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ABSTRACT

Based on the light an exoplanet blocks from its host star as it passes in front of
it during a transit, the mid-transit time can be determined. Periodic variations in
mid-transit times can indicate another planet’s gravitational influence. We investi-
gate 83 transits of TrES-1 b as observed from 6-inch telescopes in the MicroObser-
vatory robotic telescope network. The EXOTIC data reduction pipeline is used to
process these transits, fit transit models to light curves, and calculate transit mid-
points. This paper details the methodology for analyzing transit timing variations
(TTVs) and using transit measurements to maintain ephemerides. The application
of Lomb-Scargle period analysis for studying the plausibility of TTVs is explained.
The analysis of the resultant TTVs from 46 transits from MicroObservatory and 47
transits from archival data in the Exoplanet Transit Database indicated the possible
existence of other planets affecting the orbit of TrES-1 and improved the precision
of the ephemeris by one order of magnitude. We now estimate the ephemeris to be
(2455489.66026 BJDTDB± 0.00044 d) + (3.0300689± 0.0000007) d× epoch. This anal-
ysis also demonstrates the role of small telescopes in making precise mid-transit time
measurements, which can be used to help maintain ephemerides and perform TTV
analysis. The maintenance of ephemerides allows for an increased ability to optimize
telescope time on large ground-based telescopes and space telescope missions.

Keywords: ephemerides, methods: data analysis, planets and satellites: detection, tech-
niques: image processing

1. INTRODUCTION

The transit method is used to determine the
radius of a planet and its orbital period by

measuring the decrease in stellar flux when the
planet blocks its host star from the line of sight
of the observer. Many transiting exoplanets ob-
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served by NASA’s Kepler and Transiting Ex-
oplanet Survey Satellite (TESS) missions are
ideal for atmospheric characterization (Zellem
et al. 2020). However, transit midpoint uncer-
tainties increase over time. A network of small
telescopes used by citizen scientists can be used
to maintain ephemerides by perform such regu-
lar observations fairly accurately (Fowler 2019).
As a result, small telescopes can help save time
on larger telescopes by continually observing
transits and keeping their parameters up to date
(Zellem et al. 2020).

A meta-analysis of a collection of transit mea-
surements can also provide useful information.
Such collections are useful for studying tran-
sit timing variations (TTVs), represented by a
difference between the expected (or calculated
from a least-square regression) and observed
transit midpoints of a planet (Cortés-Zuleta,
Ṕıa et al. 2020, Agol and Fabrycky 2018). These
variations might constitute the signature of an-
other planet in the system. Collecting and as-
similating data from multiple transits can be a
way to identify otherwise undetected planets in
the system.

In this paper, transits of TrES-1 b, an exo-
planet that is part of the class of gas giants
known as “hot Jupiters,” are analyzed to ex-
plore the potential of TTVs and update the
ephemeris. TrES-1 b was first discovered in
2004 by the Trans-Atlantic Exoplanet Survey
(TrES) using the transit method. The star that
TrES-1 b orbits was measured to have a V-band
magnitude of 11.790 (Alonso et al. 2004).

2. DATA COLLECTION AND REDUCTION

Observations of 83 transits of TrES-1 b, col-
lected between 2010 and 2020, were analyzed.
These transits were observed by Cecilia, a 6-inch
telescope from the MicroObservatory Robotic
Telescope Network (Sadler et al. 2001)1. All

1 https://mo-www.cfa.harvard.edu/MicroObservatory/

of the images of TrES-1 b where taken from
the Fred Lawrence Whipple Observatory in Ari-
zona, where Cecilia is currently installed. Each
image had a field of view that is 60 arcminutes
horizontally and 40 arcminutes vertically. Each
exposure time was 60 seconds. The focal length
of the telescope was 560 mm, and no filter was
used. The telescope’s main camera uses a Ko-
dak KAF-1402ME image sensor with resolution
1000×1400 and 6.8µm square pixels with a res-
olution of 2.5 arcminutes per pixel. The sensor
is cooled by a two-stage Peltier thermo-electric
cooler (Sadler et al. 2001).

To process these data, the EXOplanet Transit
Interpretation Code (EXOTIC) pipeline2 was
used to find the mid-transit time and uncer-
tainty for each set of time series observations
(Zellem et al. 2020). In the EXOTIC pipeline,
the images were first reduced by performing
dark subtraction using the darks we provided.
The pixel coordinates of the target star and
comparison stars (comp stars), if any were used,
were then detected. EXOTIC tracked the tar-
get star across the images based on these ini-
tial pixel coordinates. For each image, it com-
puted the total flux of the star within an aper-
ture and subtracted the average flux over a sky
background annulus for an equivalent number of
pixels (Zellem et al. 2020). It selected the aper-
ture radius, sky background annulus, and the
best of the detected comp stars by minimizing
the residual root-mean-square (RMS) scatter of
a Mandel and Agol (2002) model transit curve.
It fit the resulting light curve parameters using
a Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) fitting
routine (Ford 2006).

One transit of TrES-1 b, which was observed
by the MicroObservatory Donald telescope on
May 25, 2011, is shown as an example in Figure
1. It is fit by EXOTIC as described above. Each
gray point represents the relative flux measured

2 https://github.com/rzellem/exotic
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Figure 1. Light curve fit by EXOTIC for the tran-
sit of TrES-1 b on May 25, 2011.

in one transit image. The blue points represent
the moving average of the relative flux. The
red curve represents the best-fit light curve for
the data, where the transit begins and ends at
a relative flux of 1.00. The fitted mid-transit
time is 2455707.8264 ± 0.0014 d, which is 0.81
minutes different from the expected mid-transit
time for that epoch. The expected mid-transit
time is calculated by finding the closest cal-
culated transit midpoint time to the observed
transit midpoint using equation (1). We used
3.03006973 ± 0.00000018 d as the period and
2455016.96994 BJDTDB ± 0.00007 d as the ini-
tial mid-transit time (Bonomo et al. 2017). The
expected mid-transit time overlaps the uncer-
tainty for the fitted mid-transit time. The RMS
scatter of the residuals is 0.57%.

Capturing a complete exoplanet transit, espe-
cially with a small telescope such as those at
the MicroObservatory, necessitates the perfect
alignment of several factors. Good seeing, lack
of passing clouds, good tracking on the telescope
while exposing, and minimal drift of the field
of view between exposures all must conspire to
capture clear images before, during, and after
the target’s occultation by its planet. Out of
the 83 MicroObservatory transits in this study,

46 gave clear transit curves. These 46 transits
were used for analysis.

The breakdown of the results from process-
ing the set of images provided for each tran-
sit is shown in Figure 2. “Good light curves”
were the light curves with a clear and complete
transit (more precisely, there are observations
both before the fitted transit begins and after it
ends; the relative flux in the fitted light curve
did not pass below 0.95; and scatter in residu-
als is not above 0.03). “Poor light curves” were
those that appeared to show no clear transit
even though the weather appeared normal in the
images (more precisely, the relative flux in the
fitted light curve did not pass below 0.95 or the
scatter in residuals is above 0.03). “Partial light
curves” were the light curves with clear transits
that got cut off at either end (more precisely,
the same criteria as for “Good light curves” are
satisfied, except the the fitted transit either be-
gins before the first observation or ends after
the last observation). “Technical issues” was
used to indicate that a transit produced an er-
ror while being processed or the images were un-
clear due to the weather or the telescopes (this
could be detected by a variety of factors, but
would be visible, for instance, through entirely
washed out images or the target star leaving the
field of view). Examples for each light curve
designation are shown in Figure 3. The light
curves from each good transit are shown in the
appendix in Figure 9.

For some of the transits that did not initially
yield a good light curve, removing images that
displayed poor weather or manually selecting
different comparison stars shown in Figure 4 in
sometimes helped. Proximity of the comparison
star to the target was also beneficial because
light from both stars crossed a similar amount
of Earth’s atmosphere (“airmass”) on the way
to the telescope, making their measured fluxes
more comparable. Finally, the scatter in residu-
als of the light curves was minimized where the
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Figure 2. Breakdown of transit outcomes by light
curve and image quality.

dark images were taken closer in date to the
science images.

3. TRANSIT TIMING VARIATIONS

In this section the procedures for calculating
and analyzing TTVs are examined. First, the
observed transits are fitted to attain the tran-
sit midpoints and other parameters. Then, for
a planet in Keplerian motion, the transit mid-
point time can be described by the equation

T = T0 + E · P (1)

where T is a given transit midpoint, E is the
epoch number (indexed such that T0 is the mid-
point of the transit at epoch 0), and P is the
period of the planet (Cortés-Zuleta, Ṕıa et al.
2020). The transit midpoint can be predicted
based on how the transit midpoint would change
over time given that the motion is periodic.
Based on this equation and using published val-
ues for T0 and P , it is possible to find observed
minus calculated (O-C) values for each analyzed
observation by subtracting the observed transit
midpoint from the closest calculated time. Us-
ing equation (3) in Zellem et al. (2020) for cal-
culated mid-transit time uncertainty and using
equation (1), the uncertainty of the O-C value
can be calculated to be√

∆T 2
obs + E2 ·∆P 2 + 2 · E ·∆P ·∆T0 + ∆T 2

0 .

Next, comparing the observed transit midpoints
to the prediction based on the calculated O-C

values, the extent to which other planets in the
system might be affecting the system’s period
can be assessed. From here, the mass of possible
planets can be bounded based on perturbations
these planets would cause on the orbit of the ob-
served planet, and Lomb-Scargle period analysis
can be used to check for a periodic trend among
observed residuals (VanderPlas 2018).

The transit midpoints calculated by EXOTIC
and the midpoints from archival data in the
Exoplanet Transit Database (ETD)3 were com-
pared to the expected midpoints based on
the listings in the NASA Exoplanet Archive
and the chronologically first observations from
the MicroObservatory (MOBS) and ETD. In
particular, the period used was 3.03006973 ±
0.00000018 d (Bonomo et al. 2017). The initial
mid-transit times used were 2453268.62204 ±
0.00073 BJDTDB and 2455489.6628 ± 0.0013
BJDTDB from ETD and MOBS, respectively.

Figure 5 shows a plot of the observed tran-
sit midpoints versus the expected transit mid-
points using the chronologically first observa-
tion and reference time from the MicroObserva-
tory data. The processed data that were used
to create Figure 5 are seen in Table 1. Using 30
degrees of freedom, the reduced χ2 values of the
data in the plot compared to the line O-C = 0
was 1.06. This low χ2 value suggests that the
data are consistent with the calculated transit
midpoints.

Based on the processed data and the
archival data, an updated ephemeris was fit
to the data. The result of the fit was
T = (2455489.66026 BJDTDB ± 0.00044 d) +
(3.0300689 ± 0.0000007) d · E, where T is the
transit time in BJDTDB and E is the epoch
number after 2458731.83 BJDTDB. The result-
ing period, 3.0300689 ± 0.0000007 d, is consis-
tent with the archival time from the NASA Ex-

3 http://var2.astro.cz/ETD/
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Table 1. Transit midpoints and O-C values for Fig. 5 from the MicroObservatory and the Exoplanet
Transit Database. The epoch and O-C values are calculated based on the period from the NASA Exoplanet
Archive and the time of the first MicroObservatory observation.

Date
Midpoint
(BJDTDB)

Midpoint Un-
certainty
(BJDTDB) Epoch O-C (min)

O-C Uncer-
tainty (min)

Residual RMS
Scatter Source

2004-09-20 2453268.62204 0.00073 0 3.36 1.05 – ETD

2004-09-23 2453271.65062 0.00120 1 1.22 1.73 – ETD

2005-04-26 2453486.78631 0.00110 72 2.28 1.58 – ETD

2006-04-30 2453856.45334 0.00050 194 0.15 0.72 – ETD

2007-09-03 2454347.32609 0.00028 356 2.25 0.41 – ETD

2007-09-06 2454350.35572 0.00036 357 1.61 0.52 – ETD

2009-05-16 2454968.48985 0.00028 561 1.48 0.41 – ETD

2009-06-16 2454998.79989 0.00160 571 14.93 2.31 – ETD

2009-08-18 2455062.42297 0.00060 592 2.86 0.87 – ETD

2010-04-18 2455304.82663 0.00084 672 0.09 1.22 – ETD

2010-06-20 2455368.46043 0.00068 693 3.46 0.99 – ETD

2010-10-19 2455489.6628 0.0013 733 2.86 1.88 0.007 MOBS

2011-03-02 2455622.9834 0.0015 777 -0.70 2.17 0.006 MOBS

2011-04-19 2455671.46481 0.00090 793 -0.28 1.31 – ETD

2011-04-29 2455680.55547 0.00064 796 0.37 0.93 – ETD

2011-05-19 2455701.7653 0.0016 803 -0.57 2.31 0.008 MOBS

2011-05-22 2455704.7959 0.0019 804 0.19 2.74 0.008 MOBS

2011-05-25 2455707.8264 0.0014 805 0.81 2.02 0.005 MOBS

2011-06-01 2455713.8859 0.0021 807 -0.11 3.03 0.012 MOBS

2011-06-04 2455716.9162 0.0019 808 0.22 2.74 0.007 MOBS

2011-07-16 2455759.33911 0.00049 822 3.00 0.72 – ETD

2011-07-19 2455762.36788 0.00037 823 1.13 0.56 – ETD

2011-07-22 2455765.39965 0.00040 824 3.58 0.60 – ETD

2011-07-25 2455768.42996 0.00042 825 3.93 0.63 – ETD

2011-08-22 2455795.70127 0.00055 834 4.91 0.81 – ETD

2011-08-28 2455801.75817 0.00040 836 0.24 0.60 – ETD

2011-11-21 2455886.59868 0.00048 864 -1.83 0.71 – ETD

2012-03-30 2456016.8927 0.0022 907 -0.36 3.17 0.010 MOBS

2012-04-02 2456019.9238 0.0020 908 1.13 2.89 0.009 MOBS

2012-05-23 2456071.43362 0.00070 925 -0.84 1.03 – ETD

2012-05-26 2456074.46528 0.00112 926 1.45 1.62 – ETD

2012-06-17 2456095.67860 0.00087 933 5.52 1.27 – ETD

2012-06-19 2456098.7020 0.0016 934 -4.08 2.31 0.010 MOBS

2012-06-22 2456101.7363 0.0022 935 2.02 3.17 0.011 MOBS

2012-06-29 2456107.79744 0.00032 937 3.45 0.50 – ETD

2012-07-04 2456113.8545 0.0025 969 2.05 3.75 0.026 MOBS

2012-09-28 2456198.69781 0.00056 967 0.97 0.83 – ETD

2012-10-03 2456204.7570 0.0020 1038 -0.39 3.61 0.011 MOBS

2013-05-01 2456413.8300 0.0013 1040 -3.00 2.89 0.010 MOBS

2013-05-07 2456419.8891 0.0017 1041 -4.50 1.88 0.006 MOBS

2013-05-10 2456422.9235 0.0016 1072 1.74 2.46 0.006 MOBS

2013-07-03 2456477.46917 0.00042 1059 8.09 0.65 – ETD

2013-07-06 2456480.49645 0.00035 1060 4.08 0.55 – ETD

2013-07-31 2456504.73647 0.00030 1068 3.30 0.49 – ETD

2013-08-11 2456516.8567 0.0027 1100 3.24 2.32 0.006 MOBS

2013-11-04 2456601.6937 0.0009 1168 -3.90 3.90 0.014 MOBS

2014-05-06 2456783.50156 0.00055 1160 1.39 0.83 – ETD

2014-05-29 2456807.7358 0.0016 1169 -7.73 1.32 0.010 MOBS

2014-06-01 2456810.7747 0.0011 1170 5.02 2.32 0.007 MOBS

2014-06-04 2456813.7968 0.0014 1171 -6.46 1.60 0.006 MOBS
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Table 1. Transit midpoints and O-C values for Fig. 5 from the MicroObservatory and the Exoplanet
Transit Database. The epoch and O-C values are calculated based on the period from the NASA Exoplanet
Archive and the time of the first MicroObservatory observation.

Date
Midpoint
(BJDTDB)

Midpoint Un-
certainty
(BJDTDB) Epoch O-C (min)

O-C Uncer-
tainty (min)

Residual RMS
Scatter Source

2014-06-07 2456816.8320 0.0017 1304 0.93 2.03 0.005 MOBS

2014-08-10 2456880.46568 0.00035 1192 4.11 0.57 – ETD

2014-08-13 2456883.49504 0.00064 1193 3.09 0.96 – ETD

2014-08-17 2456886.52910 0.00136 1194 8.84 1.98 – ETD

2014-08-29 2456898.64521 0.00049 1198 2.83 0.75 – ETD

2015-04-10 2457122.86795 0.00102 1272 -0.65 1.50 – ETD

2015-07-15 2457219.8340 0.0017 1332 4.85 2.47 0.007 MOBS

2015-10-08 2457304.6669 0.0035 1435 -8.18 2.47 0.009 MOBS

2016-04-20 2457498.59704 0.00047 1396 -0.01 0.75 – ETD

2016-07-16 2457586.47109 0.00038 1425 2.91 0.63 – ETD

2016-07-19 2457589.49869 0.00107 1426 -0.65 1.57 – ETD

2016-08-21 2457622.8288 0.0042 1437 -1.59 6.06 0.020 MOBS

2016-11-08 2457701.6111 0.0043 1463 -0.89 6.20 0.017 MOBS

2016-11-11 2457704.6438 0.0033 1464 2.90 4.76 0.015 MOBS

2017-05-28 2457901.59874 0.00077 1529 3.48 1.16 – ETD

2017-06-11 2457916.7425 0.0030 1534 -6.00 4.33 0.014 MOBS

2017-06-14 2457919.7724 0.0027 1535 -6.25 3.90 0.011 MOBS

2017-08-23 2457989.47123 0.00046 1558 4.15 0.75 – ETD

2018-04-19 2458228.8500 0.0018 1637 8.85 2.62 0.010 MOBS

2018-04-22 2458231.8734 0.0023 1638 -0.75 3.33 0.009 MOBS

2018-06-16 2458286.41955 0.00057 1656 6.29 0.90 – ETD

2018-06-19 2458289.44708 0.00080 1657 2.64 1.21 – ETD

2018-06-22 2458292.47855 0.00037 1658 4.65 0.66 – ETD

2018-07-19 2458319.7450 0.0029 1667 -1.36 4.19 0.015 MOBS

2018-08-04 2458334.8993 0.0029 1672 4.33 4.19 0.012 MOBS

2018-09-27 2458389.43702 0.00111 1690 -0.76 1.65 – ETD

2018-10-18 2458410.6461 0.0019 1697 -2.79 2.76 0.012 MOBS

2018-10-21 2458413.6715 0.0023 1698 -9.51 3.34 0.015 MOBS

2019-05-21 2458625.7833 0.0024 1768 0.45 3.48 0.022 MOBS

2019-05-27 2458631.8395 0.0029 1770 -5.22 4.20 0.009 MOBS

2019-06-03 2458637.9001 0.0021 1772 -4.56 3.05 0.008 MOBS

2019-07-24 2458689.41747 0.00039 1789 4.34 0.70 – ETD

2019-08-03 2458698.50695 0.00056 1792 3.29 0.91 – ETD

2019-08-06 2458701.53762 0.00056 1793 4.16 0.91 – ETD

2019-08-09 2458704.56817 0.00038 1794 4.85 0.69 – ETD

2019-08-20 2458716.6835 0.0014 1798 -2.27 2.06 0.005 MOBS

2019-08-26 2458722.7471 0.0013 1800 2.71 1.92 0.006 MOBS

2019-09-01 2458728.8062 0.0021 1802 1.21 3.05 0.009 MOBS

2019-09-04 2458731.8356 0.0023 1803 0.25 3.34 0.009 MOBS

2020-06-28 2459028.7843 0.0030 1901 2.94 4.34 0.009 MOBS

2020-07-04 2459034.8377 0.0015 1903 -6.77 2.21 0.008 MOBS

2020-09-27 2459119.6802 0.0016 1931 -5.98 2.35 0.008 MOBS

2020-09-30 2459122.7205 0.0027 1932 8.75 3.91 0.012 MOBS
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Figure 3. Top left: “good light curve” from images taken on May 25, 2011. Top right: “poor light curve”
from images taken on June 25, 2020. Bottom left: “partial light curve” from images taken on March 26,
2012. Bottom right: “technical issue” from images taken on July 10, 2020.

Figure 4. Star field of TrES-1 b with target la-
beled with “T1” and comparison stars labeled in
green with their magnitudes.

oplanet Archive of 3.03006973 ± 0.00000018 d
as the intervals overlap (Bonomo et al. 2017).

The graph of the fitted ephemeris and residu-
als is shown in Figure 6.

As shown in Figure 5, the uncertainties of the
transit midpoints from archival data are much
smaller than the uncertainties from the data we
reduced using EXOTIC. While EXOTIC uses
a Markov Chain Monte Carlo method to com-
pute the uncertainties, the uncertainties from
the ETD are calculated from Poisson statistics
and readout noise, and they are lower because
they do not factor in red noise (Poddaný et al.
2010).

4. LOMB-SCARGLE ANALYSIS

After the curves are fitted through EXOTIC,
the Lomb-Scargle method was used to search for
a periodicity in the O-C values.
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Figure 5. O-C plot from MicroObservatory data (plotted in red) along with archival data (plotted in blue)
compared to the predicted value based on the period from the NASA Exoplanet Archive and the time of
the first MicroObservatory observation.

Figure 6. Graph of archival and processed transit
midpoints along with the fitted linear ephemeris.

The Lomb-Scargle algorithm for period anal-
ysis is suitable for unevenly sampled time-series
data (VanderPlas 2018). It is used to determine
if there are significant periodic trends in tran-
sit data rather than simply random Gaussian
noise.

The Lomb-Scargle periodogram produced by
this procedure is modified from the classical
periodogram, which is based directly on the
Fourier transform. The classical periodogram
does not work well for analyzing non-uniform

data because the non-uniformity in the data
translates to a “noisy” Fourier transform with
irregular frequency peaks (VanderPlas 2018).
This noisy translation does not happen with
the Lomb-Scargle modification of the classical
periodogram, so we use the Lomb-Scargle pro-
cedure for a more accurate test of periodic-
ity. We performed the procedure using the
astropy.timeseries.LombScargle module.

The periodograms in Figures 7 and 8 pro-
duced using the Lomb-Scargle procedure were
created from the MicroObservatory data of 46
TrES-1 b transits and the combined MicroOb-
servatory and Exoplanet Transit Database data
of 93 transits, respectively.

In Figure 7, the highest peak has a false-alarm
probability of 0.98, suggesting that the data do
not follow a periodic trend. The small number
of observations being analyzed may also con-
tribute to the high false-alarm probability as
the presence or absence of a periodic signal is
less likely to be accurately detected in a smaller
sample size.

The graph for the combined data in Figure
8 shows three significant peaks at frequencies
of 0.00275, 0.00548, and 0.01276 cycles per
day. These frequencies correspond to periods of
363.6, 182.4, and 78.4 days, respectively. Each
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of the three peaks has a false-alarm probability
under 0.01, indicating that the data may follow
a periodic trend. This finding requires further
investigation to determine whether additional
planets are present in the system.

5. FUTURE WORK

One interesting direction could be to look at
cumulative and individual reduction of transits
could be compared to see which yields lower un-
certainty. Were the transits not all from the
same telescope, it could be considered whether
the transits could be combined without modifi-
cation or how measurements could be adjusted
or weighted. Weighting schemes could be con-
sidered based on quality of the night or similar
factors for the same telescope as well.

Another possible direction would be to look
into further automating the processing of all of
the transits to speed up the process. This could
involve automating classification of transits as
“good light curves,” “poor light curves,” “par-
tial light curves,” and “technical issues” to help
determine which transits to use. This automa-
tion could allow for improvement over the im-
age filtering currently included in EXOTIC, as
some of the transits we analyzed required fur-
ther manual removal of problematic images. It
is also possible to look into using cloud comput-
ing services to parallelize the processing of tran-
sits, which would drastically reduce the amount
of time and work it takes to process many tran-
sits.

6. CONCLUSIONS

Measurements and analysis of transit timing
variations in TrES-1 b transits are presented
in this paper. TTV analysis based on these
transits suggests the possibility of the existence
of another planet, which requires further inves-
tigation. It is important to continue observ-
ing such transits to maintain ephemerides and
provide targets for future transiting exoplanet
atmospheric characterization missions (Zellem

et al. 2020). Our contribution of reduction of
follow-up observations of TrES-1 b and analysis
of TTVs has been detailed.
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Figure 7. Lomb-Scargle periodogram produced from O-C values with data from 46 of the transits we
reduced.

Figure 8. Lomb-Scargle periodogram produced from O-C values with data from 46 of the transits we
reduced and 47 transits from the Exoplanet Transit Database. The three highest peaks with frequencies of
0.00275, 0.00548, and 0.01276 cycles per day (in decreasing order of power) are highlighted in red.
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P. Giacobbe, G. Hébrard, L. Malavolta,

J. Maldonado, L. Mancini, A. Martinez

Fiorenzano, S. Masiero, V. Nascimbeni,

M. Pedani, M. Rainer, and G. Scand ariato.

The GAPS Programme with HARPS-N at TNG

. XIV. Investigating giant planet migration

history via improved eccentricity and mass

determination for 231 transiting planets. A&A,

602:A107, June 2017.

https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201629882.
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8. APPENDIX

(a) 2010-10-19 (b) 2011-03-02 (c) 2011-05-19 (d) 2011-05-22

(e) 2011-05-25 (f) 2011-06-01 (g) 2011-06-04 (h) 2012-03-30

(i) 2012-04-02 (j) 2012-06-19 (k) 2012-06-22 (l) 2012-07-04

(m) 2012-10-03 (n) 2013-05-01 (o) 2013-05-07 (p) 2013-05-10

(q) 2013-08-11 (r) 2013-11-04 (s) 2014-05-29 (t) 2014-06-01

Figure 9. Images of all good light curves. The date format is YYYY-MM-DD.
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(u) 2014-06-04 (v) 2014-06-07 (w) 2015-07-15 (x) 2015-10-08

(y) 2016-08-21 (z) 2016-11-08 (aa) 2016-11-11 (bb) 2017-06-11

(cc) 2017-06-14 (dd) 2018-04-19 (ee) 2018-04-22 (ff) 2018-07-19

(gg) 2018-08-04 (hh) 2018-10-18 (ii) 2018-10-21 (jj) 2019-05-21

(kk) 2019-05-27 (ll) 2019-06-03 (mm) 2019-08-20 (nn) 2019-08-26

Figure 9. Images of all good light curves. The date format is YYYY-MM-DD.
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(oo) 2019-09-01 (pp) 2019-09-04 (qq) 2020-06-28 (rr) 2020-07-04

(ss) 2020-09-27 (tt) 2020-09-30

Figure 9. Images of all good light curves. The date format is YYYY-MM-DD.
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