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ABSTRACT
We present timing solutions spanning nearly two decades for five redback (RB) systems found in

globular clusters (GC), created using a novel technique that effectively “isolates” the pulsar. By accu-
rately measuring the time of passage through periastron (T0) at points over the timing baseline, we use
a piecewise-continuous, binary model to get local solutions of the orbital variations that we pair with
long-term orbital information to remove the orbital timing delays. The isolated pulse times of arrival
can then be fit to describe the spin behavior of the millisecond pulsar (MSP). The results of our timing
analyses via this method are consistent with those of conventional timing methods for binaries in GCs
as demonstrated by analyses of NGC 6440D. We also investigate the observed orbital phase variations
for these systems. Quasi-periodic oscillations in Terzan 5P’s orbit may be the result of changes to the
gravitational-quadruple moment of the companion as prescribed by the Applegate model. We find a
striking correlation between the standard deviation of the phase variations as a fraction of a system’s
orbit (σ∆T0) and the MSP’s spin frequency, as well as a potential correlation between σ∆T0 and the
binary’s projected semi-major axis. While long-term RB timing is fraught with large systematics, our
work provides a needed alternative for studying systems with significant orbital variations, especially
when high-cadence monitoring observations are unavailable.

Keywords: Millisecond Pulsars (1062) — Spider Pulsars, Globular star clusters (656)

1. INTRODUCTION

Millisecond pulsars (MSPs) with binary companions
are an interesting class of radio pulsars and unique lab-
oratories for various tests of fundamental physics. These
neutron stars have been spun up via accretion of mate-
rial from a close binary companion (Alpar et al. 1982),
and we most commonly observe the resultant system
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in a relatively wide orbit with a low-mass, white dwarf
companion (Manchester et al. 2005; Tauris & van den
Heuvel 2006, for a survey of this topic see Tauris & van
den Heuvel 2023).

1.1. “Redback” pulsars

A portion of systems with other companion types
can evolve to much more compact orbits (Pb < 1 day),
and one such sub-class is called Redbacks (RBs).
These MSPs are members of the “spider” pulsar fam-
ily and have H-rich, non-degenerate companions that
have masses typically between 0.1M⊙ < Mc < 0.9M⊙
(Roberts 2013; Strader et al. 2019). RBs typically have
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orbital periods of only a few hours, and their neu-
tron star masses are generally found to exceed 1.4M⊙
(Strader et al. 2019). Additionally, RBs are exceptional
producers of multi-wavelength emission, producing fea-
tures such as radio pulsations, γ-ray pulsations (Deneva
et al. 2021; Thongmeearkom et al. 2024), and opti-
cal light-curve variations (Bellm et al. 2016; Yap et al.
2023).

Due to their compact nature, binary interactions play
a large role in the evolution and observed properties of
RBs. The intense pulsar wind ablates material from
the companion, creating circumbinary, ionized mate-
rial. This material can cause radio eclipses – most likely
caused by synchrotron absorption (Polzin et al. 2018) –
that can shroud radio pulsations for significant portions
of the orbit (Nice et al. 1990) around superior conjunc-
tion. These eclipses can be highly irregular, though, and
dependencies on observing frequency can further impact
the duration and appearance of any one eclipse (e.g.,
Nice et al. 1990; You et al. 2018). Additional eclipse-
like events due to material at other orbital phases can
also mask pulsations (e.g., Bilous et al. 2019), and the
long-term behavior of the binary orbit in RBs has been
observed to wander drastically (Prager 2017; Clark et al.
2021; Thongmeearkom et al. 2024). These factors limit
the accuracy of binary models to describe the system
over time.

Timing studies of MSPs in binaries given sufficient
baselines can yield insights into interesting physics in ar-
eas such as general relativity (e.g., Kramer et al. 2021,
see Freire & Wex 2024 for a review) and the neutron
star equation of state (Fonseca et al. 2021); however,
the barrage of impediments listed above means that de-
spite their potentially large NS masses, RBs are often ex-
cluded from consideration for long-term timing efforts in
the radio. Obtaining successive detections – let alone de-
tections over short to long baselines – of the MSP can be
difficult, and linking observations together in a way that
yields insights into the physical characteristics of these
systems is also non-trivial. While the binary interactions
in RBs may not make them ideal test beds for probing
the most impactful binary physics, accurate measure-
ments of physical properties derived from long-baseline
timing still would yield important limits for modeling
the companion’s interior and binary evolution model-
ing. These limits can inform a variety of interesting
cases. The majority of published radio-timing solutions
for RBs, however, only cover a baseline of a few years
(Archibald et al. 2013; Prager 2017; Miraval Zanon et al.
2018; Deneva et al. 2021; Padmanabh et al. 2024; Ghosh
et al. 2024). Thongmeearkom et al. (2024) achieved
phase connection using γ-ray data from the Fermi Large

Area Telescope (LAT), which spans 15 years, but this
technique requires that the pulsars are bright in γ rays.
Nice et al. (2000) and Ridolfi et al. (2016) presented
radio-timing solutions for around a decade of targeted
observations of two redback systems in the globular clus-
ters Terzan 5 and 47 Tucanae, B1744−24A (henceforth
Ter5A) and PSR J0024−7204W (47 Tuc W). Targeted
radio observations or even archival radio data spanning
this duration or longer for individual RBs are generally
not available, making these long-term studies difficult to
conduct.

However, the main obstacle preventing long-term tim-
ing studies of RBs is the limitations of the orbital tim-
ing models. The BTX model, which is the one currently
used to describe the orbital evolution of RBs, use mul-
tiple orbital frequency derivatives in a Taylor expan-
sion of the orbital phase with time. Such models are
not predictive, however, that is not their main prob-
lem: many orbital frequency derivatives are needed in
most cases. This implies that outside their range of va-
lidity, the higher order derivatives completely dominate
the expansion, leading to explosive non-physical predic-
tions for the variation of the orbital period. This leads
to very poor predictions for the orbital phase outside
the range of data used to derive them, making even the
folding procedure unreliable.

1.2. Globular cluster pulsars

Globular clusters (GCs) present an opportunity to
provide long-term baselines for RBs by exploiting ob-
servations of the cluster aimed at the pulsar population.
Per unit of stellar mass, GCs have more than 3 orders
of magnitude more X-ray binaries and MSPs than the
Galactic disk; this suggests that these systems formed
dynamically, which is possible in GCs because of their
very large stellar densities (Ransom 2008; Freire 2013).
One of the interesting features of the pulsar population
in GCs is that, in the densest of them, exchange encoun-
ters can happen after the pulsar was recycled, allowing
the formation of systems that are unlike any formed in
the Galactic disk. This applies to RBs as well: Unlike
in the case of the Galactic RBs, some of the RBs in GCs
might be the product of pair exchange (where the star
that spun up the pulsar is ejected and replaced with a
more massive star; Ransom et al. 2005; Prager 2017). In
any case, GCs have a disproportionately large number
of RBs compared to the Galactic pulsar population.

Given the very large distances of GCs, only a small
fraction of their MSPs has been discovered, with the
majority remaining undetected due to sensitivity limi-
tations. This means that observations with improved
sensitivity allow the discovery of new pulsars; they also
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result in improved timing of previously known pulsars.
One of the benefits of timing pulsars in GCs is to use pul-
sars as accelerometers, which allow constraints on GC
mass models. This is especially true of GCs that con-
tain a large population of pulsars, like Terzan 5 (Prager
et al. 2017) and 47 Tucanae (Freire et al. 2017; Abbate
et al. 2018).

Terzan 5 (hereafter Ter5) has the largest known popu-
lation of pulsars in any GC (49; Padmanabh et al. 2024)
with over half being in binaries – four of which are RBs.
Ter5A is the first ever RB discovered (Lyne et al. 1990;
Nice et al. 1990, 2000) and one of the most compact
RBs known; Ter5ad is the record holder for the fastest
spinning MSP (P ∼ 1.39ms; Hessels et al. 2006); Ter5P
is also rapidly spinning (P ∼ 1.72ms), has the second
largest mass fraction for RBs due to its more massive
companion (Mc,min ∼ 0.38M⊙) and Ter5ar is the most
recently discovered, rapidly rotating (P ∼ 1.95ms) RB
with a larger mass companion (Mc,min ∼ 0.34M⊙) as
well (Padmanabh et al. 2024). A smaller population of
binary pulsars is found in M28, and it, too, contains
RBs – M28I, which is a transitional MSP (switches be-
tween a radio pulsar state and a low-mass X-ray binary
state; Papitto et al. 2013), and M28H, which is another
RB thought to be the product of pair exchange (Pal-
lanca et al. 2010; Bogdanov et al. 2011). NGC 6440,
which has the smallest binary population of the three
clusters mentioned here, also hosts a RB, NGC 6440D
(Freire et al. 2008), that exhibits relatively stable or-
bital variations (Ransom et al., in prep). These three
GCs have been actively monitored for nearly the past 20
years through observations at various frequencies using
the Green Bank Telescope (GBT), making them unique
sources to test RB timing methods on a longer scale
than has previously been possible.

1.3. Structure of this work

In §2 we briefly describe the roughly 20 years of
archival data from the GBT. In §3 we present a novel
technique for “isolating” the MSP from the orbital ef-
fects of the binary companion, allowing us to time the
underlying, highly accurate clock. This method effec-
tively overcomes the aforementioned limitations of the
BTX model, allowing long-term timing or RBs. In §4 we
present our long-term timing analysis of five RBs in GCs
– Ter5P, Ter5ad, Ter5ar, M28H, and NGC 6440D, our
fully phase-connected timing solutions, the long-term or-
bital variations that were removed to create them, and
pulse profiles (shown in Figure 1) for each system. Apart
from NGC 6440D, none of these pulsars had any pub-
lished timing solutions until now. A separate publica-
tion on 34 years of timing of another RB, Ter5A, that

uses the same technique is presented in Rosenthal et al.
(2024). We then discuss the results from our technique
and how they compare to those of conventional timing
methods, the quasi-periodic oscillations seen in Ter5P,
and a correlation between orbital variations and spin
frequency in §5. Finally, we summarize our work in §6.

2. OBSERVATIONS

We used archival data for each cluster from obser-
vations with the GBT spanning roughly 20 years. A
majority of our data were taken using S-band (1600-
2400 MHz) and L-band (1100-1900 MHz) receivers with
∼600-700MHz of useable bandwidth in each case. Ad-
ditionally, a smaller fraction of data were taken at
820 MHz. In our data, the GBT Pulsar SPIGOT (Ka-
plan et al. 2005) backend was used for all observa-
tions prior to MJD 55000, the GUPPI (DuPlain et al.
2008) backend was then used for observations up until
MJD 58933, and that same day the VEGAS (Prestage
et al. 2015) backend was switched onto the GBT1. The
SPIGOT data were taken using incoherent dedisper-
sion, and detailed information about the observations
for Ter5, which were obtained in a consistent manner
to the observations for M28H and NGC 6440, can be
found in Ransom et al. (2005). Prior to MJD 55422,
observations using GUPPI (only a few scans for each
system) were also obtained with incoherent dedisper-
sion; the remaining GUPPI and VEGAS observations
were taken using coherent dedispersion, and detailed in-
formation about the observations for Ter5 can be found
in Martsen et al. (2022). As with SPIGOT, the GUPPI
and VEGAS observations were obtained in a consistent
manner to those for M28H and NGC 6440, with the ob-
vious exception of the dispersion measure (DM) where
the coherent data are dedispersed.

3. TIMING METHODOLOGY

In the text that follows we introduce the prescription
for and our workflow implementation of the Ransom-
O’Neill Isolation (ROI)2 technique. To briefly outline
the process, we achieve ROI by breaking up the pulse
times of arrival (TOAs) into temporally bounded groups
with piecewise-continuous orbital parameters (O’Neill et
al., in prep) to determine local solutions of the orbit at
many points over the span of our baseline. We then
remove the orbital timing delays from the TOAs in each
group, allowing us to mitigate the strong, observation-

1 Consequently, we acquired observation with both GUPPI and
VEGAS on this MJD.

2 So initialized by K.A.C. as the upfront work to determine accu-
rate T0,x measurements yields a significant return on investment.
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Figure 1. Summed pulse profiles from coherently dedispered 2GHz observations for each of the five RBs analyzed in this work.

to-observation variations present in each system. Thus,
we effectively “isolate” the underlying MSP clock, which
provides us the stability needed to track the rotations
of the MSP over the entire baseline (phase-connect) and
derive long-term timing solutions for its spin behavior.

3.1. Detections and Initial T0,x Measurements

We first needed to identify all observations for which
we had detections of the pulses for each system in our ob-
servations. For RBs, this process can be difficult as the
T0 value – the time of passage through periastron, which
for our circular (e = 0) models is when the MSP crosses
the plane of the sky moving away from the observer,
called the time of the ascending node – of successive
detections can vary dramatically over time. We used
SPIDER_TWISTER3 (Ridolfi et al. 2016), which performs
searches in orbital phase to return the most probable
T0 value for a given observation, to obtain detections
for each source. As our data span roughly 20 years, we
automated our searches by allowing SPIDER_TWISTER to
search ±10% in orbital phase in the time-series for each
observation from its associated T0 predicted by an ini-
tial set of parameters for each system. Even for systems
with significant orbital wander, we found this search
setup to be effective in finding all available detections
in its dataset. We inspected the output plots of each
time-series folded at the returned T0 value4 (T0,x) and
noted non-detections to discard for subsequent steps. At
this stage, the T0,x measurements are not necessarily the
most accurate value for achieving ROI; however, these
measurements are precise enough for obtaining TOAs
from each observation. These measurements thus served
as an initial set of values that we refined throughout the
process (see panel (a) in Figure 2).

3 https://github.com/alex88ridolfi/SPIDER_TWISTER
4 We note that T0,x here refers to T0 for each observation. Herein

we generally use this to refer to the T0 value associated with an
arbitrary, binary-piecewise group, x.

3.2. Producing TOAs

We folded the time-series data, using the prepfold
routine from PRESTO5 (Ransom 2001, 2011), for each
detection of each MSP using its predicted spin period,
DM value, long-term average orbital parameters, and
the T0,x measurement for each observation obtained
from SPIDER_TWISTER. For Ter5P, Ter5ad, Ter5ar, and
M28H, we then integrated over set intervals (10 min for
Ter5P and M28H & 30min for Ter5ad and Ter5ar) to
obtain TOAs for each system. Due to the extremely
rapid spin periods of Ter5ad and Ter5P, we used sep-
arate pulse templates for data obtained in incoherent
and coherent dedispersion modes, allowing us to miti-
gate the effects of smearing for these systems. We visu-
ally inspected each fold and noted areas to avoid where
there was no pulse (e.g., from both regular and irregu-
lar eclipses) as well as areas that may produce erroneous
TOAs (e.g., when strong interference was present). We
then used PRESTO’s get_TOAs.py routine to extract
TOAs for each observation in the areas where a signal
was present. Finally, we discarded TOAs with errors
larger than 30µs.

In the case of NGC 6440D, we used the TOAs from
Ransom et al. (in prep) with errors less than 30µs.
These are produced by determining the number of TOAs
that could be obtained with sufficient S/N in each ob-
servation and integrating over intervals that yield this
number of TOAs (roughly 4-15min integrations). We
chose to maintain this slight difference in methodology
rather than re-integrating at a set interval to keep the
TOAs consistent between both analyses, allowing us to
directly compare results obtained via traditional timing
techniques to those obtained using the ROI technique.

3.3. Updating Orbital Properties

To ensure that our long-term description of the binary
orbital properties was accurate, we used the T0,x values

5 https://github.com/scottransom/presto

https://github.com/alex88ridolfi/SPIDER_TWISTER
https://github.com/scottransom/presto
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from SPIDER_TWISTER to determine the average orbital
period of each system. For all systems except Ter5P and
NGC 6440D, we assumed that the period of a circular
orbit was constant over the baseline of our observations.
We also assumed for all systems that the semi-major
axis was constant (see Appendix A for more discussion
on these assumptions). We then computed the differ-
ence between our measured T0,x value and the value that
would predicted by a constant orbital period and its as-
sociated reference epoch T0,ref . With a constant orbital
period, these ∆T0 values over time will show long-term,
linear trends if an adjustment to Pb was necessary. We
fit a linear trend in these cases as:

∆T0

tPb
=

∆T0fb
t

=
∆ϕb

t
, (1)

which describes the change in phase (T0 in this case) over
time, which we used to update the period by computing
the change to the orbital frequency via

fb,new = fb,old +
∆T0

t
fb,old (2)

and then using

Pb,new =
1

fb,new
. (3)

In the cases of Ter5P and NGC 6440D, the dominant
∆T0 trend was a quadratic; therefore, we fit both a
quadratic and linear term to correct the Pb measure-
ment.

3.4. Constructing Piecewise-Continuous Groups &
Parameter Files

For RBs, it is sometimes possible to use a piecewise-
discontinuous model to time the system over long base-
lines, wherein individual chunks of overlapping TOAs
spanning some time frame can be strung together with
fits using independent models with constant orbital pa-
rameters (e.g., Blandford & Teukolsky 1976) to achieve
a connected, long-term timing solution (see Rosenthal
et al. 2024). A piecewise-continuous, binary model,
though, allows for computation of timing residuals for
all TOAs over the duration of the baseline with a proper
and changing orbit without need for independent fits of
other parameters. This process is particularly useful
in cases where orbital variations make connecting over-
lapping chunks difficult. As such, we opted to use the
BT_piecewise model (see O’Neill et al., in prep for full
details on this model) inside the pulsar timing package,
PINT6 (Luo et al. 2021) in isolating the TOAs for each

6 https://github.com/nanograv/PINT

system. While this is not necessary for removing the
timing delays described in §3.7, it is useful in predicting
how the isolated timing residuals will look with those
delays removed.

Using the TOAs from §3.2, we constructed an initial
set of piecewise-continuous groups of similar TOAs for
each system. We used the TOAs.get_clusters method
inside PINT, to identify groups of temporally related
TOAs over a specified gap limit. As our datasets contain
varying sizes of gaps between observations, we tested a
number of different gap limit values using TOAs from
Ter5P and Ter5ar by iteratively refining the piecewise
groups and T0,x measurements. Ultimately, we found
that a gap limit of 0.5 d worked well for most systems to
group observations temporally very close together (e.g.,
two scans on the same day) while not creating groups too
temporally large to get an accurate picture of the local
solution. Due to the nature of how NGC 6440D’s TOAs
were constructed, we used a gap limit of only 0.04166 d
to create its piecewise groups as larger gap limit values
created some groups with TOAs too sparse to describe
the local orbital variations. Once all of the TOAs were
assigned a group number, we generated four values for
each group that the binary-piecewise model uses to de-
scribe local solutions: XR1, XR2, A1X, and T0X, which
are the start, finish, a sin (i) /c, and T0,x values, respec-
tively. It is important to note again that we assumed
the semi-major axis of the binary is constant over our
baseline for these systems.

We then created three different parameter files (or par
files) that describe each system – one that describes the
local, binary solution of the piecewise groups, another
the long-term, binary solution, and finally the isolated,
spin behavior. To successfully track the rotations of the
pulsar (phase connect) over the full timing baseline, it
is helpful (although not strictly necessary) that these
three par files be derived from a solution that has some
portion of the data phase connected. We initially started
with right ascension, declination, the spin frequency and
its first derivative from previous short-duration phase
connection from Ransom et al. (2005) & Padmanabh
et al. (2024) for Ter5 systems, Bégin (2006) for M28H,
and Ransom et al. (in prep) for NGC 6440D. We then
assumed simple binary models using the Pb, Ṗb(where
applicable), and T0,x values as determined in §3.3 to
create the binary-piecewise and long-term binary par
files. For the isolated par file, which only describes the
MSP’s spin, we simply removed the binary information.

3.5. Refining T0,x with TEMPO

As previously stated, the initial measurements of T0,x

do not always suffice to accurately describe the behav-

https://github.com/nanograv/PINT
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Figure 2. Each panel shows different measurements of time of periastron passage (T0) deviations over time for M28H as black
points. In panel (a), we show the ∆T0 values derived from the SPIDER_TWISTER values described in §3.1, and we overlay in orange
the predicted values from the phase-connected, BTX model described in §3.6. In panel (b), we show the ∆T0 values accounting
for BTX predictions, as well as a Gaussian process regression (GPR) to interpolate between the BTX-informed, T0 values and
the remaining SPIDER_TWISTER measurements. In panel (c), we show the remaining values set to those GPR predictions, as well
as a new regression to describe the updated measurements. This process still benefits from manual improvement to ensure ∆T0

is relatively smooth with time, and we show the resultant values and their errors in panel (d).
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ior of each piecewise group. In general, the processes
described in the following section are sufficient for cor-
recting the accuracy of each measurement to proceed
with the isolation steps. For Ter5P, as well as Rosen-
thal et al.’s (2024) work with Ter5A, though, we found
that the results of those processes were improved by first
refining the T0,x measurements that are used as inputs
by fitting T0 directly to the measured TOAs. To do
this, we used TEMPO7 and its TRACK capabilities to fit
the TOAs for T0,x in places where the value measured
via SPIDER_TWISTER was not sufficient. In some cases,
problematic TOAs that had made it through the initial
cleaning stage had caused the initial measurement to be
less accurate, while in others, a correction for an im-
proper phase wrap (i.e., pulse count) greatly improved
the measurement. The T0X values were then updated
in the binary-piecewise par file and used for the final
improvement steps.

3.6. Refining T0,x via BTX Information & Gaussian
Process Regression

To obtain T0,x measurements that were sufficient to
describe the local behavior of each group well, we im-
plemented a two-step process to enhance each value’s
accuracy. The first was to bring back some of the in-
formation that was discarded in creating the simple-
binary model. We used the orbital frequency deriva-
tives from the BTX solutions and phases from PINT’s
model.orbital_phase method to compute the orbital
period at the current T0,x for each group contained in
the original phase-connected solution (see panel (a) in
Figure 2). For systems where we assumed a constant or-
bital period, which are all but Ter5P and NGC 6440D,
this value did not change. These values were the driving
force behind the earlier solutions for describing the or-
bit at all points for that data, so naturally they locally
described the TOAs in those portions of our data to a
high degree of accuracy. We then updated the T0,x and
∆T0 values for this subset of the data.

The second step was to use our BTX derived T0,x val-
ues, the measured T0,x values for the remaining groups,
and both of their corresponding ∆T0 values as inputs to
train a Gaussian process regression (GPR; Rasmussen
& Williams 2006). We used the Matérn kernel imple-
mented in the scikit-learn package (Pedregosa et al.
2011) with an initial length scale of ℓ = 20, length scale
bounds from 1-104 d, and a white noise kernel with a
noise level of 1.5 s and noise bound from 10−2-102 s. We
used the GPR kernel to predict the T0,x values for the

7 https://tempo.sourceforge.net/

groups not set by the BTX model (see panel (b) in Fig-
ure 2), and we used these values to update each T0X
value for the piecewise groups (see panel (c) in Fig-
ure 2). While these values provided great improvement
on the accuracy of the T0,x measurements, the quality
of the initial measurements were not always such that
the GPR arrived at a value that properly described the
TOAs local behavior. In these cases, we visually in-
spected ∆T0 over time overlaid with the results of the
GPR. We exploited the fact that the variation in ∆T0

over time should be fairly smooth to determine the ad-
justments (ranging from only a few fractions of a second
up to a few 10s of seconds) to the T0,x value needed to
correct the local behavior of a group’s TOAs (see panel
(d) in Figure 2). After iteratively refining the GPR, we
updated the T0X values for the binary-piecewise model.

3.7. Isolating the MSP

With more refined measurements of T0,x, we removed
the short- and long-term characteristics of the binary to
place each MSP in ROI. For each group in each RB’s
binary-piecewise model, we first used PINT to fit the
simple-binary model for only T0,x to get its uncertainty
and, in a very small number of cases, updated the T0,x

measurement to further improve its accuracy. Next we
removed TOAs with orbital phases coincident with a
defined eclipse region as described by the simple-binary
model, giving us a set of non-eclipsed TOAs, ti. We
then computed the Roemer delays (∆R) at ti based on
the simple-binary model, and we created an identical set
of TOAs, t∆R,i, from which we then remove the Roemer
delay. We also needed to apply barycentric to topocen-
tric corrections (βi) to the predicted Roemer delays,
which requires corrections to ∆R for both ti and t∆R,i to
properly describe an isolated state. To do this we used
the simple binary model to compute corrections for the
∆R corresponding to ti, βt, and we used the isolated
model to compute corrections for the ∆R corresponding
to t∆R,i, β∆R

, as these TOAs are now in a form of isola-
tion. Using these two terms and ∆R, we then computed
a first-order correction that describes the barycentering
effects needed to remove the orbital timing delays from
each group, defined as:

βi = (βt − β∆R
)−∆R. (4)

We finally removed ∆R and βi from ti. The full sets of
TOAs including all of the above corrections then repre-
sent the MSP in a state of ROI described by the isolated
par file. Tests using simulated binary TOAs reveal that
we are able to remove orbital effects to better than 100 ns
using this technique.

https://tempo.sourceforge.net/
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Figure 3. Left: As in Figure 2, phase variations (∆T0) for each system over time using their final T0,x values. Note that
NGC 6440D and Ter5P are shown with their respective Ṗb’s removed. Right: Power Spectral Densities (PSD; grey points) of
the ∆T0s for each system from a Lomb-Scargle periodogram with an arbitrary normalization. In dark red we show the best fit
power-law to the frequencies between the dashed and dash-dotted lines. The γ values and their error for this fit are given in the
upper right of each plot. In red, we show a multi-variate gaussian sampling representing the error region of our fit.
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3.8. Fitting & Inflating Uncertainties

We performed our fitting for long-term timing param-
eters like the pulsar spin frequency, frequency deriva-
tive, position and proper motion, using PINT. Initially,
we use pintk – a GUI-based implementation of PINT–
with a Downhill weighted least-squares fitter (Susob-
hanan et al. 2024) to get a preliminary, long-term fit
as pintk allows for quick changes of various fitting pa-
rameters and TOA grouping. We included positions,
proper motion in right ascension, DM, frequency, and
various numbers of spin frequency derivatives in these
fits. Susobhanan et al. (2024) performed various noise
parameter tests that show the measured uncertainties on
TOAs via fitting algorithms are likely underestimated on
their own. They also added noise parameters to the PINT
Downhill fitter that can be used to inflate the uncertain-
ties to better describe the measured physical quantities
in the fit. We therefore added two fitted error factors
(EFACs) to our models – one for the incoherent data and
the other for the coherent data – to inflate the errors
from our initial fits. This inflation helps to compensate
for the systematics due to un-measured and un-modeled
DM effects caused by perturbations in the TOAs from
the ionized gas in these systems. We chose not to include
a fit for errors added in quadrature (e.g., EQUAD) as
it may not properly describe the white noise of the iso-
lated TOAs since the initial datasets are dominated by
systematics. We then used PINT to perform the final fit-
ting for each system, and we centered the epoch for our
measurement of the spin period and the positions along
our baseline.

4. RESULTS

4.1. Pulse Profiles

With the exception of Ter5ar, which is the most re-
cently discovered (see Figure 3 in Padmanabh et al.
2024), the previously published pulse profiles for these
RBs were only able to make use of the incoherent data
available at the time. Furthermore, the coherent data
for the Ter5 systems in this work were not analyzed
by Martsen et al. (2022) due to the general difficulty
in aligning and summing RB profiles – a process aided
here by our analysis of the binary orbits. We therefore
include summed pulse profiles derived from our coher-
ent dedispersion observations for each MSP in Figure 1.
Each profile is a sum of many tens to over 100 hours of
S-band, coherent-dedispersion data centered at 2 GHz.
Of note, we point out the secondary peak that can be
seen in the profile of Ter5P, and we also see a noticeably
sharper peak in the profile of Ter5P and Ter5ad than
that of their incoherent profile in Ransom et al. (2005)
and Hessels et al. (2006).

4.2. Phase Variations

The orbital variations and wander in RBs are a driv-
ing force of the systematics in the long-term solutions of
each system. Thus, we show in Figure 3 our final mea-
surements of T0,x for the five RBs and how they compare
to the value predicted by each simple-binary model over
the baseline of each system. These variations represent a
large portion of the orbital information removed by the
ROI technique. We also show the same variations for
Ter5P and NGC 6440D with the Ṗb removed in Figure
5. In §3, we outline how important accurate measure-
ments of T0,x are to effectively understanding these vari-
ations and performing subsequent timing; therefore, we
include all of the above measurements of T0,x in Table
1.

We also include the power spectral density (PSD) for
the T0 deviations for each system computed using a
Lomb-Scargle periodogram (Scargle 1982; Astropy Col-
laboration et al. 2013, 2018, 2022) in Figure 3. The
slope of these PSDs is the spectral index, γ, of the or-
bital phase variations, meaning it may contain informa-
tion relating to the underlying mechanisms that drive
change to the orbital period. Shown are the results of
power-law fits to the frequency bins between the bins
partially covariant with Ṗb and the bins associated with
white noise. The best-fit γ and its error are shown in
the upper right of each plot.

4.3. Long-term Timing Solutions

Timing residuals from our fully-phase-connected tim-
ing solutions for the spin behavior of each RB after per-
forming the ROI technique and fitting are shown in Fig-
ure 4. The resultant parameters for each system are
given in Tables 2 & 3. Despite the significant systemat-
ics posed by the orbit and circumbinary material, we are
still able to very accurately measure the spin properties
of the MSPs over nearly 20 years.

5. DISCUSSION

The success of the ROI technique in allowing for long-
term descriptions of MSP spin behavior marks a sig-
nificant step in the pursuit of timing pulsars in RBs
with dramatic orbital variations. Even in the presence
of large systematics, this novel method allows us to ac-
count for each MSP’s rotation over nearly 20 years.

5.1. Applegate Model Applied to Ter5P

The Applegate mechanism (Applegate 1992) is the
most common theory of how variations in a compan-
ion star can be used to describe periodic orbital varia-
tions in RBs and other compact binaries, and it has been
shown to describe at least one eclipsing MSP (e.g., PSR
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Figure 4. Timing residuals for the five RBs described in this work after applying the ROI technique. We note that the errors
shown here are our measured uncertainties from §3.7, not the inflated errors used to measure the spin properties in §3.8. Each
inset plot shows the same data, but with axes noting ±0.5 pulse phase to highlight how close to zero the residuals are.
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B1957+20, which has a ∆P/P = 1.6 × 10−7; Arzou-
manian et al. 1994; Applegate & Shaham 1994). In the
model, the gravitational quadropole moment of the com-
panion star can change, perhaps due to magnetic activ-
ity, and this can couple with the orbital period and give
rise to variations. Examining Figure 5a with the Ṗb re-
moved, it is possible that quasi-periodic oscillations con-
sistent with the Applegate mechanism might be present
in the observed variations of Ter5P. We fit a simple sine
wave to the portion of the data above MJD=57500,
and from this fit we derive a semi-amplitude of 22.4 s
and Pmod of ∼1033 d. Using Equation 38 in Applegate
(1992), this gives ∆P/P = 1.6 × 10−6. However, it is
clear that both the modulation amplitude and period
are not constant over the baseline of our observations.
It is also plausible that there are additional or even al-
ternative mechanisms (such as the quadrupole moment
of the gravity field of the pulsar’s companion) responsi-
ble for the variations that are seen here, especially since
we removed a large Ṗb value to uncover them. In any
case, this appears to be the first spider pulsar to show
many cycles of a quasi-periodic oscillation.

5.2. Timing Solutions

The small dispersion in each of the timing residuals
in Figure 4 shows that the noise in the orbits of these
system does not necessarily strongly affect the clock of
the MSP’s spin. Our data are well described by solu-
tions containing astrometry, as well as small numbers of
frequency derivatives – where derivatives after ḟ are ex-
pected due to the accelerations of the cluster (Phinney
1992, 1993; Freire et al. 2017; Prager et al. 2017). Some
of the variations present in the post-fit residuals are al-
most certainly a manifestation of T0,x values that are
still not yet accurate enough to describe the local solu-
tion (e.g., the TOAs around MJD∼56600 in M28H). It
is important to point out that variations caused by other
mechanisms are still present in these systems, though.
Small duration eclipses will cause issues with the TOAs
by affecting the DM value in that observation. Infalling
material can also cause a torque on the MSP’s magne-
tosphere that will affect the spin. These variations are
clear in the timing solution for Ter5P (the most dra-
matic around MJD∼59400), where efforts to further im-
prove the local variations as well as additional frequency
derivatives in the timing model failed to remove these
sharp features. Similar features are also seen in the long-
term timing solution of Ter5A (Rosenthal et al. 2024).
A torque from the material would affect the pulsar as a
second derivative change in rotational phase:

τ = I
d2ϕ

dt2
. (5)

These torques are likely present at small levels in all of
our timing solutions, but the exact magnitude and cause
of them likely varies greatly system to system. It is not
clear whether the torques would be caused by effects
from the companion or nearby stars.

5.3. Positions and Proper Motions

We fit for right ascension (α), declination (δ), and
the proper motion only in α (µα) in all analyses of the
isolated TOAs (see §3.8). Initial assessments of fits al-
lowing proper motion in δ (µδ) to vary yield nonsensical
measurements, likely due to the low ecliptic latitudes
|β| ≲ 3◦ of these globular clusters, where pulsar timing
has much less power measuring declination; therefore,
we include µδ as a fixed value of 0 in our fits. The
sensitivity to δ and by extension µδ in fits of long base-
line TOAs are inherently less precise than those of α

for these pulsars, and the large systematics imposed by
the phase variations compound to make measurements
of µδ exceedingly difficult. Future work and additional
observations could seek to improve upon this. It is also
important to note that the positions of the pulsars ana-
lyzed here were already precisely measured, so only one
iteration of the ROI technique was necessary. When us-
ing this technique to time newer and slower pulsars, the
process of the ROI technique would need to be iterated
if there is a significant position shift in the timing results
to redo the Solar System delay subtraction.

As a consistency check, we compare our positions to
those of both radio and X-ray positions for each system
where available. M28H has both radio and X-ray (Vur-
gun et al. 2022) positions. We cannot draw any conclu-
sions on the consistency with the cited positions as the
reported uncertainties are too small to be feasibly cor-
rect; however, our α and δ differ from the reported val-
ues of α = 18:24:31.61052125 & δ = −24:52:17.2268378
by only 0.7 and 760mas, respectively. Our values are
consistent within errors with the reported X-ray posi-
tions. Freire et al. (2008) reports radio-timing positions
of α = 17:48:51.64665(7) and δ = −20:21:07.414(18) for
NGC 6440D, and our δ value is entirely consistent with
that result. Our α is not consistent within errors, but
as was the case with M28H, our value differs by only
0.95 mas. Some of the systems in Ter5 have radio posi-
tions from Urquhart et al. (2020). Our measurement of
both α and δ for Ter5P and Ter5ar are consistent within
errors with the reported values (VLA5 and VLA38, re-
spectively). Ter5P and Ter5ad have X-ray postions from
Bogdanov et al. (2021) that are consistent within errors
with our measured values. Bahramian et al. (2020) re-
port positions for CXOU J174804.63−244645.2, which
Padmanabh et al. (2024) identified as being consistent
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Figure 5. Phase variation (∆T0) trends over time for Ter5P (left) and NGC 6440D (right) assuming a constant orbital period
(upper panels) and after the removal of the best-fit Ṗb (lower panels). Also shown in the bottom panels are Gaussian process
regressions to the measured T0,x values (note these values match those in Figure 3). The quasi-periodic oscillations described
in §5.1 for Ter5P are evident.

with Ter5ar. The positions we measure for Ter5ar are
not consistent within error with the reported values of
α = 17:48:04.63(13) and δ = −24:46:45.34(13); however,
the uncertainties are based off of source extraction via
centroiding that may not represent the uncertainties of
a dedicated measurement of the X-ray position. Given
that our measurements differ by only 10 and 530 mas
in α and δ, respectively, it is likely these values would
be consistent with uncertainties produced with Hong
et al.’s (2005) expression for 95% confidence error circles
such as those in Bogdanov et al. (2021).

Similarly, we compared our measured µα to those mea-
sured for each GC by Vasiliev & Baumgardt (2021) us-
ing Gaia. The reported values for M28, NGC 6440D,
and Ter5 are −0.278± 0.028, −1.187± 0.036, −1.989±
0.068mas yr−1, respectively. As shown in Tables 2 &
3, our measurements for NGC 6440D and Ter5ad are
consistent within errors with the reported values, while
our measurements for M28H, Ter5P, and Ter5ar are not.
These values are relatively reasonable given the proper
motions of stars in the cluster within an order of mag-
nitude or two, though, and our measurement for Ter5P
only differs by 0.189mas yr−1. As with µδ, our mea-
surements of µα are likely substantially affected by the
systematics of the phase variations. The relative close-
ness of our measurements are a sign that improvements
to the ROI technique in the future may yield accurate
µα measurements.

5.4. ROI Timing vs. Traditional Timing

In Figure 6 we show a comparison of our long-term
timing solution for NGC 6440D created via ROI and
the long-term timing solution from Ransom et al. (in
prep). The latter solution contains nine orbital fre-
quency derivatives conventionally used for timing. NGC
6440D is by many measures the most well-behaved of the
systems in our sample, having orbital variations with far
less drastic effects on the observations. The results of
both methods look to be nearly identical, which is a
useful check on the efficacy of the ROI technique.

We stress that this is not to say that conventional
timing techniques should not be used to derive long-
term solutions for RBs. Rather we highlight that for
systems with significant orbital variations there are use-
ful benefits that our technique provides over conven-
tional methods. Conventional-timing techniques neces-
sitate Pb and nine orbital frequency derivatives to de-
scribe the binary effects of NGC 6440D and the effects of
the cluster, whereas the ROI technique produces nearly
identical results with a simple model to remove binary
information entirely. Similarly, higher-order, orbital fre-
quency derivatives poorly predict orbital behavior in
large gaps between observations, while the stable spin
of the MSP – the connecting factor in our method – ex-
trapolates nicely over those same gaps. Thus, the ROI
technique produces nearly identical results by trading
orbital frequency derivatives for a number of individual,
well-measured T0,x values needed to accurately describe
the long-term timing behavior of the systems.
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Figure 6. Comparison of timing residuals obtained via the ROI technique (top) and those obtained using conventional timing
techniques (bottom). It is clear that these two methods yield nearly identical results.

5.5. Phase Variation Analyses

We analyze a small set of parameters to search for any
potential covariances that could yield insights into the
phase variations seen in RBs. First, we inspected our
γ values, by comparing them against the spin frequency
and period, Pb, and semi-major axis for each system.
We see no evidence of covariance in any of these pa-
rameters. However, as shown in the left panel of Figure
7, it is of note that our γ values are all greater than
those of the three systems presented in Thongmeearkom
et al. (2024), which have γ < −2.4, γ = −3.81+0.32

−0.48, and
γ < −5.4, but similar to the γ = −0.9 ± 0.2 for Ter5A
from Rosenthal et al. (2024). This may simply mean
that the observed variations in our systems may not ex-
ist in a power-law regime.

We also inspected the standard deviation of the phase
variations (σ∆T0

) as a fraction of the orbital period. This
experiment was to see if, fractionally, the observed vari-
ations were similar or if some systems have higher varia-
tions than others. In the four, rightmost plots of Figure
7, we show the fractional deviation (σ∆T0

/Pb) plotted
against spin frequency and period, Pb, and semi-major
axis. Immediately evident was the correlation σ∆T0/Pb

has with spin frequency (and inversely with spin period)
and potentially with the projected semi-major axis. Al-
though there is more noise in the trend, it is clear that,
as the binary distance tightens, the fractional deviation
in the phase variations becomes less drastic. The near
direct relationship with spin frequency is certainly the
most striking.

It is unclear what the physical mechanism for this re-
lationship would be. Younger MSPs that have just been
spun up by their binary companion may have the fastest
spins and be closer to the point where they overflowed
their Roche lobe to contribute the material for spinning
up the pulsar. This could mean more material would be
present to perturb the system, more interactions would
be taking place as the pulsar finishes its spin up, or both.
Older and slower MSPs would be then be farther from
this evolutionary stage and more settled, and thus may
not be prone to large variations. Owing to the precise
nature of the ROI technique, it is possible that this is
a manifestation of the sensitivity of our T0,x measure-
ments, where the more rapidly a system is rotating, the
more accurate the values of T0,x need to be. Future long-
term studies of these systems may be able to disentan-
gle the physical reasoning behind these strong trends,
assuming they are not byproducts of small statistics.

5.6. Mitigating Systematics in the Future

As has been mentioned throughout the text, there are
systematics present in these datasets that serve as con-
taminants. We are able to remove a good portion of
them through the ROI technique; however, it is not to be
assumed that all systematics have been removed at this
point. While it is likely not possible to account for every
variation caused by the eclipses, gas in the system, or
any torques imposed by accreted material, finding more
ways to even further improve the T0,x measurement for
a piecewise group can in fact go a long way to mitigate
local systematics. One simple addition to the ROI tech-
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Figure 7. Left: All currently measured γ values for RBs. Values from this work are shown in blue, the value for Ter5A from
Rosenthal et al. (2024) is shown in green, and the three values from Thongmeearkom et al. (2024) are shown in pink. Upper
limits are plotted as triangles. Right: The fractional deviation of the five RBs described here, as well as Ter5A, plotted against
spin period (upper left), spin frequency (upper right), orbital period (bottom left), and projected semi-major axis (bottom right).
Values for Ter5A come from analysis presented in Rosenthal et al. (2024). Also plotted as a solid line is a linear regression fit for
the strong correlation seen with spin frequency and the weaker one with projected semi-major axis, as well as the regression’s
r2 and p-values. The light-gray, dashed lines in each plot show the one-to-one line for that variable.

nique for future studies could be to implement a simple
routine that finds a T0,x that both minimizes the disper-
sion of TOAs in post-fit phase and keeps the group close
to a long-term trend line of the isolated TOAs. We also
reiterate that our analysis was conducted using time-
series data, as it keeps the problem at hand far simpler
to address. Future studies will be able to leverage the
multi-frequency information of raw data to account for
DM variations and delays in certain observations. These
variations are likely some of the largest contaminants to
measurements of T0,x, and our analysis of the time-series
data only removes a small fraction of them by removing
TOAs near the eclipse.

6. SUMMARY

We have presented a novel technique for “isolating” the
underlying MSP clock in binaries with dramatic orbital
variations by removing the timing delays from the bi-
nary orbit and fitting local variations in the TOAs. This
technique allows for phase connection over baselines that

far surpass those of the initial solutions containing bi-
nary information. We used this technique to get timing
solutions for five RB systems found in three GCs span-
ning almost two decades. The results of our solutions
derived from isolated TOAs are consistent with those
derived from conventional timing techniques for GC pul-
sars, meaning this is an effective alternative for systems
that show large phase variations. Variations seen in the
five systems we investigated show the broad spectrum
of systematics present in RBs, ranging from relatively
well behaved (e.g., NGC 6440D) to quasi-periodic (e.g,
Ter5P) to unpredictable (e.g, M28H & Ter5ar). An anal-
ysis of Ter5P shows that it is possible that its oscil-
lations arise from the Appelgate mechanism; however,
the changing nature of the oscillations may necessitate
additional or alternative mechanisms to fully describe
the phase variations. A striking correlation exists be-
tween the standard deviation of a system’s variations as
a fraction of its orbital period and its spin frequency.
Whether this is a probe of the MSPs age since being
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spun up, the inherent susceptibility of an MSP to per-
turbations based on its spin, or even just a manifes-
tation of the need for duly accurate measurements of
phase, it is clear that future studies of RBs will need to
continue this investigation. The nature of RB timing is
riddled with pervasive systematics that limit our ability
to describe these systems in ways other MSP binaries
can be over similar baselines. With refinement to the
ROI technique, multi-frequency information, and more
systems with long baselines, though, it is still possible
to investigate interesting physics problems with these
unique binaries.
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APPENDIX

A. DYNAMICAL CONSIDERATIONS

In this work, we have assumed that the dominant systematic in our timing analysis is changes to the time of periastron
passage (i.e., ∆T0). Empirically, this assumption yields good results, and the addition of DM effect modeling in future
implementations will further improve the method’s performance. However, from a dynamics perspective, it is unclear
if ∆T0 can be the sole orbital element responsible for observed timing variations. In the text that follows, we outline
some dynamical considerations that could be useful in investigating this further. For additional commentary detailing
how some equations here relate to studies of MSPs in GCs, see Prager (2017) when they are originally presented.

A.1. Relating T0 to Pb & Ṗb

For investigations of the orbital period, we relate changes in orbital phase to changes in T0 as follows:

∆ϕ = n∆T0 =
2π

Pb
∆T0, (A1)

where n is the orbital frequency (n = 2π/Pb). When considering a changing orbital period, we can similarly express
the change in orbital phase in terms of:

∆ϕ =
1

2
ṅ∆t2 =

−πṖb

P 2
b

(∆t)
2
, (A2)

which relates relates the characteristic change in Pb to the observed T0 wander over the timescale ∆t through

∆Pb

Pb
∼ 2

∆T0

∆t
. (A3)

The characteristic orbital period derivative is then:

Ṗb ≃ ∆Pb

∆t
= 2Pb

∆T0

(∆t)
2 . (A4)

A.2. Relating T0 to x

For our analyses, we assumed that the semi-major axis is constant over the duration of our baseline, attributing all
orbital changes to the time of periastron passage, T0. For investigations interested in exploring this assumption, we
give a relationship between the T0 and the projected-semi-major axis, x. From Kepler’s third law, the shrinking of the
pulsar orbit by gravitational wave damping relates the change in x to Pb as:

ẋ

x
=

2

3

Ṗb

Pb
. (A5)

Replacing Ṗb with the result of Equation A4, this becomes:

ẋ =
4

3
x
∆T0

(∆t)
2 . (A6)

Similarly to Ṗb, the characteristic change in x is then:

ẋ =
4

3
x
∆T0

(∆t)
2 ≃ ∆x

∆t
. (A7)

Rearranging Equation A7, we get the relationship:

∆T0 ≃ 3

4

∆t

x
∆x. (A8)
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B. SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES

Included here are tables for data and fits used throughout the text. In Table 1 we provide the T0,x values used for
our binary-piecewise groups. These values are by no means final for any one group, as improvement in the accuracy
of these values is an ever-ongoing process. They should be taken as a more-refined starting place for future analyses
of these sytems. In Tables 2 and 3 we provide all of the binary information used to remove the orbital timing delays
from each system as well as the parameters from out timing models of the spin behaviors.
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Table 1. The final measurements of T0,x used in constructing the
piecewise-continuous groups for each system.

Group M28H NGC 6440D Ter5P Ter5ad Ter5ar
# T0 [MJD] T0 [MJD] T0 [MJD] T0 [MJD] T0 [MJD]

1 53629.9385207(54) 53478.316129(25) 53204.18393645(17) 53252.23546037(89) 53205.2380510(25)
2 53651.254881(15) 53483.179297(65) 53227.39148316(39) 53320.0901308(32) 53206.26472831(87)
3 53707.8084219(91) 53489.47281(14) 53282.1468202(12) 53379.189373(13) 53216.01816206(60)
4 53739.130384(38) 53679.99454845(94) 53378.9659555(14) 53435.005329(14) 53227.3116125(11)
5 53753.9213147(12) 53681.7109605(15) 53415.22782516(67) 53457.98837(14) 53229.3649678(18)
6 53755.66142441(40) 53681.9970292(34) 53439.1606633(14) 53474.404824(18) 53320.22591517(53)
7 53756.9665067(91) 53683.7134413(18) 53459.1046954(14) 53495.1990014(10) 53379.7732062(12)
8 53757.8365616(17) 53685.7159220(16) 53475.0599204(36) 53500.6711532(16) 53414.68023902(50)
9 53759.141644(34) 53687.718403(22) 53493.55347757(39) 53579.4701322(44) 53434.7004489(65)
10 53781.76307(11) 53690.8651583(19) 53496.0918081(11) 53601.3587350(14) 53438.80715862(55)
11 53832.6613151(60) 53696.0143945(81) 53500.44323289(24) 53625.4361957(17) 53458.82736894(93)
12 53844.407066(61) 53709.745691(40) 53506.60775125(21) 53637.474927(36) 53474.227529(17)
13 53872.683875(37) 53709.745691(37) 53520.02464341(23) 53637.474927(18) 53493.73439988(96)
14 53902.26577032(74) 53740.6411085(32) 53526.55177969(20) 53659.3635263(19) 53496.30109(45)
15 53932.28269427(72) 53801.287669(62) 53553.38555898(27) 53679.0632656(20) 53501.43448085(78)
16 53962.2996186(11) 53801.573737(28) 53579.8567112(11) 53703.1407239(22) 53506.5678671(16)
17 53987.96626479(88) 53833.3273607(56) 53601.25119817(40) 53769.9009444(12) 53507.5945451(28)
18 54052.78542310(77) 53833.6134294(31) 53625.18400663(33) 53803.8282678(13) 53526.5880762(13)
19 54074.9718466(11) 53843.3397645(39) 53638.6008805(18) 53804.9226976(22) 53533.77481757(78)
20 54079.75715425(75) 53865.367053(39) 53659.63273154(84) 53806.017127(11) 53554.30836398(40)
21 54114.5593874(23) 53895.11820(34) 53679.57672240(44) 53810.394847(29) 53579.461957(13)
22 54144.57631255(78) 53895.4042642(11) 53703.50950421(20) 53814.7725655(12) 53602.0488562(37)
23 54169.807929(43) 53920.2922392(15) 53769.86854919(16) 54016.1476506(15) 53625.14909317(57)
24 54202.4350143(10) 53955.1926179(84) 53803.59198568(20) 54074.1524401(18) 53625.66243175(64)
25 54386.88664719(84) 53980.9387988(51) 53804.67983887(39) 54138.7238191(21) 53639.0092353(12)
26 54405.1577859(65) 53981.2248674(25) 53805.76769160(20) 54194.5397633(38) 53660.05611565(62)
27 54465.19152(18) 54010.976010(14) 53811.20695520(65) 54500.9803277(11) 53679.04964135(67)
28 54520.004932(11) 54010.97601(16) 53815.19574799(34) 54556.796287(22) 53703.17655098(73)
29 54574.38333165(93) 54050.7395554(32) 53819.54715879(16) 54625.745400(11) 53769.9105473(44)
30 54632.2419688(18) 54093.6498562(58) 53830.78830373(76) 55058.0451269(12) 53804.8175548(19)
31 54715.3322170(31) 54095.6523369(35) 53896.42208417(51) 55136.8440094(81) 53805.3308931(80)
32 54773.1908713(95) 54098.7990923(55) 53957.34184827(28) 55423.5842712(30) 53805.84423(11)
33 54871.0720237(86) 54099.6572983(38) 54016.08591876(19) 55496.9109732(70) 53811.4909528(27)
34 54957.6424492(38) 54099.657298(14) 54018.62424305(94) 56028.803303(13) 53815.59765935(46)
35 55048.5631694(75) 54148.5750408(15) 54074.46738141(38) 56207.1949872(16) 53819.70436542(79)
36 55625.4094764(43) 54153.438208(24) 54138.65073591(29) 56588.0557186(48) 53829.97113088(95)
37 55664.56195259(61) 54160.5899248(34) 54194.49388733(47) 56745.6533882(18) 53897.2184807(26)
38 55833.7876745(14) 54187.480380(34) 54380.15431237(37) 56778.4862517(19) 53957.27904429(98)
39 55932.5389399(19) 54383.723481(18) 54438.53583792(23) 57026.9214416(40) 54016.31291936(65)
40 56026.5048941(99) 54388.872716(97) 54500.90618449(26) 57118.853363(42) 54017.339595(20)
41 56032.5952797(13) 54390.8751970(34) 54557.11203850(57) 57388.0825864(73) 54074.8334548(22)
42 56298.8320989(10) 54398.8851194(28) 54626.37216650(15) 57770.0376157(17) 54139.00072730(58)
43 56390.62289484(77) 54402.0318746(98) 55057.88815504(46) 57791.9261454(15) 54438.7902578(11)
44 56397.5833346(12) 54404.606492(35) 55136.93909113(38) 58113.6875807(49) 54500.9041975(31)
45 56418.4646542(21) 54406.0368357(75) 55423.04502125(36) 58215.469372(10) 54557.371412(14)
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46 56421.5098467(85) 54408.897522(11) 55496.65645520(22) 58320.5344765(64) 54627.18543776(44)
47 56443.2612220(43) 54416.907445(11) 55614.50729843(35) 58385.1057517(27) 55058.389480(10)
48 56471.102983(20) 54419.7681312(71) 55653.30743345(13) 58676.2238832(41) 55137.95685828(45)
49 56479.36850580(72) 54463.5366351(17) 55743.23673378(17) 59037.3857265(58) 55423.3726304(14)
50 56738.6449081(70) 54714.9909962(15) 55829.90249209(13) 59146.828722(66) 55473.16638388(77)
51 56759.5262106(42) 55144.666093(59) 55931.435715350(52) 59317.5597674(69) 55496.7799150(69)
52 56837.39614888(80) 55336.3320909(47) 56023.178350109(53) 59351.4870831(14) 55614.8475620(14)
53 56956.1586525(39) 55489.950956(25) 56028.25501932(28) 59362.4313778(11) 55653.3478840(38)
54 57137.5650962(27) 55625.5474924(31) 56113.107928159(62) 59565.9952139(16) 55744.2086697(10)
55 57172.36728814(36) 55743.979907(30) 56206.663658990(57) 59599.9225153(11) 55829.93609672(77)
56 57186.2881646(17) 55833.805455(24) 56299.49408154(13) 59644.7941078(12) 55931.5769912(83)
57 57187.158219(59) 56026.3296321(39) 56389.42339918(15) 59814.4306563(16) 56023.46444506(70)
58 57261.98292717(47) 56111.2920066(65) 56399.21408991(27) 59947.9510930(19) 56112.78521260(35)
59 57297.2201417(17) 56207.697123(23) 56474.2760313(14) 56299.6402657(27)
60 57333.76243713(41) 56298.3808647(18) 56587.77551551(17) 56389.4744682(18)
61 57382.9205236(13) 56390.494948(27) 56671.54035858(18) 56587.62313967(64)
62 57482.97680593(53) 56397.3605938(19) 56742.25094883(10) 56671.29733409(34)
63 57574.332557(16) 56479.1762070(18) 56745.151897270(95) 56745.2180710(28)
64 58034.5917351(20) 56565.8549853(24) 56778.150170296(93) 56778.07171593(69)
65 58224.263641(60) 56668.5536037(44) 56787.2156265(31) 56838.1322731(19)
66 58313.009213(11) 56738.354336(18) 56837.98220724(13) 56941.8265555(32)
67 58320.8397053(16) 56781.2646226(25) 56941.691102344(90) 56943.8799059(11)
68 58401.7547898(19) 56837.0479954(15) 56943.86681720(26) 57026.527250(36)
69 58937.2735506(36) 56955.7664570(40) 57026.54389180(17) 57119.44131923(56)
70 59029.4994048(23) 56957.7689371(31) 57119.37433252(49) 57209.2754125(11)
71 59156.96251753(89) 57055.6043941(16) 57209.30382670(15) 57299.62286626(52)
72 59255.71383447(71) 57137.133943(18) 57299.595923627(66) 57387.4036938(42)
73 60084.4415596(26) 57224.0987970(19) 57306.12306245(14) 57573.2320873(19)
74 57382.580804(12) 57387.712290037(85) 57769.32723824(31)
75 57480.4162691(17) 57573.01043610(22) 57791.400786(10)
76 57482.4187494(17) 57769.54961759(21) 57875.0749152(29)
77 57571.958225(19) 57791.66932139(23) 58030.6163945(21)
78 57779.357971(28) 57875.07145397(13) 58113.77717324(39)
79 58127.503465(12) 58030.99724588(19) 58305.2522899(10)
80 58224.480718(10) 58113.67431029(38) 58320.1390987(16)
81 58385.8233995(14) 58305.1372071(12) 58412.5399472(14)
82 58386.9676739(16) 58384.9134355(16) 58491.593995(11)
83 58496.8180077(23) 58412.8351305(14) 58582.45486735(75)
84 58582.352511(19) 58582.1782558(12) 58675.8824303(18)
85 58585.4992656(36) 58933.19292746(61) 58753.9098546(79)
86 58586.357471(23) 59020.94654577(18) 58844.7707124(12)
87 58668.17308301(75) 59036.90176275(19) 59020.84561611(69)
88 58754.851860(46) 59076.06457880(74) 59037.27243050(41)
89 58760.859300(72) 59351.29256505(59) 59075.77276022(81)
90 58846.6798719(48) 59565.6005516(11) 59146.6133467(18)
91 58937.3636098(19) 59599.68674527(20) 59246.71413578(97)
92 59029.1916226(28) 59644.28887715(32) 59317.5547223(18)
93 59264.3399930(18) 59705.2088602(36) 59351.43499999(36)
94 59325.5586680(37) 59947.43818330(32) 59362.2150910(84)
95 59325.5586680(24) 60110.97913770(26) 59565.4968589(40)
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96 59454.003456(10) 59599.3771697(16)
97 59604.76158787(98) 59644.55092666(54)
98 59640.5201577(16) 59705.124824(25)
99 59700.308487(29) 59813.9523949(92)
100 59893.976925(16) 59947.4203255(39)
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Table 2. Timing Parameters for the Ter5 RBs.

Parameter Ter5P Ter5ad Ter5ar

Pulsar Name . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . PSR J1748−2446P PSR J1748−2446ad PSR J1748−2446ar

Data Reduction

Span of Timing Data (MJD) . . . . . . . 53204−60111 53320−59948 53193−59948
Number of TOAs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1536 388 495
RMS TOA Residual (µs) . . . . . . . . . . . 40.7 31.4 66.5
Reduced χ2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.01 1.03 1.02
EFAC for incoherent data . . . . . . . . . . 2.52 2.65 3.47
EFAC for coherent data . . . . . . . . . . . . 5.79 4.07 4.86

Timing Parameters

Right Ascension (RA, J2000) . . . . . . . 17h 48m 05.s03815(7) 17h 48m 03.s8479(1) 17h 48m 04.s6196(2)

Declination (DEC, J2000) . . . . . . . . . . −24◦ 46′ 41.′′29(3) −24◦ 46′ 41.′′84(5) −24◦ 46′ 45.′′87(8)

Proper Motion in RA (mas yr−1) . . . −1.8(1) −2.2(2) 0.3(3)

Pulsar Spin Period (ms) . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.72861982757976(9) 1.3959548139683(1) 1.9528106824465(3)

Pulsar Spin Frequency (Hz) . . . . . . . . 578.49619913252(3) 716.35556537627(6) 512.08240972300(8)

Spin Frequency Derivative (Hz s−1) −8.66271(8)× 10−14 1.74117(6)× 10−14 6.76849(7)× 10−14

Frequency 2nd Derivative (Hz s−2) 4(2)× 10−26 −4(2)× 10−27 −1.82(3)× 10−25

Frequency 3rd Derivative (Hz s−3) . −2.5(2)× 10−33 − −
Frequency 4th Derivative (Hz s−4) . −4.3(1)× 10−41 − −
Reference Epoch (PEPOCH, MJD) . 56657.660271337430459 56633.74460856008227 56570.518685778268264
Dispersion Measure (DM, pc cm−3) 238.71(1) 235.63(2) 238.66(1)

DM Derivative (pc cm−3 yr−1) . . . . . −0.007(1) −0.009(2) −0.001(1)

Orbital Parameters

Orbital Period (days) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.362618545(8) 1.09442881(5) 0.513338066(9)

Orbital Period Derivative . . . . . . . . . . 1.38(8)× 10−10 0.0(0) 0.0(0)

Projected Semi-Major Axis (lt-s) . . . 1.271836(1) 1.102814(3) 1.498546(4)

Ref. Epoch of Periastron (T0, MJD) 53800.32842747(6) 53318.995701960084(6) 53495.2744166(2)

Derived Parameters

Mass Function (M⊙) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.01679872(5) 0.001202305(9) 0.0137115(1)

Min Companion Mass (M⊙) . . . . . . . . ≥ 0.38 ≥ 0.14 ≥ 0.35

Note—Numbers in parentheses represent 1-σ uncertainties in the last digit as determined by TEMPO, PINT, or via standard
error propagation. The timing solutions used the DE440 Solar System Ephemeris and times are all in Barycentric
Dynamical Time (TDB), referenced to TT(BIPM2021). The eccentricity and longitude of periastron, ω, for each of
the binaries were each assumed to be zero. Minimum companion masses were calculated assuming a pulsar mass of
1.4M⊙.
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Table 3. Timing Parameters for M28H and NGC 6440D.

Parameter M28H NGC6440D

Pulsar Name . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . PSR J1824−2452H PSR J1748−2021D

Data Reduction

Span of Timing Data (MJD) . . . . . . . 53629−60084 53478−59894
Number of TOAs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 866 574
RMS TOA Residual (µs) . . . . . . . . . . . 46.1 31.9
Reduced χ2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.01 1.02
EFAC for incoherent data . . . . . . . . . . 2.75 1.47
EFAC for coherent data . . . . . . . . . . . . 7.37 1.32

Timing Parameters

Right Ascension (RA, J2000) . . . . . . . 18h 24m 31.s6098(2) 17h 48m 51.s6457(1)

Declination (DEC, J2000) . . . . . . . . . . −24◦ 52′ 17.′′15(4) −20◦ 21′ 07.′′41(2)

Proper Motion in RA (mas yr−1) . . . −1.1(3) −1.4(2)

Pulsar Spin Period (ms) . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.6294137643019(6) 13.4958205400413(8)

Pulsar Spin Frequency (Hz) . . . . . . . . 216.01007188235(3) 74.097013740888(5)

Spin Frequency Derivative (Hz s−1) −3.6139(2)× 10−15 −3.22033(1)× 10−15

Frequency 2nd Derivative (Hz s−2) −8(9)× 10−28 5(2)× 10−28

Reference Epoch (PEPOCH, MJD) . 56856.714649097440997 56686.128079588925175
Dispersion Measure (DM, pc cm−3) 121.38(2) 224.999(6)

DM Derivative (pc cm−3 yr−1) . . . . . 0.014(3) −0.004(1)

Orbital Parameters

Orbital Period (days) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.43502746(1) 0.2860686141(6)

Orbital Period Derivative . . . . . . . . . . 0.0(0) −1.7(1)× 10−11

Projected Semi-Major Axis (lt-s) . . . 0.719473(4) 0.397212(1)

Ref. Epoch of Periastron (T0, MJD) 53755.2263970(4) 56479.176207(1)

Derived Parameters

Mass Function (M⊙) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.00211297(3) 0.000822259(9)

Min Companion Mass (M⊙) . . . . . . . . ≥ 0.17 ≥ 0.12

Note—Numbers in parentheses represent 1-σ uncertainties in the last digit as determined by
TEMPO, PINT, or via standard error propagation. The timing solutions used the DE440 Solar
System Ephemeris and times are all in Barycentric Dynamical Time (TDB), referenced to
TT(BIPM2021). The eccentricity and longitude of periastron, ω, for each of the binaries
were each assumed to be zero. Minimum companion masses were calculated assuming a
pulsar mass of 1.4M⊙.
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