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ABSTRACT

HR 8799 is a young A5/F0 star hosting four directly imaged giant planets at wide separations (∼16–

78 au) which are undergoing orbital motion and have been continuously monitored with adaptive

optics imaging since their discovery over a decade ago. We present a dynamical mass of HR 8799 using

130 epochs of relative astrometry of its planets, which include both published measurements and new

medium-band 3.1 µm observations that we acquired with NIRC2 at Keck Observatory. For the purpose

of measuring the host star mass, each orbiting planet is treated as a massless particle and is fit with a

Keplerian orbit using Markov chain Monte Carlo. We then use a Bayesian framework to combine each

independent total mass measurement into a cumulative dynamical mass using all four planets. The

dynamical mass of HR 8799 is 1.47+0.12
−0.17 M� assuming a uniform stellar mass prior, or 1.46+0.11

−0.15 M�
with a weakly informative prior based on spectroscopy. There is a strong covariance between the

planets’ eccentricities and the total system mass; when the constraint is limited to low eccentricity

solutions of e < 0.1, which is motivated by dynamical stability, our mass measurement improves to

1.43+0.06
−0.07 M�. Our dynamical mass and other fundamental measured parameters of HR 8799 together

with MESA Isochrones & Stellar Tracks grids yields a bulk metallicity most consistent with [Fe/H]∼
–0.25–0.00 dex and an age of 10–23 Myr for the system. This implies hot start masses of 2.7–4.9 MJup

for HR 8799 b and 4.1–7.0 MJup for HR 8799 c, d, and e, assuming they formed at the same time as

the host star.

Keywords: Astrometry (80) — Bayes’ Theorem (1924) — Coronagraphic imaging (313) — Exoplanet

systems (484) — Stellar ages (1581) — Stellar masses (1614)

1. INTRODUCTION

HR 8799 is a A5/F0 V star (Gray & Kaye 1999) that

is most well known for hosting four exoplanets that have

been directly imaged within a cold extended debris disk

and beyond a warmer interior dust belt (Marois et al.

2008, 2010; Su et al. 2009; Booth et al. 2016; Wilner

et al. 2018; Faramaz et al. 2021; see also review by

Konopacky & Barman 2018). Among directly imaged

systems, HR 8799 stands out as an unusual case of pro-

toplanetary disk evolution due to its multiple planets

orbiting at wide separations. In addition to HR 8799,

the only other currently known systems with multiple

imaged exoplanets are the young stars PDS 70, which

hosts two accreting protoplanets within its transition
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disk (Keppler et al. 2018; Haffert et al. 2019; Mesa et al.

2019), TYC 8998-760-1, which hosts two recently de-

tected giant planets at wide separations (Bohn et al.

2020a,b), and β Pictoris, which harbors two giant plan-

ets orbiting within 10 au (Lagrange et al. 2009, 2010,

2019; Nowak et al. 2020). HR 8799 itself is also un-

usual with respect to other A stars: it is a λ Boötis

star with a peculiar surface abundance pattern (Gray &

Kaye 1999; Sadakane 2006; Moya et al. 2010b; Murphy

et al. 2015) and a γ Dor pulsator (Rodriguez & Zerbi

1995; Zerbi et al. 1999; Kaye et al. 1999; Moya et al.

2010a). The stellar radius of HR 8799 has been directly

measured (Baines et al. 2012); however, its mass, age,

and bulk composition are either poorly constrained or

inferred from models.

Continuous monitoring and “pre-discovery” observa-

tions of the HR 8799 planets have provided a base-

line of over two decades of relative astrometry between

the companions and host star. Prior studies have con-
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strained the orbits of the companions (e.g., Soummer

et al. 2011; Currie et al. 2012; Esposito et al. 2013;

Goździewski & Migaszewski 2014; Pueyo et al. 2015;

Maire et al. 2015; Zurlo et al. 2016; Konopacky et al.

2016; Wertz et al. 2017; Wang et al. 2018b; Gravity

Collaboration et al. 2019), but the host star mass has

been assumed to be fixed at ∼1.5 M� in the majority of

these analyses based on estimates from surface gravity

measurements and high-mass evolutionary models (e.g.,

Gray & Kaye 1999; Moya et al. 2010a; Baines et al.

2012). For example, Maire et al. (2015), Zurlo et al.

(2016) and Wertz et al. (2017) adopt a mass of 1.51 M�
based on the results of Baines et al. (2012), who inferred

the mass by comparing their stellar radius measurement

and effective temperature constraint to high-mass stel-

lar evolution grids. Similarly, Konopacky et al. (2016)

and Wang et al. (2018b) use a mass prior of 1.52±0.15

M� for their orbit fitting analysis, which is also based

on the results of Baines et al. (2012) coupled with an

additional uncertainty to account for model systemat-

ics. Dynamical mass measurements, on the other hand,

are “gold standards” because they rely only on Kepler’s

laws (e.g., Hillenbrand & White 2004, see also review

by Serenelli et al. 2021). While host star dynamical

masses have been measured in other systems with a di-

rectly imaged substellar companion (e.g., β Pic, Nielsen

et al. 2014; Wang et al. 2016; Dupuy et al. 2019; Gravity

Collaboration et al. 2020; Nielsen et al. 2020; Lagrange

et al. 2020; Vandal et al. 2020; Brandt et al. 2021a), it

is more often the case that the modest orbital cover-

age from long-period planets cannot admit a well con-

strained dynamical mass (e.g., Bowler et al. 2020).

The precise age of HR 8799 remains unsettled but is

important because it is necessary to infer mass estimates

of the orbiting companions using substellar evolution-

ary models (e.g., Marley et al. 2007; Fortney et al. 2008;

Marleau & Cumming 2014). If HR 8799 is a member of

the Columba Association (Doyon et al. 2010; Zuckerman

et al. 2011; Malo et al. 2013) then its age is 42+6
−4 Myr

(Bell et al. 2015). However, Hinz et al. (2010) calculated

the UVW space motion of HR 8799 using revised Hip-

parcos astrometry and called into question whether it is

an unambiguous kinematic member of this group. They

used their revised space motion together with modeling

of the epicyclic orbit of HR 8799 and found that its dis-

tance from the center of Columba is implausibly large.

Moya et al. (2010a) conducted an asteroseismic analy-

sis of HR 8799 and estimated plausible ages as young

as 26 Myr and as old as ∼1.6 Gyr; however, their in-

terpretation depends on the unknown inclination of the

host star1. Faramaz et al. (2021) reevaluated the mov-

ing group membership status of HR 8799 by calculat-

ing the UVW space motion with the latest Gaia EDR3

astrometry (Gaia Collaboration et al. 2021) and using

the BANYAN Σ tool (Gagné et al. 2018). When using

the stellar radial velocity constraints derived from Wang

et al. (2018a) and Ruffio et al. (2019), they found that

HR 8799 is more likely to be a field star rather than

a member of Columba. Brandt et al. (2021b) recently

presented a dynamical mass for the planet HR 8799 e

and used it to derive a hot-start cooling age of 42+24
−16

Myr.

In this study, we independently constrain the dynami-

cal mass of HR 8799 by fitting orbits to relative astrom-

etry of each of the four companions utilizing all previ-

ously published astrometry together with a new epoch

we obtained of planets b, c, and d using Keck/NIRC2

in 2015. We then jointly derive the dynamical mass

distribution of HR 8799 in a Bayesian framework by as-

suming the total mass interior to each orbit is simply

the stellar mass (Mtotal ≈ M?). HR 8799’s dynamical

mass, measured radius, bolometric luminosity, and effec-

tive temperature together with high-mass stellar evolu-

tionary models offer a way to determine the system age

independent of kinematic constraints, which in turn can

be used to refine the inferred masses of the four planets

using substellar evolution models.

In §2 we describe our new observations of the outer

three planets with Keck/NIRC2 and summarize the ad-

ditional astrometry that we use in our analysis. We de-

tail the orbit fitting procedure and our Bayesian frame-

work to jointly constain the host star mass in §3. Results

are summarized in §4 and we explore the implications of

our dynamical mass in §5.

2. OBSERVATIONS

2.1. New Keck/NIRC2 Astrometry

We observed HR 8799 on UT 2015 August 28 with

the NIRC2 near-infrared camera coupled with natural

guide star adaptive optics at Keck Observatory (Wiz-

inowich 2013). The narrow camera mode was used, pro-

viding a plate scale of 9.971± 0.004 mas pix−1 (Service

et al. 2016) and a 10.′′2×10.′′2 field of view. To sample

a bright region of the planets’ emergent spectrum and

yield high Strehl ratios, thermal infrared observations

were taken with the H2O ice filter (λcentral = 3.063 µm;

1 Wright et al. (2011) conducted a spectroscopic asteroseismic
analysis and found the stellar inclination to be i? & 40◦. However,
asteroseismic studies of HR 8799 are generally difficult to carry out
due in part to the complex nature of its pulsation frequencies (e.g.,
Sódor et al. 2014).
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Figure 1. NIRC2 3-µm observation of HR 8799. The left panel shows the processed (PSF-subtracted) image, revealing HR
8799 b, c, d. Planet e is not detected at a significant level in this dataset. The right panel shows the corresponding S/N map.
North is up and east is to the left.

∆λ = 0.155 µm). A total of 119 images were acquired in

pupil-tracking (ADI; Liu 2004; Marois et al. 2006) mode

over the course of 2.1 hours with HR 8799 centered be-

hind the 400 mas diameter partly-transparent Lyot coro-

nagraph, amounting to a total field-of-view rotation of

185.5◦. Each image has an integration time of 10 s and

3 coadds, totaling 3570 s (0.99 hr) of on-source integra-

tion time. Throughout transit, HR 8799 passes close to

zenith at Mauna Kea so sky rotation is especially fast;

during this time the sequence was interrupted for about

20 min during which time we obtained nearby 3 µm sky

frames to serve as flats and 15 unsaturated images of the

host star (each with an integration time of 0.1 s and 10

coadds) with the mask removed to photometrically cali-

brate the deeper coronagraphic dataset. Natural seeing

in the visible (0.5 µm) ranged from 0.′′5–0.′′6 as recorded

by the CFHT’s Differential Image Motion Monitor.

Bad pixels and cosmic rays were corrected using a

nearest neighbor averaging algorithm, and each image

was flat-fielded using a median-combined and normal-

ized master sky frame. The bright sky background at

3 µm is removed by subtracting the master sky frame for

each image. Images are registered following the descrip-

tion in Bowler et al. (2015); a 2D elliptical Gaussian is fit

to the host star, which is visible behind the coronagraph,

and an ADI data cube centered on HR 8799 is assem-

bled. Each image is corrected for optical distortions with

the distortion solution from Service et al. (2016). PSF

subtraction is carried out using LOCI (Lafrenière et al.

2007) with the following parameter values that control

the angular tolerance as well as optimization and sub-

traction zone sizes and shapes: W=7, NA=300, g=1.0,

Nδ=0.5, and dr=2.0. Circular masks are placed at the

locations of HR 8799 b, c, d, and e to avoid biasing the

optimization regions during PSF subtraction.

The final processed image and signal-to-noise ratio

(S/N) map are shown in Figure 1. Planets b, c, and d

are clearly visible, but planet e is not evident at a signif-

icant level in the processed frame. S/Ns for each planet

are computed using non-overlapping circular apertures

of 6 pix at 36 azimuthal angles centered on HR 8799; we

measure S/Ns of 9.8, 7.3, and 7.2 for planets b, c, and

d, respectively. Astrometry and relative photometry for

each source is calculated using the negative PSF injec-

tion approach described in Bowler et al. (2018). The

median-combined unsaturated image of HR 8799 is used

as the PSF model for each planet. The PSF model is in-

serted in the raw images with a starting guess position

and (negative) amplitude. PSF subtraction is carried

out in the same fashion as for our final processed im-

age, and the RMS of the residuals at the location of

the planet is used to assess the quality of subtraction.

The amoeba downhill simplex algorithm (Nelder & Mead

1965) is used to find the best-fitting separation, P.A.,

and flux ratio of each planet (Figure 2). The uncertain-

ties in these quantities are computed using the standard

deviation of the last ten iterations of the amoeba algo-

rithm as it settles in its final value that minimizes the
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Table 1. Astrometric and photometric measurements from our NIRC2 observations.

Planet UT Date ρ θ ∆RA ∆Dec ∆mag

(mas) (◦) (′′) (′′)

b 2015 Aug 28 1705± 12 67.0± 0.2 1.569± 0.011 0.666± 0.007 12.0± 0.5

c 2015 Aug 28 945± 7 329.3± 0.2 −0.482± 0.005 0.813± 0.006 10.9± 0.3

d 2015 Aug 28 671± 16 220.5± 0.3 −0.436± 0.011 −0.510± 0.012 10.9± 0.5

PSF Model
(HR 8799)

HR 8799 b HR 8799 c HR 8799 d

After negative PFS injection

RMS=0.12 DN/s RMS=0.17 DN/s RMS=0.29 DN/s
<−0.5

 0.0

 0.5

 1.0

 1.5

 >2.0

C
ount R

ate (D
N

/s)

Figure 2. Cutouts showing our negative PSF injection
strategy for astrometry and relative photometry. The un-
saturated image of HR 8799 (left) is used as a PSF model.
After optimizing the model position and amplitude, planets
b, c, and d (top) are removed from the final processed image
(bottom) while preserving the underlying noise structure.

RMS at a specified tolerance level. Based on results from

Bowler et al. (2018), this method for estimating errors

is comparable to values inferred by repeatedly injecting

PSF templates into the raw data at various azimuthal

angles and recovering them with the negative PSF in-

jection approach. Results are reported in Table 1.

2.2. Previous Astrometry

We make use of all astrometry of the HR 8799 planets

published prior to December 20202 in our orbit fitting

analysis in addition to our new epoch from 2015. Obser-

vations of this system have been taken with a wide range

of telescopes and instruments, including HST, Subaru,

Keck, Gemini, MMT, VLT, Palomar, and LBT. Astrom-

etry published prior to 2016 are presented in Bowler

(2016, Table 4 in their Appendix)3. Additionally, we

incorporate published astrometry obtained with Gem-

2 During the course of this analysis, Biller et al. (2021) and Wah-
haj et al. (2021) presented new astrometry from VLT/SPHERE-
IRDIS. While these data were not included in this study, contin-
ued astrometric monitoring will be essential for future studies of
HR 8799.

3 We also include the 2010.55 and 2012.83 Keck/NIRC2 epochs
presented in Currie et al. (2014), which were inadvertently omitted
in the Bowler (2016) compilation.

ini/GPI (Wang et al. 2018b) and with VLTI/GRAVITY

(Gravity Collaboration et al. 2019). For astrometry in

∆RA and ∆Dec, we convert to separation and posi-

tion angle and propagate the uncertainties in a Monte

Carlo fashion. For multiple reductions of the same

dataset, or where more than one dataset exists for the

same epoch, we use the measurements that appear to

have the most realistic astrometric errors. Specifically,

for epoch 1998.83 we adopt astrometry from Soummer

et al. (2011) over Lafrenière et al. (2009); Currie et al.

(2011) over Hinz et al. (2010) for epochs 2008.89 and

2009.70; Currie et al. (2014) over Marois et al. (2010)

for epoch 2010.55; Konopacky et al. (2016) over Marois

et al. (2008), Metchev et al. (2009), Marois et al. (2010),

Galicher et al. (2011), and Currie et al. (2012) for epochs

2007.58, 2007.81, 2008.72, 2009.58, 2009.83, 2010.53,

and 2010.83, respectively; Wertz et al. (2017) over Zurlo

et al. (2016) and Apai et al. (2016) for epoch 2014.93;

and De Rosa et al. (2020) over Wang et al. (2018b) for

epochs 2013.88, 2014.70, and 2016.72, respectively. In-

cluding our observations from 2015, this results in 35

epochs for planets b (1998.8-2015.7), 36 epochs for plan-

ets c (1998.8-2016.7), 35 epochs for planets d (1998.8-

2016.7), and 24 epochs for planets e (2009.6-2018.7).

3. ORBIT FITS AND STATISTICAL FRAMEWORK

3.1. Accounting for Potential Systematic Errors

Using all available astrometry in the orbit fitting could

introduce systematic errors from a variety of sources,

including the use of differently calibrated instruments,

PSF-subtraction algorithms, and strategies to measure

relative astrometry. One approach to avoid this prob-

lem is to adopt a uniform dataset from a small number

of well-calibrated instruments. For example, Konopacky

et al. (2016) used data obtained solely from the NIRC2

camera at Keck Observatory to create self-consistent

measurements for their orbit fitting. Several other re-

cent studies adopted similar strategies (e.g., Wang et al.

2018b; Gravity Collaboration et al. 2019). However,

while this approach may mitigate systematic errors, it

also limits the total time baseline and number of astro-

metric epochs for the orbit fits.
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Figure 3. Relative astrometry used in this study as a function of time. The best fitting linear models for ρ(t) and θ(t) are used
to estimate the error inflation and calculate the respective χ2

ν values. Raw uncertainties are denoted in red. Position angles have
an additional systematic uncertainty term added in quadrature (see §3.1), denoted in blue along with corresponding revised
linear regression. Uncertainties associated with the separation measurements are left unchanged because the reduced χ2

ν value
of a linear fit to the raw values is < 1.0 for all four planets.

Here we use all available astrometry of the HR 8799

planets as of December 2020 with the goal of maximizing

the information content and time baseline of the data.

Given that potential systematic uncertainties may af-

fect our dynamical mass measurement, we consider an

additional uncertainty term that we refer to as astro-

metric “jitter” (σjit) to be added in quadrature to each

set of raw astrometric errors following the approach in

Bowler et al. (2020). For each planet, we assume a lin-

ear model for both separation (ρ) and position angle (θ)

as a function of time because the astrometric time base-

line relative to the orbital period is small (. 0.16 for

all planets). We adopt a reduced χ2 value (χ2
ν ≡ χ2/ν,

where ν is the number of degrees of freedom) as a met-

ric to assess reliability of the quoted uncertainties. The

χ2
ν values for all four planets’ separations as a function

of time are < 1.0 (0.37, 0.59, 0.61, and 0.69 for HR

8799 b, c, d, and e, respectively), indicating that the
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Figure 4. Orbit fits for HR 8799 b, c, d, and e using orbitize!. Each panel shows 150 orbits drawn from the converged
MCMC chains as described in §3.2 together with the measured astrometry. For each planet, the left panel displays the orbits
as they appear on-sky and the right panels compare the same orbits to the astrometry.

raw uncertainties appear to be reasonable. These are

left unchanged in this study. However, all four planets’

position angles as a function of time have χ2
ν > 1.0 (5.4,

2.4, 2.3, and 2.3 for HR 8799 b, c, d, and e, respectively),

suggesting that the quoted uncertainties are underesti-

mated or that systematic errors are present. The PA

jitter term (σjit,PA) for each planet is found by itera-

tively increasing a starting value of 0 in steps of 10−5◦

until χ2
ν reaches unity. This results in σjit,PA values of

0.37◦, 0.26◦, 0.62◦, and 0.69◦ for HR 8799 b, c, d and e,

respectively. These are added in quadrature to the origi-

nal uncertainties: σ2
total,PA = σ2

jit,PA +σ2
PA. The original

and adjusted astrometry are displayed in Figure 3.

3.2. Orbit Fitting

We fit Keplerian orbits to the astrometric data of each

planet using the orbitize! (Blunt et al. 2020) Python

package. Here the ptemcee (Foreman-Mackey et al.

2013; Vousden et al. 2016) branch is utilized, which sam-

ples the posterior distributions of orbital elements with

the parallel-tempered affine-invariant ensemble sampler

implementation of Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC;

Goodman & Weare 2010). In the Keplerian model used

in orbitize!4, the following parameters are varied di-

rectly when fitting with relative astrometry: a (semi-

4 For a more complete description, see Blunt et al. (2020) and
https://orbitize.readthedocs.io

major axis), e (eccentricity), i (inclination), ω (argu-

ment of periapsis), Ω (position angle of the ascending

node), τ (time of last periapsis), π (parallax), and Mtot

(total mass of the system). We treat each planet inde-

pendently, corresponding to four separate orbital con-

straints.

A Gaussian prior of 24.46 mas with a standard devia-

tion of 0.05 mas from Gaia EDR3 (Gaia Collaboration

et al. 2016, 2021) is used for π. A log-uniform prior

distribution is adopted for a (i.e., P (a) ∝ a−1) with a

range of 1 to 150 au. An isotropic inclination distribu-

tion is adopted for i such that P (i) ∝ sin i (which spans

0 to π rad). Linearly uniform priors are chosen for the

remaining free parameters. Their ranges are: 0 to 1 for

e5; 0 to 2π rad for both ω and Ω; 0 to 1 for τ ; and 0.5

to 4.0 M� for Mtot. To avoid artificially reducing the

precision of the final dynamical mass measurement, we

make no further assumptions about the nature of the

planets’ orbits such as coplanarity, resonances, stability,

or orbit crossing events.

Each ptemcee ensemble is initialized with 16 temper-

atures and 1500 walkers per temperature. Each walker

samples from the parameter space 1.2×105 times and

a burn-in length of the first 6.0×104 steps is discarded.

5 Bowler et al. (2020) found that the underlying eccentricity
distribution for a sample of 27 imaged substellar companions is
approximately uniform, which motivates our use of a linearly uni-
form eccentricity prior.

https://orbitize.readthedocs.io
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Figure 5. Posterior probability distributions for the total mass of HR 8799 based on orbit fitting for each individual planet as
described in §3.2. Dark blue regions represent the 68% HCI and light blue regions represent the 95% HCI. Median values are
denoted with a black bar.

To assist their convergence, the walkers are initialized at

positions near the most probable values found from con-

ducting preliminary orbit fits. Saving only the samples

from the lowest-temperature set of chains and applying

a thinning factor of 20 to curtail the effect of correlation

results in 4.5×106 posterior samples for each orbit fit.

3.3. Bayesian Framework to Constrain the Mass of
HR 8799

We employ a Bayesian inference framework to derive

the joint probability distribution for the host star mass

based on our individual orbit fits for each of the four

planets. Bayes’ theorem naturally updates prior infor-

mation with new data to improve posterior probabilities:

P (θ | D) ∝ P (θ)× P (D | θ). (1)

Here P (θ) represents prior knowledge of the parameters

θ, P (D | θ) represents the likelihood function of the data

D given the model, and P (θ | D) represents the poste-

rior probability of the model parameters given the data.

For this study of HR 8799, our orbit fits are carried out

for a uniform prior distribution in total (stellar) mass, so

each of the four total mass posterior distributions from

the independent MCMC fits also represent the likelihood

function for the dynamical mass of HR 8799 (to within

a constant of proportionality) given the set of astrome-

try for that planet. This arises by treating the planets

as massless “test” particles such that the total mass of

the system is assumed to be confined to the host star

(Mp � M?, or M? ≈ Mtot). If the HR 8799 planets

have masses . 10 MJup, as expected from evolutionary

models (e.g., §5.2), then this approximation is accurate

at the . 2% level.

We use the following notation to apply Bayes’ Theo-

rem to each of the four independent total mass distribu-

tions for planets b, c, d, and e that resulted from orbit

fitting:

Pb ≡ P (b |M?), Pc ≡ P (c |M?),

Pd ≡ P (d |M?), Pe ≡ P (e |M?).
(2)

Pi is therefore the likelihood function of the astrome-

try for planet i conditioned on the stellar (total) mass

M?. The prior probability for M?, P (M?), is informed

by prior knowledge of the stellar mass (e.g., based on

spectral type or evolutionary models). For each itera-

tion of planet b, c, d, and e, the host star mass posterior

distribution sequentially becomes the new prior at each

stage. For planet b, this is P (M? | b) ∝ P (M?)×Pb, for
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Figure 6. Graphical representation of our Bayesian framework to derive the joint dynamical mass posterior distribution for
HR 8799. P (M? | b, c, d, e) represents the final joint constraint on the dynamical mass of HR 8799 given the astrometry of all
four planets and without any assumptions about coplanarity, stability or orbital resonances. This example uses a uniform prior
for P (M?).

planets b and c this is P (M? | b, c) ∝ P (M?)×Pb×Pc,

etc. The jointly constrained mass from all four planets

is then:

P (M? | b, c,d, e) ∝ P (M?)× Pb × Pc × Pd × Pe. (3)

This setup allows us to only run the orbit fits once for

each planet with a uniform mass prior, but then easily

adjust the prior P (M?) as desired for the joint mass

constraint.

4. RESULTS

For each planet, the resulting Mtot posterior distri-

butions are linearly interpolated onto a fine grid span-

ning 0.5–4.0 M� (Figure 5). These are then multiplied

together following Equation 3 to arrive at the jointly

constrained dynamical mass distribution of HR 8799.

Given that the individual total mass constraints are non-

Gaussian and right skewed, we summarize the results

using the posterior distribution median and highest-

density credible interval (HCI) metrics.

For the initializing stellar mass prior P (M?), we adopt

a linearly uniform distribution to let the astrometry

drive the dynamical mass. The final result for this base-

line case is shown as Figure 6. The median and 68% HCI

of the final joint mass posterior is 1.47+0.12
−0.17 M�

6. The

95% and 99.7% HCI span 1.23–1.86 M� and 1.16–2.32

M�, respectively.

Our choice of a linearly uniform prior may not be es-

pecially realistic given that we know HR 8799 is a late-

A/early-F star. Our joint stellar mass measurement may

be further constrained by using a more informative prior

that better captures knowledge of the host star before

our experiment takes place while at the same time not

being overly restrictive to ensure the astrometry still

dominate the posterior. Gray & Kaye (1999) conducted

a spectroscopic analysis of HR 8799 and estimated its

mass to be 1.47 ± 0.30 M� based on their surface grav-

ity measurement combined with an estimate of the ra-

dius. Following the same analysis detailed above but

now using this Gaussian prior results in a dynamical

mass of 1.46+0.11
−0.15 M� for HR 8799. Here the 95% and

6 A log-uniform mass prior proportional to M−1 instead of a
linearly uniform prior for P (M?) results in 1.46+0.12

−0.16 M�. Both
constraints are nearly identical.
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99.7% HCI span 1.25–1.75 M�, and 1.18–1.97 M�, re-

spectively. The effect of the informed prior is to further

reduce the uncertainties on the final joint stellar mass by

≈10%, which is expected given that this prior is in good

agreement with the original dynamical mass (which used

a uniform prior).

While not the focus of this study, we summarize re-

sults for the orbital parameters from our fits with cor-

nerplots and a table of best-fit values in Appendix A. At

the 95% HCI levels, the eccentricities of the planets are

constrained to e . 0.5, with the exception of HR 8799 d

at e . 0.6. Similarly, at the 68% HCI levels, the eccen-

tricities of planets b, c, and e are constrained to e . 0.3

while HR 8799 d has e . 0.4. This is consistent with

previous studies that also found the allowed eccentrici-

ties of HR 8799 d to be marginally greater than those of

the other three planets (e.g., Pueyo et al. 2015; Wertz

et al. 2017). The most probable inclinations for the four

planets span i≈25–35◦, which are similar to each other

as well as with that of the extended debris disk (i≈ 31–

33◦, Wilner et al. 2018; Faramaz et al. 2021). However,

the longitude of the ascending node (Ω)7 must be ac-

counted for in addition to i to assess coplanarity. For

any two orbital planes, these parameters are related to

the true mutual inclination ψ by the geometric relation

ψ = arccos(cos i1 cos i2 + sin i1 sin i2 cos(Ω1 − Ω2)). We

place a 95% confidence upper limit of ψ < 55 − 75◦ for

all permutations of the HR 8799 planet orbital planes.

Orbital parameters in this study are generally consistent

with results from prior published orbit fits, although our

posteriors tend to be larger. This is an expected con-

sequence of our methodology: we solved for the total

system mass using agnostic priors, made no constrain-

ing assumptions on allowed orbits based on stability,

and inflated the astrometric uncertainties to account for

potential systematic errors.

4.1. Low-Eccentricity Scenario

The posteriors in Figure 8 show that there is strong co-

variance between planet eccentricities and total system

mass; higher planet eccentricities imply a substantially

larger total mass. To assess how the cumulative dy-

namical mass might change if near-circular orbits are

considered, we reconduct the analysis in an identical

manner but we now limit the possible orbit solutions

for each planet to e ≤ 0.1. Although low eccentricities

7 Orbit fitting with only relative astrometry suffers from a 180◦

degeneracy for both Ω and ω. In this work, we wrap all posteriors
of Ω and ω from [0,360]◦ to [0,180]◦. While beyond the scope of
this study, radial velocities of the planets can be used to break
the ω− Ω degeneracy. See, e.g., Wang et al. (2018a); Ruffio et al.
(2019, 2021) and Wang et al. (2021).

on their own are not necessarily indicative of orbital sta-

bility (e.g., Fabrycky & Murray-Clay 2010), this exercise

gives some insight into how the stellar mass constraint

depends on eccentricity and what we might expect if

long-term orbital stability is taken into account8. The

joint dynamical mass in this scenario of near-circular or-

bits is 1.43+0.06
−0.07 M�, with 95% and 99.7% HCI intervals

spanning 1.31–1.57 M� and 1.28–1.65 M�, respectively.

The smaller uncertainties are expected given the strong

correlation between eccentricity and total mass in our

baseline orbit fit. Using the informed Gaussian mass

prior of 1.47 ± 0.30 M� does not significantly influence

the joint stellar mass constraint (M? = 1.43+0.06
−0.07 M�

in this scenario). The orbit fitting results for this low

eccentricity scenario are presented in Appendix B. We

conclude that a restricted eccentricity significantly im-

pacts the dynamical mass by reducing the overall un-

certainty by a factor of ≈2. For this study, however, we

adopt the unrestricted solution in which eccentricity is

allowed to vary from 0 to 1 to avoid assumptions about

mutual planet interactions, which are not yet robustly

validated by the astrometry.

5. DISCUSSION

We fit orbits to all the available astrometry of the

HR 8799 planets with minimal dynamical assumptions,

then combined the independent total mass constraints

into a joint dynamical mass measurement. Table 1

from Baines et al. (2012) compiles many of the exist-

ing mass estimates of HR 8799, which have been deter-

mined with a variety of methods and generally span the

range of ∼1.2–1.8 M�. Our dynamical mass measure-

ment is consistent with all these prior estimates at its

95% HCI level, including the estimates of 1.513+0.023
−0.024

M� and 1.516+0.038
−0.024 M� derived by Baines et al. (2012)

from their measured stellar parameters together with

Yonsei-Yale (Yi et al. 2001) evolutionary models. Our

dynamical mass measurement thus serves as a reassur-

ing validation of the ≈1.5 M� stellar mass commonly

adopted in previous studies of the HR 8799 system.

Wang et al. (2018b) used a self-consistent astrometric

dataset from NIRC2 and GPI (55 epochs in total) to

simultaneously measure the companion orbital param-

eters and total mass of HR 8799 in an MCMC frame-

work. In their “unconstrained” fits, they found a total

mass of 1.48+0.05
−0.04 M� which, under the approximation

M? ≈ Mtot, can be considered another dynamical mass

8 For robust explorations and discussion of the dynamical sta-
bility of the HR 8799 planets, we defer to recent studies by, e.g.,
Wang et al. (2018b), Goździewski & Migaszewski (2018, 2020),
and Veras & Hinkley (2021).
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measurement of HR 8799 to compare with ours. The

larger uncertainties in this study are likely influenced

by our adoption of a linearly uniform total mass prior

compared to their adoption of a well-informed Gaussian

prior of 1.52±0.15 M�. Furthermore, by using a dataset

only from NIRC2 and GPI without the inflated astro-

metric uncertainty that we accounted for, their astro-

metric measurement uncertainties were overall smaller

compared to the astrometry used in this study. How-

ever, despite some differences in procedure and data

used, both results agree well. The dynamical mass pre-

sented in this work should be considered a conservative,

model-independent measurement that prioritized astro-

metric baseline over per-epoch precision and instrument

uniformity.

5.1. Age of HR 8799

Several stellar parameters of HR 8799 (radius, lu-

minosity, and effective temperature) were directly con-

strained by Baines et al. (2012) using a Center for High

Angular Resolution Astronomy (CHARA) Array stellar

angular diameter measurement together with photom-

etry and the parallax from Hipparcos. They found a

radius of R? = 1.44±0.06 R�, a bolometric luminos-

ity of L? = 5.05±0.29 L�, and an effective temperature

of Teff = 7193±87 K; these are based on a bolometric

flux of Fbol = (1.043±0.012)×10−7 erg s−1 cm−2, an an-

gular diameter (accounting for limb darkening) of θLD

= 0.342±0.008 mas, and a distance of D? = 39.4±1.0

pc (van Leeuwen 2007). Faramaz et al. (2021) updated

and improved the statistical uncertainties for several of

these values. They found L? = 5.441± 0.066 L� using

the bolometric flux from Baines et al. (2012) together

with a distance of 40.851±0.076 pc from Gaia EDR3

(Gaia Collaboration et al. 2021; Lindegren et al. 2021).

They also updated the radius to R? = 1.502±0.035 R�
when using their Gaia EDR3 distance together with the

stellar angular diameter from Baines et al. (2012).

The measured mass, luminosity, radius, and effective

temperature of HR 8799 (Table 2) can be used to con-

strain its bulk metallicity and age using stellar evolu-

tionary models. We downloaded a custom grid of MESA

Isochrones & Stellar Tracks (MIST) evolutionary mod-

els (Paxton et al. 2011, 2013, 2015, 2018; Dotter 2016;

Choi et al. 2016) spanning M? = 0.5–4.0 M� (∆M? =

0.01 M�) for four metallicities9: [Fe/H] = –0.5, –0.25,

0.0, and +0.25 dex. A surface angular velocity at 40% of

the critical value is adopted following Choi et al. (2016);

however, the effect of rotation and surface mass loss is

minimal in this mass regime. Intermediate-mass stars

9 Here [Z/H] = [Fe/H], the solar-scaled bulk metallicity.

Table 2. Measured Fundamental Stellar Parameters of
HR 8799

Parameter Value References

M? (M�) 1.47+0.12
−0.17

a 1

R? (R�) 1.502±0.035 2,3

L? (L�) 5.441±0.066 2,3

Teff (K) 7193±87b 3

References—(1) This work (assumes a
uniform stellar mass prior); (2) Faramaz
et al. (2021); (3) Baines et al. (2012)

aUsing an informed Gaussian stellar mass
prior results in 1.46+0.11

−0.15 M�.

bBoyajian et al. (2013) find a consistent
value of Teff = 7163±84 K using the stel-
lar angular diameter from Baines et al.
(2012) together with their own calcula-
tion of the stellar bolometric flux.

like HR 8799 follow a meandering trajectory through

the HR diagram as they quickly reach the main sequence

and then evolve off it. In doing so their luminosity and

effective temperature will repeatedly rise and fall. As

a result, a given luminosity and temperature can corre-

spond to two or more degenerate ages during the pre-

and post-main sequence evolutionary phases. The addi-

tional mass and radius measurements help by limiting

the ages consistent with all of these constrained param-

eters.

We begin our assessment of the bulk metallicity and

age by randomly drawing a stellar mass rounded to the

nearest 0.01 M� with a probability proportional to the

dynamical mass posterior distribution of HR 8799 found

in §4. We also draw a luminosity from a normal distribu-

tion with a mean of 5.441 L� and a standard deviation

of 0.066 L�. The iso-mass track will either be incon-

sistent with the given luminosity throughout the entire

evolution of that star, or it will intersect the given lu-

minosity at least once. If the former occurs, that trial is

ignored and another mass is drawn; for the latter, ages

are interpolated across the grid sampling at the lumi-

nosity crossing point. If the corresponding model ra-

dius and temperature at that point are within 3σ of the

measured values of 1.502 ± 0.035 R� and 7193 ± 87 K,

respectively, then the ages are retained. This process

of drawing a mass and luminosity and saving ages con-

sistent with the models is repeated 104 times to build

up a distribution of ages consistent with the measured

values. Results for the linearly uniform mass prior are

shown in Figure 7.
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Figure 7. Top Row : MESA iso-mass tracks used to construct the age distributions of HR 8799. The thickness and color of
each track is proportional to the probability density of the joint dynamical mass posterior distribution of HR 8799 at that model
value. The solid black and gray line denotes the evolutionary track corresponding to the median value of our dynamical mass
posterior. It is shown in black for the pre-main sequence phase of evolution and then becomes gray for the post-main sequence
phase. Similarly, the dashed black and gray lines correspond to the 68% HCI. Each column of panels corresponds to a different
metallicity from [Fe/H] = –0.5 to +0.25 dex. The orange ellipse represents the measurement and 1-, 2-, and 3-σ uncertainties
of L? and Teff for HR 8799. Middle Row : The inferred age distributions of HR 8799 following the method described in §5.1.
Bottom Row : Corresponding hot-start masses for the planets derived directly from the age distribution and planet luminosities.

Our use of four different [Fe/H] values enables a quali-

tative constraint of the stellar bulk metallicity: the stel-

lar parameters are most consistent with [Fe/H]∼ –0.25–

0.00 dex but only marginally consistent with [Fe/H]= –

0.5 and +0.25 dex. The λ Boötis nature of HR 8799 has

made previous attempts to characterize the bulk met-

allcity difficult because the surface abundances may not

be an accurate tracer of the internal composition (e.g.,

Moya et al. 2010b; Murphy et al. 2021). In spite of the

coarse sampling in the metallicities as well as potential

systematic uncertainties in the MESA grids themselves,

these qualitative constraints support a picture in which

HR 8799 may have a solar-like or slightly sub-solar bulk

composition.

There are two general solutions for the age of HR 8799

that correspond to an ambiguity related to whether it

is moving toward or evolving from the zero age main

sequence. For the [Fe/H]= 0.00 dex grids, these cor-

respond to ages of ∼107−7.4 yr and ∼108−9.1 yr. Fab-

rycky & Murray-Clay (2010) found that the outer three

HR 8799 planets must be .20 MJup to remain stable on

timescales of tens of Myr. Motivated by this dynamical

stability requirement, we ignore the older age scenario

because this results in implausibly high planet masses

up to the hydrogen-burning limit. For each metallicity

grid, we discard ages corresponding to a planet mass

cutoff of >20 MJup using hot-start evolutionary models

(see §5.2).
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Excluding the [Fe/H]= +0.25 dex grids, which

are least consistent with the measured properties of

HR 8799, an age of 10–23 Myr best agrees with our

dynamical mass. This is younger than the age of 38–48

Myr (Bell et al. 2015) that is associated with HR 8799

if it is a member of the Columba moving group. This

is also somewhat younger than the hot-start cooling

age of 42+24
−16 Myr for HR 8799 e recently derived by

Brandt et al. (2021b), although at twice their quoted

uncertainties, both ages are consistent. Baines et al.

(2012) use Yonsei-Yale grids fixed at solar metallicity

to derive an age consistent with either ∼33 Myr or ∼90

Myr. Regardless of kinematic association with a young

moving group, these model-based constraints all sup-

port the picture that the HR 8799 system is <100 Myr

and probably younger than 50 Myr.

To assess the impact of mass priors and restricted ec-

centricities on the results, we repeat this exercise for

the other three scenarios considered in §4: the dynami-

cal mass with the informed Gaussian prior, and the two

low-eccentricity cases. Summary statistics for the re-

sulting trimmed distributions are tabulated in Table 3.

Figures showing the ages and corresponding hot-start

masses using our other dynamical masses under differ-

ent assumptions for the mass prior and range of eccen-

tricities can be found in Appendix C. The values of the

ages and hot-start masses do not significantly change

depending on which dynamical mass is used, and the

constraints of [Fe/H] also remain consistent.

5.2. Hot-Start Mass Constraints of the Planets

In light of these revised age estimates, we use hot-

start evolutionary models from Burrows et al. (1997) to

infer the masses of the imaged companions using their

bolometric luminosities (Figure 7). Here we assume the

age of the star to be the age of the planets. For planet b,

we adopt a bolometric luminosity of log(Lbol/L�) = –5.1

± 0.1 dex, and for planets c and d we adopt log(Lbol/L�)

= –4.7 ± 0.1 dex (Marois et al. 2008; Rajan et al. 2015).

The spectrum and near-infrared contrast of planet e is

similar to that of planets c and d (e.g., Marois et al.

2010; Greenbaum et al. 2018), thus we adopt the same

value of log(Lbol/L�) = –4.7 ± 0.1 dex for this inner

planet.

Excluding the [Fe/H]= +0.25 dex grids and the dis-

carded solutions corresponding to old (∼Gyr) ages, the

resulting mass estimates are 2.7–4.9 MJup for HR 8799 b

and 4.1–7.0 MJup for HR 8799 c, d, and e (Table 3).

These masses are within the giant planet regime assum-

ing a boundary of ≈13 MJup and are lower than, but

still broadly consistent with, many of the previous es-

timates in the literature. For example, Marois et al.

Table 3. HR 8799 Age and Planet Masses
from MIST Modelsa

Model Age Mass

[Fe/H] Planet (Myr) (MJup)

Uniform Mass Prior

+0.25 b 120+130
−40 12+2

−3

0.0 b 17+6
−5 4.0+0.9

−1.3

–0.25 b 11.3+1.2
−1.2 3.1+0.4

−0.4

–0.50 b 11.3+1
−1.2 3.1+0.4

−0.4

+0.25 c/d/e 120+130
−40 13.2+5.3

−1.5

0.0 c/d/e 17+6
−5 6.0+1

−1.4

–0.25 c/d/e 11.3+1.2
−1.2 4.8+0.5

−0.7

–0.50 c/d/e 11.3+1
−1.2 4.8+0.5

−0.7

Normal Mass Prior

+0.25 b 140+110
−50 12.1+1.5

−3.5

0.0 b 17+6
−5 4.0+0.9

−1.2

–0.25 b 11.3+1.2
−1.2 3.1+0.4

−0.4

–0.50 b 11.2+0.98
−1.2 3.0+0.4

−0.4

+0.25 c/d/e 140+110
−50 13.4+6.3

−0.84

0.0 c/d/e 17+6
−5 6.0+1

−1.4

–0.25 c/d/e 11.3+1.2
−1.2 4.8+0.5

−0.7

–0.50 c/d/e 11.2+0.98
−1.2 4.8+0.5

−0.7

Uniform Mass Prior, Low Eccentricities

+0.25 b 140+100
−40 12.3+1.3

−2.4

0.0 b 19+36
−9 4.3+3.4

−1.9

–0.25 b 11.3+1.2
−1.2 3.1+0.4

−0.4

–0.50 b 11+1
−1.1 3.1+0.4

−0.4

+0.25 c/d/e 140+100
−40 13.5+4.8

−1.1

0.0 c/d/e 19+36
−9 6.2+1.1

−1.6

–0.25 c/d/e 11.3+1.2
−1.2 4.8+0.5

−0.7

–0.50 c/d/e 11.2+1
−1.1 4.8+0.5

−0.7

Normal Mass Prior, Low Eccentricities

+0.25 b 120+150
−57 12+2

−5

0.0 b 19+4
−7 4.3+2.9

−1.9

–0.25 b 11.3+1.2
−1.2 3.1+0.4

−0.4

–0.50 b 11.2+1.0
−1.2 3.0+0.4

−0.4

+0.25 c/d/e 120+150
−57 13.1+1.9

−6.7

0.0 c/d/e 19+4
−7 6.2+1.1

−1.5

–0.25 c/d/e 11.3+1.2
−1.2 4.8+0.5

−0.7

–0.50 c/d/e 11.2+1.0
−1.2 4.8+0.5

−0.7

aAssumes dynamical stability in which
planet masses >20 MJup are excluded.
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(2008) and Marois et al. (2010) report hot-start masses

of 5–7 MJup for planet b and 7–10 MJup for planets c,

d, and e for ages of 30 Myr and 60 Myr. Wilner et al.

(2018) estimated a dynamical mass of HR 8799 b to

be 5.8+7.9
−3.1 MJup if it is responsible for clearing mass

in its chaotic zone out to the inner edge of the debris

disk. Within their subset of dynamically stable orbital

solutions, Wang et al. (2018b) find hot-start masses of

5.8±0.5 MJup for planet b and 7.2+0.6
−0.7 MJup for plan-

ets c, d, and e for an age of 42±5 Myr. Brandt et al.

(2021b) recently presented a dynamical mass of 9.6+1.9
−1.8

MJup for HR 8799 e by using a Gaia EDR3 host star

proper motion anomaly together with results from Wang

et al. (2018b) for orbital solutions and planet mass ra-

tios. This is somewhat higher than the values we found

and could be caused by an underestimated age, compo-

sitional difference between the star and planet, higher

planet luminosity, or systematic errors in the models

themselves. Altogether, the mass estimates presented

in this work imply a minimum-mass extrasolar nebula

of M ≥15–26 MJup for HR 8799.

6. CONCLUSION

We have measured the model-independent dynamical

mass of HR 8799 in a Bayesian framework using all avail-

able astrometry of its four planets and treating them

as massless independent particles. The joint dynamical

mass of HR 8799 is 1.47+0.12
−0.17 M� assuming a uniform

prior, validating regularly used values of ≈1.5 M� in

previous studies. The modest but realistic uncertain-

ties improve to 1.46+0.11
−0.15 M� when an informative prior

based on the stellar spectroscopy is used. When only

near-circular orbits of e <0.1 are allowed, the joint dy-

namical mass measurement becomes 1.43+0.06
−0.07 M�.

We used our stellar mass constraints together with
other previously measured parameters of the host star

to investigate the age and bulk metallicity of HR 8799.

The age constraint from MESA models is 10–23 Myr

after excluding ages corresponding to hot-start masses

of ≥20 MJup. This supports an intermediate age for this

system independent of kinematic membership status to

young moving groups. We also find that the favored

bulk metallicity is [Fe/H]∼ –0.25–0.00 dex.

Finally, using these inferred ages, we derived hot start

masses of 2.7–4.9 MJup for HR 8799 b and 4.1–7.0 MJup

for HR 8799 c, d, and e. These are somewhat lower than

typical estimates, as expected from the younger inferred

age. Continued astrometric monitoring of this system

will enable future studies to progressively reduce the

uncertainty in the orbital elements of the planets and

the mass of HR 8799. However, eventually the assump-

tion that M? ≈ Mtot will break down as the total mass

precision becomes comparable to the planet masses. At

that point, a more complete dynamical modeling that

includes mutual planet interactions will be needed to

properly account for the total system mass interior to

each orbit (e.g., Lacour et al. 2021).
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APPENDIX

A. ORBIT FITTING RESULTS

Corner plots showing the two-dimensional joint posterior distributions for each combination of parameters from our

MCMC orbit fit of HR 8799 b, c, d, and e are shown in Figure 8. These results are for a uniform prior on stellar mass

and summarized in Table 4. The marginalized posterior distributions for the orbital parameters are displayed along

the diagonal, and Mtot is highlighted in the upper right. The contours of the 2-D histograms are 68.3%, 95.4%, and

99.7% density levels.

B. LOW-ECCENTRICITY ORBIT FITTING

RESULTS

The results of our MCMC orbit fits for the low-

eccentricity scenario are summarized in Figure 9 and

Table 5. We also display a sample of the sky-projected

orbits drawn from the MCMC chains in Figure 10.

C. MESA AGES AND HOT-START PLANET

MASSES

This Appendix includes a summary of results from

stellar and substellar evolutionary models following our

procedure described in §5.1 but using the other three dy-

namical masses from §4. Figure 11 shows results using

the dynamical mass with the informed Gaussian prior.

Results with the low-eccentricity assumption using the

dynamical mass with a uniform prior and with the in-

formed Gaussian prior are displayed in Figures 12 and

13, respectively.
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Figure 8. Summary of the MCMC orbit-fitting results for a uniform prior on stellar host mass.
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Table 4. HR 8799 Orbit Fit Results

Parameter Median MAPa 68.3% CI 95.4% CI

HR 8799 b

a (AU) 77.9 70.5 (59.6, 94.4) (50.1, 132)

e 0.17 0.015 (0.0, 0.27) (0.0, 0.48)

i (◦) 35 37 (20, 53) (7, 60)

ω (◦) 91 91 (47, 155) (10, 180)

Ω (◦) 128 154 (84, 180) (9.6, 180)

Mtot (M�) 1.78 1.35 (1.14, 2.29) (1.0, 3.60)

HR 8799 c

a (AU) 38.2 39.5 (32.3, 41.4) (29.2, 55.3)

e 0.18 0.06 (0.0, 0.27) (0.0, 0.48)

i (◦) 28 25 (17, 40) (6, 51)

ω (◦) 83 84 (22, 116) (2, 169)

Ω (◦) 108 127 (78, 173) (10, 180)

Mtot (M�) 1.86 1.67 (1.39, 2.16) (1.26, 3.46)

HR 8799 d

a (AU) 28.5 26.5 (24.4, 31.1) (22.8, 42.9)

e 0.27 0.21 (0.13, 0.44) (0.0, 0.56)

i (◦) 32 36 (20, 45) (7, 52)

ω (◦) 120 111 (102, 161) (17, 180)

Ω (◦) 100 74 (63, 151) (18, 180)

Mtot (M�) 1.52 1.25 (1.03, 1.84) (0.93, 3.35)

HR 8799 e

a (AU) 16.2 15.5 (14.5, 17.3) (14.0, 23.9)

e 0.16 0.06 (0.0, 0.26) (0.0, 0.49)

i (◦) 25 22 (12, 39) (5, 51)

ω (◦) 119 97 (94, 154) (30, 180)

Ω (◦) 59 39 (0.0, 105) (0.074, 169)

Mtot (M�) 1.41 1.29 (1.15, 1.68) (1.09, 3.15)

aMaximum a posteriori probability.
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Figure 9. Same as Figure 8 but for the low eccentricity scenario as described in §4.1.
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Table 5. HR 8799 Orbit Fit Results (Low-Eccentricity
Scenario)

Parameter Median MAPa 68.3% CI 95.4% CI

HR 8799 b

a (AU) 73.8 70.5 (65.6, 79.5) (64.1, 121)

e 0.044 0.0 (0.0, 0.063) (0.0, 0.094)

i (◦) 23 19 (6.4, 34) (3, 56)

ω (◦) 90 95 (60, 180) (7.4, 179)

Ω (◦) 136 154 (62, 161) (19, 180)

Mtot (M�) 1.44 1.35 (1.18, 1.63) (1.1, 2.31)

HR 8799 c

a (AU) 39.3 39.5 (37.4, 40.9) (36.1, 42.7)

e 0.053 0.06 (0.034, 0.10) (0.0, 0.10)

i (◦) 24 26 (18, 33) (7, 37)

ω (◦) 83 50 (1.5, 118) (1, 172)

Ω (◦) 124 131 (110, 145) (52, 167)

Mtot (M�) 1.61 1.51 (1.41, 1.77) (1.31, 2.01)

HR 8799 d

a (AU) 29.2 29.5 (27.8, 30.5) (26.6, 32.1)

e 0.053 0.095 (0.034, 0.10) (0.0, 0.10)

i (◦) 36 36 (32, 39) (30, 42)

ω (◦) 88.9 17.5 (0.00841, 123) (0.036, 172)

Ω (◦) 73.1 73 (65, 80.9) (58, 88.9)

Mtot (M�) 1.56 1.57 (1.43, 1.68) (1.3, 1.82)

HR 8799 e

a (AU) 16.0 15.5 (15.4, 16.5) (14.9, 17.1)

e 0.063 0.06 (0.048, 0.10) (0.0, 0.10)

i (◦) 16 14 (9.1, 23) (3, 27)

ω (◦) 115 130 (82, 180) (10, 180)

Ω (◦) 120 130 (96, 174) (13, 180)

Mtot (M�) 1.29 1.29 (1.21, 1.37) (1.14, 1.48)

aMaximum a posteriori probability.
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Figure 10. Same as Figure 4 but for the low-eccentricity scenario as described in §4.1.
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Figure 11. Same as Figure 7 but using the dynamical mass with an informed Gaussian prior of 1.47 ± 0.30 M� for the stellar
mass.



20 Sepulveda & Bowler

10000 8000 6000
Teff (K)

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

lo
g(

L
/L

S
un

)

1.36 MSun

1.43 MSun

1.49 MSun

   

 

 

 

 

MIST [Fe/H]=−0.5

10000 8000 6000
Teff (K)

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

lo
g(

L
/L

S
un

)

1.36 MSun

1.43 MSun

1.49 MSun

   

 

 

 

 

MIST [Fe/H]=−0.25

10000 8000 6000
Teff (K)

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

lo
g(

L
/L

S
un

)

1.36 MSun

1.43 MSun

1.49 MSun

   

 

 

 

 

MIST [Fe/H]=0.0

10000 8000 6000
Teff (K)

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

lo
g(

L
/L

S
un

)

1.36 MSun

1.43 MSun

1.49 MSun

   

 

 

 

 

MIST [Fe/H]=+0.25

7.0 7.5 8.0 8.5 9.0 9.5 10.0
log(Age) [yr]

 

 

 

 

P
ro

ba
bi

lit
y

       
 

 

 

 

1 10 100
Planet Mass (MJup)

 
 

 

 

 

P
ro

ba
bi

lit
y

   
 
 

 

 

 HR 8799 b
HR 8799 cde

7.0 7.5 8.0 8.5 9.0 9.5 10.0
log(Age) [yr]

 

 

 

 

P
ro

ba
bi

lit
y

       
 

 

 

 

1 10 100
Planet Mass (MJup)

 
 

 

 

 

P
ro

ba
bi

lit
y

   
 
 

 

 

 HR 8799 b
HR 8799 cde

7.0 7.5 8.0 8.5 9.0 9.5 10.0
log(Age) [yr]

 
 

 

 

 

P
ro

ba
bi

lit
y

       
 
 

 

 

 

1 10 100
Planet Mass (MJup)

 

 

 

 

 

P
ro

ba
bi

lit
y

   
 

 

 

 

 
HR 8799 b

HR 8799 cde

7.0 7.5 8.0 8.5 9.0 9.5 10.0
log(Age) [yr]

 

 

 

 

P
ro

ba
bi

lit
y

       
 

 

 

 

1 10 100
Planet Mass (MJup)

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

P
ro

ba
bi

lit
y

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

HR 8799 b
HR 8799 cde

Uniform Mass Prior, Low Eccentricities

Figure 12. Same as Figure 7 but using the dynamical mass with a uniform prior and low eccentricities.
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Figure 13. Same as Figure 7 but using the dynamical mass with an informed Gaussian prior of 1.47 ± 0.30 M� for the stellar
mass and low eccentricities.
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