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ABSTRACT

The first generation of transiting planet searches in globular clusters yielded no detections, and
in hindsight, only placed occurrence rate limits slightly higher than the measured occurrence rate
in the higher-metallicity Galactic thick disk. To improve these limits, we present the first results
of a new wide field search for transiting hot Jupiters in the globular cluster 47 Tucanae. We have
observed 47 Tuc as part of the Multiband Imaging Survey for High-Alpha Planets (MISHAPS). Using
24 partial and full nights of observations taken with the Dark Energy Camera on the 4-m Blanco
telescope at CTIO, we perform a search on 19,930 stars in the outer regions of the cluster. Though
we find no clear planet detections, by combining our result with the upper limit enabled by Gilliland
et al.’s (2000) Hubble search for planets around an independent sample of 34,091 stars in the inner
cluster, we place the strongest limit to date on hot Jupiters with periods of 0.8 < P < 8.3 days and
0.5 Ryup < Rp < 2.0 Ryyp of fuy < 0.11%, a factor of ~4 below the occurrence rate in the Kepler
field. Our search found 35 transiting planet candidates, though we are ultimately able to rule out each
without follow-up observations. We also found 4 eclipsing binaries, including 3 previously-uncataloged
detached eclipsing binary stars.

Keywords: Exoplanet astronomy — Transit photometry — Hot Jupiters — Globular star clusters

1. INTRODUCTION Though giant planet formation rates have been found

to correlate with [Fe/H] (e.g., Gonzalez 1997; Santos

et al. 2004; Fischer & Valenti 2005; Johnson et al. 2010),

crisp.92@osu.edu the specific elements responsible for the correlation have
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largely been unresolved. Volatiles and silicates are ex-
pected to be crucial ingredients for giant planet forma-
tion, because the silicate dust grains in protoplanetary
disks provide surfaces for the more abundant volatiles
to stick to, forming planetesimals (Pontoppidan et al.
2014; Oberg & Bergin 2021; Nielsen et al. 2023). Beyond
the ice line, these volatiles likely make up the major-
ity of the protoplanetary disk’s solid mass. These com-
pounds largely consist of a-elements — elements formed
in a-capture reactions — such as oxygen, silicon, and
magnesium, suggesting that the a-abundance, [o/H] =
[Fe/H] + [a/Fe], may influence planet occurrence rates
more than [Fe/H]. However, our current sample of gi-
ant planet hosts prevents us from disentangling a rela-
tionship. Many come from Kepler and TESS, whose
targets primarily lie within the high-[Fe/H], low-[a/Fe]
thin disk (Bensby et al. 2003, 2005; Reddy et al. 2006;
Guo et al. 2017; Weinberg et al. 2019; Griffith et al.
2021). Past observational limits for ground-based radial
velocity and transit searches have similarly limited our
sample to primarily disk stars. Some analyses of low-
[Fe/H], high-[a/Fe] subsamples of stars in the Galactic
thick disk such as Adibekyan et al. (2012a,b) have found
higher numbers of giant planets than are predicted by a
[Fe/H] dependence, which could potentially be explained
by the relative a-enhancement. However, the bias of our
giant planet sample towards disk stars prevents us from
determining a conclusive explanation for this surplus:
we lack observations in the full [a/Fe]-[Fe/H] parameter
space, particularly in high-[Fe/H], high-[a/Fe] popula-
tions (e.g., Wilson et al. 2022).

Some populations that can potentially be used to sep-
arate the influences of different elements are the stars
of globular clusters. Their relatively low metallicities
should hinder giant planet formation if it is dependent
on only [Fe/H] or other products of Type Ia nucleosyn-
thesis. But, if any giant planets were to be found, it
could indicate that their enhanced a-abundances may
compensate for their low metallicity.

Additionally, globular clusters allow us to search for
planets in dense stellar environments — a region of pa-
rameter space that is largely unexplored. This parame-
ter space is complicated by some theoretical uncertainty:
we don’t yet know if, e.g., the gravitational interactions
produced by these dense fields would inhibit or enhance
hot Jupiter formation. Hamers & Tremaine (2017) posit
that only the densest core regions of the clusters would
eject all planets, and Winter et al. (2020) suggest that
the gravitational perturbations in dense fields may initi-
ate planet-planet scattering that actually enhances hot
Jupiter formation. Other studies suggest that condi-
tions in globular clusters beyond gravitational effects

may adversely affect the likelihood of planet formation.
Thompson (2013) theorizes that because dense regions
such as globular clusters tend to form in hot starbursts,
the high temperatures may evaporate the protoplane-
tary disks more quickly than giant planets can form.
Further, Lee & Hopkins (2020) find that the ambient ra-
diation in star forming regions is extremely high, which
could have yet-uncharacterized effects on planet forma-
tion, such as potentially eliminating ice lines in the pro-
toplanetary disks entirely. Thus, tighter observational
constraints on planet occurrence rates in extreme envi-
ronments are needed to constrain these seemingly con-
tradictory theories.

To date, planet searches of globular clusters have re-
sulted in one successful detection in M4: a roughly 1.18
Rjyyp planet orbiting the millisecond pulsar PSR B1620-
26 (Richer et al. 2003). Its location towards the core
of M4 implies that planet formation in clusters may
still be possible, despite their complex stellar dynam-
ics (Fregeau et al. 2006). Other studies suggest it may
indicate that — though globular clusters may have too
low a metallicity for typical giant planet formation —
they may be suitable for forming planets from super-
nova fall-back (e.g., Beer et al. 2004; Sigurdsson et al.
2008). However, no searches for globular cluster planets
orbiting normal main sequence or giant stars have suc-
cessfully discovered a planet, including a further search
of M4 using K2 data (Wallace et al. 2020), which was
limited to only ~4,000 distinguishable stars due to Ke-
pler’s 4” /px resolution.

These unsuccessful searches include surveys of 47 Tu-
canae and w Centauri, some of the most massive and
closest clusters to Earth. 47 Tuc in particular has been
promoted as a potential planet-hosting cluster, as analy-
ses of pulsar planet dynamics such as Sigurdsson (1992)
place its density in a dynamical sweet spot where a gi-
ant planet could form from supernova ejecta remaining
around a pulsar before the material is disrupted by stel-
lar interactions. Three different studies, inluding two
surveys, have therefore assessed 47 Tuc’s planet-hosting
abilities (Gilliland et al. 2000; Weldrake et al. 2005; Ma-
suda & Winn 2017). w Cen was searched by Weldrake
et al. (2008), which analyzed ~31,000 main sequence
stars in the cluster, finding no planets. An additional
survey by Nascimbeni et al. (2012) analyzed over 5,000
lightcurves from HST observations of another globular
cluster, NGC 6397, focusing particularly on a sample of
2,215 M-dwarfs, and again found no planets.

Surveys of 47 Tuc began with an HST search by
Gilliland et al. (2000) (hereafter G00). Using the ac-
cepted hot Jupiter occurrence rate in the solar neighbor-
hood for the time — 0.8-1.0% — they expected to find
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~17 planets in their observations. However, despite tak-
ing 8.3 days of near-continuous data for ~34,000 stars,
they observed no statistically significant transit events.
In a later re-analysis using a simulated stellar sample
based on giant planet hosting stars in the Kepler sam-
ple, Masuda & Winn (2017) (hereafter MW17) find that,
if the occurrence rate of hot Jupiters in 47 Tuc was to
match that of Kepler field stars, accounting for the host-
mass dependence of giant planet occurrence rate (John-
son et al. 2010), GO0 could only have expected to find
~2 planets in their sample of 34,000 stars, with a ~15%
chance of finding no planets. Thus, the null result of the
GO0 survey is less statistically significant than initially
thought.

Weldrake et al. (2005) (hereafter W05) followed-up the
GO0 survey with a 33-night ground-based search using
the Australian National University 40 inch Telescope.
To complement the GO0 search, which focused more on
the core of the cluster, this survey focused on ~22,000
stars in the outskirts of the cluster. Using Monte Carlo
simulations, they expected to find ~7 planets in their
data if the occurrence rate was 0.8%, and still found
none.

With the results of these surveys in mind, we have ob-
served 47 Tuc as part of the Multiband Imaging Survey
for High-Alpha PlanetS (MISHAPS) to set more strin-
gent limits on globular cluster planet occurrence rates
and test the effects of a-abundance on giant planet for-
mation. In this paper, we present the first results of
our search of 19,930 47 Tuc stars using the Dark Energy
Camera. The structure of the paper is as follows. In
Section 2, we provide an overview of the MISHAPS sur-
vey design and observations. In Section 3, we describe
how we extract and calibrate our photometry, and char-
acterize our stellar sample. In Section 4, we discuss the
timeseries analysis of our data, including de-trending
lightcurves. In Section 5, we describe our transit injec-
tions, transit search, efficiency calculations, and vetting
process. In Section 6, we discuss the planet candidates
found in the search and our rejection process. In Sec-
tion 7, we place a new upper limit on our estimate of
the hot Jupiter occurrence rate in 47 Tuc. We discuss
our results in Section 8 and give conclusions in Section

9.

2. SURVEY DESIGN & OBSERVATIONS
2.1. Survey Design

Motivated by MW17, our goals are to place stronger
constraints on the occurrence rate than G00’s observa-
tions allow, and to conclusively rule out an occurrence
rate equal to that in the Kepler field (average [M/H]=-
0.04540.009, e.g., Guo et al. (2017)).

MISHAPS uses the Dark Energy Camera (DECam)
on the 4-m Victor M. Blanco telescope at Cerro-Tololo
Interamerican Observatory to perform a high-cadence,
wide-field survey of 47 Tuc and other a-enhanced fields
to search for transiting planets. DECam’s wide field of
view and the Blanco’s 4-m diameter allow us to pur-
sue an alternative strategy to most transiting planet
searches that have relied in part on covering multiple
transits and folding to increase the signal-to-noise ra-
tio (S/N) above a detection threshold. Instead, the
Blanco’s aperture enables a clear detection of a Jupiter-
radius planet’s transit over ~5 magnitudes of the 47 Tuc
main sequence. We therefore planned a small survey
(~7 nights) to search for single full or partial transits
on a larger sample of stars than either GO0 or WO05.
Without the necessity of multiple transit detections, the
detection probability for short-period planets is there-
fore ~10’s of percent for even 7 nights of data. With
the expectation that the number of planet candidates
we would find would be small, and that the quality of
data would allow many EB false positives to be rejected
from survey data alone, we anticipated that the number
of targets that required follow-up would be small. For
those that did, an estimate of the orbital period from
a single transit would limit the amount of observations
needed to recover a second transit and measure a pe-
riod (e.g., Seager & Mallén-Ornelas 2003; Yee & Gaudi
2008; Villanueva et al. 2019).

We selected DECam for its size, photometric preci-
sion, near-infrared z—band sensitivity, and low over-
head. DECam consists of 62 deep-depletion science
CCDs, each of which has a size of 2048x4096 px for
a total of 520 Mpx (Honscheid & DePoy 2008), though
only 60 are currently in use. The ~3 deg? FOV al-
lows us to simultaneously monitor the full expanse of
47 Tuc. Its photometric precision allows us to resolve
stars with magnitudes down to r ~ 24 and to poten-
tially detect single transits on stars down to r =~ 22.
DECam’s extremely high z—band sensitivity and low
overheads are critical to enabling chromatic timeseries
observations, which allow us to use differences in eclipse
depths in 7 and z to rule out false positives caused by
secondary eclipses of eclipsing binaries (EBs), diluted
primary eclipses of hierarchical triple stars, and blended
Small Magellanic Cloud (SMC) EBs. The low overheads
also allow observations at a high enough cadence to re-
solve ingresses and egresses of transits, which are im-
portant for estimating accurate transit times and host
stellar densities (e.g., Seager & Mallén-Ornelas 2003),
as well as increasing the accuracy with which one can
estimate periods by adding well-sampled partial eclipses.



2.2. Observations

Preliminary observations of 47 Tuc were taken in short
2-4 hour windows on 17 nights in 2019 and 2021. Addi-
tionally, eight half-nights of observations of the cluster
were conducted in 2022. Each night, we took a con-
tinuous timeseries of images with 100 s exposure times,
alternating between the r and z filters with each expo-
sure. This exposure sequence resulted in a ~ 4-minute
cadence in each filter, or ~ 2 minutes combined. These
sequences were interrupted roughly once per hour to
check and correct the telescope pointing if it drifted by
more than 10”. All images were first processed through
the DECam Community Pipeline (Valdes et al. 2014),
which applies calibration frames, corrects instrumental
signatures, and applies a cosmic ray removal algorithm.
We performed a preliminary determination of the over-
all quality of the nights by plotting the background, el-
lipticity, zeropoint magnitude, and seeing values from
the image headers and flagging any nights which consis-
tently had a zeropoint <30.0, the magnitude of a star
resulting in only 1 photon s™! in the exposure. These
poor-quality nights were later confirmed via analysis of
the nightly median absolute deviation (MAD) of the
lightcurve’s photometric root-mean-square (RMS) after
the images were processed and the photometry was ex-
tracted (§4.1). Table 1 shows the log of observing nights
and their mean data quality statistics. In total, our
observations produce 1,288 images in the z—band and
1,293 images in the r—band.

3. REFERENCE IMAGE ANALYSIS

We produce reference images for each band for use in
difference imaging, requiring us to choose an appropriate
number of high-quality images from our full dataset and
stack them (§3.1). We then extract our initial catalog
of stars using PSF photometry, and find astrometric so-
lutions and photometric calibrations for each target by
crossmatching with Gaia DR3 (Babusiaux et al. 2023)
and the NOIRLab Source Catalog Data Release 2 (NSC,
Nidever et al. 2018, 2021) (§3.2). We also determine ap-
propriate proper motion and color selections for cluster
membership using the Gaia crossmatch results (§3.3).
We then perform several characterization steps to de-
termine which targets will be used to perform transit
injections and for use in efficiency estimates (§3.4).

3.1. Reference Image Construction

For each of DECam’s CCD chips, we constructed a
deep, high-quality reference image in the r and z fil-
ters by selecting and combining a small number of the

best images from the data taken in 2021, which had the
best conditions. To do this, the community pipeline-
determined point spread function (PSF), full width at
half maximum (FWHM), sky background, zeropoint
(magnitude resulting in 1 photon s~!), PSF ellipticity,
and airmass for all images were compiled from the FITS
headers, and sorted by FWHM. Fifteen images were
selected in order of increasing FWHM, and any with
high sky background, PSF ellipticity, or smaller zero-
point magnitude were skipped. Each candidate image
was visually inspected to ensure it was a good-quality
image. The fifteen selected images were combined us-
ing the ISIS image subtraction program’s REF.CSH task
(Alard & Lupton 1998; Alard 2000), which aligns the
images; determines a PSF-matching convolution kernel
and photometric scaling to match the PSF, zeropoint,
and sky background of the input images; and then com-
bines them as a mean stack with 3-o clipping. We refer
to the resultant images as the reference image for the
relevant chip and filter.

3.2. Reference Image Photometry € Calibration

We used DOPHOT (Schechter et al. 1993; Alonso-
Garcia et al. 2012) to find stars and extract PSF fitting
photometry in each r and z reference image. For each
star, this algorithm measures pixel positions, an instru-
mental magnitude and uncertainty, a local sky estimate,
and a fit type code indicating the type of PSF fit per-
formed. We use this code as a data quality indicator.
An astrometric solution for each DOPHOT catalog was
found by matching to Gaia DR3’s 2016.0 epoch posi-
tions. Then r and z catalogs were merged to produce
an instrumental 2-filter catalog we label “cmd.”

Following the method of Zang et al. (2018), we cali-
brate the DOPHOT photometry to the NOIRLab Source
Catalog Data Release 2 (NSC DR2 Nidever et al. 2018,
2021), fitting for a zeropoint offset in each chip indepen-
dently and a color term that is common to all chips in the
field. This is done for stars with 17.0 < rygc < 18.51,
combined reported NSC and instrumental magnitude er-

1018 /07 Ngo + Opinss < 0.01, and instrumental color

(r — 2)inst color between 0.1 mag less than the mean
instrumental color and 0.8 mag greater than the mean
instrumental color. This selection includes the 47 Tuc
turnoff, much of the SMC giant branch above the clump,
and a scattering of field stars. In sparse chips, the me-
dian offset between our calibrated magnitude and the

1 The actual cuts on stars used for calibration are done on the in-
strumental magnitudes shifted to the NSC magnitude scale only
by the mean difference from instrumental to NSC magnitude for
all matched stars
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Table 1. Observations
Tobs r F1
Date Night (hrs)” Ims. FWHM Sky m,,  Ellip. Ims. FWHM Sky my,  Ellip.  Good?
2019-08-01 697 2.43 35 7.49 281.80 29.76 0.45 34 7.40 2040.98 29.90 0.61 N
2019-08-02 698 3.42 48 4.65 267.31 30.18 0.12 47 3.79 1963.30 30.25 0.10 Y
2019-08-03 699 2.66 37 5.38 306.57 30.11  0.08 37 4.63 2450.80 30.21 0.07 Y
2019-08-04 700 3.54 49 4.81 304.65 30.18 0.09 49 4.05 2737.96 30.27 0.08 Y
2021-07-05 1401 1.75 24 7.01 387.98 — 0.54 24 7.15 3456.72  29.27  0.63 N
2021-07-06 1402 1.91 26 5.39 328.45 30.13 0.07 26 4.65 2946.13 30.20 0.07 Y
2021-07-07 1403 1.91 26 4.22 310.48 30.30 0.10 26 3.54 2966.94 30.33 0.07 Y
2021-07-08 1404 2.03 28 3.93 240.22 30.30 0.12 28 3.23 1760.58 30.33 0.09 Y
2021-07-09 1405 2.13 30 4.35 271.76  30.25 0.10 29 3.68 2255.65 30.31 0.08 Y
2021-07-10 1406 2.48 34 4.59 331.25  29.90 0.10 35 3.82 2824.49 29.87 0.09 N
2021-07-11 1407 2.34 32 6.47 256.85 29.74 0.13 33 5.94 1930.90 29.77 0.11 N
2021-07-12 1408 2.38 33 6.92 230.31 2948 0.51 33 7.32 1662.95 29.62 0.57 N
2021-08-02 1429 3.73 51 3.81 313.30 30.29 0.11 51 3.15 2187.50 30.33  0.09 Y
2021-08-03 1430 3.88 52 4.83 361.64 30.22 0.09 51 4.21 2836.70 30.24 0.09 Y
2021-08-04 1431 3.87 51 4.57 295.14 30.24 0.11 51 3.95 2308.42 30.22 0.09 Y
2021-08-05 1432 3.99 55 4.61 296.64 30.12 0.10 54 3.89 2507.44 30.19 0.10 Y
2021-08-06 1433 4.07 54 5.49 252.50 30.13 0.11 54 4.87 2122.65 30.19 0.10 Y
2022-11-01 1885 7.13 95 5.65 987.97 30.15 0.08 95 4.92 3146.69 30.20 0.08 Y
2022-11-02 1886 7.02 94 4.51 1163.83 30.27 0.09 94 3.86 2775.51 30.29 0.08 Y
2022-11-04 1888 6.94 94 4.63 1828.89 30.26 0.09 94 4.03 3251.21 30.28 0.08 Y
2022-11-05 1889 6.87 93 3.99 2180.92 30.29 0.10 93 3.54 3838.18 30.30 0.09 Y
2022-11-07 1891 5.45 75 4.74 5213.08 29.34 0.12 73 4.33 6028.71 29.36 0.21 N
2022-11-08 1892 6.49 87 4.44 7452.61 29.36 0.11 87 4.12 8387.70 29.26 0.11 N
2022-11-10 1894 6.66 90 6.38 1579.38 29.82  0.50 90 5.90 3934.21 29.82 0.50 N

NOTE—47 Tuc observation log. Observation night numbers are given in terms of JD-2458000.0. The total time observed is
rounded to the nearest half-hour. The median FWHM, sky counts subtracted, photometric zeropoints, and ellipticities have

been taken over all images in each filter, as measured by the DECam Community Pipeline and recorded in the image
headers. Our sky counts increase significantly starting in 2022 because our 47 Tuc-targeted observations can be performed
during bright time, while previous MISHAPS observations were during dark time. Survey nights 697, 1401, 1406, 1407, 1408,
1891, 1892, and 1894 all had m,, < 30.0 for the majority of their observations, which increases the chance of systematics and
lower S/N, and were thus deemed unreliable (denoted with an “N” in the “Good?” column). However, we keep the data in
the lightcurves in case those nights can be used to help confirm detections on good nights.

NSC DR2 magnitude is typically < 5 mmag, and the
standard deviation is typically between 0.01 and 0.02
mag (estimated using a median absolute deviation scaled
by 1.48). The densest chips we analyze in this work, N10
and S10, have median offsets of 0.013 and 0.014 mag, re-
spectively, and standard deviations of 0.039 and 0.038
mag, respectively. The worse performance of the pho-
tometric calibration in more crowded fields is a result
of the aperture photometry used in NSC DR2 photom-

etry, which is more affected by blending than our PSF
photometry.

For the following analysis, we exclude stars located
in the N3, N4, S3, and S4 DECam chips, as the dense
crowding of the cluster center leads to a number of prob-
lems in our image processing and photometric extrac-
tion, the solutions of which are left to the second pa-
per. This cut brings our sample down to ~1.3 million
stars. Further reducing the sample to only those stars
which have DOPHOT “objtype” flags of 1 — indicating



6

that the object is likely a well-distinguished single star
that can be fit with the full 7-parameter PSF model
in DOPHOT — in both the r— and z—bands leaves
~310,000 stars.

3.3. 47 Tuc Membership

In addition to foreground Milky Way stars, 47 Tuc’s
visual proximity to the SMC and five other star clus-
ters within it (NGC 121, ESO 28-19, ESO 28-22, HW 5,
and Kron 11) requires us to carefully identify true clus-
ter members. We crossmatch the sources identified in
our images with those in Gaia DR3 (Gaia Collaboration
et al. 2016; Babusiaux et al. 2023), and plot the corre-
sponding proper motions for all sources with matches in
Figure 1. We make an initial wide selection of potential
cluster members, using the mean proper motion values
for 47 Tuc in Baumgardt et al. (2019), i, = 5.25 mas/yr
and fis = —2.53 mas/yr and a selection radius of

\/(Na - ﬁOz)Z + (/M - ﬂ5)2 < 3o, (1)

where 0=0.94. Using the initial selection, we compute
new values of [iy, fis, and their corresponding errors by
averaging over the Gaia DR3 values for the selection.
We make an elliptical selection on (fia, fis) and (o4, 05),
recompute our values, and make another elliptical cut.
To further constrain the target sample to 47 Tuc stars,
we estimate the main sequence locus by plotting the
color-magnitude diagram (CMD) for the proper motion
selection, computing the median (r — z) color in 0.5 mag
bins of r. To the binned median colors, we fit a cubic
spline using the SCIPY.INTERPOLATE package and se-
lect stars within +0.05 mag of this fit as our final selec-
tion. This selection leaves us with 19,930 likely cluster
members. The CMD, with 47 Tuc and SMC popula-
tions highlighted, is shown in Figure 2. An overview
of these cuts and the resultant numbers of stars can
be found in Table 2. Requiring Gaia DR3 matches ef-
fectively reduces our faint magnitude limit to r ~ 21.0,
with significant incompleteness below r ~ 20.0. We note
that — although we apply the proper motion cut before
the injections and search are run — we do not apply
the color cut until after the initial round of vetting has
been performed. This choice allows us to detect EBs
with CMD positions on the binary sequence which would
place them outside the range of the color selection.

3.4. Host Radius Estimates

In order to characterize any transiting or eclipsing sys-
tems we find, estimate accurate detection efficiencies,
and ultimately achieve an accurate hot Jupiter occur-
rence rate limit, we must estimate the radii of our target

Hs [mas]

>Other Staré :

-84 SMC
. - 47 Tuc
~10 < 2 | B | — - 1 S, 'I-‘~ =
10 8 6 4 2 0 2 4

Mo [Mas]

Figure 1. Vector point proper motion diagram plotting
Gaia DR3 pq and ps. Our color and proper motion-based
stellar selection for 47 Tuc is plotted in red. The gold points
correspond with likely SMC stars. The black points scattered
across the field are other stars, likely foreground Milky Way
stars.

16

e Other Stars
SMC Members
e 47 Tuc Members
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L 20

214

22
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24 . . . "
~0.5 0.0 05 1.0 15 2.0

(r-z)

Figure 2. r vs. (r — z) color-magnitude diagram of our
field, with only the DOPHOT type cut applied (black). Our
final selection of stars is overplotted in red, and the proper
motion-selected SMC stars (selected using the same proce-
dure as for 47 Tuc stars) are overplotted in gold. The re-
maining black points are targets which either lie outside the
3-0 47 Tuc and SMC proper motion selections, or have no
Gaia matches.

stars. To do so, we first estimate the extinctions of our
targets and deredden them (§3.4.1). We then transform
the dereddened photometry into the PanSTARRS sys-
tem using spline interpolation functions (§3.4.2), so we
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Table 2. Target star cuts

Cut Number of Stars Removed Number of Stars Remaining
Full — 1,275,052
DoPHOT Type Flags 980,538 294,514
Gaia Cross-Match 200,742 93,772
17.0 < 7 < 21.0 8,027 85,745
Proper Motion Cut 71,870 21,902
Color Cut 1,972 19,930

NoTE—Number of stars remaining in our sample after each cut. Our two major limitations are requiring both filters to have
DoPHOT type flags of 1, and the requirement that each target have a match with Gaia for proper motion measurements.
The Gaia requirement in particular cuts out many of our fainter targets, since its current magnitude limit is G=20.7

(corresponding to r & 21.0 for our DECam data).

can use the existing surface brightness relationships in
a well-calibrated magnitude system. Finally, using the
transformed magnitudes, surface brightness relations,
and known distance to the cluster, we arrive at our ra-
dius estimates (§3.4.3).

3.4.1. Extinction Estimates

To determine the extinctions, A, of each star, we first
obtain estimates of E(B—V') using our cross-match with
the NSC, which obtains its E(B — V) values from the
SFD maps (Schlegel et al. 1998). However, the cata-
log only contains E(B — V') estimates for ~ 20% of our
targets. For those without an estimate, we average the
E(B — V) values of stars within 15” which do, and use
those averages as their E(B — V). We then use the
E(B — V) values, the central wavelengths for the DE-
Cam filters, and the Cardelli et al. (1989) extinction
law, Ry=3.1, to calculate A, and A, for our sample,
with A, = 0.0834+0.0046 and A, = 0.0454+0.0025 being

the mean extinctions.
3.4.2. Transformation to PanSTARRS System

To estimate radii, we opt to use the (g — i) color-
surface brightness relation of Zang et al. (2018) in the
PanSTARRS DR1 photometric system (Chambers et al.
2016). To use these relations, we transformed our r and
z photometry calibrated to the NSC system first into
rps1 and zpgi, then derived the transforms necessary
to convert (r — z)pg1 to (g — i)ps1 and zpg1 to ips.
To derive these transforms, we selected two fields with
coverage in both the NSC and PanSTARRS (denoted
with NSC and PS1, respectively) — one relatively red-
dened field ((a,d) = 13P06™29°%, —27°02/24"), and one
relatively blue field closer to the disk and containing
an open star cluster ((a,§) = 08P09™22%, —26°27'36").
From the NSC, we select only stars with photometric
errors of <0.02 in g, r, 4, and z. From PanSTARRS

we select only stars with at least 20 single-epoch detec-
tions in all PanSTARRS filters (i.e., NDETECTIONS> 20
in the PanSTARRS flags). We then fit splines to the
binned medians of the stellar locii, performing iterative
sigma-clipping (3 iterations, removing stars outside 3-
o from the binned median) to make sure our functions
are not biased by outliers. We calculate the residuals
of the transforms by comparing the values produced by
the transform functions to the known PanSTARRS mag-
nitudes of the stars. The median offsets and standard
deviations of these residuals are shown in 3, along with
the coefficients, knots, and roots required to reproduce
the splines. We opt for this path to radius estimates
because there are neither published (r — z) color-surface
brightness relations that we are aware of, nor archival
g and ¢+ DECam imaging of 47 Tuc with the combina-
tion of coverage and depth comparable to our reference
images.

After estimating the transformation functions, we
transform our dereddened, NSC-calibrated MISHAPS
data to PanSTARRS using the corresponding NSC to
PS1 functions. We use the resulting rpg; and zpg; val-
ues in the (r—2)ps1 to (¢—1)ps1 and (i—2)ps; functions
to obtain our (g — i)ps1 and (i — z)pg; colors. Finally,
we add our zpgy to (i — z)pg1 to obtain ipsy. The spline
parameters for our fit functions are given in Table 3,
and the functions and their residuals are plotted along
with the stars used to determine them in Figure 3. All
transforms have residuals better than +0.03 mag except
the (r — z)ps1 to (g — 7)ps1, which has residuals within
40.08 mag. However, even in the case of this transform,
the median residual as a function of (r —z) remains close
to 0.
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Figure 3. Transformation plots to transform our data from NSC magnitudes to PS1 magnitudes (top row), and between PS1
magnitudes (bottom row). The CMDs of the datasets used to calculate the transforms are shown in black points. The functions
generated by the spline fits are shown with the solid red lines in the upper panels. The binned medians of the fit data are shown
with the dashed blue lines. The knots of the splines are indicated by the yellow circles. In the smaller panels, the residuals of
sigma-clipped data are plotted as a function of magnitude with black points, their binned medians are plotted with solid red
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Table 3. Photometric transform spline parameters

Transform

Coeffs. Knots Roots Median Residual (mmag) Standard Dev. (mmag)
(r—z)nsc torps1 —rnsc  [-0.086, -0.053, 0.072, -0.23, 0.50, 2.5 0.43 1.4 12
0.11, 0.21]
(r—z)nsc to zps1 —znsc [-0.049, -0.027, -0.048,  [-0.23, 0.20, 0.50, 0.50 0.19 13
0.037, 0.064, 0.12, 1.5, 2.5]
0.17]
(r — 2)ps1 to (g — i) psi [0.22, -0.17, 9.4-03,  [-0.23, -0.15, 0.10, -0.10 0.28 35
0.30, 0.63, 1.0, 0.20, 0.50, 0.70,
1.8, 2.3, 2.7, 1.2, 2.5]
3.0]
(r—2)ps1 to (i — 2z)ps1 [-0.098, -0.088, -0.046, [-0.23, -0.15, -0.10, 0.077 0.037 7.4

-0.0053, 0.089, 0.17,
0.26, 0.47, 0.64,
0.80]

0.30, 0.50, 0.70,
1.2, 2.5]

NoTE—Table of the coefficients, knots, roots, and residuals of each spline function used to transform our photometry from the

DECam system to the PanSTARRS system, to be used with SCIPY.INTERPOLATE.LSQUNIVARIATESPLINE.
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3.4.3. Radius Estimation

To estimate the radii of our stars, we use a color-
diameter relation to estimate our stars’ angular diame-
ters (e.g., Boyajian et al. 2014):

log 260, = log 6,,,—0 — 0.2m, (2)

where m is the calibrated and dereddened magnitude
in a given filter, 6,,—¢ is the angular diameter of a star
with an apparent magnitude of 0 in the filter, and 6, is
the target’s angular diameter. The radius can then be

obtained using

d
R* — §1olog 29*, (3)

where d is the estimated distance to 47 Tuc (4.45 kpc,
Chen et al. 2018). We use the relationship obtained in
Zang et al. (2018)

10g 0;ps,—0 = 0.920 4+ 0.316((g — i)ps1 — 0.576)  (4)

to determine log#,,—o . This relation has typical frac-
tional uncertainties of 3.5-6.0%.

We use the dereddened and transformed PanSTARRS
magnitudes obtained in §3.4.2 to estimate our target
radii, with the results shown in Figure 4. To check the
derived radii, we use a MIST isochrone (Dotter 2016;
Choi et al. 2016) generated for the PanSTARRS pho-
tometric system with [Fe/H]=-0.78 (Forbes & Bridges
2010), convert the isochrone’s absolute magnitudes to
apparent magnitudes using the 4.45 kpc distance (Chen
et al. 2018), and estimate the stellar radii using the lumi-
nosity and Teg. We compare the radii obtained for the
isochrone stars to the radii obtained for the target stars
as a function of 7 to make sure our results are reason-
able. Figure 4 shows the radii obtained for the full field
as well as the isochrone, with the radii of our final stel-
lar selection highlighted in red. The residuals between
the isochrone radii and our estimated radii are shown in
the bottom panel. We show only the residuals for our
19,930-star selection. The radii estimated for the rest of
the stars are less likely to be accurate, since determining
their radii is dependent on constraining their distances
(equation 3), and thus knowing which population they
belong to.

4. TIMESERIES ANALYSIS

Our time series analysis of our data involves first
extracting difference imaging photometry with ISIS
(§4.1). We calibrate the resultant photometry with our
PSF photometry from the reference images, and remove
systematic trends using the Trend-Filtering Algorithm

(§4.2).

Frac. Resid.

r'es1 Mag

Figure 4. Radius estimation results. Top panel: The resul-
tant radius estimates of our full field vs. r magnitude, with
our final stellar selection highlighted in red. The radii for a
MIST isochrone calculated for the PanSTARRS photometric
system are given by the gold line. Bottom panel: the residual
between our stellar sample’s radii and the isochrone’s. The
median residual is given by the red dashed line.

4.1. Difference Image Photometry

We use a modified version of the ISIS package (Alard
& Lupton 1998; Alard 2000) which replaces the ISIS reg-
istration task with one based on SOURCE-EXTRACTOR
output (Bertin & Arnouts 1996; Siverd et al. 2012) to
perform difference imaging and extract difference imag-
ing analysis (DIA) photometry. The software aligns each
image, then convolves the reference image with a PSF of
the spatially-varying multi-Gaussian kernel fit to match
the reference image to each target image. It then sub-
tracts the convolved reference images from the corre-
sponding target images. Finally, it produces a photo-
metric table of each source it extracts from the image.

To convert ISIS’ difference fluxes to magnitudes, we
run the ISIS photometry command on the reference im-
age to determine the flux of the object in the reference
image, then add this back to the difference flux. The
magnitude in the target image m; is then

my = —mg — 2.510g(Fref - AFt)? (5)

where Flof is the flux in the reference image, AF; is the
difference flux (computed by ISIS as reference minus
target) for the target image, and

mo = med(—2.510g Fref — Minst) (6)
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is the median difference between the ISIS instrumen-
tal magnitude of the reference stars —2.5log Fier and
the DOPHOT instrumental magnitudes mjns;. The
median is computed using bright stars (PS1 calibrated
magnitudes between 16.5 and 18.5 for each filter, and
DoOPHOT objtype flag of 1) after 5 iterations of clipping
of points further than 2 standard deviations from the
median to minimize the impact of outliers due to blend-
ing. We optimized the configuration parameters for ISIS
by running it repeatedly on a subset of images of a field
in the Galactic bulge while varying the values of one
parameter at a time. We found the most crucial param-
eters to adjust to be RAD_PHOT and RAD_APER. These
parameters represent, respectively, the radius around
the target center in which the pixels will be used to
estimate flux, and the radius used to normalize the flux.
We found that RAD_PHOT=5.0 px and RAD_APER=6.0
px gave us the best results. Once all the relevant pa-
rameters were optimized, we ran the difference imaging
process for each DECam chip.

4.2. De-Trending

Once the difference image analysis (DIA) photome-
try has been extracted and calibrated, systematic vari-
ations are removed using the Trend-Filtering Algorithm
(TFA) implemented through VARTOOLS (Kovécs
et al. 2005). This process is performed chip-by-chip,
as each of DECam’s CCDs has slightly different sys-
tematics. Usage of TFA involves selecting a subset of
lightcurves with low variation — referred to as “trend
stars” —which are used to determine the systematic
trends in the data. To choose the size of this subset,
we ran the TFA on lightcurves from the N10 chip mul-
tiple times, varying the number of trend stars used in
each run. We then defined a “quasi-reduced x?”

1 Zévdata(RMSiQ/Uiz)
1.0852 Ngata — (Nirend + 1)

metric

quasi—xfed = (7)
and used this metric to test the performance of TFA
across our magnitude range. From the results of this
test, we chose to use 15 trend stars, as it gave us the
lowest quasi-reduced x? without risk of overcorrection.
To select the trend stars, we again filtered our full list
of stars for those having DOPHOT type flags of 1 in
both bands and bright magnitudes (within a range of
15.5-17.0 mag). To cut for lightcurves with only low to
moderate variation, we sigma-clipped based on

log(RMS) < p+2x MAD(oR), (8)

where log(RM S) is the logarithm of each measurement’s
RMS, p is the median of log(RMS), and MAD(oR) is
the median absolute deviation of the scatter scaled to

equal o for Gaussian noise. The remaining stars were
then randomly sampled for 15 stars. To check the resul-
tant photometric precision, we plot the MAD for each
target as a function of r—magnitude and compare it to
the estimated transit depths for planets of various radii
(Figure 4.2).

0.100

0.0104 -7

omap [mag]

Figure 5. Scaled median absolute deviation (MAD, a robust
estimate of RMS) of lightcurve photometry in our observa-
tions of 19,930 47 Tuc stars compared to the transit depths
of planets orbiting 47 Tuc stars. Data from bad nights are re-
moved prior to calculating this statistic. The black lines show
predicted transit depths for 1.3Rj., (dash-dotted), 1Rjup
(dotted), and 0.8Rjup (dashed) planets computed using a
47 Tuc compatible isochrone to estimate stellar radii. The
points show the MAD scaled to approximate Gaussian o of
r—band (blue) and z—band (red) observations of 47 Tuc.
The solid lines show the median MAD versus r—magnitude
for r—band (blue) and z—band (red) observations.

5. TRANSIT SEARCH, EFFICIENCY, AND
VETTING

We use the previously determined stellar charac-
teristics to create and inject transit models into our
lightcurves for use in our efficiency estimates (§5.1). Af-
ter creating our injections, we ran a search algorithm on
both the real and synthetic lightcurves simultaneously
(85.2), and flagged detections were subjected to a rigor-
ous vetting process. To estimate our detection efficiency
without introducing bias and streamline our analysis,
we split our candidate vetting into a two-step process.
First, both real and injected lightcurves flagged by the
search were blinded, mixed together, and inspected by-
eye (85.3). The results of this first round were used
to estimate our efficiency in the case of the synthetic
lightcurves (§5.4), and to narrow down the number of
candidates that needed to be investigated further in the
case of the real lightcurves. The human vetting left 39
candidates for analysis, which were put through a round
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of detailed analysis involving checking the targets’ loca-
tions on the CMD, period searches, comparison of their
lightcurves with those of nearby stars, and in-transit
difference image stacking (§6). This second round of
vetting left 18 objects of interest, which were analyzed
more closely.

5.1. Transit Injection

To fully characterize the efficiency of our search and
calculate an occurrence rate, we need to inject a range
of synthetic transits into our lightcurves and analyze
how well our search recovers them. Using a sample of
19,930 cluster stars with radius estimates, we use the
JKTEBOP code (Southworth 2013) to calculate transit
models and inject them into our data.

To obtain the limb-darkening parameters for our tran-
sit models, we use a MIST isochrone (Dotter 2016; Choi
et al. 2016) generated for the DECam photometric sys-
tem with [Fe/H]=-0.78 dex (Forbes & Bridges 2010).
The isochrone’s absolute magnitudes were converted to
apparent magnitudes using the distance modulus, with
a distance of 4.45 kpc (Forbes & Bridges 2010). We then
matched our stars to the isochrone “stars” by selecting
the isochrone star with the nearest magnitude. These
results allowed us to estimate Tog and log(g) for each of
our stars from the isochrone matches, which we then
ran through JKTLD (Southworth 2008) to estimate
quadratic limb-darkening coeflicients in r. Because JK-
TLD only accepts [Fe/H] values in multiples of 0.5 dex,
we calculated limb-darkening models for both [Fe/H]=-
1.0 and [Fe/H]=-0.5 dex and interpolated between the
two for our desired [Fe/H]=-0.78 dex. We note that, in
error, we used the same limb-darkening coefficients for
z as r, which could in principle affect the preliminary
vetting, though we expect the effects to be small. This
error will be addressed in paper 2.

Orbital periods, P, between 0.5-10.0 days and planet
radii, R, between 0.5-2.0 Rj,, were drawn from uni-
form distributions for each system. These limits are se-
lected to encompass the ranges considered by G00 and
MW17, as well as the ranges considered for Kepler stars
in Fressin et al. (2013), allowing us to more carefully
compare our occurrence rate results with those of the
Milky Way disk. Inclinations were randomly selected
from the range of cosi angles which would allow a full
or grazing transit. The maximum possible cos: value is
also the transit probability for an isotropic distribution
of circular orbits,

Py = COSimax = @, (9)
where a is the semimajor axis of the planet’s orbit and
R, is the host radius. As we draw periods rather than

semimajor axes, we compute a given P using Kepler’s
third law by interpolating the same [Fe/H]=-0.78 dex
DECam isochrone to estimate a stellar mass.

We injected the resulting JKTEBOP models into
our de-trended lightcurves.” A limited sample (~2,000
injections) was run and the lightcurves were plotted
with parameters and ID number visible to determine
whether we were generating models with realistic radii
and with depths, limb-darkening effects, and transit
times that matched what is expected for systems with
similar characteristics. These injections were not used in
our detection efficiency determination, but the original
lightcurves were recycled to create new injections once
we were confident in our models. We created ~40,000 in-
jection lightcurves from ~20,000 unique lightcurves, by
injecting a transiting planet into each original lightcurve
twice. We chose the total number of injections to achieve
binomial uncertainties on the detection efficiency ~5%
in bins of P and R,. A single lightcurve example with
multiple full and partial transits is shown in Figure
6. Grids of transit injections with varying P, R,, and
r—magnitude can be found in Figures 19-21 of Appendix
A.

5.2. Transit Search

Our photometric precision is sufficient for detecting
single transits of hot Jupiters, so we designed a “slid-
ing boxcar” algorithm that searches for these without
phase-folding our lightcurves. The algorithm operates
on the lightcurves of individual nights. Each night is
searched over a grid of potential transit center times, t.,
and transit durations, 7. The boxcar transit model is
defined as

Mout I ¢ <t.—0.57
Mout +0 1f te— 057 <t<t.+0.57,
Mout  If t.+0.57 <t

m(t) =

(10)
where ¢ is the time, m(t) is the magnitude at time ¢,
Mout 18 the out-of-transit magnitude, and ¢ is the tran-
sit depth (with transits having negative depths). We
opt to estimate the out of transit magnitude myy; and
in-transit magnitude mi, = Moy + 0 using a median
operation to be robust to outliers. This leaves no free
parameters aside from the two grid search parameters
t. and 7. To robustly estimate the signal-to-noise of the
boxcar transit at each gridpoint, we estimate the in- and
out-of-transit RMS — oy, and o, respectively — using

2 Future iterations will inject the transits into the original
lightcurves, and the injections will be de-trended along with the
real lightcurves.
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Figure 6. Example of injected full and partial transits of a 1.26 Ry,p planet orbiting a 0.59Rq, » = 19.9 star in our data with
P=0.97 days. Each panel shows a different night, with the top two panels showing nights flagged as having full transits, and
the bottom two showing nights flagged as partial. The r band data are shown in blue, and the z is shown in red. The black line
is the injected model, and the green line is the best boxcar model. We note that the top left transit is actually a partial transit
since we do not capture the full egress in the data, but the algorithm flags it as a full transit based on its best S/N, t., and 7.
Our detection algorithm was able to successfully recover both the full and partial transits with S/N >7.

the median absolute deviation scaled by 1.483 to match
o for a Gaussian, then define the transit signal-to-noise
ratio as

Ll = 0 . (11)

N \/U?n/nin + Ugut/nout
The t¢, 7, §, Min, Cin, Mout, and goyt of the model that
produces the highest S/N are recorded for each night,
for each target with at least 6 points in- and out-of-
transit, as defined by the model’s t. and 7. An example
is shown in Figure 6. Bad nights are searched for transits
in case they can be used to confirm or reject candidates,
but they are not included when determining whether a
lightcurve contains a detection, i.e. a lightcurve with
only one detection above our S/N threshold that oc-
curred during a bad night is counted as a non-detection.
To set the detection threshold, we run the search algo-
rithm on the same sample of ~2,000 injections used to
test the models. We plot the differential and cumulative
distributions of S/N values of the best boxcar transit

model for nights that do contain injected transits, and
for nights that do not, in Figure 7. We then find the S/N
threshold that allows us to detect a reasonable number
of transits, while excluding as many false positives as
possible, opting ultimately for S/N > 7. This choice
passes ~47% of injected transits, while rejecting ~99%
of nights without a transit injection.

5.3. Preliminary Zooniverse Vetting

Targets with at least one S/N trigger on a good night
are passed to preliminary vetting on the Zooniverse
platform. This vetting step is performed by uploading
lightcurve plots of both injected and real candidates into
a Zooniverse workflow. The lightcurves have all identify-
ing information removed, including what chip of the DE-
Cam CCD they lie on, their MISHAPS pipeline ID num-
bers, and whether they are real or injected lightcurves.
Lightcurves are inspected and classified in the workflow,
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Figure 7. Histogram showing the S/N of nights with (yel-
low) and without (blue) injected transits. The dotted red
line indicates our chosen S/N> 7 threshold. The solid and
dashed black lines represent the probability of a lightcurve
containing a detection of a given S/N for nights with and
without injected transits, respectively.

event by event. A simplified version of the Zooniverse
workflow is shown in Figure 8.

The workflow presents the user with a complete
lightcurve, split into subplots of each survey night so the
features are easier to analyze. Nights we have deemed
to have bad data quality are highlighted in pink, while
detections the algorithm considers full transits are high-
lighted in blue and detections it considers partial tran-
sits are highlighted in gray. The plots show the de-
trended instrumental r and z lightcurves aligned to a
common baseline on each night, and the boxcar model
with the highest S/N. Each panel also provides the me-
dian instrumental magnitude, the oyap of the night’s
data, and the best S/N of the event calculated by the
search algorithm. Users place a mark on the nights
in which they think a real transit event may have oc-
curred, with the available marks being spurious detec-
tion, full transit, partial transit, EB, variable star, and
bad-quality lightcurve. They are encouraged to classify
features in nights that were not flagged by the search,
in case there are additional transit-like events that are
recognizable in bad nights or below our S/N threshold.
Two members of our team inspected all ~11,000 Zooni-
verse lightcurves — which contained ~1,500 lightcurves
without injections — and 39 targets had at least one
flagged night where both agreed it was a possible tran-
sit. We performed more detailed vetting on each of these
(§6), though the results of that detailed vetting were
not incorporated into the analysis of our recovery rate
(§5.4). This step was performed prior to the color cut
so EB candidates could be retained.

5.4. Detection Efficiency

To trace the relative importance of each step in our
two-step search and vetting process on the recovery rate
calculation, we define two efficiencies: the detection ef-
ficiency of our search algorithm, €qo¢, and the detection
efficiency of our Zooniverse vetting, €zq0.

€det 1s the fraction of injected transits that are suc-
cessfully detected by our search algorithm, computed as

35" 19/ Nmaxj > 7)1 = 1]
35S = 1]

where Niy,; is the number of injected lightcurves, square
brackets are the Iverson bracket taking the value 1 if the
contained condition is true and 0 if false, and S/Nmax,; is
the largest nightly transit search signal-to-noise from a
good night for the j* lightcurve. We have also included
a selection function Iverson bracket to allow binning or
the computation of detection efficiencies across different

ranges of parameters, where the selection is defined as

€det =

: (12)

Sj = [Rpmin < Rpj < Rp max|x (13)
[Pmin S Pj < Pmax] [Tmin S Tj < Tmax]a (14)

with R min, Rp max, and Ry ; the minimum, maximum,
and j*" planet radius, respectively, and similarly for the
period P and calibrated r magnitude.

€700 18 the fraction of detected injections that are con-
firmed by human checks to be possible transits. To com-
pute it, we first define C; as the count of good nights
with a transit that passes the signal-to-noise threshold
and which have a Zooniverse categorization of either a
partial or full transit unanimously for all users

Nt
Oj = Z[S/Nk > 7][pr = Nuser}v (15)
k

where Ny is the number of good nights, S/Nj is the
transit signal-to-noise of the k' night, N, is the num-
ber of partial or full transit classifications, and Nyge,=2
is the number of classifying Zooniverse users. This al-
lows us to write

Srmey > 1)[S; = 1]
S S/ Nvag > T[S, = 1]

(16)

€Zoo0 =

The total detection efficiency must also include the ge-
ometric transit probability to account for the fact that
only a small range of orbits will cross the face of the
star from our point of view. This depends on the stellar
radius, planet radius and period, so to accurately weight
the contribution of different stars to the average detec-
tion efficiency, we compute the total detection efficiency
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Categorize the types of event in each night's

Not a transit (but was 00f 50
flagged as one) maximum drawn

Full Transit 0 of 50 maximum drawn

s8.15 20.1 0.05 -0.1 151520.1 0.03 -0.012 [[EQTTZ
28.20 28.201
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28.30 ad ! 28.30
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20.1 0.044 -0.11 20.1

28.15 28.15
28.20 28.20
28.25 28.251

28.30 28.30

28.35 28.35

28.40 28.40

28.45 28.45

285014 1225 28500.22

1224
12248 1224.9 12250 Partial Transit 0 of 50 maximum drawn
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0 of 50 maximum

{:} Eclipsing binary

eclipse drawn

0 of 1 maximum drawn

Other variability

12255 1225.6 1225.7 1225.8 1225.9 1226.0 1227.5 1227.6

l 1227 :
: 1227.8 1227.9 1228.0 Bad lightcurve 0 of 1 maximum drawn

Figure 8. Simplified version of the MISHAPS lightcurve classification workflow. The rightmost panel shows the tools users
are given, while the rest show individual nights of the lightcurve. A blue panel indicates a full transit as flagged by the search
algorithm, a gray panel indicates a partial transit, and a pink panel indicates a bad night (see §2.2 for discussion on how bad
nights were selected). In the full Zooniverse workflow, users have the same tools, but are presented with all 24 nights of the

lightcurves.

as
" Pus[Cs 2 1[S; = 1]
I8 =1]

where P, ; is the transit probability of the 4t injec-
tion (computed using equation 9). As we have injected
transiting planets into each lightcurve twice, the above
evaluation appropriately weights the detection efficiency
across the properties of our stellar sample. The weight-
ing would also be appropriate if we had chosen to select
stars for injection randomly with replacement.

We compute these efficiencies in bins of R,, P, and
r—magnitude after applying the color cut, using param-
eter ranges that encompass those considered by GO0,
W05, and MW17 (0.5Ryyp < Rp < 2.0Rjyp, 0.5 days
< Py, < 10.0 days). Figure 9 shows the efficiencies as a
function of R, P, r—magnitude, and impact parameter
b, averaged over the other parameters. Figures 10 and
11 show combined efficiencies over 2D grids of Ry vs.
P and R, vs. r—magnitude for €g4e; and €zqo. For the
2D efficiency plots, errors were computed using binomial
confidence intervals at a confidence level of 68%, or 1-0.

We notice a significant decrease in €qe¢ for smaller Ry,
and longer P. Additionally, though our €z,, shows no
large trends in r—magnitude, it does show a steady de-
crease over our range of P and a large increase over
R, = 0.5-1.0 Ry,p. However, this behavior is expected,
since smaller planets will have transits with lower S/N
and shallower depths, and longer-period planets are less
likely to have a transit fall in our observing windows.

, (17)

€total —

6. DETAILED CANDIDATE VETTING

A major potential challenge for MISHAPS is the re-
jection of false positives caused by systematic, time-
correlated variations in the lightcurves, either astro-
physical, instrumental, or otherwise. In some instances,
these false positives are simply caused by contamina-
tion from nearby bright stars, and can be easily elim-
inated. Others are caused by stellar blending in our
difference images, which may either be astrophysical or
due to problems with our difference imaging. EB false
positives can appear in three main forms: M-dwarf sec-
ondaries which cause eclipses of similar depths to hot
Jupiter transits; EBs blended with target stars, causing
diluted eclipses of similar depths to hot Jupiter tran-
sits; and hierarchical triple systems with EB components
having similarly diluted eclipses. We therefore designed
our detailed vetting process to rule out these false posi-
tives.

The detailed vetting was completed in two passes. In
the first pass we:

1. Stacked the in-transit difference images for each
night with a detection to see if the in-transit light
lost, averaged over a transit, was displaced from
the target on the reference image, indicating the
source of the signal was a blended, likely unrelated
star. Difference images to be stacked were chosen
to be those that produce in-transit datapoints in
the boxcar model for full or partial events. The
stacked difference images are compared to the ref-
erence image, and are prepared for both r and z
filters.
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Figure 9. Efficiencies of our transit search and Zooniverse vetting, binned as a function of planet radius R, (top left), orbital
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detection efficiency eget, the red-square lines show our Zooniverse vetting efficiency €zoo, the green-diamond lines show our
transit probability Piransit, and the black-circle lines show the combined efficiencies.

2. Selected all stars within 3 aperture radii of the
target and plotted their lightcurves to see if they
display similar trends, potentially indicating con-
tamination from either that star or a nearby very
bright star.

3. Used VARTOOLS’ BLS, AOV, and Lomb-
Scargle period searches (Kovdcs et al. 2002;
Schwarzenberg-Czerny 1989; Devor 2005; Press
et al. 1992; Zechmeister & Kiirster 2009) to ob-
tain preliminary estimates of the target’s period,
then folded the lightcurves on those periods to see
if a strong transit, EB, or other variable signal
emerged.

Of the 39 candidates that made it through the Zooni-
verse vetting prior to the color cut, only 18 survived this
round of analysis. The majority of those rejected — 14
out of 21 — were found to have messy difference im-
ages near the target, often with a dipole feature, with
many of the dipoles belonging to a very close star within

~1 PSF FWHM of the target (i.e., blended in the ref-
erence image). An example of a dipole is shown in Fig-
ure 12. The dipoles are caused by a quirk of the growth
of DECam’s CCD chips. Image artefacts referred to as
“tree rings” — visible in flat fields and bright sky back-
grounds — are caused by photoelectric imperfections in
the DECam CCDs, and result in the effective area of
each pixel varying (Plazas et al. 2014; Bernstein et al.
2017, 2018). When the science images are flat-fielded,
the tree rings introduce small astrometric shifts in stars
positioned on the rings (Baumer et al. 2017). The im-
age alignment step of our difference imaging only ac-
counts for large-scale astrometric distortions, and thus
cannot account for these localized shifts on the scale
of the entire chip. This shift results in dipoles in our
difference imaging because the star may be positioned
differently in the reference image than in the individual
images relative to an assumed regular pixel grid. Vi-
sually, these appear as a positive and negative area in
the image where the misaligned star is over-subtracted
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Figure 10. 2D plots of detection efficiencies of our pipeline,
estimated in bins of R, and P. The top panel shows €get
for the search algorithm, and middle panel shows €zo, for
the Zooniverse vetting, and the bottom panel shows the
overall efficiency incorporating the transit probability (e.g.,
Pir€det€z00). The bins are color-coded by efficiency, and the
numbers labeling each bin give the respective detection effi-
ciency and 1 — o errors in percent.

on one side and under-subtracted on the other. As the
aperture is centered on the reference image star, a small
shift in the target image can result in some of the posi-
tive dipole landing outside the aperture and more of the
negative dipole landing inside, which — if this happens
in the same sense for a sequence of images — can re-
sult in a transit-like systematic in the lightcurve. The
reverse case causing an apparent brightening can also
look like a partial transit. The chance of such systemat-
ics is greatly increased when there is a nearby neighbor
with a dipole that might only have the positive or neg-
ative side landing in the aperture. We did not find any
blended eclipsing binaries through the stacked difference
images.

Another 5 candidates were rejected because they
shared similar lightcurve features with nearby stars, in-
dicating either systematic errors or contamination from
bright stars or diffraction spikes. The remaining 2 were
determined to be inappropriately classified in Zooni-
verse, as they showed no clear indications of eclipse-
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Figure 11. Same as Figure 10, but plotting detection effi-
ciencies in bins of R, and r—magnitude.
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Figure 12. Example of a candidate rejected for a clear
blend. The lightcurve of the detection is plotted on the left
with the search’s model. The stacked in-transit difference
image and reference image are shown in the middle and right
panels, respectively. Though the lightcurves seem to indicate
a clear longer duration eclipse, inspection of the images leads
us to reject this candidate.

like signals in their lightcurves or difference images.
Given the number of lightcurves inspected in Zooniverse
(~11,000), this appears to be a reasonable simultaneous
error rate for two users.

We did not find any significant periodic transiting or
eclipse signals in any candidates using the period finding
tools, though this is likely because we included data from
bad nights in the period search on the first pass. On the
second pass, we reran the periodogram search only with
data from good nights.
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To confirm or reject the remaining 18 candidates, we
performed a second round of detailed analysis. For
these candidates, we produced a second set of difference
imaging photometry, this time using smaller 500x500
pixel image cutouts centered on each target.® On these
cutouts, we reran the difference imaging with ISIS,
and produced new lightcurves to see if clearer photom-
etry could be obtained when aligning and subtracting
a smaller image centered on the target. In this way
the image alignment and spatially variable kernel of the
difference imaging should be optimized at the center of
the image cutout. To minimize the impact of image
misalignment and dipoles on photometry, we increased
the ISIS RAD_PHOT and RAD_APER parameters to 10.0
px and 11.0 px respectively to better contain the entire
dipole in the aperture for the target star, though at the
cost, of adding sky background noise.

As an extra check on the photometry, we also per-

the analysis that we conducted for a single candidate
with the most promising transit-like event in its origi-
nal pipeline lightcurve. All but four of the candidates
are eliminated in a similar fashion, though with minor
differences in the analysis of each.

The vetting stage or cause of rejection for all the orig-
inal 39 candidates is listed in Table 4, along with the
signal-to-noise ratio of the detection and the times of
detected full or partial eclipses reported by the transit
search.* The positions of each candidate on 47 Tuc’s
color-magnitude diagram are shown in Figure 14, and
their physical locations in the cluster are shown in Fig-
ure 15. The lightcurves, reference images, and in-transit
stacked difference images for each candidate’s detection
nights can be found in Appendix B. In the next two
subsections, we give an example of the analysis that led
to the rejection of the 35 transit candidates (§6.1) and
details of the 4 remaining candidates that we classify as

formed aperture photometry on the cutout images us-
ing ASTROIMAGEJ (Collins et al. 2017). We compare
the original lightcurves, cutout lightcurves, and aper-
ture photometry lightcurves to see whether the eclipse
features seen in the lightcurves are consistent or if they
disappear, indicating false positives from, e.g., poor ini-
tial difference imaging and photometry, or systematic
effects caused by the analysis. Finally, we make new in-
and out-of-transit image stacks using the target-centered
difference images.

Viewing these lightcurves and the rest of the vetting
products holistically, we are able to conclusively rule out
each of the remaining 18 candidates. In some cases there
is a singular clear reason for rejecting the candidate
based on the second pass of detailed vetting. For ex-
ample, the target-centered difference imaging lightcurve
for some candidates did not show the same transit-like
signal as the original pipeline lightcurve. Three exam-
ples of these rejected candidates are shown in Figure 13,
which show transit-like signals in the original pipeline
lightcurve at roughly the same time at BJD~2459889.7;
the three targets are located on two neighboring DECam
chips, S9 and S10. In contrast, the target-centered dif-
ference image lightcurve for each candidate at the same
time is flat within the photometric uncertainties. We
reject all three of these candidates, and others for the
same reason.

Other cases are less clear cut, but still lead to rejec-
tion. Rather than providing a repetetive accounting of
the process of ruling out each one, we opt to present

EBs (§6.2).

4 For detections of full eclipses, the search’s best t. is given. For
detections of partial eclipses, the times of ingress and egress are
instead calculated using t. + %T, and the one which lies within
the data is included in the table.

3 Unless the target is within 500 pixels of the image edge, in which
case the 500x500 pixel region that puts the target as close to
center as possible is chosen.
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Table 4. Candidates

R, TPS1 1) te \t}’e T Transit Final Rejection
ID (Ro ) (mag) (mag) S/N (days) (hrs) Type Classification Stage
N5.01007377  1.18 17.5 -0.003 8.25 1432.81 3.72 Partial Rejected Second pass
N9.01001945 0.79 18.6  0.012 7.76 700.87 1.72 Partial Rejected Second pass
N9.01002359 0.90 18.2 -0.01 10.78 700.88 2.97 Partial Rejected Second pass
N9.01005022 0.62 204 -0.048 7.00 1403.90 1.47 Partial Rejected First pass
-0.035 8.37 1404.92 0.72 Partial
0.0561  9.40 1430.92 3.47 Partial
-0.047 9.56 1431.85 1.47 Full
-0.0564 7.08 14329 0.72 Full
N9.01005409 0.66 19.3 -0.023 7.03 1885.59 0.72 Full Rejected First pass
N9.01010459 0.72 18.8 -0.015 7.16 1404.92 1.22 Partial Rejected First pass
N9.01012179 0.55 20.5  0.257 847 1433.81 3.22 Partial Rejected First pass
N10-01015356  0.84 18.4 -0.011 8.67 1403.91 1.47 Partial Rejected Second pass
0.006 7.33 1405.88 1.97 Partial
N10-01016157  0.57 20.3 -0.12 8.07 1431.87 0.72 Full Rejected First pass
-0.085 8.03 1432.82 0.97 Partial
N10-01018928 0.74 18.8 -0.045 10.06 697.90 0.97 Partial Rejected First pass
-0.025 8.31 14329 0.97 Full
N10-01019290 0.84 20.2 0.062 15.74 698.83 3.72 Partial EB —
0.062 15.90 1430.83 2.97 Partial
-0.072 11.19 1889.59 0.97 Full
N10.01021994 0.74 18.8 -0.018 10.93 1403.91 1.47 Partial Rejected First pass
N11.01005481 0.95 18.5 -0.018 8.59 1431.84 0.97 Full EB —
N11.01005644  0.62 19.7  -0.017 7.13 698.90 1.97 Partial Rejected Second pass
0.03  9.47 1402.94 0.72 Partial
-0.032 820 1405.92 1.22 Partial
-0.037 10.74 1431.85 1.47 Full
-0.024 7.23 1432.83 1.22 Partial
0.027 9.73 1433.83 2.97 Partial
-0.032 9.47 1885.57 0.72 Partial
-0.028 8.75 1886.56 0.97 Partial
N15.01005656  0.82 18.4 0.014 833 1431.92 3.22 Partial Rejected Second pass
-0.015 7.14 1889.71 0.72 Full
N17.01009501  0.81 185  0.008 7.71 1403.90 1.22 Partial Rejected Second pass
52.01002825 0.6 19.9 -0.034 7.92 1406.90 1.22 Partial Rejected Second pass
-0.025 7.11 1407.93 0.72 Partial
-0.02 8.36 1431.84 2.97 Partial
S2.01006929 0.67 19.2  -0.013 8.82 1432.89 2.22 Partial Rejected First pass
S5.01001384 0.62 19.7 -0.04 9.13 1430.81 3.47 Partial Rejected First pass
-0.04 13.31 1431.83 3.22 Partial
S5-01002002 0.84 19.3 0.44 25.18 — 2.97 Partial EB —
S59.01001873 0.74 18.8 0.015 8.08 700.93 4.22 Partial Rejected First pass
S9.01005029 0.75 18.8 -0.018 9.54 1889.72 0.97 Full Rejected Second pass
S10-01006025 0.6 19.7  -0.022 7.76 1889.71 1.47 Full Rejected Second pass
S10.01008184  0.56 19.7  -0.018 8.17 1403.90 2.22 Partial Rejected First pass
0.024 10.37 1430.93 3.72 Partial
S10.01010875  0.78 18.6 -0.016 8.60 1889.72 0.97 Full Rejected Second pass
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S510-01011133  0.71 189 -0.014 8.67  699.90
S10-01011503  0.58 204 -0.042 9.12 1432.83
-0.066 7.54 1889.69
S10-01012927  0.61 19.7  0.041 8.28 1889.55
S10-01013998  1.10 17.7 -0.007 7.31 700.9
-0.008 8.85 1429.91
S510-01020146  0.62 19.6  0.015 7.59 1432.93
S510-01022206  0.98 18.0 -0.01 7.52 1432.93
S510-01024610  0.57 20.1  -0.018 7.58 1403.94
S11.01004730  1.04 17.8 -0.009 8.75 1403.89
S515.01005434  0.72 18.9 -0.008 7.29  700.88
S516.01000575  0.60 20.0 -0.022 7.88 700.90
S516.01001403  1.24 174 0.009 7.87 1404.89
S516.01009327  0.73 19.0 -0.009 7.16 1403.90
-0.009 9.11 1430.93
S17.01006408  0.75 19.4 -0.051 13.57 1432.88
-0.051 14.67 1886.63
S531.01003863  0.53 20.1  -0.019 7.43 700.88

1.47  Partial Rejected First pass
2.97 Partial Rejected First pass
0.72 Full

5.97 Partial Rejected First pass
1.47 Full Rejected First pass
0.72 Partial

4.47 Partial Rejected First pass
3.72 Partial Rejected First pass
1.72  Partial Rejected Second pass
1.72  Partial Rejected Second pass
1.97 Partial Rejected Second pass
2.22  Partial Rejected First pass
1.22  Partial Rejected First pass
1.47  Partial Rejected First pass
3.47 Partial

1.22  Partial EB —

1.22 Full

1.22  Partial Rejected First pass

N OTE—For full transits, the ¢. returned by the transit search algorithm is given. For partial transits,

e ither the time of ingress ¢; or time of egress t. is given, depending on what part of the transit we capture.

6.1. Case Study: MISHAPS_F47T_S11_01004730

MISHAPS_F47T_S11.01004730 is an r = 17.8 turnoff
star with a partial event flagged in night 1403 with
S/N = 8.7 and a boxcar depth of 8.7 mmag. The
z—band lightcurve follows the r—band lightcurve, which
shows ~5 points at baseline, a long ingress, possibly a
short flat bottom, and the beginning of the egress, as
shown in the top left panel of Figure 16. Our radius
estimate for the target star is 1.04Rg. If the transit
depth were the same as the boxcar fit’s estimate and it
was flat-bottomed, this would correspond to an eclipser
or transiting planet of radius ~1.0Rj,p. The stacked
difference image shows a dipole (top-center panel of the
plot), slightly more pronounced in its negative (white)
parts than its positive (black) parts, with no evidence
of a blend in the stacked difference image or reference
image (top right panel). There were no similar signals
in the lightcurves of nearby targets. Given the strong
signal and lack of clear issues in the first pass of detailed
vetting, we conducted a second pass of vetting.

The target-centered difference imaging lightcurve
and the ASTROIMAGEJ aperture photometry lightcurve
show a similar event, which lends some credence to
the signal being real. However, notably, the r-band
target-centered lightcurve transit is significantly shal-
lower than the detrended lightcurve’s transit (shown in
the middle panel of Figure 16). We fit both the origi-
nal pipeline lightcurve and the target-centered difference
image lightcurve with transiting planet models calcu-
lated using Batman (Kreidberg 2015) fits to yield best

fit transits with depths of —12.3 mmag and —8.3 mmag,
respectively. As the target-centered photometric extrac-
tion uses a larger aperture, it is possible that the inclu-
sion of flux from another star entering the aperture on
the reference image could cause the depth to be shal-
lower, but we rule that out as a possibility — the target-
centered lightcurve is only ~0.01 mag brighter, whereas
to cause enough dilution to decrease the transit depth
by ~33% would require a neighboring star to increase
the flux in the aperture by ~0.31 mag. This depth dif-
ference between the two lightcurves measured with the
same data but slightly different techniques was the first
piece of evidence to reject the candidate, but we did not
deem it conclusive enough on its own. We therefore in-
spected the individual difference images in a timeseries,
as shown in the thin lower panel of Figure 16, and found
that the variations of strength of the dipole are corre-
lated with the flux, with the dipole nearly disappearing
at the bottom of the apparent transit.

In addition to the flagged transit, the lightcurve of
this object shows variability at a comparable level on
some nights, with some of this variability having the
appearance of ingresses, egresses or full transits. Boxcar
depths in the detrended lightcurves range from 3 to 9
mmag, with one of these having a boxcar S/N = 6.3 and
the rest lower. Lomb-Scargle, box least squared, and
analysis of variance periodograms (Hartman & Bakos
2016; Zechmeister & Kiirster 2009; Press et al. 1992;
Kovacs et al. 2002; Schwarzenberg-Czerny 1989; Devor
2005) do not reveal any clear periods, which, if the single
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Figure 13. r—band lightcurves from survey night 1225 for MISHAPS_F47T_S9_01005029 (left), MISHAPS_F47T_S10-01006025

(middle), and MISHAPS_F47T_S10_01010875 (right).
centered lightcurves are plotted in purple triangles.

The de-trended lightcurves are plotted in teal circles, and the target-
Each lightcurve showed a similar dip at roughly the same time in the

original de-trended r—band lightcurves, but the target-centered photometry was able to remove this signal, indicating a likely

systemic error in the difference images for this time period.
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Figure 14. CMD for our field (black points) with our tar-
gets (red points) and candidates highlighted. The rejected
candidates are given by the blue circles, and the EBs are
given by the yellow squares.

transit-like signals were periodic and detectable by eye,
we would expect to phase together into a clear folded
signal.

The combination of the variations of the dipole corre-
lating with the transit lightcurve, the unexplained differ-
ence in transit depth between the detrended and target-
centered difference images, and our inability to phase
the lightcurve variability to a clear transit leads us to
reject this candidate.

6.2. FEclipsing Binaries

Our search and 2-step vetting leave us with 4
EB candidates. = We cross-referenced the EB can-
didates with Weldrake et al. (2004) and to Vizier
catalogs containing the targets. One target —
MISHAPS_F47T_S5.01002002 — is contained in the
OGLE catalog of EBs (Pawlak et al. 2016) and is also
flagged as an EB in Gaia DR3 (Babusiaux et al. 2023),
but we find no existing literature matches for the other
3. Other catalogs searched included Roman (1987), the
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Figure 15. Positions of all high-quality (DOPHOT flag=1)
star detections in our field (black points) and our target stars
(red points), with the candidates highlighted. The rejected
candidates are given by the blue circles, and the EBs are
given by the yellow squares. The large missing section in
the center is due to our removing the central CCDs from our
dataset. The rest of the seemingly-missing sections are due
to either faulty CCDs (middle left, bottom middle) or not
having enough stars meeting our requirements to have those
sections appear populated.

Guide Star Catalog (Lasker et al. 2008), Kaluzny et al.
(2013), ATLAS-REFCAT 2 (Tonry et al. 2018), Stet-
son et al. (2019), and Jiménez-Arranz et al. (2023). All
four targets lie on 47 Tuc’s binary sequence and show
clear indications of eclipses both in their lightcurves and
in their stacked in-“transit” difference images. These
candidates are all rejected by our color cuts that ex-
clude stars on the binary sequence, but demonstrate
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Figure 16. Top row: Transit search lightcurve plot for
MISHAPS_F47T_S11.01004730 from night 1403 showing a
S/N = 8.7 detection. The images in the middle and right
of the row are the in-transit stacked difference image and
the reference image. Middle: Detrended (blue) and target-
centered (cyan) lightcurves of the night 1403 transit. The
lines show transiting planet fits to each lightcurve. The
target-centered lightcurve is shifted so that the model base-
lines match. Bottom: Time series of target-centered differ-
ence images of the target on the same night showing the
evolution of dipoles. The last image in the sequence is the
reference image.

the value of MISHAPS’ high-cadence color observations.
The flagged portions of their lightcurves, stacked differ-
ence images, and reference images are shown in Figure

17

6.2.1. MISHAPS_F47T_N10-01019290

MISHAPS_F47T_N10.01019290 is located at
00724™19.43%, -72°16’14.00”. For this target, we ob-
serve partial eclipses in nights 698 and 1430, each with
an estimated depth of 0.062 mag. In night 1889, we
observe a full eclipse with an estimated depth of 0.072
and search-estimated duration of ~1.0 hr. The target
also displays long-term variability. The target lies above
47 Tuc’s main sequence near the equal luminosity line.

6.2.2. MISHAPS_F47T_N11.01005481

MISHAPS F47T_N11.01005481 is  located at
00P27™13.93%, -72°20°30.78”. For this target, we ob-
serve a single full eclipse on night 1431. The search

returns an estimated depth of 0.018 and duration of
1.0 hr for this eclipse for this eclipse — though visual
inspection suggests the depth is closer to 0.028 — with
roughly equal depths in z and r. Though the equal
depths could indicate a planetary transit, the sharp,
V-shaped bottom of the eclipse is indicative of an EB
or grazing transit. This target exhibits long-term vari-
ability, though we are not able to recover a well-phased
period for it. This target falls on 47 Tuc’s binary se-
quence in the CMD, and is ultimately rejected from
consideration in our sample by the final color cut in
target selection that excludes 47 Tuc’s binary sequence.

6.2.3. MISHAPS_F47T_S17.01006408

MISHAPS_F47T_S17.01006408 is  located  at
00P28™51.47%, -71°41°07.20”. For this target, we ob-
serve a partial eclipse in night 1432 and a full eclipse
in night 1886. Both eclipses have estimated depths
of 0.051 and estimated durations of 1.2 hrs, and have
V-shaped bottoms indicative of EBs or grazing tran-
sits. The r—band eclipses are slightly deeper than the
z—band eclipses, and the target falls on 47 Tuc’s binary
sequence in the CMD and is rejected by the color cut.

6.2.4. MISHAPS_F47T_S5.01002002

When cross-matching with other catalogs, this can-
didate is identified as OGLE SMC-ECL-6273, and is
flagged as an EB in Gaia (DR3 4689635452915711616).
It is located at 00"28™40.45%, -71°56’12.79”. In our
data, we observe one partial eclipse in night 1433. The
search estimates the depth of our observed eclipse to be
0.44, but our observations do not capture the full egress
and thus do not reflect an accurate eclipse depth. This
target also exhibits long-period variations, but we are
not able to recover our own period estimate.

7. OCCURRENCE RATE LIMIT

Our goal is to constrain the occurrence rate of hot
Jupiters in 47 Tuc. As we have not found any convincing
candidates we can only place an upper limit on their
occurrence. We estimate our 95% upper limit on the
occurrence rate by assuming the number of candidate
planets we expect to detect, Nexp, is Poisson distributed

NeNXi)and e~ Nexp

P(Ncand) = N d' 5

(18)
where Ncang is the number of surviving candidates.
Setting the probability of finding no planets equal to
(1 —0.95) and solving for Ny, when Neana = 0, we
get Nexp = 3. The number of candidates we expect to
detect is set by the number of stars searched Ny, the
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Figure 17. Lightcurves and stacked in-eclipse difference im-
ages for EB candidates. The lightcurves of each detection are
shown in the left column, with the r—band data plotted in
blue, and the z—band data plotted in red. The middle col-
umn shows the stacked in-eclipse difference images for each
detection, and the right column shows the reference image
for side-by-side comparison.

hot Jupiter occurrence rate fyj, and the average total
detection efficiency

Nexp = N*fHJEtotaL (19)

Previous searches for hot Jupiters in globular clusters
have expressed their sensitivity as Neyp for an assumed
fuy, but we find it useful to define a further quantity,
N7, the expected number of planets to be found in a
survey if the occurrence rate is 1 planet per star

N1 = N,€total- (20)
The upper limit on the occurrence rate can then be writ-
ten
fiy < (21)
HI <

It is worth noting two points about N7 and its cor-
responding limit on the occurrence rate fyj. Both are
dependent on the range of planet parameters that are
considered. Somewhat counter-intuitively, if the param-
eter range is increased into areas that have lower detec-
tion efficiency, N7 will fall, and the occurrence rate limit
will weaken. This is because the INV; definition assumes
one planet per star in the parameter range under con-
sideration, so increasing the range reduces the density of
planets per unit parameter space in regions where the
survey is most sensitive and distributes them to areas
that are less sensitive. However, despite the occurrence
rate limit weakening with increased parameter space,
the number of actual planets that can be found will in-
crease, because the number of “available” planets will
increase with increasing parameter space, even if it may
be at a slower rate than the parameter space increases.
Therefore, it is important to only compare occurrence
rates over the same range of parameters. Additionally,
one should not seek to achieve the lowest possible occur-
rence rate limit by restricting the parameter space and
instead attempt a measurement in as wide a parameter
space that still retains reasonable sensitivity and likeli-
hood of planet occurrence.

For these reasons we opt to present our main occur-
rence rate limit in nearly the full range over which we
calculate detection efficiencies, taking the full range of
periods 0.5 < P < 10 days, and only a slightly re-
stricted radius range of 0.75 < R, < 2.0 Rj,,. We
decide to ignore the 0.5-0.75 Ry,p range of planet radii
because our average detection efficiency drops precipi-
tously by a factor of ~5.5 relative to the 0.75-1.0 Ryyp
bin, and because we expect very few hot Jupiters to
have radii below 0.75 Ry if their incident flux is above
~2 x 10% erg s7! ecm™2 (e.g., Demory & Seager 2011;
Thorngren & Fortney 2018). For a planet in a 10 day
orbit around an r = 21 star in 47 Tuc, we compute a
minimum incident flux of 2.5 x 10® erg s~ cm™2 using
the MIST version 1.2 isochrone with [Fe/H]=-0.75 dex
at a distance of 4.45 kpc and with no extinction (Dotter
2016; Choi et al. 2016).



24

To accurately account for the variations in detection
efficiency and transit probability as a function of pe-
riod and target brightness as shown in Figure 11, and
to properly weight the sample by the cluster mass func-
tion, we compute N by computing €1, in equation 20
directly as the weighted average over all injection-
recovery simulations meeting the radius and period lim-
its. As we have injected transiting planets into each
lightcurve twice, the application of equation 19 appro-
priately weights the detection efficiency across the prop-
erties of our stellar sample.

Using our detection efficiencies for the 19,930 stars
passing our target selection cuts, we estimate N; = 693
for 0.75 < R, < 2.0 Ryyp and 0.5 < P < 10 days,
which yields the upper limit on the occurrence rate of
hot Jupiters in 47 Tuc

0.75 < Ry < 2.0 Ryup

< 0.43% for
fu ’ 0.5 < P < 10 days.

(22)

To compare our occurrence rate limit to previous lim-
its and measurements, we need to compute the limit for
the same range of period and planet radius as the other
studies. We list our estimates and those from previous
studies in Table 5.

GO0 used injection-recovery simulations of their Hub-
ble data for planets with 0.8 < R, < 2.0 Rj,, and
0.5 < P < 8.3 days to predict their expected yield under
the assumption of an occurrence rate fy; = 0.8-1.0%,
Nexp = 17. Taking the center of their occurrence rate
range, substituting equation 20 into equation 19, and
rearranging, we can compute their survey sensitivity
N,

ZOP 1889, (23)
fus

GO0 _
N7 o=

The parameter range is more restrictive than we used
for equation 21. When we use the same range of R,
and P as GO0 we compute N; = 830. With neither GO0
or our survey finding any planets, the occurrence rate
limits are fiy < 0.16% and fi; < 0.36%, respectively.

GO00’s survey searched stars near 47 Tuc’s center with
Hubble’s field of view, while our survey has so far ig-
nored the central regions of the cluster. Our two occur-
rence rate limits are therefore completely independent,
and we can combine them simply by summing N; for
each survey (NC24+G00 — 1889 4 830 = 2719) to yield a
stronger occurrence rate constraint

08 < Ry < 2.0 Ryup

<0.11% for
fus ’ 0.5 < P < 8.3 days.

(24)

WO05 searched stars throughout 47 Tuc for hot Jupiters
and also found none. Because our target star sample

likely overlaps significantly, we can not combine our lim-
its without a star-by-star accounting of injection and re-
covery that is outside the scope of this paper. However,
we can compare results by computing N7 on the same
range of R, and P. W05 search out to 16 days, beyond
our injections, but present results as a function of pe-
riod. We can therefore compute W05’s N; for a range
of parameters enclosed by our injection-recovery simula-
tions. From Table 2 of W05, we gather that in the range
2.042 < P < 8.672 days, they expect to find Neyp = 6.7
planets of radius R, = 1.3 Ry, and assuming an oc-
currence rate of fg; = 0.8%, implying N}V%5 = 378 and
frs < 0.79%. Over the same range of R, (we take the
finite range 1.2-1.4 Ry,;,) and P we find N; = 565 and
fry < 0.53%.

It is also useful to compare our limits to the occurrence
rate in the solar neighborhood. Fressin et al. (2013)
present occurrence rates using data from the Kepler
spacecraft corrected for false positives. In the period
ranges 0.8—3.4 days and 0.8-10 days, for planets with
radius 0.53 < R, < 1.96Rj,p, they measure hot Jupiter
occurrence rates of 0.082 # 0.019% and 0.43 + 0.05%.
Over these period and R, ranges we compute [N; = 1178
and 515, and place limits of fi; < 0.25% and < 0.58%,
respectively.
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Figure 18. 2D occurrence rate upper limits, estimated in
bins of R, and P. The labels on each bin give the occurrence
rate in percent.

To enable more detailed comparisons with future
work, we provide with this article the results of our
injection-recovery tests for all injections at the NOIR-
Lab Astro Data Lab. For calculations that do not re-
quire data processing, we also present our occurrence
rate limits for bins of planet radius and period in Fig-
ure 18. To combine cells in this plot, the individual
limits can be converted to N1 = 3/ fuJ max, averaged,
and then converted back to a limit with equation 21.

8. DISCUSSION

The primary goal of our survey is to improve the con-
straints on the hot Jupiter occurrence rate in 47 Tuc,
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Table 5. Hot Jupiter occurrence rate limits for 47 Tuc and measurements in the Kepler field

Comparison R, Range (Rjyup) P Range (days) N, N fus
47 Tuc estimates
This work 0.75-2.0 0.5-10.0 19,930 692.8 < 0.43%
Gilliland et al. (2000) 0.8-2.0 0.5-8.3 34,091 1888.9 < 0.16%
MW17 Kepler hot Jupiters 34,091 1222.2 < 0.25%
This work 0.8-2.0 0.5-8.3 19,930  830.1 < 0.36%
This work + GO0 0.8-2.0 0.5-8.3 54,021 2719.0 < 0.11%
Weldrake et al. (2005) 1.3 1.0-10.0 21,920 377.7 < 0.79%
This work 1.2-1.4 1.0-10.0 19,930  564.6 < 0.53%
This work 0.53-1.96 0.8-3.4 19,930 1177.8 < 0.25%
This work 0.53-1.96 0.8-10.0 19,930  514.6 < 0.58%
Kepler field estimates
Fressin et al. (2013) 0.53-1.96 0.8-3.4 132,756 — 0.082 +0.019%
Fressin et al. (2013) 0.53-1.96 0.8-10.0 132,756 — 0.43 £0.05%
47 Tuc predictions
Masuda & Winn (2017) 0.57 < M, < 0.88 0.8-2.0 0.5-8.3 — — 0.18%
Masuda & Winn (2017) 0.57 < M, < 0.88 0.8-2.0 0.68-10.0 — — 0.247009%
Fressin et al. (2013) 0.57 < M, < 0.88 & [Fe/H]= —0.78 0.53-1.96 0.8-10.0 — — 0.028%
Fressin et al. (2013) 0.57 < M, < 0.88 & [o/H]= —0.48 0.53-1.96 0.8-10.0 — — 0.055%

NoOTE—Occurrence rates for this work are computed for different ranges of planet radius and period to match other studies. The 47
Tuc predictions list two different estimates from MW17 that are their estimates of the Kepler-field occurrence rates for masses
matching 47 Tuc’s main sequence stars searched by G00 but with different period ranges, and assume no metallicity dependence.
The , predictions scale the Kepler occurrence rates measured by , for the same host mass range by the joint mass-metallicity planet
occurrence dependence estimated by Johnson et al. (2010) for 47 Tuc’s [Fe/H], and assuming that [«/Fe] can be substituted for
[Fe/H] in the relation.

inspired by the re-evaluation of previous searches by
MW17. Our occurrence rate limit by itself does not
achieve this, but when added to the GO0 limit estimated
for a completely separate sample of 47 Tuc stars, our
combined 95%-confidence upper limit of 0.11% conclu-
sively rules out the equivalent 0.18% occurrence rate
MW17 estimated for Kepler-field stars with the same
range of masses as the 47 Tuc stars GO0 surveyed. How-
ever, it is worth noting that when G00’s non-detection is
converted into a 95% occurrence rate limit over a range
of planetary parameters (fuy < 0.16%), it just about
rules out MW 17’s estimate of the Kepler low-mass host
occurrence rate (fgy = 0.18), not accounting for the
large but unquoted Poisson uncertainties. MW17’s con-
clusion that the GO0 data set does not rule out the
Kepler-field low-mass occurrence rate is likely due to
their use of the actual planet radii and periods of the
Kepler planets to estimate the detection efficiency rather
than a uniform distribution of R, and P. This choice
has the effect of weighting the distribution of injections
to longer periods, which are harder to detect. With this

sample of injections, the effective constraining power of
the search, quantified by N7, is about two thirds of that
over a uniform distribution of planet radius and period.

We have not reproduced Masuda & Winn (2017)’s
methodology, but if we assume a similar two thirds de-
tection efficiency for an appropriately weighted distribu-
tion, our limit combined with Masuda & Winn (2017)
would yield a combined Ny = 1776 and an occurrence
rate limit of fgy < 0.17%, which would just about rule
out MW17’s prediction of fiy = 0.18% that assumes no
metallicity dependence.

If we assume that the strong dependence of giant
planet occurrence rate on metallicity holds for globu-
lar cluster planet formation, then our new limits do not
place particularly interesting constraints on 47 Tuc’s hot
Jupiter occurrence rate. Johnson et al. (2010) fit for a
giant planet occurrence rate that depends on host mass
and metallicity of the form

fap o M10°1F/H], (25)
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finding @ = 1.0 £ 0.3 and § = 1.2 £+ 0.2 for giant plan-
ets with semimajor axis < 2.5 AU. Similar estimates
for hot Jupiters yield an even stronger metallicity de-
pendence, with Guo et al. (2017) finding a metallic-
ity dependence of fry o 1021E0-7Fe/Hl " and Petigura
- +0.9

et al. (2018) found fiy o 10%4-0slFe/Hl hoth studies
having relatively small numbers of hot Jupiters and do
not account for a possible host mass dependence. If
we are optimistic and adopt the Johnson et al. (2010)
metallicity relation and apply it to 47 Tuc’s metallic-
ity [Fe/H] = —0.78 dex (Cordero et al. 2014) and use
MWI17s fuy = 0.24% occurrence rate for hot Jupiters
with P < 10 days, we can predict the hot Jupiter occur-
rence rate in 47 Tuc to be 0.028%. However, if we can
assume that a-elements actually set the planet occur-
rence rate and not iron, then by replacing [Fe/H] with
[a/H] = [Fe/H] + [a/Fe] in equation 25, we can predict
fuy = 0.055% by adopting [a/Fe] = 0.3 dex (Cordero
et al. 2014). While our occurrence limits apply to
slightly different planet radius and period ranges, the
ones that combine our search with GO0 are within a fac-
tor of 2-3 of the a prediction. A 95% upper limit that
rules out the a prediction will require a survey sensitiv-
ity of N7 = 5450.

This work is only the first step toward our goal of pro-
viding improved occurrence rate limits in 47 Tuc. It is
already 50% more sensitive than the previous ground-
based search of 47 Tuc (WO05), and per star our sensi-
tivity is within 10% of G00’s. We note that our analy-
sis is the first globular cluster planet search to quantify
the human vetting detection efficiency, which we find is
high (~90%) but significantly lower than 1, especially at
longer periods. However, we have only determined this
efficiency for the first vetting step; it is likely that the
remaining vetting steps we take also are not 100% effi-
cient. Additionally, our analysis is the first 47 Tuc tran-
sit search to exclude Milky Way field stars and stars in
the SMC via proper motion cuts, which provide a small
but significant contribution to the stellar sample in the
magnitude range r ~ 18-20 due to the 47 Tuc main se-
quence crossing the SMC giant branch in the regions of
the red clump and red giant branch bump. In our next
paper, we will improve our occurrence rate limits by in-
corporating the central cluster chips into our analysis,
including faint stars missed by Gaia but on which we
can effectively detect transits, by upgrading our search
to incorporate more realistic transit shapes, and to in-
clude data from nights that were not as bad as originally
assumed, or that were gathered after the inclusion cutoff
for this paper. Combined, we anticipate these additions
to increase Nj to the point where we can challenge the

most optimistic predictions of planet occurrence rate if
we again include GO0O.

9. CONCLUSIONS

Using the Dark Energy Camera on CTIO’s 4-m Blanco
telescope, we perform an extensive survey of the globu-
lar cluster 47 Tucanae for transiting hot Jupiters. Our
observing strategy allows us to obtain the coverage, pho-
tometric depth, and precision necessary to detect sin-
gle full and partial transits of Jupiter radius planets.
Using a purpose-built data pipeline involving difference
imaging, photometric calibration and detrending, tran-
sit injections, automated transit searching, and vetting,
we carefully search 19,930 lightcurves for transit-like
eclipses.

Though we find no planets in 47 Tuc, we are able to
constrain the giant planet occurrence rate to an upper
limit of <0.43% at 95% confidence. When combined
with the results of Gilliland et al. (2000), we can place
an even tighter limit of <0.11%. We present detailed
analysis of 39 interesting targets, consisting of 4 eclips-
ing binaries and 35 transit candidates. Using our two-
step vetting process, we are able to reject all 35 of these
transit candidates as false positives without follow-up
observations.
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APPENDIX

A. INJECTION GRIDS

We performed transit injections into detrended lightcurves with planet parameters in the ranges 0.5 Ry, < Ry <
2.0 Ryyp and 0.5 < P < 10.0 days. The following plots show examples of our injections for bins R, over P and r. For
the P grid, shown in Figure 19, only full transits are shown. For the r grids, shown in Figures 20 & 21, respectively,
we show both full and partial transits.
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B. ADDITIONAL CANDIDATE INFORMATION

The following plots show the lightcurves and images for each of our 35 non-EB candidates. For each candidate, the
left panel is the lightcurve of a night with a detection, the middle panel is the in-transit difference image stack, and
the right panel is the reference image. For candidates with multiple detections, there is one row of plots per detection.
In the lightcurve panels, the r—band data are plotted in blue, the z—band data are plotted in red, and the boxcar
models from the search are plotted in green.
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Figure 22. Detection lightcurves (left column), stacked in-transit difference images (middle column), and r—band reference im-
ages (right column) for rejected candidates N5_01007377, N9_.01001945, N9_01002359, N9_01005409, N9_01010459. N9_01012179,
N10.01021994, N17_01009501, S2_01006929, S9_01001873, S9_.01005029, and S10-01006025.
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Figure 23. Same as previous, for rejected candidates S10.01010875, S10.01011133, S10-01012927, S10_01010875, S10_01020146,
S11.01004730, S15-01005434, S16-01000575, S16-01001403, and S31-01003863.
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Figure 24. Same as previous, for rejected candidates N10.01015356, N10_01016157, N10.01018928, N15_01005656, S5.01001384,
510-01008184, S10-01011503, and S10-01013998.
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Figure 25. Same as previous, for rejected candidates S2.01002825 and S16_01009327.
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Figure 26. Same as previous, for rejected candidates N11.01005644 and N9_01005022.
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