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ABSTRACT

We combine Gaia EDR3 astrometry with accurate photometry and utilize a probabilistic mixture model to

measure the systemic proper motion of 52 dwarf spheroidal (dSph) satellite galaxies of the Milky Way (MW).

For the 46 dSphs with literature line-of-sight velocities we compute orbits in both a MW and a combined MW

+ Large Magellanic Cloud (LMC) potential and identify Car II, Car III, Hor I, Hyi I, Phx II, and Ret II as

likely LMC satellites. 40% of our dSph sample has a > 25% change in pericenter and/or apocenter with the

MW + LMC potential. For these orbits, we Monte Carlo sample over the observational uncertainties for each

dSph and the uncertainties in the MW and LMC potentials. We predict that Ant II, Boo III, Cra II, Gru II,

and Tuc III should be be tidally disrupting by comparing each dSph’s average density relative to the MW

density at its pericenter. dSphs with large ellipticity (CVn I, Her, Tuc V, UMa I, UMa II, UMi, Wil 1) show a

preference for their orbital direction to align with their major axis even for dSphs with large pericenters. We

compare the dSph radial orbital phase to subhalos in MW-like N-body simulations and infer that there is not

an excess of satellites near their pericenter. With projections of future Gaia data releases, we find dSph orbital

precision will be limited by uncertainties in the distance and/or MW potential rather than proper motion

precision. Finally, we provide our membership catalogs to enable community follow-up.

Keywords: editorials, notices — miscellaneous — catalogs — surveys

1. INTRODUCTION

The Milky Way (MW) dwarf spheroidal (dSph) satel-

lite galaxies are a diverse set of galaxies spanning a wide

range of stellar masses, sizes, dynamical masses, star for-

mation histories, and orbital histories (e.g. McConnachie

2012; Simon 2019). dSphs are near enough that their 6D

phase space can be measured although the tangential

motion is the most difficult, generally requiring space

based astrometry. For many years, this was the exclu-

sive domain of the Hubble Space Telescope (e.g., Piatek

et al. 2007; Sohn et al. 2017).

The tangential and orbital motion of MW dSphs has

been revolutionized by astrometry from the Gaia mis-

sion. With the release of the first proper motion Gaia

catalogs (i.e., Gaia DR2), the measurement of systemic
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proper motion of nearly all the MW dSphs has been pos-

sible (e.g., Gaia Collaboration et al. 2018; Simon 2018;

Fritz et al. 2018a; Pace & Li 2019; McConnachie & Venn
2020a) and has led to the determination of their orbital

motion within the MW (e.g., Gaia Collaboration et al.

2018; Simon 2018; Fritz et al. 2018a). This has also led

to measurements of the orbital anisotropy of the dSph

system (Riley et al. 2019), satellite infall times (Filling-

ham et al. 2019), updates on potential planes of satel-

lites in the MW (also known as, the vast polar structure,

Fritz et al. 2018a), a potential excess of dSph near their

orbital pericenter (Simon 2018; Fritz et al. 2018a), and

measurements of the mass of the MW (Callingham et al.

2019; Li et al. 2020; Fritz et al. 2020)

The recent discovery of MW satellites in the Dark En-

ergy Survey (DES) and other southern surveys has re-

vealed a new population of dSphs and several are likely

LMC/SMC satellites (e.g., Koposov et al. 2015a; Bechtol

et al. 2015; Torrealba et al. 2018). With radial veloci-
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ties and Gaia proper motions a handful of satellites have

been associated with the LMC (Kallivayalil et al. 2018;

Erkal & Belokurov 2020; Patel et al. 2020). In addition

to bringing in its own satellite population, the LMC also

perturbs the orbits of dSphs in the MW (e.g. Gómez

et al. 2015; Erkal & Belokurov 2020; Patel et al. 2020).

While satellites which pass close to the LMC are directly

accelerated, satellites with more distant passages can be

indirectly affected by the reflex motion of the MW (e.g.

Leo I and Antlia 2, Erkal et al. 2020; Ji et al. 2021;

Correa Magnus & Vasiliev 2022). This reflex motion of

∼ 40 km s−1 has also been measured in the MW’s stellar

halo (Erkal et al. 2021; Petersen & Peñarrubia 2021).

With Gaia EDR3 the systemic proper motions of the

dSphs have significantly improved (e.g. McConnachie

& Venn 2020b; Li et al. 2021; Mart́ınez-Garćıa et al.

2021; Vitral 2021; Battaglia et al. 2022). This is due

to both the reduced statistic errors with an additional

year of data and the reduction of the systematic er-

rors by roughly a factor of two relative to DR2. As

a result, the orbital properties have improved (Li et al.

2021; Battaglia et al. 2022) and the internal rotation

has been observed in a few dSphs with Gaia EDR3 data

(Mart́ınez-Garćıa et al. 2021).

Here we measure the systemic proper motion and iden-

tity candidate members of 52 dwarfs (46 with line-of-

sight velocities), compute the orbits both with and with-

out the influence of the LMC, and discuss the tidal influ-

ences of the MW. In Section 2, we give an overview of the

astrometric Gaia EDR3 data, the photometric data sets

we complement the Gaia data with, and describe our

initial quality selection and color-magnitude selection.

In Section 3, we present our methodology for measuring

the systemic proper motions and for computing orbits.

In Section 4, we present the systemic proper motions

and the orbital properties. In Section 5, we compare the

orbital properties to indicators of tidal influences, dis-

cuss the orientation and orbital direction of the dSphs,

discuss LMC association, discuss the potential excess of

satellites near pericenter, and make projections for er-

rors of the orbital parameters of future measurements.

We summarize and conclude in Section 6.

2. DATA

We list the 54 MW dwarf galaxies and ultra-faint

dwarf galaxies analyzed in this work along with relevant

properties in Table 1. We restrict our sample to MW

satellites, the most distant being Eri II. Throughout this

analysis we will refer to the objects as dwarf spheroidal

galaxies (dSphs) even though several objects do not have

spectroscopic confirmation or have an ambiguous classi-

fication (e.g., Dra II, Sgr II, Tuc III). We do not include

the recently discovered dSphs Eridanus IV and Pega-

sus IV as similar methods were used derive the systemic

proper motion and only Pegasus IV has a line-of-sight

velocity measurement (Cerny et al. 2021, 2022). We will

refer to the dSphs by their shorted acronyms throughout

the paper which are listed in Table 1 along with their

full names.

We group the satellites with MV < −7.7 as ‘bright’

satellites and fainter satellites as ultra-faints (UFDs) fol-

lowing Simon (2019). This groups the more recently

discovered satellites, Ant II, Cra II, and CVn I with

the traditionally labelled classical satellites (Cra, Dra,

For, Leo I, Leo II, Scl, Sxt, UMi). Until the advent of

large CCD photometric surveys, the former escaped de-

tection due to their low surface brightness (e.g., Zucker

et al. 2006; Koposov et al. 2008; Torrealba et al. 2016a).

2.1. Astrometric Data

We use the astrometric Gaia EDR3 catalog (Gaia Col-

laboration et al. 2021a) for our systemic proper motion

measurements. We consider two samples with different

quality cuts which we refer to as ‘clean’ and ‘complete.’

The former is more restrictive and selects higher quality

astrometry which we will use for our sytemic proper mo-

tion measurements whereas the latter is more inclusive

and we will to maximize the number of candidate stars.

The quality selection for the clean sample is as follows

(Lindegren et al. 2021; Riello et al. 2021):

• astrometric params solved > 3

• G < Gmax,

• astrometric excess noise sig < 2,

• ruwe < 1.3,

• |C∗| ≤ 3σC∗(G),

• ipd frac multi peak < 2,

• ipd gof harmonic amplitude < 0.1, however this

cut is only applied to some of the dSphs1,

• $ − 3× σ$ < 0,

1 For two-thirds of the satellites analyzed, this cut removes ∼ 2%
of stars within 1◦ of the satellite. However, for satellites with
fewer visibility periods, this cut removes a large portion of the
stars (∼ 5 − 32% for visibility periods used< 15). In par-
ticular, this cut would remove all known spectroscopic mem-
bers in Aquarius II and removes ∼ 30% of the stars around the
Crater II and Sextans dSphs. The following dwarfs do not have
the ipd gof harmonic amplitude cut applied: Aqu II, Cet III,
CB I, Cra II, Leo I, Leo II, Leo IV, Leo V, Peg III, Psc II, Sgr II,
Seg 1, Seg 2, Sxt, Tri II, and Vir I.
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• vtangential − 3× σvtangential
< vescape,

• visibility periods used > 10,

• duplicated source = False.

Gmax is determined based on the approximate magni-

tude where 90% of stars have an astrometric solution

and varies between Gmax = 20.35 − 20.85 for the dSph

sample. Here |C∗| is the corrected BP and RP flux ex-

cess factor (see Equation 6 of Riello et al. 2021). We

compute the tangential velocity (vtangential) of each star

by converting the proper motions into Galactic coor-

dinates in the Galactic Standard of Rest (GSR) frame

after accounting for the Sun’s reflex motion, assuming

(U�, V�, W�) = (11.1, 12.24, 7.25) km s−1, a circular

velocity of 220 km s−1 (Schönrich et al. 2010), and as-

sume each star is at the satellite’s heliocentric distance.

vesc is computed with the potential MWPotential2014

(with a slightly increased halo mass, Mvir = 1.6 ×
1012 M�) from galpy (Bovy 2015). The escape veloc-

ity is a conservative cut to remove high proper motion

stars that are nearby foreground MW stars. We remove

AGN/QSOs galaxies from the sample with the Gaia cat-

alog gaiaedr3.agn cross id.

For the complete sample, the following cuts are

modified to be less restrictive: Gmax = 21, ruwe

< 1.4, $ − 3.5 × σ$ < 0, and vtangential − 3.5 ×
σvtangential

< vescape. We remove the selection cuts on

ipd gof harmonic amplitude, ipd frac multi peak,

and visibility periods used.

We compute the systematic proper motion errors fol-

lowing Lindegren et al. (2021). The proper motion co-

variance function is:

Vµ(θ) = 292 exp (−θ/12◦)+258 exp (−θ/0.25◦)µas2 yr−2,

(1)

where θ is the angular separation between data points.

We treat σµ,sys=
√
Vµ(θ) as the systematic error for each

dSph. We use the half-light radius (rh) of each dSph as

the characteristic angular scale. We list σµ,sys values in

Table 2. For our sample the proper motion systematic

errors varied between ∼ 16−23 µas yr−1 and the median

value is 22 µas yr−1. An alternative form is presented

in Vasiliev & Baumgardt (2021) that has values of Vµ(θ)

that are 15% to 40% larger than Equation 1.

2.2. Photometry

We utilize several different photometric catalogs to im-

prove the separation between dSph member stars and

MW interlopers. This is primarily composed of Dark

Energy Camera (DECam; Flaugher et al. 2015) based

data and Pan-STARRS1 DR1 (PS1) (Chambers et al.

2016) in the Northern sky. For the ‘bright’ dSphs we use

Gaia EDR3 G, GRP photometry. The DECam based

catalogs include: the Dark Energy Survey (DES) DR2

(Abbott et al. 2021), the Dark Energy Camera Legacy

Survey (DECaLs) DR9 (Dey et al. 2019), Survey of the

MAgellanic Stellar History DR2 (Nidever et al. 2021a),

DECam Local Volume Exploration Survey DR1 (Drlica-

Wagner et al. 2021), and the NOIRLab Source Catalog

(NSC) DR2 (Nidever et al. 2021b). At faint magnitudes

(G & 20), the Gaia G−GRP color has significant errors

and utilizing accurate auxiliary photometry significantly

improves the separation between MW foreground and

the dSph (see Figure 1 of Pace & Li 2019).

We opt to not apply any star/galaxy separation from

the photometric surveys and instead use the Gaia as-

trometry as our stellar selection. In particular, there

are several bright stars in DES DR2 that are considered

galaxies (extended class coadd=3, e.g. the brightest

member in Tuc III, Hansen et al. 2017 and a bright can-

didate member in Cet II) and the inclusion of these stars

are key to determine the systemic proper motion.

We apply empirical isochrone based filters in the color-

magnitude diagrams to improve dSph member selection.

The isochrone filter is created based on spectroscopic

members (see citations in Tables 1 & 4) and starts from

an old, metal-poor isochrone. The DECam based selec-

tion is similar to Pace & Li (2019) but includes the red

horizontal branch. This selection is based primarily on a

g-r color selection of 0.12-0.15 around a [Fe/H]=−2 and

age = 12 Gyr Dartmouth isochrone (Dotter et al. 2008)

and around the ridgeline of the M92 globular cluster for

horizontal branch stars (since Dartmouth isochrone does

not contain a horizontal branch). For the DECam based

photometry we do not increase the filter due to photo-

metric errors as they are generally small at the limiting

Gaia magnitude. The PS1 isochrone filter is created in a

similar manner except we use PARSEC isochrone from

Bressan et al. (2012). In contrast to the DECam based

selection, we increase the width of the filter at faint mag-

nitudes with an additional error term based on the me-

dian errors at a given magnitude, added in quadrature

with the constant width of 0.15-0.16 in g-r color. For the

bright satellites, we construct a wide Gaia G − RRP -G

color-magnitude box based on spectroscopic members.

The box width increases with magnitude to account for

the large errors in color for fainter Gaia stars. We show

the spectroscopic selection in Figure 1 along with the

spectroscopic members used to construct the filter.
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á
zq

u
ez

et
a
l.

2
0
1
9
)

(a
j)

(W
a
lk

er
et

a
l.

2
0
1
6
)

(a
k
)

(S
im

o
n

et
a
l.

2
0
2
0
)

(a
l)

(M
u
tl

u
-P

a
k
d
il

et
a
l.

2
0
2
0
)

(a
m

)
(K

o
p

o
so

v
et

a
l.

2
0
1
5
a
)

(a
n
)

(K
o
p

o
so

v
et

a
l.

2
0
1
5
b
)

(a
o
)

(K
im

&
J
er

je
n

2
0
1
5
)

(a
p
)

(K
ir

b
y

et
a
l.

2
0
1
5
)

(a
q
)

(M
a
rt

in
et

a
l.

2
0
1
5
)

(a
r)

(V
iv

a
s

et
a
l.

2
0
1
6
)

(a
s)

(K
o
p

o
so

v
et

a
l.

2
0
1
8
)

(a
t)

(M
a
te

o
et

a
l.

2
0
0
8
)

(a
u
)

(S
te

ts
o
n

et
a
l.

2
0
1
4
)

(a
v
)

(B
el

la
zz

in
i
et

a
l.

2
0
0
5
)

(a
w

)
(S

p
en

ce
r

et
a
l.

2
0
1
7
)

(a
x
)

(M
ed

in
a

et
a
l.

2
0
1
8
)

(a
y
)

(J
en

k
in

s
et

a
l.

2
0
2
1
)

(a
z)

(K
im

et
a
l.

2
0
1
6
)

(b
a
)

(R
ic

h
st

ei
n

et
a
l.

2
0
2
2
)

(b
b
)

(M
u
tl

u
-P

a
k
d
il

et
a
l.

2
0
1
8
)

(b
c)

(D
rl

ic
a
-W

a
g
n
er

et
a
l.

2
0
1
6
)

(b
d
)

(S
a
n
d

et
a
l.

2
0
1
2
)

(b
e)

(W
a
lk

er
et

a
l.

2
0
1
5
a
)

(b
f)

(L
o
n
g
ea

rd
et

a
l.

2
0
2
1
a
)

(b
g
)

(M
a
rt́

ın
ez

-V
á
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3. METHODS

To measure the systemic proper motions of the MW

satellites we construct proper motion based mixture

models that build on the methodology presented in Pace

& Li (2019) and McConnachie & Venn (2020a). Briefly,

we model the proper motions and spatial positions of

stars near a satellite as a mixture of a satellite and MW

foreground/background components:

L = (1− fMW)Lsatellite + fMWLMW , (2)

where each individual component is decomposed into

spatial and proper motion (PM) terms:

Lsatellite/MW = LspatialLPM . (3)

For the satellite spatial term, we assume a projected

Plummer stellar distribution (Plummer 1911):

Σ(Re) =
1

πr2
p(1− ε)

(1 +R2
e/r

2
p)
−2 , (4)

where rp, ε, and Re are the Plummer half-light radius,

the ellipticity, and the elliptical radius, respectively. In

contrast to Pace & Li (2019), we vary the spatial param-

eters, rp, ε, and θ. We assume Gaussian priors on these

parameters based on literature measurements (listed in

Table 1). For the MW spatial component we assume

that the MW component is spatially constant in the

small regions around the satellite.

For satellite proper motion component we model the

proper motions as a multivariate distribution (e.g., Pace

& Li 2019). We include the covariance in the proper mo-

tion errors (the cross term in the proper motion error)

and instrinsic proper motion dispersion terms. While

the proper motion errors have improved in EDR3, they

are not precise enough to measure internal dispersions

and we fix intrinsic dispersion terms for the satellite

component as they are smaller than the proper mo-

tion uncertainties. For most bright satellites we fix

σµ = 10 km s−1 and for all UFDs (including Ant II and

Cra II) we fix σµ = 5 km s−1.

For the MW proper motion distribution, we utilize

two models. The first ‘fixed’ background model, is

created from the proper motion distribution of stars

at radii much larger than the target (McConnachie &

Venn 2020a). At a large distance from the target dSph,

this sample will only include MW stars. Especially,

we select stars between Rmax,sat < R < Rmax,BG and

set Rmax,sat based on rh. For the smaller UFDs, the

maximum radius varies between 25′ < Rmax,sat < 60′

and for the bright satellites it varies between 60′ <

Rmax,sat < 210′. We set the limiting radius of the

background model to Rmax,BG = 2.5◦ for the UFDs

and for the bright satellites (including Boo III) we use

Rmax,BG = Rmax, sat + 1◦. We apply the same color-

magnitude selection and astrometric filtering to the dis-

tant MW sample to mimic the selection for candidate

satellite stars. We note for several satellites we removed

other known stellar systems, e.g., Boo II from the Boo I

background (and vice versa), Palomar 3 and Sextans A

from the Sxt background. The second ‘Gaussian’ back-

ground model, uses a multi-variate Gaussian distribu-

tion with free proper motion dispersion terms (e.g., Pace

& Li 2019). Other models have been explored in the lit-

erature including multiple Gaussian distributions (e.g.,

Pace & Li 2019; Vasiliev & Baumgardt 2021) or a Pear-

son VII distribution (Vitral 2021).

To determine the membership of stars we compute

the relative likelihood between the satellite and total

likelihood: p = (1−fMW)Lsatellite/[(1−fMW)Lsatellite +

fMWLMW] (e.g., Martinez et al. 2011). We take the

median value to be the star’s membership probability

(which we refer to as pi, for the i-th star) and compute

the membership error (based on 16% and 84% confi-

dence intervals) which we use to assess the confidence of

the population assignment for individual stars and any

potential signal from dSphs with few candidate mem-

bers.

3.1. Orbit Methods

In order to simulate the orbits of these dwarfs, we ac-

count for the potential of the MW and the LMC. This

is done using the technique of Erkal & Belokurov (2020)

where the MW and the LMC are treated as individ-

ual particles sourcing their respective potentials. For

the Milky Way potential we use the results of McMil-

lan (2017) where the MW consists of an NFW halo, a

bulge, and four disks (thin, thick, HI, and H2). In order
to account for the uncertainties in the MW potential,

we sample from the posterior chains in McMillan (2017)

in our fiducial setup. For the LMC, we use a Hernquist

profile as in Erkal & Belokurov (2020), with a mass of

1.38 ± 0.255 × 1011M� (from Erkal et al. 2019) and a

scale radius chosen to match the enclosed mass at 8.7

kpc (van der Marel & Kallivayalil 2014). In the fiducial

setup, we also account for the observed uncertainties in

the radial velocity (van der Marel et al. 2002), proper

motion (Kallivayalil et al. 2013), and distance to the

LMC (Pietrzyński et al. 2019). Each dwarf is then re-

wound in the presence of the Milky Way and LMC for

10 Gyr to estimate its orbital properties. We note that

these models include the Milky Way’s reflex motion in

response to the LMC which was initially highlighted in

Gómez et al. (2015) and measured in Erkal et al. (2021);

Petersen & Peñarrubia (2021).
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Figure 1. Color-magnitude selection based on spectroscopic members (see Tables 1,4 for citations). (Left) DECam based
selection. The same filter is used for most of the DECam dSphs. (middle) PS1 based selection. The filter is expanded at faint
magnitudes based on photometric errors. (right) Gaia based selection for Dra. A similar selection is made based on spectroscopic
members for the other bright dSphs.

4. RESULTS

4.1. Proper Motions

We are able to measure the systemic proper motion of

52 of our 54 dSph sample of which 46 have line-of-sight

velocities. We have the first confident detection of the

systemic proper motion of Peg III and do not detect a

signal in Cet III or Vir I. We identify between ∼ 4 and

∼ 16200 members in the 52 dSphs. To demonstrate the

ability of our model to identify dwarf members, we show

example results for four dSphs in Figure 2. The iden-

tified member stars cluster spatially, cluster in proper

motion space, and cluster along metal-poor isochrones

in color-magnitude space. In Table 2, we list our re-

sults for the systemic proper motion of the 52 dwarfs.

We include our measurements and number of members

with both the fixed and Gaussian background models

with the clean sample. The systemic proper motions

are in excellent agreement between the two background

models, with differences . 0.01 mas yr−1.

For the majority of the UFDs there is excellent agree-

ment in the total membership with both background

models. Only in three UFDs, Hyi I, Boo III, and Tuc III,

are there differences with ∆N ≥ 5. For the brighter

dSphs, most show differences in total membership be-

tween the two background models. Ant II and Car in

particular have large differences of ∼ 140 and ∼ 110

stars while other bright dwarfs have differences on the

order ∼ 5 − 10 stars. The individual stars with a large

difference in membership between the two background

models tend to be fainter stars with large proper motion

errors. We note that for Car II, Car III, and Pic II we do

not have results from the Gaussian background model,

this is discussed in more detail in Appendix B. We con-

sider the results from the fixed background model as our

default model.

We find that the two data samples, ‘clean’ and ‘com-

plete,’ have excellent agreement between them. Results

with the same background model finds similar mem-

bership for stars that overlap between the ‘clean’ and

‘complete’ samples. We base our primary results on the

‘clean’ sample in this analysis and provide membership

for both samples and both background models in Ap-

pendix A. This will enable future spectroscopic follow-

up. To enable the search for distant members, we re-

compute our membership analysis without the spatial

component and only use the proper motion posterior

(e.g., Chiti et al. 2020; Qi et al. 2022) and include these

membership probabilities in Appendix A.

We are not able to measure the systemic motion of

Cet III or Vir I and are only able to measure a signal in

Psc II when spectroscopic information is included (see

Appendix B). Neither Cet III nor Vir I have any spectro-

scopic follow-up and there are no stars with high mem-

bership probability. In order to measure the systemic

proper motion with Gaia astrometry, members will need

to be identified beforehand (i.e., with spectroscopy) and

these systems may be faint enough that there are no

stars above the Gaia magnitude limit. Boo IV, Hor II,

Peg III, and Tuc V have the most uncertain detections

with ∼ 4 members in each. Only Tuc V has Gaia can-

didate stars that are spectroscopically confirmed.

Systematic proper motion errors computed using

Equation 1 are presented in Table 2. There are 15 dSphs

where the systematic proper motion error is larger than
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Table 2. Systemic Proper Motion Measurements

Dwarf N Nmem,F µα?F µδF Nmem,G µα?G µδG σµ,sys

Ant II 4889 558.2+25.6
−25.2 −0.093+0.008

−0.008 0.100+0.009
−0.009 414.7+24.9

−24.6 −0.090+0.009
−0.009 0.100+0.010

−0.010 0.016

Aqu II 51 16.3+1.8
−1.8 −0.170+0.113

−0.119 −0.466+0.096
−0.095 14.3+2.1

−1.7 −0.183+0.121
−0.122 −0.446+0.099

−0.096 0.022

Boo I 373 167.9+3.5
−3.6 −0.385+0.017

−0.017 −1.068+0.013
−0.013 170.0+4.5

−4.5 −0.387+0.017
−0.016 −1.064+0.013

−0.013 0.021

Boo II 88 20.9+1.0
−0.9 −2.426+0.080

−0.077 −0.414+0.061
−0.061 20.2+1.1

−1.0 −2.419+0.078
−0.080 −0.413+0.061

−0.061 0.022

Boo III 1073 73.6+6.0
−5.7 −1.176+0.019

−0.019 −0.890+0.015
−0.015 90.8+7.1

−6.8 −1.168+0.018
−0.018 −0.890+0.014

−0.014 0.018

Boo IV 43 4.2+0.5
−0.8 0.469+0.180

−0.244 0.489+0.256
−0.255 4.1+0.5

−1.3 0.445+0.195
−0.433 0.500+0.311

−0.295 0.021

CVn I 322 122.5+1.4
−1.4 −0.096+0.030

−0.031 −0.116+0.020
−0.020 120.5+1.8

−1.8 −0.093+0.030
−0.030 −0.114+0.020

−0.020 0.021

CVn II 15 11.1+0.6
−0.6 −0.124+0.117

−0.115 −0.254+0.082
−0.080 11.8+1.1

−0.5 −0.116+0.111
−0.109 −0.264+0.080

−0.079 0.023

Car 10273 2043.4+11.5
−11.4 0.532+0.007

−0.006 0.127+0.006
−0.006 1952.8+11.8

−11.7 0.534+0.007
−0.007 0.124+0.006

−0.006 0.020

Car II 5033 60.4+3.7
−3.7 1.885+0.018

−0.019 0.133+0.019
−0.019 0.021

Car III 5033 9.5+1.3
−1.0 3.095+0.040

−0.041 1.395+0.045
−0.045 0.022

Cen I 282 19.0+1.8
−1.8 −0.074+0.062

−0.065 −0.199+0.054
−0.055 17.9+1.8

−1.7 −0.063+0.063
−0.065 −0.198+0.056

−0.056 0.022

Cet II 151 4.9+0.1
−0.1 2.844+0.061

−0.059 0.474+0.064
−0.063 5.0+0.0

−0.0 2.845+0.060
−0.060 0.475+0.063

−0.064 0.023

Col I 54 5.7+0.3
−0.3 0.169+0.071

−0.073 −0.400+0.079
−0.079 5.6+0.3

−0.3 0.168+0.071
−0.073 −0.400+0.081

−0.081 0.023

CB 265 35.5+0.9
−0.9 0.423+0.026

−0.027 −1.721+0.024
−0.024 35.7+1.0

−1.1 0.423+0.026
−0.025 −1.720+0.024

−0.024 0.022

Cra II 9310 390.3+13.8
−13.4 −0.072+0.020

−0.020 −0.112+0.013
−0.013 371.2+13.2

−12.9 −0.053+0.020
−0.021 −0.103+0.013

−0.013 0.018

Dra 5678 1517.6+4.0
−4.0 0.044+0.005

−0.006 −0.188+0.006
−0.006 1506.3+4.7

−4.7 0.046+0.006
−0.006 −0.188+0.006

−0.006 0.021

Dra II 247 20.0+0.6
−0.8 1.027+0.067

−0.065 0.887+0.072
−0.072 19.5+0.8

−1.1 1.030+0.069
−0.068 0.889+0.077

−0.072 0.022

Eri II 23 19.5+0.5
−0.5 0.125+0.101

−0.100 0.013+0.123
−0.127 19.5+2.1

−0.8 0.136+0.098
−0.100 0.003+0.125

−0.121 0.023

For 17007 16222.9+5.6
−5.6 0.381+0.001

−0.001 −0.359+0.002
−0.002 16198.2+9.8

−9.8 0.381+0.001
−0.001 −0.358+0.002

−0.002 0.019

Gru I 74 9.3+0.3
−0.4 0.069+0.051

−0.050 −0.248+0.071
−0.072 9.4+0.3

−0.4 0.070+0.050
−0.050 −0.246+0.073

−0.072 0.022

Gru II 204 32.8+3.2
−3.1 0.384+0.033

−0.033 −1.484+0.039
−0.040 34.4+3.5

−3.4 0.384+0.033
−0.032 −1.478+0.038

−0.040 0.022

Her 184 40.9+1.4
−1.5 −0.035+0.042

−0.042 −0.339+0.035
−0.036 41.0+1.3

−1.4 −0.031+0.040
−0.041 −0.334+0.034

−0.034 0.022

Hor I 50 19.1+0.5
−0.4 0.847+0.034

−0.035 −0.607+0.035
−0.035 19.2+0.6

−0.6 0.846+0.034
−0.034 −0.606+0.036

−0.036 0.023

Hor II 40 3.9+0.3
−0.3 0.967+0.173

−0.171 −0.771+0.220
−0.230 3.8+0.3

−0.4 0.976+0.177
−0.179 −0.762+0.233

−0.237 0.023

Hyd II 82 17.5+0.4
−0.5 −0.394+0.140

−0.140 0.000+0.103
−0.104 17.3+0.5

−0.6 −0.395+0.139
−0.142 0.001+0.106

−0.106 0.023

Hyi I 1801 102.4+4.0
−4.0 3.781+0.016

−0.016 −1.496+0.015
−0.015 92.3+3.9

−4.0 3.783+0.016
−0.016 −1.495+0.015

−0.015 0.021

Leo I 1031 920.7+1.1
−1.1 −0.050+0.014

−0.014 −0.120+0.010
−0.010 920.6+1.8

−1.8 −0.047+0.014
−0.014 −0.118+0.010

−0.010 0.022

Leo II 343 264.4+0.5
−0.5 −0.109+0.028

−0.028 −0.150+0.026
−0.026 263.9+1.0

−0.8 −0.108+0.028
−0.028 −0.149+0.027

−0.027 0.023

Leo IV 11 6.2+0.2
−0.1 −0.009+0.152

−0.152 −0.279+0.115
−0.112 6.2+0.8

−0.2 −0.021+0.152
−0.150 −0.279+0.110

−0.111 0.023

Leo V 6 6.0+0.0
−0.0 0.113+0.219

−0.215 −0.391+0.155
−0.153 6.0+0.0

−0.0 0.115+0.213
−0.217 −0.391+0.151

−0.154 0.023

Peg III 25 3.9+0.3
−0.4 −0.030+0.210

−0.210 −0.580+0.213
−0.208 3.8+0.3

−0.4 −0.019+0.212
−0.218 −0.567+0.217

−0.217 0.023

Phx II 45 9.5+0.3
−0.3 0.507+0.047

−0.048 −1.199+0.058
−0.057 9.5+0.3

−0.3 0.507+0.047
−0.048 −1.198+0.058

−0.059 0.023

Pic I 68 8.3+0.3
−0.3 0.153+0.086

−0.088 0.096+0.118
−0.114 8.2+0.3

−0.4 0.150+0.087
−0.087 0.097+0.119

−0.117 0.023

Pic II 455 6.1+3.5
−1.5 1.091+0.113

−0.423 1.179+0.116
−0.087 0.022

Psc II 3 0.681+0.309
−0.307 −0.645+0.215

−0.209 0.022

Ret II 465 50.2+1.4
−1.4 2.377+0.023

−0.024 −1.379+0.026
−0.025 49.4+1.4

−1.5 2.375+0.023
−0.023 −1.378+0.027

−0.026 0.021

Ret III 67 5.7+0.8
−1.5 0.260+0.140

−0.144 −0.502+0.222
−0.226 4.9+1.1

−2.2 0.260+0.163
−0.173 −0.524+0.330

−0.318 0.023

Sgr II 769 65.2+1.3
−1.3 −0.769+0.035

−0.035 −0.903+0.022
−0.023 63.1+1.3

−1.3 −0.771+0.036
−0.035 −0.902+0.023

−0.023 0.023

Scl 7362 6184.2+3.5
−3.6 0.100+0.002

−0.002 −0.158+0.002
−0.002 6195.5+6.6

−6.5 0.101+0.003
−0.003 −0.156+0.002

−0.002 0.020

Seg 1 302 17.9+1.9
−1.9 −2.102+0.051

−0.051 −3.375+0.044
−0.046 16.5+1.9

−1.9 −2.099+0.053
−0.054 −3.375+0.047

−0.047 0.022

Seg 2 201 16.4+0.7
−0.7 1.446+0.059

−0.059 −0.322+0.049
−0.050 15.9+0.7

−0.7 1.445+0.059
−0.061 −0.321+0.050

−0.051 0.022

Sxt 4359 1361.0+6.5
−6.5 −0.409+0.009

−0.008 0.037+0.009
−0.009 1333.0+8.2

−8.2 −0.409+0.009
−0.009 0.041+0.009

−0.009 0.019

Tri II 799 10.7+1.5
−1.3 0.575+0.060

−0.060 0.112+0.069
−0.067 11.1+1.5

−1.3 0.571+0.058
−0.058 0.109+0.065

−0.067 0.023

Tuc II 277 40.6+4.7
−4.6 0.911+0.024

−0.026 −1.280+0.029
−0.029 42.5+5.0

−5.0 0.905+0.024
−0.026 −1.277+0.029

−0.030 0.020

Tuc III 881 46.8+5.1
−4.7 −0.048+0.035

−0.036 −1.638+0.039
−0.039 54.3+5.9

−5.7 −0.040+0.034
−0.034 −1.629+0.038

−0.038 0.022

Tuc IV 344 11.0+2.2
−1.9 0.534+0.050

−0.053 −1.707+0.054
−0.055 12.1+2.3

−2.1 0.540+0.049
−0.051 −1.697+0.053

−0.055 0.021

Tuc V 62 4.6+1.7
−4.6 −0.161+0.087

−0.176 −1.157+0.150
−0.195 5.6+1.2

−3.1 −0.152+0.057
−0.068 −1.151+0.074

−0.079 0.023

UMa I 122 44.0+0.9
−1.0 −0.401+0.036

−0.036 −0.613+0.040
−0.042 42.9+1.2

−1.3 −0.398+0.036
−0.038 −0.614+0.042

−0.043 0.021

UMa II 812 47.0+2.3
−2.3 1.731+0.021

−0.021 −1.906+0.024
−0.025 42.6+2.6

−2.6 1.734+0.022
−0.022 −1.902+0.025

−0.025 0.020

UMi 5113 1909.1+6.9
−6.9 −0.120+0.005

−0.005 0.071+0.005
−0.005 1890.2+8.0

−8.1 −0.119+0.005
−0.005 0.072+0.005

−0.005 0.019

Wil 1 76 7.7+0.9
−0.6 0.255+0.077

−0.087 −1.110+0.095
−0.091 7.6+1.1

−0.5 0.241+0.082
−0.085 −1.108+0.096

−0.096 0.023
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Figure 2. Results of the mixture model for 4 dSphs, from top to bottom: Boo III, CB, Hyd II, and UMi. The four rows are the
spatial distribution (tangent plane), the proper motion (vector point diagram), a DECam based color-magnitude diagram (not
included for UMi), and a Gaia color-magnitude diagram. Points with membership probability p > 0.01 are colored according
to their probability; the rest are considered MW foreground stars and are shown as grey points. The red arrow points toward
the Galactic center and the orange arrow is the direction of the reflex-corrected proper motion which is approximately equal to
the orbital motion. Two ellipses are included in the spatial distribution at one and three times the half-light radius.
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Figure 3. Phase-space diagram for the MW dSphs where
the x-axis shows the distance to the Galactic center (GC)
and the y-axis shows the total velocity in 3D, where positive
(negative) indicates that the dSph is moving away from (to-
wards) the GC. The black lines represent the escape velocity
of the MW.

the statistical error. This includes all ‘bright’ dSphs ex-

cept for Leo II, and five UFDs, Boo I, Boo III, Car II,

Hyi I, and Sgr II. Excluding Leo II, dSphs with more

than ∼ 60 members are dominated by systematic errors

whereas systems with fewer members are dominated by

statistical errors. We note that because of Leo II’s dis-

tance it has a larger statistical error than other systems

with a similar number of stars.

In Figure 3, we show the phase-space diagram for the

46 MW dSphs with systemic proper motion measure-

ments and line-of-sight velocity data. For comparison

we include the escape velocity of the MW. The 5 dSphs

outside of the MW escape velocity are labeled but we

note that they have the largest tangential velocity errors

and their total velocity may be overestimated.

4.2. Orbits

Next, we explore the orbits of these dwarfs in the

Milky Way as described in Section 3.1. In our fiducial

setup, we include the LMC and Monte Carlo over the un-

certainties in the observational properties of each dwarf

(i.e. proper motions, radial velocity, and distance), as

well as the potential parameters of the Milky Way and

the LMC (see Sec. 3.1 for more details). This Monte

Carlo process is repeated 10,000 times for each dwarf

to sample the uncertainties. In addition to this fiducial

run, we also have an ‘nL’ run where the LMC’s effect is

not included. This allows us to see how much the orbital

properties are influenced by the LMC. We note that we

have also repeated the same suite several times with dif-

ferent assumptions about the observational, Milky Way

potential, and LMC potential errors in order to explore

the dominant contribution to the error. We discuss this

analysis in Section 5.7.

For the 46 dwarfs with line-of-sight velocities we com-

pute their orbital properties with and without the pres-

ence of the LMC. For the 16 dwarfs whose orbits are

significantly affected (> 25% change in either pericenter

or apocenter), we show the orbital properties with and

without the LMC in Figure 4. This shows that in order

to get precise orbits, the LMC must be accounted for.

In Table 3, we list the pericenter, apocenter, eccen-

tricity, and probability of being an LMC satellite. We

include the ratio of pericenter and apocenter with and

without the influence of the LMC to highlight which

dwarfs are significantly affected by the inclusion of the

LMC. We note that we define the pericenter and apoc-

enter respectively as the first local minimum and max-

imum in the distance from the Milky Way during the

backwards rewinding of each satellite. This is motivated

by the results of D’Souza & Bell (2022) who showed that

while the most recent pericenter and apocenter can be

reliably determined during backwards integration, sub-

sequent pericenters and apocenters are more poorly con-

strained. As a result, if a satellite is unbound from the

Milky Way, it may not have a pericenter or an apocen-

ter. We note that we only compute orbital uncertainties

in pericenter and apocenter for the subset of realizations

which respectively reach their pericenter and apocenter

during the integration. We find that ∼2%, 6%, 15%,

34%, 46%, 77%, 87%, 88%, 89%, and 89% of the sam-

ples in Psc II, Peg III, Eri II, Col I, Leo V, Hyd II,

Leo IV, CVn II, Phx II, and Ret II respectively, reach

their pericenters and/or apocenters during our orbit in-

tegration and these samples might not be bound to the

MW. The first 5 of these dSphs have the largest proper

motion errors of the sample. The reminder of satellites

have pericenters and apocenters for > 90% of the sam-
ple.

The following dwarfs have a significant change (>

25%) to their orbital pericenter due to the presence of

the LMC: Ant II, Aqu II, Cvn I, Car, Cra II, Dra, Eri II,

Gru I, Hyi I, Ret II, Sgr II, Tuc III, and UMi. These

updated orbits may have a significant effect on the tidal

disruption of these satellites. Indeed, for Ant II and

Cra II, the effect of these updated orbits on the dwarf’s

tidal disruption has already been studied (i.e. Ji et al.

2021).

Several dwarfs have a significant change to their or-

bital apocenter due to the presence of the LMC: Aqu II,

Col I, Leo V, Ret II, Ret III, Scl, Sxt, and Tuc II. While

some of these are believed to be LMC satellites which

would naturally affect their apocenters (i.e. Ret II), the

change in the orbits of the remaining dwarfs may signif-
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Table 3. dSph Orbital Properties

Dwarf rperi rapo ecc fperi rnL
peri rnL

apo eccnL fnL
peri rperi/r

nL
peri rapo/r

nL
apo pLMC

kpc kpc kpc kpc

Ant II 38.2+10.0
−7.8 137.2+7.6

−6.8 0.56+0.06
−0.07 0.96+0.04

−0.05 50.7+12.9
−9.7 144.7+9.2

−7.7 0.48+0.07
−0.07 0.88+0.03

−0.07 0.75 0.95 0.00

Aqu II 55.1+40.8
−32.7 145.9+53.6

−17.4 0.49+0.23
−0.13 0.57+0.18

−0.46 77.9+23.2
−41.2 115.6+81.3

−7.8 0.31+0.24
−0.13 0.75+0.20

−0.72 0.71 1.26 0.00

Boo I 37.9+7.5
−6.8 71.7+8.3

−5.5 0.31+0.05
−0.04 0.77+0.09

−0.17 35.3+7.1
−6.1 80.9+11.0

−7.1 0.40+0.04
−0.03 0.62+0.09

−0.15 1.07 0.89 0.00

Boo II 35.8+2.9
−2.5 176.3+122.5

−56.0 0.65+0.10
−0.10 0.03+0.02

−0.02 39.0+1.9
−1.9 203.0+178.1

−75.4 0.68+0.10
−0.11 0.00+0.00

−0.00 0.92 0.87 0.00

Boo III 7.8+2.3
−2.0 97.9+17.1

−10.9 0.86+0.03
−0.03 0.42+0.05

−0.07 7.5+2.2
−1.9 108.1+21.4

−12.8 0.87+0.03
−0.03 0.38+0.05

−0.07 1.04 0.91 0.00

CVn I 84.5+53.6
−37.2 229.8+31.7

−13.2 0.46+0.18
−0.13 0.87+0.08

−0.28 68.7+42.7
−31.0 256.5+34.2

−16.0 0.58+0.15
−0.12 0.76+0.08

−0.20 1.23 0.90 0.10

CVn II 47.5+46.8
−29.7 234.0+92.5

−27.1 0.66+0.19
−0.14 0.62+0.13

−0.29 46.0+45.5
−27.6 201.1+55.2

−15.0 0.64+0.20
−0.16 0.75+0.09

−0.29 1.03 1.16 0.01

Car 77.9+24.1
−17.9 108.1+7.9

−5.7 0.18+0.10
−0.12 1.00+0.00

−0.09 104.6+7.5
−22.5 114.4+49.7

−11.8 0.10+0.11
−0.07 0.10+0.89

−0.10 0.74 0.94 0.28

Car II 29.2+0.6
−0.6 176.0+170.7

−43.5 0.72+0.13
−0.07 0.06+0.03

−0.03 28.9+0.6
−0.6 227.1+143.4

−55.4 0.78+0.08
−0.06 0.05+0.02

−0.02 1.01 0.78 1.00

Car III 28.8+0.6
−0.6 230.1+121.2

−44.3 0.78+0.07
−0.04 0.00+0.00

−0.00 28.7+0.6
−0.6 185.7+122.5

−50.3 0.74+0.09
−0.08 0.00+0.00

−0.00 1.00 1.24 1.00

Col I 165.5+15.0
−57.2 303.0+248.4

−112.3 0.24+0.15
−0.11 0.20+0.77

−0.15 175.0+17.5
−65.1 232.9+253.9

−102.2 0.25+0.14
−0.09 0.26+0.67

−0.22 0.95 1.30 0.01

CB 42.5+1.6
−1.6 68.1+17.1

−11.0 0.23+0.09
−0.07 0.03+0.03

−0.01 42.4+1.5
−1.6 80.4+23.4

−14.3 0.31+0.10
−0.08 0.02+0.02

−0.01 1.00 0.85 0.00

Cra II 24.0+5.6
−5.2 138.1+7.9

−4.9 0.71+0.05
−0.05 0.81+0.04

−0.06 35.8+8.4
−6.8 137.1+7.0

−4.5 0.59+0.06
−0.06 0.80+0.04

−0.07 0.67 1.01 0.36

Dra 58.0+11.4
−9.5 106.3+20.4

−13.1 0.30+0.04
−0.04 0.37+0.16

−0.21 40.4+6.5
−5.4 95.6+12.0

−9.1 0.41+0.03
−0.02 0.65+0.08

−0.12 1.43 1.11 0.55

Dra II 21.4+1.7
−1.1 90.8+28.5

−14.3 0.62+0.06
−0.04 0.04+0.02

−0.02 19.9+0.5
−0.5 80.5+19.1

−10.8 0.60+0.06
−0.04 0.06+0.02

−0.02 1.07 1.13 0.96

Eri II 114.4+80.9
−67.6 440.9+158.3

−47.5 0.57+0.22
−0.19 0.85+0.07

−0.15 212.9+69.1
−59.1 454.5+160.5

−68.0 0.64+0.19
−0.16 0.75+0.08

−0.13 0.54 0.97 0.03

For 76.7+43.1
−27.9 152.7+9.7

−9.1 0.33+0.17
−0.18 0.96+0.02

−0.07 85.2+38.6
−29.3 160.0+24.7

−12.3 0.31+0.14
−0.10 0.87+0.07

−0.32 0.90 0.95 0.00

Gru I 48.9+27.0
−22.9 204.7+58.1

−23.9 0.62+0.14
−0.09 0.48+0.12

−0.21 28.0+15.9
−13.4 268.4+99.1

−45.0 0.82+0.08
−0.07 0.40+0.10

−0.12 1.75 0.76 0.00

Gru II 27.2+8.4
−6.4 64.6+5.3

−4.1 0.41+0.08
−0.08 0.62+0.08

−0.14 24.8+5.1
−4.8 72.4+10.6

−6.9 0.50+0.04
−0.03 0.54+0.09

−0.12 1.10 0.89 0.00

Her 67.4+15.5
−16.1 253.8+115.6

−53.1 0.60+0.06
−0.04 0.31+0.17

−0.15 56.8+15.8
−15.0 237.5+84.3

−40.0 0.63+0.06
−0.05 0.37+0.14

−0.16 1.19 1.07 0.00

Hor I 67.6+13.5
−14.6 81.3+5.5

−4.4 0.09+0.11
−0.07 0.84+0.10

−0.75 68.0+10.5
−16.8 91.2+35.8

−11.0 0.19+0.10
−0.04 0.49+0.37

−0.40 0.99 0.89 0.60

Hyd II 99.2+30.6
−55.7 237.3+191.2

−57.6 0.56+0.14
−0.10 0.41+0.35

−0.31 80.4+27.5
−51.8 214.6+208.6

−73.9 0.61+0.11
−0.08 0.34+0.32

−0.23 1.23 1.11 0.06

Hyi I 45.8+16.1
−6.0 142.8+191.5

−46.9 0.46+0.22
−0.15 0.00+0.00

−0.00 25.3+0.5
−0.5 132.4+63.6

−29.2 0.68+0.09
−0.07 0.00+0.00

−0.00 1.81 1.08 1.00

Leo I 47.5+30.9
−24.0 401.5+83.2

−45.8 0.79+0.10
−0.09 0.61+0.10

−0.14 42.9+28.9
−23.2 532.8+109.6

−86.3 0.86+0.06
−0.06 0.39+0.08

−0.08 1.11 0.75 0.01

Leo II 61.4+62.3
−34.7 230.0+17.6

−17.1 0.58+0.22
−0.28 1.00+0.00

−0.00 54.3+55.7
−31.6 240.1+16.7

−15.3 0.63+0.20
−0.25 0.98+0.01

−0.03 1.13 0.96 0.03

Leo IV 66.8+60.7
−44.1 153.7+87.1

−8.8 0.44+0.30
−0.20 1.00+0.00

−0.77 81.8+73.2
−51.6 153.7+87.0

−5.6 0.38+0.34
−0.26 1.00+0.00

−0.99 0.82 1.00 0.05

Leo V 165.8+5.8
−49.2 189.1+264.3

−30.5 0.35+0.25
−0.22 0.38+0.62

−0.37 137.9+6.5
−55.4 0.0+253.7

−35.0 0.40+0.21
−0.16 0.41+0.51

−0.39 1.20 0.01

Peg III 141.0+87.8
−79.3 251.5+234.0

−34.6 0.25+0.31
−0.16 0.79+0.15

−0.79 162.6+49.4
−75.4 252.6+267.4

−64.6 0.35+0.26
−0.07 0.68+0.23

−0.49 0.87 1.00 0.01

Phx II 84.6+91.3
−35.6 174.2+166.5

−95.1 0.06+0.55
−0.05 0.00+0.39

−0.00 76.5+6.6
−10.0 181.3+250.7

−106.9 0.42+0.20
−0.20 0.02+0.18

−0.02 1.11 0.96 0.93

Pis II 130.5+70.1
−72.3 265.7+304.3

−72.7 0.27+0.31
−0.14 0.53+0.32

−0.53 147.3+26.2
−47.8 248.6+250.8

−116.3 0.39+0.10
−0.07 0.32+0.48

−0.25 0.89 1.07 0.01

Ret II 37.0+2.9
−5.3 69.6+51.1

−20.9 0.28+0.18
−0.09 0.00+0.00

−0.00 25.3+2.8
−3.1 52.7+12.1

−7.8 0.36+0.04
−0.02 0.27+0.14

−0.11 1.46 1.32 0.96

Ret III 55.1+32.8
−32.7 164.1+127.4

−40.3 0.59+0.16
−0.11 0.37+0.24

−0.30 55.5+30.0
−37.5 117.1+124.7

−27.2 0.47+0.22
−0.13 0.54+0.29

−0.49 0.99 1.40 0.00

Sgr II 68.7+9.6
−9.8 93.1+24.3

−15.6 0.16+0.09
−0.07 0.00+0.11

−0.00 46.9+8.5
−9.6 116.3+63.7

−29.5 0.44+0.09
−0.04 0.24+0.20

−0.14 1.47 0.80 0.00

Scl 44.9+4.3
−3.9 145.7+25.2

−14.2 0.54+0.04
−0.03 0.39+0.08

−0.10 55.0+5.5
−5.2 105.3+11.4

−5.9 0.32+0.02
−0.02 0.58+0.11

−0.16 0.82 1.38 0.00

Seg 1 19.8+4.2
−4.8 47.9+20.1

−10.0 0.44+0.06
−0.03 0.29+0.19

−0.16 19.5+4.3
−4.9 48.5+20.3

−10.8 0.45+0.06
−0.03 0.29+0.20

−0.16 1.02 0.99 0.00

Seg 2 18.0+3.8
−3.1 48.2+3.5

−3.2 0.45+0.05
−0.06 0.82+0.03

−0.05 17.4+3.9
−2.9 46.0+3.3

−3.0 0.45+0.05
−0.06 0.88+0.03

−0.04 1.04 1.05 0.00

Sxt 82.2+3.8
−4.3 143.7+48.2

−25.7 0.27+0.11
−0.07 0.22+0.20

−0.11 82.8+3.7
−4.0 196.4+82.4

−38.5 0.41+0.12
−0.08 0.11+0.08

−0.06 0.99 0.73 0.00

Tri II 12.2+1.5
−1.3 85.6+12.7

−7.7 0.75+0.03
−0.02 0.31+0.04

−0.05 12.6+1.1
−1.1 100.1+21.8

−11.8 0.78+0.03
−0.02 0.25+0.04

−0.05 0.97 0.86 0.00

Tuc II 44.8+12.3
−10.1 114.4+35.8

−20.6 0.45+0.05
−0.05 0.13+0.15

−0.13 35.6+4.5
−4.8 178.9+104.1

−48.0 0.67+0.08
−0.05 0.13+0.07

−0.06 1.26 0.64 0.00

Tuc III 1.0+0.4
−0.4 42.0+3.3

−2.7 0.95+0.02
−0.02 0.49+0.02

−0.03 3.2+0.2
−0.2 38.5+2.5

−2.1 0.85+0.01
−0.01 0.51+0.02

−0.03 0.32 1.09 0.00

Tuc IV 32.1+18.5
−12.6 52.7+5.7

−4.2 0.25+0.18
−0.18 0.59+0.15

−0.59 28.7+9.4
−9.1 60.4+22.3

−10.6 0.38+0.08
−0.04 0.50+0.21

−0.27 1.12 0.87 0.25

Tuc V 30.8+14.3
−9.4 70.5+16.6

−9.5 0.40+0.09
−0.07 0.52+0.13

−0.28 24.4+10.4
−8.5 94.1+47.6

−20.4 0.61+0.07
−0.04 0.39+0.17

−0.20 1.26 0.75 0.00

UMa I 49.9+46.2
−15.6 103.5+7.6

−7.4 0.35+0.13
−0.20 0.98+0.02

−0.08 46.5+26.0
−16.0 102.1+6.2

−5.8 0.37+0.15
−0.18 1.00+0.00

−0.00 1.07 1.01 0.00

UMa II 41.4+3.4
−3.6 83.3+31.7

−19.2 0.34+0.11
−0.08 0.00+0.04

−0.00 39.3+2.3
−2.6 102.1+55.4

−28.8 0.44+0.14
−0.11 0.02+0.03

−0.01 1.05 0.82 0.00

UMi 55.7+8.4
−7.0 99.8+13.0

−8.4 0.29+0.03
−0.03 0.51+0.13

−0.20 41.8+5.3
−4.5 91.4+7.4

−5.8 0.37+0.03
−0.03 0.74+0.06

−0.10 1.33 1.09 0.65

Wil 1 16.2+5.2
−3.0 41.9+6.7

−6.6 0.42+0.08
−0.09 1.00+0.00

−0.00 18.7+6.4
−3.7 43.1+7.1

−7.0 0.38+0.08
−0.09 0.99+0.00

−0.01 0.86 0.97 0.00

Note— Columns with the superscript ‘nL’ are orbital parameters without the influence of the LMC.
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icantly affect models of when they were accreted. Col I

and Leo V meet this criteria, but Col I contains a much

larger pericenter and apocenter than the other dSphs

and Leo V is unbound without the presence of the LMC.

For the probability of being an LMC satellite, we use

the approach of Patel et al. (2020): for each dwarf we de-

termine whether it was within the escape velocity of the

LMC at its most recent closest approach to the LMC. We

note that we also tried the method of Erkal & Belokurov

(2020) who instead evaluated whether the satellite was

energetically bound to the LMC 5 Gyr ago. Since we are

sampling over a wide range of Milky Way potentials and

LMC masses, as opposed to Erkal & Belokurov (2020)

who used a single Milky Way potential and a discrete

set of LMC masses, this method does not seem to be

as robust as the approach of Patel et al. (2020). This

also agrees with the results of D’Souza & Bell (2022)

who show that the accuracy of orbits decrease with in-

creased lookback time. We discuss the LMC connection

of the satellites in more detail in Section 5.4.

5. DISCUSSION

5.1. Tidal influence of the Milky Way

There has been extensive discussion on the tidal in-

fluence of the MW on its dSph population and here we

compare our orbital parameters to some commonly used

diagnostics. To directly address whether a satellite can

be tidally influenced, we compare the average dSph den-

sity within the half-light radii to twice the average MW

density at the orbital pericenter in Figure 5. This fol-

lows from the tidal radius assuming a flat rotation curve

for the Milky Way and that the dwarf is on a circular

orbit (King 1962):

rt = r
( m

2M(< r)

) 1
3

, (5)

where rt is the tidal radius, r is the distance from the

Milky Way, m is the mass of the dwarf, and M(< r) is

the enclosed Milky Way’s mass within r. Re-arranging

this and re-calling that we expect strong disruption

when the half-light radius is similar to the tidal radius,

the condition is:

m1/2

r3
1/2

=
2M(< r)

r3
(6)

which implies our condition of ρ1/2 = 2ρ̄MW. To cal-

culate m1/2 for the dSphs, we use the dynamical mass

estimator from Wolf et al. (2010). We additionally in-

clude the Sagittarius (Sgr) dSph 2 in Figure 5 and our

tidal disruption analysis. Sgr is undergoing tidal disrup-

tion (e.g., Vasiliev et al. 2021) and was excluded from

our mixture model analysis due to its large angular size

and low Galactic latitude.

In Figure 5, there are a total of 11 dSphs with

ρ1/2/ρMW (r = rperi) . 10 that could have tidal influ-

ences. Two of these, Car II and Hyi I, are likely LMC

satellites (see Section 5.4) and we exclude them from

this discussion as their past dynamical evolution has pri-

marily been influenced by the LMC and they are on near

their first pericenter in the MW. Three of the dSphs be-

low the average MW density are clearly tidally disrupt-

ing based on independent literature analysis (Ant II,

Sgr, and Tuc III) and we denote them with orange sym-

bols in Figure 5. Tuc III has clear tidal tails extending

∼ 2◦ from the satellite (Drlica-Wagner et al. 2015; Shipp

et al. 2018) and there is velocity gradient along the tidal

tails (Li et al. 2018b). Ant II has a velocity gradient that

aligns with the orbital direction and there is qualitative

agreement between tidal stripping models and Ant II’s

kinematic and spatial properties (Ji et al. 2021; Vivas

et al. 2022).

We denote the other six dSphs with ρ1/2/ρMW (r =

rperi) . 10 as potentially disrupting (Boo I, Boo III,

Cra II, Gru II, Seg 2, and Tuc IV) and more obser-

vational evidence and/or detailed dynamical modeling

is required to confidently assess the tidally disrupting

scenario. Boo III has been argued to be tidally disrupt-

ing based on its large velocity dispersion (Carlin et al.

2009), its small pericenter (rperi ∼ 12 kpc) and possible

connection to the Styx stream (Carlin & Sand 2018).

Simon et al. (2020) noted that the tidal radius of Gru II

is just larger than its physical size and may be vulner-

able to tidal stripping. There is a tentative velocity

gradient in Cra II and the tidal radius is less than the

half-light radius but the predicted tidal features are be-

yond the range of current spectroscopic samples (Ji et al.

2021). For Boo I there is a potential velocity gradient

(Longeard et al. 2021b) and there are several blue hori-

zontal branch star candidates at large distances, outside

the King limiting radius (Filion & Wyse 2021) which are

both consistent with tidal stripping models (Longeard

et al. 2021b; Filion & Wyse 2021). Tuc IV has had

a recent, direct (∆d ∼ 4 kpc) collision with the LMC

(Simon et al. 2020). Tidal stripping has been used as

2 Sgr is not in our primary sample and the systemic proper motion
and orbital motion was not derived in this work. For reference,
we use rperi ∼ 16 kpc (Vasiliev et al. 2021), σ ∼ 15 km s−1

(Vasiliev & Belokurov 2020), and rh ∼ 2500 pc and ε ∼ 0.64
(McConnachie 2012).
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half-light radius and it will likely be tidal disrupting. Satellites near or below the curve are labeled. Orange symbols denote
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Figure 6. Correlation plots of dSphs in terms of their densities, ellipticies, pericenters, and half-light radii. Symbols and colors
are the same as Figure 5. Left panel: Ellipticity (ε) versus the average dSph density divided by the average MW density at
the dSph’s pericenter (ρ1/2/ρMW (r = rperi)). Center panel: Ellipticity (ε) versus pericenter (rperi). Right panel: Half-light
radius (r1/2) vs pericenter (rperi). There is no clear trend for pericenter or the average density ratio with ellipticity (left and
middle panel). The dSphs with evidence of tidal disruption and the smallest ρ1/2/ρMW (r = rperi) ratios have larger half-light
radii at a fixed pericenter than the general dSph population (right panel).

an explanation for why is offset from the stellar mass-

metallicity relation (Kirby et al. 2013). No detailed

tidal stripping models have been carried out for Boo III,

Gru II, Seg 2, or Tuc IV. These dSphs are prime targets

for searches for direct evidence of tidal disruption and/or

detailed dynamical modeling.

There are other satellites that have small pericenters

(rperi < 30 kpc; Car III, Dra II, Seg 1, Tri II, and Wil 1),

but they all have larger average densities and are there-

fore resilient to the tidal influence of the MW. We note

that if the velocity dispersion was over-estimated these

satellites could be undergoing tidal disruption by the

MW (e.g., from unresolved binaries Minor et al. 2019,
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or from small sample sizes). Some of the dSphs have up-

per limits on their velocity dispersion and if we assume

a value of σlos ∼ 1 km s−1, we would infer density ratios

of ρ1/2/ρMW (r = rperi) ∼ 2, 8, 9 for Gru II, Seg 2, and

Tri II, respectively and they would be considered prime

candidates for tidal influence.

A large ellipticity has previously been used as evidence

for tidal disruption (e.g., Muñoz et al. 2010; Küpper

et al. 2017). In Figure 6, we compare the ellipticity, the

stellar half-light radius, the ratio of average dSph density

to MW density, and the orbital pericenters. We see no

clear trend with the average density ratio or pericenter

with the ellipticity. This agrees with conclusions from

N -body simulations that high ellipticity does not imply

tidal disruption (Muñoz et al. 2008). It is interesting

that roughly half the dSphs with low density ratios are

nearly spherical (Cra II, Gru II, Seg 2, Tuc III) while

the other half are elongated (Ant II, Boo I, Boo III, Sgr,

Tuc IV). Clearly, there is some additional dependence

on orbital phase for whether a large ellipticity would be

observed in a disrupting satellite. The right-hand panel

of Figure 6 compares the spherically averaged half-light

radius and the pericenter. At a fixed pericenter, dSphs

that have some indications (Boo III and Cra II) or are

likely tidally disrupting (Ant II, Sgr, and Tuc III) have

larger sizes than the general dSph population. The ex-

ceptions to this trend (Boo I, Gru II, Seg 2, and Tuc IV)

may be in an earlier stage of disruption than the other

likely disrupting dwarfs. We similarly examined the

mass-to-light ratio of the dSphs and did not see any

trends when comparing to orbital properties and direct

tidal indicators.

5.2. Is Orientation a Signature of Tidal Disruption?

Next, we explore the relationship between the di-

rection of the orbital motion and the orientation of

each satellite. Specially, we compute the difference be-

tween the position angle (θxy) and the direction of the

reflex-corrected proper motion (i.e., the orbital direc-

tion, θµ). In the left and center left panels of Figure 7,

we compare |θµ − θxy| to the pericenter and elliptic-

ity, respectively. We have excluded dSphs where the

orbital direction and/or position angle are poorly mea-

sured (σθµ , σθxy > 25◦).

The right-hand panels of Figure 7 show the |θµ − θxy|
distribution of the dSph sample. To construct the global

satellite |θµ−θxy|, we have sampled each dSph’s |θµ−θxy|
distribution 1000 times with an error determined by

adding the error from the position angle and reflex-

corrected proper motion in quadrature. The center right

panel shows the dSph sample (σθµ , σθxy < 25◦) and

a subset (black bins) with more precise measurements

(σθµ , σθxy < 15◦). There is an excess of satellites whose

shape is aligned with their orbital motion and this corre-

lation becomes more significant when poorly measured

dSphs are removed. The right hand panel splits the same

sample by ellipticity (at ε = 0.4). dSphs with large el-

lipticties are in general aligned with their orbital motion

whereas less elliptical dSphs have uniform orientations.

In particular, there are six dSphs with |θµ − θxy| < 15◦

(Her, Phx II, UMa I, UMa II, UMi, and Wil 1). The two

dSphs with high ellipticity that are not aligned, Car III

and Ret II, are both highly likely to be LMC satellites

and the LMC association likely affects their orientation

relative to the MW.

Several of the disrupting dSphs are excluded from

the orientation sample due to their sphericity (Cra II,

Gru II, and Tuc III) and most of the elliptical disrupting

dSphs are aligned with the orbital motion. The excep-

tion in Figure 7, is Seg 2 which has a low ellipticity

(ε ∼ 0.2). The core of Tuc III is spherical (ε ∼ 0.2),

and the Tuc III tidal tails are aligned with the reflex-

corrected proper motion (Shipp et al. 2019). Ant II,

Boo I, Boo III, and Tuc IV all have the orbital motion

aligned with the major axis. Similarly, the orientation of

the Sgr dSph is aligned with its orbital motion though it

is not in our nominal sample (e.g., del Pino et al. 2021).

We have further compared the orientation of each

satellite to the direction of the Galactic center and the

orbital direction with the direction to the Galactic cen-

ter. The only trend is an excess of satellites with an

orbital direction that is perpendicular to the direction

to the Galactic center. If the likely LMC satellites are

removed this excess is removed.

Thus, the only alignment that we find is that satel-

lites with large ellipticity tend to be oriented along their

orbit. While tidal disruption would be a natural expla-

nation for this, there is no corresponding trend with
small pericenters or low average density compared to

the average MW density. A possible explanation for

this alignment is tidal torques. Based on numerical sim-

ulations, there is an expected radial alignment between

satellite orientation and the Galactic center due to tidal

torques (Pereira et al. 2008). However, the orientation

changes throughout orbit and we do not have a com-

plete sample of MW satellites. Previous work has found

that the MW dSphs share a common orientation and

that it may be related to the Vast Polar Orbital struc-

ture (Sanders & Evans 2017). The Vast Polar Orbital

structure and orbital poles alignment may be caused by

the LMC (Garavito-Camargo et al. 2021) but Pawlowski

et al. (2021) show the magnitude of the LMC perturba-

tion is to small to fully explain the Vast Polar Orbital

structure.
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Figure 7. Comparison between the orbital direction and spatial orientation of the dSphs. Symbols and colors follow Figure 5.
(left) Difference between the reflex-corrected proper motion (i.e. the orbital direction) and the position angle (i.e. spatial
orientation) |θµ − θxy| versus the pericenter. When |θµ − θxy| ∼ 0 the orbit and major axis of the dSph are aligned. The
blue error bar is from the reflex corrected proper motion and the black error bar is due to the distribution in the position
angle. (center left) |θµ − θxy| versus the ellipticity of the dSph. (center right) Histogram of |θµ − θxy| for the same sample. To
simulate errors we draw from each dSph’s |θµ − θxy| distribution 1000 times. The black bins are a subset of dSphs with smaller
uncertainties. There is an excess of dSphs aligned with their orbital motion. (right) Histogram of |θµ − θxy| but separated by
ellipticity. The blue bins are the elongated sample (ε > 0.4). There is a clear preference for systems with large ellipticity to
align with their orbital direction.

5.3. Comparison to Previous Results and Spectroscopic

Catalogs

Overall, we find excellent agreement between our re-

sults and other Gaia EDR3 proper motion results3 (Mc-

Connachie & Venn 2020b; Li et al. 2021; Mart́ınez-

Garćıa et al. 2021; Vitral 2021; Battaglia et al. 2022;

Qi et al. 2022). In particular, McConnachie & Venn

(2020b); Battaglia et al. (2022) apply similar mixture

models based on spatial position and proper motion with

an additional color-magnitude component based on Gaia

photometry. Similar to Pace & Li (2019) with Gaia DR2

data, we advocate for the use of auxiliary photometry

especially for faint stars to assist with the identification

of dSph members but acknowledge that the addition of a

color-magnitude likelihood term is valuable to identify

dSph stars. The distribution of MW stars is not uni-
form in color-magnitude space and including that infor-

mation in the mixture model is valuable. McConnachie

& Venn (2020b) include a prior on the systemic proper

3 We have also compared our proper motion results to previous
Gaia DR2 results (Torrealba et al. 2019; Chakrabarti et al. 2019;
McConnachie & Venn 2020a; Kallivayalil et al. 2018; Fritz et al.
2018a; Gaia Collaboration et al. 2018; Simon 2018; Carlin & Sand
2018; Massari & Helmi 2018; Mau et al. 2020; Pace & Li 2019;
Fritz et al. 2019; Fu et al. 2019; Walker et al. 2019; Longeard
et al. 2018; Simon et al. 2021, 2020; Gregory et al. 2020; Mutlu-
Pakdil et al. 2019; Longeard et al. 2020; Massari et al. 2018;
Chiti et al. 2021; Pace et al. 2020) and to non-Gaia proper motion
measurements (Piatek et al. 2003; Walker et al. 2008; Pryor et al.
2015; Casetti-Dinescu & Girard 2016; Sohn et al. 2017; Piatek
et al. 2002; Dinescu et al. 2004; Piatek et al. 2007; Méndez et al.
2011; Sohn et al. 2013; Lépine et al. 2011; Piatek et al. 2016, 2006;
Fritz et al. 2018b; Casetti-Dinescu et al. 2018; Piatek et al. 2005).
We include more details of this comparison in Appendix A.

motions that requires the corresponding tangential ve-

locity to be bound to the MW. For Gaia DR2 measure-

ments this affected a large number of dwarfs relative

to other measurements (McConnachie & Venn 2020a).

With EDR3, this prior generally only affects more dis-

tant satellites (> 100 kpc) with a low number of mem-

bers (e.g, Boo IV, Leo IV, Leo V, Psc II, Peg III) and

some distant dSphs have smaller proper motion errors

than our results due to this prior. Previous Gaia DR2 re-

sults are commonly offset from the EDR3 results due to

zero-point proper motion systematics in DR2 that have

roughly decreased by a factor of two in EDR3 (Gaia Col-

laboration et al. 2021b). The EDR3 proper motions are

more precise than previous HST measurements for Leo I

and Leo II in contrast to the DR2 results.

Ultra-faint dwarfs have spectroscopic samples vary-

ing between 3 and ∼ 70 members. We have compared

current spectroscopic samples to our membership cata-

logs to assist in validating the method (i.e. to check we

are correctly identifying known dSph members and MW

foreground stars) and to identify the most promising tar-

gets for future followup. Here we consider a candidate

as any stars with p > 0.1. In Table 4, we show the re-

sults of this exercise. In particular we list the number of

expected members (Nexpected) if all stars with p > 0.1

are targeted (Ntargets). For almost all dSphs, we find

excellent agreement between known spectroscopic dSph

members and a high mixture model membership prob-

ability and a corresponding agreement between known

spectroscopic MW foreground stars and a low or zero

membership probability from our mixture model. One

object with disagreement is Wil 1 as several previously

identified spectroscopic members are identified as MW
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Table 4. Summary of known spectroscopic members and potential targets of UFD galaxies

Dwarf Nmem,F Ntargets Nexpected Nmem,Gaia Nmem,total Spectroscopy citations

Aqu II 17.5+2.1
−2.0 23 13.8 3 9 a

Boo I 187.6+3.8
−3.9 202 140.0 46 100 b,c,d,e

Boo II 23.2+1.2
−1.2 23 16.7 6 6 f,g

Boo III 114.6+10.0
−9.4 256 129.7 13 20 h

Boo IV 6.7+0.6
−1.5 7 6.8 0 0

CVn II 16.3+0.4
−0.5 4 2.3 14 25 i

Car II 65.1+4.0
−4.0 72 39.4 17 18 j,k

Car III 10.0+1.9
−1.4 9 4.6 5 5 j,k

Cen I 28.1+2.3
−2.3 37 26.6 0 0

Cet II 7.9+0.5
−0.6 9 7.6 0 0

Col I 7.6+0.4
−0.3 3 2.9 5 9 l

CB 42.2+1.2
−1.2 38 28.4 14 59 i

Dra II 24.2+1.0
−1.2 19 14.3 10 14 m,n

Eri II 21.6+0.5
−0.5 10 7.6 14 92 o,p

Gru I 12.6+0.6
−0.6 6 5.5 7 7 q

Gru II 40.1+3.7
−3.6 40 16.3 19 21 r

Her 46.0+1.9
−2.1 27 16.3 28 59 i

Hor I 18.9+0.5
−0.5 17 12.8 6 6 s,t

Hor II 4.0+0.3
−0.3 4 3.9 0 3 l

Hyd II 21.5+0.7
−0.8 17 15.0 6 13 u

Hyi I 118.5+4.8
−4.8 133 77.8 31 31 v

Leo IV 8.5+0.3
−0.2 3 1.5 7 25 i,e

Leo V 8.4+0.2
−0.2 0 0.0 9 15 w,x,e

Peg III 3.9+0.3
−0.4 4 3.9 0 7 y

Phx II 12.7+0.5
−0.5 8 6.6 6 7 l

Pic I 8.2+0.4
−0.4 9 8.2 0 0

Pic II 6.4+3.5
−2.5 8 6.0 0 0

Ret II 56.1+1.7
−1.6 32 22.2 29 29 z,aa,s

Ret III 7.1+1.0
−1.6 6 4.0 2 3 l

Sgr II 69.3+1.5
−1.5 55 42.0 24 39 ab

Seg 1 26.7+3.0
−3.0 9 3.1 12 72 ac,ad

Seg 2 19.7+0.9
−0.9 2 0.3 12 26 ae,af

Tri II 11.8+1.7
−1.5 8 4.1 7 14 ag,ah

Tuc II 43.3+5.2
−5.2 53 19.0 22 22 q,ai,aj

Tuc III 56.3+5.8
−5.3 72 33.9 22 52 ak,al

Tuc IV 12.2+2.5
−2.2 12 4.0 7 11 r

Tuc V 6.5+1.2
−2.3 6 2.8 3 3 r

UMa I 50.5+1.3
−1.3 32 24.2 24 40 am,c,i

UMa II 51.8+2.5
−2.5 53 34.0 14 29 c,i

Wil 1 9.0+1.1
−0.7 2 0.5 9 44 c,an

Note— Nmem,F –total membership of each dSph with the complete sample, Ntargets–number
of unobserved stars with p > 0.1, Nexpected–expected number of members if all targets are
observed, Nmem,Gaia–number of known members with astrometric solutions, Nmem,total–total
number of spectroscopic numbers. Citations: (a) (Torrealba et al. 2016b) (b) (Muñoz et al.
2006) (c) (Martin et al. 2007) (d) (Koposov et al. 2011) (e) (Jenkins et al. 2021) (f) (Koch
et al. 2009) (g) (Ji et al. 2016) (h) (Carlin et al. 2009) (i) (Simon & Geha 2007) (j) (Li et al.
2018a) (k) (Ji et al. 2020) (l) (Fritz et al. 2019) (m) (Martin et al. 2016a) (n) (Longeard et al.
2018) (o) (Li et al. 2017) (p) (Zoutendijk et al. 2021) (q) (Walker et al. 2016) (r) (Simon
et al. 2020) (s) (Koposov et al. 2015b) (t) (Nagasawa et al. 2018) (u) (Kirby et al. 2015)
(v) (Koposov et al. 2018) (w) (Collins et al. 2017) (x) (Mutlu-Pakdil et al. 2019) (y) (Kim
et al. 2016) (z) (Walker et al. 2015a) (aa) (Simon et al. 2015) (ab) (Longeard et al. 2020) (ac)
(Norris et al. 2010) (ad) (Simon et al. 2011) (ae) (Kirby et al. 2013) (af) (Belokurov et al.
2009) (ag) (Martin et al. 2016b) (ah) (Kirby et al. 2017) (ai) (Chiti et al. 2018) (aj) (Chiti
et al. 2021) (ak) (Simon et al. 2017) (al) (Li et al. 2018b) (am) (Kleyna et al. 2005) (an)
(Willman et al. 2011)
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stars based on Gaia astrometry. This disagreement is

partly due to the difficultly in identifying spectroscopic

members as the Wil 1 line-of-sight velocity overlaps with

the MW distribution. Based on the total membership,

there are several dwarfs where future spectroscopic ob-

servations with Gaia selected observations can double

or triple the sample sizes (e.g., Aqu II, Boo II, Boo III,

Dra II, Hyi I, Phx II, Ret II, Sgr II, UMa II). In addition,

there are a number of bright candidates (g < 18.5) that

are excellent targets for high resolution spectroscopic

follow-up for detailed chemical abundance studies.

5.4. Association with the Large Magellanic Cloud

With full phase space information, it is possible to

determine which dSphs were previously associated with

the LMC prior to their infall into the MW (Deason et al.

2015; Jethwa et al. 2016; Sales et al. 2017; Kallivayalil

et al. 2018; Fritz et al. 2019; Patel et al. 2020; Battaglia

et al. 2022; Erkal & Belokurov 2020; Santos-Santos et al.

2021; Correa Magnus & Vasiliev 2022). To determine

LMC association, we compute the fraction of orbits,

pLMC, where a dSph’s relative velocity (vLMC, min) at

its most recent approach to the LMC (rLMC, min) is less

than the LMC’s escape velocity. We include the pLMC

values for each dSph in Table 3. We show each dSph’s

rLMC, min and vLMC, min in Figure 8, along with each

dSphs current position and velocity relative to the LMC.

Based on our orbit modeling, we identify Car II,

Car III, Hor I, Hyi I, Phx II, and Ret II as likely LMC

satellites (pLMC > 0.5). While five of the six dSphs

we identify as LMC satellites are currently within the

LMC’s escape velocity (Car II is currently < 10 km s−1

outside of the escape velocity), we note that the LMC’s

Jacobi radius is likely lower today than in the past due

to the proximity of the MW (Battaglia et al. 2022).

The same six dSphs have been identified as likely LMC

satellites in other studies with different methodology for

determining association (Kallivayalil et al. 2018; Erkal

& Belokurov 2020; Patel et al. 2020; Battaglia et al.

2022). For example, Erkal & Belokurov (2020) deter-

mine LMC association by computing the binding energy

relative to the LMC after rewinding for 5 Gyr, or when

the LMC reaches apocenter if that is earlier. Similarly,

Correa Magnus & Vasiliev (2022) define a LMC satel-

lite as one which was energetically bound to the LMC

at some point between 1 to 3 Gyr ago. Battaglia et al.

(2022) determine LMC association if the satellite was

inside the LMC Jacobi radius at the time of closest ap-

proach. However, we note Correa Magnus & Vasiliev

(2022) only consider five of the six to be likely associ-

ated and find Ret II to have a low probability of being

associated. The different methodology used to identify

LMC satellites generally does not make a difference for

these six objects (Car II, Car III, Hor I, Hyi I, Phx II,

and Ret II) and they were likely previously associated

with the LMC.

We find that Tuc IV has had a close encounter

(rLMC, min ∼ 3 kpc) with the LMC4 with a large relative

velocity and is currently within the LMC escape veloc-

ity. Several studies have considered Tuc IV to have a low

probability of being associated with the LMC (Simon

et al. 2020; Battaglia et al. 2022). Similar to Tuc IV, we

find that Sgr II, Tuc III, and Tuc V have had close en-

counters (rLMC, min ∼ 10−20 kpc) but with much larger

relative velocities (vLMC, min ∼ 300 − 400 km s−1). Of

these, Sgr II is currently near the LMC’s escape velocity,

however it is unlikely to be associated as it is closer to

the MW.

While Dra, Dra II, and UMi also pass our association

criteria based on their relative velocity being less than

the LMC escape velocity at their closest approach, they

were closer to the MW at this time and their Milky

Way apocenters are less than rmin, LMC. Thus, the low

relative velocity is just fortuitous. Dra II has been noted

to have a potential LMC association if the LMC was on

its second pericenter, a scenario which is increasingly

unlikely (Kallivayalil et al. 2018). Similarly, in some

orbits the relative velocity of Car and Cra II are less

than the LMC escape velocity at rLMC, min but both

are more distant than 100 kpc from the LMC at this

time and the MW has had a larger influence on them.

Finally, Gru II is the next closest satellite in phase space

relative to the LMC, both at the present day and during

its closest approach. It is considered a recently captured

satellite by Battaglia et al. (2022).

5.5. On the Excess of Satellites near Pericenter

Once systemic proper motions of most MW satellites
were measured with Gaia DR2, subsequent orbital anal-

ysis revealed an excess of satellites near their orbital

pericenter (Simon 2018; Fritz et al. 2018a). This is un-

expected as a satellite spends more time near its or-

bital apocenter than its pericenter. To assess this issue

with our data set, we follow Fritz et al. (2018a) and

evaluate the ratio, fperi = (rGC − rperi)/(rapo − rperi),

which is a proxy for the orbital phase in the radial di-

rection. fperi = 0, 1 corresponds to the satellite be-

ing at its pericenter or apocenter, respectively. With

DR2 measurements, roughly half the dSph sample had

fperi < 0.1, however, the fperi distribution becomes less

extreme with a heavier MW (Fritz et al. 2018a).

4 Tuc IV has possibly undergone a three-body interaction with
LMC and SMC (Simon et al. 2020).
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Figure 8. The distance to the LMC versus the relative velocity at each satellite’s previous closest LMC approach (left) and
the current distance versus the current relative velocity (right). Red symbols denote the candidate LMC satellite population
(Car II, Car III, Hyi I, Hor I, Phx II, Ret II). The black line is the LMC escape velocity curve with MLMC = 13.8× 1010 M�.
The satellite with the closest approach is Tuc IV (gold circle) which is not considered an LMC satellite due to its large relative
velocity. Currently, Sgr II (green symbol) is closer to the MW than the LMC and is more likely to be associated with the MW.
The five satellites at large distances with low relative velocities (they are Dra, Dra II, UMi, Cra II, Car I) are not bound to the
LMC. Most of them are closer to the MW at the time of closest approach.
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Figure 9. Pericenter fraction (fperi = (rGC − rperi)/(rapo −
rperi) of observed dSphs (black) and subhalos (blue) from
six MW-like N -body cosmological simulations. We exclude
LMC dSphs and dSphs with large uncertainties from the ob-
served sample (see text). For the observed sample, the bins
are made from the Monte Carlo chains of each satellite. In
both samples there are ‘excesses’ of satellites near pericenter
and apocenter as the radial velocity is zero there and thus
satellites spend relatively more time there.

We explore the fperi distribution from our orbit mod-

eling in Figure 9. We see an excess of MW satellites

with fperi ∼ 0 and we see a secondary peak at fperi ∼ 1.

We compute the fraction directly from the Monte Carlo

samples. We exclude LMC satellites (Car II, Car III,

Hor I, Hyi I, Phx II, Ret II) and dSphs with large tan-

gential velocity errors (Col I, Eri II, Hyd II, Leo IV,

Leo V, Peg III, Psc II, and Ret III) following Correa

Magnus & Vasiliev (2022). We note that in a number of

cases there are satellites that are either closer than their

previous pericenter5 (CB and UMa II) or more distant

than their previous apocenter (Leo II, Sgr II, and Wil 1)

and for these objects we use their current Galactocen-

tric distance instead for the pericenter or apocenter. We

note that this issue arises since we have defined the peri-

center and apocenter as the local minimum and local

maximum, respectively, and the dSphs have since had

their orbits perturbed by the LMC. We note that both

excluded samples (LMC satellites and large tangential

errors) are preferentially near either their pericenter or

apocenter.

To further examine this issue, we explore the fperi dis-

tribution of subhalos in high-resolution cosmological N -

body zoom-in simulations of MW-like halos. These sim-

ulations are described in detail in Jethwa et al. (2018).

These simulations were run with the N -body part

of gadget-3 which is similar to gadget-2 (Springel

2005). These simulations resolve Milky Way-like dark

matter haloes with a particle mass of 2.27 × 105M�.

From comparing with higher resolution runs, Jethwa

5 The LMC satellites, Car III, Hyi I, Phx II, and Ret II suffer from
this issue but are already excluded from the analysis.
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et al. (2018) found that the subhaloes in these simu-

lations are complete down to a mass of 107.5M�, which

is sufficient for comparing with the dwarfs in this work.

Although these simulations are dark matter only, they

include an analytical disk potential which is grown adi-

abatically from z = 3 to z = 1 (11 Gyr to 8 Gyr ago).

This technique has been show to mimic the depletion

of subhaloes by baryonic disks (e.g., Garrison-Kimmel

et al. 2017).

The subhaloes in this simulation are identified with

rockstar (Behroozi et al. 2013a) and the merger

trees are constructed with consistent trees (Behroozi

et al. 2013b). We measure the orbit of each subhalo by

taking its position and velocity relative to the Milky

Way in the final snapshot and computing the angular

momentum and energy of its orbit. We then compute

the turning points of the effective potential, φeff(r) =
L2

2r2 +φ(r), where L is the total angular momentum and

φ(r) is the gravitational potential of the Milky Way halo

in the final snapshot. In total, there are 1576 subhalos

with rGC < rvir from six MW-like simulations.

The fperi distribution of subhalos of MW-like dSphs is

included in Figure 9. From the simulations, we see that

the subhalo distribution peaks at both fperi ∼ 0 and

fperi ∼ 1 which matches the dSph population. A pile-up

at fperi ∼ 0 is not unexpected. These peaks occurs as
d
dtfperi ∝ d

dtrGC = 0 at both pericenter and apocenter

(Li et al. 2022). This is not a one-to-one comparison

between the simulated subhalos and the observed dSph

population, as there is no selection function applied to

the simulated subhalos (e.g. Drlica-Wagner et al. 2020),

and there are no observational errors applied to the sim-

ulations. Regardless, we find a general agreement be-

tween the fperi distribution of the dSph and subhalo

population. We leave a more detailed comparison be-

tween the orbital properties of the MW dSph popula-

tion and simulated MW subhalo population to a future

work.

The potential excess of satellites near their pericenter

has been addressed by several other Gaia EDR3 based

analyses. Li et al. (2021) examined the ratio of the time

to reach or leave a satellite’s pericenter compared to half

the total orbital period. Their analysis inferred an ex-

cess at lower values of this ratio while they expected

a uniform distribution and they concluded that there

remains a proximity-to-pericenter issue. Correa Mag-

nus & Vasiliev (2022) examined the radial phase an-

gle, the canonically conjugate variable to the radial ac-

tion, and found that the dSph population is distributed

uniformly in the radial phase angle. Correa Magnus &

Vasiliev (2022) concluded that there is no proximity-to-

pericenter issue due to the dSph population being well-

mixed in radial phase angle. Li et al. (2022) examined

fperi for the dSph population in a MW only potential

and found a fperi distribution similar to our analysis

(see their Figure 5). They analyzed the globular cluster

population and a dozen stellar streams and found peaks

at fperi ∼ 0, 1, similar to the dSph population. Further-

more, Li et al. (2022) sampled dSph-like orbits uniformly

in time at eccentricities of 0.2, 0.4, and 0.6 and found

the fperi distribution of these sampled orbits have peaks

at fperi ∼ 0, 1. In summary, there is not an excess of

satellites near their pericenter and the perceived excess

was due to how the orbital phase was computed.

5.6. On the Anti-Correlation Between Pericenter and

Density for Bright Satellites

There is a reported anti-correlation between the av-

erage dark matter density within 150 pc (ρ150) and the

pericenter (rperi) in the classical dSphs + CVn I6 based

on orbits computed with Gaia DR2 data (Kaplinghat

et al. 2019). This correlation implies that only the

densest dSphs can survive at small pericenters. In Fig-

ure 10, we update the pericenters with our results from

EDR3 proper motions and include the effect of the LMC.

For the dark matter distribution we use results from

spherical Jeans dynamical models from Pace & Strigari

(2019), which assume an NFW dark matter distribu-

tion (Navarro et al. 1996). Without the LMC, we find

a general agreement with the previously reported cor-

relation between rperi and ρ150. For the models with

the LMC, we find the previously reported correlation is

much weaker and steeper.

The dSphs, Ant II and Cra II, are in the same stel-

lar mass range and should be included as they were

likely initially hosted by similar mass haloes (given their

similar stellar masses > 105 M�) as the other classi-

cal dwarfs. They have much lower densities than the

classical dwarfs pericenter which is likely a signature of

their tidal disruption (Ji et al. 2021; Vivas et al. 2022)

and their inclusion would similarly weaken the ρ150-rperi

anti-correlation. However, the question remains, where

are the dSphs with high density and a large pericenter.

A similar trend is observed in N -body simulations be-

tween the subhalo maximum circular velocity (Vmax)

and rperi (Robles & Bullock 2021). At a fixed Vmax,

subhalos with smaller rperi are more concentrated and

more dense. Less concentrated halos are less resilient

to tidal disruption. A similar trend has been observed

when considering the distance to the host in that the

closer subhalos have higher concentrations on average

6 This includes Car, CVn I, Dra, For, Leo I, Leo II, Scl, Sxt, and
UMi.
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Figure 10. Total density within 150 pc (ρ150) versus the
pericenter (rperi) for the classical satellites (Car, Dra, For,
Leo I, Leo II, Scl, Sxt, and UMi.) and CVn I. The top
and bottom panels show pericenter with and without the
influence of the LMC. Overlaid is the correlation for a cuspy
dark matter from Kaplinghat et al. (2019).

than more distant subhalos (Moliné et al. 2021). This

observed trend between pericenter and dark matter den-

sity has been used to probe self-interacting dark matter

(e.g., Jiang et al. 2021). Pericenter and orbital analysis

will be useful priors for dynamical analysis (Robles &

Bullock 2021) however, we caution that the LMC needs

to be included for MW orbital analyses.

5.7. Dominant Source of Orbital Uncertainty

In this work we have considered many sources of er-

ror when evaluating the dwarf orbits: uncertainties in

the present-day phase space coordinates of the dwarfs

(i.e. proper motions, distance, and radial velocity7), in

the LMC model (i.e. its present day proper motions,

distance, radial velocity, and mass), and the Milky Way

potential. In order to explore which of these sources

dominates the orbital uncertainty (i.e. in rperi and rapo),

and thus which would be the most helpful to improve,

we repeat our analysis and build three different suites

with different assumptions about the uncertainties. We

note that in this analysis, we use the Milky Way poten-

tial and associated uncertainties from McMillan (2017).

In reality, there are larger uncertainties depending on

what tracers and modelling techniques are used (e.g.

Wang et al. 2020) and thus our Milky Way potential

uncertainties should be seen as a conservative.

For the first suite, we start with the present day er-

rors (i.e. the fiducial analysis of this work), and sequen-

tially turn off each individual source of error, leaving

the other errors at their present day values. We dub

this the ‘present day’ suite. This results in 4 simula-

tions where we (respectively) turn off the uncertainty

in proper motion, distance, LMC, and MW potential.

We show the present-day distance of each satellite com-

pared to the relative reduction in orbital uncertainty

when each source of uncertainty is fixed to zero (e.g.,

σrperi, fixed
/σrperi

) in Figure 11. The relative reduction in

error on the pericenter and apocenter shows how much

of the current error is due to the fixed quantity (i.e.

if σrperi, fixed distance/σrperi
is close to 0 most of the er-

ror on the pericenter is due to the distance uncertainty

and if it is close to 1 the uncertainty is due to other

properties). In general for our dSph sample, the error

in the pericenter is dominated by either the distance or

systemic proper motion uncertainty. Whereas for the

apocenter, the error is dominated by the distance or po-

tential uncertainties. We note that we choose to plot

this relative reduction in error versus distance to give a

sense of where in the Milky Way each uncertainty domi-

nates. We include the relative reduction in error for each

dwarf in Table 5. We note that previous works have also

explored the dominant source of uncertainty, but these

have examined the uncertainty in the transverse velocity

(Battaglia et al. 2022) instead of the orbital uncertainty

as in this work.

In the second suite, we consider a future version of the

first suite where the proper motions and distances are

improved to a level we expect in the next 5 years. For

the proper motions, we assume uncertainties based on

10 years of Gaia data (DR5). For the distances, we as-

7 The errors on the line-of-sight velocity and α, δ are minuscule
compared to the listed properties.



Proper Motions and Orbits of MW dSphs 23

102

D (kpc)

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0
σ
r p

er
i,

fi
x
ed
/σ

r p
er

i

0 20 102

D (kpc)

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

σ
r a

p
o
,

fi
x
ed
/σ

r a
p

o

0 20

µ

D

Φ

LMC

Figure 11. Relative fractional error compared to the distance for the pericenter (σrperi ; left panels) and apocenter (σrapo ;
right panels) due to the fixing the error to zero for the systemic proper motion (blue points), distance (orange points), MW
potential (green points), and LMC mass (red points). For each galaxy there are four entries and in each entry three of the
previously mentioned errors are set to the current value and one is set to zero to analyze its impact. Low factions correspond to
the majority of current error being due to the fixed parameter and high fractions indicate that current error in the fixed property
does not significantly affect the total error. The current error in the pericenter is dominated by the distance and/or proper
motion uncertainties whereas the current error in the apocenter is dominated by to the distance and/or potential uncertainties.
To aid in interpreting the sources of error, we show a histogram of the fractional uncertainties next to each panel.
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Figure 12. Similar to Figure 11 except here we start with the projected future errors and go to zero error for each component.
The proper motion errors are based on Gaia DR5 projections, the errors on distance are assumed to be 2%, and the Milky Way
and LMC uncertainties are left at their present-day values. The largest source of error in the future will be due to the distance
and MW potential uncertainty which emphasizes the need to better measure the MW potential. Interestingly, some satellites
near the LMC will be sensitive to improvements in the LMC.

sume a 2% error which is an obtainable projection given

current systematics in the period-Wesenheit-metallicity

relations of RR Lyrae stars (e.g., Nagarajan et al. 2021;

Garofalo et al. 2022). We leave the uncertainties in

the Milky Way potential and LMC potential at their

present-day uncertainties to assess whether these need

to be improved to make use of upcoming data. The re-

sults are shown in Figure 12. Due to improvements in

the systemic proper motion in future Gaia data releases,

the dominant errors in the future will be due to distance

and/or MW potential uncertainties. This motivates the

need for more precise measurements of the Milky Way

potential in order to make optimal use of Gaia DR5

data. Measurements with stellar streams are excellent

for this since they span a large range of radii and can

disentangle the influence of the LMC (e.g. Küpper et al.

2015; Erkal et al. 2019; Vasiliev et al. 2021). Similarly,

measurements based on distant tracers which include

the effect of the LMC are also promising (e.g. Deason

et al. 2021; Correa Magnus & Vasiliev 2022). Inter-

estingly, we also see that there are some dwarfs which

have a substantial uncertainty (& 20%) in their orbital

properties due to the LMC uncertainties. We note that

dwarfs with a small number of members in the Gaia data

will be dominated by proper motion measurements.
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Figure 13. Similar to Figure 11 except the here we compare current proper motion errors to Gaia DR5 errors and compare
5% to 2% errors in the distance. For some objects 5% error in the distance is larger than their current error.

For the final suite, we take a slightly different ap-

proach where we start with current proper motion er-

rors and 5% distance errors and (one at a time) improve

these to projected 10-yr Gaia errors and 2% distance

errors. We only include present-day uncertainties in the

Milky Way potential in this test as it is difficult to make

projections for the future uncertainties. The results of

the orbital parameters are shown in Figure 13. For both

the pericenter and apocenter errors, the closer dwarfs are

dominated by distance errors whereas the more distant

dwarfs are dominated by proper motion errors. We note

that there are some dwarfs that currently have distance

errors that are less than 5% and this exercise is done

to compare how uniform improvement in distance and

proper motion will affect different dSphs.

Overall, our analysis shows that while proper motions

are currently one of the dominant sources of orbital un-

certainty, once we have Gaia DR5 data, the main un-

certainties will come from the distance and Milky Way

potential. This motivates the need of improving our

measurement of the Milky Way potential so that we can

make optimal use of the upcoming data sets, especially

in the outskirts since it makes a significant contribution

to the uncertainty in apocenters.

6. CONCLUSION

We have presented a method to measure the systemic

proper motion of MW satellites and applied it 54 MW

dSphs. Our methodology builds on previous work uti-

lizing mixture models to cleanly separate the MW fore-

ground from the dSph stars and uses Gaia astrometry

combined with either DECam, Gaia, or Pan-Starrs pho-

tometry (Pace & Li 2019; McConnachie & Venn 2020a).

Our primary results are:

• We have measured the systemic proper motion of

52 dSphs with two different background models

and have identified likely members. We publicly

release our membership catalogs to enable spec-

troscopic follow-up analysis (see Appendix A).

• Our systemic proper motion measurements are

in excellent agreement with other EDR3 analysis

(e.g., McConnachie & Venn 2020b; Li et al. 2021;

Battaglia et al. 2022). We have compared our

candidate dSph members to spectroscopic catalogs

and found that high probable proper motion mem-

bers are confirmed with velocity measurements.

In addition, future spectroscopic measurements in

the following dSphs can significantly expand spec-

troscopic samples by factors of 2-3: Aqu II, Boo II,

Boo III, Car II, Dra II, Hyd II, Hyi I, Ret II, Tuc II,

and UMa II. Larger spectroscopic samples can im-

prove our knowledge of the dynamical properties

of the ultra-faint dwarfs (Table 4).

• For the 46 dSphs with literature line-of-sight veloc-

ities, we have simulated their orbits in the Milky

Way and Milky Way+LMC system. For 16 of the

dSphs, we found that including the LMC changes

the pericenter or apocenter by > 25%, showing

that the LMC must be included for precise orbits

(Figure 4).

• We have compared the orbital information here to

some previously used diagnostics for searching for

tidal influences on dSphs. Most directly we have

compared the average dSph density to the aver-

age MW density at the dSph’s pericenter (Fig-

ure 5). DSphs that are clearly undergoing tidal

disruption (Ant II, Sgr, and Tuc III) fall below the

average MW density at their pericenter whereas

other dSphs near the average MW density (Boo I,

Boo III, Cra II, Gru II, Seg 2, and Tuc IV) are po-

tentially tidally disrupting although future work is
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required to confirm this. We do not observe any

trends between ellipticity, pericenter, and suscep-

tibility to tidal disruption suggesting that not all

large elongation is due to tidal disruption (Fig-

ure 6). At a fixed pericenter, the dSphs with the

smallest values of the ratio between the average

dSph density and the average MW density at the

dSph’s pericenter have larger half-light radii than

the general dSph population.

• We have explored alignments between the spatial

orientation of a dSph and its orbital direction (via

it reflex corrected proper motion) and there is an

excess of dSphs aligned with their orbital motion

(Figure 7). Moreover, the most elliptical dSphs

(ε > 0.4) are preferentially aligned with their or-

bital direction. This may be evidence of large

scale tidal torques on the dSph population from

the MW.

• We have identified six dSphs that were likely as-

sociated with the LMC: Car II, Car III, Hor I,

Hyi I, Phx II, and Ret II (Figure 8). Our associ-

ation results agree with previous orbital analysis

with Gaia DR2 and updated EDR3 results (Kalli-

vayalil et al. 2018; Erkal & Belokurov 2020; Patel

et al. 2020; Battaglia et al. 2022; Correa Magnus

& Vasiliev 2022).

• Our analysis does not suggest there is an excess of

satellites near their orbital pericenter in contrast

to some previous Gaia DR2 results (Figure 9). We

have examined the ratio fperi and we have found

pileups near fperi ∼ 0, 1 (i.e., pericenter and apoc-

enter), similar to previous analyses. We have ap-

plied the same analysis to subhalos of MW-like

halos in N -body simulations and find that the

subhalo fperi distribution agrees with the observed

dSph distribution. This agrees with other analyses

directly examining the orbital phase (e.g., Correa

Magnus & Vasiliev 2022)

• We have examined how the orbital uncertainties

of these dwarfs are affected by the observational

uncertainties for each dwarf as well as the uncer-

tainties in the MW and LMC potentials. This al-

lows us to determine which of these sources cur-

rently dominates the dSph population and what

the largest source of error will be at the end of

the Gaia mission (Figures 11-13). In general, the

current orbital pericenters are dominated by ei-

ther distance and/or systemic proper motion er-

rors whereas the current orbital apocenters are

dominated by the distance and/or potential un-

certainty. In the future, both the orbital pericen-

ters and apocenters will be dominated by distance

and/or potential uncertainties except for dSphs

with very small Gaia sample sizes.

The Gaia astrometric data sets (DR2, EDR3) have

transformed our understanding of the orbital motion

of the MW dSph population and enabled new analy-

ses. The study of proper motions and internal tangen-

tial kinematics of MW dSphs and more distant dSphs

is promising with the future Gaia data releases and fu-

ture space based astrometry (e.g., Nancy Grace Roman

Space Telescope).
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Table 5. Dominant Error Source

Dwarf σrperi, µ σrperi, d σrperi, Φ σrapo, µ σrapo, d σrapo, Φ

Ant II 0.96 0.89 0.93 1.00 0.55 0.90

Aqu II 0.28 0.99 0.99 0.33 0.95 0.98

Boo I 0.98 0.52 0.94 1.00 0.52 0.85

Boo II 1.01 0.39 1.04 0.94 0.76 0.81

Boo III 0.98 0.37 0.97 1.00 0.81 0.62

CVn I 0.65 1.00 0.97 0.64 0.96 0.99

CVn II 0.30 0.97 1.01 0.30 0.89 0.88

Car 1.01 0.71 0.92 0.98 0.02 0.79

Car II 0.95 0.64 0.92 1.00 1.00 0.27

Car III 0.99 0.12 0.99 1.03 1.00 0.39

Col I 0.25 0.92 0.98 1.01 1.06 1.06

CB 0.99 0.11 0.99 0.94 0.75 0.71

Cra II 0.74 1.04 0.98 0.94 0.96 0.45

Dra 1.00 0.71 0.90 0.99 0.73 0.72

Dra II 0.91 0.83 0.79 0.92 0.94 0.39

Eri II 0.76 1.01 0.96 1.02 1.01 0.98

For 0.95 0.62 0.91 0.99 0.08 0.98

Gru I 0.41 1.00 0.99 0.57 0.92 0.74

Gru II 0.96 0.56 0.94 0.99 0.50 0.88

Her 0.62 0.93 0.99 0.82 0.98 0.88

Hor I 0.94 0.58 0.96 0.96 0.12 0.97

Hyd II 0.43 0.98 1.02 0.58 1.00 1.01

Hyi I 0.94 0.85 0.43 1.01 1.01 0.44

Leo I 0.89 1.01 0.96 0.96 0.98 0.64

Leo II 0.60 0.95 0.95 0.96 0.20 1.00

Leo IV 0.24 0.99 0.98 0.11 0.95 1.02

Leo V 0.18 1.06 1.08 1.05 0.99 1.02

Peg III 0.00 1.05 0.97 0.00 1.00 0.95

Phx II 0.98 1.10 0.78 1.01 0.82 0.78

Psc II 0.00 0.97 0.94 0.00 0.94 1.02

Ret II 0.98 0.36 0.91 1.01 0.59 0.73

Ret III 0.60 0.89 1.01 0.65 0.91 0.93

Sgr II 0.98 0.94 0.83 0.93 0.54 0.77

Scl 1.02 1.03 0.83 1.00 0.99 0.40

Seg 1 1.00 0.14 0.98 0.99 0.29 0.89

Seg 2 0.82 0.63 0.94 0.97 0.26 0.94

Sxt 0.98 0.66 0.87 0.98 0.95 0.53

Tri II 0.60 0.90 0.96 0.98 0.93 0.48

Tuc II 0.99 0.43 1.00 1.00 0.60 0.82

Tuc III 0.91 0.82 0.93 1.00 0.74 0.69

Tuc IV 0.98 0.43 0.97 0.98 0.25 0.96

Tuc V 0.75 0.68 0.99 0.83 0.47 0.99

UMa I 0.53 0.46 0.61 0.95 0.21 0.95

UMa II 0.98 0.32 0.96 1.03 0.52 0.83

UMi 1.02 0.89 0.84 1.01 0.82 0.66

Wil 1 0.64 0.75 0.96 1.00 0.03 0.98
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Mart́ınez-Garćıa, A. M., del Pino, A., Aparicio, A., van der

Marel, R. P., & Watkins, L. L. 2021, MNRAS, 505, 5884,

doi: 10.1093/mnras/stab1568

Mart́ınez-Vázquez, C. E., Monelli, M., Bono, G., et al.

2015, MNRAS, 454, 1509, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stv2014

Mart́ınez-Vázquez, C. E., Vivas, A. K., Gurevich, M., et al.

2019, MNRAS, 490, 2183, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stz2609

Massari, D., Breddels, M. A., Helmi, A., et al. 2018, Nature

Astronomy, 2, 156, doi: 10.1038/s41550-017-0322-y

Massari, D., & Helmi, A. 2018, A&A, 620, A155,

doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/201833367

Mateo, M., Olszewski, E. W., & Walker, M. G. 2008, ApJ,

675, 201, doi: 10.1086/522326

Mau, S., Cerny, W., Pace, A. B., et al. 2020, ApJ, 890, 136,

doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ab6c67

McConnachie, A. W. 2012, AJ, 144, 4,

doi: 10.1088/0004-6256/144/1/4

McConnachie, A. W., & Venn, K. A. 2020a, AJ, 160, 124,

doi: 10.3847/1538-3881/aba4ab

—. 2020b, Research Notes of the American Astronomical

Society, 4, 229, doi: 10.3847/2515-5172/abd18b

McMillan, P. J. 2017, MNRAS, 465, 76,

doi: 10.1093/mnras/stw2759
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APPENDIX

A. MEMBERSHIP CATALOGS

We provide catalogs of our membership along with select Gaia EDR3 columns on Zenodo under a Creative Commons

Attribution license: 10.5281/zenodo.6533295. We further include a diagnostic plot (similar to Figure 2) and a

plot comparing our systemic proper motion measurement to literature values for each dSph and a machine readable

compilation of Tables 1-5.

B. COMMENTS ON INDIVIDUAL DWARF SPHEROIDAL GALAXIES AND SPECIAL CASES

Ant II—Due to the low surface density of Ant II and the higher MW foreground due to the lower galactic latitude

we only analyze the “clean” sample and use a magnitude limit, Gmax = 20, that is much higher than suggested

from the depth of astrometric solutions in the Ant II region (Gmax = 20.85). Accurate photometry will assist with

improving foreground separation in future measurements. Regardless our EDR3 measurement is consistent with other

measurements (McConnachie & Venn 2020b; Battaglia et al. 2022) and spectroscopic based measurements (Ji et al.

2021). This dSph is included in our clear tidally disrupting sample based on the small pericenter and velocity gradient

(Torrealba et al. 2019; Ji et al. 2021). While this analysis was in preparation a new analysis measuring the distance

to Ant II with RRL stars which slightly improved and updated the distance measurement (Vivas et al. 2022).

Boo I—This dSph is included in our potentially tidally disrupting sample due to literature analysis (Longeard et al.

2021b; Filion & Wyse 2021) and a low value of ρ1/2/ρMW (r = rperi) ∼ 25. We exclude the region around Boo II

(RBoo II = 5× rh, Boo II ∼ 15′) when constructing the fixed background model.

Boo II—We exclude a region around Boo I (RBoo I = 60′ ∼ 6 × rh, Boo I) when constructing the fixed background

model.

Boo III—This dSph is included in our potentially tidally disrupting based on its small pericenter and low average

density (Carlin & Sand 2018). We do not include it in our clear tidally disrupting sample because of the lack of detailed

tidal stripping models or clear observational evidence (e.g., deep photometry or kinematic evidence). There are a large

number of candidate targets (Nexpected ∼ 130) that will significantly increase the spectroscopic sample size and can

be used to further assess dynamical equilibrium. However, the large angular size and low luminosity makes follow-up

difficult. We exclude the region around the globular clusters, NGC 5466 (RNGC 5466 = 7× rh, NGC 5466 = 16.1′) and

NGC 5272 (RNGC 5272 = 30′ ∼ 13× rh, NGC 5272), when constructing the fixed background model.

Boo IV—A systemic proper motion measurement of this recently discovered dwarf has only been possible with EDR3.

Our measurement disagrees with McConnachie & Venn (2020b) due to their choice of prior on the tangential velocity.

Car— While other works have considered Car as a potential LMC satellite (Pardy et al. 2020), we do not favor this

scenario as it was closer to the MW at its most recent LMC pericenter. There is larger background contamination

around Car than other bright satellites, due to its low relative Galactic latitude and the LMC foreground stars.

Car II and Car III—Because of the small angular separation between Car II and Car III we model these two dwarfs

simultaneously. In particular, the angular separation, ∼ 18′, is roughly 2× rh, Car II and spatial overlap of members

of the two dSphs is possible. There is DECam g, r coverage in the NSC catalog, however, we find there is a large

color difference ((g − r)0 ∼ 0.075) between spectroscopic members (Li et al. 2018a) and a old-metal-poor isochrone.

In addition, a direct comparison to the reported magnitudes in the Li et al. (2018a) catalog to the NSC catalog finds

a similar offset. This suggests that there are potential calibration issues in this region. When we apply our standard

g, r isochrone filter and include a color offset, we find that some Car II and Car III spectroscopic members are not

included. Due to this issue, we opt to use Gaia photometry in this region.

We include a second dSph term in the likelihood to represent the Car III population and we modify the prior volume

on µα? and µδ due to the large MW and LMC background. With the addition of the Car III component we are able

to determine the systemic proper motion of both UFDs simultaneously for the fixed MW proper motion model. When

we model the MW proper motion with a Gaussian model, the Car III component also models the MW foreground. In

particular, the number of Car III ‘members’ is much larger than expected, the proper motion completely disagrees with

known spectroscopic members, and the rh spatial parameter takes on the largest possible value in the prior distribution

to mimic a flat spatial distribution. This attests to the complexity of the MW and LMC background model in this

region. Due to this issue, we only include the fixed background model results. Both Car II and Car III are highly likely

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.6533295
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to associated with the LMC in our analysis and agrees with previous work (e.g., Erkal & Belokurov 2020; Battaglia

et al. 2022).

Cet II—There was not a signal observed in Gaia DR2 (Pace & Li 2019; McConnachie & Venn 2020a) but there is a

clear signal observed in Gaia EDR3.

Cet III—We exclude a region around the globular cluster Whiting 1 (RWhi 1 = 5×rh, Whi 1 = 1.1′) when constructing

the fixed background model.

Cra II—While there is not clear photometric (tidal tails) or kinematic evidence (e.g., gradients) (Ji et al. 2021) the

small pericenter, large size, and small velocity dispersion suggests that Cra II is undergoing tidal disruption (Sanders

et al. 2018; Borukhovetskaya et al. 2022b) and we classify it as potentially tidally disrupting.

Dra II—One of the few objects in the sample that may be faint star cluster and not a dwarf galaxy. Baumgardt et al.

(2022) concluded that Dra II is a star cluster based on evidence of mass segregation. There is not a resolved velocity

dispersion or metallicity dispersion that would indicate there is a dark matter halo (Longeard et al. 2018). There

are potential of tidal features in smoothed stellar density distribution (Longeard et al. 2018). Due to the unresolved

velocity dispersion and small size the density upper limit is quite large. Dra II has a relatively small pericenter and if

the velocity dispersion was low (∼ 1 km s−1) the satellite would likely be undergoing tidal disruption.

Eri II—The photomtric selection window was increased for Eri II due to its larger stellar mass relative to the other

UFDs. Without this increase some spectroscopic members would be excluded. In addition, there is one spectroscopic

member that is missing DECam photometry due to a nearby bright star that is manually included in the model. Only

∼ 15% of the orbital samples are bound which have rperi ∼ 100 kpc (rperi, nL ∼ 200 kpc) while the reminder of the

chain is unbound.

For— The proper motion is anti-parallel to the solar motion and the orbit is more sensitive to the distance uncertainty

than other dwarfs (Borukhovetskaya et al. 2022a). The orbital pole aligns with the LMC and this has been used as

an argument for For to be associated with the LMC (Pardy et al. 2020). We do not find a potential association with

the LMC and note that For was outside the LMC escape velocity at its most recent closest approach.

Gru II—There is a bright star (G ∼ 1.7) near Gru II. In DES DR2, a large portion of the region around this star is

masked. We opted to instead use DES DR1 (DES Collaboration et al. 2018) as the mask is smaller. It is possible that

sources near the bright star have biased photometry/colors due to presence of the bright star.

Gru II spatially overlaps with the Chenab/Orphan stream and it has been suggested to be connected to the stream

(Koposov et al. 2019). Gru II and the Chenab/Orphan stream are found to have the same proper motion (Shipp et al.

2019) but the radial velocities of Gru II is ∼ 90 km s−1 offset from the Chenab/Orphan stream predictions (Simon

et al. 2020) and Gru II is ∼ 10 kpc more distant than the stream (Mart́ınez-Vázquez et al. 2019). There will be overlap

between the two structures in the color-magnitude diagram and both the signal and background region of Gru II will

be contaminated with the Chenab/Orphan stream members that have similar a proper motion to the Gru II proper

motion. Regardless we are able to successfully identify all known spectroscopic members. The candidate members

from our mixture model likely include some Chenab/Orphan stream members and the spectroscopic success rate might

be lower than expected.

This is one of the six dSphs that we have classified as likely tidally disrupted based on its low average density relative

to the MW at pericenter (ρ1/2/ρMW (r = rperi) . 10). This agrees with Simon et al. (2020), which found that the

tidal radius was just larger than the Gru II’s physical size. As there is overlap in spatial and proper motion position

but not radial velocity, searching for potential tidal tails and other signs of tidal disruption will be challenging.

We do not find an association with the LMC but note that it is one of the closest MW satellites in phase space.

Other studies have considered Gru II recently captured by the LMC (e.g., Battaglia et al. 2022). We consider Gru II

as potentially tidally disrupting based on its low value of ρ1/2/ρMW (r = rperi).

Her— The large elongation of Her has long been used as evidence for tidal disruption in her (e.g., Martin & Jin

2010; Küpper et al. 2017; Fu et al. 2019). Extra-tidal photometric overdensities have been identified (Sand et al. 2009;

Roderick et al. 2015), however, follow-up efforts have been unsuccessful (Fu et al. 2019; Mutlu-Pakdil et al. 2020).

The large pericenter, rperi ∼ 60 kpc we find with the LMC+MW orbit modeling suggests that the tidal shocking at

pericenter is small however, we note that the orbital motion (via the reflex corrected proper motion) is aligned with

the Her major axis (|θµ − θxy| ∼ 5◦)

Hor I—Likely LMC satellite. We exclude the region around the globular cluster NGC 1261 (RNGC 1261 = 5 ×
rh, NGC 1261 ∼ 3.4′) when constructing the fixed background model.
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Hor II—Due to the low number of members and the lack of Gaia matches more observations are needed. Of the

3 spectroscopic members (Fritz et al. 2019) with astrometric solutions in DR2 only 2 have astrometric solutions in

EDR3. We note that the same four member stars were identified in Pace & Li (2019) and in EDR3 the strength of

the signal has increased.

Hyd II—The orbital pole of Hyd II aligns with the LMC (Kallivayalil et al. 2018) but we do not find a large probability

(pLMC ∼ 6%) for them to be associated. At the most recenter minimum LMC distance (rLMC, min ∼ 125 kpc) Hyd II

has a large relative velocity and is outside the LMC escape velocity ((vLMC, min ∼ 250 km s−1)) and unlikely to be

associated.

Hyi I—For the photometry of Hyi I we use the NSC catalog. Similar to Car II and Car III we find that there is a color

offset between spectroscopic members and stellar isochrones. The offset is smaller than in Car II, (g− r)0 ∼ 0.05, and

we find that after applying this offset to the photometry our standard isochrone selection is able to select all known

spectroscopic members. Hyi I is a likely LMC satellite.

Leo V—In the clean sample, our selection remove all MW foreground members and only known Leo V spectroscopic

members are left. This is not the case for the complete sample. This is the only dSph for which we do not find new

candidate members in.

Peg III—All known spectroscopic members (Kim et al. 2016) are below the Gaia magnitude limit. While this analysis

was in the later stages of preparation, there was a new analysis of the structural parameters and stellar distribution of

Peg III with with deep HST photometry (Richstein et al. 2022). In particular, they found the center of Peg II shifted

by ∼ 0.5′ and the half-light radius roughly doubled. With these updated structural parameters we are able to make

a detection of the systemic proper motion of Peg III. In our previous analysis with the Kim et al. (2016) structural

parameters, there were 4 candidate members with p > 0.1 but all had large errors such that
∑
p = 3.0+0.9

−3.0. With the

updated parameters the same stars are identified as members with
∑
p = 3.9+0.3

−0.4. The candidate members are located

R ∼ 1 − 2 rh whereas with the previous literature values they were R ∼ 2 − 4 rh. There is no detection of Peg III

in Battaglia et al. (2022) and the small errors in McConnachie & Venn (2020b) are likely due to their prior that the

satellite be bound to the MW. Our measurement is just past the threshold for detection based on the small number of

members. This highlights the next for accurate structural parameters to identify candidates dSph members without

spectroscopic information.

Phx II—Likely LMC satellite.

Pic II—Similar to the other two NSC dSphs, we find a color offset for Pic II. This has the largest offset of the three

NSC dSphs, (g − r)0 ∼ 0.1. We have modeled this object with both Gaia and NSC photometry and found that there

is little difference between them. We opt to use the NSC photometry as we are able to exclude more background

stars. When the structural parameters are varied, the half-light radius and ellipticity are found to be larger and more

elongated than the literature values and the overall signal is weak at best. The overall UFD membership from the our

standard analysis is
∑
p ∼ 8 ± 8 and all identified stars contain large errors. To determine a more confident Pic II

signal, we fixed the spatial parameters to the best fit literature values. When the structural parameters are fixed we

find
∑
p ∼ 6.1+3.5

−1.5 and the systemic proper motion has asymmetric error bars. We suspect this issues are caused by

the large LMC+MW background and the overlap between the Pic II and LMC proper motion. Other EDR3 work have

not had this issue (McConnachie & Venn 2020b; Battaglia et al. 2022) and a color-magnitude term in the likelihood

may address this issue. Future spectroscopic observations and membership will assist in measuring the systemic proper

motion.

Psc II—Our mixture models did not return a confident signal in Psc II, however, there are known spectroscopic

members identified in the Gaia catalog (Fritz et al. 2018a). Two of the known spectroscopic stars were identified as

members but they were assigned enormous errors (∼ 0.99, 0.5). With Gaia EDR3, there is one more spectroscopic

member that has an astrometric solution compared to two in the Gaia DR2 catalog from the Kirby et al. (2015)

spectroscopic sample.

As an alternative model, we rerun the mixture model but fix the three spectroscopic members in the dSph component.

With this change, a proper motion signal is measured but no new members are identified. As the mixture model does

not increase the number of members, we opt to calculate the systemic proper motion from the three known spectra

members. Our result disagrees with McConnachie & Venn (2020b) likely due to their prior on tangential velocity that

assumes the satellite is bound.

Ret II—This is one of the only objects with a well measured proper motions where our results differ from a result in

the literature (Mart́ınez-Garćıa et al. 2021). Ret II is a likely LMC satellite.
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Sxt—We exclude the region around the globular cluster Palomar 3 (RPal 3 = 5× rh, Pal 3 = 3.25′) and the local field

galaxy Sextans A (RSxt A = 3× rh, Sxt A ∼ 7.4′), when constructing the fixed background model.

Sgr—Sgr is clearly tidally disrupting and has a prominant stellar stream (Vasiliev et al. 2021). Sgr was not included

in our primary sample due to its large angular size. We include the parameters we use for this analysis for reference:

rperi = 16 kpc (Vasiliev et al. 2021), r1/2 = 2500 pc, ε = 0.64, and d = 26.5 kpc (McConnachie 2012).

Sgr II—The second system in our sample that is likely to be a globular cluster (Longeard et al. 2021a; Baumgardt

et al. 2022).

Tuc III—We consider this dSph to be clearly tidally disrupting based on its tidal tails (Drlica-Wagner et al. 2015)

and a velocity gradient (Li et al. 2018b).

Tuc IV—Tuc IV is above the LMC escape velocity at its closest approach to LMC and is unlikely to be LMC satellite.

It is currently within the LMC escape velocity and may have been recently captured by the LMC. It had a close

encounter with the LMC (see also Simon et al. 2020).

Tuc V—There was not a signal observed in similar Gaia DR2 (Pace & Li 2019) but a clear signal observed in Gaia

EDR3. We are able to identify a signal without using of spectroscopic membership as prior information but note that

the systemic proper motion can be measured more precisely including this information (e.g., Battaglia et al. 2022).

Wil 1—Roughly half of the stars (9/16) identified as candidate members in Table 2 of Willman et al. (2011) with

matches to the Gaia EDR3 catalog are clearly MW foreground stars based on their parallax and/or proper motions.

It is clear that any future kinematic analysis should include Gaia astrometry to improve the remove of foreground

contamination.
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Figure 14. Diagnostic plot for Antlia II similar to Figure 2. The three rows are the spatial distribution (tangent plane), the
proper motion (vector point diagram), and a Gaia color-magnitude diagram. Points with membership probability p > 0.01 are
colored according to their probability; the rest are considered as MW stars and are shown as grey points. The red arrow points
toward the Galactic center and the orange arrow is the direction of the reflex-corrected proper motion which is approximately
equal to the orbital motion.
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Figure 15. Similar to Figure 14 but for Aquarius II. The center-right panel is a DECam color-magnitude diagram.
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Figure 16. Same as Figure 15 but for Boötes I.
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Figure 17. Same as Figure 15 but for Boötes II.
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Figure 18. Same as Figure 15 but for Boötes III.
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Figure 19. Same as Figure 15 but for Boötes IV. Includes PS1 photometry instead of DECam.
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Figure 20. Same as Figure 14 but for Canes Venatici I.
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Figure 21. Same as Figure 15 but for Canes Venatici II.
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Figure 22. Same as Figure 14 but for Carina.
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Figure 23. Same as Figure 14 but for Carina II. The region overlaps with Carina III.
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Figure 24. Same as Figure 14 but for Carina III. The area is center on Carina II.
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Figure 25. Same as Figure 15 but for Centaurus I.
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Figure 26. Same as Figure 15 but for Cetus II.
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Figure 27. Same as Figure 15 but for Columba I.
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Figure 28. Same as Figure 15 but for Coma Berenices.
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Figure 29. Same as Figure 14 but for Crater II.
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Figure 30. Same as Figure 14 but for Draco.
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Figure 31. Same as Figure 15 but for Draco II.
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Figure 32. Same as Figure 15 but for Eridanus II.
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Figure 33. Same as Figure 14 but for Fornax.
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Figure 34. Same as Figure 15 but for Grus I.
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Figure 35. Same as Figure 15 but for Grus II.
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Figure 36. Same as Figure 15 but for Hercules.
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Figure 37. Same as Figure 15 but for Horologium I.
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Figure 38. Same as Figure 15 but for Horologium II.

−20 0 20

∆x (arcmin)

−30

−20

−10

0

10

20

30

∆
y

(a
rc

m
in

)

−10 −5 0 5

µα∗ (mas yr−1)

−8

−6

−4

−2

0

2

4

6

µ
δ

(m
as

y
r−

1
)

0.0 0.5 1.0
g − r

18.0

18.5

19.0

19.5

20.0

20.5

21.0

21.5

g

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8
G−GRP

18.0

18.5

19.0

19.5

20.0

20.5

21.0

G

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Figure 39. Same as Figure 15 but for Hydra II.
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Figure 40. Same as Figure 15 but for Hydrus I.

−50 −25 0 25 50

∆x (arcmin)

−60

−40

−20

0

20

40

60

∆
y

(a
rc

m
in

)

−10 −5 0 5

µα∗ (mas yr−1)

−10.0

−7.5

−5.0

−2.5

0.0

2.5

5.0

µ
δ

(m
as

y
r−

1
)

0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
G−GRP

18.0

18.5

19.0

19.5

20.0

20.5

21.0

G

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Figure 41. Same as Figure 14 but for Leo I.

−50 −25 0 25 50

∆x (arcmin)

−60

−40

−20

0

20

40

60

∆
y

(a
rc

m
in

)

−10 −5 0 5

µα∗ (mas yr−1)

−10

−8

−6

−4

−2

0

2

4

µ
δ

(m
as

y
r−

1
)

0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
G−GRP

18.0

18.5

19.0

19.5

20.0

20.5

21.0

G

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Figure 42. Same as Figure 14 but for Leo II.
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Figure 43. Same as Figure 15 but for Leo IV.
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Figure 44. Same as Figure 15 but for Leo V.
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Figure 45. Same as Figure 15 but for Pegasus III.
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Figure 46. Same as Figure 15 but for Phoenix II.
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Figure 47. Same as Figure 15 but for Pictor I.
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Figure 48. Same as Figure 15 but for Pictor II. There is color offset in the NSC data that is unaccounted for in the isochrone.

−60 −40 −20 0 20 40 60

∆x (arcmin)

−60

−40

−20

0

20

40

60

∆
y

(a
rc

m
in

)

−2 0 2 4 6 8

µα∗ (mas yr−1)

−6

−4

−2

0

2

4

µ
δ

(m
as

y
r−

1
)

−0.25 0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00 1.25
g − r

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

g

0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75
G−GRP

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

G

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Figure 49. Same as Figure 15 but for Reticulum II.
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Figure 50. Same as Figure 15 but for Reticulum III.
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Figure 51. Same as Figure 15 but for Sagittarius II.
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Figure 52. Same as Figure 14 but for Sculptor.
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Figure 53. Same as Figure 15 but for Segue 1.
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Figure 54. Same as Figure 15 but for Segue 2.
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Figure 55. Same as Figure 14 but for Sextans.



48 Pace, Erkal, & Li

−30 −20 −10 0 10 20 30

∆x (arcmin)

−30

−20

−10

0

10

20

30

∆
y

(a
rc

m
in

)

−5.0 −2.5 0.0 2.5 5.0 7.5

µα∗ (mas yr−1)

−8

−6

−4

−2

0

2

µ
δ

(m
as

y
r−

1
)

−0.25 0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00 1.25
g − r

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

g

0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
G−GRP

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

G

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Figure 56. Same as Figure 15 but for Triangulum II.
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Figure 57. Same as Figure 15 but for Tucana II.
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Figure 58. Same as Figure 15 but for Tucana III.
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Figure 59. Same as Figure 15 but for Tucana IV.
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Figure 60. Same as Figure 15 but for Tucana V.
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Figure 61. Same as Figure 15 but for Ursa Major I.
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Figure 62. Same as Figure 15 but for Ursa Major II.
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Figure 63. Same as Figure 14 but for Ursa Minor.
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Figure 64. Same as Figure 15 but for Willman 1.
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Figure 65. Comparison between our systemic proper motion measurement and literature measurements for Antlia II.
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Figure 66. Same as Figure 65 but for Aquarius II.
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Figure 67. Same as Figure 65 but for Boötes I.
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Figure 68. Same as Figure 65 but for Boötes II.
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Figure 69. Same as Figure 65 but for Boötes III.
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Figure 70. Same as Figure 65 but for Boötes IV.
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Figure 71. Same as Figure 65 but for Canes Venatici I.
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Figure 72. Same as Figure 65 but for Canes Venatici II.
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Figure 73. Same as Figure 65 but for Carina.
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Figure 74. Same as Figure 65 but for Carina II.
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Figure 75. Same as Figure 65 but for Carina III.
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Figure 76. Same as Figure 65 but for Centaurus I.
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Figure 77. Same as Figure 65 but for Cetus II.
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Figure 78. Same as Figure 65 but for Columba I.
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Figure 79. Same as Figure 65 but for Coma Berenices.
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Figure 80. Same as Figure 65 but for Crater II.
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Figure 81. Same as Figure 65 but for Draco.
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Figure 82. Same as Figure 65 but for Draco II.
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Figure 83. Same as Figure 65 but for Eridanus II.
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Figure 84. Same as Figure 65 but for Fornax.
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Figure 85. Same as Figure 65 but for Grus I.
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Figure 86. Same as Figure 65 but for Grus II.
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Figure 87. Same as Figure 65 but for Hercules.
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Figure 88. Same as Figure 65 but for Horologium I.
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Figure 89. Same as Figure 65 but for Horologium II.
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Figure 90. Same as Figure 65 but for Hydra II.
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Figure 91. Same as Figure 65 but for Hydrus I.
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Figure 92. Same as Figure 65 but for Leo I.
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Figure 93. Same as Figure 65 but for Leo II.
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Figure 94. Same as Figure 65 but for Leo IV.
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Figure 95. Same as Figure 65 but for Leo V.
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Figure 96. Same as Figure 65 but for Pegasus III.
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Figure 97. Same as Figure 65 but for Phoenix II.
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Figure 98. Same as Figure 65 but for Pictor I.
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Figure 99. Same as Figure 65 but for Pictor II.
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Figure 100. Same as Figure 65 but for Pisces II.
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Figure 101. Same as Figure 65 but for Reticulum II.
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Figure 102. Same as Figure 65 but for Reticulum III.
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Figure 103. Same as Figure 65 but for Sagittarius II.
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Figure 104. Same as Figure 65 but for Sculptor.



Proper Motions and Orbits of MW dSphs 61

−2.25 −2.20 −2.15 −2.10 −2.05 −2.00

µα∗ (mas yr−1)

−3.450

−3.425

−3.400

−3.375

−3.350

−3.325

−3.300

µ
δ

(m
as

y
r−

1
)

Gaia EDR3

−2.2 −2.0 −1.8 −1.6 −1.4

µα∗ (mas yr−1)

−3.7

−3.6

−3.5

−3.4

−3.3

−3.2

µ
δ

(m
as

y
r−

1
)

All Gaia

−2 −1 0 1

µα∗ (mas yr−1)

−4.0

−3.8

−3.6

−3.4

−3.2

−3.0

−2.8

µ
δ

(m
as

y
r−

1
)

All Measurements

This Work

Fritz et al. 2018

Fritz et al. 2018

Simon 2018

McConnachie et al. 2020

McConnachie et al. 2020b

Li et al. 2021

Battaglia et al. 2022

Figure 105. Same as Figure 65 but for Segue 1.
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Figure 106. Same as Figure 65 but for Segue 2.
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Figure 107. Same as Figure 65 but for Sextans.
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Figure 108. Same as Figure 65 but for Triangulum II.
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Figure 109. Same as Figure 65 but for Tucana II.
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Figure 110. Same as Figure 65 but for Tucana III.
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Figure 111. Same as Figure 65 but for Tucana IV.
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Figure 112. Same as Figure 65 but for Tucana V.
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Figure 113. Same as Figure 65 but for Ursa Major I.
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Figure 114. Same as Figure 65 but for Ursa Major II.
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Figure 115. Same as Figure 65 but for Ursa Minor.
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Figure 116. Same as Figure 65 but for Willman 1.
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