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ABSTRACT
The abundance of protoplanetary bodies ejected from their parent star system is presently poorly-constrained. With only two
existing optical observations of interstellar objects in the 108 − 1010 kg mass range and a small number of robust microlensing
observations of free-floating planets (FFPs) in the 1024 − 1025 kg mass range, there is a large range of masses for which there
are no existing measurements of the unbound population. The three primary microlensing surveys currently searching for FFPs
operate at a cadence greater than 15 minutes, which limits their ability to observe events associated with bodies with a mass much
below an Earth mass. We demonstrate that existing high-cadence observations of M31 with the Subaru Hyper Suprime-Cam
place constraints on the abundance of unbound objects at sub-terrestrial masses, with peak sensitivity at 10−4 𝑀⊕ for Milky
Way lenses and 10−1 𝑀⊕ for lenses in M31. For a fiducial 𝑑𝑛

𝑑𝑀
∝ 𝑀−2 mass distribution, we find that the abundance of unbound

objects is constrained to 𝑛unbound < 1.4 × 107 pc−3 for masses within 1 dex of 10−4 𝑀⊕ . Additionally, we compute limits
on an artificial “monochromatic” distribution of unbound objects and compare to existing literature, demonstrating that the
assumed spatial distribution of lenses has very significant consequences for the sensitivity of microlensing surveys. While the
observations ultimately do not probe abundances suggested by current models of planetary formation, our limits place direct
observational constraints on the unbound population in the sub-terrestrial mass range and motivate new observational strategies
for microlensing surveys.

Key words: gravitational lensing: micro – planets and satellites: dynamical evolution and stability – planets and satellites:
formation

1 INTRODUCTION

During the early stages of planet formation, chaotic dynamical inter-
actions between planetesimals and their environment are expected
to eject the majority of the mass contained in the bound planetesi-
mal reservoir, producing a large population of macroscopic unbound
objects (UBOs), ranging in mass from less than a kilogram to well
above the mass of Earth. Despite strong theoretical motivation for
the existence of this population, only in recent years have obser-
vations begun to actively explore it1. Observations have occurred
primarily in two mass ranges. At masses between ≈ 108 − 1010

kg (Seligman & Laughlin 2020; Hui et al. 2020), optical surveys
have observed two interstellar objects (ISOs), roughly comet-mass
bodies that have been ejected from their host star and subsequently
transited the Solar System. Anomalous features of the two observed
ISOs, 1I/’Oumuamua (Meech et al. 2017) and 2I/Borisov (Borisov
& Shustov 2021), have stimulated vigorous debate, and motivate

★ E-mail: wderocco@ucsc.edu
1 Note that in some sense, microscopic UBOs were observed earlier via in
situ measurements of interstellar dust in the Solar System (Sterken et al.
2019).

better characterizing the UBO population2. These efforts are com-
plemented at much higher masses (≳ 1024 kg) by multi-year high-
cadence microlensing surveys that search for the magnification of
background stars due to gravitational lensing by non-luminous ob-
jects. Since the lensing effect is purely gravitational, this technique
is most sensitive to high-mass lenses. Only recently have technologi-
cal advancements in high-cadence imaging allowed these surveys to
probe the terrestrial-mass range, with multiple collaborations report-
ing the first observations of terrestrial-mass “free-floating planets”
(FFPs3) (Mróz et al. 2019; Mróz et al. 2020; Koshimoto et al. 2023;
Sumi et al. 2023). At present, there are only ≈ 3 events for which the
light-curve enables a mass estimate placing it in the terrestrial range.

Between the ISO and FFP observations, there are over ten orders
of magnitude in mass where the unbound population is poorly con-
strained. This lack of data on UBOs strongly motivates exploring all
possible avenues to improve our understanding both within the ISO

2 At even lower masses, there also exist putative detections of interstellar
meteors (Siraj & Loeb 2022), however these are subject to debate (Vaubaillon
2022; Brown & Borovicka 2023).
3 This term is often also taken to encompass Jupiter-mass failed brown dwarfs
that form in situ. In this paper, we focus only on lower-mass FFPs as these
are expected to have been ejected from star systems, hence represent the
highest-mass constituents of the UBO population.
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and FFP mass ranges as well as the unexplored gulf between them.
To this end, here we carefully re-purpose existing observations by
the Subaru telescope (Niikura et al. 2019) to place constraints on the
abundance of UBOs in the mass range ≈ 10−5 𝑀⊕ − 1 𝑀⊕ .

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: In section 2, we
outline the formalism of microlensing and discuss existing microlens-
ing surveys. In section 3, we discuss the theoretical distribution of
UBOs and compare to existing data. We present a brief summary
of the observations performed by the Subaru Hyper Suprime-Cam
(HSC) in section 4. In section 5, we derive limits from the HSC mi-
crolensing survey, and provide constraints on the UBO population.
We then connect this finding to estimates from existing ISO and FFP
data and conclude with a discussion of the implications of our results
in section 6. Finally, appendix A discusses the scaling behavior of
the sensitivity curve at high and low lens masses.

2 MICROLENSING

Gravitational lensing of astrophysical objects is a powerful technique
for observing massive, non-luminous objects (Paczynski 1986). In
this section, we introduce the formalism associated with this tech-
nique and discuss existing surveys with sensitivity to the Galactic
unbound population.

2.1 Formalism

High-mass lenses produce multiple images of a background source
star that can be used to characterize the mass and morphology of
the lens. At typical planetary masses, however, the multiple images
formed through gravitational lensing are not resolved; rather, the
effect manifests as a magnification of the background star (“source”)
by a factor of 𝐴 =

𝜙
𝜙0

where 𝜙0 is the flux in the absence of lensing.
This effect is known as microlensing. The typical distance scale
associated to the lensing produced by an object of mass 𝑀 is the
Einstein radius, 𝑅𝐸 , defined as

𝑅𝐸 =

√︂
4𝐺𝑀𝑑𝐿 (1 − 𝑑𝐿/𝑑𝑆)

𝑐2 , (1)

where 𝑑𝑆 and 𝑑𝐿 represent the distances between the observer and the
source, and the observer and the lens, respectively. The angular size
of the Einstein radius is therefore 𝜃𝐸 =

𝑅𝐸

𝑑𝐿
. The typical timescale for

a microlensing event is given by the time for the source to cross the
Einstein ring in the plane of the lens. This “Einstein crossing time”
is defined as

𝑡𝐸 =
𝜃𝐸

𝜇rel
≈ 4.1 hr

(
𝑀

𝑀⊕

)1/2 (
𝑑𝐿

kpc

)1/2 ( 𝑣𝑇

50 km/s

)−1
, (2)

where 𝑣𝑇 is the transverse velocity of the lens and we have assumed
𝑑𝐿 ≪ 𝑑𝑆 in the final expression.

In the geometric optics approximation, the magnification for a
point source is (Nakamura & Deguchi 1999)

𝐴geo =
𝑢2 + 2

𝑢
√
𝑢2 + 4

, (3)

where 𝑢 is the impact parameter in the lens plane in units of the
Einstein radius. Note that setting 𝑢 = 1 corresponds to 𝐴geo = 1.34,
the conventional threshold for a detectable event. This expression
breaks down when the angular size of the source becomes comparable
to that of the lens. In this regime, finite-source effects reduce the
peak magnification since the lens magnifies only part of the source

at any time. While the peak magnification of a source is technically
infinite in the point-source regime, it remains finite in the finite-
source regime.

The parameter

𝜌 ≡ 𝜃𝑆

𝜃𝐸
=

𝑅𝑆/𝑑𝑆
𝑅𝐸/𝑑𝐿

, (4)

where 𝜃𝑆 is the angular size of the source, quantifies the extent to
which finite-source effects are important. For 𝜌 ≪ 1, the point-source
limit holds to a good approximation. When 𝜌 ≳ 1, this approximation
breaks down and the net magnification is instead calculated using the
average magnification over the extent of the star.

The average magnification is calculated by performing an integral
in circular coordinates (𝑟, 𝜃) over the source disk, the center of which
is defined as the origin. Due to the symmetry of the system, we take
the center of the lens to be located a distance 𝑢 away from the center
of the source along 𝜃 = 0. This yields (Matsunaga & Yamamoto
2006; Witt & Mao 1994; Sugiyama et al. 2019)

𝐴finite (𝑢, 𝜌) ≡
1

𝜋𝜌2

∫ 𝜌

0
𝑑𝑟

∫ 2𝜋

0
𝑑𝜃 𝑟 𝐴geo

(√︃
𝑟2 + 𝑢2 − 2𝑢𝑟 cos(𝜃)

)
(5)

As a result, the threshold impact parameter corresponding to a
detection deviates from the geometric optics case. We adopt the
methodology proposed in Sugiyama et al. (2019); Smyth et al. (2020)
and solve for 𝑢T, the maximum impact parameter that results in a
detectable event (𝐴finite (𝑢T, 𝜌) = 1.34). This defines the phase space
for the calculation of the expected event rate defined in equation 13.

While finite-source effects serve to diminish the magnification of
the source, making such events more difficult to detect, they also
introduce features to the light-curve that can be used to measure
𝜃𝐸 . For a typical microlensing event, the only observable quantity
is 𝑡𝐸 . Unfortunately, due to the degeneracy of lens mass, distance,
and transverse velocity in the expression for 𝑡𝐸 (equation 2), a mea-
surement of 𝑡𝐸 is often insufficient to characterize the nature of the
lens. A measurement of 𝜃𝐸 from finite-source effects partially breaks
this degeneracy, hence such “finite-source point-lens” (FSPL) events
allow for a mass estimate.4

2.2 High-cadence surveys

There are three primary collaborations performing dedicated multi-
year high-cadence microlensing surveys. These are the Optical Grav-
itational Lensing Experiment (OGLE-IV) (Udalski et al. 2015), the
Korea Microlensing Telescope Network (KMTNet) (Kim et al. 2016),
and Microlensing Observations in Astrophysics (MOA-II) (Abe et al.
2008). All three of these surveys are optimized for the detection of
microlensing events; they have wide fields of view focused on areas
with high stellar density, like the Galactic bulge, and observe at a high
cadence for durations spanning years. Here, “high cadence” means
observations taken roughly more than once per night. Yet, recent
advancements have enabled these collaborations to achieve cadences
as rapid as 15 minutes. Considering the O(hour)-long timescales of
microlensing events for terrestrial masses (see equation 2), it is only
recently that these collaborations have begun to observe microlens-
ing events consistent with a population of low-mass free-floating

4 Estimating a mass requires an assumption about 𝑑𝐿 , hence existing FSPL
observations of putative terrestrial-mass FFPs for Bulge-oriented surveys
often quote two values for the mass, one for an FFP in the Galactic bulge and
one for an FFP in the Galactic disk.
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Subaru constraints on unbound objects 3

planets. As discussed in section 2.1, finite-source point-lens (FSPL)
events allow mass estimates of putative FFP lenses. At present there
are only three FSPL events consistent with terrestrial-mass FFPs.5

With typical cadences of roughly an hour for most fields, these
collaborations are only marginally sensitive to lenses in the terrestrial
mass range. Due to the 𝑡𝐸 ∝ 𝑀1/2 dependence of the crossing time
on lens mass, faster cadences afford the opportunity to probe lower
masses. Here, we use observations performed by the Subaru Hyper
Suprime-Cam (HSC) with a cadence of 2 minutes to exploit this
fact. This is roughly one order of magnitude faster than the fastest
operational mode for the microlensing surveys listed above; due both
to this faster cadence and the lower velocity dispersion of disk lenses
(see app. A), these observations are sensitive to lens masses roughly
four orders of magnitude below those observable by the existing
microlensing surveys, providing strong motivation to use the HSC
observations as a probe of sub-terrestrial UBOs.

3 THE UNBOUND POPULATION

In this section, we review what is currently known about the abun-
dance of unbound objects and state the assumptions on the UBO
mass distribution that we employ in our analysis.

3.1 Mass distribution of unbound objects

The UBO population is thought to be predominantly composed of
planetesimals of varying mass that were ejected from their birth
system during the chaotic early phases of system formation. There
are various processes that can lead to the release of a planetesimal,
including release during disk dispersal, removal by nearby stars in the
birth cluster, gravitational scattering by planets, slow drift from exo-
Oort clouds, ejection during post-red giant mass loss, and ejection
by an inner binary star system (Fitzsimmons et al. 2023). Since all
these processes draw from a star’s existing planetesimal reservoir, the
abundance of UBOs depends strongly on this reservoir’s properties.

Characterizing these reservoirs is a major research focus in the
exoplanet community as it bears heavily on the ultimate distribution
of planets formed within a system. At present, the distribution of
planetesimals is still largely unknown. It is often modeled as a power
law, either in radius or mass. Here we adopt the form

𝑑𝑁

𝑑 log10 (𝑀) = N
( 𝑀

𝑀norm

)−𝑝
(6)

where N is the total number of UBOs per star at mass 𝑀 scaled by
a normalization mass 𝑀norm. Throughout the rest of the paper, we
take 𝑀norm = 𝑀⊕ and all logarithms to be base 10. For ISOs, the
distribution is often defined in terms of the radius 𝑟 of the ISO as
𝑑𝑁

𝑑𝑟
∝ 𝑟−(𝛼+1) , (7)

where 𝛼 = 3𝑝.6 Many estimates have been made on the normaliza-
tion and power-law index of this distribution, both from results of
simulations (Dohnanyi 1968; Moro-Martín et al. 2009; Gáspár et al.
2012) and from observational data (Strigari et al. 2012; Sumi et al.
2023; Gould et al. 2022; Siraj & Loeb 2019; Landgraf et al. 2000)

5 These are OGLE-2012-BLG-1323 (Mróz et al. 2019), OGLE-2016-BLG-
1928 (Mróz et al. 2020), and MOA-9y-5919 (Koshimoto et al. 2023).
6 Note that this is rewritten as 𝑁 (𝑟 ) ∝ 𝑟−𝛼 in the literature, where 𝑁 (𝑟 ) is
taken to be the number above a radius 𝑟 , see e.g. Engelhardt et al. (2017).

that span a range ≈ 0.66 − 1.33, with 𝑝 ≈ 1.0 often assumed as the
fiducial value.7

How well a power-law describes the full UBO population over both
ISO through FFP mass ranges is an open question. Physical processes
occurring at different scales may induce features in the distribution.
For example, efficient gravitational reaccumulation of small frag-
ments onto larger planetesimals would result in an overabundance
of high mass planetesimals (≳ 1018 kg) at the expense of a relative
underabundance at low masses (≲ 1012 kg) (Lohne et al. 2008). De-
spite this, numerical studies have found that the mass distribution in
debris disks is well-approximated by a power law over many orders
of magnitude (Gáspár et al. 2012). Hence, to compare with existing
literature, we adopt a power-law form for the mass distribution and
allow 𝑝 to vary between 0.66 and 1.33.

3.2 Abundance

Prior to the recent ISO and FFP observations, estimates of the abun-
dance of UBOs could only be derived from theory. With observations
now made in both mass ranges, data-driven estimates of the abun-
dance of UBOs can be made.

In the ISO mass range, the observations of 1I/‘Oumuamua and
2I/Borisov have produced estimates of the density of UBOs of size
> 100 meters of ≈ 0.1 − 0.2 au−3 (8.8 × 1014 − 1.8 × 1015 pc−3)
(Do et al. 2018; Jewitt et al. 2017; Trilling et al. 2017). In terms of
mass, this corresponds to a limit on UBOs with masses ≳ 2 × 109

kg (𝑟 ≳ 100 m for typical cometary densities of 0.5 g/cm3).8 Taking
the ISO population to be well-approximated by a collisional cascade,
as was done in Jennings et al. (2020), yields a rough estimate for the
UBO mass distribution of(

𝑑𝑁

𝑑 log 𝑀

)
ISO+cascade

≈
(

1.5 × 1016

star

) (
𝑀

2 × 109 kg

)−0.83
, (8)

where we have taken the local stellar density to be ≈ 0.1 pc−3

(Golovin et al. 2023).9
As discussed in section 2, for the FFP mass range relevant to the

sub-terrestrial masses discussed in this paper, recent observations by
existing microlensing surveys of the first terrestrial-mass free-floating
planets (Mróz et al. 2019; Mróz et al. 2020; Koshimoto et al. 2023)
have allowed estimates of the abundance of high-mass UBOs.10 The
MOA collaboration estimates a UBO distribution given by (Sumi
et al. 2023)(

𝑑𝑁

𝑑 log 𝑀

)
MOA

=

(
2.18+0.52

−1.40
star

) (
𝑀

8 𝑀⊕

)−(0.96+0.47
−0.27 )

, (9)

7 In the context of ISOs, the index 𝑝 = 0.83 often also appears as a fiducial
value, as it corresponds with the theoretical value given by a self-similar
collisional cascade (Dohnanyi 1968), however more sophisticated models
have yielded higher estimates of 𝑝 (Gáspár et al. 2012).
8 Note that this estimate is an extrapolation for masses well-above 2 × 109

kg, however due to the steep mass-dependence of the UBO distribution, the
dominant contribution to the abundance arises from the lowest masses. It is
therefore approximately correct to quote the limit as applying to all masses
> 2 × 109 kg as Do et al. (2018) do.
9 Note that extrapolating this distribution to planetary masses yields estimates
of thousands of Earth-mass FFPs per star, which is not well-supported by data.
This indicates that a simple collisional cascade model is no longer realistic
for high-mass UBOs.
10 Quasar microlensing studies (Dai & Guerras 2018; Bhatiani et al. 2019)
also suggest a possible FFP abundance of ∼ 100 Moon-mass to Jupiter-mass
objects per star for an assumed 𝑝 = 1 power law, which is broadly consistent
with our fiducial curve.

MNRAS 000, 1–10 (2023)
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based upon FFP observations alone while KMTNet chooses to in-
clude ISO measurements to estimate (Gould et al. 2022)(

𝑑𝑁

𝑑 log 𝑀

)
KMT+ISO

=

(
0.4+0.2

−0.2
star

) (
𝑀

38 𝑀⊕

)−(0.92+0.06
−0.06 )

. (10)

The inclusion of ISO data to constrain 𝑝 implicitly assumes that a sin-
gle power-law is a good approximation of the UBO distribution over
the ≈ 17 orders of magnitude in mass separating ISOs from FFPs;
a more conservative estimate of 𝑝 using purely the KMTNet FFP
observations yields 0.9 ≲ 𝑝 ≲ 1.2 (Gould et al. 2022). Both collabo-
rations have set their reference masses 𝑀norm to be the approximate
mass to which their analysis is most sensitive. As a result, their es-
timates are only supported by data for masses near that value. The
sensitivity to lower masses is cut off by the cadence of observation,
as (in the limit of no finite-source effects) the Einstein crossing time
scales with 𝑀

1/2
lens. Note that due to the approximate 𝑑𝑁/𝑑𝑀 ∝ 𝑀−2

dependence of the UBO mass function, reducing the cadence by a
single order of magnitude allows detection of masses two orders of
magnitude lower; these are expected to be roughly four orders of
magnitude more abundant. (See appendix A for a discussion of the
cadence scaling of a survey’s peak mass sensitivity.) This is why ex-
ploring this mass window does not require a multi-year observational
campaign such as those conducted by OGLE, KMTNet, and MOA.

Synthesizing all existing data and simulation results (see sec-
tion 3.1), one can construct a reasonable approximate fiducial mass
function as(

𝑑𝑁

𝑑 log 𝑀

)
fid

=

(
10
star

) (
𝑀

𝑀⊕

)−1
. (11)

It is worth noting that given the current data, unbound terrestrial-
mass planets are expected to outnumber bound terrestrial planets,
providing further motivation to explore this population as a probe of
planetary dynamics.

4 SUBARU/HSC OBSERVATIONS

On the night of November 23, 2014, the Subaru Hyper Suprime-Cam
performed an observation of M31 at a cadence of 2 minutes to search
for short-duration microlensing events (Niikura et al. 2019). Within
the 7-hour observation, only one candidate event was detected. The
results of this observation were used to place significant constraints
on the abundance of primordial black holes (PBHs) in the mass range
1019 − 1023 kg (Niikura et al. 2019; Smyth et al. 2020; Sugiyama
et al. 2019; Croon et al. 2020).

The resulting limits apply not only to PBHs, but to UBOs as
well.11 As is clear from the discussion in section 2, the 2-minute
cadence allows these observations to constrain the abundance of
UBOs even at sub-terrestrial masses. There are, however, a number
of key differences between a PBH population and UBO population of
lenses that must be taken into account when attempting to constrain
the UBO population.

Firstly, UBOs do not follow the same spatial distribution as PBHs:
PBHs are assumed to form spherical halos surrounding the Milky
Way and M31; In contrast, the UBO population is expected to trace
the stellar density within each galaxy. This is because UBOs are
generally ejected with low velocities and therefore do not travel a
significant distance from their parent star system. It is for this reason

11 This point was made prior to our work by Jennings et al. (2020), however
a rigorous analysis to compute the limit was not performed.

Instrument Subaru Hyper-Suprime-Cam

Survey Date November 23, 2014

Target M31

Galactic Longitude 𝑙 (degrees) 121.2

Galactic Latitude 𝑏 (degrees) −21.6

Field of View Diameter (degrees) 1.5

Source Distance (kpc) 770

Cadence (minutes) 2

Observation Time (hours) 7

𝑁sources (millions) 87

Table 1. Summary of parameters for the Subaru HSC M31 survey.
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d [kpc]
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ρ
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�
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c3
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MW Stellar

MW DM

M31 Stellar

M31 DM

Figure 1. The dark matter (DM) and stellar density from the Milky Way (MW)
and M31 along the line-of-sight toward M31. Note that the UBO density is
expected to be proportional to the stellar density. The contribution from DM
is significant over all distances due to the large extent of both halos. This
makes M31 a prime candidate for dark matter lensing surveys. For UBOs, the
contribution from MW lenses is minimal since the stellar density decreases
beyond the scale height of the Milky Way thin disk (≈ 0.3 kpc) and the
contribution from M31 lenses is largest close to the sources, where finite
source effects are most significant.

that existing microlensing surveys tend to observe the Galactic bulge,
as this line-of-sight has a large density of UBO lenses. The 2014
Subaru observation chose M31 as an ideal target specifically due to
the large integrated line-of-sight density of PBH lenses in the Milky
Way’s dark matter halo. Since the Earth-M31 line-of-sight is oriented
out of the plane of the Milky Way, the relative integrated density of
UBO lenses is much smaller, as the stellar density decreases rapidly
beyond the scale height of the Milky Way thin disk (≈ 0.3 kpc (Bland-
Hawthorn & Gerhard 2016)). This can be seen in Fig. 1, which shows
both the stellar density (solid) and dark matter density (dashed) along
the line of sight. It is perhaps unsurprising, given this figure, that the
difference in spatial morphology significantly weakens the sensitivity
of the Subaru observations to UBOs in comparison to PBHs.

A further difference in the UBO and PBH populations is that the
dark matter halo of PBHs is virialized. As a result, PBH lenses typi-

MNRAS 000, 1–10 (2023)



Subaru constraints on unbound objects 5

cally move with velocities on the order of the Galactic virial velocity,
≈ 270 km/s. UBOs are thought to be ejected with velocities < 10
km/s with respect to their parent star’s frame of rest (Fitzsimmons
et al. 2023), hence tracking the stellar velocity dispersion, which is
roughly an order of magnitude lower. For this reason, the timescale
of UBO microlensing events is roughly an order of magnitude larger
than that of PBHs for identical lens masses and distances, allowing
greater sensitivity to lower lens masses for UBOs in than PBHs.

Finally, the analysis performed in Niikura et al. (2019) assumed a
monochromatic mass spectrum for PBHs since a narrow distribution
of PBH masses is motivated from theoretical considerations (Carr &
Kuhnel 2022). UBOs, in contrast, are predicted to follow an approx-
imate power-law distribution of masses, as described in section 3.1.
We therefore choose to set limits on the parameters of this power
law rather than to adopt an unphysical monochromatic distribution
of UBOs. We do, however, show a “monochromatic” limit in Fig. 5
to demonstrate the significant loss of sensitivity due to the low UBO
density along the line-of-sight in comparison to the rescaling of the
PBH bound that currently appears in the literature (Johnson et al.
2020; Jennings et al. 2020).

Note, finally, that the finite-size effects are particularly important
for UBO lenses within M31, where the lens-source distance is small.
This results in reduced sensitivity to masses below ∼ 10−2 𝑀⊕ .
While the MW UBO population below this mass can still be probed,
the line-of-sight morphology described above leads to a significant
attenuation of the overall expected event rate for UBOs with masses
lower than this, see Fig. A2 and the surrounding discussion.

4.1 Expected Event Rate

Subaru is not able to resolve individual stars in M31, hence it operates
in a “pixel lensing” regime (Novati 2009; Niikura et al. 2019). In
this regime, microlensing events appear as increased flux in a given
pixel. An individual pixel measures the combined flux of many stars.
Operating in this regime immediately precludes the ability to extract
the magnification 𝐴, as the baseline flux of the lensed star cannot be
measured separately from the blended flux of all stars in the pixel. As
a result, one cannot measure the physical Einstein crossing time, 𝑡𝐸 .
Instead, one considers the full-width-half-maximum (FWHM) event
timescale12, which can be measured from the pixel flux light-curve
directly and is defined via

𝐴

( 𝑡FWHM
2

)
− 1 ≡ 𝐴(𝑢0) − 1

2
, (12)

where 𝑢0 is the impact parameter at the point of closest approach
between the lens and source. Without a measurement of the physical
quantities 𝑡𝐸 and 𝜃𝐸 , it is not possible to reconstruct the properties
of the lens given the detection of a microlensing event. However, it is
straightforward to calculate the expected rate of events as a function
of the observed 𝑡FWHM.

The expected event rate calculation proceeds as follows: assuming
an isotropic Maxwellian velocity distribution for the lenses, the ex-
pected differential rate of microlensing events for a single source per
observation time is given by

12 In the absence of finite-source effects, 𝑡FWHM ∝ 𝑢0𝑡𝐸 when 𝑢0 ≪ 1
(see e.g. Novati (2009)). In the finite-source regime, the event duration is
determined primarily by the angular size of the source rather than by 𝜃𝐸 . In
pixel-lensing, 𝑡𝐸 cannot be measured directly in either case.

𝑑Γ

𝑑𝑡FWHM
= 2

∫ Mmax

Mmin

𝑑𝑀

∫ 𝑑𝑠

0
𝑑𝑑𝐿

∫ 𝑢𝑇

0
𝑑𝑢0

1√︃
𝑢2
𝑇
− 𝑢2

0

𝜌𝑀

𝑀

𝑣4
𝑇

𝑣2
𝑐

exp
[
−

𝑣2
𝑇

𝑣2
𝑐

]
𝑓 (𝑀)𝜀(𝑡FWHM), (13)

where 𝑓 (𝑀) is the probability distribution function of lens masses,
𝑣𝑇 = 2𝑅𝐸

√︃
𝑢2

HM − 𝑢2
min/𝑡FWHM is the transverse velocity of the

lens, 𝜌𝑀 is the mass density of the lens population, 𝑑𝑆 is the distance
to the source star, and 𝜀(𝑡FWHM) is the detection efficiency. 𝑢HM
is the impact parameter at which the half-maximum magnification
is reached and can be solved for analytically in the point-source
regime and numerically in the finite-source regime via Eqs. 3 and 5,
respectively. There will be a contribution from populations in both
the Milky Way and M31 to the total event rate, Γ = ΓMW + ΓM31.
We must specify spatial and velocity distributions of UBOs in both
the Milky Way and M31 to compute the event rate. In our analysis,
we assume that the UBO density tracks the stellar distribution of
each galaxy. For the Milky Way, we use the exponential Koshimoto
parametric model from Koshimoto et al. (2021). For M31, we use
the stellar mass map from Tamm et al. (2012). Due to the rapid
decrease in UBO density beyond the scale height of the MW disk,
the majority of UBO lenses in the MW lie in the local neighborhood
of the Sun and have comparable mean bulk velocities. It is therefore
the local velocity dispersion that governs the typical duration of a
lensing event. We therefore take the typical velocity of UBOs in the
Milky Way to be on the order of the stellar dispersion in the MW disk,
∼ 30 km/s (Koshimoto et al. 2021). For the M31 velocity distribution,
we note that Subaru did not take data for fields of view containing
the central regions of M31 as the stellar density was too high to
be able to resolve magnifications due to the lensing of a single star.
Therefore, we adopt the stellar dispersion of the M31 disk,∼ 60 km/s
(Novati et al. 2009), as a typical velocity for UBO lenses within M31.
For the detection efficiency, we take the simulated values from Fig.
18 of the Subaru HSC Survey (Niikura et al. 2019) and perform a
weighted average over the distribution of stellar magnitudes observed
in patch-D2 (Fig. 22 of Niikura et al. (2019)). This results in a typical
efficiency of≈ 0.7 for events with 𝑡FWHM in the range 0.07 to 3 hours.

Given these assumptions, the expected differential event rate inte-
grated over 1 dex mass bins can be seen in Fig. 2. The curves have
been normalized to the total number of expected events in order to
show their behavior. The most probable mass range for an observed
MW lens lies within 1 dex of 10−4 𝑀⊕ , while the corresponding
peak lies at 10−1 𝑀⊕ for lenses in M31. Both of these peaks, as well
as the scaling behavior at high and low masses, can be estimated
analytically, as discussed in appendix A. The sensitivity to masses
well below existing microlensing surveys is due to the high cadence
of the Subaru observations, the low dispersion of MW disk lenses
in comparison to the Bulge, and the large distance to M31 sources.
All three factors conspire to provide peak sensitivity for the Subaru
observations at masses inaccessible to existing surveys (see appendix
A).

While we have chosen particular models for the UBO spatial and
velocity distributions in each galaxy in order to compute our limits,
our results are largely insensitive to the specifics of the chosen model.
For the MW, the uncertainty in stellar density from the Koshimoto
model is encapsulated in the total mid-plane stellar density of 0.040±
0.002 𝑀⊙ pc−3, a difference of 5% in either direction (Bovy 2017).
For M31, the densities used are lower limits with the upper limits
being a factor of 1.5 times higher (Tamm et al. 2012). Varying the
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Figure 2. Expected rate of events per mass dex, normalized to total rate of
events, showing the relative probability of an observed event belonging to a
certain mass window. The contribution from Milky Way lenses is shown in
blue and from M31 lenses in yellow, with the sum of the two shown as a green
dashed curve. It is a coincidence of the survey parameters that the contribu-
tions from the Milky Way and M31 are comparable in overall probability,
however they correspond to significantly different mass ranges, as discussed
in appendix A. The MW sensitivity peaks at O(10−4 ) 𝑀⊕ , several orders
of magnitude below the peak sensitivity of existing microlensing surveys.
This is due to the more rapid observational cadence of the Subaru survey,
as well as differences in the lens velocity dispersion (see appendix A). The
secondary MW peak at even lower masses arises due to the narrow region
of phase space in which finite-source effects increase the event rate before
ultimately suppressing the magnification below a detectable threshold.

velocity dispersion leads to a larger effect, as can be seen in Fig. 3,
which plots the distribution of 𝑡FWHM for both the MW (top) and M31
(bottom). In the top panel, changing the dispersion does not induce
an apparent change in the distribution of 𝑡FWHM, as the lensing
rate 𝑑Γ/𝑑𝑡 ∝ 𝑣

−2(𝑝−1)
𝑇

,13 hence for our 𝑝 = 1 fiducial power-law
(eq. 11), the 𝑣𝑇 scaling drops out. In M31 (bottom), however, finite-
source effects set a scale, limiting sensitivity at low masses. Thus,
varying the velocity dispersion does change the distribution even for
𝑝 = 1, with higher dispersions shifting the distribution to smaller
timescales. The vertical black dashed lines correspond to the range
of 𝑡FWHM to which the survey is sensitive, indicating the loss in
sensitivity for high dispersions. Empirically, changing the dispersion
in the MW and M31 by a factor of two in either direction leads to a
difference of ∼ 40% in the total event rate compared to our fiducial
values.

5 RESULTS

We place limits in a manner akin to Niikura et al. (2019). We
begin by computing the expected event rate for the HSC obser-
vation using equation 13 for a power-law probability distribution

13 The lensing rate per star Γ at a given distance 𝑑 is proportional 𝑁 (the
number of lenses in the plane), 𝑅𝐸 (the “cross-section” for a lens to cross
the star in the lensing plane), and 𝑣𝑇 (the speed with which the crossing
takes place). Taking 𝑑/𝑑𝑀 yields 𝑑Γ

𝑑𝑀
∝ 𝑑𝑁

𝑑𝑀
𝑅𝐸𝑣𝑇 . With 𝑅𝐸 ∝ 𝑀1/2

(eq. 1), 𝑑𝑁
𝑑𝑀

∝ 𝑀−𝑝−1 (eq. 6), and 𝑀 ∝ 𝑡2𝑣2
𝑇

(eq. 2), one recovers 𝑑Γ
𝑑𝑡

∝
𝑡−2𝑝𝑣−2(𝑝−1)

𝑇
.
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Figure 3. The effect of altering the velocity dispersion in the MW (top) and
M31 (bottom) on the expected differential lensing event rate for our fiducial
𝑝 = 1 mass distribution (Eq. 11). The effect is minimal in the MW due to the
∝ 𝑣

−2(𝑝−1)
𝑇

scaling of the rate. However, the low-mass cutoff in M31 induced
by finite-source effects leads to large changes in the distribution under varying
dispersions. See section 4.1 for details.

𝑓 (𝑀) = 𝐴

(
𝑀
𝑀⊕

)−𝑝
for 𝑀 ∈ [𝑀min, 𝑀max], with the prefactor

𝐴 =

( ∫ 𝑀max

𝑀min

( 𝑀

𝑀⊕

)−𝑝)−1
(14)

ensuring normalization. We take 𝑀min = 3.3 × 10−10 𝑀⊕ , 𝑀max =

3.3×102 𝑀⊕ . Note that while for computational reasons we truncate
the distribution, our results are insensitive to these bounds, as these
are well outside our mass-range of peak sensitivity, 10−2 𝑀⊕ ≲ 𝑀 ≲
𝑀⊕ (see Fig. 2).

By integrating the differential rate, equation 13, over the 7-hour
observational time range, we calculate the overall expected number
of events. Microlensing events follow a Poisson distribution with an
estimated number of observations given by

𝑃(𝑘 = 𝑁obs |𝑁exp) =
𝑁𝑘

exp
𝑘!

𝑒−𝑁exp . (15)

The survey produced a single candidate event. This leads to a 95%
confidence interval given by 𝑃(𝑘 = 0) + 𝑃(𝑘 = 1) ≥ 0.05, which
corresponds to 𝑁exp < 4.74 (Niikura et al. 2019). This criterion can
then be used for to place a constraint on the abundance of high-mass
UBOs for a particular value of 𝑝, the power-law index of the UBO
mass function. These constraints place a robust upper limit on the
abundance of UBOs in the mass range of 10−5 𝑀⊕ − 1 𝑀⊕ kg. We
plot the results in Fig. 4. The solid lines correspond to three different
values of the power-law index 𝑝 of the UBO mass function in the
range 0.66 < 𝑝 < 1.33. The shaded regions above each curve are
excluded by our analysis. The limit on UBOs with mass within 1 dex
of 10−4 𝑀⊕ is < 1.4 × 107 pc−3. The dash-dotted gray line is the
mass function of UBOs when adopting the Do et al. normalization
derived from the observation of 1I/‘Oumuamua and extrapolating to
high masses with the theoretical prediction for a collisional cascade
𝑝 = 0.83 (Eq. 8). The gray dashed and dotted lines are the best-fit
mass functions derived by MOA and KMTNet respectively using data
at masses 𝑀 > 𝑀⊕ (Eqs. 9 and 10 respectively). The black dashed
line is our fiducial mass function (Eq. 11). Note that, as discussed
in section 3.1, all three of these curves are extrapolations in the sub-
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terrestrial range. Our limits have support in this range, hence provide
a direct probe of the UBO abundance at these masses.

We also show the results of our analysis in the “monochromatic
limit” in Fig. 5. At a given mass 𝑀 , we assume the number density
of UBOs to be approximately constant 1 dex of 𝑀 and zero else-
where. We then apply the condition 𝑁exp < 4.74 to this truncated
distribution to set a “monochromatic” limit. The resulting limits are
shown as a function of mass in Fig. 5 in blue. While a narrow dis-
tribution of UBO masses is not physically-motivated, we choose to
display this result to compare to existing literature (shown as the
black dashed line) in which the Subaru PBH constraints have been
rescaled to UBOs without consideration of the differences in the spa-
tial distributions of the two lens populations. The limit computed in
this work, taking into account differences in the lens populations, is
clearly significantly weaker than the naive estimate. This is due in
large part to the low relative density of UBOs along the MW–M31
line-of-sight with respect to the PBH density. The weakened sensitiv-
ity at 10−2 𝑀⊕ is due to the gap between the distributions of events
from MW and M31 lenses seen in Fig. 2.

We wish to note that while the Subaru observations we used for
our analysis provide a direct observational probe of UBOs in the
sub-terrestrial range, due to the short baseline and low UBO density
along the line of sight, they are not ideal for constraining the UBO
abundance. As such, the resulting limits do not probe abundances
motivated by our current understanding of planetary formation. This
is evident in Fig. 5, where we plot a gray band corresponding to an
estimate of the average initial protoplanetary disk mass of stars in the
local neighborhood (Williams & Cieza 2011), using an approximate
average stellar mass of 0.5 𝑀⊙ (Golovin et al. 2023; Bovy 2017).
Since UBOs are thought to be comprised of material from these
disks, the total UBO mass per star is expected to lie within or below
the gray band, while our limits lie one to two orders of magnitude
above.

While our results do not at present place strong constraints on
models of UBO formation, they demonstrate that even small dif-
ferences in cadence can give rise to significant improvements in
sensitivity to the UBO mass function, motivating the use of the most
rapid achievable cadence in future surveys. Additionally, they show
that the microlensing event observed by Niikura et al. (2019) was
very unlikely to have been caused by a UBO and motivate a careful
reappraisal of the event, as it may be a hint of a more exotic source.

6 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The abundance of unbound objects in the sub-terrestrial mass range
provides a window into the dynamical processes occurring during
planetary formation. However, due to their low mass, such UBOs are
typically unobservable for existing microlensing surveys due to their
> 15-minute minimum observational cadence. In this paper, we have
leveraged existing observations performed by the Subaru telescope
at 2-minute cadence to constrain the abundance of unbound objects
with masses in the range 10−5 𝑀⊕ − 1 𝑀⊕ accounting, for the
first time, for the UBO spatial distribution. Furthermore, we have
demonstrated that a faster cadence by one order of magnitude can
provide a several orders-of-magnitude detection boost for low-mass
UBOs. These results motivate future ultra-high-cadence surveys to
better characterize the sub-terrestrial UBO population. Implementing
such an observational strategy in upcoming surveys has the potential
to yield observations of unbound planetesimals deep in the sub-
terrestrial regime.
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Figure 4. Limits on the local number density of UBOs within 1 dex of 𝑀.
The solid lines correspond to the upper limit for three different values of the
power-law index 𝑝 of the UBO mass function placed by the Subaru HSC
observations. The gray and black lines correspond to the mass functions
enumerated in section 3.2. Note that the ISO+cascade results are derived
from asteroid-mass objects while the KMTNet and MOA results are derived
using data at masses 𝑀 > 𝑀⊕ , hence all are extrapolations in the mass range
probed by Subaru.
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Figure 5. Limits on the total abundance of UBOs from the Subaru HSC
survey for a monochromatic mass spectrum. The curves correspond to the
limit on ejected mass per star at masses within 1 dex of 𝑀. The black dashed
line shows a previous limit derived by rescaling the existing Subaru constraints
on primordial black holes, which implicitly assumed the UBO lenses follow
the halo-like distribution of dark matter. Our corrected constraints (blue)
are derived using the expected spatial density of UBOs. See Fig. 1 for a
comparison of the UBO and dark matter line-of-sight densities. The gray
band corresponds to typical protoplanetary disk masses and serves as a point
of reference for theoretically-motivated regions of UBO density (see main
text).
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APPENDIX A: DIFFERENTIAL EVENT RATE SCALING

The probability density of an observed event corresponding to a
particular mass 𝑀 , marginalizing over all other parameters, is pro-
portional to the lensing rate Γ. The differential lensing rate is given
by

𝑑Γ

𝑑𝑀 𝑑𝑑𝐿 𝑑𝑡FWHM 𝑑𝑢0
=

2√︃
𝑢2
𝑇
− 𝑢2

0

𝑣4
𝑇

𝑣2
𝑐

exp
[
−
𝑣2
𝑇

𝑣2
𝑐

] 𝜌𝑀
𝑀

𝑓 (𝑀)𝜀(𝑡FWHM),

(A1)

where 𝑓 (𝑀) is the probability distribution function of lens masses,
𝑡FWHM is the full-width-half-maximum duration, 𝑢0 is the impact
parameter at the point of closest approach between the lens and
source, 𝑢𝑇 is the largest impact parameter for which the magnification
remains above a detectable threshold (𝐴 > 1.34 in our analysis), 𝜌𝑀
is the mass density of the lens population, 𝑑𝑆 is the distance to the
source star, and 𝜀(𝑡FWHM) is the detection efficiency. The transverse
velocity of the lens, 𝑣𝑇 , is given by

𝑣𝑇 = 2𝑅𝐸

√︃
𝑢2

HM − 𝑢2
min/𝑡FWHM. (A2)

To derive the peak sensitivity with respect to mass, we marginalize
the differential lensing rate over 𝑑𝐿 , 𝑡FWHM, and 𝑢0:

𝑑Γ

𝑑𝑀
(𝑀) = 2

∫ 𝑑𝑠

0
𝑑𝑑𝐿

∫ 𝑢𝑇

0
𝑑𝑢0

∫ 𝑡max

𝑡min
𝑑𝑡FWHM

1√︃
𝑢2
𝑇
− 𝑢2

0

𝑣4
𝑇

𝑣2
𝑐

exp
[
−

𝑣2
𝑇

𝑣2
𝑐

] 𝜌𝑀
𝑀

𝑓 (𝑀)𝜀(𝑡FWHM). (A3)
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Here, 𝑡min is the minimum detectable timescale for an event and
is usually roughly 𝑡cad, the observational cadence. The longest
timescale of a detectable event, 𝑡max, is set to the total duration
of the survey, 𝑡obs. Note that for events with 𝑡FWHM ≈ 𝑡obs, the effi-
ciency decreases, as the event may extend beyond the observational
window.

Figure A1 shows 𝑑Γ
𝑑𝑀

as a function of mass 𝑀 for lenses within the
Milky Way. The actual curve for the Subaru observations is shown in
solid black. We also display in dashed blue the equivalent curve if all
finite-source effects are neglected. It is clear that finite-source effects
severely limit sensitivity at low masses, as discussed below. At high
masses, the decrease in lensing rate is due to the finite cadence, as
can be seen from the yellow dotted curve, which is the lensing rate
for the Subaru observation if the cadence had been increased by an
order of magnitude (𝑡min = 60 minutes). The green dashed curve
is the lensing rate for a 𝑡min = 60-minute observation neglecting
finite-source effects.

The scaling of both high-mass and low-mass regimes can be esti-
mated in a simple fashion, derived below. In the following, we work
in natural units with 𝑐 = 1.

A1 Low-mass behavior

On the low-mass end, recall that finite-source effects become rel-
evant when 𝜌 =

𝑅𝑆/𝑑𝑆
𝑅𝐸/𝑑𝐿

exceeds ≈ 1. Since 𝑅𝐸 ≈
√

4𝐺𝑀𝑑𝐿

when 𝑑𝐿 ≪ 𝑑𝑆 , the condition 𝜌 ≲ 1 corresponds to the condi-
tion 𝑑𝐿 ≲ 4𝐺𝑀 ( 𝑑𝑆

𝑅𝑆
)2. The upper limit for the 𝑑𝐿 integral in A3

is therefore min[4𝐺𝑀 ( 𝑑𝑆
𝑅𝑆

)2, 𝑑𝑆] (under the approximation that the
integrand vanishes when 𝜌 > 1). The integrand is ∝ 𝑣4

𝑇
, hence

∝ 𝑀2𝑑2
𝐿

by equation A2. (It should be noted that at these masses, 𝑣𝑇
is always ≪ 𝑣𝑐 , hence the exponential term approaches 1. We will
return to this point when we consider the high-mass behavior of the
curve.) Performing the integral over 𝑑𝐿 yields a term proportional

to 𝑀2𝑑3
𝐿
|
min[4𝐺𝑀 ( 𝑑𝑆

𝑅𝑆
)2 ,𝑑𝑆 ]

0 . In the limit that 4𝐺𝑀 ( 𝑑𝑆
𝑅𝑆

)2 > 𝑑𝑆 ,
the term then scales as 𝑀2, whereas in the opposite limit, the term
scales as 𝑀5, with the transition between these regimes occurring

at 𝜌 ≈ 1 ⇒ 𝑀 ≈ 𝑅2
𝑆

4𝐺𝑑𝑆
( 𝑑

∗
𝐿

𝑑𝑆
), where 𝑑∗

𝐿
is the average lens dis-

tance. Upon multiplying by 𝑑𝑛/𝑑𝑀 ∝ 𝑀−2 for our fiducial 𝑝 = 1
UBO power law, this yields the 𝑀3 low-mass behavior and 𝑀0

intermediate-mass plateau seen in Figure A1. The above derivation
shows that by increasing the distance to sources, the finite-source
suppression can be avoided at lower lens masses. It is for this reason
that the Subaru observations, with 𝑑𝑆 ≈ 770 kpc, can still resolve mi-
crolensing events for MW lenses without finite-source suppression
at masses well below that of typical Bulge-oriented surveys with
𝑑𝑆 ≈ 8 kpc.

A2 High-mass behavior

The 𝑀0 dependence persists only up until the timescale of events at
a particular mass becomes shorter than the observational cadence,
hence cannot be resolved. This occurs when 𝑣𝑇 ≈ 𝑣𝑐 , as at larger
𝑣𝑇 , events become exponentially suppressed. By the definition of 𝑣𝑇 ,
this occurs when 2

√︃
4𝐺𝑀𝑑∗

𝐿
/𝑡FWHM ≈ 𝑣𝑐 where we have dropped

the O(1) 𝑢-dependent term and fixed 𝑑𝐿 to its average value 𝑑∗
𝐿

. We
approximate the integrand as zero when 𝑣𝑇 > 𝑣𝑐 , hence the lower
bound on the 𝑡FWHM integral becomes min[2

√︃
4𝐺𝑀𝑑∗

𝐿
/𝑣𝑐 , 𝑡min].

The integrand is proportional to 𝑣4
𝑇
∝ 𝑀2/𝑡4FWHM when the expo-

nential is ≈ 1, hence performing the integral over 𝑡FWHM yields a
term proportional to 𝑀2/𝑡3 |𝑡max

min[2
√

4𝐺𝑀𝑑∗
𝐿
/𝑣𝑐 ,𝑡min ]

. In the limit that

2
√︃

4𝐺𝑀𝑑∗
𝐿
/𝑣𝑐 < 𝑡min, then the expression is proportional to 𝑀2,

while in the opposite limit, the expression goes as 𝑀1/2. Multiplying
by the 𝑑𝑛/𝑑𝑀 ∝ 𝑀−2 for our fiducial 𝑝 = 1 UBO power law yields
an intermediate plateau regime in which 𝑑Γ/𝑑𝑀 ∝ 𝑀0 that transi-
tions to high-mass 𝑀−3/2-dependence when 𝑣𝑇 (𝑡min) ≈ 𝑣𝑐 ⇒ 𝑀 ≈
𝑣2
𝑐𝑡

2
min

16𝐺𝑑∗
𝐿

.
Beyond this, a similar analysis for the 𝑑𝑢0 integral yields a

regime in which the differential rate scales with 𝑀−5/2, as can be
seen in Fig. A1. This follows once again from the condition that
𝑣𝑇 < 𝑣𝑐 to avoid exponential suppression. However, now we re-
instate the 𝑢−dependence of 𝑣𝑇 and fix all other quantities. This
yields the condition

√︃
𝑢2
𝑇
− 𝑢2

0 <
𝑣𝑐𝑡FWHM

4
√
𝐺𝑀𝑑𝐿

. Upon a transforma-

tion to the variable �̃� ≡
√︃
𝑢2
𝑇
− 𝑢2

0, the limits of integration be-
come �̃� ∈ [0,min[ 𝑣𝑐𝑡FWHM

4
√
𝐺𝑀𝑑𝐿

, 𝑢𝑇 ]]. In the case when the upper

limit is 𝑢𝑇 , the resulting integral goes as 𝑀0, as we have seen be-
fore. However, when the upper limit is 𝑣𝑐𝑡FWHM

4
√
𝐺𝑀𝑑𝐿

, the leading term

when 𝑀 → ∞ goes as 𝑀−5/2, with the transition occurring around
𝑀 ≈ 𝑣2

𝑐𝑡
2
max/16𝐺𝑑𝐿𝑢

2
𝑇

. Note that in the geometric optics limit (ap-
plicable at these masses), 𝑢𝑇 → 1. This transition occurs at masses
approximately (𝑡max/𝑡min)2 larger than the finite-cadence turnover,
which for 𝑡min = 4.2 minutes and 𝑡max = 3 hours yields a ratio
of ≈ 103. This corresponds with the two changes in slope seen at
𝑀 ≈ 10−4 𝑀⊕ and 𝑀 ≈ 10−1 𝑀⊕ in Figure A1.

A3 Mass-integrated sensitivity

In order to connect this differential event rate to a relative contribution
to the expected number of events for lenses within a certain mass
range, one must integrate equation A3 over mass. As a result, the
per dex rate of events plotted in Fig. 2 (i.e. the event rate 𝑑Γ/𝑑𝑀
integrated over 1 dex mass bins) displays the same overall behavior
as 𝑑Γ/𝑑𝑀 with scalings that have an additional power of 𝑀 . The
sensitivity is therefore peaked at the cadence-limited transition point,

𝑀cadence-limited ≈
𝑣2
𝑐𝑡

2
min

16𝐺𝑑∗
𝐿

(A4)

(see section A2), which is O(10−4) 𝑀⊕ for a typical MW lens
distance (≈ 1 kpc) and dispersion (≈ 30 km/s) with 𝑡min = 4.2
minutes (Niikura et al. 2019). This corresponds to the peak value for
the Milky Way contribution in Fig. 2. It is clear from equation A4
that slowing the observational cadence by a single order of magnitude
reduces the mass to which a survey is most sensitive by two orders of
magnitude. Furthermore, the stellar dispersion within the MW disk
is roughly an order of magnitude less than the Galactic bulge, which
yields an additional two orders of magnitude in mass due to the 𝑣2

𝑐

dependence in equation A4.
The M31 contribution, on the other hand, is governed by the onset

of finite-size effects, which become relevant at

𝑀finite-size-limited ≈


𝑅2
𝑆

4𝐺𝑑𝑆

(
𝑑∗
𝐿

𝑑𝑆

)
𝑑∗
𝐿
≪ 𝑑𝑆

𝑅2
𝑆

4𝐺𝑑𝑆

(
𝑑∗
𝐿

𝑑𝑆

) (
1 − 𝑑∗

𝐿

𝑑𝑆

)−1
𝑑∗
𝐿
≈ 𝑑𝑆

(A5)

(see section A1). It is the 𝑑∗
𝐿

≈ 𝑑𝑆 case that is relevant for M31.
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Figure A1. Differential event rate for lenses in the Milky Way disk as a
function of mass. The black curve is the rate for the Subaru HSC survey,
including the effects of both a finite cadence at high masses and finite-source
effects at low masses. The blue dashed curve is the rate for an identical
analysis but with the finite-source effects neglected. In that case, there is no
low-mass loss in sensitivity. The yellow dotted curve is the event rate for
a survey identical to the Subaru observation but with longer observational
cadence (60 minutes). The event rate ceases to grow with decreasing mass
at a higher mass, as discussed in section A2. The green dashed curve is the
equivalent survey parameters to the green curve, but neglecting finite-source
effects. The scaling behaviors estimated in appendix A are shown alongside
the curves. The slight bulge in each finite-source curve near 𝑀 ≈ 10−6 𝑀⊕
arises due to the narrow region of phase space in which finite-source effects
lengthen observed events, allowing more short-duration events to be detected
in comparison to the point-source regime.

Upon substituting typical values in M31 for these parameters (𝑑𝐿 ≈
𝑑𝑆 ≈ 770 kpc), one finds that the peak sensitivity occurs around
𝑀 ≈ O(10−1) 𝑀⊕ , which is apparent in Figure A2.
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Figure A2. Same as Fig. A1 but for lenses within M31. As discussed in
section A3, finite-source effects push the peak sensitivity to higher values of
𝑀 relative to MW lenses.
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