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ABSTRACT
We explore constraints on the Milky Way dark matter halo oblateness using three
stellar streams from globular clusters NGC 3201, M68, and Palomar 5. Previous con-
straints on the gravitational potential from dynamical equilibrium of stellar popula-
tions and distant Milky Way satellites are included. We model the dark halo as ax-
isymmetric with axis ratio qhρ and four additional free parameters of a two power-law
density profile. The halo axis ratio, while barely constrained by the NGC 3201 stream
alone, is required to be close to spherical by the streams of Palomar 5 (qhρ = 1.01±0.09)

and M68 (qhρ = 1.14+0.21
−0.14), the latter allowing a more prolate shape. The three streams

together are well fitted with a halo axis ratio qhρ = 1.06 ± 0.06 and core radius ∼ 20
kpc. Our estimate of the halo shape agrees with previous studies using other observa-
tional data and is in tension with cosmological simulations predicting that most spiral
galaxies have oblate dark matter halos with the short axis perpendicular to the disc.
We discuss why the impact of the Magellanic Clouds tide is too small to change our
conclusion on the halo axis ratio. We note that dynamical equilibrium of a spherical
halo in the oblate disk potential implies an anisotropic dark matter velocity dispersion,
larger along the vertical direction than the horizontal ones, which should relate to the
assembly history of the Milky Way.

Key words: Galaxy: halo - Galaxy: kinematics and dynamics - Galaxy: structure.

1 INTRODUCTION

The dark halo of the Milky Way is the least known com-
ponent of our Galaxy. Determining its density profile and
three-dimensional shape is an important astrophysical goal
that can help us understand how galaxies form and evolve
and constrain the properties of the dark matter.

Simulations of the formation and evolution of galaxies
have been one of the main tools to predict the shape of the
dark halo of galaxies similar to the Milky Way (Vogelsberger
et al. 2020). In general, simulations including only dark mat-
ter produce halos with triaxial shapes following the Navarro,
Frenk & White (NFW, Navarro et al. 1996) density profile.
When baryons are included, interactions between baryons
and dark matter in disc galaxies make halos rounder and
approximately axisymmetric, with the minor axis perpen-
dicular to the disc (e.g. Bailin et al. 2005; DeBuhr et al.
2012; De Martino et al. 2020).

Testing these predictions from observations has proved

⋆ E-mail: cgpalau@sjtu.edu.cn
† E-mail: miralda@icc.ub.edu

difficult (see e.g. Wechsler & Tinker 2018; Salucci 2019).
Galaxy rotation curves provide ambiguous constraints on
the shape of the dark halo because of the uncertainties in
subtracting the baryonic component of stars and gas, and
depend only on the potential in the disc plane (Li et al.
2020). In the Milky Way, dynamical equilibrium methods
of tracers like globular clusters or halo stars, as well as the
orbits from stellar debris of the Sagittarius dwarf galaxy,
have been applied to constrain the potential (e.g. Fardal
et al. 2019; Wegg et al. 2019; Hattori et al. 2021). The shape
of the dark halo is still poorly constrained by these methods,
and varying results of oblate, prolate, spherical, and triaxial
configurations have been obtained depending on the method
and the source of observational data (see Section 6).

Here we use dynamically cold stellar streams to study
the shape of the Milky Way’s halo. These structures are
formed when a progenitor satellite galaxy or globular clus-
ter is perturbed by tidal shocks, generally when the progen-
itor approaches the centre of the galaxy o crosses the disc
(e.g. Küpper et al. 2008, 2012; Bovy 2014). The ensuing loss
of stars from the bound system populates the leading and
trailing tails of the stream. The tidally stripped stars ap-
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proximately follow the orbit of the progenitor with a small
variation of the orbital energy, with stars that gain energy
moving to the trailing arm (a longer period orbit), and those
that lose energy moving to the leading arm (a shorter period
orbit). Models of the phase-space structure of stellar streams
can help reconstruct the orbit of the progenitor and use it to
constrain the gravitational potential of the galaxy (see e.g.
Varghese et al. 2011; Price-Whelan et al. 2014; Bonaca et al.
2014).

Several streams have been discovered in the inner re-
gion of the Milky Way (e.g. Belokurov et al. 2006; Grillmair
& Johnson 2006; Shipp et al. 2018), and some of them have
been used to constrain the potential of the Galaxy (see Sec-
tion 6). For example, the GD-1 stellar stream, one of the
most populated, has no known progenitor. This makes it
difficult to model and constrain the Galactic potential with
this stream. Another prominent stellar stream is the one gen-
erated by the Palomar 5 globular cluster, at ∼ 16 kpc from
the Galactic centre and far above the disc. This location is
ideal to study the inner halo shape because the trajectory
of the stream depends on the vertical acceleration, which is
sensitive to the halo oblateness (see e.g. Pearson et al. 2015).

The publication of the second version of the Gaia star
catalogue (GDR2), with more than 1 billion sources (Gaia
Collaboration et al. 2016, 2018), has improved the quality
of the existing data of the Palomar 5 tidal stream, provid-
ing parallaxes and proper motions of many stars along the
stream. Furthermore, this catalogue has made it possible
to discover other stellar streams (see e.g. Ibata et al. 2018;
Malhan et al. 2018; Ibata et al. 2019b), some of them as-
sociated with globular clusters (Grillmair 2019; Ibata et al.
2019a; Piatti & Carballo-Bello 2020). Two of the main ex-
amples are the streams of M68 and NGC 3201 (Palau &
Miralda-Escudé 2019, 2021, hereafter PM19, PM21). These
streams are dynamically cold and relatively close to the Sun,
greatly facilitating their study with theGaia data. Each stel-
lar stream provides independent constraints on the Milky
Way mass distribution, helping resolve degeneracies that in-
evitably arise when modeling all the Milky Way components
with many parameters.

In this paper, we present a method to constrain a model
of the Milky Way halo using several stellar streams combined
with other traditional observational constraints. We apply
it to the streams of NGC 3201, M68, and Palomar 5. This
combination of multiple observations is essential to help sep-
arate the contributions from the disc, bulge and halo, and
reduce model degeneracies. In Section 2, we discuss our mass
model of the Galaxy and the prior constraints on the free
parameters from observational data. In Section 3, we present
the kinematic constraints and a description of each stellar
stream. In Section 4, the stream-fitting methodology is ex-
plained and the method is applied to the observational data.
Results with each stream separately are presented in Section
5 and for all streams together in Section 5.3. In Section 6
we compare the halo axis ratio to previous estimates in the
literature, and we present our conclusions in Section 7.

2 MASS MODEL OF THE MILKY WAY

Wemodel the mass distribution of the Milky Way as the sum
of three components: disc, bulge and halo. We now describe
the parameterized models used for each of them.

2.1 The disc density profile

The Milky Way stellar disc is modelled as the sum of two
exponential profiles for the thin and thick disc. We do not
separate the contribution of gas from stars; the total gas
mass is approximately Mgas ∼ 1010 M⊙, smaller than the
stellar mass of Md ∼ 4×1010 M⊙ (e.g. Bland-Hawthorn &
Gerhard 2016), and we neglect the different scale heights
for the gas and stellar components. We note that the thin
gas and young stars component may increase the strength of
tidal shocks when crossing the disc and therefore the number
and ejection velocities of stars that populate the tidal tails,
so a more precise modeling of the vertical profile will be
useful in future work.

In Galactocentric Cylindrical coordinates (R,φ, z), the
mass density for each stellar component is

ργ(R, z) =
Σγ

2zγ
exp

(
− R

hγ
− |z|

zγ

)
, (1)

where the subindex takes two values: γ = n denotes the thin
disc, and γ = k the thick disc. The central mass surface den-
sity is Σγ , hγ is the radial scale length, and zγ the vertical
scale height. The scale lengths and scale heights are con-
strained at the solar vicinity by star counts in optical and
infrared bands to values hn ∼ 2.5 kpc, zn ∼ 300 pc for the
thin disc, and hk ∼ 2 kpc, zk ∼ 900 pc for the chemically
defined thick disc (e.g. Jurić et al. 2008; Bovy et al. 2015).
The mass surface density ratio of the two components is also
estimated in the solar vicinity (e.g. Jurić et al. 2008; Just &
Jahreiß 2010).

As a consistent methodology to fit our mass distribu-
tion model to various observations, we will let these model
parameters vary in our maximum a-posteriori fits. These pa-
rameters are also constrained by Gaussian priors defined by
various observational determinations with estimated errors.
We choose the estimates for scale lengths and scale heights
given in the review article of Bland-Hawthorn & Gerhard
(2016), and we list them in Table 1 with their errors that
are assumed to be uncorrelated. The surface densities Σk

and Σn are left free with a uniform positive prior. We add
to the likelihood function (see Section 4) the constraint on
the local ratio of the thin and thick disc surface densities

fΣ ≡ fρ
zk
zn

= 0.12± 0.04 , (2)

where fρ ≡ ρk(R⊙, z⊙)/ρn(R⊙, z⊙) is the local density ra-
tio. We also take this measurement from Bland-Hawthorn
& Gerhard (2016).

In general, Table 1 lists all our variable parameters, with
indication of their priors, and Table 2 lists all our fixed pa-
rameters, for which we consider their errors to be of negligi-
ble impact for our modeling purpose.

2.2 The bulge density profile

We consider the Milky Way bulge and bar (see e.g. Por-
tail et al. 2015; Wegg et al. 2015; Clarke et al. 2019) as
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The oblateness of the Milky Way halo 3

Table 1. Free parameters θ. The priors pθ are assumed to be Gaus-

sian distributions µ ± σ with mean µ and standard deviation σ

or uniform distributions when they are not specified.

Sun Gaussian Prior Ref.

R⊙ (kpc) 8.178± 0.026 [1]

U⊙ (km s−1) 11.1± 1.25 [2]
V⊙ (km s−1) 12.24± 2.05 [2]

W⊙ (km s−1) 7.25± 0.62 [2]

Disc

Σn (M⊙ kpc−2)

hn (kpc) 2.6± 0.5 [3]

zn (kpc) 0.3± 0.05 [3]

Σk (M⊙ kpc−2)

hk (kpc) 2.0± 0.2 [3]

zk (kpc) 0.9± 0.18 [3]

Bulge

ρb0 (M⊙ kpc−3)

Dark halo

ρh0 (M⊙ kpc−3)

α
a1 (kpc)

β

qhρ

NGC 3201

rh (kpc) 4.9± 0.11 [4]

vr (km s−1) 494.34± 0.14 [5]
µδ (mas yr−1) −1.991± 0.044 [6]

µα∗ (mas yr−1) 8.324± 0.044 [6]

M68 (NGC 4590)

rh (kpc) 10.3± 0.52 [4]
vr (km s−1) −92.99± 0.22 [5]

µδ (mas yr−1) 1.762± 0.053 [6]

µα∗ (mas yr−1) −2.752± 0.054 [6]

Palomar 5

rh (kpc) 20.6± 0.2 [7]

vr (km s−1) −58.6± 0.21 [5]

µδ (mas yr−1) −2.646± 0.064 [6]
µα∗ (mas yr−1) −2.736± 0.064 [6]

Note.
[1]: Gravity Collaboration et al. (2019)
[2]: Schönrich et al. (2010)
[3]: Bland-Hawthorn & Gerhard (2016)
[4]: Harris (1996, 2010)

[5]: Baumgardt et al. (2019)
[6]: Vasiliev (2019b)

[7]: Price-Whelan et al. (2019)

a single component in this paper. In our case, the streams
we are studying do not penetrate to the innermost part of
the Galaxy and their dynamics are therefore only weakly
affected by the detailed mass distribution of this compo-
nent. We assume for simplicity an axisymmetric bulge with
a power-law density profile with core hb, slope αb and a
Gaussian truncation at a scale length a1b,

ρb(s) = ρb0

(
1 +

s

hb

)−αb

exp

(
− s2

a2
1b

)
, (3)

Table 2. Fixed properties of the Sun, bulge, and globular clusters.

Sun Value Ref.

z⊙ (pc) 25 [1]

Bulge

hb (pc) 75 [2]
a1b (kpc) 2.1 [2]

qbρ 0.5 [2]

αb 1.8 [2]

NGC 3201

Mgc (104 M⊙) 6.47 [5]

agc (pc) 4.9 [5]
δ (deg) −46.412 [4]

α (deg) 154.403 [4]

M68 (NGC 4590)

Mgc (104 M⊙) 5.7 [3]
agc (pc) 6.4 [3]

δ (deg) −26.744 [4]

α (deg) 189.867 [4]

Palomar 5

Mgc (103 M⊙) 4.3 [5]

agc (pc) 8.43 [5]
δ (deg) −0.112 [4]

α (deg) 229.022 [4]

Note.

[1]: Jurić et al. (2008)

[2]: McMillan (2017)
[3]: Lane et al. (2010)

[4]: Harris (1996, 2010)

[5]: Sollima & Baumgardt (2017)

which is constant over ellipsoids of constant s,

s2 ≡ R2 +
z2

q2ρ
, (4)

with axis ratio qρ = qbρ . This model is an axisymmetric ver-
sion of Bissantz & Gerhard (2002) introduced by McMillan
(2011). We fix all the bulge parameters following McMillan
(2017) to the values listed in Table 2, except for the den-
sity normalization parameter ρb0 , which we leave as a free
parameter. We note that we have not imposed any central
hole in the surface density model of the disc, so our model
for the central bulge is a rough one because the resulting
mass distribution includes the central part of our exponen-
tial disc. The scale density is proportional to the bulge mass
Mb, which we constrain in the range following McMillan
(2017):

Mb = (8.9± 0.89)×109 M⊙ . (5)

2.3 The dark matter density profile

Cosmological simulations suggest that the dark matter halo
is well described by a NFW profile (Navarro et al. 1996). In
our mass model, we choose a generalisation of this density
profile based on an axisymmetric two power-law with scale
density ρh0 , inner slope α, outer slope β, and scale length a1:

ρh(s) = ρh0

(
s

a1

)−α(
1 +

s

a1

)α−β

, (6)
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constant over ellipsoids of equation 4 with axis ratio qρ = qhρ .
When qhρ = 1 the halo has spherical symmetry and s is
equal to the Galactocentric Spherical radius r. This model
is reduced to a NFW when α = 1 and β = 3.

In our model, we keep α as a free parameter, and we do
not assume any knowledge of its distribution by choosing a
uniform prior in the range α ∈ [−3 , 3]. This prior gives suffi-
cient freedom to fit the observations without significantly re-
stricting the posterior distribution. The scale length a1 char-
acterises the transition between the inner and the outer slope
of the dark matter density profile. We take this scale length
as a free parameter following a uniform prior in the range
a1 ∈ [0 , 100] kpc. The outer slope β defines the shape of
the dark matter halo for R ≫ a1. Observations of the Milky
Way’s circular velocity narrow its possible range of values.
They exclude β < 2 to avoid raising rotational curves, as well
as β ≳ 6 to avoid rotational curves decreasing too fast. We
limit β ∈ [0 , 6] using a uniform prior to avoid extreme values
of the distribution for computational reasons (see Section 4).
Even so, β is almost unconstrained within this range because
our main constraints of the halo, the rotational curve (see
Section 3.3) and the stellar streams (see Section 3.4), only in-
troduce constraints for R ≲ a1. Assuming that β is strongly
correlated with the mass of the halo, it can be constrained
by measurements of the total mass of the Galaxy.

In the cosmological context, dark matter halos are char-
acterized by the virial mass Mvir, defined as the mass inside
a radius rvir within which the mean density is ∆c times
larger than the critical density of the universe:

ρcrit ≡
3H2

0

8πG
= 140 M⊙ kpc−3 , (7)

where we use a Hubble constantH0 = 71 km s−1 Mpc−1. For
∆c = 200, we set the dark halo virial mass as Mh

200 ≡ Mvir,
and r200 as the radius that solves the equation:

Mh
200 ≡ 4π

3
r3200∆cρcrit = 4πqhρ

∫ r200

0

s2ρh(s) ds . (8)

Several methods have been applied to infer the Milky
Way mass using the properties of luminous populations, such
as the Milky Way’s satellites or the kinematics of various dy-
namical tracers of the Galactic halo (see Wang et al. 2020,
for a review article). In general, these studies use observa-
tional data contained in the inner region of the Galaxy. In
order to compute the virial mass, they require extrapola-
tions to the virial radius which is about r200 ∼ 200 kpc
for the Milky Way. Instead, Callingham et al. (2019) use
the phase-space distribution of the classical satellites of the
Milky Way, which are spanned from 50 to 250 kpc from the
Galactic centre, to estimate the total mass of the Galaxy:

M200 ≡ Mbar +Mh
200 , (9)

where Mbar is the total baryonic mass. Our model includes
the mass of the bulge, thin, and thick disc, thus Mbar =
Mb+Mn

d +Mk
d . In order to constrain the slope β, we include

in the likelihood function the measurement of Callingham
et al. (2019) of the mass within a radius of r200 = 215.3±12.9
kpc with symmetrized uncertainties:

M200 = (1.17± 0.21)×1012 M⊙ . (10)

By imposing that the density of the dark matter halo
is constant over ellipsoids of equation 4, we have assumed

an axisymmetric halo with axis of symmetry perpendicular
to the disc. In principle, the Large Magellanic Cloud (LMC)
should be the main cause of deviations from an overall ax-
isymmetric Galactic potential (see Section 6.4). We neglect
the LMC in our work. Despite its large mass, recent work
suggests that the LMC halo mass may be about 1/5 of the
Milky Way halo mass (Erkal & Belokurov 2020; Vasiliev
et al. 2021; Shipp et al. 2021), the tidal acceleration of the
LMC on the stellar streams we analyze is only 1 to 2 per cent
of the total Milky Way acceleration, as discussed in Section
6.4. This is due to the distance of the LMC at ∼ 40 kpc from
the streams. We also assume that any deviations from the
axisymmetric configuration of the dark matter halo caused
by the tides from the LMC are similarly negligible.

The flattening of the Milky Way’s halo has been inves-
tigated using different kind of methods. For example, con-
structing self-consistent models of the Galaxy assuming that
the distribution of stars in the halo or the globular clusters
are in equilibrium. Stellar streams has also been used for this
purpose, specially the Sagittarius stream, GD-1, and Palo-
mar 5. We provide a detailed compilation of all these mea-
surements in Section 6.1. On the other hand, cosmological
simulations statistically predict the shape of the dark ha-
los of Milky Way-like galaxies. In general, simulations that
only use dark matter obtain prolate triaxial halos. The in-
troduction of baryons and several feedback effects produce
significantly rounder halos. A detailed exposition of these
results and a comparison with observational measurements
is included in Section 6.3. Here, we take the axis ratio as a
free parameter following a uniform prior large enough not to
significantly restrict the posterior distribution in the range
qhρ ∈ [0 , 6].

We also take the scale density ρh0 as a free parameter
because it cannot be directly constrained. We adopt a uni-
form prior in the range ρh0 ∈ [0 , 1.5]×108 M⊙ kpc−3 to cut
larger values for computational purposes (see Section 4). All
the parameters of the halo are specified in Table 1.

3 KINEMATICAL AND DYNAMICAL CONSTRAINTS

In addition to the priors derived from observed star distribu-
tions and mass estimates introduced in Section 2, we include
more detailed kinematical and dynamical constraints from
observations in the solar neighbourhood and the local disc:
the position and velocity of the Sun, the proper motion of
Sgr A*, the vertical gravitational acceleration in the disc
at the solar position, and the circular velocity curve of the
Milky Way. These constraints, discussed in Subsections 3.1,
3.2, and 3.3, are important to reduce the multiple parame-
ter degeneracies of our model potential. We also present in
Subsection 3.4 the way we incorporate the additional inde-
pendent constraints from the the observations of the stellar
streams of NGC 3201, M68, and Palomar 5.

3.1 Position and velocity of the Sun

The position and velocity of the Sun are required to deter-
mine the relation between the Galactocentric and Heliocen-
tric coordinate systems. The distance from the Sun to the
Galactic centre is measured to 0.3 per cent accuracy by com-
paring radial velocities and proper motions of stars orbiting
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the Galaxy central black hole Sgr A∗ (Gravity Collaboration
et al. 2019), R⊙ = 8.178±0.026 kpc (including both statisti-
cal and systematic error). For the Sun vertical position, we
adopt the central value of the estimate z⊙ = 25± 5 pc from
Jurić et al. (2008) (the measurement error is negligible for
our purpose in this case).

For the Solar velocity with respect to the Local Stan-
dard of Rest, we use the value obtained from the stellar
kinematics of the Solar neighbourhood by Schönrich et al.
(2010),

v⊙ ≡

 U⊙
V⊙
W⊙

 =

 11.1± 1.25
12.24± 2.05
7.25± 0.62

 km s−1 , (11)

where U points to the Galactic centre, V is positive along
the direction of the Sun’s rotation (clockwise when viewed
from the North Galactic Pole), and W is positive toward the
North Galactic Pole. We take R⊙ and v⊙ as free parameters
of our model with Gaussian priors given by these observa-
tional errors, with values listed in Table 1, to properly take
into account the implied uncertainties.

The gradient of the total gravitational potential at the
solar position determines the circular velocity of the Local
Standard of Rest (LSR), Θ0. The total tangential velocity of
the Sun is constrained by the observed proper motion of the
Sgr A∗ source, the nuclear black hole of the Milky Way, mea-
sured by Reid & Brunthaler (2004). The component along
Galactic longitude of this proper motion, µl, is:

µl ≡ −Θ0 + V⊙

R⊙
= −6.379± 0.026 mas yr−1 . (12)

We assume that the black hole is located at the Galactic cen-
tre and is static, and include this proper motion and error in
the likelihood function to constrain our model. The compo-
nent along Galactic latitude measured in Reid & Brunthaler
(2004) is consistent with the vertical component of the solar
motion W⊙, and the measurement of R⊙, but with a larger
error, so we neglect it in our analysis.

3.2 Vertical gravitational acceleration

The vertical gravitational acceleration Kz near the disc is
used to constrain the disc surface density, and several stud-
ies have obtained values Kz ∼ 2 (km/s)2 pc−1 at z ∼ 1
kpc (e.g. Kuijken & Gilmore 1991; Holmberg & Flynn 2004;
Zhang et al. 2013; Bienaymé et al. 2014). Bovy & Rix (2013)
were able to obtain measurements at several radial distances
along the Galactic plane. We do not include these observa-
tions because they were obtained assuming a spherical dark
matter halo, and this might introduce an unwanted bias in
our model fit. We use only the measurement by Holmberg
& Flynn (2004) at z = 1.1 kpc in the solar neighborhood:

Kz = 2.00± 0.16 km2 pc−1 s−2

= 2πG (74± 6) M⊙ pc−2 ,
(13)

because the large uncertainty will prevent the introduction
of a significant bias. We evaluate Kz from the potential of
our model including the disc and dark halo at z = 1.1 kpc,
and discuss the introduced constraint in Section 5.1.

3.3 The Milky Way rotation curve

The Milky Way rotation curve for R < R⊙ has been
measured using the tangent-point method (see e.g. Luna
et al. 2006; McClure-Griffiths & Dickey 2007, 2016), and for
R > R⊙ using velocities and distances of various tracers (e.g.
Kafle et al. 2012; López-Corredoira 2014; Huang et al. 2016).
These measurements have recently been improved by Eilers
et al. (2019) with a large sample of red giant stars with 6-
dimensional phase-space coordinates obtained by combining
spectral data from APOGEE with photometric information
from WISE, 2MASS, and Gaia. They determine the circular
velocity from 5 to 25 kpc with an accuracy characterised by
a standard error ≲ 3 km s−1 and a systematic uncertainty
at the ∼ 2 - 5 per cent level of the measurement. Their mod-
eling is compatible with ours to avoid any systematic bias
(they assume an axisymmetric potential and approximately
the same values of R⊙ and Θ0 that we use).

We constrain our model using the 38 measurements of
the rotation curve of Eilers et al. (2019) at different radii. We
assume the measurements follow a Gaussian distribution,
with a dispersion equal to the symmetrized statistical errors
given in Eilers et al. (2019). We add a constant systematic
error of 3 per cent, a good approximation in the range R ∼
[5 , 15] kpc. The rotation curve with our assumed errors is
shown in Section 5.1.1.

3.4 Stellar Streams

Several tidal streams have been discovered in the Milky Way
(Grillmair & Carlin 2016; Mateu 2023), and each of them
may provide us interesting constraints on the Galactic po-
tential. The most massive streams in the Milky Way are
associated with the Large Magellanic Cloud and the Sagit-
tarius dwarf galaxy. They have been used to study the po-
tential of the Galaxy by numerous authors (see Section 6.1).
Even though, streams that are thinner and dynamically cold
are easier to model to constrain the potential because the
stream itself is already a good approximation to a Galac-
tic orbit, and self-gravity and hydrodynamic effects on gas
clouds that result in star formation complicate the picture
in the massive streams. Some of the thin streams, such as
GD-1 and Orphan streams, do not have an identified pro-
genitor. GD-1 is believed to be the remnants of totally de-
stroyed globular cluster (de Boer et al. 2020) and Orphan’s
progenitor is likely to be a dwarf spheroidal galaxy (Hawkins
et al. 2023). The lack of a progenitor makes these streams
more difficult to model but they can also be useful as the
data improve. When a progenitor with a measured distance
and kinematics is known, its orbit eliminates degeneracies
to create a phase-space model of the stream.

In this work, we will focus on streams generated by
globular clusters, and we will use only three of them: the
streams of the globular clusters NGC 3201 (PM21), M68
(PM19), and Palomar 5 (Odenkirchen et al. 2001). These
streams are chosen because their progenitors have a phase-
space position measured with high precision, and they are
long, thin and dynamically cold. These characteristics make
it easier to determine the orbit of the progenitor than other
streams generated by globular clusters with a more com-
plex morphology, such as the Omega Centauri stream (Ibata
et al. 2019a). Moreover, it has been possible to discover a
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6 C. G. Palau, J. Miralda-Escudé

particularly large number of member stars in the Gaia cat-
alogue compared to other globular cluster streams that are
generally more distant from the Sun, such as Palomar 13
(Shipp et al. 2020) or NGC 5466 (Jensen et al. 2021; Yang
et al. 2022). In the case of Palomar 5, there are also several
radial velocities that add useful information. In our previ-
ous papers (PM19; PM21), we showed how reliable stream
members can be identified in the Gaia catalogue and used to
obtain a model of the streams for M68 and NGC 3201. In the
latter case, we substantially extended the known length of
the stream and demonstrated the importance of correcting
for dust absorption to check for consistency of the photom-
etry with the globular cluster H-R diagram. In this paper,
we will also obtain a list of highly likely members of the
Palomar 5 stream obtained from the Gaia catalogue. These
combined 3 streams will then be used to fit a best model for
the Galactic potential, together with all other constraints
discussed above.

There are other globular clusters with a known stream
with similar characteristics to the cases studied. The best
example is the M5 (NGC 5904) stellar stream. A section of
the trailing arm of this stream has been observed extending
along 50 deg in the sky, and about 70 stars from the Gaia
catalogue have been identified as likely members (Grillmair
2019). Furthermore, most globular clusters should have as-
sociated stellar streams, so many more will be discovered in
the future. As many streams as possible should be added to
improve the analysis and modelling we do in this paper.

3.4.1 NGC 3201 stellar stream

The stellar stream of NGC 3201 was initially discovered by
Ibata et al. (2019b) and was named Gjöll, without identify-
ing it with its progenitor NGC 3201. The identified stream
was actually a section of the trailing arm, moving behind the
cluster. The extent of the stream was revealed to be much
larger, and was identified with the tidal stream of the glob-
ular cluster NGC 3201 by PM21. Part of the stream is not
easily observable because it is projected behind the Galactic
disc, strongly obscured by dust and with a high density of
foreground stars. This makes the selection of member stars
difficult, mostly in the leading arm and near the globular
cluster.

In this paper, we use a subset of 54 Gaia stars that
were found to be highly likely stream members in the study
of PM21. This subset limits the stream to the region de-
fined by the right ascension 65 < α < 120 deg. This region
excludes the areas deeply obscured by dust and with the
highest foreground contamination. It also excludes the stars
located in the outermost part of the cluster, where the sepa-
ration between bound and escaped stars cannot be precisely
established. In this region, a section of the stream can be
identified by applying cuts in phase-space coordinates and
selecting the stars compatible with the H-R diagram of NGC
3201. The separation of the stream stars from the foreground
is very effective in this region because the stream is close
to the Sun, and its proper motions are significantly larger
than those of the star foreground. Along this section of the
stream, the stream membership can be asserted on a star-
by-star basis without relying on a statistical determination
using the potential of the Galaxy and a density model of the
stream. In this way, by limiting the extension of the stream

to the section where we can see it clearly, we eliminate pos-
sible biases introduced by the selection method towards a
particular Galactic potential, as we might introduce if we
use the entire sample of stars in PM21. We include in Ap-
pendix A a detailed description of the section of the stream
we use to constrain the Galactic potential, and of the star
selection process.

Figure 1 shows the parallax π, declination δ, right as-
cension α, and proper motion components µδ and µα∗ ≡
µα cos (δ) of the stream stars we use to constrain the poten-
tial of the Milky Way. The small dots represent the 54 stars,
and the large dot marks the position of the globular clus-
ter NGC 3201. The black dashed lines in the α− δ diagram
indicate the region within 15 degrees of the Galactic plane,
and the colored curve is the best-fitting orbit of the globu-
lar cluster, showing an integration time of 60Myr backward
(dashed line) and forward (solid line) in time. The stream
spans about 60 degrees on the southern Galactic hemisphere
and is located close to the Galactic disc, and comes to a clos-
est distance of 3 to 4 kpc from the present position of the
Sun. The stream stars that are passing close to us have rel-
atively large proper motions of ∼ 20 mas yr−1, which facili-
tate their identification and makes them useful for kinematic
studies using Gaia proper motions. Note that the parallaxes
are too small to provide much information, and the useful
kinematic information of the streams are the Gaia proper
motions.

The kinematics of NGC 3201 are specified in Table 1
and Table 2. We use the coordinates of Harris (1996, 2010),
with negligible errors, and the heliocentric distance rh from
the same catalogue assuming a 2.3 per cent uncertainty.
The radial velocity vr is from Baumgardt et al. (2019), who
compile several measurements. We use proper motions from
Vasiliev (2019b), based on GDR2 data. We take these prop-
erties as free parameters and take the quoted errors from
the observations, listed in Table 1, as a prior assuming they
are Gaussian.

We use the mean values of the phase-space coordinates
of the cluster and a fiducial Galactic potential to simulate
this stream (see Section 4). We assume that the mass and
size of the cluster are fixed throughout the orbit. These prop-
erties are listed in Table 2. In Figure 2 we plot in Galacto-
centric Cartesian coordinates the simulated stars stripped
from the cluster during the last 1.5 Gyr, and we highlight in
blue the simulated stars that approximately fit with our se-
lection of Gaia stars. We also indicate the position of NGC
3201 with a big blue dot. We see that the observed portion
of the stream is located approximately from 10 to 13 kpc
from the Galactic centre and very close to the Galactic disc,
in the range -3 to 0 kpc.

3.4.2 M68 stellar stream

The stellar stream associated with the globular cluster M68
(NGC 4590) is a long and thin structure that spans about
190 deg over the north Galactic hemisphere. This stream
appears in Ibata et al. (2019b) named as Fjörm without
being associated with M68. We use a 98-star subset of the
stream candidates selected in PM19, corresponding to the
stars with δ > −8 deg. With this cut, we exclude stars lo-
cated close to the Galactic disc, where the correct determi-
nation of stream members is uncertain due to the high level
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Figure 1. Phase-space position of stream stars from the GDR2 catalogue (points with error bars) for globular clusters NGC 3201 (blue),

M68 (red), and Palomar 5 (green). Big dots show the current phase-space position of clusters and lines show their orbits forwards (solid)
and backwards (dashed) during 60 Myr computed using the best-fitting orbit. Middle panels: The grey dashed lines mark the Milky Way

disc limits at b = ±15 deg and the grey cross the Galactic centre.

of foreground contamination. This selection includes stars
along almost the entire leading arm of the stream which ap-
pears projected onto the halo. This section is described in
detail in the Appendix A, and the final selection of stars we
use to constrain the Galactic potential is shown in red in
Figure 1. Most of these stars are located very close to the
Sun at ∼ 5.5 kpc and have proper motions approximately in
the range [5 , 10] mas yr−1 making them easily identifiable
with respect to the foreground. On the other hand, the sec-
tion closer to the globular cluster and all the trailing arm
are completely obscured by foreground stars, most of them
belonging to the disc. Similarly to the stream of NGC 3201,
we can assert the stream membership of each star by direct
inspection of the stars passing a set of cuts in phase-space,

colour and magnitude. This avoids possible biases towards
the potential used by the statistical method in PM19.

For M68, we also take its sky coordinates as fixed pa-
rameters and the remaining phase-space coordinates as free
parameters, assuming a 5 per cent of uncertainty for the
heliocentric distance. We list their values in Table 2 and in
Table 1 respectively. In Figure 2 we observe that the stream
is located at about 9 to 12 kpc from the Galactic centre and
about 4 to 6 kpc from the Galactic disc.

3.4.3 Palomar 5 stellar stream

The Palomar 5 tidal tails were discovered by Odenkirchen
et al. (2001) by noticing an excess of stars around the globu-
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Figure 2. Simulated stream stars in Galactocentric coordinates,

taking the stars stripped from the globular cluster during the last
1.5 Gyr for NGC 3201, and M68 and 4 Gyr for Palomar 5. The

big dots show the current position of the globular clusters NGC

3201 (blue), M68 (red), and Palomar 5 (green). The coloured stars
display approximately the section of the stream that fits with our

Gaia selection plotted in Figure 1. The yellow star marks the

Sun’s position and the grey dashed line shows its orbit assuming
a circular motion. The grey cross marks the Galactic centre.

lar cluster using photometric data provided by Sloan Digital
Sky Survey. Further work improved the definition of the tidal
tails and extended its length up to 23 deg in the sky (e.g.
Carlberg et al. 2012). Its full phase-space distribution has
been described by the identification of individual stars in
the tidal stream (e.g. Kuzma et al. 2015; Ibata et al. 2016,
2017), and improved using the GDR2 catalogue (Starkman
et al. 2020; Price-Whelan et al. 2019).

In this paper, we use our selection of stream stars made
following the method described in PM19. This method is
based on a maximum-likelihood technique designed to dis-
tinguish stars compatible with being tidally stripped from
a known globular cluster. These stream stars appear as an
overdensity that is statistically identified when compared to

Figure 3. Right ascension and radial velocity of the stream stars

of Palomar 5 from Ibata et al. (2017) (grey) with error bars.
The green points mark the 15 stars that match with our Gaia

selection. The big dot shows the current position of the cluster and
the lines show its orbit forwards (solid) and backwards (dashed)

during 60 Myr computed using the best-fitting values of the free

parameters.

a phase-space model of the Milky Way. The stars that most
likely belong to the stream are selected by choosing those
with the largest intersection with a phase-space density
model of the stream. This model is computed numerically by
optimising several free parameters to maximise the intersec-
tion between the stellar overdensity and the model. The free
parameters include the potential model of the Galaxy and
the heliocentric distance and velocity of the cluster within
the constraints of the available observations. The stars se-
lected using phase-space information are consistent with the
recent observations of the Palomar 5 stream by Bonaca et al.
(2020) using grz photometry from DECaLS, which includes
stars up to 24 mag. This ensures that our selection method-
ology does not introduce any bias that could affect the deter-
mination of the Galactic potential. Our final selection only
includes the stars that are colour and magnitude compatible
with the H-R diagram of the progenitor cluster. We show in
green the 126 selected stars in Figure 1. We list the phase-
space coordinates, colours and magnitudes and explain the
details of the selection procedure in Appendix B. None of the
selected stars has radial velocity in the GDR2 catalogue, but
15 of them match with stars with radial velocity measured
by Ibata et al. (2017). We take their measurements, list them
in Appendix B, and display the radial velocity in function
of right ascension in Figure 3.

The Palomar 5 tidal stream is projected onto the halo
just over the Galactic centre. Our selection covers about 16
deg in the sky, almost the entire stream. We observe a well-
defined structure, with two long and thin arms connected
to the globular cluster. The observations of Bonaca et al.
(2020), show a low surface-brightness extension of ∼ 10 deg
on the trailing arm. Our selection does not include this ex-
tension, as the Gaia G-band magnitude limitation of G < 21
mag makes it difficult to identify stars in the trailing arm
faint extension. In the proper motion space, we observe a
bunch of stars. We do not observe the long and thin shape
of the stream because the internal dispersion of proper mo-
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tions of the stream stars is much smaller than the Gaia ob-
servational uncertainties.

For the phase-space coordinates of Palomar 5, we take
the values from the same references as in the previous cases
(see Table 1 and 2), except for the heliocentric distance rh
taken from Price-Whelan et al. (2019). In general, the mea-
surements of rh approximately range from 20 to 23 kpc, here
we use 20.6 ± 0.2 kpc. The simulation of the stream (green
dots in Figure 2) shows that the stream is located at about
13 to 17 kpc from the Galactic centre and about 12 to 15
kpc from the Galactic disc.

4 STATISTICAL METHODOLOGY

Given a set of free parameters θ and a set of observational
measurements d, the posterior distribution of all parameters
together p(θ|d) can be determined by the Bayes’ theorem:

p(θ|d) =
L(d|θ) p(θ)

p(d)
, (14)

where L(d|θ) is the likelihood function, p(θ) is the prior dis-
tribution of all the parameters, and p(d) is a normalisation
constant. In our model, we use 4 free parameters that char-
acterise the position of the Sun, 12 for the potential of the
Milky Way, and 4 for the phase-space position of each glob-
ular cluster. The free parameters, including their prior dis-
tribution functions, are described in Section 2 and listed in
Table 1; those without a specified prior in this table are
assigned a flat prior (with fixed limits added for numerical
convenience that are broad enough to have no impact on our
results). Parameters that are kept fixed are listed in Table
2.

The likelihood function is computed as the product of
the likelihoods associated to each observational constraint.
This is divided into two sets of data: first, the traditional
dynamical constraints from equilibrium models of the Milky
Way, consisting of a total of 5 measured variables described
in Sections 2, 3.1, and 3.2 (fΣ ,Mb,M200, µl, andKz), and
the 38 values of the velocity rotation curve of Eilers et al.
(2019), described in Section 3.3. For this, we assume a Gaus-
sian distribution for all of these 43 variables and treat them
independently, even though the 38 points of the rotation
curve have a correlated error. We simply use error bars for
the rotation curve that are larger than the purely statistical
errors, by adding a systematic error of 3 per cent to each
point, which roughly compensates for the error correlations.

The second data set are the observations of the 3
streams used in this paper. The data consist of a list of the
phase-space coordinates of stars from the Gaia catalogue
that have been selected as stream members. These include
positions (with negligible errors), proper motions and par-
allaxes with the covariance matrix of the GDR2 measure-
ment errors. In addition, radial velocities and their errors
are available only for part of the stars of the Palomar 5
stream. We define the likelihood as the convolution of this
measurement error distribution with a phase-space proba-
bility density model of the stellar stream (see Section 4.1).
A more detailed definition of the likelihood function is ex-
plained in Appendix C.

To obtain the posterior distribution of the parameters
of our model, we use the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm

(MacKay 2003), which is a Markov Chain Monte Carlo
method that generates random samples following a probabil-
ity density function. We use our own implementation of this
method based on a Gaussian transition distribution with ad-
justed covariance matrix to maximize performance, and run
72 walkers initialized with a random position. The algorithm
converges to a stationary set of samples after about 105 steps
for all parameters. These steps have been excluded to avoid
a bias due to the random initial configuration, and the pos-
terior distributions are drawn using the next 5 × 105 steps
of the chain. The halo parameters ρh0 , a1, and β present an
asymmetric posterior distribution with an extended tail to-
wards large values (see Section 5.2). To ensure convergence,
we limit the tail of the distributions with the boundaries of
the uniform priors introduced in Section 2.3. We find the
best-fitting values using a Nelder-Mead Simplex algorithm,
and present the results in Section 5.

4.1 Phase-space model of the stellar stream

The phase-space probability density model of the stellar
stream is constructed from simulated particles escaping from
the globular cluster, modeled as a static Plummer potential
orbiting the static Milky Way potential, subject to the tidal
forces of the Galaxy. The model depends on the potential of
the Milky Way, and the globular cluster mass, scale length
and orbit.

Several methods have been developed to quickly simu-
late stellar streams. For example, the streak-line or particle-
spray method avoids calculating the orbit of non-escaping
stars (with the small time steps required in the cluster core)
by releasing particles from the Lagrange points (e.g., Küpper
et al. 2012). Alternatively, some methods rely on the simple
structure of the stream in action-angle coordinates to create
prescriptions for its phase-space structure (e.g., Bovy 2014;
Fardal et al. 2015). None of these methods is fast enough to
compute a random sample large enough to adequately de-
scribe the posterior function (eq. 14) in a reasonable time
with our computational resources, for the large variety of
model parameters we want to examine.

For this reason, we do not simulate a stellar stream for
each evaluation of the likelihood function. We do an accurate
simulation only initially for fiducial parameter values, and
then, we assume that the position and velocity dispersion
of the stream with respect to the orbit of the progenitor do
not change for small variations of the potential of the Galaxy
and the phase-space location of the cluster. This assumption
allows us to obtain an approximation of the stream phase-
space structure without the computational cost of a numeri-
cal simulation. The initial simulation is carried out using the
method described in PM19. The procedure we apply can be
summarized as the following steps:

(i) We compute the orbit of the globular cluster back-
wards in time during 1.5 Gyr for NGC 3201 and M68, and 4
Gyr for Palomar 5, starting from the present mean position
and velocity. The time intervals are selected to match the
size and length of the observed streams. The orbit is com-
puted using the fiducial potential of the Galaxy defined in
PM19.

(ii) We assume the globular cluster is initially in dynam-
ical equilibrium and we randomly generate member stars
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using the equilibrium distribution function. In our case, we
adopt a Plummer sphere, with the core radius agc and the
cluster mass Mgc listed in Table 2 for the three globular
clusters treated in this paper.

(iii) The orbits of the stars are computed starting from
the initial position of the cluster centre computed in step
(i) plus the distribution of relative positions and velocities
computed in step (ii), up to the present time. The stars are
treated as test particles moving in the fixed Galactic po-
tential plus the Plummer model potential of constant mass
moving along the previously computed orbit.

To compute the stream model for other parameters, we
assume that the relative phase-space position of the stream
stars with respect to the cluster orbit that we have computed
with the fiducial model do not change for small variations
of the orbit. We describe the exact procedure in Appendix
D, and summarize it with the following steps:

(i) We select a section of the cluster orbit correspond-
ing to the cluster motion during 60 Myr for NGC 3201 and
M68, and 40 Myr for Palomar 5, backwards and forwards
in time with respect to the present location of the cluster.
We define a Frenet-Serret trihedron on each point of the or-
bit. Each trihedron is a orto-normal vector basis defined by
the normalised velocity and acceleration of the cluster and
their perpendicular vector. This trihedron defines a reference
frame with origin on its corresponding point of the orbit.

(ii) We assign to each star the trihedron located in the
closest point of the orbit to the star, determined with a Eu-
clidean distance. We store the position and velocity of the
star with respect to the reference frame defined by its tri-
hedron, and assume that this relative phase-space position
does not significantly change for small variations of the clus-
ter orbit. We also store the time position of the origin of the
trihedron along the section of the orbit of the cluster.

(iii) For each new evaluation of the likelihood function for
different parameters, we compute the new cluster orbit sec-
tion over the same time period. In the time positions along
the orbit previously stored, we compute their corresponding
new trihedrons. Finally, we locate each star at the previ-
ously stored relative position and velocity with respect to
new trihedrons.

This method neglects variations of the internal structure of
the stream with respect to the cluster orbit, and changes the
stream only due to the variation of the cluster orbit with the
potential. Because the stream sections we study are thin and
depart only at levels of few percent from the cluster orbit,
we expect the error introduced by the method is negligible
for our purpose in this paper (see Appendix D for a detailed
justification of this assumption).

The positions and velocities of the test stars are
finally converted to the heliocentric reference frame
(π, δ, α, vr, µδ, µα), and compared to the observational data.
The phase-space probability density model of the stream is
constructed in these coordinates using a kernel density esti-
mation method, with a Gaussian distribution as a kernel. We
locate the mean of the kernel distributions in the position of
the simulated stream stars, and we compute their covariance
matrices from the distribution of neighboring stream stars.
We describe this method in detail in Appendix C.

5 RESULTS FOR EACH MODEL

The stellar streams of NGC 3201 and M68 are located at
similar distances from the Galactic centre, covering a range
from r ∼ 6 to 13 kpc. However, whereas the M68 stream is
observed along an orbit portion that remains ∼ 5 kpc above
the disc, the NGC 3201 stream traverses the disc from North
to South. In contrast, the Palomar 5 stream is further away,
∼ 16 kpc from the centre and ∼ 14 kpc above the disc. Each
stream is therefore probing different regions of the Galactic
gravitational potential. To better understand the constraints
provided by each stream, we first present the three mass
models obtained by fitting each individual stream and then
the model including all three streams together.

The results of our fits are listed in Table F1 in Ap-
pendix F, as the median value and 1σ error of the pos-
terior distribution marginalized over all other parameters,
for each separate stream and for all streams together. Mod-
els with a single stream have a total of 20 free parameters.
The model with all streams together requires 28 parameters
because each stream includes four free parameters for the
phase-space position of the globular cluster. We also list in
the table results for other derived properties of the model,
including rotation curve velocities at different radii, fΣ, µl,
the masses of each Milky Way component, and several prop-
erties of the dark halo.

5.1 Consistency with model priors and other observational
Data

Our main goal is to obtain new constraints on the mass
distribution of the Milky Way halo, so we will discuss the
results for the five parameters of our halo model: ρh0 , α,
β, a1, and in particular the axis ratio qhρ . Before this, we
briefly comment on the consistency of all other parameters
of our resulting fits with the priors that are imposed from
observational determinations as discussed in Sections 2 and
3. As seen in Table F1, all parameters are generally within
the errors of the priors, indicating that our models are fully
consistent with all these observational constraints and can
adequately fit them together with our new conditions from
the stellar stream members. This gives us confidence on the
results and errors obtained for the dark halo parameters.

We comment on some of the input parameters that
show moderate discrepancies from the priors. For the Sgr A∗

proper motion, all our best-fitting models differ by less than
1.8σ from the observed value in equation 12. The rotational
velocity of our models at the Solar radius are Θ0+V⊙ ∼ 245
km s−1, and Θ0 ∼ 231 km s−1. Comparing these to other
recent observational data, we see that our values are con-
sistent with determinations of Reid et al. (2019) from par-
allaxes and proper motions of molecular masers associated
with young high-mass stars: Θ0 + V⊙ = 247± 4 km s−1 and
Θ0 = 236 ± 7 km s−1, for R⊙ = 8.15 ± 0.15 kpc. They are
also similar to Mróz et al. (2019), who used classical Cepheid
proper motions and radial velocities from Gaia to infer:
Θ0 + V⊙ = 246.9 ± 1.6 km s−1 and Θ0 = 233.6 ± 2.8 km s−1

for R⊙ = 8.122± 0.031 kpc.
The parameters describing the bulge and disc of the

Milky Way are mostly constrained by our priors described
in Sections 2 and 3. The mass of the thin disc is an ex-
ception because the total disc mass is the main quantity
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that is degenerate with halo parameters, and it needs to
be constrained by the combination of rotation curve data
and our stream conditions (the thick disc contains less mass
and is therefore less important for the potential, so it is
mostly constrained by the priors). When the M68 stream
is used individually, a larger disc mass by ∼ 20 per cent is
required compared to the other two streams, which gives a
total baryonic mass of (8.3± 0.49)×1010 M⊙. This value is
significantly larger than the estimated in other models, e.g.
(6.43±0.63)×1010 M⊙ in McMillan (2011) or (7.25+0.39

−0.68)×1010
M⊙ in Cautun et al. (2020). The combination of M68 and
Palomar 5 allows for reducing the parameter degeneracy of
the disc mass with the oblateness and density profile of the
halo dark matter. Including all the streams together, the re-
sulting model also prefers a similarly high disc mass. Note
that the increased disc mass of the models including the M68
stream, results in a larger vertical acceleration Kz, with a
2σ deviation from the observational prior we are using (eq.
13).

The phase-space locations of NGC 3201 and M68 are
consistent with our priors from observations. The case of
Palomar 5, on the other hand, shows discrepancies in the
distance from the Sun rh of 2.4σ, and in the proper motion
components of 1.5σ and 3.1σ. This may partly be due to
systematic errors in the distance measurement of 20.6± 0.2
kpc in Price-Whelan et al. (2019) that we use as a prior. Our
estimate of 21.19±0.15 kpc is closer to the literature average
of 21.9 ± 0.5 kpc from Baumgardt & Vasiliev (2021). The
large shift preferred by our stream model fit in the proper
motion of Palomar 5 may not be entirely explained by the
positive correlation with rh, and may indicate an inability
to obtain a sufficiently good fit to the stream with the model
parameterization we have chosen.

5.1.1 Circular velocity curve

We plot the circular velocity curve of the Milky Way in
the top panel of Figure 4. Solid lines give the total circular
velocity of the three fitted models of each globular cluster
stream, and dashed lines are the circular velocity of the bary-
onic mass models only. Black dots with error bars are the
data taken from Eilers et al. (2019) with errors computed
as described in Subsection 3.3. The bottom panel shows the
residuals between models and data. There are no significant
differences among the model rotation curves, which are all
consistent with observations. Since the results of Eilers et al.
(2019) do not extend to R > 25 kpc, we include as brown
dots with error bars the independent data of Huang et al.
(2016), who use halo K giant stars (the HKG sample in the
reference) extending from ∼ 16 to 100 kpc, with typical un-
certainty ∼ 20 km s−1. These data are also in reasonably
good agreement with our models at R ≳ 30 kpc, in particu-
lar with the magnitude of the slight decline of the circular
velocity at these large radii.

5.2 Dark matter halo results: individual streams

We now present the main results of the paper on the dark
matter halo parameters fitting for each individual stream in
this subsection, and all three streams together in the next
subsection. In Figure 5, we present the posterior distribu-

Figure 4. Circular velocity curve of the Milky Way. Top panel:
Solid lines are best-fitting models rotation curves of the single

streams of NGC 3201 (blue), M68 (red), Palomar 5 (green), and
all streams together (purple). Dashed lines are baryonic compo-

nent contributions. Black dots with error bars are rotation curve

data by Eilers et al. (2019), with errors computed as described in
Subsection 3.3, and brown dots with error bars are from halo K

giant velocities from Huang et al. (2016) (from their HKG sam-

ple). Horizontal scale changes from linear to logarithmic at dashed
vertical black line. Bottom panel: Residuals between models and

observational data.

tion function marginalized over each pair of halo parame-
ters (contour panels) and each individual parameter (col-
ored curves) for each model. We use the same color code as
before. We also include the Pearson correlation coefficient
between the two marginalised parameters in the legend of
each panel.

We first comment on the halo density profile preferred
by our models. In general, all the models demand a flat-
ter density core in the region where baryons dominate (R ≲

15 kpc) than the NFW density profile. This is reflected in
the small values of the inner slope α and in our large core
radii a1 ∼ 15 kpc (see Table F1). For NGC 3201 and Palo-
mar 5, α is consistent with ∼ 0.7, and for the M68 stream,
the preferred α is actually negative. This result reflects the
preference for a more massive disc in this model (implying
less dark matter at small radii). A negative α is of course
not physical, and is simply indicating the preference for the
model for a reduced dark matter density in the central re-
gion.

The outer slope β is highly correlated with the total
mass M200 and a1 in all our models, and it is nearly uncon-
strained by the stellar streams and rotation curve data. The
outer halo density profile is adjusted to fit the constraint of
the total mass imposed by the satellite velocities (eq. 10).
The obtained value is about β = 3 in the three individual
stream models.
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Figure 5. Halo parameters corner plot: posterior distributions marginalised over all parameter pairs (bright shaded areas with solid

contours are 1σ level, faint shaded areas are 2σ level), and each single parameter (curves), for the stream models of NGC 3201 (blue),
M68 (red), Palomar 5 (green), and all streams together (purple). Dots: distribution medians. Solid black lines: limits of uniform priors,

when present in displayed intervals. Dashed lines: Flat and NFW inner and outer halo slopes (α = 0, 1, β = 3), and spherical configuration
(qhρ = 1). Legend of each panel shows Pearson correlation coefficients.

It is also of interest that the local dark matter den-
sity in our models, ρh(R⊙), is lower than the value usu-
ally estimated for dark matter detection of ∼ 0.4 GeV cm−3

(see, e.g., de Salas 2020). The models for NGC 3201 and
M68 favor ρh(R⊙) ∼ 0.2 GeV cm−3, and the more spherical
halo of the Palomar 5 model favors a slightly larger value,
ρh(R⊙) ∼ 0.28 GeV cm−3. ρh(R⊙) depend on several param-
eters, but mainly correlate with the axis ratio. In general,
spherical halos are assumed, which explains the discrepancy
with our models requiring prolate halos.

5.2.1 Dark halo axis ratio

We now discuss the result on the main focus of our paper, the
dark halo axis ratio qhρ . Its marginalised probability density
function is shown in Figure 6 as a histogram, with the me-
dian and 1σ dispersion indicated in the legend. We also show
the best-fitting log-Normal distributions as solid lines, and
detail their parameters and additional distribution proper-
ties in Appendix E. Two-parameter marginalized distribu-
tion are shown for the axis ratio together with the total
baryonic mass Mbar, and the local dark matter halo density
ρh(R⊙), in the two panels in Figure 7, with the same color
and legend codes as in Figure 5.
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Figure 6. Posterior distribution of the halo axis ratio qhρ in the
stream models of NGC 3201 (blue), M68 (red), Palomar 5 (green),

and all streams together (purple), shown as histograms obtained

from random samples. Median and 1σ levels are shown in the
legend, and the best-fitting log-Normals are shown as solid lines

(see Appendix E). Spherical halo (qhρ = 1) is marked as vertical

dashed line.

Figure 7. Same as Figure 5, for the axis ratio distribution together

with the baryonic mass Mbar (left-hand panel) and the local dark

matter density ρh(R⊙) (right-hand panel).

The stream generated by NGC 3201 does not help
much constraining this parameter, giving a large error qhρ =
2.06 ± 0.93, with a rather asymmetric distribution that fa-
vors a prolate halo. This wide distribution is a consequence
of the observed short section of the stream being located
close to the pericentre, and with an equatorial projection
that makes the stellar distribution insensitive to the varia-
tion of the axis ratio. Palomar 5 yields a much more powerful
constraint of qhρ = 1.01 ± 0.09, implying the halo is rather
close to spherical, without a dependence on the stellar mass.
For M68 we obtain qhρ = 1.14+0.21

−0.14, in good agreement with
Palomar 5 even though the streams explore very different
regions of the gravitational potential. The M68 stream is
compatible with a spherical halo but favoring a prolate one.
For the M68 stream model, a more spherical halo is corre-
lated with a lower stellar mass (see right panel of Figure 7),

to compensate the acceleration on the stream (which has its
best measured part passing 5 kpc above the disc) produced
by each component. There is no significant correlation be-
tween the axis ratio and the other halo parameters for any
of the streams. For Palomar 5, the main correlation appears
with the heliocentric distance of the cluster which, at the
same time, has a weak correlation with the proper motion
of the cluster.

5.3 Model with all streams together

When all three streams are included together in the model,
the halo shape is better constrained using data over a larger
region. The M68 stream improves the constraint on the disc
mass, which is larger than the best fit for the other two
streams (see Section 5.1). The three stream model results in
Mn

d = (6.07 ± 0.39)×1010 and Mbar = (8.01 ± 0.38)×1010

M⊙, similar to the results using only the M68 stream. This
gives a vertical gravitational acceleration at the solar radius
∼ 1.8σ above the prior from other observational constraints
(eq. 13), and also a transverse velocity of Sgr A∗ at −1.8σ
from the observation (eq. 12), similarly to the Palomar 5
case as discussed above. The implied LSR velocity, Θ0 =
230.67 ± 1.55 km s−1, and transverse solar velocity Θ0 +
V⊙ = 244.38 ± 0.91 km s−1, are again consistent with other
measurements as discussed in Section 5.1. The rotation curve
is consistent with observations, with slightly larger velocities
at large radius compared to single stream models. This is
related to the larger total dark halo mass of the three-stream
model, Mh

200 = (1.08± 0.22)×1012 M⊙, ∼ 14 per cent larger
than the previous models.

The three stream model provides an improved con-
straint on the density profile, with a similar conclusion of
a flat inner profile, with α = 0.06± 0.22, within a large core
of about a1 = 17+10

−3 kpc. The core radius is nevertheless
strongly correlated with the outer slope β = 3.3+0.7

−0.3. The

result for the axis ratio is qhρ = 1.06± 0.06, again consistent
with spherical and slightly favoring a small deviation toward
a prolate halo. As with all other streams separately, there
is no significant correlation between the axis ratio and the
other halo parameters. A larger baryonic mass, as preferred
by the M68 stream, is what biases the axis ratio toward a
more prolate halo.

6 DISCUSSION

6.1 Comparison to previous studies: observations

Several studies have been made of the Milky Way dark mat-
ter halo shape using parametric models for the mass dis-
tribution constrained by observational data, and comparing
this to predictions from cosmological simulations of Milky
Way-like galaxies taking into account baryonic effects. In
this subsection, we review these studies focusing on the halo
axis ratio and compare them to our results.

We consider studies of the Milky Way halo shape based
on axisymmetric analytic models consistent with dynamical
equilibrium, with the symmetry axis perpendicular to the
Galactic disc. Many studies adopt a NFW density profile
for the halo, or a generalised version where the inner and
outer power-law slopes are free (gNFW). In other models,
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the halo potential is assumed to follow the axisymmetric
logarithmic potential, Φh = log[R2 + (z/qhΦ)

2 + r2c ], with a
core radius rc. Results from this type of studies are shown
in Figure 8 for the halo density axis ratio qhρ (red) and the
halo potential axis ratio qhΦ (black), with their quoted error
bars. The studies are grouped according to the main source
of observational data (in boldface), with the halo model that
is used indicated under each reference. The dashed vertical
line indicates the spherical case (qh = 1).

Early studies did not converge to a consistent picture.
Some studies using the Sagittarius stellar stream proposed
triaxial shapes (Law et al. 2009; Law & Majewski 2010; Deg
& Widrow 2013), but were criticised for their instability and
incompatibility with constraints from Palomar 5 or Sagit-
tarius’s tidal streams (see e.g. Ibata et al. 2013; Debattista
et al. 2013; Belokurov et al. 2014; Pearson et al. 2015), and
we exclude them in Figure 8. Using a sample of carbon stars,
Ibata et al. (2001) noticed that the Sagittarius stream is ob-
served as a Great Circle, indicating that the dark halo is
most likely nearly spherical at 16 < r < 60 kpc. Also based
on Sagittarius stream, Helmi (2004) obtained a prolate halo,
while Johnston et al. (2005) and Fellhauer et al. (2006) ob-
tained a shape much closer to spherical and slightly oblate.
Likewise, using equilibrium models of halo stars, Loebman
et al. (2012, 2014) found an oblate dark matter halo while
Bowden et al. (2016) obtained a prolate one.

On the other hand, recent studies offer a more consis-
tent picture, indicating a nearly spherical halo, or a slightly
prolate shape. Using the Sagittarius stream mapped with
RR Lyrae from Pan-STARRS1, Fardal et al. (2019) found
qhΦ = 1.17 ± 0.1. This is not far from the result of Wegg
et al. (2019) using RR Lyrae halo stars in the radius range
r ∼ 2 to 20 kpc, who conclude that the halo is spherical
with qhρ = 1 ± 0.09 (these authors obtain the same result
assuming a gNFW or a Einastro halo radial profile). The
study of Hattori et al. (2021) assumes an equilibrium dis-
tribution function of globular clusters to infer the halo axis
ratio. The distribution is computed in angle-action frame-
work using the Agama package (Vasiliev 2019a) which is
limited to spherical-oblate axisymmetric potentials. They
found 0.963 < qhρ , strongly disfavouring a flattened dark
matter halo. We note also that Hattori & Valluri (2020) fa-
vor a halo axis ratio near qhρ ≃ 1.5 using a hypervelocity star
and assuming that it was ejected from the Galactic centre.
In addition, Nitschai et al. (2020) use disc kinematic data at
R ∼ 4 to 12 kpc and a vertical height |z| ∼ 2 kpc, favoring
also a slightly prolate halo with qhρ = 1.14 ± 0.21, although
their error bar is also large.

In general, studies that have used stellar streams are
all consistent with each other. Their results are plotted in
the right-hand panel of Figure 8, along with our estimates
highlighted with a light green shade. We do not include the
first studies using the GD-1 stellar stream (Koposov et al.
2010; Bowden et al. 2015) because they did not constrain
the dark matter halo directly but the overall potential of
the Galaxy. Using the GD-1 stream, Bovy et al. (2016)
find qhρ ≃ 1.27 ± 0.27, but Malhan & Ibata (2019) obtain
qhρ = 0.82+0.25

−0.13. The latter study uses better constraints from
a larger number of stars from the GDR2 catalogue; never-
theless, the results still have a large error bar and are both
compatible with a spherical halo.

6.2 Comparison to our study based on stellar streams

We compare now these results based on the GD-1 stream
with our models of the M68 and NGC 3201 streams. The
observed sections of the GD-1 and M68 streams are at sim-
ilar distances above the Galactic disc, and even though the
M68 stellar stream is ∼ 5 kpc closer to the Galactic centre
than GD-1, they are still sensitive to a similar radial range
of the dark halo shape. Our estimate favours a prolate halo
but is compatible with a spherical shape, in better agreement
with Bovy et al. (2016) but not incompatible with Malhan &
Ibata (2019). In the case of the NGC 3201 stream, located at
similar distance from the Galactic centre as GD-1 but closer
to the disc plane, our error bar using only NGC 3201 is very
large but still favours a prolate halo, compatible with M68
and Bovy et al. (2016).

The case of the Palomar 5 stream is particularly in-
teresting, because its position, far above the disc at a larger
distance from the Galactic centre, makes it a better probe of
the dark halo shape. Küpper et al. (2015) carried out a study
using sky coordinates and line-of-sight velocities of several
members of this stream. Modeling the Milky Way with a
Miyamoto-Nagai disc potential and a NFW halo density pro-
file, and using a Bayesian framework developed by Bonaca
et al. (2014), they infer qhΦ = 0.95+0.16

−0.12. At the same time,
Bovy et al. (2016) use a similar model and data but a differ-
ent stream-fitting methodology based on action-angle mod-
elling introduced in Bovy (2014), obtaining qhρ = 0.9 ± 0.2.
The latter authors also combine the Palomar 5 stream with
GD-1 to obtain the improved constraint qhΦ = 1.05± 0.14.

These estimates agree within the quoted observational
errors, and they are also compatible with our result for Palo-
mar 5 alone, qhρ = 1.01 ± 0.09. Our error bar is smaller,
even though our halo model has more free parameters. The
likely reason is that we have a larger sample of stars with
five phase-space parameters measured by GDR2 and 15
stars with radial velocity. We conclude that our measure-
ments are fully consistent with these previous studies, in-
cluding our combined result from the three streams we use,
qhρ = 1.06 ± 0.06. All of them favour a halo that is close
to spherical, eliminating in particular the possibility of a
highly oblate halo. This conclusion applies to the range of
radii probed by these streams, 10 ≲ r ≲ 20 kpc.

6.3 Predictions from cosmological simulations

Cosmological simulations including only dark matter predict
that the gravitational evolution of random initial fluctua-
tions should lead to highly triaxial halos. However, when
models of the behaviour of the baryonic components are
included, with the complexities of disc and bar formation
near the centre, halos are found to generally become more
rounded owing to the accumulation of a central mass domi-
nated by baryons. In fact, the potential of a triaxial halo is
generally supported by highly populated box orbits that are
aligned along the long axis of the potential. When a concen-
trated structure grows at the centre, dark matter particles
in initially box orbits can be scattered in random directions
when passing close to the centre. As a galaxy forms and
grows in mass, this mechanism can make the dark matter
distribution increasingly spherical in the inner regions of the
halo.
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Figure 8. A list of estimates of the axis ratio of the dark matter halo density, qhρ (red), and potential, qhΦ (black), comparing our work
and previous ones, grouped according to main source of observational data (in boldface). The halo model used is indicated under the

reference, including the slope values for gNFW in parentheses. Dots are mean or median value as stated in the source, and bars are 1σ

deviations (dots are absent when the result is reported as an interval). Vertical dashed line marks the spherical case and green shaded
regions highlight our estimates.

Results from cosmological simulations of galaxy forma-
tion generally agree that the majority of disc galaxies end up
with dark matter halos that are oblate in the inner regions,
with the short axis aligned close to perpendicular to the disc
plane (e.g., Bailin et al. 2005; Shao et al. 2016; Prada et al.
2019). In Figure 9 we plot estimates of qhρ in galactic ha-
los resembling the Milky Way at z = 0, with a total halo
mass close to 1012 M⊙, obtained from numerical simulations
of galaxy formation. The axis ratios are measured as a func-
tion of the distance to the centre of the halo hosting the
galaxies, assuming the short axis to be perpendicular to the
plane of the disc galaxy in the simulation. The results are
from a variety of galaxy formation simulations using cos-
mological initial conditions, in Bryan et al. (2013); Velliscig
et al. (2015); Tomassetti et al. (2016); Butsky et al. (2016);
Dai et al. (2018); Chua et al. (2019); Prada et al. (2019).
In comparison, our inferred values for the halo axis ratio
from each individual streams and the three streams together
are shown as dots with our usual colour code, with the er-
ror bars in qhρ , and a radial value and range indicating the
Galactocentric radius of the stream section that is observed
in each case. For the model of all streams together, the error
is shown as the shaded purple area and the radial range is
for all three streams.

All simulations predict oblate dark halos. Taking the
estimates in the radial range r ∼ [5 , 20] kpc (or r ∼
[0.02 , 0.1] r200), to which our observational constraints from
the stellar streams we use are sensitive to, the simulations
predict qhρ ∼ 0.74± 0.15. These results that the majority of

disc galaxies should be surrounded by oblate halos. Taking
the 1σ dispersion from these simulations, we find that our
estimate for the Milky Way galaxy axis ratio is discrepant
from this prediction by about 2σ, with the error being dom-
inated by the range in the axis ratio of simulated galaxies
rather than our observational determination. We therefore
conclude that if the results of these numerical simulations
are correct, our estimate for the Milky Way halo axis ratio
would imply that the Milky Way galaxy is an anomalous
one, being a rare case where the halo has a nearly spheri-
cal or slightly triaxial shape, instead of the average oblate
halo with axis ratio qhρ ∼ 0.75 we should expect for a typical
galaxy.

6.4 Influence of the Magellanic Clouds

An important question in relation to the observationally in-
ferred estimates of the shape of the Milky Way dark matter
halo, and the comparison to predictions from numerical sim-
ulations, is the influence that the Magellanic Clouds may
have in distorting this halo shape in their encounter with
the Milky Way galaxy. Recent studies have shown that the
Magellanic Clouds are in their first orbital passage through
their pericentre around the Milky Way galaxy, and that their
associated dark matter halo may be as massive as ∼ 1/4 of
the Milky Way dark matter halo (see e.g. Erkal et al. 2019;
Gardner et al. 2020; Patel et al. 2020). Thus, the merger of
the Milky Way with the Magellanic Clouds that is unfolding
at present is not so much a ”minor merger”, but a merger
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Figure 9. Comparison of our estimates of qhρ from each of our

three streams (red for M68, blue for NGC 3201, green for Palomar

5), and all streams together (purple), to predictions of the halo
axis ratio from simulations of galaxy formation. Black dots with

error bars and shaded areas are mean values and 1σ ranges in the

halo axis ratios measured in disc galaxy host halos along the axis
perpendicular to the disc plane (no dot is shown when the result

is given as an interval in the referenced works). The simulation

name appears under each reference. The simulated galaxies have
r200 ∼ [200 , 240] kpc. Our stream model results are shown at the

mean distance of each stream, with its radial range shown as a
horizontal bar, and the whole range indicated by the all streams

model as the purple line. The dashed horizontal line marks the

spherical shape.

of two galactic systems that are more closely comparable in
mass than was thought in the past.

The Milky Way dark matter halo at a distance r from
the centre is in a dynamical state governed by the accelera-
tion gMW ∼ GMMW/r2, where MMW is the total Milky Way
mass within r, and is perturbed by the gravitational tide of
the Magellanic Cloud system at a distance d from the Milky
Way centre. This tidal acceleration is, to first order in r/d,
gMC ∼ GMMC r/d3, so the ratio of the two accelerations is:

gMW

gMC
=

MMW d3

MMC r3
. (15)

Our measurements of the Milky Way halo shape are at r <
20 kpc, and the Galactocentric distance to the Magellanic
clouds is d ≃ 50 kpc, so we conclude that forMMW/MMC ≃ 4,
the tidal influence of the LMC is no larger than ∼ 2 per cent
of the usual acceleration in the Milky Way for the stellar
streams we study. In addition, the distance of the streams
to the LMC is always greater than about 40 kpc, with the
closest approximation being approximately 45 kpc for NGC
3201, 37 kpc for M68, and 40 kpc for Palomar 5. We therefore
conclude that the Magellanic Clouds should not be affecting
our conclusions, although it is certainly important to include

their effect for studies going to larger radius or seeking higher
accuracy in the halo shape determination.

6.5 Consequences for the Milky Way halo dynamical
equilibrium state

A spherical dark matter halo surrounding the Milky Way
galaxy in the presence of the disk cannot have an isotropic
velocity dispersion. In order to be supported in the oblate
gravitational potential that results from the combined mass
distribution of the halo and disk, the velocity dispersion
must be higher in the vertical direction (perpendicular to the
disk) compared to the two directions in the disk plane. This
is a consequence of the tensor virial theorem and the Vlasov
equations of dynamical equilibrium (Binney & Tremaine
2008). The velocity anisotropy is important if the halo is
substantially less oblate than the isopotential surfaces, in the
region where the disk mass is comparable to the halo one.
We have found the Milky Way halo to be close to spher-
ical (or slightly prolate) in the radial interval of 10 to 20
kpc, which suggests the presence of this anisotropic velocity
dispersion of the dark matter in the Milky Way.

This anisotropy in the velocity dispersion will need to
be further analyzed in future work to quantify its presence,
but if real, it would have to originate from an originally pro-
late halo with a long axis perpendicular to the disk formed
in the assembly process of the Milky Way halo. In addition,
interactions of the dark matter particles with the baryonic
components of the Milky Way (in particular the bulge den-
sity cusp and a rotating bar, which result in random scatter-
ings of distant particles moving through the central galaxy
region) should tend to isotropize the dark matter velocity
dispersion and thereby increase the halo oblateness. This
probably requires a more strongly prolate shape of the orig-
inal Milky Way halo shape to reach a nearly spherical con-
figuration in the present Galaxy at radii in 10 to 20 kpc
range.

Future studies will need to address this issue of the re-
quired initial anisotropic configuration of the halo to support
the halo shape at the radii where the baryonic contribution
to the potential is important.

7 CONCLUSION

Stellar streams provide us with a powerful methodology to
measure the gravitational potential of the Milky Way and
to infer the distribution of mass which, when taking into ac-
count the contribution of visible baryonic matter, can give
us indications on the distribution of dark matter. One of
the most interesting constraints we can derive is the depar-
ture from sphericity of the dark matter halo, and test if the
halo is oblate or prolate with respect to the disc at different
radii. The distribution of the halo axis ratio at different radii
can be compared with predictions of galaxy formation from
cosmological simulations. In the past, the mass distribution
could be constrained only from the kinematic distributions
of various tracers in the Milky Way using assumptions of
dynamical equilibrium, but stellar streams from tidally dis-
rupted systems allow an indirect measurement of accelera-
tions, because the stream trajectory indicates the orbit of the
tidally truncated system, except for small deviations that
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can be modelled and corrected (see e.g. Küpper et al. 2015;
Bovy et al. 2016; Malhan & Ibata 2019).

We have used three streams to model the Milky Way
potential in this paper, arising from the tidal stripping of
globular clusters NGC 3201, M68, and Palomar 5. We ex-
pect that in the future, the large number of other streams
being discovered will be used in conjunction to obtain the
best constraints on the Milky Way potential, but this pa-
per is our initial attempt to obtain such constraints based
on three streams that appear particularly interesting at this
time due to their proximity and available members in the
Gaia catalogue. After selecting a list of members of these
streams with our maximum likelihood method, we have fit-
ted a model of the Galactic potential based on 5 free pa-
rameters of an axisymmetric dark matter halo (mass, inner
and outer slope, core radius, and axis ratio), while adding
other free parameters for the baryonic components that are
subject to various prior observational constraints (the Sun’s
position and velocity, the rotation curve in the radial range
from 5 to 25 kpc, other star kinematics, and velocities of
distant Milky Way satellites).

To show how the constraints arise from each stream,
our results have been presented as parameterized models
fitted to each stream individually, and to all three stream
together. Our interest focuses mainly on the dark matter
halo oblateness, to use this as a test of dark matter theories
that can predict the distribution of the axis ratio. We find
that while the NGC 3201 stream is not very sensitive to this
axis ratio, the Palomar 5 stream gives a strong constraint of
qhρ = 1.01± 0.09, and the M68 stream yields qhρ = 1.14+0.21

−0.14,
owing to favorable trajectories of these streams that are sen-
sitive to the acceleration differences introduced by the halo
oblateness. The parameter degeneracy is reduced by the pri-
ors from other available data on the rotation curve and ver-
tical velocity dispersion of the disc. In the case of the M68
model, the oblateness parameter is correlated mainly with
the disc mass. A more massive disc is preferred, but the final
constraint on qhρ is compatible with the other streams. Our
combined result on the axis ratio from the three streams is
qhρ = 1.06 ± 0.06, consistent with a spherical halo with a
statistical preference for a slightly prolate halo. Our model
assumes a halo axis ratio that is independent of radius, and
these constraints are to be understood as applying near the
radius that is probed by the streams, at r ∼ 10 to 20 kpc.
This result agrees with previous studies using different ob-
servational data and fitting methodology.

Our best fit model also demands a very shallow density
profile for the dark matter halo, with inner slope α close
to zero and a large core radius of ∼ 15 kpc. The flatness of
the density profile in the inner region is also interesting to
test the way that the formation of the disc and bar and the
presence of gas inflows and outflows over the history of the
Milky Way may have flattened the central parts of dark mat-
ter halo. Nevertheless, the inner dark matter distribution is
probably degenerate with the baryonic mass component in
the inner disc, bar and bulge. Our model simply includes an
exponential disc with no inner cutoff and a bulge with only
one free parameter (the mass), and a more careful treatment
of the mass distribution at r ≲ 5 kpc is needed to more rigor-
ously test constraints on the inner dark matter profile. Our
model constraints on the outer dark matter density slope

and total mass M200 are also mainly dependent on the con-
straints from external satellite kinematic data we use.

The Milky Way dark matter halo density model should
be greatly improved in the future by including the large
number of stellar streams that are being discovered with
a wide range of orbits in the Milky Way halo. Some of the
most interesting cases are the streams generated by globular
clusters NGC 5466 and M5, with similar characteristics and
locations as the streams used in this study. A greater variety
of models and parameters should also be included, and the
impact of the gravitational perturbation by the Magellanic
Clouds and other massive satellites should be incorporated
as we probe the halo density profile and oblateness at larger
radius and/or with greater accuracy than in this study.

At present, we can already say that most of the cosmo-
logical simulations that have been analyzed in relation to
the question of the oblateness of galactic halos seem to pre-
dict oblate halos, with axis ratio lower than the 2-σ lower
limit from our study. This may be a possible discrepancy
with Cold Dark Matter theories, indicating that either the
dark matter has some new property that tends to make ha-
los more spherical in the inner parts, or that the Milky Way
is a peculiar galaxy with its halo long axis perpendicular to
the disc, while the results of simulations indicate that most
galaxies should have the oblate halos. We have pointed out
that a spherical halo, in the presence of the gravitational po-
tential of the disc, actually needs to maintain an anisotropic
velocity dispersion, with greater dispersion along the ver-
tical axis compared to the horizontal ones, to maintain its
spherical shape in equilibrium, and this becomes important
at the radius where the disc and halo contributions to the
gravitational potential are comparable, at r ∼ 10 kpc. This
suggests that it is difficult to avoid having an oblate dark
matter halo in the inner regions of the galaxy, if random
scatterings (caused, for example, by a rotating bar or the
central density cusp and black hole in the bulge) tend to
isotropize the orbital motions of the dark matter. Future
studies, using improved data from streams and stellar kine-
matic constraints, and more general models for the gravita-
tional potential, will hopefully clarify these questions on the
Milky Way dark matter halo.
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APPENDIX A: OBSERVED SECTIONS OF NGC 3201
AND M68 STREAMS

The section of the NGC 3201 used to constrain the Galactic
potential is populated by 54 stars selected in PM21 within
the limits of 65 < α < 120 deg and located between about
3 and 4 kpc from the Sun. In the top panel of Figure A1 we
show the selected stars in blue, and in black, the foreground
passing the pre-section cut defined in Section 3.3 of PM19
with a threshold PREG = 0.5 yr3 deg−2 pc−1 mas−3. We also
mark the boundaries of our selection with vertical dashed
lines.

In summary, the pre-section removes stars with a par-
allax π > 1/0.3 mas and selects the stars compatible with
the HR-diagram of NGC 3201 using the method described in
Section 3.3 of PM21. It also selects stars with proper motions
≳ 10 mas yr−1 in a region around the orbit of the cluster
wide enough not to eliminate potential candidate stars. For
example, we can see how stars located far from the stream,
at α ∼ 80 and δ ∼ 6 deg pass through these pre-selection
cuts. The pre-selection is more restrictive in the colour and
magnitude space, where we exclude stars with large obser-
vational uncertainties. This does not alter the stream track,
but enhances the star overdensity in sky coordinates.

Within the defined limits, the stream can be seen with-
out ambiguity due to its high population and low number
of foreground stars (in Section 3.1 of PM21 we show how
the expected number of foreground stars along the overden-
sity is between 4 and 8). The final selection consists of stars
that intersect a density model of the stream. We compute
the intersection using the method described in Section 4.3 of
PM19. The density model of the stream is approximately a
cylinder that follows the overdensity of stars in phase-space.
Its diameter is determined by a selection threshold χsel given
in Section 3.4 of PM21, optimised to include stars along the
overdensity but exclude the observed foreground. Some stars
located along the stream have not been included in the final
selection. This is due to their large proper motion uncertain-
ties compared to the selected stars. Their exclusion from our
sample does not change the track of the stream, and there-
fore the constraints on the Galactic potential obtained with
this selection.

The stream of M68 is shown in red in the bottom panel
of Figure A1. We select 98 stars from the final selection of
PM19. We also plot the foreground stars which pass through
a similar pre-selection cut as described above. As in the
previous case, the pre-selection cut does not remove many
stream stars using their position in phase-space. We note
that some stars located at about 25 deg perpendicular to
the orbit pass through these cuts. The most restrictive cuts
are applied in colour and magnitude space, as the loss of
faint stars with large observational uncertainties does not
alter the stream track.

The stream is clearly visible when it is close to the Sun,
at about 5 kpc, in the interval 190 < α < 260 deg. We have
excluded the region with δ < −8 deg because the stream
is located at about 10 kpc from the Sun and beyond, and
appears to be projected closer to the disc. In this region,
there is a high level of foreground star contamination. For
similar reasons, no stars have been selected for α > 275 deg.

There are several stars located around the stream, es-
pecially above our selection, between 190 < α < 240 deg.

These stars form a diffuse envelope or cocoon, similar to
the presented by other streams such as GD-1 (Malhan et al.
2019) or Jhelum (Woudenberg et al. 2023). These stars can
be separated from the stream because their proper motions
are significantly larger, and they are aligned in proper mo-
tion space following a different orbit clearly distinguishable
from the main stream. This orbit cannot be followed by ei-
ther the cluster or its stream for any reasonable Galactic
potential. This may be a consequence of the stellar envelope
being closer to the Sun than the stream. A detailed analysis
of the structure of the stream and its diffuse envelope will
be realised when radial velocities and better measurements
are available from future releases of the Gaia catalogue.

Similarly to the previous case, several stars along the
stream have not been selected due to their comparatively
large proper motion uncertainties. It is likely that the ma-
jority of these stars belong to the stream. In Section 4.3 of
PM19 we showed that we expect only 1 or 2 foreground stars
along the stream overdensity within the defined limits. Ex-
cluding these stars does not change the stream track, and
therefore the constraints on the potential obtained by fitting
this star selection.

APPENDIX B: FINAL SELECTION OF PALOMAR 5
TIDAL STREAM MEMBERS

To select the stars most likely to belong to the Palomar 5
stellar stream, we use the method described in PM19. First,
we apply the pre-selection cuts defined in Section 3.3 of
PM19 to reduce the number of foreground stars surrounding
the stream. These cuts basically select stars near the orbit of
the cluster, in a ±20 Myr section of the orbit from the cluster
centre. They also remove the stars belonging to the globular
cluster Palomar 5 and M5 to avoid detecting overdensities
that do not correspond to streams. After the pre-selection,
we obtain 320 302 GDR2 sources. We apply the same pre-
selection to a simulation of the GDR2 catalogue, the 18th
version of the Gaia Object Generator (GOG18, Luri et al.
2014) obtaining 450 622 sources. This 30 per cent difference
can be explained by imperfect modeling of the stellar halo in
GOG18, by inaccuracies in the simulation of GDR2 uncer-
tainties, or because GDR2 does not include all sources with
G-band magnitude G < 21 mag in low exposure areas.

We apply the maximum likelihood method explained in
Section 2 of PM19 to compute the best-fitting parameters
of the stream model, as well as the statistic Λ indicating the
confidence level with which the stream is detected. When
Λ > 6.6, the existence of the stream is confirmed at the 99
per cent confidence level, as opposed to the null hypothe-
sis that no stream is present in the pre-selection. We detect
the stellar stream with Λ = 14.44, which implies a high
statistical significance of the detection. We compute an ac-
curate phase-space density model of the stream using the
best-fitting configuration of the free parameters. We select
the stars with the largest intersection with this model. We
define a threshold for the value of the intersection χsel, and
choose stars with χsel > 4.6 yr3 deg−2 pc−1 mas−3. We ob-
tain 229 stars from the GRD2 catalogue compatible with
the phase-space density model of the stream. For the cho-
sen threshold, we select no stars from the GOG18 catalogue.
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Figure A1. Sky map in equatorial coordinates of a sample of pre-
selected stars (black dots) and the final selection of stream stars

(coloured dots) used to constrain the potential of the Milky Way.

Grey dashed lines indicate a Galactic latitude b = ±15 deg and
the grey cross the Galactic centre. Top panel: Blue dots mark

the selected NGC 3201 stream stars. The black dashed lines at

α = 65 and 120 deg mark the limits of the selection zone. Bottom
panel: Red dots mark the selected M68 stream stars. The black

dashed line at δ = −8 deg marks the boundary of the selection
zone. The large red dot marks the current position of the cluster.

This minimizes the number of expected foreground stars er-
roneously selected as Palomar 5 stream members.

Finally, we only select stars that are compatible in
colour and magnitude with the H-R diagram of Palomar 5.
We follow the procedure described in Appendix D of PM19
and include the correction for dust extinction described in
Appendix B of PM21. In Table B1, we list the 126 star can-
didates belonging to the Palomar 5 tidal stream selected
from the GDR2 catalogue. None of these stars have radial
velocity measured by Gaia, but 15 of them match stars with
radial velocity measured by Ibata et al. (2017). We list their
values in Table B2.

APPENDIX C: DEFINITION OF THE LIKELIHOOD
FUNCTION

The likelihood function is composed of the product of the
likelihoods corresponding to the constraints enumerated in

Section 4 plus the stellar steams, all together denoted by d:

L(d|θ) ≡ Lc(dc|θ)Lstr(dstr|θ) . (C1)

We assume that the model of the constraints dc ≡{
fΣ ,Mb,M200, µl,Kz, V

1
c , . . . , V

38
c

}
is a Dirac’s delta dis-

tribution and each observational measurement a Gaussian
distribution with mean µ and standard deviation σ. For the
constraint i we have:∫ ∞

−∞
δ
(
x− dic(θ)

)
G
(
x|µi, σ

2
i

)
dx = G

(
dic(θ)|µi, σ

2
i

)
, (C2)

from which we get the likelihood function:

Ld(dc|θ) =
43∏
i=1

G
(
dic(θ)|µi, σ

2
i

)
. (C3)

The likelihood function of a stellar stream is defined
from a phase-space probability density model of the stream.
We define this model in Heliocentric spherical coordinates
because we have the observed stars in this coordinate sys-
tem. This model is constructed from a numerical simulation
using a Kernel Density Estimation method introduced in
PM19. This method is based on a Gaussian kernel, where
the covariance matrix of each Gaussian is calculated with the
neighbouring points, weighting their contribution according
to an inverse function of the distance between points. In
this way, basically taking into account the nearest neigh-
bours, the kernels are optimized for the characteristics of
each section of the stream. This is specially required at the
extremes of the stream, where there are a few points and are
separated by large distances.

Given a simulation of the stellar stream made of N
stars, we locate the mean of a Gaussian distribution at the
phase-space position ην

n of each n star, and we compute its
covariance matrix Ξνϵ

n from the position of the neighbouring
stars:

Ξνϵ
n =

(
N∑

m=1

cnm

)−1 N∑
m=1

cnm(ην
m − ην

n)(η
ϵ
m − ηϵ

n) , (C4)

where the indices ν, ϵ ≡ (π, δ, α, vr, µδ, µα). The weighting
factors determine the kernel size, and are defined as:

cnm = (l0 + lnm)−9/2 , l2nm =

3∑
j=1

(xk
m − xk

n)
2 , (C5)

where xk are the Galactocentric Cartesian coordinates of
each star at present time. The constant l0 = 250 pc and
the slope 9/2 have been optimised in PM19 to reproduce
properly the distribution of the escaped stars.

To show the typical kernel size obtained using this
method, we plot in Figure C1 as an example, the resulting
marginalised phase space density model of the M68 stream
for sky coordinates and proper motions. This model is com-
puted using the best-fitting parameters obtained with all
the streams together, which we list in Table F1. We also
mark the position of the simulated stars used to construct
the model with small red dots and the cluster with a large
red dot. The dashed horizontal line in the top panel marks
the δ = −15 deg limit that we use to define the density
model, which slightly exceeds the limit of the observational
data, which we set at δ = −8 deg (Section 3.4.2). We note
that the protuberances in the density profile visible along
the edge defined by the lower limit of the log-scale are the
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Table B1. Stars compatible with the best-fitting phase-space density model of the tidal stream of Palomar 5 and its H-R diagram from
GDR2 after dust extinction correction.

N source id π δ α µδ µα∗ GBP−GRP G χsel

(mas) (deg) (deg) (mas yr−1) (mas yr−1) (mag) (mag) (yr3 deg−2 pc−1 mas−3)

1 6327240546525053824 −0.1349 −8.1333 222.5158 −2.4483 −2.4054 1.0417 17.5562 5.9454E+00

2 6327454916932476800 −0.0426 −7.9192 222.6962 −2.4659 −2.3107 1.0067 17.8507 8.2674E+00
3 6333632175119962368 0.1395 −6.8635 223.3798 −2.4777 −2.6496 0.9335 19.4622 5.6500E+00

4 6333638840909351808 0.3333 −6.7025 223.7207 −2.6044 −2.5148 1.0312 17.8252 1.3563E+01

5 6334133694157081856 0.0026 −5.8463 223.8334 −2.3926 −2.7662 1.1181 17.5348 1.2756E+01
6 6337139376694381440 −0.1242 −5.6805 223.9155 −2.4263 −2.7577 0.9366 17.4458 4.8662E+00

7 6334151110248964224 0.0510 −5.6672 224.4260 −3.1251 −2.0798 1.0594 18.7005 1.4053E+01

8 6334300162794237184 0.5529 −5.0987 224.7233 −2.7727 −1.9366 1.0851 19.0335 6.7220E+00
9 6338851453738047488 0.1009 −4.2145 224.9720 −2.6403 −2.1383 1.0813 18.4176 9.9368E+00

10 6334298169929419392 0.1771 −5.0869 224.9823 −2.4609 −2.7599 1.0623 18.1751 6.6524E+00

11 6338874990158885376 0.1463 −4.1744 225.0625 −2.7762 −2.3852 1.0872 17.7758 3.4422E+01
12 6338879564298848640 −0.0324 −4.0963 225.3011 −2.4097 −1.2524 1.1311 18.9155 4.8295E+00

13 6338859562636251904 0.2195 −4.2534 225.3258 −2.5176 −1.7848 1.1024 18.0456 3.3353E+01
14 6338880487717174528 0.0521 −4.0583 225.4573 −2.3537 −3.1365 1.1220 17.6939 1.0366E+01

15 6338869149003524224 −0.0925 −4.0479 225.5377 −3.0576 −2.0272 1.0265 19.2443 2.1193E+01

16 6339016002525065472 0.0639 −3.5563 225.7535 −2.3171 −3.4270 1.1729 19.0526 5.8216E+00
17 6338987758819995776 −0.1428 −3.6964 225.7778 −2.4940 −2.3050 1.1700 18.7510 8.4701E+01

18 6339017823591238400 0.0527 −3.5147 225.8524 −2.6521 −3.2807 1.3766 20.0483 7.4983E+00

19 6339403580374320896 0.2071 −3.2162 226.1388 −2.8443 −2.8832 1.1255 19.7879 5.9449E+00
20 6339405195282047232 0.3347 −3.1899 226.1702 −1.9488 −2.9943 1.1956 17.8007 7.7164E+00

21 6339486112465206528 0.2516 −2.9349 226.3743 −2.9628 −2.5859 1.1431 18.1520 2.8470E+01

22 6339492091059869696 0.1419 −2.7626 226.4066 −1.7571 −2.2625 1.0337 19.6753 5.6089E+00
23 6339498589346000768 −0.0427 −2.7155 226.4922 −2.9333 −2.4861 0.5547 17.4368 8.3411E+00

24 6339607745939180928 0.2627 −2.2781 226.9747 −1.9119 −2.3462 0.9989 19.5513 1.8167E+01
25 6339642724153085056 −0.4911 −1.9832 227.2439 −2.5559 −3.2388 0.7922 19.9143 5.0767E+00

26 6339639666136263040 −0.2089 −2.0898 227.2613 −2.4832 −2.1312 0.8322 17.1603 1.3918E+02

27 4418107238191732352 −0.0317 −1.9491 227.3442 −3.2361 −2.4779 0.7086 20.1749 5.3026E+00
28 4418156892309715456 0.0184 −1.5275 227.7144 −2.7810 −2.9716 0.9151 18.6426 1.2555E+01

29 4418142117622280192 −0.2247 −1.6319 227.7547 −2.2909 −2.6730 0.5875 17.3171 8.1503E+00

30 4418143968756451968 0.1305 −1.5872 227.8667 −2.7425 −2.7935 0.9761 19.4101 5.1128E+00
31 4418261930029664256 0.1726 −1.2314 227.9615 −2.4465 −2.4811 0.8722 17.4131 3.7794E+02

32 4418265022406118784 0.1443 −1.2007 227.9690 −2.5811 −2.7873 1.1245 17.1479 1.0070E+01

33 4418300339922183040 −0.2577 −0.9056 228.2730 −1.2246 −2.4189 1.1503 19.2080 5.7784E+00
34 4418296800869119488 −0.0699 −0.9458 228.3485 −2.5452 −2.5164 1.0382 18.2234 9.5543E+01

35 4418305219004364416 0.0308 −0.8191 228.4767 −2.3525 −3.1096 1.0936 18.2519 2.0354E+01
36 4418876999410407808 0.1810 −0.5154 228.4965 −2.6434 −2.8694 1.0682 18.4087 5.3204E+00
37 4418292299742718336 0.2783 −0.8791 228.5547 −3.1739 −2.0598 1.2035 18.9636 4.8350E+00

38 4418688536245813888 0.0397 −0.5523 228.5716 −2.8887 −2.5161 1.0884 17.9491 8.2213E+00
39 4418306490314700416 −0.0735 −0.7719 228.5788 −2.9618 −2.6038 1.0582 18.5771 1.1654E+01

40 4418306387235478784 0.0103 −0.7888 228.5841 −2.9801 −2.6432 1.1172 18.7119 1.0503E+01

41 4418306490314700288 0.0571 −0.7728 228.5863 −2.6047 −2.1894 1.1371 17.5508 1.8540E+02
42 4418307899063987584 0.4335 −0.7168 228.6229 −1.9881 −2.0470 0.9793 19.0673 1.4992E+01

43 4418687161856244096 −0.0988 −0.6207 228.6410 −2.4472 −2.8298 0.7099 17.1817 4.8383E+00

44 4418889815592901248 0.0445 −0.2970 228.6474 −2.2003 −2.2111 1.0924 17.7308 1.2297E+02
45 4418683485364220160 0.4711 −0.6612 228.6626 −2.3617 −3.3018 1.0654 19.4714 5.8224E+00

46 4418696404625960448 −0.5780 −0.4148 228.8240 −2.7140 −1.9526 0.7559 19.6628 6.0292E+00
47 4418692040939128832 0.2891 −0.5483 228.8315 −2.1215 −3.1551 1.1364 19.1036 8.0271E+00
48 4418698397490799232 −0.3326 −0.3732 228.9090 −2.4365 −1.7305 0.6510 20.0514 6.3760E+00

49 4418679396555391616 0.2885 −0.5816 228.9582 −2.5619 −2.6261 1.1009 18.5081 5.8196E+00
50 4418723583179057024 0.1416 −0.2626 228.9601 −2.5273 −2.7952 1.1119 17.4493 1.2010E+01

51 4418723583179058944 −0.0373 −0.2577 228.9661 −2.1354 −2.8744 1.0769 19.5808 9.7810E+00

52 4418693724566344192 0.3241 −0.4672 229.0063 −2.7870 −2.5274 1.1007 18.3871 4.6609E+00
53 4418926855391616000 −0.3033 +0.0552 229.0700 −2.0931 −2.7288 1.0322 19.2253 5.8788E+00

54 4418724923208864128 0.3599 −0.2139 229.0981 −3.3158 −2.1848 0.9962 19.1438 5.1160E+00

55 4418734165978521728 −0.0129 −0.0736 229.1446 −2.4978 −2.5807 0.4412 17.4019 5.0599E+01
56 4418727225312005504 0.1660 −0.2543 229.1711 −2.4135 −2.2349 1.0770 18.4655 2.0530E+01

57 4418726404973230080 0.1299 −0.2695 229.2028 −2.3950 −2.1456 0.8950 17.5034 7.0368E+01

58 4419023234457620352 −0.0293 +0.2043 229.2407 −2.4698 −2.3608 1.0275 17.9991 1.4207E+02
59 4419073575769649664 0.5628 +0.5239 229.3062 −1.9015 −2.2912 1.0387 18.1476 7.4501E+00

60 4419026842229420800 −0.1750 +0.2297 229.3883 −2.7700 −2.0247 1.1586 18.8187 1.6267E+01

61 4419052405874782592 0.2759 +0.3638 229.5968 −1.8983 −2.9869 1.1136 18.5392 4.7960E+00
62 4419078145614843776 0.4212 +0.6351 229.6086 −2.3773 −2.0128 1.1781 19.0422 1.5265E+01

63 4419068108275272448 −0.2572 +0.6591 229.7104 −1.4688 −2.4685 0.9486 19.7550 6.3516E+00
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Table B1. - continued

N source id π δ α µδ µα∗ GBP−GRP G χsel

(mas) (deg) (deg) (mas yr−1) (mas yr−1) (mag) (mag) (yr3 deg−2 pc−1 mas−3)

64 4418864767344458112 −0.0649 +0.3228 229.7453 −2.1466 −2.5965 1.1113 17.9590 7.6772E+00

65 4420584403529433728 0.1415 +0.8509 229.8402 −2.4470 −1.9695 1.0419 18.6502 2.9890E+01

66 4420577943898627968 −0.5387 +0.8701 230.0352 −2.1109 −2.9124 0.9411 19.3734 5.3310E+00
67 4420385323205469568 −0.2093 +0.7329 230.1499 −2.6252 −2.1064 0.9883 18.7577 5.4691E+00

68 4420607768151633408 −0.1165 +1.1328 230.2065 −2.3018 −2.7923 1.0686 17.8563 2.3135E+01

69 4420603301385612928 −0.3072 +1.0489 230.3098 −2.7339 −2.0564 1.0515 18.1806 2.5285E+01
70 4420616289367861760 0.1482 +1.2596 230.4004 −2.1897 −2.6394 1.1677 18.6286 5.1850E+01

71 4420608562721387776 0.2343 +1.0585 230.4380 −2.4493 −2.2273 1.0231 18.2679 5.9114E+01

72 4420616048849698304 0.1699 +1.2814 230.4905 −2.0212 −1.9596 1.0675 18.3503 1.0720E+02
73 4420708888861661440 −0.3825 +1.3479 230.6310 −1.9221 −2.4611 0.9986 18.0155 2.2752E+01

74 4420717139494655360 −0.3145 +1.4909 230.9006 −2.8521 −2.1866 1.0547 17.9769 8.1542E+00

75 4420528568955338112 0.3247 +1.4158 230.9018 −1.9665 −3.1172 0.9347 18.5703 1.3916E+01
76 4420553479766045824 0.1958 +1.5626 231.0663 −1.8110 −3.3450 0.9903 19.1601 1.2707E+01

77 4420744283688076672 0.3469 +1.6499 231.0725 −2.8218 −1.8201 1.0634 18.6081 1.0371E+01
78 4420749364634207104 0.4852 +1.6694 231.1743 −2.4018 −3.7009 1.2444 19.8641 5.1075E+00

79 4421127944526566272 −0.2777 +1.8523 231.3147 −3.3017 −2.4256 0.8227 19.4204 5.1616E+00

80 4421128077670137472 −0.3001 +1.8510 231.3650 −2.1888 −3.1238 1.0839 19.0124 6.0021E+00
81 4420939958103532416 0.2914 +1.8132 231.3706 −2.4673 −1.3992 1.0720 18.7013 4.9887E+00

82 4420942432004721408 −0.5258 +1.9198 231.5243 −1.6142 −2.4104 0.9329 18.6265 2.0817E+01

83 4420974111684168320 0.7073 +2.0716 231.8210 −2.9927 −2.4544 1.0667 19.6251 5.2512E+00
84 4420970057233967360 −0.0405 +2.0212 231.8757 −2.6548 −2.9159 1.0609 18.2706 5.5142E+00

85 4420973256984758912 0.3024 +2.1114 231.9175 −3.2737 −1.8754 1.1691 19.7097 5.4066E+00

86 4420985003720258688 0.1753 +2.2946 232.0258 −1.5876 −3.0622 0.8244 20.1691 5.0991E+00
87 4420985553476080768 0.1695 +2.3329 232.0740 −2.3067 −2.7102 0.6363 19.7382 1.4372E+01

88 4421270739303308032 0.3234 +2.4940 232.0890 −1.7718 −2.4556 0.7487 17.3115 1.8315E+01
89 4421075889522936832 0.1513 +2.3026 232.1542 −1.2829 −2.2284 1.1461 18.8079 2.1412E+01

90 4420980914911383552 0.0622 +2.2497 232.1790 −1.1811 −1.6482 0.9222 19.7160 5.5746E+00

91 4421074820076313088 0.0669 +2.2627 232.2309 −2.7257 −2.5686 1.1896 19.8201 6.3718E+00
92 4421075644710040960 −0.1957 +2.3202 232.2445 −2.4874 −2.1497 1.0964 17.9998 8.3941E+01

93 4420967892569667200 0.0372 +2.1748 232.2447 −1.9914 −1.7972 1.0749 18.4407 2.0904E+01

94 4421063034685042048 0.0499 +2.2580 232.2667 −1.7235 −2.9694 1.1849 18.4620 1.1119E+01
95 4421279741554833664 −0.0775 +2.6654 232.3405 −2.6957 −1.9749 0.8748 19.0484 6.0000E+00

96 4421086261868313216 −0.3842 +2.5208 232.5209 −2.4458 −2.3528 1.0164 18.5634 1.0815E+01

97 4421118388224664448 −0.2525 +2.7875 232.5409 −1.8784 −2.6760 1.0045 18.8868 8.5105E+00
98 4421120896484661504 −0.0837 +2.7778 232.8360 −2.2849 −3.5261 1.2619 19.8009 4.7386E+00

99 4421122648831334784 0.3999 +2.8572 232.8419 −1.3443 −2.8624 1.1055 19.5430 7.7608E+00
100 4421121102643098880 −0.0570 +2.8128 232.8420 −3.1021 −2.8906 1.0554 19.5488 5.8235E+00
101 4427109146047429120 −0.0208 +2.7260 233.0561 −2.4877 −2.6084 1.0095 18.4947 2.9412E+01

102 4421056922947507584 −0.1575 +2.6563 233.0629 −1.7088 −2.6912 0.9611 17.5178 7.0492E+00
103 4427115605678338048 0.5960 +2.8795 233.0941 −1.9663 −2.2967 1.0083 19.2071 1.3374E+01

104 4427116365888010496 −0.2454 +2.9255 233.1339 −1.8015 −1.8290 0.8261 19.4928 1.3035E+01

105 4427116091010101888 −0.3001 +2.9078 233.1520 −1.6010 −2.4964 1.0085 18.9371 2.0755E+01
106 4427119350890013312 −0.2800 +2.9388 233.2521 −2.0540 −1.7483 1.0091 18.9006 9.9676E+00

107 4427149587458915328 0.2883 +3.1325 233.3049 −1.9897 −2.8823 0.9629 19.6203 6.1447E+00

108 4427072385423018112 −0.0852 +2.9171 233.4837 −1.3629 −2.5185 0.8760 19.2556 4.8170E+00
109 4427159070746889088 0.0524 +3.3349 233.5535 −2.0658 −2.0261 1.0945 18.0417 1.4151E+02

110 4427267342578834816 −0.1346 +3.4730 233.6187 −2.3678 −2.0626 1.1503 17.8807 1.5292E+01
111 4427108080895293440 −0.2145 +3.2197 233.7217 −2.6400 −1.9216 0.8551 19.9234 7.9206E+00
112 4427252391796247936 −0.4364 +3.4275 233.9223 −2.3541 −1.6143 1.0031 18.5629 8.8254E+00

113 4427286068636375552 0.1463 +3.6697 234.1154 −1.8386 −2.5410 0.8207 17.4965 4.3439E+01
114 4427242118235062400 0.3643 +3.6487 234.4303 −1.8013 −2.5729 1.2051 18.6923 3.2961E+01

115 4427620281515156608 0.0090 +3.8090 234.6403 −1.8909 −2.7907 1.0151 18.9503 2.9022E+01

116 4427616364504699264 0.5170 +3.9037 234.9541 −2.2568 −1.8675 1.1695 18.9193 7.3622E+00
117 4427617051699467264 −0.3315 +3.9052 234.9959 −1.6459 −2.7952 0.9918 19.0932 8.2553E+00

118 4427641206595577728 0.1592 +4.0049 235.1233 −3.0101 −2.6033 0.9046 19.6347 4.7413E+00

119 4427638079859372288 −0.0039 +3.9687 235.1463 −1.8371 −1.1354 0.9195 19.4172 4.6017E+00
120 4427657149514263680 −0.0730 +4.1916 235.1697 −2.0171 −3.0982 1.1434 19.2056 6.1437E+00

121 4427749061814709504 0.2200 +4.3595 235.5140 −1.6084 −3.0522 0.9691 19.2026 4.7347E+00

122 4427746076813323520 −0.0727 +4.3656 235.6363 −2.5033 −1.9675 1.1675 18.5294 1.7471E+01
123 4424743718578674688 −0.0442 +4.2818 235.9371 −2.4113 −2.2675 1.0670 17.3253 1.0274E+01

124 4424779727584949120 0.1786 +4.6100 236.2725 −1.7183 −2.3518 1.0645 18.5830 2.3745E+01

125 4426303478901609344 0.0403 +4.9487 237.0251 −2.1590 −1.7255 1.1713 18.9585 6.5246E+00
126 4426315848407518336 0.3195 +5.1591 237.1373 −1.8922 −1.9475 1.0778 18.8793 5.0225E+00
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Table B2. Stars from Table B1 with radial velocity measured by
Ibata et al. (2017).

N source id vr ϵvr
(km s−1) (km s−1)

28 4418156892309715456 -58.64 2.00
32 4418265022406118784 -56.36 1.64

35 4418305219004364416 -69.85 3.90

38 4418688536245813888 -54.24 2.19
41 4418306490314700288 -54.12 1.30

54 4418724923208864128 -60.28 1.54

68 4420607768151633408 -48.15 1.75
74 4420717139494655360 -48.75 2.50

76 4420553479766045824 -62.16 0.98
80 4421128077670137472 -47.55 3.94

82 4420942432004721408 -53.68 2.91

84 4420970057233967360 -58.02 1.46
92 4421075644710040960 -49.59 1.65

105 4427116091010101888 -33.85 2.97

106 4427119350890013312 -54.28 3.80

result of a few stars deviating from the mean track. This
is clearly visible in proper motion space within the inter-
val of about µα∗ ∈ [−2 , 0] mas yr−1 and at the far end of
the distribution away from the cluster. The central zone of
the distribution, which is more than 4 orders of magnitude
denser than the edge, is more homogeneous. Such irregular-
ities depend on the particular random sample of simulated
stars used to compute the density model. The total num-
ber of simulated stars is the result of a compromise between
a smooth model with many stars and a fast evaluation of
the posterior function, which requires a minimum number
of stars. For NGC 3201, M68, and Palomar 5, we use 240,
300, and 170 simulated stars, respectively, along the section
of the stream where we have observational data. We find
that these numbers are sufficient to build a smooth density
model and evaluate the likelihood function with minimal
computational time.

Next, we assume that the observed stars dstr follow a
Gaussian distribution centred at the mean phase-space po-
sition of the star wν , where the covariance matrix Σνϵ is the
value of the observational errors and their correlations. If the
stars do not have radial velocity we take vr = 0±103 km s−1.
This is a value with an uncertainty much bigger than the ex-
pected distribution of radial velocities of the stellar stream.
It is almost equivalent to use a uniform distribution for the
missing radial velocity, but simplifies the definition of the
likelihood function. For the j observed star we have:

N∑
n=1

∫ ∞

−∞
G
(
wν |ηνn, Ξνϵ

n

)
G
(
wν |ννj , Σνϵ

j

)
d6w =

=

N∑
n=1

G
(
ηνn|ννj , Ξνϵ

n +Σνϵ
j

)
.

(C6)

If J is the total number of observed stars in the stream, we
get the following likelihood function:

Lstr(dstr|θ) =
J∏

j=1

N∑
n=1

G
(
ηνn|ννj , Ξνϵ

n +Σνϵ
j

)
. (C7)

Figure C1. Marginalised phase-space probability density model of

the M68 stream (PS-PDM), computed for the best-fitting param-

eters of the model with all streams together. The small red dots
mark the positions of the simulated stars used to compute the

density model, and the large red dot marks the position of the
cluster. Top panel: Sky coordinates space. The horizontal black

dashed line marks the δ = −15 deg limit used to define the den-

sity model. The grey dashed lines mark the Milky Way disc at
b = ±15 deg and the grey cross marks the Galactic centre. Bottom

panel: Proper motions space.

APPENDIX D: STREAM COORDINATES

To minimise the time required to evaluate the likelihood
function, we apply a method to obtain an approximate dis-
tribution of stream stars from a pre-calculated simulation.

To carry out this simulation, we choose the mean po-
sition of the globular cluster and a fiducial potential of the
Galaxy. We take the orbit of a globular cluster in Galacto-
centric Cartesian coordinates xi

o, where i = (x, y, z), during
T Myr backwards and forwards from the present position of
the cluster. We also take the current position of a simulated
stream stars xi

e. For each star e, we compute the closest
point of the orbit to the star using an Euclidean distance.
This point is expressed in function of the parameter t:

t̂e ≡ argmin
t∈[−T,T ]

(
de(t)

)
, d2

e (t) =

3∑
i=1

(xi
o(t)− xi

e)
2 . (D1)

Defining v ≡ vio(t̂e) as the velocity of the cluster and

a ≡ d

dt

v

|v| , (D2)
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and assuming |v| > 0, |a| > 0, and |v × a| > 0 for any t,
we define the corresponding Frenet-Serret trihedron at the
point xi

o(t̂e) as:

e1 =
v

|v| , e2 =
a

|a| , e3 =
e1 × e2
|e1 × e2|

. (D3)

We store the parameter t̂e and the position and velocity of
the stream star expressed in the coordinate system defined
by the vector basis (e1, e2, e3).

When we evaluate the likelihood function for different
values of the free parameters, we compute a new orbit of
the cluster x̄i

o. We assume that the stored values are inde-
pendent of the orbit for small variations with respect to xi

o.
Then, for each star e, we compute the Frenet-Serret trihe-
dron corresponding to the position x̄i

o(t̂e), and we locate the
star at the stored values in the reference frame defined by
the new trihedron (ē1, ē2, ē3). Finally, we put back the stars
on the Galactocentric Cartesian coordinate system to get an
approximation of the stellar stream for the new values of the
free parameters.

This method is based on the assumption that the inter-
nal structure of the stream and the offset between the stream
and the cluster orbit does not change for small variations of
the Galactic potential. We note that in action-angle coordi-
nates, the misalignment angle between the stream and the
cluster orbit is constant along the stream in the angle space
(Eyre & Binney 2011). For a small variation of the poten-
tial, for example a variation ∆qhρ ∼ 15 per cent, we expect
variations of the cluster radial action of ∆JR ∼ 20 per cent
and of the vertical action ∆Jz ∼ 10 per cent. Such varia-
tions of the actions will result in a negligible change in the
misalignment angle, as well as in the length and width of
the stream. This is exemplified by a numerical calculation
for a realistic model of the Milky Way (McMillan 2011) and
a GD-1-like orbit in Figure 2 of Sanders & Binney (2013).
When the stream is mapped to real space from the action-
angle space, the constant misalignment angle translates into
a constant offset between the stream and the cluster orbit.

APPENDIX E: HALO FLATTENING

In Table E1, we show the median with the 1σ levels and
the mean with the standard deviation of the marginalised
posterior probability density function of the axis ratio qhρ .
We also include the best-fitting parameters of a log-Normal
probability density function defined as:

logN(x|µ, τ, ϵ) ≡ 1√
2π(x− µ)τ

exp

[
− log

(
x−µ
ϵ

)2
2τ2

]
. (E1)

APPENDIX F: NUMERICAL RESULTS

Table F1 lists the median and 1σ levels of the marginalised
free parameters and derived properties of the Galaxy poten-
tial model. They are computed for each stream separately
and for all streams together. Asymmetric errors are given
when the difference between the upper and lower uncertainty
is larger than 20 per cent.

This paper has been typeset from a TEX/LATEX file prepared by

the author.

Table E1. Median with 1σ levels, mean and stardard deviation,
and best-fitting parameters of a log-Normal distribution of the

marginalised posterior probability density function of the flatten-

ing parameter qhρ .

Median+σ
−σ Mean s µ τ ϵ

NGC 3201 2.06+1.01
−0.86 2.13 0.88 −2.79 0.18 4.84

M68 1.14+0.21
−0.14 1.17 0.18 0.60 0.31 0.54

Palomar 5 1.01+0.09
−0.09 1.01 0.09 −8.18 0.01 9.19

All 1.06+0.06
−0.05 1.07 0.07 0.66 0.16 0.40
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Table F1. Gaussian priors, median and 1σ levels of the marginalised free parameters of our models. We include the value of the constraints
described in Section 2 and 3, and several derived properties of the Milky Way model.

Parameter Gaussian Prior NGC 3201 M68 Palomar 5 All

R⊙ (kpc) 8.178± 0.026 8.17± 0.02 8.17± 0.03 8.14± 0.03 8.15+0.02
−0.03

U⊙ (km s−1) 11.1± 1.25 9.61± 1.01 9.89± 0.97 12.47± 1.27 10.58+0.89
−0.42

V⊙ (km s−1) 12.24± 2.05 14.58± 1.43 15.24± 1.56 13.39± 1.57 13.64+1.84
−1.2

W⊙ (km s−1) 7.25± 0.62 7.61± 0.56 7.45± 0.59 7.22± 0.64 7.33± 0.51

ρb0 (1010 M⊙ kpc−3) 9.80± 1.02 9.62± 1.03 9.97+0.78
−1.08 9.84+0.69

−0.95

Σn (109 M⊙ kpc−2) 0.92± 0.22 1.19± 0.13 0.9+0.21
−0.15 1.25+0.14

−0.2

hn (kpc) 2.6± 0.5 3.01+0.29
−0.23 2.88+0.21

−0.14 2.99± 0.25 2.78+0.18
−0.1

zn (kpc) 0.3± 0.05 0.31± 0.05 0.30± 0.05 0.31± 0.05 0.31+0.04
−0.03

Σk (108 M⊙ kpc−2) 4.17+2.66
−1.66 4.75± 2.06 4.25+2.39

−1.7 3.77+2.44
−1.37

hk (kpc) 2.0± 0.2 1.97± 0.19 1.98± 0.18 1.93± 0.18 2.06+0.14
−0.21

zk (kpc) 0.9± 0.18 0.93± 0.16 0.90± 0.18 0.91± 0.17 0.79+0.25
−0.12

ρh0 (107 M⊙ kpc−3) 1.92+2.85
−1.6 2.94+2.22

−1.44 2.0+2.88
−1.5 1.84+1.05

−0.62

α 0.68± 0.64 −0.23± 0.39 0.73± 0.45 0.06± 0.22

a1 (kpc) 12.58+20.06
−6.13 18.63+10.08

−5.41 11.22+17.14
−5.1 17.36+9.77

−2.74

β 3.19+1.19
−0.61 3.73+0.83

−0.56 2.77+0.93
−0.33 3.29+0.66

−0.28

qhρ 2.06± 0.93 1.14+0.21
−0.14 1.01± 0.09 1.06± 0.06

rNGC3201
h (kpc) 4.9± 0.11 4.82± 0.02 4.83± 0.02

vNGC3201
r (km s−1) 494.34± 0.14 494.32± 0.14 494.31± 0.13

µNGC3201
δ (mas yr−1) −1.991± 0.044 −1.962± 0.023 −1.931+0.03

−0.019

µNGC3201
α∗ (mas yr−1) 8.324± 0.044 8.309± 0.042 8.293± 0.056

rM68
h (kpc) 10.3± 0.52 10.01+0.08

−0.11 10.03± 0.06

vM68
r (km s−1) −92.99± 0.22 −92.95± 0.22 −92.9+0.2

−0.29

µM68
δ (mas yr−1) 1.762± 0.053 1.766± 0.027 1.782± 0.027

µM68
α∗ (mas yr−1) −2.752± 0.054 −2.750± 0.028 −2.744+0.02

−0.026

rPalomar 5
h (kpc) 20.6± 0.2 21.19± 0.15 21.20± 0.15

vPalomar 5
r (km s−1) −58.6± 0.21 −58.44± 0.20 −58.5+0.17

−0.12

µPalomar 5
δ (mas yr−1) −2.646± 0.064 −2.546± 0.016 −2.544+0.013

−0.018

µPalomar 5
α∗ (mas yr−1) −2.736± 0.064 −2.533± 0.017 −2.513+0.015

−0.02
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Table F1. - continued

Parameter Gaussian Prior NGC 3201 M68 Palomar 5 All

fΣ 0.12± 0.04 0.11± 0.03 0.11± 0.04 0.11± 0.03 0.11± 0.03

Kz (2πG M⊙ pc−2) 74± 6 77.58± 4.73 88.49± 4.31 80.37± 5.47 86.81+2.93
−3.84

(km2 pc−1 s−2) 2± 0.16 2.10± 0.13 2.39± 0.12 2.17± 0.15 2.33± 0.09

µl (mas yr−1) −6.379± 0.026 −6.37± 0.02 −6.35± 0.02 −6.33± 0.02 −6.32± 0.02

Θ0 (km s−1) 232.39± 1.38 230.70± 1.44 230.79± 1.48 230.67± 1.55

Θ0 + V⊙ (km s−1) 246.95± 1.14 245.92± 1.14 244.15± 1.12 244.38± 0.91

Vc (R=5.27 kpc) (km s−1) 226.83± 7.07 230.74± 2.8 230.11± 2.92 229.49± 2.58 231.1+2.32
−3.51

Vc (R=10.26 kpc) (km s−1) 225.68± 6.78 227.82± 1.28 225.38± 1.25 226.18± 1.28 224.85+0.98
−1.32

Vc (R=15.22 kpc) (km s−1) 217.07± 6.58 214.55± 1.4 212.71± 1.35 213.33± 1.32 211.43+1.64
−1.28

Vc (R=20.27 kpc) (km s−1) 199.84± 6.71 204.72± 1.92 205.66± 1.95 204.02± 1.96 204.88± 2.2

Vc (R=24.82 kpc) (km s−1) 198.42± 8.67 198.76± 2.94 202.52± 2.84 198.54± 2.94 202.2+2.45
−3.3

Mb (109 M⊙) 8.9± 0.89 8.84± 0.92 8.68± 0.93 9.0+0.71
−0.97 8.87+0.62

−0.86

Mn
d (1010 M⊙) 5.26± 0.60 6.22± 0.40 5.13± 0.56 6.07± 0.39

Mk
d (1010 M⊙) 1.02± 0.36 1.16± 0.39 1.00± 0.36 1.01+0.4

−0.29

Mbar (1010 M⊙) 7.22± 0.70 8.30± 0.49 7.04± 0.66 8.01± 0.38

Mh
200 (1012 M⊙) 0.95± 0.23 0.94± 0.22 0.94± 0.24 1.08± 0.22

M200 (1012 M⊙) 1.03± 0.23 1.03± 0.23 1.02± 0.25 1.18± 0.23

ρh(R⊙) (106 M⊙ kpc−3) 5.2+1.87
−0.77 5.66± 0.84 7.43± 0.86 5.95± 0.60

(GeV cm−3) 0.2+0.07
−0.03 0.21± 0.03 0.28± 0.03 0.23± 0.02

r200 (kpc) 200.56± 16.38 199.89+13.52
−19.16 199.85± 17.33 209.6+12.79

−16.71

c200 13.48+4.82
−3.06 8.24± 0.58 10.43+2.95

−1.92 7.86+0.57
−0.44
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