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ABSTRACT

We evaluate gravitational lensing as a technique for theatieh of extrasolar moons. Since 2004 gravitational niécrsing has been
successfully applied as a detection method for extrasddareps. In principle, the method is sensitive to massesvagtoan Earth
mass or even a fraction of it. Hence it seems natural to iigagst the microlensingfiects of moons around extrasolar planets. We
explore the simplest conceivable triple lens system, éoinizone star, one planet and one moon. From a microlengiimg pf view,
this system can be modelled as a particular triple with hidriaal mass ratios very fierent from unity. Since the moon orbits the
planet, the planet-moon separation will be small compawetia distance between planet and star. Such a configuratiolead to a
complex interference of caustics. We present detectabititl detection limits by comparing triple-lens light cus\te best-fit binary
light curves as caused by a double-lens system consistihgsbfstar and planet — without moon. We simulate magnifiogiaiterns
covering a range of mass and separation values using theséwxeay shooting technique. These patterns are processethlyging a
large number of light curves and fitting a binary case to ed¢hemm. A chi-squared criterion is used to quantify the distieitity of
the moon in a number of selected triple-lens scenarios. @hdts of our simulations indicate that it is feasible tadiger extrasolar
moons via gravitational microlensing through frequent higthly precise monitoring of anomalous Galactic microlegevents with
dwarf source stars.
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1. Introduction tre, causing time shifts of the transit ingress and egrdssléo
Holman & Murray (2005)). In their simulations of space-ldhse
By now hundreds of extrasolar planets have been detedted g 5yjtational microlensing Bennett & Rhie (2002) mentitwe t
all we know, none of the newly discovered extrasolar plan%%ssibility of discovering extrasolar moons similar to @wn
offers physical conditions permitting any form of life. But th§50n_ | ater that year, Han & Han (2002) performed a detailed
search for planets potentially harbouring life and thesedor o 5gipility study whether microlensingffers the potential to
mdmators of habitability is ongoing. One of th‘?se indarat giscover an Earth-Moon analogue, but concluded that finite
might be the presence of a large natural satellite — a moOngy,ce gects would probably be too severe to allow detections.
which stak_)lllses the rotation axis of the planet and thet@By \njijliams & Knacke (2004) published the quite original sugge
surface climate (Benn 2001). It has also been suggestea@thgh 1o 100k for spectral signatures of Earth-sized moonhin
large moon itself might be a good candidate fiedng habit- - 5hg6ption spectra of Jupiter-sized planets. Cabrera &&der
able conditions (Scharf 2006). In thg solar system, mostgtta 2007) proposed a sophisticated transit approach using “mu
harbour moons. In fact, the moons in the solar system outnufz| event phenomena’, i.e. photometric variation pattetue
ber the planets by more than an order of magnitude. No moR\gitrerent phases of occultation and light reflection of planet
has yet been detected around an extrasolar planet. and satellite. Han (2008) undertook a new qualitative stfdy
The majority of known exoplanets has been discovereghmper of triple-lens microlensing constellations findingn-
through radial velocity measurements, with the first susces,egligible” light curve signals to occur in the case of antEar
ful finding reported by Mayor & Queloz (1995). This methodnass moon orbiting a 10 Earth-mass planet, “when the planet-
is not sensitive to satellites of those planets, becausstéfiar moon separation is similar to or greater than the Einstein ra
“Doppler wobble” is only #fected by the orbital movement of giys of the planet”. Lewis et al. (2008) analysed pulsar tfie
the barycentre of a planet and its satellites, though higher arrival signals for lunar signatures. Kipping (2009a, bjned
effects could play a role eventually. Here we consider Galacligg extended the transit timing models of exomoons to ireclud
microlensing, which has led to the discovery of severati@ty  (ransit duration variations, and Kipping et al. (2009) eiwed
low-mass exoplanets since the first report of a successtul geynsit detectability of exomoons with Kepler-class phmogory
tection by Bond et al. (2004), as a promising technique fer tng concluded that in optimal cases moon detections down to

search for exomoons. _ 0.2 Mgarth should be possible.
As early as 1999, it has been suggested that extraso-

lar moons might be detectable through transit observations We cover here several new aspects concerning the microlens-
(Sartoretti & Schneider 1999), either through direct obaer ing search for exomoons, extending the work of Han (2008).
tion of lunar occultation or through transit timing var@is, First, the detectability of lunar light curve perturbatsois de-

as the moon and planet rotate around their common barycesrmined with a statistical significance test that does re®dn

to rely on human judgement. Second, all parameters of the two
1 exoplanet.eu dimensional three-body geometry, including the positingla
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of the moon with respect to the planet-star axis, are vafieild, Moon
an unbiased extraction of light curves from the selectedaies ~ o /
enables a tentative prediction of the occurrence rate efttgtle Host Star /¢ T
lunar light curve signals. A more detailed account of thigigt O 77777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777 Y

is available as Liebig (2009). Ops Planet

The paper is structured as follows: In Section 2, we recall . . .
the fundamental equations of gravitational microlenseigvant Ig. 1. Geometry of our_trlplle-lens scenario, not to scale. Five
to our work. Our method for quantifying the detection rates f parameters have to be fixed: The mass raf@s= Mpiane/ Mstar
extrasolar moons in selected lensing scenarios is prasémte 2149 = Mwoon/Mpianes the angular separations in the lens
Section 3. In Section 4, we discuss the astrophysical irzilplicplanegPS andéup and the position angle of the mogn These
tions of the input parameters of the simulations. Our resaié¢ parameters define uniquely the relative projected positbthe
presented in Section 5, together with a first interpretationa 117e€ bodies.
discussion of potential problems of our method.

Gravitational lensing changes the apparent solid angle of a
source, not the surface brightness. The magnificatias the
2. Basics of gravitational microlensing ratio of the total solid angle of the images and the appasiut s

The deflection of light by massive bodies is a consequendeof fangllze of the unlensed so;mr:]e. d ve f
theory of general relativity (Einstein 1916) and has begyeex O; alstatus repohr_t of the galst' present ‘]’m prosEectlve u-
mentally verified since 1919 (Dyson et al. 1920), see Pat;1<rz]'yr'1tu“.a of planet s]?arc Ing via Galactic (rj‘mcro ensm? t f mece
(1996) for an introduction to the field or Schneider et alggp WNite papers of 2008009 are a good source of reference
for a comprehensive review. (Beau_lleu et al. 2008; Dominik et al. 2008; Bennett et al. 200
- ; - o Gaudi et al. 2009).

The typical scale of angular separations in gravitatioerad}
ing is theEinstein radius 6g, the angular radius of the ring of for-
mally infinite image magnification that appears when a soatce3. Method
a distanceéDs, a lens of mas# at a distancéd,, and the ob-

server are perfectly aligned: The simplest gravitational lens system incorporating dreer-
lar moon is atriple-lens system consisting of the lensing star,
4GM D.s a planet and a moon in orbit around that planet, as sketched
O = 4/ @ D.DS’ (1) in Figure 1. Most likely, lunar fects will first show up as no-

ticeable irregularities in light curves that have beeriafiit ob-
whereG denotes the gravitational constanthe speed of light. served and classified as light curves with planetary sigaatu
Dys is the distance between lens plane and source plane; in Tifgmeasure the detectability of a given triple-lens systerorey
non-cosmological distance scale of our gal@yg = Ds — D, binary lenses, we have to determine whether the provideleri
holds true. With the Einstein radius also comes the chaiatite lens light curve diers statistically significantly from binary-lens
time scale of transient gravitational lensing events Bhwstein ~ light curves.

time te = D 6g/v, with the transverse velocity, of the lens To clarify the terminology: We investigate light curvestha
relative to the source. show a deviation from the single-lens case due to the presenc

Here we focus on the triple lens case with host s&y; ( Of the planetary cau_stic, i._e. which w«_)uld_be modelled aga st
planet @) and moon ), see Figure 1 for illustration. The lensplus-planet system in a first approximation. We call luder
equation can be expressed using complex coordinates, whetectability the fraction of those light curves which display a
shall denote the angu|ar source position @‘nﬂhe image po- S|gn|f|cant deviation from a Star-plus-planet |enS moded thu
sitions, cf. choice of notation in Witt (1990) and Gaudi et athe presence of the moon. We measure tliedince between
(1998).& stands for the angular position of the lensing bod§ given triple-lens light curve (which is taken to be the &fu
i. g} is the mass ratio between lensemd] (g = ). The lens underlying light curve of the event) and its best-fit binteps
equation gets the following form, if the primaryjlens, thesho counterpart. The best-fit binary-lens light curve is fourydeb

; ! ; - least-square fit. We then emplgy-statistics to see whether the
starS, has unit mass and is placed in the origin of the lens plar}ﬁple-lens light curve could be explained as a normal flatian

1 Ops Ovis within the error boundaries of the binary-lens light cuti¢his
N=¢-—c--———=-—=——. (2) is notthe case, the moon is considedetkctable.
§ &-&p &—ém Detection and characterisation are two separate problems i

This is a mapping from the lens plane to the source plane jwhif® Se?(mh for extrasoltz)ir ple:]nelts or r\r/]\;)r?ns, ;]hOUQh’ and we do
maps the images of a source star to its actual position in {jigt make statements about the latter. When characterisiog-a

source plane. As pointed out in Rhie (1997), and explici ¢ served light curve with clear deviations from the binary mipd

culated in Rhie (2002), the triple-lens equation is a teordrer 1t 1S Still possible that ambiguous solutions —|unar and-horar

polynomial equation i, — arise. Thls.does not _reflect on our resylts. We S|r.nplly giee th
In microlensing, the images cannot be resolved. Detecta@.@‘:t'on of triple-lens light curves significantly deviag from

is only the transient change in magnitude of the sourcevsteam mary-lens light curves, without exploring whether thende

lens and source star are in relative motion to each othertdkake uniquely c_ha(acterlsed. . .

magnificationu of the base flux is obtained as the inverse of the A gualitative impression of the lunar influence on the caus-

determinant of the Jacobian of the mapping equation (2), tic structure can be gained fro”.‘ the magpnification patterns
in Figure 2. Extracted example light curves are presented in

onan Figure 3. Going beyond the qualitative picture, in this pape
-—=— (3) quantify the detectability of an extrasolar moon in gratuitaal

with detJ(¢) =1- ——.
0§ 0¢ microlensing light curves in selected scenarios.

: 1
K= detd@)’
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Fig. 2. Details of the analysed triple-lens magnification maps fozxeample magseparation scenario witfps = 1073, gyp = 1072,

Ops = 1.36 andOyp = 1.062 (the standard scenario as summarised in Table 1), showéngathstic configurations for twelve
different lunar positions completing a full circular orbit ieg$ of 30. The relative positions of star, planet and moon are skdtche
in the lower left of each panel (not to scale). The side lemgftthe individual frames are Dde. A darker shade of grey corresponds
to a higher magnification. The straight black lines mark setrajectories, the resulting light curves are displayef€igure 3.
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Fig. 3. Sample of triple-lens light curves corresponding to thersetrajectories depicted in Figure 2. The solid light cgrwesre
extracted with an assumed solar source $Rgurce = Rp; the thin, dashed lines show the same light curves Rfice= 3Ro.
The magnification scale is given in negative magnitudieténce £ Amag), i.e. the unmagnified baseline flux of the source is 0.
The time scale in units of the Einstein tire assuming a uniform relative motion of source and lens.
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3.1. Ray shooting

The triple-lens equation (2) is analytically solvable, bt
Han & Han (2002) pointed out that numerical noise in the pol
nomial codficients caused by limited computer precision wa
too high ¢ 107 when solving the polynomial numerically
for the very small mass ratios of moon and star107°). To
avoid this, we employ the inverse ray-shooting techniqueckv
has the further advantage of being able to account for fin
source sizes and non-uniform source brightness profilee m
easily. It also gives us the option of incorporating addiéib
lenses (further planets or moons) without increasing tha-co
plexity of the calculations. This technique was developgd t
Schneider & Weil3 (1986), Kayser et al. (1986) and Wambsgar
(1990, 1999) and already applied to planetary microlensging
Wambsganss (1997).

Inverse ray-shooting means that light rays are traced frc
the observer back to the source plane. This is equivalerdte t
ing rays from the background source star to the observeepla
The influence of all masses in the lens plane on the light gatt
calculated. In the thin lens approximation, the deflectioglais ..
just the sum of the deflection angles of every single lenserAft--
deflection, all light rays are collected in pixel bins of tlosce "‘..‘: .
plane. Thus a magnification pattern is produced (e.g. Figure ™ = -
Lengths in this map can be translated to angular separaiionsFig. 4. Magnification pattern displaying the planetary caustic of
assuming a constant relative velocity between source arg] lea triple-lens system with mass ratigss = 1072 andqup =
to time intervals. The number of collected light rays pempis 1072, corresponding, e.g., to an M-dwarf, a Saturn-mass planet
proportional to the magnificatignof a background source with and an Earth-mass satellite of that planet. Darker shades-co
pixel size at the respective position in the source plane.réB- spond to areas of higher magnification. The third body shows
olution in magnification of these numerically produced @ats its influence as the small perturbation on the bottom cuspef t
is finite and depends on the total number of rays shot. planetary caustic. The position angle of the moowg is 907,
i.e. in the orientation of this map the moon is located abbee t
planet. The complete set of parameters is given in Table &. Th
side length of the pattern is.1¢ in stellar Einstein radii. A
We obtain simulated microlensing light curves with potahti source with radiuRs (2Ro, 3Ro, 5Rp) is indicated as a black
traces of a moon by producing magnification maps (Figure 4) @isc (dashed circles) in the lower left. Taking the strailie
triple-lens scenarios with mass ratios veretient from unity. A that cuts the lunar perturbation of the caustic as the sduaee
light curve is then obtained as a one-dimensional cut tHidlig  jectory of a solar sized source results in the light curveasho
maghnification pattern, convolved with the luminosity prefif a in Figure 6 (solid line). Depending on the assumed soure siz
star. Only a few more assumptions are necessary to simefatedifferent light curves are obtained, see also Figure 9(a) to (c).
alistic, in principle observable, light curves: angulansme size,
relative motion of lens and source, and lens mass. As a first ap
proximation to the surface brightness profiles of stars weeaus ditional caustic features, it also slightly moves the lawmatof
profile with radiusRseurce and constant surface brightness (igthe double-lens caustics. Since the perturbation intreduxy
noring limb-darkening &ects). The light curve is sampled athe moon is small, however, we have good starting conditions
equidistant intervals. In Section 4.7 we discuss physioglic  using the light curve from the binary magnification pattdratt
cations of the sampling frequency. In order to be able to makerresponds to the triple-lens magnification pattern. kegfne
robust statistical statements about the detectabilityraban in  planet-star separation fixed and changing the planetarg toas
a chosen setting, i.e. a certain magnification pattern, ve¢- arthe sum of the masses of planet and moon, we are likely to be
yse a grid of source trajectories that delivers about twadhesh close to the global best-fit values. In our simplified apphpac
light curves, see also Figure 5. To have an unbiased sarhple,we only vary the source trajectory to search for the bedtdgitt
gridis chosen independently of lunar caustic featuresabtra-  binary-lens light curve, which already yields satisfagt@sults,
jectories are required to show pronounced deviations fiteen tas can be seen in Figure 6(b). For the fitting procedure we use
single-lens light curve due to the planet. the simple, straight-forward and robust least-square ateth

3.2. Light curve simulation

3.3. Fitting 3.4. Light curve comparison

For each triple-lens scenario, we produce an additionalninagWe want to use the properties of th&-distribution for a test of
fication pattern of a corresponding binary-lens system,revhesignificance of deviation between the two simulated lighves
the mass of the moon is added to the planetary mass. As a firkthe triple lens and the corresponding binary lens.
approximation, one can compare two light curves with identi Most commonly, they?-distribution is used to test the
cal source track parameters, see Figure 6(a). Numericaly lgoodness-of-fit of a model to experimental data. To compese t
differences can occur without a significant topologicdlledi simulated curves instead, as in our case, one possibleagpi
ence, because the additional third body not only introdacks to randomly generate artificial data around one of them agidl th
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Fig.5. lllustration of how the magnification pattern of a given o, 4
star-planet-moon configuration is evaluated. In order teefan g

unbiased statistical sample, the source trajectoriesasen in- !
dependently of the lunar caustic features, though all lgintes 0.4
are required to pass through or close to the planetary causti ,
This is realised through generating a grid of source trajées
that is only oriented at the planetary caustic. In the acualua-
tion a 10 times denser grid than shown here was used. The mag- -0.2

nification map has to be substantially larger than the catsti 0 00l 0bZ 003 604 805 D05 007 0.8
ensure an adequate baseline for the light curve fitting. Tdee s tte
length of this pattern is.86g, the position angle of the moon (b) Best-fit source trajectory.

¢ = 90°,_a|| other parameters are chosen as Ii_sted in_ Table 1.
E)Svuerff;fi'zes of Bo, 2Re, 3Re, and SRp are indicated in the Fig. 6. Triple-lens light curve (solid line) extracted from the
: magnification pattern in Figure 4, compared with a light eurv
extracted from the corresponding binary-lens magnificatiap
consecutively fit the two theoretical curves to the artificiata E)das;\ed line), with no third bod_)lfhan%.the planfethmass |n|¢|cﬁas
with some free parameters. Twg?values'Q? and Q2 will re- Y the previous moon mass. Thefférence of the two light
sult. Their diferenceAQ? = Q2 — Q2 can then be calculated angturvesis plotted as the dotted line. The ceqtral peak of_i]hlet
) , o vl w2 - lens light curve is caused by lunar caustic perturbatiomes, t
a threshold valuaQy, .,,is chosen. The condition for reported,annot easily be reproduced with a binary lens. In (a), idaht

hresh
detectability of the deviation is the"Q® > AQf ., A detailed source trajectory parameters are used to extract the bieasy

thresh

description of the algorithm and its application to micr@®g  light curve and large residuals remain that can be avoidéu wi
was presented by Gaudi & Sackett (2000). a different source trajectory. In (b), the best-fit binary-legkti

We decided to use a fiierent approach here: In particularcurve is shown (dashed) in comparison with the triple-légtst|
we were led to consider other possible techniques by thewishcurve (solid). Here, the residuals can be attributed to thermif
avoid “feeding” our knowledge of the data distribution toe@+ the deviation is significant, the moondstectable in the triple-
dom number generator in order to get an unbiased and rande#is light curve. A source with solar radius at a distancelqf@
xy?-distributed sample of)?, when at the same time we have alls assumed.
the necessary information to calculate a much more repta@sen
tive y>-value. We have developed a method to quantify signifi-, . -~ _ . _
cance of deviations between two theoretical functionsdiiaids X -d|str|bu£ed_ andQ°) in particular will lie outside the expected
the steps of data simulation and subsequent fitting. range fory“-distributed random variables. In the latter case, the

Put simply, we calculate the med@?) of all ‘y2-values Moonis detectable. This approach is presented in matheahati
that would result, if data with a Gaussian scatter drawn frofigt@il in Appendix A.
a triple-lens light curve is fitted with a binary light curvi.
the triple-lens case and the best-fit binary-lens case distiin- ; ;
guishgble, thei®? will be y2-distributed ar¥dQ2> will lie at or  ++ Choice of scenarios
very close ta(y?) = number of degrees of freedom, the mean of
the y? probability density function. If the triple-lens light ore
and the binary-lens light curveftér significantly, therQ? is not

This section presents the assumptions that we use for odr sim
ulations. We discuss the astrophysical parameter spatéstha
available for simulations of a microlensing system coirgisof
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star, planet and moon. By choosing the most probable or mod™ ™ L B
pragmatic value for each of the parameters, we create astand
scenario, summarised in Table 1 and visualised in Figureh0,
all other parameters are compared against during the analys

The observational search for microlensing events caused t
extrasolar planets is carried out towards the Galactic equlg -
currently limited to the fields of the wide-field surveys OGLE ®;; : Ly A
(Udalski et al. 1992) and MOA (Muraki et al. 1999). This leads  (a) qup = 1072 (b) qup = 1072 (c) que = 107"
to some natural assumptions for the involved quantitie® Th
source stars are typically close to the centre of the Galaotge Fig. 7. Caustic topology with dierent lunar mass ratios. From
at a distance oDs = 8 kpc, where the surface density of starteft to right, the lunar mass ratio increases frqgp = 107 to
is very high. For the distance to the lens plane we adopt &vall0™*. The side length of the displayed patterns i850g. All
of D_ = 6kpc. We assume our primary lens mass to be an Mther parameters as given in Table 1, in particogyy = 1073
dwarf star with a mass dflsiar = 0.3Mg, because that is the andfyp = 1.095. Source sizes of R to 5R, are indicated in
most abundant type, cf. Figure 5 of Dominik et al. (2008)eir the lower left.
lens mass determination is only possible if additional obse
ables, such as parallax, can be measured, cf. Gould (20@9). W
derive the corresponding Einstein radiusgigfDs, D\, Msta) =
0.32 milliarcseconds.

Five parameters describe our lens configuration, cf. FijureThe physical separation of a planet and its host star, ie. th
They are the mass ratios between planet andgtarand be- semi-major axisps, is not directly measurable in gravitational
tween moon and planejup, the angular separatioss be- lensing. Only the angular separati@s; can directly be inferred
tween planet and star afigp between moon and planet, and affom an observed light curve, where<Q6psD, < aps is valid
the last parameter, the position angle of the moon with respector a given physical separatiaps at a lens distanc®,. The
to the planet-star axis. These parameters are barely eoresir angular separatiofs of a binary will evoke a certain topology
by the physics of a three-body system, even if we do requioé caustics, illustrated e.g. in Figure 1 of Cassan (2008gyT
mass ratios very ffierent from unity and separations that allovgradually evolve from the close separation case with twollsma
for stable orbits. triangular caustics on the far side of the star and a smattalen

The apparent source siZ8source and the sampling rate caustic at the star position, to a large central caustidiriter-
fsampleaaffect the shape of the simulated light curves. We hawveediate case, when the planetis situated near the stefistefii
to define an observational uncertaintyor the significance test ring,6ps = 1.06. This is also called the “resonant lensing” case,
in the final analysis of the light curves. as described in Wambsganss (1997). If the planet is moved fur
ther out, one obtains a small central caustic and a largkatésh
roughly kite-shaped planetary caustic that is elongatends
the primary mass in the beginning, but becomes more and more

we want a small value for the mass ratio of planet and stavtwards. . _
Ops = l\:;;:x_ Our standard value will be t®which is the mass In analogy, a “lunar resonant lensing zone” can be defined,

ratio of Jupiter and Sun, or a Saturn-mass planet around an Yf1en measuring the angular separation of moon and planet in
dwarf of 0.3 M. At a given projected separation between st its of planetary Einstein radQE = +/Qps 0. Viewing our so-

and planet, this mass ratio determines the size of the @lgne ar system as a grayltat_lonal_ lens systerbpt= 6 kpc and with
caustic, with a largegps leading to a larger caustiops is var- s = 8Kpc, Jupiter's Einstein radius in physical lengths would
ied to also examine scenarios with mass ratios correspgnalin be .O'MA_‘U in the _Iens plane, that is almost 10 times the semi-
a Jovian mass around an M-dwarf and to a Saturn mass arol}fio" axis of Callisto. However, the smaller moons of Jupite

the Sun. Summarised: For the mass ratio between planetamd §V€r the region outto 2 Jovian Einstein radil. If there isaom
we use the three valueps = 3.3 x 103,103, 3x 104, at an angular separation of the planet &% < 6vp < 3.06E,
’ ’ ’ it will show its influence in any of the caustics topologiesitB

we focus our study on the wide-separation case for the fellow
4.2. Mass ratio of moon and planet qup ing reasons: Regarding the close-separation triangulsstics,

. . we argue that the probability to cross one of them is vanish-
To be classified as a moon, the tertiary body must have a M@Sy small and, furthermore, the magnification substdiytite-

considerably smaller than the secondary. The standardinasgyeases as they move outwards from the star. The interneediat
our examngnon corresponds to the MdBarth mass ratio of (. yasonant caustic is well “visible” because it is alwaysalked
Mer = 107%. We are generous towards the higher mass enggse to the peak of the single-lens curve. But all massivteso
and include a mass ratio of 10in our analysis, correspondingof a given planetary systenffact the central caustic with mi-

to the CharoyPluto system. Both examples are singular in theor or major perturbations and deformations (Gaudi et 28).9
solar system, but we argue that a more massive moon is ma@tere is no reason to expect that extrasolar systems are-gene
interesting, since it canfiectively stabilise the obliquity of a ally less densely populated by planets or moons than the sola
planet, which is thought to be favouring the habitabilitytoé system. Since ware looking for very small deviations, identi-
planet (Benn 2001). At the low mass end of our analysis we dying the signature of the moon among multiple features edus
aminegup = 1073, In Figure 7, three dierent caustic interfer- by low-mass planets and possibly more moons would be increas
ences resulting from the three adopted mass ratios are shoiwgly complex. The wide-separation case is most favourigle
Summarised: For the mass ratio between moon and planet aaeise the planetary caustic is typically caused by a sirgtesp
use the three valueg,p = 102,102,102 and interactions due to the close presence of other planets a

4.3. Angular separation of planet and star 6ps

4.1. Mass ratio of planet and star Qps
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highly unlikely (Bozza 1999, 2000). Any observed interfertes [ ™ ™ ™

can therefore be attributed to satellites of the planehéawith

only one dominant moon are at least common in the solar sys

tem (Saturn & Titan, Neptune & Triton, Earth & Moon). Such a

system would be the most straightforward to detect in re@.da
This makes a strong case for concentrating on the wide.

separation planetary caustic. As the standard we choogeaa se @ | L iy

ration ofdps = 1.36g and also test a scenario withs = 1.4 6. (2) Oup = 0.86F (b) Owmp = 1L.OGE (c) Oup = 1.268

For comparison: the maximum projected separation of Juaite

the chosen distanc&x andD, corresponds to 1.5 solar EinsteirFig. 8. Magnification patterns with side lengths 006 6g show-

radii. Summarised: For the angular separation betweereplaihg the lunar perturbation of the planetary caustic for in-

and star we use the two valugs = 1.30g, 1.46. creasing angular separations of moon and planefigf =

0.86E,1.06E, 1.26F, while all other parameters are as in Table 1.

The topology of interaction varies with the angular sepanat

Source sizes of R to 5R are indicated in the lower left.

As the moon by definition orbits the planet, there is an upper

limit to the semi-major axis of the moap. It must not exceed

the distance between the planet and its inner Lagrange.po

This distance is called Hill radius and is calculated as

4.4. Angular separation of moon and planet Oyp

ggparation. But as we have learnt through the discoveryf hu
dreds of exoplanets, we do not have to expect solar systepa pro

Mo \3 erties to be mirrored in exoplanetary systems.
Ihil = aps (_P) We focus on configurations with strong interferences of plan
3Ms etary and lunar caustic, what one might call the “resonas¢ ca

of lunar lensing”, examples of which are displayed in Fig8re
Therefore, our standard case will have an angular separatio
moon and planet of one planetary Einstein radius. In total, w
evaluate four settinggive = 0.86F, 1.06E, 1.26%, 1.46F, in the

1 1 chosen.setting (Table 1), this corresponds to physicakptef
it = OpsDL (é(]ps) , (4) separations from 0.5 to 0.8 AU.

for circular orbits, with the semi-major ax&s of the plane-
tary orbit. This can be translated to “lensing parametdnst'the
equation changes into the inequality

because for a physical distanags, the apparent (i.e. projected)4.5. position angle of moon ¢

separation lies in the range<Q6psD| < aps depending on the

inclination towards the line of sight. Thus, the Hill radicsn-  The fifth physical parameter for determining the magnifati
straintayp < ryj cannot be regarded as a strict limit. Thoughpatterns is the position angle of the mogrwith respect to
turning this argument around, a minimum region of securad splanet-star axis, as depicted in Figure 1. It is the only para
bility exists for given mass ratios and angular planetst¢grara- ter that is not fixed in our standard scenario. Instead, wé eva
tion Hps. Bodies in prograde motion with an orbit belowb@;  uate this parameter in its entirety by varying it in steps @f 3
can have long term stability, for retrograde motion the firgi to complete a full circular orbit of the moon around the plane
somewhat higher at.?5ry; (see Domingos et al. (2006) andBy doing this, we are aiming at getting complete coverage of a
references therein, particularly Hunter (1967)). Theorgif se- selected magseparation scenario. Figure 2 visualises how the

cured stability for our standard scenario has a radius of position of the moonféects the planetary caustic. It is not to be
expected that we will ever have an exactly frontal view of & pe
1 3 fectly circular orbit, but it serves well as a first approxiioa.
Omp < 0.5 OpsDL (§QPS) = 0.04560¢ = 1536, Summarised: we choose 12 equally spaced values for the posi-

tion angleg of the moon relative to the planet-star axis, and the
which leads toayp = 0.09AU in our setting. Our choice of results for the various parameter sets are averaged o e

Omp is also motivated by a desire to have caustic interactioggometries.

between lunar and planetary caustic, a resonance, becalyse o

under this condition the moon will give rise to light curvefe .

tures that are distinctly ffierent from t%ose ofa Iowqmass planet.4'6' Source size Rsource
If the moon is located at an angular separation from the plarghe source size strongly influences the amplitudes of th lig
of — depending on the position angle of the moon — roughfurve fluctuations and the “time resolution”. Larger sosrikir
0.66F < Oup < 306, it will influence the planetary caus-out finer caustic structures, compare Figure 9. For our sourc
tic. For angular separations larger thaf @, the lunar caustic star assumptions, we have to take into account not only stel-
barely influences the planetary caustic, and if it is detkdte lar abundances, but also the luminosity of a given stellpety
will be detected as a distinct secondary caustic. Han (28B8) Main sequence dwarfs are abundant in the Galactic bulge, but
ready pointed out that the lunar signal does not vanish with they are faint, with apparent magnitudes-of15 mag to 25
increased separation from the planet. But the lunar masktmigrag atDs = 8kpc. In the crowded microlensing fields, they
be wrongly identified as a second, lower-mass planet ratiaer t are dificult to observe with satisfying photometry by ground-
a satellite of the first planet. For comparison, the major nsoobased telescopes, even if they are lensed and magnifiedt Gian
of the solar system are all at considerably smaller angelar s stars, with apparent baseline magnitude$3 mag to 17 mag,
arations than 1.6, if observed as a gravitational lens systerare more likely to allow precise photometric measurements f
from D = 6 kpc withDs = 8 kpc, with our Moon being most ground and, therefore, today’s follow-up observationdxéased
favourable at 0.4 of Earth’s Einstein radii at maximum pctgel  towards these source stars.
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The finite source size constitutes a serious limitation & th

discovery of extrasolar moons. In fact, Han & Han (2002)estat 161 — ng;?nyQr?s
that detecting satellite signals in the lensing light carvell 14] e Difference

be close to impossible, because the signals are smeareg out b
the severe finite-sourcdfect. They tested various source sizes
(and planet-moon separations) for an Earth-mass planbktawit 1
Moon-mass satellite. They find that even for a KO-type sourceg 0.8
star Rsource = 0.8 Rp) any light curve modifications caused by &

12

the moon are washed out. Han (2008) increased lens masses and 06
by assuming a solar source sR&uce= Rp, he finds that “non- 0.4
negligible satellite signals occur” in the light curves dédpets 0.2

of 10 to 300 Earth masses, “when the planet-moon separation i
similar to or greater than the Einstein radius of the plaaeti

the moon has the mass of Earth. We use a solar sized source -0.2
as our standard case, and present results for four moreesourc 0 001 002 003 004 005 006 007 008
radii: Rsource = 1Rp, 2Rp, 3Re, SRe, 10R. In terms of stellar tte

Einstein radii this corresponds to fivefisirent source size set- (@) Reource= 2Ro.

tings from 18 x 10736 to 18x 1073 6.

The ability to monitor smaller sources — dwarfs, low-mass

. . . . 1.6 —— Triple Lens
main sequence stars — with good photometric accuracy is one — - Binary Lens
of the advantages of space-based observations. Hencdligesate ~ 1.4{ - Difference

mission is the ideal tool for this aspect of microlensingy-ro
tine detections of moons around planets can be expectedawith
space-based monitoring program on a dedicated satellite.

£

4.7. Sampling rate fsampied

Typical exposure times for the microlensing light curves &0

to 300 seconds at a 1.5m telescope. The frequency of observa- 0.2
tions of an individual interesting event varies betweenrsquer 2 0 frrrrrrmmrrer e
hours to once every few minutes, for a single observing sitg o 0.2

limited by exposure time and read-out time of the instrument ‘ ‘ ‘
One example of this is the peak coverage of MOA-2007-BLG-
400, see Dong et al. (2009), where frames were taken every six

t/te

minutes. Higher observing frequency equals better coeeoig (b) Rsource= 3Ro-
the resulting light curve. A normal microlensing event isrsas
a transient brightening that can last for a few days to weeks 0 16| — Triple Lens
even months. A planet will alter the light curve from fractiof Y g'.“afy Lens
RN BT ifference
a day to about a week; théfect of a low-mass planet or a moon
will only last for a few hours or shorter, see e.g. Beauliealet 12

(2006). This duration is inversely proportional to the segrse 1
velocityv, with which the lens moves relative to the line of sight
or the relative proper motigm, between the background source
and the lensing system. We fix this at a typigal= 200 knys 0.6
for DL = 6 kpc oru, = 7.0 magyear. 0.4

For the simulations, a realistic, non-continuous obseyvin

0.8

—Amag

i ; y _ ! 0.2
rate is mimicked by evaluating the simulated light curverat i —
tervals that correspond to typical frequencies, but alhgafor e T e
a constant sampling rate, which in practise is often praodidbi 0.2

by observing conditions. We sample the triple-lens lightveu T T ‘
in equally sized steps. With the assumed constant relagiloey ' ' '
ity, this translates to equal spacing in time. Aiming for teraf
fsampled= lém‘afeg we choose a step size 08610 6. To see
the dfect of a decreased sampling rate, we have also exami

: : : 'ﬁg 9. lllustration of the increasing source radius, compare
the standard scenario (see Table 1) with sampling rateswirfa _.= = . N !
of 1.5 and 2 longer. Summarised: we use thréedint sampling Figure 6(b): (aRsource= 2Ro, (b) 3Ro, and (€) Ro, all other
rates. feampieq= 1/15 min, 122 min, ¥30 min parameters as given in Table 1. The triple-lens light cusedd)
yIsampled= , , .

is obtained from the magnification pattern in Figure 4, thetbe

fit binary-lens light curve (dashed) from the correspondaiveg-

4.8. Assumed photometric uncertainty o nification pattern without a moon. Theffdirence between the
two curves is plotted as a dotted line.

The standard erros- of a data point in a microlensing light

curve can vary significantly. Values between 5 and g

seem realistic, see, e.g., data plots in the recent evehtsaisa

t/te

(C) F\’5‘.ourr:e: 5R®-
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of Gaudi et al. (2008) or Janczak et al. (2009). The photdmettermining the fraction of light curves with significant lurgig-
uncertainty directly enters the statistical evaluatioea@th light nals. The results for a single magnification map (here thteipat
curve as described in appendix A. We have drawn results foom Figure 5), are displayed in Table 2. The percentages can
an (unrealistically) broad-range from (b mmag to 500mmag.
An error as small ag~ = 0.5mmag for aV = 123 star has

recently been reached with high-precision photometry ofxan cinmmag Proportion of signifi- Detectability
oplanetary transit event at the Danisk4m telescope at ESO cantly deviating light

La Silla (Southworth et al. 2009), which is one of the telgsD curves

presently used for Galactic microlensing monitoring ofeaer 5 190228 83.3%
tions, but this low uncertainty cannot be transferred tocaad 10 137228 57.9 %
microlensing observations, where crowded star fields make e 20 77228 33.8%
the use of defocussing techniques impossible. In our dsszas 50 39228 17.1%
we regard only the more realistic range from: 5 to 100mmag. 100 y228 0.4 %

We adopt an ideal scenario with a fixedvalue for all sampled

points on the triple-lens light curve and set= 20mmag to be  Table 2. Detectability of the third mass in the maghnification pat-
our standard for the comparison offfdrent mass and separatern of Figure 5, for dterent assumed photometric uncertainties.
tion scenarios. Summarised: we explore 5 values as phatizmet

uncertaintyo- = 5, 10, 20, 50, 10énmag.

be interpreted as the “detection probability” of the moorain

Parameter ~Standard value Comment random observed light curve displaying a signature of taal
Ds 8kpc distance to Galactic bulge etary caustic — ignoring the possible complication to filhar-
D. 6kpc acterise the signal. In this map, the detectability of themis
Msar  0.3Mg most abundant type of star about one third, provided we have an observational unceytai
4,  7magyear =v, = 200kms atD, = 6 kpc of o = 20mmag. Obviously, with a larger photometric error, one
* Ops 1073 JupiteySun mass ratio is less sensitive to small deviations caused by the moon.
* Ops 136 wide separation caustic
* qup 1072 MooryEarth mass ratio
* Owp  1.06F planetary Einstein radius 5.2. Results for selected scenarios
R ; ;
Roawee  Ro gggrr]\g;enscserequwements ve-stellar 1 order to be able to make general statements about a given
foampled  ~ gomame. high-cadence observation planetarylunar system, we average the results for 12 mag-
o 20mmag typical value in past observations  hification patterns representing a full lunar orbit wigh =
0°,30,...,330.

Table 1. Parameter values of our standard scenario. Parameters
marked with an asterisk (*) are varied in our simulationsrithey 5.2.1. Variation of the photometric uncertainty
to evaluate their influence on the lunar detection rate andro-

pare diferent triple-lens scenarios. The fixed parameters lead i€ Scenario described in Table 1 is evaluated ffiecént pho-
values for the Einstein ring radiués = 0.32mas, i.e. 1.9 AU tometric uncertainties by analysing the 12 magnificatiopsna

in the lens plane, and the Einstein tinte, ~ 17 days. The shown in Figure 2. The results are displayed in Table 3. For

lensed system is a Saturn-mass planet at a projected separat
of 2.5 AU from its 0.3 My M-dwarf host, the Earth-mass satel-
lite orbits the planet at 0.06 AU, i.e.@ masangular separation,

oinmmag Detectability

cf. Figure 10. 5 90.2 %
10 59.8 %

20 30.6 %

50 12.8%

100 1.5%

5. Results: detectability of extrasolar moons in
microlensing light curves Table 3. Detectability of the moon in our standard scenario as a

) ~ function of assumed photometric uncertainty.
The numerical results of our work are presented and a first-int

pretation is made. We start by considering the result fonglsi

magnification pattern in Section 5.1. We then present reHuet ) . )

cover specific physical triple-lens scenarios (Sectior). 3% an photometric uncertainty ef = 20mmag, the result is that
also evaluate the parameter dependence of the detegtahig; about 30 % of the light curves show significant deviationsifro

by varying each parameter separately. a best-fit binary-lens light curve and display detectatjesiof
the moon. We recall again our requirements:

5.1. Evaluation of a single magnification pattern — The host planet of the satellite has been detected.
— A small source size, up to a few solar radii, is required.
— The moon is massive compared to satellites in the solar sys-
tem.
2 |.e. independent of lunar features, but required to passedoor — We have assumed light curves with a constant sampling rate
through the planetary caustic. of one frame every 15 minutes for about 50 to 70 hours.

As described in Section 3, all magnification maps are evatliat
by taking a large sample of unbiagdijht curves and then de-
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0 I
Inner boundary of 0.6 6 Stellar: 6g Planet orbit\‘ 1.36¢
planet lensing zone Einstein radius i
M-Dwarf : ‘l
host star : Saturn—-mass | Earth-mas
| 1 planet \:/ moon
° = \/> ﬁ’ﬁ\i \L‘,*
- 308 /1N
i Moon orbit
0.66F | op
,,
I

Fig. 10. Visualisation of the approximate lunar resonance zonek{degy ring), where planetary and lunar caustic overlap and
interact. Also depicted is the planet lensing zone (ligleyyrwhich is the area of planet positions for which the ptanecaustic(s)

lie within the stellar Einstein radius. Distances and datistet are to scale. The physical scale depends not onli@masses

of the lensing bodies, but also on the distances to the lestersyand the background star. In our adopted standard smecfar
Table 1, the Einstein radiws corresponds to 1.9 AU in the lens plane. This places the plreeprojected orbit radius of 2.5 AU,
whereas the moon'’s orbit has a radius of 0.06 AU (correspgridione planetary Einstein radius). The lunar resonance eovers
lunar orbit radii from 0.04 AU to 0.18 AU.

As would be expected, the detection rate increases withehiglour standard scenario (Table 1). Over the range of the moon-
photometric sensitivity and decreases with a larger uateyt
At a photometric error of 2fhmag or worse, the detection of a

moon depends on whether the source trajectory passes throug aump Detectability
or close to the lunar caustic. The finite magnification reofu 102 2 4%
of the magnification patterns induces an uncertainty in #ae d 102 30.6 %
tectability results that increases with smallewvalues, but it is 101 85.6 %

negligible for the examined range.

) _ Table 5. Detectability of the moon depending on moon-planet
5.2.2. Changing the angular separation of planet and moon mass ratio.

Table 4 lines up the changing detectability foffeient values of

the projected planet-moon separatiyp, with all other param-

eters as in standard scenario (Table 1). With the chosererapghnet mass ratige = 102, 102, and 107 the detection rate
increases from 2.4 % to 85.6 %, compare also Figure 7. Not
surprisingly: the more massive the moon, the easier it isted.

Oup in 65 Detectability

0.8 29.6 % . .
1.0 30.6 % 5.2.4. Changing the planetary mass ratio

1.2 30.4 % _ _ = _ _
1.4 28.1 % Table 6 lists the changing detectability for a varying massr

between planet and stgps. We adjusted the parameters of the

Table 4. Detectability of the moon as a function of the planet-
moon separation for our standard scenario.

Ops Detectability

3x10* 19.6 %

P P .- . i 1x 107 30.6 %

from 6up = 0.86¢ to 1.4 6, we are within the regime of caustic 3% 10°3 427 %

interactions of planetary and lunar caustic. We find thapitre
centage of detectability is almost constant at a 30 % levah H
(2008) defines regions of possible satellite detectionbasd-
gion of angular moon-planet separations between the Idmér |
of one planetary Einstein radius and an upper limit at the p
jected Hill-radius average. From our results, we conclude t
detections withhyp < 1.0GE are well possible. We have not

fully probed the lower limit region, but fatyp < 0.56F the size grid of source trajectories, so that the grid spacing scalés

of the lunar caustic perturbation decreases substantially the total caustic size. For a decreasing mass of the pléesap:
parent source size increases relative to the caustic sifees
features will be blurred out more in the case of a smallergtlan
Also the absolute change in magnification scales with the-pla
Table 5 shows the changing detectability for a varying mais r etary mass. As expected, the detectifiiceency is roughly pro-
gmp of lunar and planetary mass, with all other parameters asgartional to the planetary caustic size.

Table 6. Dependence of lunar detectability as a function of the
planet-star mass ratio, all other parameters as in our atend
rcenario.

5.2.3. Variation of the moon mass
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5.2.5. Different sampling rates that massive extrasolar moons can principally be deteated a
identified via the technique of Galactic microlensing. Frouom
results it can be concluded that the detection of an extasol
moon — under favourable conditions — is within close reach of
available observing technology. The unambiguous chaiiacte

Table 7 presents the changing lunar detectability fdfedent
sampling rates. A lower sampling frequency lowers the dietec

Sampling step fempea per  Detectability sation of observed lunar features however will be challeggi
size infe minutes The examined lens scenarios model realistic triple-lemgigo
urations. An observing rate of about one frame per 15 minutes
4 0, . . . . . .
gi 1g4 i//;g gg'géz is desirable, which is high, but well within the range of wisat
12% 104 130 24.9 0% now regularly performed in microlensing follow-up obsdioas

of anomalous events. Similarly, an observational unataif
about 20nmmag can be met with today’s ground-based telescopes
Table 7. Detectability of the moon depending on the samplingnd photometric reduction techniques foffistiently bright tar-
rate of the simulated light curves. gets. Bright microlensing targets are mostly giant statsichv

is an impediment to the detection of moons: Bulge giants with
radii of order 10R, or larger smooth out any lunar caustic fea-

probability, but the fect is less pronounced than expected. Thigre. Therefore, in order to find moons, it is crucial to beeabl
means it may be favourable to monitor a larger number of plat§- Perform precise photometry on small sources with angular
etary microlensing events with high sampling frequenahea Sizes of the order of 18 Einstein radii, corresponding to a few
than a very small number of them with ultra-high samplingr Ogolar radii or smaller at a distance of 8 kpc. This means dwarf
assumed sampling rates can easily be met by follow-up obs@@rs rather than giants need to be monitored in order tdifglen

vations, as they are presently performed for anomalouscGala Moons in the intervening planetary systems. Some impromeme
microlensing events. in resolution can be gained with the lucky-imaging techeiqu

medium-sized ground telescopes (Grundahl et al. 2009)elUnd

_ o very favourable circumstances, exomoons might alreadyebe d
5.2.6. Source size variations tectable from ground. However, future space-based tghesco
such as ESAs proposed Eudlidgnission (cf. Réfrégier et al.

We analysed simulated light curves of the standard scewéttio

: ; i 10), Chapter 17) or the dedicated Microlensing Plansd &t
five different source star radii. They cover the range betweeri -

star the size of our Sun and a small giant star VRlauce = (MFF) Mission proposed to NASA (cf. Bennett etal. (2009)),
10Rg, at Ds = 6 kpc. will surely have the potential to find extrasolar moons tigtou

gravitational lensing.

Rsourcein O Rsourcein Ro Detectability Acknowledgements. We thank our referee, Jean-Philippe Beaulieu, for his con-
structive comments, which helped to improve the manusd@ptwould like to
1.8x 103 1.0 30.6 % thank Sven Marnach for his helpful input on the significarest.tThis research
36x10°3 2.0 20.9 % has made use of NASA's Astrophysics Data System and the aféint service
54%x 103 3.0 18.1 % operated by Cornell University.
9.0x 1073 5.0 41%
180x 1078 10.0 0.0%
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Appendix A: Significance of deviation

This section explains the method that we use to determine
significance of deviation between the two simulated lightves
of the triple lens and the best-fit binary lens model.

When we want to decide whether real observational data is

better described with a triple-lens or with a binary-lensdelo

13

ity density functionf;(x;) with a standard deviation ef!. (o)
is the variance of the distributich.

We now want to examine whether t)gcould be described
equally well with a binary-lens modﬁF. We introduce the new
y2-distributed random variable

Xi — pP

S

At this step, we could simulate da¥a in order to find a some-
what representative, randomly drawn valu€df but instead we
simply calculate what the mean value of all possi@fewould
be. We use the definitions, to find

Q= <Z(

i=1

2009, Submitted toJ,Ap

(o

X

)- .

1
(07)?

(0% = b))

Here, we keep in mind that, in genera&x?) # (x)2. Using the
parametergt ando! of the distributionfi(x), we reduce the
equation by calculating

(@ = Z ﬁ fw(xi — uP)?fi(%)dx.
= (07)° J-oo
= Z ﬁ fm(xi — i+ p = ) fi06)dx
i (07)° J-oo

:; !

(oP)?

(o) + (- uD)?).

We used the definitions gff and ¢t)? and the property of the
probability density functiory f;(x)dx = 1. In our caser} =P

holds true without loss of accuracy, and indeed, we siﬁwplify

o = o for all i, that is we assume that the photometric uncer-

tainty is the same for all data points, and argue that this doé
ose a problem as long asis chosen to match the maximum

tometric uncertainty. So we can further reduce to

n | L pea
@ =Y - =ne (1A
i=1

i=1

we can fit both models to the data and usejheest to assess This is the mean of all? possibly resulting, when compar-
the significance of the deviation between the data and thefmodng the simulated binary-lens light curve to randomly s

and pick the model with the better fit.

We do not have observational data, but numerically co

triple-lens light curve points. It shall be our measure ofide
tion. Fortunately, we can provide all remaining parameters

m-

puted light curves. If we observed one of the simulatedéripl “ we recall the definitions of mean and variance. For the rangoin
lens systems, we would expect the data points to have a Gausable X with probability density functiorf (x), they are in general

distribution around the theoretical values. We could poachrti-
ficial data by randomly scattering the simulated triplesléght

curve data points around their theoretical values and then fi

binary-lens model and the triple-lens model to this ar@fidiata

set, as described in Section 3.4. This approach allows useo u

and

u= |

o= fo(x—/vt)2 f(9 dx = (X = )?),

x f(x) dx = (X)

the usuajy*-test, but is computationally intensive, because thghere we also introduce the notatiox) for the expectation value ot.

models have to be fitted numerous times to get a statistically The ,2-distribution can be applied to the sum ofindependent,

sound sample of?-values. In our approach, we directly calcunormally distributed random variables Z; with themean y; = 0 and the
late they?-value which is the expectation value of the aboveandard deviation o = 1 for all i,

method.

We hypothesise, every simulated point on our triple-lens

light curve is in fact the meag of the distribution of a random

X2~ Zn: z2.
i=1

variableX; that is distributed according to the Gaussian probab#ee any standard book with an introduction to calculus dbgindity.
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n isthe number of degrees of freedom, equal to the numberasfoid refitting the binary-lens model light curve and alwegm-

compared data points. pare to the one we got as best-fit to the exact (simulatedg+rip
o isthe assumed standard deviation or photometric uncértaitens model light curve. This overestimatiofiext vanishes for
of observations. n — co and is negligible for a dticiently largen. The high sam-

(ut - pib)z equals the dference between the two compared lighpling frequency we use, ensures that the number of datagpoint
curves squared, which we already use for our least squareifitalways large enougim ¢ 250 in all cases).

While we cannot exactly quantify the uncertainty of the re-
sults, we know that they pose strict upper limits for the luna
detectability in the various scenarios. This knowledge len-

x? probability density function able us to infer a tentative census of extrasolar moons, threce
first successful microlensing detections have been aathieve

(x?) = degrees of freedom

(&

probability density—

P <001

X -

Fig. A.1. The y? probability density function plotted for illus-
tration only. For increasing degrees of freedom the cefitnétl
theorem takesfeect and the curve will very closely resemble a
Gaussian distribution. IP(X > (Q?)) < 1%, i.e. if the proba-
bility P for a y?-distributed random variabl¥ to be larger or
as large as the mean @F is less than @1, we consider the
deviation between the two compared curves to be significant.

Now we have to decide whether the deviation between our
two examined light curves is significant. By takin@?) asy?,

one can evaluate the cumulative distribution functieyz) =

fw f(x)dx of the y?-distribution - we relied on the GNU

Scientific Library - to find the corresponding probability for any
giveny?-distributed random variabl¢ to be as large as or larger
than(Q?),

P(X > (Q%) = 1 - Fa((Q%).

This probability is just the integral of the? probability density
function to the right ok Q?) as illustrated in Figure A.1. If this
probability is very small{Q?) is outside the expected range for a
x?-distributed random variabl@?. In that caseQ? is obviously
not y2-distributed withn degrees of freedom, so we must con-
clude that there is a significant deviation between thedtighs
model light curve and the binary-lens model light curve.

We say we have a significant deviation between our two
curves, if the mean valugQ?) is so high that the probability
P for any random variabl&X being larger or equally large is
less than 1%. We interpret this to say, only if the probapilit
for a given triple lens light curve with independent, noriypal
distributed data points to be random fluctuation of the caegba
binary-lens light curve is less than 1%, we consider it to fie-p
cipally detectable.

There are two known sources for overestimating the detec-
tion rate coming with our method. First, systematic erraes a
not accounted for. A possible solution could be to add a &rrth

term to(Q?) as in(QZ,,) = (Q?)—n ("TW)Z whereo s can be as-
sumed to lie in the few percent region for real data. Secomdly

6 http://www.gnu.org/software/gsl/
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