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ABSTRACT

We identify 240 short-period (P ≲ 10 days) binary systems in the TESS data, 180 of which are

heartbeat binaries (HB). The sample is mostly a mix of A and B-type stars and primarily includes

eclipsing systems, where over 30% of the sources with primary and secondary eclipses show a secular

change in their inter-eclipse timings and relative eclipse depths over a multi-year timescale, likely due to

orbital precession. The orbital parameters of the population are estimated by fitting a heartbeat model

to their phase curves and Gaia magnitudes, where the model accounts for ellipsoidal variability, Doppler

beaming, reflection effects, and eclipses. We construct the sample’s period-eccentricity distribution and

find an eccentricity cutoff (where e→ 0) at a period 1.7 days. Additionally, we measure the periastron

advance rate for the 12 of the precessing sources and find that they all exhibit prograde apsidal

precession, which is as high as 9◦ yr−1 for one of the systems. Using the inferred stellar parameters,

we estimate the general relativistic precession rate of the argument of periastron for the population

and expect over 30 systems to show a precession in excess of 0.3◦ yr−1.

1. INTRODUCTION

Heartbeat systems are a class of detached binary stars

with relatively eccentric (e ≳ 0.2) orbits and typical pe-

riods of less than 100 days (Thompson et al. 2012; Sh-

porer et al. 2016; Kirk et al. 2016). The brighter star

can be a main-sequence (MS) star or a giant (Beck et al.

2014). The physical separation between the two stars at
periastron is small, on the order of a few stellar radii,

R∗. At these short distances, the tidal interactions give

rise to detectable flux variations in the light curve of

the system as the shapes and the temperatures of the

stars get perturbed. These systems get their name from

a characteristic cardiogram-like signature in their light

curves when the stars pass the periastron (Thompson

et al. 2012). The fractional peak-to-peak flux variations

in HBs are usually between 10−3 and 10−2 but can be

as large as 40% (Jayasinghe et al. 2021). Some of the

heartbeat systems also show clear tidally excited oscilla-

tions (TEOs) in their light curves. These are resonantly-

excited g-modes in the stars from the tidal perturbation

of the companion, with frequencies that are multiples

of the orbital period (Burkart et al. 2012; Fuller & Lai

2012; Fuller 2017; Cheng et al. 2020; Guo et al. 2020).

The light curves of HB systems can provide infor-

mation about the orbits, even without radial velocity

measurements, since the orbital parameters can be es-

timated by fitting a model for ellipsoidal variability to

their light curves (Morris 1985; Kumar et al. 1995; En-

gel et al. 2020). Furthermore, the parameters can be

constrained even more if the systems are eclipsing.

Heartbeat systems are more eccentric than other bina-

ries with similar orbital periods and mark the upper en-

velope of the period-eccentricity (PE) distribution (Sh-

porer et al. 2016). Therefore, the PE distribution for rel-

atively young, short-period HBs can help us understand

tidal dissipation and orbital circularization in these sys-

tems as well as the physical mechanisms behind short-

period binary formation, which still remain uncertain

(Toonen et al. 2020; Moe & Kratter 2018).

Only a few HBs were known before the 2010s, prior to

the Kepler mission (Maceroni et al. 2009). Since then, a

large number of HBs have been detected in the Kepler

(Welsh et al. 2011; Thompson et al. 2012; Hambleton

et al. 2013; Shporer et al. 2016) and Optical Gravita-

tional Lensing Experiment (OGLE) data (Wrona et al.

2022a,b). Many of these systems are old or have rel-
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atively long periods, with P ≳ 10 days. Additionally,

while Kepler’s photometry is unrivaled, its limited sky

coverage prevents the discovery of HBs in other parts of

the sky. Discovering a class of bright and short-period

HBs is possible using data from the Transiting Exoplanet

Survey Satellite (TESS) (Ricker et al. 2015; Prša et al.

2022). Primarily intended to study exoplanets around

bright host stars, TESS is an all-star sky survey cover-

ing about 85% of the sky. The TESS data contain full-

frame images (FFIs) taken at a cadence of 30 minutes,

10 minutes, or 200 seconds, depending on the TESS sec-

tor. Each sector covers 24◦ × 96◦ of the sky and lasts

about a month. Furthermore, the multi-sector data from

TESS provides a multi-year observing baseline that can

be used to look for long-term trends in the light curves.

Several heartbeat systems have already been discovered

in the TESS data, a majority of them containing mas-

sive stars (Jayasinghe et al. 2021; Ko laczek-Szymański

et al. 2021).

In this work, we report the discovery of 180 heart-

beat systems in the TESS data, identified using two

convolutional neural networks (CNNs). Most systems

are A and B-spectral class stars with periods less than

10 days and de-reddened B-V colors between −0.4 and

0.5. Out of these, 133 systems also show eclipses. The

light curves are extracted from TESS FFI using the

eleanor pipeline (Feinstein et al. 2019), and the orbital

parameters of the systems are then estimated by fitting

a heartbeat model to the light curves, accounting for el-

lipsoidal variability, Doppler beaming, reflection effects,

and eclipses (Engel et al. 2020). Close to 30 systems

that have both primary and secondary eclipses per or-

bit show a secular change in inter-eclipse timing and the

relative eclipse depths over a multi-year baseline in their

phase-folded light curves, which is likely due to orbital

precession. We pick and model 12 such systems and find

that all show prograde-apsidal precession.

Our method of sample selection and some of the rep-

resentative light curves are given in Section 2; the light

curve modeling is described in Section 3; the parame-

ter estimates for the entire population are presented in

Section 4. Finally, we discuss our results in a broader

context of binary evolution as in Section 5 and conclude

in Section 6.

2. TESS LIGHT CURVES

2.1. Light Curve Collection

An initial list of 240 heartbeat candidates was con-

structed using two CNNs that independently looked

through the light curves generated from the TESS FFIs.

207 of the 240 sources were obtained from a neural net-

work (NN) trained to look for eclipses in light curves

with an apparent magnitude mTESS ≤ 15, discussed

further in (Powell et al. 2021). Light curves that re-

sembled those of HBs were manually selected from the

light curves identified by the NN. The effort to find HBs

was not nearly comprehensive, but rather a subset of

a larger effort to identify binaries and ultimately larger

hierarchical systems (see, e.g. Kostov et al. 2022, 2024).

As such, the 207 sources identified here are merely a

sample. Additionally, 33 sources were taken from a dif-

ferent neural network and trained to look for HBs. This

network was a 12-layer 1D CNN, identical to the one

used by Olmschenk et al. (2021) to identify transiting

planet candidates. As this network was designed to be

a generalized network for TESS data, a similar training

setup was used as described in Olmschenk et al. (2021),

except synthetic HBs were used as the positive training

samples. The synthetic HBs were generated using the

light curve model (refer to Sec. 3.2) and TESS FFI light

curves that were used for training and were inferred to

find new candidates are identical to those used in Olm-

schenk et al. (2021).

After identifying the candidate HBs, light curves

up through TESS sector 67 were generated using the

eleanor pipeline (Feinstein et al. 2019). The multi-sector

light curves provided a long observing baseline, which

was useful in constraining the HB periods. Light curves

from sectors 1−26 have a 30 minute cadence, those from

sectors 27−55 have a 10 minute cadence, and ones from

sectors 56 − 67 have a 200 second cadence. The light

curves were binned and phase-folded after their orbital

periods were determined.

After fitting the heartbeat model to the light curves

and getting estimates for the orbital parameters, several

cuts were made to the original list of 240 sources, nar-

rowing it down to 180 HBs. First, 30 systems that could

not be fit by the model were removed. These primar-

ily included sources with short periods (P ≲ 1.75 days),

whose light curves resembled those of semi-detached bi-

naries or contact binaries. These systems are discussed

in Sec. 2.2.2. Additionally, sources with eccentricities

less than 0.2 were removed, the cutoff point we use for

defining HBs. Nevertheless, we keep these low eccentric-

ity sources while presenting some population statistics,

such as the period-eccentricity distribution.

2.2. Different Heartbeat Systems

The final light curve sample of 180 HBs contains 133

eclipsing systems, of which 35 systems show a single

eclipse and 97 show two eclipses per orbit. Many sys-

tems also exhibit clear TEOs apparent in their light

curves, although we do not estimate the exact percent-

age because of variable data quality between different
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TESS sectors and most systems not being observed in

the same sectors. The light curves of some of those

exhibiting large-amplitude TEOs are discussed in Sec.

2.2.1. Out of the 97 systems with two eclipses per orbit,

over 30% show changes in orbital parameters through

variations in relative eclipse depths and, in some cases,

changes in their inter-eclipse timings. We model the

multi-sector data of 12 such sources separately, and their

light curves are discussed in Sec. 4.3.

The binned, phase-folded light curves (phase curves)

of some representative sources from our sample are

shown in Figure 1. The zero phases of the curves are

shifted in the plots such that the periastron lies in the

center of each panel, which is determined after fitting

the heartbeat model to the phase curves; see Section

4. These sources include eclipsing and non-eclipsing

sources, ones that show TEOs, and variable amounts

of blending (flux contamination from other sources) in

different TESS sectors. Each TESS sector is plotted in

a different color.

TIC 405320687 in the top-left panel is one of the

largest amplitude heartbeats in our sample, with a frac-

tional flux variation, δF/F ≳ 2%. After modeling this

system, we find it is also an outlier because of its very

high eccentricity given its short orbital period. TIC

441626681 in the top right panel shows TEOs with an

amplitude of a few tenths of a percent at N = 18, 21

times the orbital frequency. In the bottom panel, TICs

59090149 and 277236190 are doubly and singly-eclipsing

heartbeat systems, respectively. TIC 59090149 shows

modest changes in the relative eclipse depths between

sectors 5 and 44. We do not model this system sector-

by-sector, however, because there are several other sys-

tems with larger variations in their phase curves that

we focus on in Section 4.3. Finally, the phase curve of

TIC 277236190 shows a higher amount of blending, or

flux contamination, in TESS sectors 14 and 16 than in

sectors 41, 55, and 56.

Figure 2 contains the histogram of the periods of all

the sources in the top panel. The period distributions

of the original 240 candidates and the final 180 sources,

obtained after applying the cuts, are shown separately in

blue and pink, respectively. Many short-period sources

are excluded from the final HB list because they have

either circularized or have likely overfilled their Roche

lobes, which is strongly suggestive by their phase curves.

We are also unable to fit their phase curves using the

heartbeat model. The light curves in the final distribu-

tion have a mean period of 5.39 days, with the shortest

period being P = 1.47 days and the longest being 17.78

days.

In the bottom panel of Figure 2, we plot the 2D

histograms of the extinction-corrected absolute magni-

tudes of the 180 heartbeat systems and their distances,

both taken from the TESS input catalog (Stassun et al.

2019). The magnitudes are computed using the Gaia G-

magnitudes (mG) and distances available in the GAIA

DR3 catalog. We apply a reddening correction to the

Gmag using the catalog’s E(B − V ) values, following

Stassun et al. (2019). The different stellar types are

separated by horizontal green lines as a function of the

absolute magnitudes, where the mG thresholds are taken

from Pecaut & Mamajek (2013). Many sources are clus-

tered around a distance of 1000 pc from the Solar Sys-

tem, and have an average mG ∼ 11. The distribution of

high stellar masses likely results from the neural network

selectively identifying brighter TESS targets. Addition-

ally, many of the TESS heartbeats that have been de-

scribed in the literature are massive binaries, which may

further highlight the preferential detection of these sys-

tems (Jayasinghe et al. 2021; Ko laczek-Szymański et al.

2021).

In Figure 3, we plot the B − V color and magnitudes

of the sources in our dataset. The points are colored

by the values of stellar radii, also taken from the TESS

Input Catalog. These radii should not be taken at face

value since the systems are binaries, whereas the radii

are calculated assuming the sources are single stars, de-

rived from the Gaia parallax, magnitude, and inferred

effective temperature (Stassun et al. 2019). Nonethe-

less, we see a general trend that most of the heartbeat

candidates in the data are bluer stars and have larger

inferred radii, potentially increasing the ellipsoidal sig-

nal and making these systems easier to detect. About

48 sources do not have either B or V magnitudes or stel-

lar radii information, and are therefore not plotted. For

systems without the extinction information in the TIC,

we set E(B−V ) = 1 and use a conservative estimate of

δE(B − V ) = 1 for the error in the extinction. There-

fore, the 4 systems without E(B − V ) values have large

error bars in their color and magnitudes.

Additionally, we plot 200 randomly selected TESS

sources as pink dots, with an apparent magnitude

brighter than mTESS = 15, the same magnitude thresh-

old used by the neural network to find HBs in the TESS

data. The heartbeat candidates are bluer than the typ-

ical TESS sources, which is consistent with the popula-

tion being primarily composed of massive A and B-type

stars.

2.2.1. Sources with TEOs

In general, all heartbeat systems should contain

TEOs, although many are not directly visible in the
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Figure 1. Multi-sector binned and phase folded light curves (phase curves) for some of the HBs in our sample. The error bars
represent the Root Mean Square Deviation (RMSD) of the fluxes in each bin. The phase curves from every sector are normalized
to the median flux of that sector. The zero phases of the curves are shifted in the plots above such that the periastron lies in the
center of each panel, which is obtained after fitting the heartbeat model to the light curves; see Section4. TIC 405320687 (top
left) is one of the largest amplitude heartbeats in the sample. TIC 441626681 (top right) shows TEOs at N = 18, 21 times the
orbital frequency. TICs 59090149 and 277236190 (bottom panel) are eclipsing sources, where the latter shows different amounts
of blending in different TESS sectors.

light curves and need to be inferred from various pe-

riodogram techniques (Cheng et al. 2020). With a large

number of light curves and varying data quality in differ-

ent sectors, making a quantitative statement about the

fraction of systems with visible TEOs is difficult. In-

stead, we focus on a few interesting sources with large-

amplitude TEOs and plot their light curves in Figure

4. The flux variations from TEOs are visible through

a ‘ringing’ in the light curve, like in the case of TICs

470847250, 367944808, 336538437, and 426256249. In

all these systems, the TEOs are seen at relatively lower

harmonics of the orbital period (n ≲ 20.). The TEO

amplitudes can be comparable to the strength of the

heartbeat signal, such as in the case of TIC 426256249.

The multi-sector TESS data also helps us distin-

guish sources with TEOs from other features, such as

starspots, the latter of which is not expected to last

for multiple TESS sectors with a stable amplitude and

phase.

2.2.2. Short-Period Sources

The neural networks classified several short-period

(P < 1.75 days) sources as potential heartbeat candi-

dates. While these systems are eclipsing binaries, their

lightcurves resemble those of semi-detached and contact

binaries. Additionally, the heartbeat model, described

in Appendix A, failed to give good fits for the light

curves of these systems, as it had large discrepancies be-

tween the best-fit model and the light curves. We plot

the light curves of several of these systems in Figure

5. Many systems show significant variability through-

out the light curve and sector-to-sector variations. For

example, TIC 293525651 is a doubly-eclipsing system

that shows large sector-to-sector variations on top of the

eclipses, which can result from e.g., orbital precession or

possibly star spots (Balona 2017). These systems do not

exhibit the typical heartbeat signal during their orbit.

3. METHODS

3.1. Light Curve Processing

The light curves of the 240 candidate HBs up to sec-

tor 67 were generated using the Eleanor package. The

fluxes, Fi, for every sector were normalized by dividing

them by their median value in that sector, and points

with Fi < 0 were removed. The TESS data for many

systems also contained un-physical trails with large val-

ues of Fi at the beginning and middle of many sec-

tors. These points were removed by adopting a constant

threshold of Fi,max = 1.2, where points with flux values

exceeding Fi,max were removed. None of the systems in

our sample contained Fi > 1.2 in the heartbeat signal
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Figure 2. Histogram of the periods (top panel) and the
2D histogram of the absolute Gaia magnitude, MG, and dis-
tance (bottom panel) for our heartbeat candidates. The pe-
riod distributions of the original 240 candidates and the fi-
nal 180 sources after applying the cuts are shown separately.
Many short-period sources are excluded from the final HB
list because they have either circularized or semi-detached
or contact binaries without heartbeat-like light curves. The
light curves in the final distribution have a mean period of
5.39 days, with the shortest period being P = 1.47 days and
the longest being 17.78 days. We only show the magnitudes
and distances for the 180 HB systems. A and B-type stars
dominate our sample, which may be a selection effect from
the neural network classifier and a larger binary fraction for
the massive stars.

Figure 3. The color-magnitude values of the sources in the
dataset, colored by the radius. Most of the systems have
a small B − V color, consistent with the population being
primarily composed of A and B-type stars. The color is
computed from the absolute magnitudes and distances taken
from the TESS Input Catalog. We also plot the colors and
magnitudes of roughly an equal number of randomly sam-
pled TESS sources as pink points with mTESS < 15. These
sources are, on average, have a larger B−V than the systems
in our sample. The radii are also taken from the TESS Input
Catalog (TIC). These values can be very different from real-
istic ones since they are computed assuming that the sources
are single stars.

after they were normalized, and therefore, the threshold

did not cut out any physically meaningful data.

For each source, the period was first estimated using

the Lomb-Scargle periodogram from astropy (Astropy

Collaboration et al. 2022). It was then refined by folding

the combined data of all sectors on a few trial periods

centered around the original estimate. The period that

minimized the dispersion in the phase curve of the com-

bined data was then taken to be the period of the source.

From this method, the typical fractional error in the pe-
riod scales as ∆P/P ∼ ∆ϕP/∆t, ∆ϕ is the uncertainty

in phase, of the order 10−2 (typically 1/# bins) and ∆t

is the duration between the first and the last observa-

tion, which is around 103 days for most systems. The

systems that showed a variable inter-eclipse timing were

folded on a period such that one of the eclipses lined up

for all sectors. While this choice of period isn’t at the

exact radial period of the system, the difference between

the two was less than 1 part in 104 for all such systems.

After estimating the period using the combined multi-

sector data, the light curves from each sector were

binned separately for the MCMC analysis. This was

done to avoid combining the data from different sec-

tors, potentially having different blending, i.e., flux con-

tamination from other sources. Each bin contained

max(5, int [N/400]) points where N is the number of

data points in that sector. The latter constraint was
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Figure 4. Some of the heartbeat systems have large-amplitude TEOs that are easily visible in their light curves, that occur on
integer harmonics of the orbital period. The multi-sector data is useful in distinguishing TEOs from, e.g., starspots because,
unlike the latter, TEOs should be persistent over a long observing window. We plot the phase-folded light curves of TICs
470847250, 367944808, 336538437 and 426256249. In addition to showing TEOs, TIC 336538437 shows variations in its phase
curve profiles in different TESS sectors, possibly due to orbital precession from a tertiary companion.

Figure 5. Some of the short period (P < 1.75 days) systems that the network classified as heartbeat candidates. Many of
these are likely semi-detached and contact binaries. Consequently, we could not fit the heartbeat model to these light curves.
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employed to minimize the number of points per phase

curve for, e.g., the high cadence data from the new TESS

sectors. The error bar for each bin was computed by sub-

tracting a linear fit from all of the data-points in the bin

and computing the root mean squared deviation. The

higher cadence data naturally had smaller error bars fol-

lowing the binning method. The binned phase curve for

a given sector typically contained ∼ 200− 400 points.

3.2. Heartbeat Model

The light curves of heartbeat systems are usually fit

using the model in Kumar et al. (1995) under the as-

sumption that the flux variations primarily result from

tides raised on one of the stars. This works well if one

of the stars is much more luminous than its compan-

ion, for example, a red giant. If the two stars are very

similar, then contributions from both must be consid-

ered. Additionally, the effects of irradiation from the

companion can be important for bright HB stars in their

light curves (Faigler & Mazeh 2011; Ko laczek-Szymański

et al. 2021; Wrona et al. 2022a). These effects are taken

into account by the ‘eBEER’ (eccentric BEaming El-

lipsoidal Reflection) model in Engel et al. (2020), which

includes the flux contributions from beaming, reflection,

and ellipsoidal variations. The reflection contribution is

computed by modeling the stars as ideal Lambertian

surfaces (Faigler 2016; Engel et al. 2020).

We follow this model to estimate the orbital and other

physical parameters of the HBs. Since most sources

are eclipsing, we also add an eclipse contribution to the

model, including limb-darkening effects. While adding

the eclipsing terms makes the model different from the

one presented in Engel et al. (2020), we still refer to

the model as the eBEER model. The equations for the

flux contributions from each effect are provided in the

Appendix A. We make the additional assumption that

the spin frequencies of the two stars are equal to their

angular velocities at the periastron. This prescription

marginally differs from the pseudo-synchronous rotation

rate given in (Hut 1981) by ≲ 10% for 0 < e < 0.8. The

light curves depend on the eccentricity (e), inclination

(i), argument of periastron (ω) and the zero point phase

(ϕ0). However, they are independent of the longitude of

ascending node, (Ω), and we fix it to be 0◦ while fitting

the light curves of the systems.

The stellar masses, radii, and temperatures are re-

quired to fit the light curves. We constrain the ra-

dius and temperature for each star using data from

the TESS catalog. We fit a piece-wise polynomial to

≈ 3 × 105 TESS sources to construct mass-radius and

mass-temperature relations. To allow for additional flex-

ibility, we introduce radius and temperature re-scaling

parameters, βR,j , βT,j for each star j. These parame-

ters are normalized such that for a given stellar mass,

68% of radii (temperatures) of the 3× 105 sources from

the TIC are contained within the model computed ra-

dius (temperature) with βR(βT) = ±1. Additional de-

tails on mass-radius and mass-temperature relationships

are provided in Appendix B. The light curves further

depend on the limb and gravity-darkening parameters.

The flux contributions from beaming and reflection ef-

fects are further parameterized by dimensionless param-

eters (see e.g., Faigler & Mazeh (2011)), which we keep

as free model parameters.

For some of the systems, different TESS sectors con-

tain different amounts of blending in the data. Addi-

tionally, they have a different number of data points

per bin because of potentially different numbers of data

points in the different sectors resulting from different

sampling cadences. To address that, we add three addi-

tional parameters to every TESS sector: blending, noise

re-scaling, and flux normalization.

To summarize, the model is parameterized by the stel-

lar masses (M1,M2), the orbital parameters (e, i, ω and

ϕ0), the temperature and radius re-scaling parameters

for the two stars (βT,1, βT,2, βR,1 and βR,2), the gravity

and limb-darkening parameters of the stars (µ1, τ1, µ2

and τ2), the beaming and reflection coefficients for each

star (αbeam,1, αbeam,2, αref,1 and αref,2), and the three

sector blending, flux normalization, and noise re-scaling

parameters (δs,Σs and σs). The semi-major axis is

computed from the stellar masses and the orbital pe-

riod, which is fixed during MCMC fitting. As stated

previously, the model is independent of the longitude of

the ascending node, Ω.

The light curve model is then fit to the binned, multi-

sector phase curves simultaneously using MCMC, where

the model uses the same physical parameters for all of
the sectors but contains the three sector-specific param-

eters per TESS sector. The initial fits to the phase

curves revealed that there is a potential degeneracy in

constraining the stellar masses, radii, and temperatures

using photometry alone. To obtain better estimates of

the masses, we use the Gaia magnitudes and distances

for all sources to estimate the absolute magnitude of

the system, which we then use to constrain the stellar

properties by assuming that the stars are blackbodies

with temperatures Tj and radii Rj . Better constraints

on the stellar masses also help us constrain other orbital

parameters.

Figure 6 shows synthetic light curves and the corre-

sponding orbits of a 3M⊙ and 1M⊙ star constructed

using the eBEER model. They are plotted as functions

of the argument of periastron and inclination, and the
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observer is located out of the plane of the page. The

eccentricity (e), orbital period (P ), and longitude of the

ascending node (Ω) are taken to be 0.5, 5 days, and 90◦,

respectively, and the light curves with the same angle of

periastron are plotted with the same color. Note that

while the light curves are independent of Ω, it is required

to plot the orbits. The orbits are plotted on the right

of the light curves, where the red and blue colors corre-

spond to the orbits of the 3 and 1M⊙ stars. The stars

are depicted by circles at the periastron of the orbit,

which occurs at t = 2.5 days for all of the panels. While

the physical orbits are the same in all panels, the light

curves change depending on the observer’s viewing an-

gle, which is what enables the orbital parameters of the

HB systems to be constrained even if they are not eclips-

ing. There is a degeneracy in determining the argument

of periastron from the light curves at low inclinations,

which get lifted for more inclined orbits. Additionally,

at higher inclinations, when the argument of periastron

is not close to 0◦( or 180◦) the heartbeat signal can add

constructively to one of the eclipses and destructively to

the other one. This can make what would be otherwise a

doubly-eclipsing system look like a singly-eclipsing one.

A similar trend is discussed in Wrona et al. (2022b).

The fitting is done with a custom MCMC wrapper.

The wrapper is OpenMP-parallelized and written in C

for faster likelihood evaluations. Every run is initialized

with 50 walkers with different temperatures. We use a

combination of uniform and differential-evolution sam-

pling. The MCMC wrapper is described in more detail

in Appendix C.

4. LIGHT CURVE FITS

4.1. eBEER Fits on Systems with Pre-constrained

Orbits

We first test the eBEER model by fitting it on the

light curves of systems that already have their orbits

relatively well-constrained through radial velocity mea-

surements. To that end, we take 19 heartbeat systems

from Shporer et al. (2016) and perform the MCMC fit-

ting on their publicly available Kepler lightcurves via the

Mikulski Archive for Space Telescopes (MAST) Portal 1.

The analysis could not be performed on the TESS light

curves for the same systems because they had an ex-

tremely low signal-to-noise ratio and almost all of them

could not be identified as heartbeats from a visual in-

spection.

Two series of fits are performed on all the light curves.

In the first case, we fit the model to only the systems’

1 https://archive.stsci.edu/missions-and-data/kepler

light curves, and in the second case, we also fit it to

the Gaia absolute magnitude. We first compare the

eccentricities (e) and the arguments of periastron (ω)

between the posteriors from our model and that taken

from Shporer et al. (2016) in Figure 7. The eBEER

model has a degeneracy in ω, where ω ←→ ω + 180◦

gives the same light curves under the exchange of the

stellar masses M1 ←→M2. Additionally, when the stel-

lar masses, radii, and temperatures are close to equal,

the degeneracy persists under the exchange of the re-

flection parameters αref,1 ←→ αref,2, i.e., by making ei-

ther of the stars brighter. We, therefore, limit the range

of ω to [−90◦, 90◦] by performing the transformation

ω −→ arctan(tan(ω)) on the posteriors and the Shporer

et al. (2016) data.

The e and ω values from the fits to only the light

curves are shown as blue squares, and from the fits that

also include the Gaia magnitude information are plotted

as green circles. The results from (Shporer et al. 2016)

are plotted as pink triangles, where the e and ω are

determined from the combined photometric and radial

velocity measurements of the Kepler systems. We could

not obtain good fits for the light curves of KICs 6370558,

8164262, and 10334122 using the eBEER model. This

was partially because these light curves had a relatively

lower signal to noise ratio compared to the other Kepler

sources. These three sources are highlighted with gray

bands on the right of both panels in Figure 7. The er-

ror bars for the eBEER fits represent the 1σ confidence

range from the model posteriors. Similarly, the error

bars for the pink triangles are the 1σ deviations taken

from Shporer et al. (2016). The eccentricities and the

remapped arguments of periastron from the eBEER fits

are very close to the published values, where most mea-

surements are within 1σ. Adding Gaia magnitude and

distance information to the data gives consistent esti-
mates e and ω and results in better constraints on the

stellar masses and temperatures as we show next.

We now compare the eBEER estimates of the pri-

mary masses and radii with measurements from Shporer

et al. (2016) in Figure 8. Jointly fitting the Gaia magni-

tudes and the phase curves gives much better estimates

of the stellar masses and radii. The measurements for

most of the sources are within ±1σ uncertainties. Addi-

tionally, even when the eBEER mass estimates deviate

significantly from the observed values, such as for KIC

11071278, the predicted eccentricities are close to the ob-

served values. The eccentricity measurements are robust

despite the large uncertainties in the stellar parameters.

4.2. Population Demographics
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Figure 6. The light curve and orbits of 3M⊙ (red) and 1M⊙ (blue) stars that are constructed using the eBEER model, plotted
as functions of the argument of periastron and inclination. The observer is located out of the plane of the page. All orbits
have an eccentricity, period, and longitude of ascending node of 0.5, 5 days, and 90◦ respectively. The shape of the light curves
can change depending on the observer’s position without any changes in the orbits themselves. At lower inclinations, the light
curves are unaffected by the changing argument of periastron, making it difficult to estimate the orbital parameters. Likewise,
the orbital parameters of the more inclined systems can be more strongly constrained.

We fit the binned, multi-sector TESS phase curves for

all 187 heartbeat candidates with the eBEER model.

Since adding Gaia magnitudes helps constrain the or-

bital parameters better, we include it for all fits. The

multi-sector data are then jointly fit so that the phase

curves from all the sectors share the same physical pa-

rameters but are fit with a different blending, flux nor-

malization, and noise re-scaling parameter for every sec-

tor. Therefore, there are a total of 19+3Ns parameters,

where Ns is the number of TESS sectors in the combined

data for that system (see Table 1).

To illustrate the importance of sector-specific blend-

ing, we plot the light curve model using the best-fit

parameters for one of the sources, TIC 150284425, in

Figure 9. Every panel contains data from a different

TESS sector, plotted as colored dots, and the corre-

sponding best-fit model is represented by a solid black

curve. The break in the TESS data in the middle of

every sector results from downlinking 2 the data back to

Earth. Sectors 7 and 8 show a larger amount of blend-

ing, as evidenced by the relatively lower eclipse depths

and a weaker heartbeat signal at the periastron than

in sectors 34 and 61. Additionally, the 30 minute ca-

dence data in the earlier sectors have very few points

capturing the primary eclipse, resulting in smaller min-

ima and larger error bars during the primary eclipse

once the data are phase-folded and binned. Despite the

seemingly different light curves in different sectors, the

eBEER model is able to fit the data from all sectors

using the same physical parameters but different blend-

2 https://heasarc.gsfc.nasa.gov/docs/tess/the-tess-space-
telescope.html
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Figure 7. The estimates of eccentricities (left) and arguments of periastron (right) for the 19 heartbeat binaries taken from
Shporer et al. (2016) using the eBEER model. We perform two sets of fits for each of the systems. In the first case (blue
squares), we fit the eBEER model to the light curves only, and in the second case (green circles), we also fit the model to the
corresponding Gaia absolute magnitudes of the systems, assuming that the stars are blackbodies. The error bars for the eBEER
fits represent the 16th to 84th percentile values in the posteriors, and the error bars of the pink triangles represent the ±1σ
uncertainties taken from Shporer et al. (2016). There is a degeneracy between ω and ω + 180◦ in the eBEER model posteriors
that is removed by plotting arctan(tan(ω)) for the model posteriors and the Shporer et al. (2016) measurements.

Figure 8. We compare the primary masses and radii esti-
mated from the eBEER and eBEER + Gaia magnitude fits
with the measurements from Shporer et al. (2016). The fig-
ure has the same format as Figure 7.

ing, flux normalization, and noise re-scaling parameters

for every sector, providing additional confidence in the

validity of the model. The corresponding posteriors of

some model parameters are shown in the corner plot in

Figure 10. The predicted blending (δs) is much higher

in sector 7 than in sectors 34 and 61, which we expect

from the light curves. All the parameters without the

subscript ‘s’ are identical between all sectors and hence

plotted with the same color.

Next, we present the population statistics of all the

systems whose phase curves could be fit with the eBEER

model. These include 180 HBs and 29 other binaries

with estimated eccentricities less than 0.2, which the

NN flagged as HBs. The best-fit parameters determined

from the posteriors are presented in Appendix D.

Since HBs typically have very high eccentricities for

their orbital periods, the period-eccentricity (PE) rela-

tion for such systems can offer insight into their evolu-

tion. Therefore, in Figure 11, we plot the periods and ec-

centricities of the sample, where the latter are computed

using the 50th percentile MCMC posteriors. We further

differentiate the sources based on the number of eclipses

that they show per orbit. Systems with two eclipses are

plotted using yellow squares, ones with a single eclipse

are plotted as blue triangles, and non-eclipsing systems

are plotted using red circles. The eccentricities of all

non-eclipsing sources are greater than ∼ 0.2 because

the heartbeat signal near the periastron gets progres-

sively weaker at lower eccentricities, making such sys-

tems harder to detect. Note that many doubly-eclipsing

systems in the figure are below this minimum threshold;

the neural networks can still easily identify these sys-

tems from their eclipses even though they do not show

a strong HB signal. The break at ∼ 1.7 days in the PE

diagram reflects the lack of good fits to the light curves

at shorter periods. Systems with shorter orbital peri-
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Figure 9. The TESS data for TIC 150284425 in different sectors, plotted as colored dots on the corresponding best-fit model,
shown as the solid black curve. The light curves in the earlier sectors have a lower sampling cadence of one datapoint every 30
minutes in sectors 7 − 8, which goes up to one datapoint every 200 seconds for sector 61. Additionally, the earlier sectors have
a larger blending, resulting in shallower minima for the eclipses and a smaller amplitude heartbeat signal.

ods typically overflow their Roche lobes and are semi-

detached or contact binaries; see Section 2.2.2. Two

sources, TICs 405320687 and 178739533, stand out from

the rest of the population because of their high eccen-

tricity given their short orbital periods. TIC 405320687

is a non-eclipsing heartbeat system whose phase curve is

shown in Figure 1. TIC 178739533 is a doubly-eclipsing

system and shows a large change in its eclipse depths

in different TESS sectors. We discuss this source and

the 11 additional sources showing orbital precession in

Section 4.3.

Next, we measure the upper envelope of the period-

eccentricity distribution by fitting two curves to the

most eccentric systems for a given orbital period but

excluding the outliers TICs 405320687 and 178739533.

These curves conserve angular momentum and peri-

astron distance and are plotted as solid and dashed

black curves, respectively. The eccentricity is related

to the period as e2|const J = 1 − (P/Pcutoff)−2/3 and

e|const rP = 1− (P/Pcutoff)−2/3 for the constant angular

momentum and constant periastron distance cases re-

spectively. The curves are normalized using the cutoff

period, Pcutoff, at which the eccentricity goes to 0. We

find the respective normalization parameters by fitting

the curves to the upper envelope, i.e., the most eccentric

sources in 20 logarithmically spaced period bins between

1 and 10 days. The fits are performed using SCIPY’s

curve fit and give cutoff periods of 1.7 and 1.3 days

for the dashed and solid curves, respectively. Moreover,

the P = 1.7 day cutoff value corresponds to the typical

period past which we cannot fit the light curves of these

systems; see Section 2.2.2.

The distribution of the inclinations (i) and arguments

of periastron (ω) for the population is shown in Fig-

ure 12. As stated previously, we limit ω to [−90◦ − 90◦]

by performing the transformation ω′ = arctan(tan(ω) in

the posteriors because of a degeneracy in ω and ω+180◦

in the model. The eclipsing systems naturally have in-

clinations closer to 90◦. Additionally, while the distri-

bution of ω is roughly flat for the non-eclipsing systems,

it is bi-modal for the singly-eclipsing systems. They

have |ω| ≳ 20◦ while the doubly-eclipsing sources gener-

ally have |ω| ≲ 20◦. This happens for two reasons. At

high values of |ω|, that is, when the line of the sight is

along the semi-major axis of the ellipse, the position of

the orbit favors single eclipses; see Fig. 6. Conversely,

when the line of sight is along the semi-minor axis, two

eclipses are favored by the geometry. Another reason

single eclipses are favored at large |ω| is that the heart-

beat signal can add destructively to one of the eclipses

at higher values of |ω|, potentially eliminating it from

the light curve. Therefore, sources that would otherwise
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Figure 10. The corner plot for the fit to the multi-sector data of TIC 150284425. All sectors are fit simultaneously with
the same physical parameters but a different blending (δs), flux normalization (Σs), and noise-rescaling (σs). Therefore, the
posteriors for logM, e, i, ω and t0 overlap for all 4 sectors. The blending is much higher in sector 7 than in sectors 34 and 61,
which is expected from the light curves in Figure 4.2.
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Figure 11. The period-eccentricity (PE) distribution for
the HB candidates, where the eccentricities are computed
using the posteriors from the eBEER model. The sources
are further differentiated based on the number of eclipses
that they show per orbit. The heartbeat signal gets pro-
gressively weaker at low eccentricities; therefore, all of the
non-eclipsing candidates have eccentricities ≳ 0.2. The solid
and dashed black curves represent curves of constant specific
angular momentum and periastron distance, which are fit to
the most eccentric sources in the period range of 1−10 days,
excluding the two outliers, TICs 405320687 and 178739533.
These two systems stand out from the rest of the popula-
tion because of their high eccentricity, given their orbital
periods. TIC 405320687 is a non-eclipsing heartbeat system
whose phase curve is shown in Figure 1. TIC 178739533 is
a doubly-eclipsing system and shows a large change in its
eclipse depths in different TESS sectors. We discuss this
source with the 11 additional sources showing orbital preces-
sion in Section 4.3.

be doubly eclipsing without the heartbeat signal show

just one eclipse because of this effect. A similar trend

is seen in the synthetic light curves constructed using

the eBEER model in Figure 6, and in the OGLE data

(Wrona et al. 2022b).

While adding Gaia magnitudes helps better constrain

some of the orbital parameters, there is still significant

uncertainty in the mass, radius, and temperature esti-

mates of the stars, which we also show in Fig. 8. Figure

13 shows the mass-radius and mass-temperature distri-

butions of the primaries for all systems, where the error

bars contain 68% of the values from the posterior. The

scatter arises from the blending and the radius and tem-

perature re-scaling parameters. The Gaia magnitudes

strongly constrain the upper limits of the masses, radii,

and temperatures. However, less luminous stars can pro-

duce the same heartbeat signal with increased blending.

Most systems have masses between 1.5 and 8M⊙, radii

between 1 and 10R⊙, and temperatures between 6000

Figure 12. The distribution of the inclinations and argu-
ments of periastron from the fits to the light curves. Systems
with small inclinations do not naturally do not show eclipses.
Additionally, the doubly-eclipsing sources tend to have their
arguments of periastron biased towards smaller values of |ω|.
Meanwhile, singly-eclipsing systems have |ω| ≳ 20◦. This
trend can be understood from Figure 6. Double and single
eclipses are favored by the orientation of the orbits for small
and large values of |ω|, respectively.

and 20000 K, consistent with the expectation of them

being massive stars. The radii and temperatures are not

strongly constrained from the data because their distri-

bution follows the prior distributions; see Appendix B.

Next, we measure the strength of beaming and the

effects of reflection on the computed light curves. The

flux is decomposed into beaming (∆Fbeam), ellipsoidal

(∆Fellip) and reflection (∆Fref) contributions, and the

peak-to-peak amplitudes of the three quantities are plot-

ted against each other in Figure 14. Each source is rep-

resented by a circle, colored by the respective orbital

period. We generally see ∆Fellip ≳ ∆Fref ≳ ∆Fbeam,

however, the flux contribution from reflection can be a

significant fraction of that from ellipsoidal variations.

The flux variations from Doppler beaming are typically

not more than 2 × 10−3 in the population. Somewhat

surprisingly, we see no strong correlation between any

of the three amplitudes and the periods of the sources,

perhaps because of the additional flux dependence on

other orbital parameters.

4.3. Evolving Systems

We model the 12 systems that show the largest secular

changes in their phase curves in the different sectors. For

each of these sources, we fit the eBEER model to every

sector separately without constraining the fits to have

the same parameters for all the sectors. All sources show

changes in their argument of periastron, where all have

prograde apsidal precession, and some also show changes
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Figure 13. The distribution of the predicted temperatures
and radii of the primary stars, plotted as functions of their
masses. The error bars bracket the 16−84th percentile values
from the posteriors. While all the fits use the Gaia magni-
tude data, there is still significant uncertainty in determining
stellar masses, temperature, and radii. This is because the
Gaia magnitudes can only provide upper limits on the masses
of the stars. Colder and less massive stars with larger radii
can produce a similar phase curve with the same eccentricity
and argument of periastron if they have a higher blending.

in eccentricity and inclination. A detailed analysis of one

of these systems, TIC 378275980, is presented below.

Figure 15 contains the different sector binned phase

curves of TIC 378275980 in the top left panel and the

corresponding best-fit models in the top right panel.

The light curves are folded on a period so that the pri-

mary eclipses align for all the sectors. This period can

be different than the radial period of the system because

of orbital precession; however, the relative difference is

less than 10−4, seen from the phase shift of the sec-

ondary eclipse, which is of the order ∼ 1.75◦ in 3 years.

Additionally, there is a secular change in the depth and

timing of the secondary eclipse from sector 14 to 55,

plotted in purple and red, respectively. In the bottom

panel, we overlay the corner plots of the posteriors for

the different sector fits. The posterior distributions for

the masses overlap despite the completely independent

fits to the different sector data. The eccentricity and

inclination distributions also have a significant overlap,

whereas the argument of periastron increases secularly

in time.

We search for additional periodicities in the light

curves by subtracting the best-fit eBEER model from

the unfolded TESS data for every sector and removing

the top and bottom 5th percentile of the residuals. The

latter eliminates the ‘trails’ at the start and the middle

of every TESS sector (see Figure 9), which can produce

spurious peaks in the periodogram. We then take the

Lomb-Scargle periodogram for the residuals and iden-

tify the periodicities in the signal. The results for TIC

378275980 are shown in Figure 16, where the top rows

represent the residuals from every sector and the bottom

rows contain the corresponding periodograms. We find

two periodicities that consistently show up in all of the

residuals, which have frequencies of 4.51forb(0.88 days)

and 13forb(0.31 days) respectively, where forb is the sys-

tem’s orbital frequency. We check whether this fre-

quency is close to the expected pseudo-synchronous fre-

quency of the stars, where the latter is given by(Hut

1981):

frot =
1 + 15

2 e2 + 45
8 e4 + 5

16e
6

(1 + 3e2 + 3
8e

4)(1− e2)3/2
forb . (1)

Using the eccentricity of 0.29 from the posteriors, the

pseudo-synchronous spin frequency is 1.98forb, over 2×
slower than the observed frequency. Even if we consider

a m = 2 mode, the resulting frequency would still be

closer to 4forb, which is still less than the observed fre-

quency of 4.5forb.

We perform the same procedure for the other 11

HBs in the sample and find one additional source, TIC

240918551, that shows a strong periodicity that is not

an integer multiple of the orbital frequency. While TIC

240918551 has data in sectors 17, 18 and 58, we could not

obtain a good fit for the light curve of sector 17 because

the source displays very large amplitude pulsations, with

∆F/F ∼ 1.5%, that possibly affected the fits. In this

case, the dominant periodicity in the residuals is at 7.23

times the orbital frequency, corresponding to a period

of ≈ 0.53 days. The predicted eccentricity of the system

is e = 0.51, yielding a pseudo-synchronous frequency of
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Figure 14. The peak-to-peak beaming, ellipsoidal, and reflection amplitudes from the fits to the heartbeat sample. The
three panels show the relative flux contributions between beaming and reflection, beaming and ellipsoidal, and reflection and
ellipsoidal effects, respectively. Ellipsoidal variations dominate their effect on the light curves, consistent with Faigler & Mazeh
(2011). However, flux variations from reflection effects can be comparable to those from ellipsoidal variations.

2.8forb, which is once again different from the dominant

frequency in the residuals. These frequencies can be in-

ternal modes of the stars, completely independent of the

orbital period of the binary.

Finally, we estimate the rate of periastron advance as

well as the eccentricity and inclination changes for 12

doubly-eclipsing systems that show a secular change in

their light curves. We show the phase-folded data and

the corresponding best-fit model for every sector on the

left panels of every row in Figure 18. The model and

data are plotted as solid curves and dots, respectively,

with a unique color for every sector. As shown in the

left panel, we could not obtain good fits for the light

curves for a few sources. Namely, we could not fit the

sector 11 data for TICs 451708707 and 305454334, and

the sector 17 data for TIC 240918551. The posteriors

from these sectors were excluded while estimating the

rate of periastron advance (ω̇), eccentricity change (ė)

and inclination change (i̇). The right panels show the

inferred ω, e and i as functions of time, where the er-

ror bars contain the 5 − 95th percentile values in the

posteriors. We perform a linear fit to the values taken

from the posteriors to obtain the time rate of change

of the orbital parameters. All systems show a prograde

apsidal precession, the highest being 9.07◦ degrees per

year for TIC 451708707. As we mentioned previously

in Sec. 3.2, all of the fits set Ω = 0◦ because the light

curves are independent of the longitude of the ascending

node. Therefore, we cannot estimate nodal precession

from the eBEER fits alone. If the sources show nodal

precession, it will appear as apsidal prograde precession

in our fits because the inclination of the systems is lim-

ited to (0, 90◦). e and i do not follow a secular trend for

many of the systems, unlike the arguments of periastron.

While this precession should be present in many of

the non-eclipsing heartbeats, it is much more difficult

to observe in the light curves (Hambleton et al. 2016).

This is because the heartbeat signal is not very sensi-

tive to the value of the argument of periastron at lower

inclinations; see Fig. 6.

Finally, an attempt was made to measure the radial

velocities of TIC 378275980, as well as those of a few

other systems in the sample, to further constrain their

physical properties. We used a bench-mounted, fiber-fed

echelle spectrograph on the 1.5m reflector at the Fred

L. Whipple Observatory on Mount Hopkins (Arizona,

USA), which covers the full optical range. At our resolv-

ing power of R ≈ 44, 000, the spectra of TIC 378275980,

and also those of TIC 239714064 and TIC 283539216,

display a lack of measurable metal lines, showing them

to be very hot and rapidly rotating stars (estimated

v sin i > 200 km s−1). Unfortunately, this has prevented

us from obtaining meaningful radial velocities.

We now discuss our results in the context of close bi-

nary formation.
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Figure 15. The multi-sector phase curves, eBEER fits, and the corresponding corner plots of TIC 378275980. The data show
a long-term drift between the timing of the two eclipses, which can result from orbital precession. We fit the model to every
sector separately. The posteriors yield consistent masses for the two stars but show a secular trend in the source’s eccentricity
for the data from different sectors. However, the eccentricity and inclination distributions are broadly consistent for all the
sectors within ±1σ.

5. DISCUSSION

The formation mechanisms of close binaries with or-

bital periods of P ≲ 10 days (a ≲ 0.1 au) are actively

being studied (Moe & Kratter 2018). Short-period HBs

represent a special subset of close binaries due to their

high eccentricities. Therefore, an important question

to ask is: do such HBs form from the same formation

channels as other circularized, short-period binaries?

The tight relation between the close-binary fraction

of M⊙ main-sequence and pre-main sequence binaries

suggests that the hardening of the binaries takes place

in the first few Myr of star formation (Kounkel et al.

2019). Simulations of binaries embedded in a circum-

nuclear disk (CBD) show that the binary orbits can

shrink from interactions with the CBD via viscosity-

driven (Dittmann & Ryan 2022) or wind-driven (Turpin

& Nelson 2024) accretion. D’Orazio & Duffell (2021)

find that for an initially eccentric binary, with ei > 0.1,

the interactions with the CBD evolve the orbit towards

e ∼ 0.4, while the semi-major axis a continues to shrink.

Therefore, HBs with P ≲ 10 days could represent the

population of binaries that were initially eccentric and

hardened from interactions with the CBD. Disk frag-



17

Figure 16. The residuals and their Lomb-Scargle periodogram of the TESS data of TIC 378275980, where the residuals are
obtained by subtracting the best-fit eBEER model from every sector. The frequencies on the x−axis are normalized by the
orbital frequency of the system. We consistently find 2 other periodicities in the system at ∼ 4.5 and 13 times the orbital
frequency. If these periodicities are interpreted as the spin frequencies of the stars, then even the lower of the two is higher than
the expected pseudo synchronous frequency using an eccentricity of 0.4.

Figure 17. Same as Figure 16 but for TIC 240918551. The source displays large amplitude pulsations at ≈ 7.2 times the orbital
frequency, corresponding to a period of ≈ 0.53 days. We could not obtain good fits on the sector 17 light curve and, therefore, do
not include the residuals and the periodogram for that sector. Using the e = 0.51 from the posteriors, the pseudo-synchronous
rotation frequency of TIC 240918551 is 2.8P−1, which is lower than the frequency in the residuals.
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Figure 18. The phase curves with the best-fit models (left panels) and median posterior values of ω, e and i (right panels) for
6 of the 12 of the doubly-eclipsing systems with timing variations in their eclipses. The error bars in the orbital parameters
indicate the 95% confidence interval from the posteriors. All systems show prograde apsidal precession. We perform a linear fit
to the inferred orbital parameters for the different sectors shown as a solid black line.
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Figure 19. Same as Figure 19 but for the other 6 of the 12 sources. TIC 451708707 shows the highest periastron advance rate
of 9◦yr−1.
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mentation can produce binaries with separations that

are already ≲ 200 au, which can then continue to harden

from a shared CBD (Offner et al. 2023).

Alternatively, a combination of Kozai-Lidov oscilla-

tions from tertiary companions and tidal dissipation can

produce short-period binaries. Observations show that

the distribution of short-period binaries is closely linked

to the distributions of triple star systems, and the fre-

quency of triple star systems increases with masses of

the stars in the inner binary (Moe & Di Stefano 2017;

Tokovinin et al. 2006). Toonen et al. (2020) find through

population synthesis of triple systems that orbits of the

inner binary star eccentric all the way up to mass trans-

fer, when one of the stars overflows its Roche Lobe. For

A and B spectral-type HB stars, this further requires

the presence of close tertiary companions to harden the

orbits of these stars on ≲ 0.1 Gyr timescales. Eccen-

tric short-period binaries with close tertiary compan-

ions have been observed in the TESS and the Kepler

data. Zasche et al. (2024) reported the discovery of

6 such systems, where one of the systems, ASASSN-V

J231028.27+590841.8 had the inner binary period and

eccentricity of 2.4 days and 0.43 respectively, and a ter-

tiary period of only 4.9 years. Many HBs in our sample

can have such close companions, which can potentially

give rise to the observed orbital precession. However,

to correctly infer the presence of a tertiary companion,

detailed modeling of the eclipse-timing variations is re-

quired, such as in Borkovits et al. (2016).

A notable difference in the population of HBs pre-

sented in this work is that the period-eccentricity dia-

gram of this population is extremely eccentric even when

compared to that of other HBs: a few systems have ec-

centricities as big as e ≳ 0.3 with orbital periods of

∼ 2 days. Moreover, the period-cutoff is slightly lower

than inferred from eclipsing binaries in Kepler and TESS

data, e.g., Zanazzi (2023), although this may be due to

a selection effect from HBs being more eccentric. Note

that this population of stars is younger and hotter than

the ones in the cited works because it primarily com-

prises A and B-type main-sequence stars, distinct from

the systems presented in, e.g., Shporer et al. (2016). In

fact, one of the earliest HBs discovered is composed of

two B stars and has a high eccentricity of e ∼ 0.3 for

an orbital period of 3.6 days (Maceroni et al. 2009). It

needs to be understood whether such HBs are more ec-

centric because their circularization timescales are much

larger than their age or whether some other physical

mechanism is responsible for their high eccentricity. The

underlying formation mechanisms can be distinct for the

two populations. A larger sample of HBs with massive

stars, for example, in the TESS data, would enable mak-

ing more quantitative statements about their P −E dis-

tributions. More of these systems can be found through

currently existing databases of eclipsing binaries that

have some of the orbital properties determined, such as

in Prša et al. (2022).

There are two outliers with even higher eccentricities,

TICs 405320687 and 17873953, which can be relatively

young systems still actively circularizing. In a sample

of ∼ 200 A and B-type stars with typical main-sequence

lifetimes of a few 100 Myr, it is unsurprising to find

∼ 1 − 2 systems with ages t ≲ 10 Myr. These two

systems warrant additional stellar modeling and radial

velocity follow-ups, which can show whether these sys-

tems are young and rapidly circularizing or have high

eccentricities that are driven by close and inclined ter-

tiary companions.

Modeling the 12 systems with light curve changes re-

vealed they all have a prograde apsidal precession. Or-

bital precession has been observed in other heartbeat

systems (Hambleton et al. 2016; Zasche et al. 2024),

which could be explained by Kozai-Lidov effects from

a third body. Apsidal precession can also be produced

from tidal bulges on the stars, where the precession

scales strongly with the periastron distance. We esti-

mate the contributions to apsidal precession from the

Kozai-Lidov effects and the tidal bulges on the stars.

The contribution from the rotational bulge due to the

rotation of the stars is much smaller than from the tidal

bulge of the star when the stars are pseudo-synchronized

(Liu et al. 2015). This can be seen very crudely by not-

ing that the ratio of the potentials from the tidal and

rotational bulges must scale as the ratio of the star’s ro-

tational and orbital kinetic energies. This further scales

as R2
∗/d

2 ≪ 1, where R∗ is its radius and d is the sepa-

ration of the stars taken at the periastron.

To be more quantitative, we specifically consider the

case of TIC 444555685, for which we infer a periastron

advance rate of 6.59◦ per year from the eBEER fits. The

fits also give primary and secondary masses of 5.4 and

4.4M⊙ and an eccentricity e ≈ 0.32. To get a preces-

sion rate from the Kozai-Lidov mechanism, we need to

make assumptions about the mass, eccentricity, and or-

bital period of the tertiary. The tertiaries typically have

smaller masses than the stars in the inner binary (Moe

& Di Stefano 2017) and orbital periods P ≳ 1000 days,

and therefore we assume a tertiary mass of 1M⊙, and

an eccentricity and orbital period of 0.5 and 1000 days

respectively. The precession rate is given by (Moe &

Kratter 2018):

ω̇KL =
8

15π

M1 + M2 + M3

M3

P 2
out

Pin

(1− e2out)
3/2

√
1− ein2

, (2)
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where the subscripts ‘in’ and ‘out’ refer to the inner and

outer orbits, respectively. Using the above estimates,

we obtain a Kozai-Lidov precession rate of ω̇ ≈ 6×10−2

degrees per year, a factor of 100 smaller than what we

see. Reducing the tertiary orbital period to 100 days

gives the precession rate to be ≈ 5.9◦ per year, much

closer to the observed value. While such close tertiaries

are rare (Tokovinin et al. 2006), they have been observed

around other short-period binaries (Zasche et al. 2024;

Borkovits et al. 2020).

Precession from tides may also be crucial for these

systems with small periastron distances. The precession

rate further depends on the radii and tidal Love num-

bers for the two stars. The eBEER fits give the stellar

radii 2.7 and 3.1R⊙ respectively. Using these radii, we

can approximate the tidal Loves numbers for the two

stars(Jeffery 1984; Claret et al. 2020). The tidal preces-

sion rate is given by Liu et al. (2015)

ω̇tidal =
30π

(
1 + 3

2e
2 + 1

8e
2
)

P

[(
R1

a(1− e)2

)5

qk12,1 +

(
R2

a(1− e)2

)5

(1− q)k22,1

]
,

where q = M1/M2 and k12,1 = k22,1 = 10−2 are the tidal

Love numbers for stars 1 and 2. Using these equations,

we get a precession rate of 6.05◦ every year, almost ex-

actly equal to what we measure from the eBEER fits.

Therefore, the precession from tidal bulges can account

for a large part of ω̇ without requiring the presence of

very close tertiary companions. However, tidal forces

cannot account for the evolution of the eccentricity and

inclination seen in some of these sources. For example,

a linear fit to the eccentricities estimated from different

TESS phase curves of TIC 444555685 yields a non-zero

ė of 7× 10−3 year−1.

In the above estimates, we have ignored the contribu-

tion to precession from general-relativistic effects, which

is expected to be sub-dominant to the tidal precession

(see Liu et al. (2015) for an estimate of the precession

rates). However, if the internal structures of the two

stars can be accurately modeled, then the precession

contribution from tidal effects and rotation can be well

constrained. Then, in the absence of other perturbing

potentials, the observed precession rates in HBs can be

used to test Einstein’s theory of general relativity if the

expected GR precession rate is larger than measurement

uncertainties. A histogram of the GR precession for the

HB population is plotted in Figure 20, following Eq.

(42) of Liu et al. (2015). The mean precession rate is

around 0.1◦ yr−1, however, this is as big as 1.7◦ per

year for TIC 405320687. The high eccentricity of this

system, combined with a large expected GR precession

rate, makes this system an interesting candidate for fu-

ture studies.

We end the discussion by listing some caveats we

faced while modeling the systems and considerations

that must be taken while interpreting our results.

Figure 20. A histogram of the estimated periastron advance
rates from general relativistic effects for the population. A
precession rate of ∼ 10−1 degrees per year is typical for most
of the HBs; however, this is as big as 1.7◦ per year for TIC
405320687, which was also one of the outliers in the period-
eccentricity diagram.

A few singly-eclipsing systems with TEOs were chal-

lenging to fit because the model confused the oscil-

lations for eclipses. Specifically, these systems are

TICs 441626681, 468721314, 42821678, 293950421, and

21325268. The TEO frequencies of these systems con-

tain substantial harmonic power at non-integer multi-

ples of the orbital period and could not be modeled with

up to 4 sinusoids. There were significant residuals when
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we tried subtracting the best-fit multi-sinusoidal fit from

the original light curves. We tried the same procedure

on the residuals obtained from subtracting the best-fit

eBEER model from the light curve and still could not

get a good fit for the TEOs, possibly suggesting that the

variability is caused by star spots or other oscillations.

Most of the binaries in our current sample contain pri-

maries with masses ≳ 1.5M⊙; see Sec. 2.2. These stars

have small convective envelopes, giving rise to larger

flux perturbations from tidal forcing than expected from

equilibrium tide models (Pfahl et al. 2008). Addition-

ally, the flux perturbations from the photospheres of

these stars can have phase lags relative to the tidal forc-

ing, which is also inconsistent with the assumptions used

to model the ellipsoidal flux perturbations (Pfahl et al.

2008). This can result in the eBEER model predict-

ing larger stellar masses, radii, and temperatures than

their true values. Accurately modeling the light curves

of HBs with massive stars would require prior knowledge

of the stellar masses and the response functions of these

stars to tidal perturbations. Therefore, the estimates

of stellar masses, radii, and temperatures presented in

Appendix D must not be taken as the ground truth.

6. CONCLUSIONS

We identify 240 short period (P ≲ 10 days) systems in

the TESS FFI data in sectors 1-67. The light curves of

these systems are jointly fit using the Gaia magnitudes

and distances, together with the eBEER model of En-

gel et al. (2020) that accounts for flux variations from

Doppler beaming, ellipsoidal variations, reflection from

companions, and to which we add a model for eclipses.

We evaluate our model by fitting it on previously mon-

itored Kepler sources with well-determined orbits and
find excellent agreement between the model and the ob-

served parameters.

After we model the light curves of these systems, we

find that 180 systems have eccentricities over 0.2, and

we define these systems to be HB binaries. Our work

extends the number of known HBs in TESS data from

25 (Ko laczek-Szymański et al. 2021) to over 200. The

HB sample is primarily composed of A and B-spectral

type stars with masses M ≳ 1.5M⊙, and contains 132

eclipsing systems, systems with large-amplitude tidally

excited oscillations, and 30 sources that show changes

in their phase curves over multi-year timescale.

The fits on the entire population reveal that the

sources in our TESS population are, on average, more

eccentric for a given orbital period than the Kepler HBs.

Fits to 12 of the sources show long-term evolution in

their light curves, revealing that they all show prograde

apsidal precession as high as ∼ 9◦ per year. The preces-

sion rates can be explained by the Kozai-Lidov mecha-

nism and precession from tidal bulges. In two of these

systems, we find additional periodicities in their light

curves that are likely internal modes of the stars since

they do not occur at the theoretical pseudo-synchronous

frequencies of the systems. Finally, we compute the pe-

riastron precession rate from general relativistic effects

and find that roughly ∼ 0.1◦ yr−1 precession is expected

for a majority of the systems, and this estimate goes up

to 1.7◦ yr−1 for TIC 405320687.

Radial velocity measurements of these systems, in con-

junction with modeling the stars and their eclipse timing

variations, can provide tighter constraints on their phys-

ical parameters. This can help us understand how these

extremely eccentric, short-period systems form. Future

work will involve modeling the eclipse timing variations

in conjunction to the heartbeat signal to get precise es-

timates of the orbital parameters and infer the presence

of tertiary companions.
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Blaes for insightful conversations on orbital dynamics

and to Sasha Philippov for supporting him through this

work. AC and JS were supported through the TESS GO

program award XXXXX.

APPENDIX

A. EBEER MODEL

We follow Engel et al. (2020) for the analytical model for the flux perturbations from eccentric BEaming, Ellipsoidal,

and Reflection (eBEER) effects. In addition, we account for eclipses in our model, including a simple one-parameter

limb-darkening prescription.

Table 1 lists the free parameters in the model with their corresponding symbols. The subscripts ‘i’ and ’s’ for some

of the symbols refer to the corresponding parameter for star i or the TESS sector s, respectively.

We compute the orbital separation d and the true anomaly ν using the orbital parameters by solving Kepler’s

equation for each phase of the data. Then, the stellar radii and temperatures are determined using equations presented
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Parameter Name Symbol

Stellar Mass Mi

Eccentricity e

Inclination i

Argument of Periastron ω

True Anomaly at t = 0 ϕ0

Limb-darkening coefficient µi

Gravity-darkening coefficient τi

Radius re-scaling factor βR,i

Temperature re-scaling factor βT,i

Reflection coefficient αref,i

Beaming coefficient αbeam,i

Blending δs

Flux normalization Σs

Noise-rescaling σs

Table 1. Model parameters and their corresponding symbols that are used in the model for the heartbeat light curve.

log T f(T )

3.5 6.5

3.7 4

3.9 2.5

4.5 1.2

Table 2. The nodes defining f(T ), which is the beaming coefficient as a function of stellar temperature.

in Appendix B. Finally, we construct the light curves by adding the flux contributions from the Doppler beaming,

ellipsoidal variations, reflection from the companion, and eclipses.

Beaming results in the red-shifting or blue-shifting of fluxes from the two stars based on their line of sight velocities.

This effect is generally weaker than the ellipsoidal and reflection effects (Faigler & Mazeh 2011). The fractional change

in flux from the relativistic beaming, ∆Fi/Fbeam , is given by

∆Fi

F beam
=

[
−2830ᾱbeam, i

q

(1 + q)2/3

(
Mi

M⊙

)(
d

Porb

)
sin i◦

cos(ω + ν)√
1− e2

]
× 10−6 (A1)

where q = M2/M1 is the mass ratio and ᾱbeam, i is the beaming coefficient which is equal to αbeam,if(T )/4. f(T )

is a piece-wise linear fit to the beaming coefficient, estimated from Figure 5 of Claret et al. (2020) (see Table 2).

Note the factor of 4 comes from different definitions for the beaming coefficient between Claret et al. (2020) and

Engel et al. (2020). We allow further flexibility in the model by allowing the beaming coefficient αbeam,i to vary from

source-to-source.
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Similarly, the fractional flux contribution from ellipsoidal variations is

∆Fi

F ellip
=

[
13435 2αe0,1(2− 3 sin2 i)

(
Mi

M⊙

)−1 (
Porb

d

)−2

(1− e)
−3/2

(
Ri

R⊙

)3

+13435 3αe0,1(2− 3 sin2 i)

(
Mi

M⊙

)−1
q

1 + q

(
Porb

d

)−2 (
βRi

R⊙

)3

+759αe0b,1(8− 40 sin2 i + 35 sin4 i)

(
Mi

M⊙

)−5/3
q

(1 + q)5/3

(
Porb

d

)−10/3 (
βRi

R⊙

)5

+3194αe1,1(4 sin i− 5 sin3 i)

(
Mi

M⊙

)−4/3
q

(1 + q)4/3

(
Porb

d

)−8/3 (
βRi

R⊙

)4

sin(ω + ν)

+13435αe2,1(sin2 i)

(
Mi

M⊙

)−1
q

(1 + q)

(
Porb

d

)−2 (
βRi

R⊙

)3

cos(2(ω + ν))

+759αe2b,1(6 sin2 i− 7 sin4 i)

(
Mi

M⊙

)−5/3
q

(1 + q)5/3

(
Porb

d

)−10/3 (
βRi

R⊙

)5

sin(ω + ν)

+3194αe3,1(sin3 i)

(
Mi

M⊙

)−4/3
q

(1 + q)4/3

(
Porb

d

)−8/3 (
βRi

R⊙

)4

sin(3(ω + ν))

+759αe4,1(sin4 i)

(
Mi

M⊙

)−5/3
q

(1 + q)5/3

(
Porb

d

)−10/3 (
βRi

R⊙

)5

cos(4(ω + ν))

]
× 10−6.

(A2)

Here ∆Fi

F ellip
are the fractional flux variations from ellipsoidal variations of star i. αi are functions of gravity and

limb-darkening coefficients, µi and τi, which are the model parameters. The αi are defined in equation (5) of Engel

et al. (2020) and β = 1+e cos ν
1−e2 .

The reflected starlight off the companion also adds to the flux variability. The reflection effects are usually modeled

by assuming the companion to be a Lambertian surface (Faigler & Mazeh 2011). These are given by:

∆Fref,i

F
=

[
56514αref,i(1 + q)−2/3

(
M1

M⊙

)−2/3 (
Porb

d

)−4/3 (
βR2

R⊙

)2

(0.64− sin i sin(ω + ν) + 0.18 sin2 i(1− cos(2(ω + ν)))
]
× 10−6.

(A3)

All of our sources have been observed in more than one TESS sector. The light curves from different TESS sectors

have different amounts of blending from other sources, and different uncertainties on the data. Furthermore, the

light curves once folded on different sectors can have slightly different normalizations. To model different sector data

simultaneously, we introduce three additional parameters - blending (δ), noise re-scaling (σ) and flux normalization Σ.

The complete set of parameters is θ⃗ = {M1,M2, e, i
◦, ω, ϕ0, µ1, τ1, µ2, τ2, αref, 1, αref, 2, γresc, 1,

γresc, 2, βR,1, βR,2, βT,1, βT,2, δs1 , σs1 ,Σs1 , ...δsN , σsN ,ΣsN } The subscripts 1 and 2 refer to the two stars and the sub-

script si refers to the ith sector.

B. TEMPERATURE AND RADIUS ESTIMATION

The model requires a stellar mass-radius and mass-temperature relationship. To do so, we use a piece-wise linear

fit to the 3× 105 mass-radius and mass-temperature measurements taken from the TESS input catalog. The fits give

us mean temperature-mass T (M) and radius-mass R(M) relations and estimates on the 1-σ spread in temperatures

σT (M) and radii σR(M) as a function of mass. These relations are plotted in Figure 21. The black dashed lines

represent the mean relations and the red and the blue lines represent the ±σ estimates for the spread in temperatures

and radii respectively. The temperatures of the stars is defined in the model as T∗ = 10T (M)+βTσT (M) and similarly

the radii are defined as R∗ = 10R(M)+βRσR(M). From this definition, the model parameters βT and βR capture the

deviation from the measured mean temperature and radii distributions in units of σT,R.

Then, each star i in the system is taken to be a blackbody, with temperature Ti and radius Ri. In order to compute

Ti and Ri from the model parameters in Table 1, we first use a linear interpolation table to compute the average

temperature and radius of the two stars as a function of their mass. These are then re-scaled by the model parameters
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Figure 21. The mass-radius and mass-temperature measurements of ≈ 3 × 105 sources taken from the TESS Catalog . We fit
a piece-wise linear function to the measurements to obtain a scaling relation. We also calculate the ±1σ deviations from the
mean fit to measure the spread at a given mass.

β[T,R],i. A normal prior on these parameters accounts for our fit for the observed variations in the mass-radius and

mass-temperature relations. Using the distance to the source from the Gaia DR3, we compute the corresponding G-

mag for the system. The difference between the computed and observed G-mags is then used to make a contribution

to the likelihood evaluation.

C. MARKOV CHAIN MONTE CARLO METHOD

We use a custom MCMC sampler that uses parallel tempering to sample the model parameters. The sampler is

written in C and uses OPENMP parallelization, enabling quick computation of the likelihood function. Using 25

cores takes an average of 4.4× 10−5 seconds per chain update, using a light curve with 500 data points. The MCMC

script is run for at least 106 iterations per chain for each source.

C.1. Parallel Tempering

We use 50 chains for each of our runs, where the temperature of the ith chain is Ti and Ti+1/Ti = 1.4. Likewise,

the posterior of the ith chain is computed as πi(θ⃗) = L(y⃗, θ⃗)1/TiΠ(θ⃗), where θ⃗ and y⃗ are the sampled parameters and

light curve array respectively, and πi is the posterior for chain i, L is the likelihood and Π is the prior. Note that

the posterior approaches the prior for the chains with the larger temperatures, thus enabling an effective scan of the

parameter space. A pair of chains i and j are randomly selected after every iteration, and their temperatures are

swapped if exp(− lnLj−lnLi

1/Tj−1/Ti
) > β, where β is uniformly sampled from (0, 1].

C.2. Proposals

The new parameters are sampled using a combination of Gaussian and differential evolution proposals. In the

Gaussian proposal, each parameter’s displacement vector is sampled independently from a Gaussian distribution with

a zero mean and unit variance. The result is then scaled by a parameter-specific prefactor and the square root of the

chain’s temperature. This way, hotter chains take larger steps in the parameter space than the colder ones. After the

first 500 iterations, the parameters are also sampled using the differential evolution method. In the latter, each chain’s

parameter history is stored from the previous 500 iterations, and a displacement vector connecting two randomly

chosen samples from the history is drawn. Each element of the displacement is scaled by a number drawn from a

Gaussian with zero mean and a unit norm. Each of the above two methods has an equal probability of being called to

generate a proposal after the first 500 iterations.

C.3. Priors

We use a combination of uniform and Gaussian priors depending on the model parameter. Table 3 contains the list

of parameters with uniform priors along with their upper and lower limits. Table 4 lists the parameters with Gaussian

priors with their upper and lower limits and also the means and standard deviation for the priors.
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Parameter Lower Limit Upper Limit

logMi −1.5 2

e 0. 1

cos i 0 1

ω −π π

t0 0 P

δs 0 1

Σs 0.99 1.01

Table 3. Model parameters with uniform priors along with their lower and upper limits while making proposals in the MCMC.

Parameter Lower Limit Upper Limit Mean Standard Deviation

βR,i −5 5 0 1

βT,i −5 5 0 1

µi 0 1 0.2 0.2

τi 0.15 0.55 0.4 0.2

αref,i 0 2 1 0.2

αbeam,i −0.3 0.3 0 0.1

σs −0.1 0.1 0 0.03

Table 4. Same as Table 3 but for parameters that use Gaussian priors. Additionally, we also mention the mean and standard
deviation of these priors.

D. LIST OF HEARTBEAT CANDIDATES

We list the TICs, absolute Gaia magnitudes, periods and some of the system parameters estimated from the eBEER

fits. The upper and lower limits on uncertainties in the model parameters bracket the 16th and 84th percentile values

from the posteriors, respectively. The current list only contains systems with e ≥ 0.2 that we could fit with the eBEER

model.
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TIC MG Period [days] M1[M⊙] M2[M⊙] e i◦ ω◦ blending

21325268 0.04 ± 0.37 7.03200 ± 0.01452 2.3+0.2
−0.2 2.0+0.3

−0.2 0.439+0.003
−0.003 81.80+0.45

−0.46 −42.91+0.68
−0.71 0.32+0.09

−0.17

145974291 1.09 ± 0.16 5.21445 ± 0.00012 2.6+0.1
−0.2 2.2+0.2

−0.2 0.549+0.003
−0.003 87.20+0.15

−0.18 −49.98+0.42
−0.33 0.26+0.05

−0.07

49924598 −0.71 ± 0.26 4.49943 ± 0.00020 3.2+0.3
−0.2 2.2+0.2

−0.3 0.371+0.003
−0.003 78.08+0.47

−0.43 −66.88+0.33
−0.31 0.45+0.07

−0.09

252588526 1.36 ± 0.12 4.22984 ± 0.00011 1.7+0.2
−0.2 0.3+0.1

−0.0 0.525+0.004
−0.005 40.65+0.67

−0.47 59.54+0.86
−0.84 0.17+0.13

−0.08

110106107 −0.69 ± 0.53 4.24699 ± 0.00008 3.5+0.4
−0.4 1.9+0.3

−0.2 0.291+0.001
−0.001 78.52+0.66

−0.66 −15.96+0.57
−0.66 0.16+0.10

−0.07

370209445 0.94 ± 0.28 3.75863 ± 0.00009 1.7+0.2
−0.2 0.4+0.1

−0.1 0.202+0.002
−0.002 65.71+1.73

−1.55 −12.89+0.78
−0.70 0.22+0.08

−0.08

234964382 1.21 ± 0.20 3.62726 ± 0.00500 1.7+0.2
−0.2 0.8+0.3

−0.3 0.307+0.007
−0.007 42.73+6.83

−3.04 −28.12+1.57
−3.08 0.13+0.13

−0.05

352835929 −0.13 ± 0.30 3.32735 ± 0.00006 8.5+1.3
−1.1 3.4+0.5

−0.4 0.377+0.002
−0.002 80.41+0.54

−1.79 −8.12+0.91
−0.85 0.12+0.10

−0.07

2021686529 1.84 ± 0.21 2.16482 ± 0.00003 1.3+0.2
−0.2 0.3+0.2

−0.1 0.201+0.007
−0.005 38.09+4.33

−0.94 46.71+1.60
−1.26 0.27+0.13

−0.12

282118355 −0.30 ± 0.67 3.96133 ± 0.00013 3.9+2.4
−2.4 2.6+1.6

−1.6 0.284+0.005
−0.002 75.61+0.39

−0.44 −20.51+0.70
−2.46 0.37+0.07

−0.06

209558524 −1.44 ± 0.29 3.81656 ± 0.00011 3.8+0.6
−0.4 2.5+0.3

−0.4 0.215+0.002
−0.002 71.79+0.36

−0.55 39.76+0.50
−0.68 0.26+0.06

−0.07

51243999 −0.30 ± 0.22 5.99401 ± 0.00029 3.8+0.2
−0.2 2.6+0.3

−0.2 0.480+0.002
−0.002 86.93+0.38

−0.40 19.66+0.57
−0.66 0.15+0.06

−0.05

396201191 −2.13 ± 0.73 4.23807 ± 0.00012 7.3+2.2
−2.8 4.6+1.3

−1.2 0.410+0.003
−0.003 80.26+1.43

−0.69 32.96+0.79
−0.77 0.32+0.13

−0.11

272822324 3.86 ± 0.12 4.50132 ± 0.00012 0.7+0.1
−0.0 0.7+0.0

−0.1 0.351+0.001
−0.002 81.58+0.70

−0.40 12.12+0.60
−2.35 0.40+0.08

−0.20

453278567 1.00 ± 0.19 3.00898 ± 0.00006 1.8+0.4
−0.3 0.9+1.0

−0.5 0.249+0.007
−0.009 29.54+18.41

−2.80 43.30+3.35
−7.96 0.17+0.16

−0.10

116066534 −1.45 ± 1.06 2.48426 ± 0.00003 3.0+3.4
−0.6 2.6+2.7

−0.6 0.375+0.002
−0.001 83.08+1.32

−0.95 −4.23+0.43
−5.26 0.38+0.12

−0.19

191457397 −0.13 ± 0.33 4.23948 ± 0.00011 3.2+0.4
−0.4 2.7+0.5

−0.5 0.440+0.001
−0.001 85.38+0.66

−0.36 1.38+1.98
−1.33 0.20+0.12

−0.06

312344969 1.38 ± 0.33 5.82055 ± 0.00023 1.6+0.1
−0.1 0.5+0.1

−0.1 0.351+0.006
−0.006 70.20+3.41

−2.86 −13.68+1.54
−1.72 0.19+0.16

−0.10

79686189 −0.12 ± 0.53 5.94037 ± 0.00031 6.9+2.7
−3.9 4.1+1.5

−2.5 0.685+0.008
−0.098 66.94+8.81

−33.20 −20.36+51.07
−5.86 0.36+0.14

−0.20

189333345 −2.91 ± 0.63 6.42285 ± 0.00022 8.0+1.6
−2.3 6.1+2.3

−2.1 0.264+0.001
−0.001 83.25+0.37

−0.47 17.29+0.54
−0.52 0.27+0.05

−0.06

72834545 −1.16 ± 0.42 4.59276 ± 0.00808 3.2+3.6
−0.9 0.5+0.5

−0.2 0.524+0.241
−0.012 40.31+34.52

−2.00 −5.92+74.51
−5.61 0.39+0.19

−0.22

338282749 −2.89 ± 0.89 9.92119 ± 0.00056 7.4+3.0
−1.8 5.3+2.9

−1.7 0.609+0.002
−0.003 84.20+0.94

−0.86 −16.44+0.72
−0.57 0.37+0.13

−0.19

102289966 0.48 ± 0.21 6.25702 ± 0.00016 2.4+0.1
−0.1 1.4+0.1

−0.2 0.312+0.003
−0.003 83.44+0.45

−0.83 36.01+0.75
−0.74 0.15+0.12

−0.11

365831185 0.11 ± 0.11 5.55091 ± 0.00025 6.8+4.3
−3.2 2.8+0.5

−0.6 0.420+0.086
−0.019 73.10+5.77

−8.53 −79.19+4.51
−4.38 0.39+0.14

−0.08

265473090 −1.09 ± 7.77 4.36129 ± 0.00011 11.9+4.8
−2.9 0.5+0.2

−0.1 0.325+0.007
−0.007 59.60+1.96

−1.41 −22.56+2.14
−2.05 0.22+0.15

−0.14

284144129 0.82 ± 0.32 3.76651 ± 0.00010 2.2+0.5
−0.4 1.4+0.4

−0.4 0.540+0.009
−0.004 72.85+2.78

−2.34 −24.57+1.38
−1.22 0.42+0.21

−0.27

106886673 0.44 ± 0.25 3.62355 ± 0.00005 2.5+0.2
−0.3 2.1+0.2

−0.2 0.314+0.001
−0.001 80.54+0.24

−0.24 11.34+0.42
−0.60 0.19+0.06

−0.10

374130970 −1.94 ± 0.67 5.26465 ± 0.00019 3.3+0.8
−0.5 0.5+0.5

−0.1 0.327+0.004
−0.004 51.48+0.89

−0.79 4.59+0.70
−0.85 0.21+0.15

−0.13

169398679 1.56 ± 0.23 4.85237 ± 0.00021 2.5+0.3
−0.4 0.3+0.1

−0.1 0.672+0.020
−0.070 72.33+8.73

−15.29 −72.84+20.51
−6.43 0.31+0.16

−0.17

376499580 0.85 ± 7.77 2.87476 ± 0.00004 9.6+87.7
−2.1 6.3+17.3

−2.0 0.275+0.000
−0.000 88.35+0.44

−0.65 −0.01+0.56
−0.45 0.26+0.05

−0.03

158824564 1.45 ± 0.52 5.72476 ± 0.00033 1.8+0.3
−0.2 1.4+0.3

−0.2 0.231+0.001
−0.001 83.91+0.63

−0.23 11.19+0.57
−0.71 0.10+0.14

−0.07

110602878 −0.04 ± 0.28 5.35246 ± 0.00013 2.8+0.3
−0.3 1.0+0.1

−0.1 0.356+0.001
−0.001 89.09+0.50

−0.61 −19.54+0.50
−0.53 0.08+0.08

−0.04

428117606 0.36 ± 0.22 2.14945 ± 0.00003 2.3+0.2
−0.2 1.5+0.4

−0.2 0.230+0.003
−0.003 72.32+1.02

−1.51 42.99+1.00
−1.00 0.43+0.05

−0.04

371584261 −0.97 ± 0.27 4.11336 ± 0.00011 2.4+0.3
−0.2 0.5+0.3

−0.1 0.256+0.002
−0.002 52.14+0.50

−0.60 −31.89+0.71
−0.68 0.16+0.13

−0.12

408618201 0.37 ± 7.77 4.13535 ± 0.00012 3.2+4.4
−2.1 2.8+2.1

−1.9 0.483+0.001
−0.001 83.16+0.71

−0.55 −6.43+0.49
−0.40 0.52+0.07

−0.14

37710507 2.30 ± 0.16 5.32352 ± 0.00022 1.6+0.1
−0.1 1.2+0.1

−0.1 0.342+0.003
−0.002 84.70+0.22

−0.19 −21.26+1.17
−1.24 0.29+0.06

−0.05

448860246 0.43 ± 0.13 5.40089 ± 0.00030 3.0+0.3
−0.3 2.5+0.3

−0.2 0.290+0.004
−0.005 85.29+0.59

−0.32 −15.02+5.27
−2.39 0.19+0.13

−0.09

421924260 −0.86 ± 0.77 5.75772 ± 0.00020 2.5+0.4
−0.3 0.5+0.2

−0.2 0.276+0.005
−0.005 47.26+1.08

−0.86 −19.85+1.15
−1.22 0.20+0.14

−0.12

330605074 4.88 ± 7.77 5.34610 ± 0.00017 2.6+2.4
−0.8 2.0+1.6

−0.7 0.226+0.003
−0.003 75.02+0.41

−1.24 48.07+1.07
−0.76 0.43+0.08

−0.10

336823975 0.13 ± 7.77 4.66422 ± 0.00016 1.9+0.9
−0.5 0.6+0.3

−0.2 0.405+0.003
−0.004 77.55+0.87

−0.75 −21.39+1.32
−2.02 0.51+0.07

−0.09

363679519 −0.03 ± 0.23 3.13259 ± 0.00006 2.5+0.2
−0.2 2.1+0.1

−0.2 0.312+0.001
−0.001 80.30+0.44

−0.42 −1.94+0.45
−0.53 0.29+0.07

−0.05

412581945 −4.17 ± 2.73 3.23882 ± 0.00304 11.1+12.5
−3.5 6.5+9.4

−1.9 0.345+0.004
−0.004 76.68+0.79

−0.98 36.56+2.86
−1.62 0.66+0.04

−0.05

237957506 1.78 ± 0.13 2.55866 ± 0.00003 2.0+0.1
−0.1 1.1+0.0

−0.1 0.316+0.002
−0.001 78.74+0.16

−0.24 11.24+1.44
−0.64 0.23+0.07

−0.04

342520115 1.13 ± 0.22 8.66907 ± 0.00046 1.7+0.2
−0.2 0.7+0.1

−0.1 0.431+0.002
−0.002 85.84+0.88

−0.65 −14.95+0.65
−0.66 0.06+0.14

−0.04

372863796 0.35 ± 0.41 4.91977 ± 0.00017 7.8+2.9
−3.2 1.6+1.3

−0.8 0.475+0.026
−0.017 66.12+9.46

−15.48 66.35+10.63
−8.85 0.36+0.14

−0.16

194633998 −1.43 ± 0.32 5.21941 ± 0.00014 4.4+0.4
−0.5 3.3+0.4

−0.3 0.323+0.003
−0.001 80.54+0.95

−0.50 19.98+1.08
−0.40 0.06+0.28

−0.04

269692669 0.55 ± 0.42 4.95600 ± 0.00020 1.7+0.2
−0.2 0.4+0.1

−0.1 0.308+0.003
−0.003 55.51+1.45

−1.18 −74.80+0.66
−0.63 0.22+0.12

−0.10

374211609 −0.51 ± 0.36 4.69545 ± 0.00016 3.4+0.4
−0.4 0.6+0.2

−0.1 0.449+0.009
−0.008 49.54+1.89

−1.24 −15.58+3.07
−2.44 0.14+0.17

−0.07

237702040 −0.08 ± 0.40 4.87674 ± 0.00022 3.0+0.4
−0.3 1.7+0.2

−0.2 0.472+0.003
−0.003 74.52+1.63

−3.66 −11.91+0.84
−0.98 0.16+0.08

−0.08

313176361 0.55 ± 0.24 7.86603 ± 0.00025 1.8+0.1
−0.1 1.4+0.1

−0.3 0.324+0.003
−0.002 79.05+0.22

−0.09 −38.34+0.52
−0.56 0.07+0.08

−0.06
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TIC MG Period [days] M1[M⊙] M2[M⊙] e i◦ ω◦ blending

307813020 0.07 ± 0.37 3.55543 ± 0.00008 3.1+0.3
−0.4 2.6+0.3

−0.2 0.294+0.001
−0.001 82.22+0.77

−1.10 −2.85+1.14
−1.77 0.32+0.05

−0.04

395413286 −0.24 ± 0.24 3.10833 ± 0.00006 2.8+0.6
−0.4 2.0+0.4

−0.9 0.295+0.004
−0.005 76.14+2.50

−7.05 48.57+1.07
−2.78 0.44+0.18

−0.27

746425948 1.73 ± 0.24 17.77823 ± 0.00231 1.7+0.2
−0.1 1.0+0.2

−0.2 0.638+0.001
−0.048 87.26+0.68

−6.43 10.10+0.56
−14.95 0.18+0.16

−0.04

420388688 −0.30 ± 0.28 4.23554 ± 0.00015 2.7+0.3
−0.2 0.5+0.2

−0.1 0.336+0.004
−0.004 46.65+0.68

−0.65 −2.61+1.19
−1.17 0.13+0.13

−0.07

293618358 2.32 ± 0.09 10.48601 ± 0.00029 1.3+0.3
−0.2 0.3+0.0

−0.0 0.654+0.001
−0.001 88.06+1.02

−1.04 −2.05+0.61
−0.63 0.12+0.18

−0.09

274686141 −0.42 ± 0.36 2.76759 ± 0.00003 6.1+1.4
−1.0 0.5+0.2

−0.1 0.410+0.019
−0.020 40.80+13.22

−9.73 66.55+3.89
−4.90 0.31+0.04

−0.04

230752185 1.24 ± 0.26 4.81467 ± 0.00013 1.8+0.2
−0.1 1.7+0.1

−0.1 0.471+0.001
−0.001 80.16+0.66

−0.46 22.87+0.54
−0.38 0.07+0.09

−0.05

369999283 1.24 ± 0.32 3.55119 ± 0.00009 3.1+1.0
−0.7 2.1+0.5

−0.6 0.450+0.022
−0.026 61.64+11.81

−15.90 −73.97+8.07
−5.36 0.39+0.16

−0.17

147960368 0.73 ± 0.43 4.05025 ± 0.00015 2.2+0.3
−0.2 0.7+0.2

−0.2 0.421+0.007
−0.007 48.30+1.59

−1.09 −5.55+1.95
−1.90 0.22+0.16

−0.13

206704992 −0.21 ± 0.53 6.64486 ± 0.00044 2.4+0.5
−0.4 1.1+0.4

−0.4 0.475+0.006
−0.005 57.22+9.87

−8.32 64.91+1.43
−1.97 0.22+0.14

−0.14

343626774 1.42 ± 0.36 3.66314 ± 0.00008 1.7+0.4
−0.4 1.5+0.3

−0.4 0.256+0.002
−0.002 80.64+0.67

−0.72 −16.25+1.38
−1.18 0.25+0.07

−0.11

187971301 −0.61 ± 0.30 7.27253 ± 0.00045 4.3+0.9
−2.1 3.8+1.0

−2.5 0.619+0.003
−0.005 88.84+0.69

−0.65 22.10+0.98
−2.11 0.32+0.17

−0.16

371966579 2.57 ± 0.08 3.67718 ± 0.00008 1.5+0.2
−0.2 1.2+0.1

−0.1 0.327+0.004
−0.002 83.93+0.49

−0.27 −8.27+0.22
−5.35 0.37+0.06

−0.07

19971063 1.21 ± 0.23 13.99151 ± 0.00152 1.5+0.2
−0.1 1.3+0.2

−0.1 0.606+0.001
−0.001 89.27+0.45

−0.73 −1.00+0.60
−0.64 0.07+0.08

−0.05

337376644 −1.47 ± 0.42 5.28619 ± 0.00018 14.8+12.0
−6.7 5.2+2.1

−2.1 0.619+0.016
−0.014 26.18+9.81

−12.31 −62.25+13.54
−11.30 0.39+0.09

−0.16

42821678 −3.05 ± 0.65 7.00775 ± 0.00041 7.7+1.1
−1.7 4.5+0.6

−0.5 0.503+0.003
−0.003 81.55+0.13

−0.13 −51.45+0.37
−0.36 0.74+0.02

−0.04

236881602 0.35 ± 0.27 3.48762 ± 0.00007 1.9+0.2
−0.2 0.2+0.1

−0.0 0.283+0.003
−0.003 44.28+1.19

−0.93 58.34+0.48
−0.47 0.14+0.22

−0.11

456042860 −0.44 ± 0.39 2.78286 ± 0.00005 2.6+0.7
−0.5 0.4+0.7

−0.2 0.267+0.005
−0.006 27.85+1.26

−0.79 33.37+0.94
−1.06 0.16+0.21

−0.10

418183908 0.98 ± 0.50 8.89975 ± 0.00045 2.7+1.2
−0.5 0.4+0.2

−0.1 0.719+0.028
−0.029 66.16+19.53

−25.44 −60.35+4.98
−6.18 0.33+0.15

−0.12

53824793 0.63 ± 0.25 3.41680 ± 0.00010 2.4+0.2
−0.2 0.5+0.1

−0.1 0.441+0.004
−0.004 65.08+3.18

−5.64 70.27+0.98
−0.96 0.25+0.09

−0.16

153043302 −0.35 ± 0.47 3.62329 ± 0.00009 2.4+0.3
−0.2 0.3+0.1

−0.0 0.411+0.006
−0.006 37.74+0.59

−0.60 −29.39+1.20
−1.12 0.13+0.17

−0.08

426256249 −6.54 ± 2.08 7.84702 ± 0.00029 8.2+2.2
−1.6 5.7+1.7

−1.1 0.391+0.001
−0.001 89.36+0.41

−0.50 −1.47+0.28
−0.29 0.04+0.04

−0.03

78379048 1.66 ± 0.15 3.12414 ± 0.00011 1.9+0.2
−0.2 0.5+0.1

−0.0 0.447+0.006
−0.006 70.86+1.23

−1.67 −22.11+2.30
−2.31 0.21+0.12

−0.13

356169556 0.61 ± 0.23 17.64534 ± 0.00120 2.6+0.1
−0.5 0.9+0.1

−0.1 0.635+0.001
−0.002 87.10+0.74

−4.22 11.74+0.56
−0.64 0.32+0.12

−0.30

745751393 −4.17 ± 2.73 3.23937 ± 0.00005 9.4+9.6
−2.5 6.1+4.0

−1.5 0.353+0.005
−0.004 76.94+0.86

−1.34 41.23+4.72
−3.82 0.64+0.06

−0.10

422065233 0.91 ± 0.32 6.75514 ± 0.00018 2.3+0.1
−0.1 1.5+0.2

−0.1 0.523+0.002
−0.002 86.78+0.29

−0.25 33.76+0.39
−0.42 0.19+0.08

−0.04

389829007 0.28 ± 1.74 7.91653 ± 0.00049 4.9+1.1
−1.1 4.4+0.3

−1.2 0.521+0.001
−0.001 85.92+0.38

−0.41 4.04+0.60
−0.52 0.15+0.11

−0.10

670290948 2.46 ± 0.45 1.99155 ± 0.00002 0.9+0.7
−0.2 0.4+0.6

−0.1 0.294+0.003
−0.003 75.35+1.24

−1.53 34.14+1.23
−1.75 0.36+0.17

−0.10

316668953 −3.25 ± 1.01 6.95107 ± 0.00030 7.7+2.0
−1.5 6.3+1.5

−1.5 0.431+0.002
−0.002 79.06+0.45

−0.27 −32.97+0.55
−0.39 0.29+0.10

−0.12

89522181 1.63 ± 0.09 2.34698 ± 0.00003 2.4+0.2
−0.1 1.5+0.1

−0.1 0.323+0.001
−0.001 86.67+0.26

−0.23 9.38+0.41
−0.62 0.19+0.02

−0.01

275586333 0.40 ± 0.46 2.83295 ± 0.00006 1.9+0.4
−0.3 0.2+0.3

−0.1 0.269+0.004
−0.004 40.21+0.76

−0.96 −48.12+0.87
−0.73 0.21+0.17

−0.11

178739533 −0.39 ± 0.96 1.47550 ± 0.00002 4.2+1.3
−0.4 3.1+0.3

−0.3 0.294+0.005
−0.005 73.15+2.07

−0.76 29.24+0.71
−1.37 0.22+0.09

−0.16

282876586 −1.45 ± 0.63 2.38762 ± 0.00004 6.6+1.1
−1.1 4.8+0.7

−0.5 0.292+0.003
−0.003 76.15+1.23

−1.35 61.53+0.54
−0.55 0.30+0.12

−0.19

312344965 −0.27 ± 0.30 5.81836 ± 0.00025 2.5+0.2
−0.2 0.7+0.2

−0.2 0.257+0.006
−0.006 63.93+6.58

−4.36 −4.27+2.04
−2.07 0.27+0.14

−0.16

271554988 1.56 ± 0.10 4.37970 ± 0.00009 1.5+0.1
−0.1 0.4+0.2

−0.0 0.299+0.003
−0.003 50.25+2.19

−0.86 −2.64+0.85
−0.84 0.36+0.08

−0.09

316621853 1.46 ± 0.44 3.10096 ± 0.00007 1.5+0.2
−0.2 0.2+0.0

−0.0 0.289+0.006
−0.006 47.07+1.17

−1.04 −6.33+1.63
−1.59 0.26+0.09

−0.17

462292185 −5.12 ± 1.45 2.52092 ± 0.00003 12.3+12.0
−5.0 2.9+2.6

−1.3 0.233+0.006
−0.005 38.82+1.12

−0.65 16.15+1.94
−1.91 0.26+0.15

−0.14

64290127 −1.11 ± 0.59 8.55666 ± 0.00959 5.9+3.0
−1.7 0.8+0.7

−0.2 0.726+0.007
−0.009 78.48+4.97

−10.12 76.20+2.33
−3.55 0.25+0.15

−0.15

251972126 1.08 ± 0.46 3.05964 ± 0.00006 1.7+0.2
−0.2 0.6+0.2

−0.1 0.246+0.002
−0.002 52.22+2.45

−1.40 16.67+0.66
−0.60 0.10+0.10

−0.06

2021686530 2.55 ± 0.21 2.16482 ± 0.00003 1.1+0.2
−0.1 0.5+0.2

−0.2 0.205+0.003
−0.006 43.89+5.07

−5.72 47.58+0.80
−1.52 0.28+0.12

−0.18

470847250 −1.74 ± 0.62 4.33039 ± 0.00012 4.3+0.6
−0.4 0.5+0.1

−0.0 0.281+0.003
−0.003 59.42+0.58

−0.59 29.35+0.71
−0.72 0.12+0.07

−0.08

285128834 −6.54 ± 1.64 5.14849 ± 0.00016 6.8+19.7
−2.1 5.3+12.8

−2.0 0.441+0.001
−0.001 82.93+0.85

−0.58 −1.63+0.74
−0.43 0.34+0.11

−0.08

367944808 0.87 ± 0.26 3.61133 ± 0.00008 2.6+0.4
−0.4 2.2+0.3

−0.3 0.421+0.004
−0.004 76.09+1.57

−2.05 −50.29+1.87
−2.19 0.27+0.17

−0.21

50280622 −0.53 ± 0.44 3.85060 ± 0.00006 2.6+0.3
−0.3 1.0+0.9

−0.3 0.297+0.002
−0.003 47.61+0.78

−1.10 −17.37+0.63
−0.64 0.17+0.12

−0.07

261620164 0.03 ± 0.31 2.36782 ± 0.00003 3.1+0.2
−0.3 1.9+0.2

−0.2 0.262+0.003
−0.003 75.59+0.26

−0.30 54.79+0.73
−0.67 0.18+0.12

−0.12

219707463 1.78 ± 0.05 4.50725 ± 0.00010 2.0+0.2
−0.2 1.8+0.2

−0.2 0.530+0.003
−0.003 81.92+0.69

−0.98 49.11+0.90
−0.88 0.22+0.14

−0.12

391085159 −0.86 ± 1.16 4.84919 ± 0.00014 2.6+0.3
−0.3 0.6+0.2

−0.1 0.276+0.003
−0.003 55.82+1.98

−1.55 31.04+0.62
−0.79 0.18+0.11

−0.08

452366964 −1.80 ± 0.36 6.39238 ± 0.00022 5.7+1.2
−1.3 3.3+0.8

−0.4 0.439+0.003
−0.003 77.24+0.81

−0.86 51.14+0.77
−0.58 0.37+0.11

−0.09

306107122 1.85 ± 0.09 7.75985 ± 0.00022 1.2+0.3
−0.1 1.1+0.1

−0.1 0.252+0.002
−0.002 89.39+0.40

−0.59 −17.22+1.56
−1.68 0.15+0.08

−0.06

90547242 −0.56 ± 0.33 6.32273 ± 0.00018 3.4+0.4
−0.4 3.0+0.4

−0.6 0.305+0.003
−0.003 80.55+0.70

−0.86 38.51+1.35
−1.15 0.11+0.14

−0.06
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TIC MG Period [days] M1[M⊙] M2[M⊙] e i◦ ω◦ blending

118305806 0.52 ± 0.24 3.67851 ± 0.00008 2.0+0.3
−0.2 1.8+0.2

−0.3 0.352+0.002
−0.002 74.54+2.48

−0.90 46.26+2.31
−0.91 0.26+0.20

−0.12

213223576 −3.23 ± 1.88 2.77724 ± 0.00005 5.5+1.2
−2.6 4.7+0.9

−2.6 0.318+0.006
−0.008 76.91+0.46

−0.44 −42.18+1.72
−1.29 0.84+0.06

−0.07

372116736 1.40 ± 0.33 2.71166 ± 0.00004 1.9+0.3
−0.2 0.6+0.1

−0.1 0.349+0.006
−0.005 56.46+4.04

−2.32 −41.68+1.66
−1.37 0.25+0.13

−0.13

178436848 1.53 ± 0.23 3.13724 ± 0.00008 1.9+0.1
−0.2 0.7+0.0

−0.0 0.202+0.002
−0.002 81.22+0.33

−0.37 −27.06+0.98
−1.29 0.13+0.07

−0.07

127079833 −0.47 ± 0.62 3.13653 ± 0.00006 2.3+0.3
−0.2 0.5+0.3

−0.1 0.210+0.003
−0.003 45.42+0.85

−0.64 −38.74+0.73
−0.84 0.16+0.08

−0.09

232446839 −1.45 ± 0.80 4.72508 ± 0.00024 3.2+0.3
−0.3 2.4+0.2

−0.3 0.357+0.003
−0.003 77.28+0.33

−0.56 29.23+1.09
−1.28 0.63+0.03

−0.05

378275980 −2.93 ± 0.84 3.96544 ± 0.00008 9.4+75.6
−2.2 6.0+32.7

−1.7 0.396+0.002
−0.002 80.86+0.79

−0.78 52.26+0.27
−0.29 0.17+0.11

−0.14

462940910 0.21 ± 7.77 4.88476 ± 0.00009 3.4+3.3
−1.7 2.7+2.2

−1.4 0.438+0.004
−0.003 78.85+1.39

−1.15 68.73+1.01
−1.15 0.39+0.23

−0.10

444446481 0.41 ± 0.41 3.40154 ± 0.00007 2.0+0.3
−0.3 0.2+0.1

−0.0 0.305+0.006
−0.006 52.43+2.64

−1.77 18.04+1.82
−2.01 0.21+0.16

−0.12

305454334 −2.54 ± 0.56 4.81686 ± 0.00010 11.3+1.7
−1.4 7.0+1.8

−1.2 0.466+0.002
−0.001 78.50+0.44

−0.19 −19.58+0.51
−0.48 0.17+0.09

−0.10

86128744 2.46 ± 0.45 1.99160 ± 0.00100 0.8+0.3
−0.1 0.7+0.1

−0.3 0.283+0.004
−0.004 73.71+1.51

−0.79 20.79+4.81
−1.90 0.70+0.03

−0.07

327725463 1.97 ± 0.07 4.75026 ± 0.00006 1.3+0.2
−0.3 0.7+0.1

−0.1 0.235+0.005
−0.007 73.67+1.22

−1.24 50.13+1.21
−2.09 0.38+0.17

−0.24

352770261 −1.41 ± 0.50 6.52954 ± 0.00035 2.7+0.6
−0.5 0.4+0.8

−0.2 0.414+0.010
−0.004 45.62+25.41

−0.66 66.75+0.40
−0.40 0.18+0.20

−0.14

240918551 −0.19 ± 0.61 3.81634 ± 0.00009 5.5+0.6
−0.6 2.6+0.2

−0.2 0.507+0.002
−0.002 89.60+0.23

−0.27 34.49+0.48
−0.49 0.10+0.20

−0.08

461541766 −0.14 ± 0.17 8.94488 ± 0.00051 5.1+16.0
−2.0 0.6+1.5

−0.2 0.551+0.027
−0.027 74.62+6.21

−8.34 44.08+6.52
−9.09 0.26+0.21

−0.16

115866969 −0.61 ± 7.77 2.75258 ± 0.00004 6.2+1.5
−1.2 5.3+1.6

−0.7 0.253+0.001
−0.001 79.34+0.41

−0.41 −10.45+0.61
−0.49 0.37+0.04

−0.04

150284425 −0.28 ± 0.11 3.00443 ± 0.00005 2.9+0.3
−0.2 2.4+0.2

−0.2 0.286+0.003
−0.002 78.84+0.39

−0.22 51.08+0.53
−0.38 0.23+0.35

−0.21

2046878952 −2.49 ± 0.82 2.53347 ± 0.00004 6.5+1.9
−1.4 0.9+0.3

−0.2 0.207+0.005
−0.005 40.80+1.04

−0.73 −37.07+1.68
−1.65 0.23+0.14

−0.14

321952939 1.24 ± 0.29 6.63015 ± 0.00024 1.7+0.2
−0.2 1.0+0.2

−0.2 0.279+0.015
−0.009 78.19+1.14

−1.26 −63.06+1.73
−1.69 0.11+0.22

−0.08

427377458 4.49 ± 0.12 2.53771 ± 0.00006 0.6+0.1
−0.1 0.4+0.1

−0.0 0.365+0.008
−0.007 77.01+0.88

−1.11 −47.52+2.59
−2.84 0.79+0.03

−0.04

343878759 −2.49 ± 0.82 2.53680 ± 0.00093 6.5+2.2
−1.5 0.9+0.9

−0.2 0.211+0.005
−0.005 43.45+1.64

−0.83 −36.91+1.81
−1.59 0.23+0.14

−0.11

383518759 −0.14 ± 0.41 4.09045 ± 0.00009 2.2+0.2
−0.2 0.2+0.7

−0.0 0.384+0.004
−0.003 42.49+21.46

−0.45 39.79+0.80
−2.40 0.13+0.38

−0.08

137810570 1.78 ± 0.06 3.84173 ± 0.00009 1.3+0.2
−0.2 0.5+0.4

−0.3 0.297+0.003
−0.003 43.82+6.03

−3.69 9.25+0.85
−0.86 0.35+0.07

−0.11

8772474 −1.85 ± 1.15 3.13178 ± 0.00006 3.3+2.5
−0.8 0.8+0.4

−0.2 0.372+0.003
−0.003 48.21+1.03

−0.63 −49.92+0.57
−0.68 0.24+0.08

−0.08

178008663 0.70 ± 0.38 2.75457 ± 0.00006 2.8+0.2
−0.2 2.4+0.2

−0.2 0.362+0.002
−0.002 83.41+0.51

−0.84 17.16+0.86
−0.75 0.11+0.29

−0.06

269511526 −0.32 ± 0.49 2.74726 ± 0.00004 2.7+0.6
−0.5 1.7+0.8

−0.7 0.221+0.002
−0.003 43.28+3.19

−3.95 15.97+0.73
−2.31 0.20+0.15

−0.13

390337472 1.27 ± 0.81 3.34906 ± 0.00006 1.1+0.4
−0.2 0.9+0.3

−0.1 0.353+0.002
−0.002 83.88+1.38

−1.81 15.10+1.40
−1.32 0.27+0.41

−0.12

309682332 1.55 ± 0.20 7.18878 ± 0.00041 1.9+0.1
−0.1 0.8+0.1

−0.1 0.253+0.002
−0.002 89.50+0.33

−0.54 −8.49+6.42
−1.86 0.16+0.10

−0.10

120684604 1.15 ± 0.22 2.18911 ± 0.00002 2.3+0.3
−0.2 2.0+0.2

−0.1 0.282+0.001
−0.001 88.55+0.93

−1.00 −15.86+0.59
−0.67 0.10+0.03

−0.04

358370373 −2.30 ± 0.85 6.22525 ± 0.00016 3.3+0.9
−0.7 0.4+0.7

−0.1 0.334+0.005
−0.004 39.26+0.51

−0.49 −8.24+0.90
−0.77 0.27+0.19

−0.14

78379043 −0.11 ± 0.17 3.09693 ± 0.00010 3.6+0.3
−0.3 1.0+0.5

−0.2 0.462+0.004
−0.004 67.86+1.87

−1.87 −27.55+1.36
−1.36 0.17+0.11

−0.09

192876875 −1.50 ± 0.81 2.93658 ± 0.00006 3.9+1.6
−0.6 0.9+1.9

−0.4 0.275+0.005
−0.005 32.51+0.52

−0.51 −27.46+0.99
−0.92 0.15+0.12

−0.08

270859445 1.07 ± 0.13 5.58375 ± 0.00014 1.7+0.4
−0.1 1.5+0.2

−0.4 0.306+0.001
−0.001 87.91+1.04

−2.50 −9.25+0.77
−1.64 0.35+0.05

−0.26

118798174 1.64 ± 0.15 7.56722 ± 0.00019 5.6+1.0
−1.4 1.3+0.2

−0.2 0.565+0.013
−0.014 40.70+3.01

−2.25 −28.37+1.57
−1.79 0.30+0.12

−0.21

59090149 −1.09 ± 0.31 4.64174 ± 0.00011 3.3+0.3
−0.2 3.0+0.2

−0.3 0.321+0.001
−0.001 79.97+0.21

−0.38 8.79+0.41
−0.48 0.34+0.04

−0.03

190708336 −2.28 ± 0.58 7.53380 ± 0.00044 5.3+1.0
−0.8 4.6+0.6

−0.8 0.267+0.001
−0.001 77.91+0.33

−0.35 14.71+0.69
−0.85 0.37+0.09

−0.11

255876795 0.90 ± 0.33 2.80977 ± 0.00005 2.0+0.6
−0.4 1.7+0.5

−0.4 0.256+0.002
−0.002 71.61+0.97

−0.55 −53.42+0.98
−1.52 0.10+0.15

−0.07

53194798 −0.85 ± 0.69 3.45109 ± 0.00005 5.0+1.0
−1.6 3.6+0.8

−1.1 0.299+0.003
−0.009 84.21+0.97

−1.09 49.16+0.53
−1.85 0.17+0.19

−0.16

370269453 0.26 ± 0.26 5.92922 ± 0.00021 1.8+0.2
−0.2 0.4+0.1

−0.0 0.321+0.006
−0.006 42.34+0.61

−0.56 −36.69+1.36
−1.13 0.31+0.18

−0.18

386210336 0.06 ± 0.33 2.28326 ± 0.00004 2.7+0.7
−0.3 2.4+0.2

−0.3 0.259+0.002
−0.002 76.33+0.29

−0.73 −14.98+1.95
−1.03 0.40+0.10

−0.19

431952504 1.84 ± 0.17 5.98106 ± 0.00023 2.5+0.8
−0.5 0.5+0.2

−0.1 0.568+0.026
−0.023 56.05+15.69

−18.80 61.71+7.03
−7.08 0.44+0.14

−0.27

343173397 1.46 ± 0.13 2.87477 ± 0.00005 1.6+0.1
−0.3 1.4+0.1

−0.2 0.429+0.001
−0.001 75.63+0.45

−0.15 −7.25+0.67
−0.33 0.34+0.07

−0.04

369033532 0.84 ± 0.46 6.04914 ± 0.00021 1.9+0.4
−0.4 1.5+0.3

−0.4 0.463+0.002
−0.003 78.97+0.49

−0.55 22.93+0.70
−1.03 0.35+0.12

−0.15

296183275 1.96 ± 0.15 4.37213 ± 0.00019 1.5+1.0
−0.3 0.5+0.2

−0.2 0.557+0.134
−0.009 45.79+25.67

−2.80 −8.08+21.31
−2.56 0.24+0.26

−0.17

187920824 −0.25 ± 0.31 4.50997 ± 0.00018 3.3+0.3
−0.3 2.3+0.3

−0.3 0.438+0.004
−0.004 89.29+0.42

−0.50 44.81+0.63
−0.65 0.15+0.11

−0.10

347268123 1.07 ± 0.28 2.31622 ± 0.00002 1.7+0.2
−0.2 0.2+0.1

−0.0 0.285+0.003
−0.003 42.83+0.68

−0.60 −46.30+0.72
−0.68 0.22+0.09

−0.12

186260283 0.31 ± 0.11 3.60432 ± 0.00008 1.9+0.2
−0.2 0.3+0.1

−0.0 0.298+0.004
−0.005 36.78+0.46

−0.40 8.27+0.96
−1.09 0.19+0.17

−0.11

348508349 −2.86 ± 0.81 4.15821 ± 0.00011 8.3+1.0
−1.1 4.5+0.6

−0.5 0.294+0.001
−0.001 72.79+0.62

−0.59 15.85+0.62
−0.46 0.27+0.11

−0.12

293228326 −0.62 ± 0.12 6.82633 ± 0.00041 2.5+0.4
−0.3 1.6+0.7

−0.8 0.355+0.003
−0.003 67.16+7.96

−6.20 −3.24+0.77
−0.81 0.23+0.15

−0.14

151467181 −2.79 ± 0.85 5.07779 ± 0.00018 8.4+16.4
−1.9 5.4+10.4

−1.0 0.263+0.003
−0.004 79.81+0.20

−0.15 50.04+0.63
−0.68 0.04+0.06

−0.03
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TIC MG Period [days] M1[M⊙] M2[M⊙] e i◦ ω◦ blending

427377463 0.56 ± 0.61 2.53766 ± 0.00007 2.3+0.3
−0.3 0.7+0.1

−0.2 0.358+0.005
−0.005 77.14+1.13

−2.79 −35.40+2.10
−2.33 0.61+0.09

−0.15

444555685 −2.75 ± 0.82 3.18181 ± 0.00006 5.4+1.5
−1.5 4.4+1.9

−1.3 0.319+0.002
−0.002 89.03+0.57

−0.55 26.92+0.72
−0.64 0.39+0.01

−0.01

277236190 0.30 ± 0.30 3.58116 ± 0.00008 2.0+0.3
−0.3 1.1+0.2

−0.1 0.315+0.001
−0.002 75.96+0.31

−0.33 −17.54+0.66
−0.77 0.39+0.22

−0.11

28431075 0.38 ± 0.43 2.96264 ± 0.00005 2.2+0.3
−0.3 0.3+0.1

−0.0 0.297+0.006
−0.006 42.19+0.58

−0.64 −5.77+1.11
−1.21 0.24+0.10

−0.13

405320687 0.38 ± 0.29 2.89828 ± 0.00005 5.3+1.2
−1.0 0.4+0.1

−0.1 0.745+0.007
−0.006 81.92+0.58

−6.34 58.08+1.26
−7.58 0.17+0.17

−0.10

469289800 0.43 ± 0.37 3.55041 ± 0.00015 5.4+1.5
−1.5 3.0+1.0

−1.3 0.496+0.027
−0.024 20.35+8.53

−6.02 46.26+19.90
−36.45 0.36+0.18

−0.22

316119373 1.07 ± 0.27 7.90980 ± 0.00031 2.5+0.2
−0.3 0.3+0.0

−0.0 0.708+0.003
−0.003 84.10+0.31

−0.27 −23.87+0.84
−0.85 0.13+0.10

−0.08

457264281 0.58 ± 0.76 3.22971 ± 0.00005 1.7+0.2
−0.2 0.2+0.2

−0.0 0.200+0.004
−0.003 42.70+1.07

−0.74 −15.43+0.88
−1.22 0.15+0.13

−0.10

326484902 1.89 ± 0.18 2.58910 ± 0.00004 1.6+0.2
−0.2 0.3+0.0

−0.0 0.260+0.005
−0.005 81.56+0.37

−0.36 43.21+0.87
−0.95 0.09+0.09

−0.05

363674500 0.84 ± 0.33 3.02983 ± 0.00005 2.3+0.3
−0.2 0.4+0.1

−0.1 0.325+0.005
−0.005 67.95+3.24

−2.59 11.36+1.61
−1.57 0.19+0.16

−0.12

326374705 −1.30 ± 0.27 5.40604 ± 0.00016 3.4+0.3
−0.3 3.0+0.3

−0.4 0.281+0.002
−0.002 84.20+1.20

−0.29 65.29+0.25
−0.25 0.09+0.17

−0.07

391244527 −0.79 ± 0.41 2.47872 ± 0.00002 6.3+1.3
−3.1 3.0+0.9

−0.9 0.265+0.009
−0.004 79.94+0.28

−0.44 49.19+1.86
−0.70 0.07+0.26

−0.06

303577635 −7.25 ± 2.27 8.66950 ± 0.00045 8.8+3.6
−3.2 4.9+2.3

−1.5 0.372+0.001
−0.001 75.74+0.49

−0.60 −23.57+0.47
−0.43 0.29+0.11

−0.13

283539216 −0.82 ± 0.85 2.66169 ± 0.00004 3.8+1.5
−1.1 3.3+1.6

−1.0 0.261+0.001
−0.002 82.72+0.32

−0.46 21.22+0.68
−1.22 0.41+0.08

−0.08

441626681 1.17 ± 0.22 6.28360 ± 0.00017 2.1+0.3
−0.3 0.8+0.1

−0.1 0.571+0.001
−0.001 78.08+0.20

−0.21 −10.12+0.48
−0.49 0.12+0.15

−0.07

336091799 1.84 ± 0.21 2.16482 ± 0.00013 1.3+0.3
−0.2 0.3+0.4

−0.1 0.210+0.005
−0.006 38.65+6.08

−1.05 45.39+1.41
−1.59 0.22+0.14

−0.10

305252841 0.73 ± 0.34 6.11764 ± 0.00020 1.5+0.1
−0.3 1.1+0.3

−0.1 0.257+0.002
−0.002 78.11+0.89

−0.28 −32.08+2.13
−0.70 0.29+0.29

−0.09

174094640 1.29 ± 0.13 6.19336 ± 0.00023 3.5+0.9
−1.7 2.6+0.7

−1.8 0.694+0.017
−0.075 50.43+12.71

−10.96 −53.73+29.51
−10.42 0.22+0.12

−0.13

65201080 1.47 ± 0.22 4.22062 ± 0.00011 1.5+0.2
−0.2 0.5+0.1

−0.1 0.219+0.002
−0.002 76.96+0.67

−0.67 −18.18+0.85
−0.99 0.15+0.10

−0.07

336538437 0.52 ± 0.47 3.89355 ± 0.00009 1.9+0.6
−0.7 1.7+0.6

−0.7 0.437+0.001
−0.001 81.33+0.34

−0.88 4.69+0.45
−0.37 0.38+0.07

−0.09

386262459 1.08 ± 0.15 2.67712 ± 0.00005 2.6+0.2
−0.2 0.6+0.1

−0.1 0.229+0.003
−0.003 82.01+0.32

−0.43 2.25+1.28
−1.47 0.06+0.05

−0.04

390334189 0.99 ± 7.77 2.35419 ± 0.00003 2.1+0.9
−0.5 0.6+0.2

−0.1 0.404+0.005
−0.005 57.24+3.04

−2.51 14.42+1.49
−1.61 0.15+0.15

−0.10

172985206 1.23 ± 0.17 5.70475 ± 0.00016 1.5+0.2
−0.3 0.4+0.3

−0.2 0.375+0.004
−0.004 45.37+2.59

−1.98 −7.40+0.93
−0.92 0.18+0.13

−0.09

233841767 −1.25 ± 0.33 12.76491 ± 0.00077 7.3+1.2
−1.4 4.8+0.6

−0.4 0.685+0.002
−0.002 85.97+0.13

−0.17 27.28+0.66
−0.66 0.33+0.15

−0.16

344586348 1.08 ± 0.11 7.73929 ± 0.00021 1.4+0.1
−0.2 0.8+0.1

−0.1 0.337+0.001
−0.001 87.28+0.53

−0.36 26.15+0.36
−0.49 0.09+0.09

−0.06

272822330 0.87 ± 0.21 4.50134 ± 0.00011 1.8+0.2
−0.3 1.4+0.2

−0.2 0.352+0.001
−0.001 82.56+0.58

−0.88 10.42+0.96
−0.63 0.34+0.08

−0.14

13951387 −3.52 ± 0.83 3.68465 ± 0.00009 11.2+5.3
−3.6 3.5+2.5

−1.7 0.327+0.008
−0.009 43.98+5.61

−2.62 −23.17+3.05
−2.51 0.24+0.15

−0.11

434376215 −1.59 ± 0.47 2.73142 ± 0.00005 6.4+0.7
−1.3 5.1+0.6

−0.9 0.330+0.002
−0.001 82.99+2.09

−1.22 −8.54+0.43
−0.42 0.12+0.14

−0.10

115394297 −1.37 ± 0.74 5.06355 ± 0.00016 5.4+0.9
−1.1 4.7+0.7

−1.3 0.299+0.001
−0.001 76.05+0.80

−0.36 −31.25+0.43
−0.30 0.10+0.14

−0.05

149411271 −3.94 ± 0.94 6.20414 ± 0.00017 91.9+5.6
−11.3 21.8+4.7

−3.7 0.316+0.002
−0.002 88.88+0.69

−0.87 11.35+1.95
−3.81 0.12+0.09

−0.08

124412957 −2.33 ± 1.02 3.41066 ± 0.00011 4.1+0.9
−0.6 0.1+0.0

−0.0 0.203+0.006
−0.006 63.15+8.00

−2.21 −5.56+3.63
−2.79 0.16+0.13

−0.10

302828770 1.93 ± 0.34 2.95162 ± 0.00006 1.5+0.3
−0.3 0.3+0.1

−0.1 0.421+0.005
−0.005 72.22+5.74

−14.86 45.05+1.34
−1.58 0.28+0.21

−0.17

362081271 1.45 ± 0.07 11.63190 ± 0.00071 1.1+0.1
−0.1 0.2+0.5

−0.1 0.423+0.007
−0.008 40.53+5.76

−1.07 −6.07+1.14
−1.42 0.41+0.05

−0.25
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