor that we are unable to determine from our data is whether the rotation between the Yelda et al. (2010)

and PyWFS datasets is induced specifically when observing with the PyWFS, or if it is the result of a change that

occurred between the collection of the Service et al. (2016) dataset in 2015 (which reports the same PA offset as that of

the Yelda et al. data) and the collection of our 2019 PyWFS data. If the former, this effect would have to be accounted

for when carrying out astrometric analyses with a combination of contemporary Shack-Hartmann and PyWFS data,

and thus might affect our astrometry for XEST 13-010. We see no evidence of an offset between SHWFS and PyWFS

in our data, but cannot rule this out. We also note that we only perform this analysis using NIRC2’s narrow camera.

Some of our astrometric datapoints derive from images taken with NIRC2’s wide camera, though we expect that the

additional rotation we see to be camera-independent. Thus, we apply our findings to our wide camera data too. An

additional point of note is that it is unlikely that a single dichroic could cause a rotational shift, which is another

reason to suspect that this offset is global. As a result of this, we adopt this rotation shift across data obtained with

both the SHWFS and PyWFS.

The error in the positions of each object comes from two sources: the astrometric error resulting from the finite

signal-to-noise of the data, and any intrinsic residual uncertainty. In order to estimate how large the latter is, we

measured the positions of the objects in each individual frame in our 2020 and 2021 PyWFS image stacks, and

adopted the standard error for each set of x and y values as the astrometric measurement error. We then constructed

a version of the χ2
ν statistic involving a combination of the astrometric error (σi) and an extra intrinsic error (σint).

Thus,

χ2
ν ≡ χ2

ν
=

1

ν

∑
i

(Oi − Ei)
2

σ2
i + σ2

int

, (A1)

where Oi is the observed 2021 PyWFS position measurement, Ei the transformed 2020 PyWFS position measurement,

and the error term σi the quadratic sum of the errors on our 2020 and 2021 PyWFS measurements. The number of

degrees of freedom is Nstars − 2 = 86. We then calculated the value of σint that minimised χ2
ν − 1. We found that

σint = 0.0006 pixels produced the closest χ2
ν to 1. We therefore consider this intrinsic error term too small to be

relevant to our analysis, and do not account for it in the main paper.
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Figure 15. Histogram of xy offsets and quiver plot showing the difference between distortion-corrected pixel positions of stars
common to the Yelda et al. (2010) and 2020 PyWFS datasets. Figures (a) and (b) show the residuals when only correcting for
an xy shift between the two datasets, whereas Figures (c) and (d) show the residuals when correcting for an xy shift, rotation
and scale change. It is evident that the more complex correction describes the differences between the two datasets significantly
better from the decreased scatter in the fit residuals. Note the larger x-axis in Figure (a) compared to Figure (c).
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Figure 16. Histogram of xy offsets and quiver plot showing the difference between distortion-corrected pixel positions of
stars common to the 2019 and 2020 PyWFS datasets. Figures (a) and (b) show the residuals when only correcting for an xy
shift between the two datasets, whereas Figures (c) and (d) show the residuals when correcting for an xy shift, rotation and
enlargement. The 0.025◦ ± 0.002◦ rotational offset between the datasets is evident in (b) and sufficiently corrected in (c) and
(d), as evidenced by the decreased scatter of the residuals.
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Figure 17. Histogram of xy offsets and quiver plot showing the difference between distortion-corrected pixel positions of stars
common to both the 2020 and 2021 PyWFS datasets when correcting for an xy shift between the two. We can see that an
xy shift alone explains all the discrepancy between these two datasets to < 0.1 pixel accuracy, indicating that astrometric
measurements with NIRC2+PyWFS are repeatable.
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Figure 18. Histogram of xy offsets and quiver plot showing the difference between distortion-corrected pixel positions of stars
common to both the 2020 and 2022 PyWFS datasets when correcting for an xy shift between the two. The 2022 data were
at lower signal-to-noise than other epochs, hence the fewer detected stars. We can see that an xy shift alone explains the
discrepancy between these two datasets to < 0.15 pixel accuracy, showing that these two epochs are comparable.
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