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ABSTRACT
TOI-1899 b is a rare exoplanet, a temperate Warm Jupiter orbiting an M-dwarf, first discovered

by Cañas et al. (2020) from a TESS single-transit event. Using new radial velocities (RVs) from the
precision RV spectrographs HPF and NEID, along with additional TESS photometry and ground-based
transit follow-up, we are able to derive a much more precise orbital period of P = 29.090312+0.000036

−0.000035 d,
along with a radius of Rp = 0.99±0.03RJ . We have also improved the constraints on planet mass, Mp =

0.67±0.04 MJ , and eccentricity, which is consistent with a circular orbit at 2σ (e = 0.044+0.029
−0.027). TOI-

1899 b occupies a unique region of parameter space as the coolest known (Teq ≈ 380 K) Jovian-sized
transiting planet around an M-dwarf; we show that it has great potential to provide clues regarding
the formation and migration mechanisms of these rare gas giants through transmission spectroscopy
with JWST as well as studies of tidal evolution.

Keywords: radial velocity, transit photometry, extrasolar gaseous planets

1. INTRODUCTION

The vast majority of planets discovered around M-
dwarfs are small, with gas giants (Rp > 8 R⊕) being
rare despite being easier to detect through either tran-
sit photometry or radial velocities (RVs). It is relatively
easy to explain why such gas giants are thought to be in-
trinsically rare—both models (e.g., Laughlin et al. 2004)
and observations (e.g., Andrews et al. 2013) indicate
that M-dwarf protoplanetary disks are much smaller
and less massive than disks around more massive FGK
stars. With less gas and dust available, M-dwarf disks
should be much less likely to form gas giants (Burn et al.
2021), especially via the core-accretion pathway (Ida &
Lin 2004) because the timescale for formation of giant
cores is too long relative to the disk lifetime. However,
it remains unclear why some M-dwarf disks are capable
of forming these giant planets, though M-dwarf gas gi-
ants seem to form preferentially around metal-rich stars
(Maldonado et al. 2020; Gan et al. 2022), which may
host more massive disks with large enough quantities of
solids for massive planetary cores to form.

With the recent abundance of space-based photomet-
ric data from the Transiting Exoplanet Survey Satellite
(TESS; Ricker et al. 2014), we are beginning to find more
examples of these rare M-dwarf gas giants, including
nine short-period Jupiters (P ≤ 10 d) (see Cañas et al.
2022, Gan et al. 2022, and references therein). However,
Warm Jupiters (WJs)—here defined as gas giant plan-
ets with periods between 10 and 100 days—around M-
dwarfs are much rarer, with only three other examples
known apart from TOI-1899 b: the two statistically-
validated planets Kepler-1628 b (P = 76.4 d, Rp =

6.5 R⊕; Morton et al. 2016) and K2-387 b (P = 28.7 d,

∗ NASA Postdoctoral Fellow
† NASA Sagan Fellow

Rp = 7.3 R⊕; Christiansen et al. 2022), and the very
young TOI-1227 b (P = 27.4 d, Rp = 9.6 R⊕; Mann
et al. 2022), which is expected to contract to ≲ 5 R⊕
as it cools. However, TOI-1899 b is the only M-dwarf
WJ with a mass measurement. WJs are challenging to
discover in TESS photometry, as their longer periods of-
ten mean they are detected only as single-transit events.
Even with precision RV follow-up, having only a single
transit means it is often difficult to obtain an ephemeris
precise enough to schedule future transit observations
(e.g., for transmission spectroscopy). Being able to do so
often relies on TESS revisiting the field in later sectors,
or extensive reconnaissance observations with ground-
based photometry.

Warm Jupiters around FGK stars largely exhibit low
to moderate eccentricities, with the few with high ec-
centricities thought to be “passing through” on their
way to circularize as Hot Jupiters, or possibly excited
by companion-induced eccentricity cycling (Dawson &
Johnson 2018). Many low-eccentricity WJs also host
smaller inner companions (e.g., Weiss et al. 2013; Tran
et al. 2022), with Huang et al. (2016) suggesting the
companion fraction is ∼50%. In turn, the high compan-
ion fraction indicates that a large fraction of FGK WJs
must form through relatively peaceful, dynamically-cool
mechanisms, e.g., forming in situ or undergoing disk
migration. However, since very few M-dwarf WJs are
known, it is unknown whether they form in the same
ways and at the same rates as their FGK cousins, or
whether the small size and low mass of M-dwarf disks
compels different formation and evolutionary pathways.

The M-dwarf Warm Jupiter TOI-1899 b was discov-
ered from a TESS single-transit event (with two sec-
tors of coverage, Sectors 14 and 15) by Cañas et al.
(2020), who constrained its orbital period with 15 RVs
obtained with the near-infrared (NIR) Habitable-zone
Planet Finder spectrograph (HPF; Mahadevan et al.
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2012, 2014). In this paper, we update the parameters
and orbital elements of this system, using additional RVs
from HPF and NEID, three more TESS transits, and
ground-based transit photometry.

Section 2 describes our RV and photometric obser-
vations and data processing, and Section 3 details what
these data tell us about stellar parameters, including ac-
tivity levels and rotation period. Section 4 presents the
updated parameters of the TOI-1899 system. In Section
5, we detail how TOI-1899 b occupies a unique region of
parameter space, which makes it a scientifically interest-
ing target both for further atmospheric characterization
with JWST and for tidal evolution simulations.

2. OBSERVATIONS

2.1. HPF RVs

HPF is a fiber-fed (Kanodia et al. 2018), high-
resolution (R ∼ 50,000), NIR (808 to 1278 nm) spectro-
graph. It is thermally stabilized at the milli-Kelvin level
(Stefansson et al. 2016), and has demonstrated an on-
sky RV precision of 1.53 m/s (Metcalf et al. 2019). HPF
is located at the 10m Hobby-Eberly Telescope (HET;
Ramsey et al. 1998; Hill et al. 2021) at McDonald Ob-
servatory, which is a fixed-altitude telescope with a rov-
ing pupil design, and is fully queue-scheduled with all
observations executed in a queue by the HET resident
astronomers (Shetrone et al. 2007).

TOI-1899 b was originally published by Cañas et al.
(2020) with 15 RVs from HPF. Since then, we have ob-
tained 35 more HPF visits, with each visit comprising
two 945 s exposures. We discard 6 visits which have
signal-to-noise ratios less than half the median S/N-per-
pixel of 57 (measured at 1000 nm). The remaining 29
visits are shown in Table 1. HPF engineering work in
May 2022 required thermal and vacuum cycling of the
instrument, resulting in an RV offset once HPF had re-
stabilized; we fit separately the RVs taken before and
after the velocity break. The phase-folded RVs of TOI-
1899 are shown in the top panel of Figure 1.

HPF is capable of simultaneous calibration using a
NIR Laser Frequency Comb (LFC; Metcalf et al. 2019),
but we chose not to use simultaneous calibration due
to the faintness of our target, in order to minimize the
impact of scattered light in the science spectrum. In-
stead, we obtain a wavelength solution by interpolating
the wavelength solution from other LFC exposures on
the night of the observations, which has been shown to
enable wavelength calibration and drift correction at a
precision of ∼30 cm/s (Stefansson et al. 2020), a value
much smaller than our estimated per-observation RV
uncertainty (instrumental precision and photon noise,
added in quadrature) of ∼15 m/s on this target.

We use HxRGproc (Ninan et al. 2018) for correction
of the raw HPF data, and then derive RVs via the
methodology outlined in Metcalf et al. (2019). We use
a modified version of the SpEctrum Radial Velocity
AnaLyser (SERVAL; Zechmeister et al. 2018) as dis-
cussed further in Stefansson et al. (2020), which em-
ploys the template-matching technique to derive RVs
(e.g., Anglada-Escudé & Butler 2012). We generated the
master template using all observed spectra, ignoring tel-
luric regions identified by using a synthetic telluric-line
mask generated from telfit (Gullikson et al. 2014), a
Python wrapper to the Line-by-Line Radiative Transfer
Model package (Clough et al. 2005). We calculated the
barycentric correction for each epoch using barycorrpy
(Kanodia & Wright 2018), the Python implementation
of the algorithms from Wright & Eastman (2014).

2.2. NEID RVs

NEID (Schwab et al. 2016; Halverson et al. 2016) is an
ultra-stabilized (Robertson et al. 2019), high-resolution
(R ∼ 110,000) spectrograph mounted on the WIYN
3.5m Telescope1 at Kitt Peak National Observatory.
NEID is fiber-fed via a dedicated port adapter on the
WIYN 3.5m (Schwab et al. 2018; Logsdon et al. 2018),
and covers a broad red-optical wavelength range from
380 to 930 nm. It is wavelength-calibrated by an astro-
comb (a purpose-built LFC) and a Fabry-Pérot etalon.
Like HPF, NEID is also capable of simultaneous calibra-
tion (using the etalon instead of the LFC), but again we
chose not to use this feature due to the faintness of our
target.

We also obtained 4 visits of TOI-1899 with NEID in
HR (High Resolution) mode, with single exposures of
1800 s per visit. Of our 4 visits, 2 exhibit significantly
lower S/N due to poor observing conditions, but we in-
clude them anyway due to the small number of NEID
RVs. These are shown in Table 1 and the top panel of
Figure 1.

NEID data are automatically reduced by the NEID
Data Reduction Pipeline2. We retrieve the Level-2 (fully
processed) 1D spectra from the NEID Data Archive3,
and use a NEID-adapted version of SERVAL (Stefánsson
et al. 2022) to derive the final RVs. These RVs are cal-
culated from 44 orders centered between 5070–8900 Å
(order indices 52 to 104, corresponding to echelle orders

1 The WIYN Observatory is a joint facility of the NSF’s Na-
tional Optical-Infrared Astronomy Research Laboratory, Indiana
University, the University of Wisconsin-Madison, Pennsylvania
State University, the University of Missouri, the University of
California-Irvine, and Purdue University.

2 https://neid.ipac.caltech.edu/docs/NEID-DRP/
3 https://neid.ipac.caltech.edu/search.php

https://neid.ipac.caltech.edu/docs/NEID-DRP/
https://neid.ipac.caltech.edu/search.php
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121 to 69) using only the central-most 3000 pixels of
each order, which has been found to result in better RV
precision for faint M-dwarfs like this one, by using only
the highest S/N portions of the spectra (see e.g., Cañas
et al. 2022).

2.3. TESS Photometry

TESS first observed TOI-1899 during Sectors 14 (2019
Jul 18 to 2019 Aug 14) and 15 (2019 Aug 15 to 2019
Sep 10) at 2-minute cadence, revealing a single transit
event which was used by Cañas et al. (2020) to derive
the initial orbit of this planet. Since then, TESS has
re-observed TOI-1899 during Sectors 41 (2021 Jul 23 to
2021 Aug 20), 54 (2022 Jul 09 to 2022 Aug 04), and
55 (2022 Aug 05 to 2022 Sep 01), all at 2-minute ca-
dence. Three more transits were detected during these
sectors, allowing us to constrain the planet period much
more precisely. We show the TESS transits phase-folded
in the top left panel of Figure 2. In our analysis, we
use the Pre-search Data-Conditioned Simple Aperture
Photometry (PDCSAP; Jenkins et al. 2016) light curves
available from MAST4, which have already been cor-
rected for dilution. However, in our joint fit, we let the
TESS dilution float—see Section 4 for details.

2.4. Ground-based Photometry

In our efforts to better characterize the orbit of TOI-
1899 b, we made several attempts at observing a ground-
based transit of the planet, using the single-transit
ephemeris from Cañas et al. (2020). We monitored TOI-
1899 with the 0.6m telescope at Red Buttes Observatory
(RBO; Kasper et al. 2016) every night from 2021 June
11 through June 17, but did not see a transit on any of
these nights5. It was not until a second TESS transit was
detected in Sector 41 that we were able to constrain the
planet period well enough for successful ground-based
transit photometry; we detail the three successful ob-
servations below.

2.4.1. Perkin Observatory 17” Telescope

We observed a partial transit of TOI-1899 b on
the night of 2021 November 07 with the 17” (0.43m)
PlaneWave Corrected Dall-Kirkham (CDK) telescope at
the Richard S. Perkin Observatory at Hobart & William
Smith Colleges. The processed data is shown in the top
right panel of Figure 2; due to the long transit duration,
we were only able to observe mid-transit through egress.

4 Collected in DOI:10.17909/SBX7-VG73
5 Our updated ephemeris reveals the transit midpoint to have been

2021 June 15 at UT 12:52 ± 0:03—unfortunately not visible from
RBO, with the transit starting during morning twilight.

Table 1. RVs of TOI-1899

BJDTDB RV (m/s) σ (m/s) S/Na Instrumentb

2458763.68342 52.68 43.54 34 HPFprec
2458778.65399 -23.56 14.51 68 HPFpre
2458782.63085 -10.48 12.82 75 HPFpre
2458784.63162 16.50 12.63 77 HPFpre
2458789.62112 68.47 13.83 71 HPFpre
2458793.60354 60.85 21.72 47 HPFpre
2458802.58906 -1.13 19.94 50 HPFpre
2458803.57261 -46.29 16.95 59 HPFpre
2458805.58078 4.14 14.73 67 HPFpre
2458809.56162 -14.05 14.30 68 HPFpre
2458810.55741 2.57 24.09 42 HPFpre
2458811.55496 -7.49 11.77 83 HPFpre
2458818.55514 97.10 30.01 36 HPFpre
2458819.54226 113.14 15.21 67 HPFpre
2458820.54718 102.72 15.44 64 HPFpre
2458971.88328 67.59 30.63 34 HPFpre
2458974.88034 24.97 29.68 35 HPFpre
2458977.88244 -3.99 26.67 38 HPFpre
2459004.80488 -22.52 24.76 41 HPFpre
2459005.79603 0.05 21.99 45 HPFpre
2459006.79804 -17.51 18.45 53 HPFpre
2459041.93039 -27.15 16.61 58 HPFpre
2459043.70033 -26.60 13.71 71 HPFpre
2459057.88720 42.62 14.87 66 HPFpre
2459089.80308 20.95 16.62 60 HPFpre
2459120.72756 22.37 13.80 72 HPFpre
2459125.70312 -42.30 13.50 73 HPFpre
2459129.69317 -29.26 13.62 72 HPFpre
2459136.67793 61.82 12.86 76 HPFpre
2459163.59938 -0.52 18.64 53 HPFpre
2459169.57385 51.91 17.52 57 HPFpre
2459296.99568 -68.24 24.51 42 HPFpre
2459300.99395 -43.55 17.76 55 HPFpre
2459382.77297 -16.71 20.60 49 HPFpre
2459472.74724 -21.35 18.15 55 HPFpre
2459480.72502 21.16 21.48 50 HPFpre
2459486.71612 85.63 15.79 64 HPFpre
2459492.69426 114.13 17.94 57 HPFpre
2459493.69425 76.29 15.50 65 HPFpre
2459504.68897 -74.44 7.71 16 NEID
2459530.59402 -9.95 17.22 58 HPFpre
2459532.67008 -37.32 7.08 17 NEID
2459698.89831 16.71 14.02 9 NEID
2459714.81917 -11.16 15.39 9 NEID
2459715.86110 6.71 17.15 59 HPFpre
2459717.84933 89.17 35.15 34 HPFpre
2459781.91055 -10.38 19.07 51 HPFpost
2459788.89371 -40.33 18.69 52 HPFpost

Note—Data above the horizontal line were first published in
Cañas et al. (2020); data below are presented for the first time
in this work.

aHPF S/N measured in order index 18 (∼1000 nm), NEID S/N
in order index 102 (∼850 nm).

b “HPFpre” and “HPFpost” indicate data taken before and after
the HPF engineering velocity break, respectively.

c Exposure time of 945 s.



TOI-1899 update 5

Figure 1. Joint-fit RVs of TOI-1899 b. The best-fit model is plotted as a black line, while the blue shaded regions denote the 1σ
(darkest), 2σ, and 3σ ranges of the derived posterior solution. Top: Phase-folded RVs, with HPF data from Cañas et al. (2020)
in grey, new HPF data in dark red (pre-velocity break) and pink (post-velocity break), and NEID in gold. Bottom: Unphased
RVs and residuals as a function of time.

The Perkin 17” is mounted on a Paramount equatorial
mount and equipped with an SBIG 8300 M camera at
Cassegrain focus. The detector array is 3326×2504 pix-
els, with a FOV of ∼ 21′ × 16′, resulting in an unbinned
pixel scale of 0.38′′/pix. We carried out our observations
defocused to ∼4′′ FWHM in SDSS r′, in 1× 1 binning,
with an exposure time of 180 s. The target started at
an airmass of 1.02 and set to 1.85 over the course of
our observations. We performed aperture photometry
in AstroImageJ (AIJ; Collins et al. 2017), following the
methodology outlined in Stefansson et al. (2017, 2018a).
For our final AIJ reduction, we used an object aperture
radius of 12 pixels (4.6′′), and inner and outer sky radii
of 30 and 45 pixels (11.4′′ and 17.1′′), respectively.

2.4.2. Davey Lab 24” Telescope

On the same night (2021 November 07), we also ob-
served TOI-1899 b with the 24” (0.61m) PlaneWave
CDK located on the roof of Penn State’s Davey Lab-
oratory (Figure 2, bottom left). Similar to the Perkin
observations above, we were only able to observe mid-
transit through egress.

The Davey Lab 24” has an SBIG STX-9000 camera
with an array of 3056 × 3056 pixels and a FOV of ∼
32′ × 32′, corresponding to an unbinned pixel scale of
0.63′′/pix. We carried out our observations defocused
to ∼3′′ FWHM in SDSS i′, in 2 × 2 binning, with an
exposure time of 30 s. During our observations, the
target set from an airmass of 1.05 to 1.76. We reduced
this photometry with AIJ in the same way as described
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Figure 2. Joint-fit photometry of TOI-1899 b. In each panel, the best-fit model is plotted as a black line, while the blue shaded
regions denote the 1σ (darkest), 2σ, and 3σ ranges of the derived posterior solution. We show transits from TESS (all available
Sectors, phase-folded) (top left), the Perkin 17” in SDSS r′ (top right), the Davey 24” in SDSS i′ (bottom left), and ARCTIC
in Semrock 857/30 (bottom right). Grey points are unbinned, while dark red points have been binned to a cadence of 10 min.
The photometry in this figure is available as Data Behind Figure.

above, with an object aperture radius of 6 binned pixels
(7.5′′), and inner and outer sky radii of 13 and 18 pixels
(16.2′′ and 22.5′′).

2.4.3. ARCTIC

We also observed a partial transit of TOI-1899 b on
the night of 2022 April 016 with the Astrophysical Re-
search Consortium (ARC) Telescope Imaging Camera
(ARCTIC; Huehnerhoff et al. 2016) on the ARC 3.5m
Telescope at Apache Point Observatory (Figure 2, bot-
tom right). This time, we were able to observe ingress

6 We also attempted observations on this night from the Perkin
17”, the Davey Lab 24”, and the Peter van de Kamp Observatory
at Swarthmore College, but were unsuccessful due to weather.

through mid-transit, but unable to catch egress due to
morning twilight.

We operated ARCTIC in the quad-amplifier and fast-
readout modes, defocused to ∼5′′ FWHM and binned
4 × 4 with an exposure time of 25 s. Since our obser-
vations began at very high airmass, we used a Semrock
857/30 filter—this narrow passband (842–872 nm) was
chosen to avoid atmospheric absorption bands, minimiz-
ing the impact of clouds or high airmass on the photom-
etry (Stefansson et al. 2017, 2018b). Over the course of
the night, the target rose from its starting airmass of
6.11 to end at 1.10. For the AIJ reduction, we used an
object aperture radius of 12 binned pixels (5.4′′), and
inner and outer sky radii of 20 and 25 pixels (9.1′′ and
11.4′′). We see a strong slope in the raw data from this
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night; without baseline available on both sides of the
transit, we choose to detrend with a line and allow the
dilution of this transit to float in our joint fit.

2.5. Archival Photometry

TOI-1899 b is a long-period planet in a crowded
field, exemplifying a class of TESS planet candidates
which can be difficult to validate. The short TESS sec-
tor lengths mean large uncertainties on the period—
especially if only a single transit is detected, as was
true when Cañas et al. (2020) initially validated TOI-
1899 b—and the large size of TESS pixels on-sky leads
to uncertainty about the true host star of the transit
and the level of background contamination. Typically,
these parameters are constrained through a combination
of ground-based transits, which are difficult to schedule
without a precise period, and RVs, which are necessar-
ily time-intensive for long-period planets. However, it
is possible to glean some of this valuable information
from the archival data of long-running photometric sur-
veys, especially for deep transits like those of gas giants
around M-dwarfs.

We thus investigate whether the transit of TOI-1899 b
can be detected in photometry from the All-Sky Au-
tomated Survey for SuperNovae (ASAS-SN; Kochanek
et al. 2017) and the Zwicky Transient Facility (ZTF;
Masci et al. 2019). With a ∼29 day period, there is only
an 0.7% chance that TOI-1899 b is in-transit at any
given time, but these surveys’ years of coverage encom-
pass hundreds of observations. We retrieve the publicly
accessible data from ASAS-SN Sky Patrol in V and g

(2015 Feb 24 to 2018 Nov 10, and 2018 Apr 12 to 2022
Dec 22, respectively) and ZTF DR17 in zr and zg (in-
cluding data up through 2023 Mar 9), and phase them
to the planetary ephemeris as derived in this paper. Fig-
ure 3 shows that unfortunately, ASAS-SN does not have
the photometric precision necessary to detect the tran-
sit, but we do see a dip in flux suggestive of a transit in
ZTF, especially in the zr band.

In addition, TOI-1899 is among the subset of Gaia
sources with epoch photometry available in DR3 (Gaia
Collaboration et al. 2022). The idea of using epoch
photometry from astrometric missions such as Gaia or
Hipparcos to detect transiting exoplanets is not new—
e.g., the recovery of HD 209458 b from Hipparcos data
(Robichon & Arenou 2000), or the recent discoveries of
Gaia-1 b and Gaia-2 b (Panahi et al. 2022)—but the
excellent spatial resolution and photometric precision of
Gaia also make it useful for validating TESS objects
like TOI-1899 b. However, the cadence of Gaia data is
much sparser, so one must be fortunate enough for an
observation epoch to line up with the transit.

We retrieve the epoch photometry using the Gaia
archive DataLink service7, discard any data which have
been rejected by either the photometry or variability
processing pipelines, and normalize the G, GRP, and
GBP bands separately to their median fluxes. The bot-
tom panel of Figure 3 shows that the most significant
drop in flux clearly lines up with the transit. If we only
consider the GBP photometry, we might dismiss this dip
as random scatter, as we see similar excursions in flux at
other orbital phases. However, the concurrent G pho-
tometry shows the same dip while exhibiting far less
scatter overall, suggesting that this flux decrease is real
and produced by the planetary transit.

While we do not include these datasets in our sub-
sequent analysis due to their large scatter and/or
sparse cadence, we present this exercise to demonstrate
that long-term photometric surveys and Gaia epoch
photometry—when released for all sources in the up-
coming DR4—can potentially be used to validate deep
TESS transits, such as those of giant planet candidates
around M-dwarfs, and help refine ephemerides as a re-
sult of their longer time baselines.

3. STELLAR PARAMETERS

Initial stellar parameters for the host star TOI-
1899 were derived by Cañas et al. (2020) using spec-
troscopic parameters from HPF-SpecMatch (Stefansson
et al. 2020) as priors for an SED fit with the EXOFASTv2
analysis package (Eastman et al. 2019). Since then, the
HPF-SpecMatch spectral library has been expanded from
55 stars to 166, now spanning Teff = 2700 to 6000 K,
log g = 4.29 to 5.26, and [Fe/H] = -0.5 to 0.5. Thus, we
repeat the procedure outlined in Section 4.3 of Cañas
et al. (2020) to re-derive the stellar parameters.
HPF-SpecMatch is broadly based on the algorithms for

SpecMatch-Emp outlined by Yee et al. (2017). In brief, it
compares a high-S/N HPF spectrum of the target star to
a library containing similarly high S/N spectra (also ob-
served with HPF) of stars with well-characterized prop-
erties. Using χ2 minimization, it produces a weighted
linear combination of the five best-fitting library spec-
tra, from which it determines the target’s spectroscopic
parameters. The errors are determined by a leave-one-
out cross-validation, which estimates the properties of
a library star of interest using all the other stars in the
library; we take the difference between these derived val-
ues and the true values as the errors.

7 Directly accessible at https://gea.esac.esa.int/data-server/
data?retrieval_type=epoch_photometry&ID=Gaia+DR3+
2073530190996615424&format=csv

https://gea.esac.esa.int/data-server/data?retrieval_type=epoch_photometry&ID=Gaia+DR3+2073530190996615424&format=csv
https://gea.esac.esa.int/data-server/data?retrieval_type=epoch_photometry&ID=Gaia+DR3+2073530190996615424&format=csv
https://gea.esac.esa.int/data-server/data?retrieval_type=epoch_photometry&ID=Gaia+DR3+2073530190996615424&format=csv
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Figure 3. ASAS-SN, ZTF, and Gaia photometry phased to the ephemeris of TOI-1899 b, with the right panels zoomed in
around the transit. The joint fit model from Figure 2 is overplotted, including the 1, 2, and 3σ posteriors. ASAS-SN does not
have the precision to detect the transit, but we see a potential transit in ZTF and a more definitive one in Gaia.



TOI-1899 update 9

We use the single highest-S/N HPF spectrum of TOI-
1899 to perform this comparison against the updated
HPF-SpecMatch spectral library—taken on 2019 Nov 23,
this happens to be the exact same spectrum used by
Cañas et al. (2020) when they derived spectroscopic pa-
rameters from the old HPF-SpecMatch library. In the
left panel of Figure 4, we show the spectra of the five
best-fitting library stars across a portion of HPF order
index 5, and the composite spectrum compared to that
of TOI-1899.

We then repeat the subsequent SED fit (Figure 4,
right) with EXOFASTv2, using the default MIST stellar
models (Choi et al. 2016; Dotter 2016) and the priors
listed in Table 2. We use the same priors as Cañas et al.
(2020), apart from the new Teff , [Fe/H], and log g derived
from the updated HPF-SpecMatch library and the addi-
tion of the Pan-STARRS DR2 gry photometry. We find
that all derived stellar parameters are consistent with
the values reported in Table 2 of Cañas et al. (2020).
Nevertheless, we present the updated stellar parameters
in Table 2 for completeness and adopt these new values
for use in our joint fit.

3.1. Stellar Activity

With a total of 44 HPF RVs now spanning nearly 3
years, we investigated whether these RVs were correlated
with several common NIR activity indicators—the dif-
ferential line width (dLW), the chromatic index (CRX;
Zechmeister et al. 2018), and the Ca infrared triplet (Ca
IRT; air wavelengths of 8498, 8542, and 8662 Å) indices.
We found no strong correlations between the RVs and
any of these activity metrics using the Kendall rank cor-
relation coefficient (Kendall τ). We include the general-
ized Lomb-Scargle (GLS) periodograms and corner plot
for the HPF RVs and activity indicators in Appendix A,
with the activity index values available as Data Behind
Figure. With only 4 NEID RVs, we do not have enough
data to look for similar temporal correlations, but ex-
amination of the raw spectra shows no signs of emission
in either the Hα line or the Na doublet8.

We note that in both HPF and NEID spectra, all three
lines of the Ca IRT appear to show consistent low levels
of emission in the line core, but this does not appear to
have any significant effect on the RVs, as we see nearly
no correlation between any of the Ca IRT indices and
the HPF RVs (τ = 0.0023 – 0.0035). Given that none of

8 While NEID’s wavelength range also includes the Ca II H&K
lines, we did not use them because these orders are very low S/N
for a faint M-dwarf like TOI-1899.

the other indicators we examined show signs of activity,
we conclude that TOI-1899 is a quiet, low-activity M-
dwarf.

3.2. Stellar Rotation Period

In an effort to constrain the stellar rotation period,
we examine the GLS periodograms of the previously-
mentioned HPF activity indicators (dLW, CRX, and Ca
IRT). We find no signals with False Alarm Probabil-
ity (FAP) < 0.1%. We do see peaks at the FAP ∼1%
level in the Ca IRT 3 (8662 Å) index, with periodicities
∼80 and ∼100 d, but it is doubtful whether these peaks
correspond to rotationally-modulated activity, as they
are not corroborated by any other activity indicator—
including the other two Ca IRT indices.

We also search for rotationally-modulated photomet-
ric variability in the TESS photometry, as well as the
publicly accessible photometry from ASAS-SN and ZTF
(as mentioned in Section 2.5). Since the ASAS-SN V

and g photometry share only a small time baseline over-
lap and the bandpasses are similar, we also try combin-
ing these datasets to see if this boosts the significance of
long-period signals. We include the GLS periodograms
for ASAS-SN (V , g, and combined), ZTF (zr and zg),
and TESS in Appendix B.

From the combined ASAS-SN V +g periodogram (Fig-
ure 12), we detect multiple peaks around P ∼ 27–29
days with FAP < 0.1%. A similar period (P ∼ 31 d)
is suggested by ZTF zr (Figure 13), albeit with consid-
erable aliasing as a result of the window function. Un-
fortunately, these peaks cannot be corroborated by the
TESS PDCSAP photometry, which is unreliable when
used to detect photometric variability on periods ≳ 10 d,
as a result of co-trending performed by the PDC process-
ing (as discussed by e.g., Claytor et al. 2022).

However, the TESS light curves can still be used to
search for signs of shorter-period variability. We find
many broad peaks in the P ∼ 4–15 d regime that are
all formally highly significant (FAP ≪ 0.1%), but we
also observe that these periods change from sector to
sector, including back-to-back sectors (most strikingly,
Sectors 54 and 55 in Figure 14). Therefore, we find
it unlikely that the observed photometric variability in
TESS PDCSAP is directly tracing the stellar rotation
period, which should remain constant. In addition, nei-
ther ASAS-SN nor ZTF find any strong evidence of pe-
riodicity in the 4–15 d period range, even though these
datasets should have the requisite sampling to detect
them. Furthermore, we do not see these peaks when
applying the systematics-insensitive periodogram from
TESS-SIP (Hedges et al. 2020), which attempts to de-
trend out the effects of TESS instrumental systematics
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Figure 4. Left : Spectra of the five best-matching HPF-SpecMatch library stars, with the composite library spectrum (red)
overplotted against the highest-S/N observed spectrum of the target star TOI-1899. The composite spectrum is constructed
using the weights ci noted for each library star. Right : SED of TOI-1899 as fit by EXOFASTv2, showing the broadband photometric
measurements (red ; x-errorbars indicate the passband width) and the derived MIST model fluxes (blue). A NextGen BT-SETTL
model (Allard et al. 2012) is overlaid for reference (grey, smoothed version in black), and is not used as part of the SED fit.

Figure 5. Top: ASAS-SN photometry fit with a celerite quasi-periodic kernel, suggesting a stellar rotation period of 29.46+0.07
−0.10

days. Bottom left : Photometry phased to the derived GP period. Dark points have been binned to better show the flux variation
as a function of phase. Bottom right : Histogram of posterior samples for PGP .
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Table 2. Summary of Updated Stellar Parameters

Parametera Units Source Cañas et al. (2020) This Work % Diff.b σ Diff.b

Priors for EXOFASTv2 SED fit:

Spectroscopic Parameters:

Effective Temperature Teff (K) HPF-SpecMatch 3925± 77 3909± 88 –4.1 –0.21
Metallicity [Fe/H] (dex) HPF-SpecMatch 0.20± 0.13 0.38± 0.12 +90.0 +1.38
Surface gravity log g (cgs) HPF-SpecMatch 4.68± 0.05 4.68± 0.05 < 0.1 < 0.01

Photometric Magnitudes:

APASS Johnson B B (mag) Henden et al. (2015) 15.898± 0.029 same — —
APASS Sloan g′ g′ (mag) Henden et al. (2015) 15.115± 0.054 same — —
APASS Sloan r′ r′ (mag) Henden et al. (2015) 13.728± 0.040 same — —
Pan-STARRS gPS gPS (mag) Chambers et al. (2016) — 14.889± 0.006 — —
Pan-STARRS rPS rPS (mag) Chambers et al. (2016) — 13.708± 0.008 — —
Pan-STARRS yPS yPS (mag) Chambers et al. (2016) — 12.495± 0.010 — —
2MASS J J (mag) Cutri et al. (2003) 11.342± 0.022 same — —
2MASS H H (mag) Cutri et al. (2003) 10.666± 0.022 same — —
2MASS Ks Ks (mag) Cutri et al. (2003) 10.509± 0.018 same — —
WISE W1 W1 (mag) Wright et al. (2010) 10.412± 0.022 same — —
WISE W2 W2 (mag) Wright et al. (2010) 10.460± 0.021 same — —
WISE W3 W3 (mag) Wright et al. (2010) 10.312± 0.045 same — —

Other Priors:

Distance d (pc) Bailer-Jones et al. (2018) 128.4± 0.3 same — —
Maximum V extinction AV (mag) Green et al. (2019) 0.02 same — —

Derived Stellar Parameters (used for joint RV + transit fit):

Effective Temperature Teff (K) EXOFASTv2 3841+54
−45 3926+45

−47 +2.2 +1.57
Metallicity [Fe/H] (dex) EXOFASTv2 0.31+0.11

−0.12 0.28± 0.11 –9.6 –0.25
Surface gravity log g (cgs) EXOFASTv2 4.669+0.025

−0.022 4.672+0.021
−0.020 +0.1 +0.12

Mass M∗ (M⊙) EXOFASTv2 0.627+0.026
−0.028 0.632+0.026

−0.025 +0.7 +0.19
Radius R∗ (R⊙) EXOFASTv2 0.607+0.019

−0.023 0.607+0.017
−0.016 < 0.1 < 0.01

Density ρ∗ (cgs) EXOFASTv2 3.95+0.37
−0.29 3.98+0.29

−0.27 +0.7 +0.08
Age Age (Gyr) EXOFASTv2 7.4+4.4

−4.6 7.1+4.5
−4.8 –4.1 –0.07

V-band extinction AV (mag) EXOFASTv2 0.010± 0.007 0.010± 0.007 < 0.1 < 0.01

aSee Table 3 in Eastman (2017) for a detailed description of all parameters

b Values from Cañas et al. (2020) used as the fiducial
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such as scattered light. Using either the target pixel
files (TPFs) or light curve files (LCFs), we find that the
strongest peaks in the TESS-SIP periodogram line up
with excess power in background pixels (Figure 15), sug-
gesting their cause is an instrumental effect not limited
to our target star.

Since the ASAS-SN data is the best-behaved and
longest-running (spanning ∼7 years) of our photomet-
ric datasets, we also attempt to fit a Gaussian Pro-
cess to it using the celerite quasi-periodic kernel
(Foreman-Mackey et al. 2017) with the period shared
between the V and g photometry, using a uniform prior
from 1–100 days (Figure 5). The quasi-periodic GP fit
yields a period of 29.46+0.07

−0.10 days for the photometric
modulation—intriguingly close to the orbital period of
TOI-1899 b.

This is also very close to the lunar synodic period of
29.53 d. We do not see power in the window function
at this period, suggesting the detected period is not an
consequence of the observing cadence, though it is pos-
sible that lunar contamination could produce periodic
photometric variations. We tentatively adopt this as
the stellar rotation period, noting that it would be con-
sistent with the lack of visible broadening in either the
HPF or NEID spectra, which indicates v sin i ≲ 2 km/s.

4. JOINT FITTING OF TRANSIT & RV DATA

We jointly model the photometry and RVs using
juliet (Espinoza et al. 2019), which relies on batman
(Kreidberg 2015) for the photometric modeling and
radvel (Fulton et al. 2018) for the RV modeling. The
photometric transit model is based on that of Mandel
& Agol (2002), and uses the q1 and q2 parameterization
from Kipping (2013) for the quadratic limb-darkening
law. juliet uses the dynamic nested sampling pack-
age dynesty (Speagle 2020) to perform its parameter
estimation. We model the RVs using a standard Keple-
rian model, and allow the eccentricity to float. For the
joint fitting of the photometry and RVs, we also include
a simple white-noise model in the form of a jitter term
that is added in quadrature to the measurement errors
from each dataset.

For the transit model, we fix the dilution of the Perkin
and Davey transits to 1, and allow dilution to float for
TESS and ARCTIC. We observed heavy systematics in
the raw ARCTIC data, which we attempted to detrend
out—but without having baseline on both sides, we were
not confident that this dataset accurately reflected the
true transit depth. We also experimented with allowing
the TESS dilution and noise properties to float indepen-
dently for each sector, since TOI-1899 lies in a crowded
field where the background stellar contamination will

realistically change from sector to sector. However, we
found that this introduced too many free parameters,
making it very difficult for the joint fit to converge, so
in our final juliet fit, we group together all 5 sectors
of TESS data as a single instrument with shared limb-
darkening, dilution, and noise parameters. In addition,
we include a GP using the quasi-periodic kernel from
celerite (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2017) for the TESS
data in order to fit for correlated noise.

We present the joint fit to our RVs and transit photom-
etry in Figure 1 and Figure 2, respectively, and the final
derived planet parameters in Table 3, with the values
from Cañas et al. (2020) shown for comparison. Our re-
sults broadly agree with the earlier-derived parameters,
with the additional transit observations greatly increas-
ing the precision on the orbital period. We note that
the RV jitter term, σHPFpre, is somewhat higher in our
fit, possibly since the orbital period is now tightly con-
strained by the transits, whereas it was free to float in
the single-transit solution.

Notably, our fit yields a smaller planetary radius of
0.99± 0.03 RJ , compared to the earlier radius estimate
of 1.15+0.04

−0.05 RJ , with corresponding increases in den-
sity and surface gravity. We believe the previous radius
value was inflated due to overcorrection of dilution in
TESS Sectors 14 and 15, as there was no ground-based
transit data available at the time. We find an over-
all TESS dilution factor of DTESS = 1.086. This effect
has been seen before in, e.g., Burt et al. (2020), who
found a 13% difference in derived planetary radius as
a result of properly accounting for the TESS dilution
overcorrection. This is supported by our reanalysis of
the TESS photometry using the TESS-Gaia Light Curve
package (tglc; Han & Brandt 2023), which uses Gaia
DR3 source positions and brightnesses to construct a
model of the TESS PSF, and uses this to perform PSF
photometry on the full-frame images (for details see Sec-
tions 3 and 4.1 of Han & Brandt 2023). A photometric
fit to the tglc-processed TESS light curve yields a scaled
planetary radius of Rp/R∗ = 0.169± 0.004 (correspond-
ing to Rp = 0.99 ± 0.03 RJ), which is fully consistent
with the radius derived from ground-based photometry.
The new radius brings TOI-1899 b in line with the size
expected from Jovian planet models, resolving previous
concerns about unaccounted-for inflation mechanisms in
this planet (Müller & Helled 2023).

We use thejoker (Price-Whelan et al. 2017) to put
constraints on the presence of long-period, co-planar
companions from the HPF RV residuals. We put a 3σ
upper limit of 0.54 MJ (K = 36 m/s) on companion
objects within 1 au, and 1.16 MJ (K = 49 m/s) within
2 au. TOI-1899 b thus appears to be isolated from other
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massive planets in its system, if they exist at all. Though
we can neither confirm nor rule out the presence of small
companion planets like those commonly found alongside
FGK WJs, the low eccentricity of TOI-1899 b seems to
suggest a similar dynamically-cool formation method.

5. DISCUSSION

We show in Figure 6 that TOI-1899 b presents a
unique opportunity to study a planet that spans multi-
ple regions of currently unexplored parameter space. It
belongs to the small but steadily growing population of
gas giants orbiting M-dwarfs, though TOI-1899 b has by
far the longest period of these planets, and is therefore
the only one with an equilibrium temperature < 400 K.
How this planet formed and why it seems to be the only
known transiting Jovian planet around an M-dwarf with
P > 10 days is unclear—characterizing its atmosphere
could provide insights surrounding TOI-1899 b’s forma-
tion and evolutionary history.

5.1. Prospects for Atmospheric Characterization

We calculate a Transmission Spectroscopy Metric
(TSM; Kempton et al. 2018) of 47, putting TOI-1899 b
into the third quartile for promising follow-up candi-
dates according to Kempton et al. (2018). However, as
TSM is proportional to equilibrium temperature, it is
no surprise that the cooler (Teq ≈ 380 K, albedo ≈ 0)
TOI-1899 b possesses a lower TSM than hotter planets
of similar size. In comparison with other Jovian plan-
ets of similar Teq however, TOI-1899 b has among the
highest TSMs and a uniquely cool host star.

We simulate a cloud-free 10× Solar metallicity at-
mosphere model for TOI-1899 b using ExoTransmit
(Kempton et al. 2017) assuming an isothermal P -T pro-
file of 400 K, equilibrium chemistry (Figure 7, left), and
uniform heat redistribution as TOI-1899b is unlikely to
be tidally locked. Combining this model with PandExo
(Batalha et al. 2017), we simulate a JWST/NIRSpec-
Prism transmission spectrum based on observations of
two transits. As shown in Figure 7, under these atmo-
spheric conditions we could detect methane and water
features with > 4σ confidence. Using the same model
assumptions, we also simulate a 300 K planet with an
albedo of 0.5, finding that the differences in the ob-
served spectra are negligible and yield the same expected
molecular features.

Aerosols (condensation clouds and photo-chemically
created hazes) appear to be a common feature in
most exoplanet spectra (Madhusudhan 2018). Dymont
et al. (2021) compared the presence of aerosols (derived

from the water absorption feature strength in the Hub-
ble/Wide Field Camera 3 bandpass) to a variety of stel-
lar and planetary parameters for a set of 23 Neptunes
and sub-Neptunes. Notably, the three planets observed
by HST with temperatures between 300 and 500 K all
show featureless spectra. While none of the planets an-
alyzed by Dymont et al. (2021) are Jovian, we nonethe-
less expect aerosols to be present in TOI-1899 b’s at-
mosphere. We also include two cloudy models in Fig-
ure 7—one with an opaque cloud deck (gray absorbers,
wavelength independent) at pressure levels of 1.0 mbars
and 0.1 mbars. For the 1.0 mbars cloudy model, we
calculate a 9σ significance of this model compared to a
featureless flat line, with individual methane and water
features detected to 3σ. These pressure levels were ar-
bitrarily chosen to illustrate the precision JWST could
achieve. Future work using photochemically-motivated
haze models (e.g. VULCAN; Tsai et al. 2017) would pro-
vide new insights into haze formation of a cool Jovian
world.

While most relevant for rocky exoplanets with small-
amplitude atmospheric features, the complicating effects
of stellar contamination on abundance retrievals should
not be ignored (e.g. Barclay et al. 2021, who show that
this effect could produce the water signature seen in the
atmosphere of K2-18 b), especially for M-dwarf hosts
with molecular features in their atmospheres (Libby-
Roberts et al. 2021). The presence of stellar surface
inhomogeneities (e.g. starspots) can cause discrepan-
cies in the transit depth as a function of wavelength
(Rackham et al. 2018). Fortunately, TESS photome-
try of TOI-1899 shows no large-amplitude photometric
modulations, and we show in Section 3.1 that activity
indices in both HPF and NEID spectra show no strong
correlations with RVs, indicating that TOI-1899 is a rel-
atively quiet and low-activity star. Therefore, any stel-
lar contamination is likely to be minimal compared with
the expected larger planetary signal.

Retrieving water and methane abundances with a
JWST spectrum would provide a C/O ratio for TOI-
1899 b—a potential measurement for constraining the
disk location where TOI-1899 b formed based on snow-
lines (Öberg et al. 2011; Brewer et al. 2017). Currently
TOI-1899 b lies inside its star’s snow-line. Understand-
ing whether this planet formed in-situ or migrated in-
wards would provide a key insight into the formation
of the uncommon M-dwarf gas giants. We have con-
strained TOI-1899 b’s mass and radius to >10σ pre-
cision; thus, uncertainties in abundance retrievals will
be dominated by JWST instrumental effects and the
presence of aerosols, not from unconstrained planetary
parameters (Batalha et al. 2019).
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Figure 6. All transiting planets with masses measured to > 5σ, plotted by planetary radius (Rp) vs. orbital period (P ) (top)
and planetary radius (Rp) and equilibrium temperature (Teq) (bottom). TOI-1899 b is circled in green. Points are colored by
the host star Teff and scaled in size by the planet’s Transmission Spectroscopy Metric (TSM; Kempton et al. 2018). We also
highlight the transition temperatures for water vapor and ammonia, species whose presence or absence in the atmospheres of
cool planets like TOI-1899 b may hint at their formation and cooling history (Fortney et al. 2020). TOI-1899 b is unique in
Rp–P space in being the only M-dwarf Jupiter with P > 10 d, and in Rp–Teq space by having among the highest TSMs of
Jovian-sized planets with Teq = 300–500 K, while also being the only one whose host star has Teff ≲ 4000 K. Data retrieved
from the NASA Exoplanet Archive (NASA Exoplanet Science Institute 2020) on 2023 May 15.
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Table 3. Derived Parameters for the TOI-1899 System

Parameter Units Cañas et al. (2020) This Work % Diff.b σ Diff.b

Orbital Parameters:

Orbital Period P (days) 29.02+0.36
−0.23 29.090312+0.000036

−0.000035 +0.2 +0.20
Eccentricity e 0.118+0.073

−0.077 0.044+0.029
−0.027 –62.7 –0.96

Argument of Periastron ω (degrees) −13+27
−28 −53+42

−36 — –1.42
Semi-amplitude Velocity K (m/s) 59.91+6.41

−6.32 59.82+3.52
−3.49 –0.2 –0.01

HPFpre RV Offset γHPFpre (m/s) 16.64+5.39
−5.23 24.32+2.49

−2.55 +46.2 +1.42
HPFpre RV Jitter σHPFpre (m/s) 0.39+3.84

−0.36 7.90+4.83
−4.94 +1925.6 +1.96

HPFpost RV Offset γHPFpost (m/s) — −50.35+18.22
−14.74 — —

HPFpost RV Jitter σHPFpost (m/s) — 2.47+25.34
−2.39 — —

NEID RV Offset γNEID (m/s) — −1.49+10.80
−10.63 — —

NEID RV Jitter σNEID (m/s) — 18.39+13.51
−6.97 — —

Transit Parameters:

Time of Conjunction TC (BJDTDB) 2458711.957792+0.001182
−0.001179 2458711.959171+0.001116

−0.001105 — +1.16
Scaled Radius Rp/R∗ 0.194+0.004

−0.005 0.168± 0.003 –13.4 –5.20
Scaled Semi-major Axis a/R∗ 56.22+1.59

−1.66 54.01+1.78
−1.52 –3.9 –1.33

Orbital Inclination i (degrees) 89.77+0.15
−0.14 89.64+0.07

−0.08 –1.4 –0.92
Impact Parameter b 0.22+0.15

−0.14 0.35± 0.07 +59.1 +0.86
Transit Duration T14 (hours) 4.67+0.12

−0.10 4.70± 0.04 +0.6 +0.25
Photometric Jitter, TESS σTESS (ppm) 0.01+5.62

−0.01 0.02+4.16
−0.02 +100.0 < 0.01

Dilution, TESS DTESS 1 1.086± 0.025 +8.6 —
Photometric Jitter, Perkin σPerkin (ppm) — 2360+300

−260 — —
Photometric Jitter, Davey σDavey (ppm) — 5090+330

−340 — —
Photometric Jitter, ARCTIC σARCTIC (ppm) — 2010+80

−70 — —
Dilution, ARCTIC DARCTIC — 1.002± 0.021 — —

Planetary Parameters:

Mass Mp (MJ ) 0.66± 0.07 0.67± 0.04 +1.5 +0.14
Radius Rp (RJ ) 1.15+0.04

−0.05 0.99± 0.03 –13.9 –3.20
Density ρp (g/ cm3) 0.54+0.09

−0.10 0.85± 0.10 +57.4 +3.44
Surface Gravity log gp (cgs) 3.095+0.053

−0.056 3.191+0.039
−0.041 +3.1 +1.81

Semi-major Axis a (au) 0.1587+0.0067
−0.0075 0.1525+0.0065

−0.0060 –3.9 –0.82
Average Incident Flux ⟨F ⟩ (108 erg/s/cm2) 0.039± 0.003 0.046+0.004

+0.003 +17.9 +2.33
Equilibrium Temperaturea Teq (K) 362± 7 378+8

−7 +4.4 +2.28

aThe planet is assumed to be a black body.

b Values from Cañas et al. (2020) used as the fiducial
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H2O + CH4
CH4
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CH4
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Figure 7. Simulated JWST/NIRSpec-Prism transmission spectrum (R ∼ 100) of TOI-1899 b created using a 10× Solar metal-
licity cloud-free atmosphere assuming a equilibrium temperature of 400 K and albedo of 0 (blue) generated with ExoTransmit
(Kempton et al. 2017). Errorbars are calculated using PandExo (Batalha et al. 2017) assuming two observed transits of TOI-
1899 b. The planetary spectrum is dominated by the absorption features of methane and water in this bandpass. We plot the
same model atmosphere with the addition of an opaque cloud-deck (gray absorber) at pressure-levels of 1.0 mbars (green) and
0.1 mbars (purple) for comparison. As TOI-1899 b may have a similar atmosphere to Jupiter, we also consider a higher albedo
of 0.5, leading to an equilibrium temperature of 320 K (300 K for ExoTransmit grid; orange). The difference in temperature
does not significantly change the spectra and should not impact JWST’s ability to retrieve atmospheric abundances.

5.2. Tidally induced evolution

Temperate Jupiters such as TOI-1899 b would not be
expected to experience significant tidal effects. However,
since the host star is an M dwarf and the planet’s orbital
period is ∼29 days, the tidal evolution for this system
can occur over timescales that are an order of magni-
tude larger than for short-period planets (Dobbs-Dixon
et al. 2004; Barker & Ogilvie 2009; Rodríguez & Ferraz-
Mello 2010; Alvarado-Montes & García-Carmona 2019)
and four orders of magnitude larger than for ultra-short-
period planets (Brown et al. 2011; Wong et al. 2016;
McCormac et al. 2019; Alvarado-Montes et al. 2021).

In this section we show that TOI-1899 b does not ex-
change a significant amount of angular momentum with
its host star, and thus the stellar rotation will not spin
up because of the presence of the planetary compan-
ion. In consequence, the tidal evolution of TOI-1899 b
will take too long to be significant within ∼ 13.5 Gyr,
unless the host star has a small initial rotation period,
Prot_ini,⋆ (Figure 8, top panel).

Nevertheless, since tidal evolution depends on the
gravitational forces between the interacting bodies, the

study of this type of close-in giant planet orbiting an M
dwarf, is necessary to analyze any deviation from the
expected behavior of current theories of gravity, as has
been done for other systems (Matsumura et al. 2010).
Also, in some cases tidal interactions can produce ec-
centric orbits, so studying these systems can help us
construct the path for any future study of their atmo-
spheric dynamics (Leconte et al. 2015).

Adopting the tidal formalism presented in Alvarado-
Montes et al. (2021), we study the orbital migration of
TOI-1899 b until the stellar forces overcome the planet’s
self gravity at the Roche limit (Roche 1849)—where
the planet starts being physically disrupted (Guillo-
chon et al. 2011). As the planet decays in its orbit,
we also integrate the stellar and planetary Tidal Dis-
sipation Reservoirs9 (TDR; Ogilvie 2013; Guenel et al.
2014), which provide insight into the exchange of angu-
lar momentum in the system. The top panel of Figure 8

9 Represented by k/Q, the imaginary part of the second-order Love
number which quantifies the system’s tidal dissipation.
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Figure 8. Top: Orbital semi-major axis, a, as a function
of time. The colors represent different initial stellar rotation
periods and the red dashed-dotted line stands for the sys-
tem’s Roche limit. Middle: Change in the eccentricity, e,
for each a on the top panel. Bottom: Evolution of planetary
radius, Rp, over the time-scales of tidally induced migration.

shows the evolution of the planet semi-major axis for
different initial stellar rotation periods, Prot_ini,⋆. For
Prot_ini,⋆ ≲ 7 d, TOI-1899 b undergoes orbital decay
and crosses the Roche limit in less than 13.5 Gyr.

Assuming the observed orbital eccentricity as the ini-
tial value, we studied the forward tidal evolution of
TOI-1899 b for a wide range of stellar rotation peri-
ods spanning up to 29.5 d (see Section 3.2). We found
that orbital circularization timescales are only sensible
for Prot_ini,⋆ ≲ 7 d (Figure 8, middle panel), whereas
longer Prot_ini,⋆ led to the damping of the planet’s ec-

Figure 9. Stellar rotation period (red, left-hand y-axis)
and stellar wind braking rate (black, right-hand y-axis), as
a function of time. Both quantities were analyzed for a
Prot_ini,⋆ ∼ 29.5 d and a star with half of its envelope
contributing to the exchange of angular momentum (i.e.
ε⋆ζ⋆ = 0.5).

centricity in timescales that are too long and prevent
the planet from undergoing orbital decay.

For the planet, we assume Jupiter-like values for
the core’s rigidity (4.46×1010 Pa; Lainey et al. 2009)
and for the interior mass and radius aspect ratios (i.e.
αp = 0.126 and βp = 0.02; Mathis 2015). This yields a
k2,p/Qp ≈ 10−4 when the planet is tidally locked, which
is unlikely for a 29-day orbital period. That, however,
does not affect the overall evolution of the system be-
cause k2,⋆/Q⋆ are the overarching parameters that drive
tidal dissipation. For the star, we adopt α⋆ and β⋆

from Gallet et al. (2017) where the interior aspect ratios
are presented for different types of stars. The adopted
values give us k2,⋆/Q⋆ ranging from 10−7 to 10−9, for
Prot_ini,⋆ equal to 3 and 29.5 d, respectively.

In general, the star becomes less dissipative with time
(i.e. small values of k2,⋆/Q⋆) due to the slow exchange
of rotational (star) and orbital (planet) angular momen-
tum, causing the stellar rotation period to increase (red
line in Figure 9). As shown by the black line in Fig-
ure 9, during the first ∼ 20 Gyr of evolution the stellar
wind braking rate increases, due mainly to the initial
shrinking of the planetary orbit. However, the loss of
material via stellar wind is the dominant mechanism for
the evolution of the stellar rotation.

Given the initial distance of TOI-1899 b from the host
star, we assume here that all tidal energy goes into cir-
cularizing the orbit and inducing orbital decay. Thus,
during the tidal evolution of the system, we followed
Fortney et al. (2007) to study the size contraction of
TOI-1899 b. As shown by the bottom panel of Figure 8,
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for migration times less than 20 Gyr the planet contracts
to ∼ 35% its initial radius, whereas for migration times
larger than 20 Gyr the planet’s size decreases to ∼ 42%

its original size. Although this affects k2,p/Qp, which
contributes to the overall exchange of angular momen-
tum (since it depends on the planet’s physical structure),
the overarching tidally-induced migration is commanded
by the energy dissipated from the star’s interior, which
keeps constantly decreasing while the planet reaches a
new orbital position. Such asymptotic decay with no
crossing of the Roche limit occurs for Prot_ini,⋆ ≳ 7 d.

It is worth mentioning that the tidal analysis per-
formed here for TOI-1899 b has slightly different mi-
gration timescales depending on the amount of angular
momentum driven by the envelope of the host star. This
is represented by the product of ζ⋆, the stellar gyration
radius; and ε⋆, the fraction of the stellar envelope par-
taking in the exchange of angular momentum.10 The
product ζ⋆ε⋆ will modify the times at which orbital de-
cay occurs: in our analysis we set ζ⋆ε⋆ = 0.5 (i.e. half
of the stellar envelope exchanges angular momentum),
but tidal migration could be slower for smaller ζ⋆ε⋆, and
vice versa. However, such variations are not significant
for this system, as they are within the same order of
magnitude as presented in Figure 8.

Since Porb ≥ Prot_ini,⋆

2 in all the studied scenarios for
Prot_ini,⋆ in Figure 8, we only calculate stellar dissipa-
tion through the excitation of inertial waves in the con-
vective envelope. In addition, the mass of the planet is
not sufficient for wave breaking to occur and thus inter-
nal gravity waves in radiative zones would not be fully
damped by tidal forcing (Barker 2020). The results pre-
sented here agree with those in Alvarado-Montes (2022),
where the orbital evolution of TOI-1899 b induced by
stellar tides is also minimum and not significant for most
stellar rotation periods, with migration timescales being
generally ≳ 10 Gyr.

6. CONCLUSION

We have greatly refined the planetary parameters
of the M-dwarf warm Jupiter TOI-1899 b, using 33
new RVs from the precision spectrographs HPF and
NEID, and transit photometry from the ground and
from three new sectors of TESS. Most notably, we de-
rive a more precise period for this relatively long-period
planet, P = 29.090312+0.000036

−0.000035 d, and we find that
TOI-1899 b is not as inflated as initially thought, with
the original radius (derived from a single TESS tran-

10 For a more complete description of these parameters and their
values, see Dobbs-Dixon et al. (2004) and Alvarado-Montes et al.
(2021).

sit) being Rp = 1.15+0.04
−0.05 RJ , and our joint fit in-

cluding ground-based data instead yielding a radius of
0.99 ± 0.03 RJ . We also find that the orbit is less ec-
centric than previously believed, with the new value of
e = 0.044+0.029

−0.027 consistent with zero at 2σ. The star
TOI-1899 is activity-quiet over the past three years of
RV observations and a slow rotator, with a tentative
rotation period ∼29.5 days. Among the scarce handful
of transiting gas giants orbiting M-dwarfs, TOI-1899 b
is by far the coolest, with an equilibrium temperature
of Teq ∼ 380 K. With our new ephemeris allowing for
extremely precise knowledge of transit times for many
years, we encourage transmission spectroscopy studies of
this unique planet with JWST, which may offer insights
into the formation of gas giants around cool stars.
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APPENDIX

A. LACK OF ACTIVITY CORRELATION WITH HPF RVS

As discussed in Section 3.1, we did not find any strong correlations between the HPF RVs and the HPF activity
indicators (dLW, CRX, and Ca IRT 1, 2, and 3 indices) using the Kendall rank correlation coefficient (Kendall τ).
We show the GLS periodograms in Figure 10, demonstrating that only the planetary RV signal greatly exceeds the
false-alarm thresholds, and it is not associated with similarly-strong peaks in any of the activity indicators. Figure 11
further shows that, of the activity indicators, only dLW shows any correlation with RVs—but the correlation is weak
(τ = −0.24), and the corresponding periodogram peaks are far less significant than the RV signal. The data presented
here are available as Data Behind Figure.

B. ROTATIONALLY-MODULATED PHOTOMETRIC VARIABILITY

As discussed in Section 3.2, we examined the publicly-available photometry from ASAS-SN in V and g (2015 Feb
24 to 2018 Nov 10, and 2018 Apr 12 to 2022 Dec 22, respectively), ZTF in zr and zg (DR17, which includes data up
through 2023 Mar 9), and TESS (Sectors 14, 15, 41, 54, and 55) in an attempt to determine the rotation period of the
host star TOI-1899. We present the GLS periodograms below.

Figure 12 shows that combining the ASAS-SN V and g photometry to form a much longer baseline (see the top
panel of Figure 5) boosts the power of the peaks at P ∼ 27–29 d, which were detected at weak significance when the
bands were considered separately. Figure 13 also shows peaks in ZTF zr at P ∼ 31 d; however, with considerable
power in the window function around these periods, aliasing effects are likely at play.

In the TESS photometry (Figure 14), we find that the detected periods in the P ∼ 4–15 d range and the relative
strengths of the peaks vary greatly from sector to sector—even consecutive sectors, e.g. Sectors 54 and 55. Furthermore,
the systematics-insensitive periodogram from TESS-SIP (Figure 15) reveals no strong peaks using either the target
pixel files (TPFs) or the light curve files (LCFs), with the strongest signals correlated with background periodicity.
Taken together, this suggests that the observed photometric variability in PDCSAP cannot be directly measuring the
stellar rotation period; it may be an instrumental effect, or may trace some other form of low-level stellar activity.

https://www.cosmos.esa.int/gaia
https://www.cosmos.esa.int/gaia
https://archives.esac.esa.int/gaia
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Figure 10. GLS periodograms of the HPF RVs, activity indicators, and window function, with the period of TOI-1899 b
indicated by the vertical orange line. The FAP levels corresponding to 0.1%, 1%, and 10% are also marked.



22 Lin et al.

Figure 11. Corner plot of HPF RVs and activity indicators, with the Kendall τ coefficient included for each pair.
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Figure 12. GLS periodograms of available photometry from ASAS-SN (V , g, and combined). We combine V and g in an
attempt to more robustly detect long-period signals, since the two bands have little time overlap. FAP levels of 0.1%, 1%, and
10% are marked as in Figure 10, and the tentative rotation period of 29.46 d is shown with a vertical dotted line.
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Figure 13. GLS periodograms of available photometry from ZTF (zg and zr). Here we do not combine the bands as we did
with the ASAS-SN data, since the zg and zr observations span the same timeframe.

Figure 14. GLS periodograms of available PDCSAP photometry from TESS, with each sector separate (top) and with
consecutive sectors grouped together (bottom). The x-axis is the same as previous plots for ease of comparison, but smoothing
in the PDCSAP processing will suppress any signals ≳ 10 d.
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Figure 15. TESS-SIP periodograms computed from both the target pixel files (TPFs) and light curve files (LCFs), neither of
which display the periodicity seen in the PDCSAP fluxes.
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