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ABSTRACT

Given their location on the Hertzsprung-Russell (HR) diagram, thoroughly characterized subgiant

stars can place stringent constraints on a wide range of astrophysical problems. Accordingly, they are

prime asteroseismic targets for the Transiting Exoplanet Survey Satellite (TESS) mission. In this work,

we infer stellar properties for a sample of 347 subgiants located in the TESS Continuous Viewing Zones

(CVZs), which we select based on their likelihood of showing asteroseismic oscillations. We investigate

how well they can be characterized using classical constraints (photometry, astrometry), and validate

our results using spectroscopic values. We derive luminosities, effective temperatures, and radii with

mean 1σ random (systematic) uncertainties of 4.5% (2%), 33 K (60 K), and 2.2% (2%), as well as

more model-dependent quantities such as surface gravities, masses, and ages. We use our sample to

demonstrate that subgiants are ideal targets for mass and age determination based on HR diagram

location alone, discuss the advantages of stellar parameters derived from a detailed characterization

over widely available catalogs, show that the generally used 3D extinction maps tend to overestimate

the extinction for nearby stars (distance . 500 pc), and find a correlation that supports the rotation-

activity connection in post main sequence stars. The complementary roles played by classical and

asteroseismic data sets will open a window to unprecedented astrophysical studies using subgiant

stars.

Keywords: Subgiant stars (1646)

1. INTRODUCTION

The subgiant branch is an intermediate stage of evolu-

tion between the main sequence and the red giant branch

(RGB). Subgiants are slightly more luminous than main
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sequence stars, and can therefore be studied at larger

distances. In addition, their temperatures and gravi-

ties are not so different from the well-calibrated dwarf

regime, and they have not yet undergone all the mixing

and structural changes that happen on the RGB.

Given their intermediate evolutionary stage, sub-

giants can provide meaningful constraints on a num-

ber of astrophysical processes that depend on the stars’
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Hertzsprung-Russell (HR) diagram location. Some of

these include: the transport of angular momentum be-

tween the core and envelope after the main sequence

and as stars evolve towards the RGB (Deheuvels et al.

2012, 2014, 2020), the corresponding evolution of sur-

face rotation rates (Simonian et al. 2020), the existence

of a common dynamo mechanism across different evo-

lutionary phases (Egeland 2018; Lehtinen et al. 2020;

Metcalfe et al. 2020), and mixing processes in stellar in-

teriors such as atomic diffusion, gravitational settling,

and the dredge up of nuclearly processed material due

to the development of a deep convection zone (Boes-

gaard et al. 2020; Lind et al. 2009; Souto et al. 2018,

2019). Other areas that benefit from using subgiants in-

clude studies of: multiple populations in star clusters (Li

et al. 2016), the occurrence rate of planets as a function

of stellar mass (Johnson et al. 2010; Luhn et al. 2019),

the origin of runaway stars (Hattori et al. 2019), and

the distribution of stars around the Milky Way’s central

black hole (Schödel et al. 2018). Considering their many

applications, a detailed and homogeneous characteriza-

tion of large samples of subgiant stars to derive their

stellar properties, including ages, is very relevant.

Precise stellar ages for large samples of stars are

crucial for answering several astrophysical questions,

ranging from the evolution of extrasolar planetary sys-

tems (Silverstone et al. 2006; Meyer et al. 2008; Meng

et al. 2017; Berger et al. 2020), to the kinematic and

chemical evolution history of our Galaxy (Bovy et al.

2019; Bensby et al. 2013, 2020; Gallart et al. 2019;

Rendle et al. 2019; Sharma et al. 2019). Measuring

them en masse, however, has proved to be a challenge

(Soderblom 2010; Howes et al. 2019; Mints et al. 2019;

Sahlholdt et al. 2019). Nevertheless, for subgiants, stel-

lar evolution theory predicts precise ages as a function

of position on the HR diagram, opening a window for a

reliable age diagnostic.

Isochrone fitting, one of the oldest methods for esti-

mating stellar ages, consists of comparing temperature

and luminosity to the predictions of a stellar model. Al-

though this technique is subject to significant confusion

on many parts of the HR diagram, it is extremely well

suited in the subgiant regime. Here, stars evolve rapidly

at almost constant luminosity, and this method has the

potential to provide extremely precise ages, so long as

a precise luminosity can be determined. The release of

parallaxes as part of the Gaia mission’s Data Release 2

(DR2; Gaia Collaboration et al. 2018; Lindegren et al.

2018), in combination with precise photometric surveys

such as the Two Micron All Sky Survey (2MASS; Cutri

et al. 2003; Skrutskie et al. 2006) and ALLWISE (Wright

et al. 2010; Cutri & et al. 2014), provide that opportu-

nity.

Ultimately, the stellar properties derived from

isochrone fitting (luminosity, temperature, radius, mass,

age) can be complemented and compared with those de-

rived from spectroscopy (temperature, surface gravity,

chemical abundances, rotational velocities; e.g., Holtz-

man et al. 2015, 2018; Jönsson et al. 2020; Mészáros

et al. 2013), high precision light curves (surface rota-

tion, activity indicators; e.g., McQuillan et al. 2014; San-

tos et al. 2019), and asteroseismology (surface gravity,

mass, age, core rotation; e.g., Chaplin & Miglio 2013;

Gai et al. 2017; Li et al. 2020a,b; Serenelli et al. 2017).

While some of these techniques are more suitable for

dwarfs than giants (e.g., the measurement of rotational

velocities from spectroscopy), and vice versa (e.g., the

detection of seismic oscillations), subgiants inhabit an

optimal intersection where often they all perform suc-

cessfully. The simultaneous availability of all of these

data will place subgiants as potentially the best charac-

terized stars, and it will allow both unprecedented tests

of stellar interiors theory, as well as extremely precise

population studies for Galactic archaeology and plane-

tary systems.

In this paper, we take a carefully selected sample of

bright subgiant stars and examine how well they can be

characterized using photometric and astrometric infor-

mation. We compare these results to spectroscopic anal-

yses, and have chosen the sample to be amenable to fu-

ture asteroseismic comparisons as well. We demonstrate

that the wide availability of precise all-sky data sets

(e.g., Gaia, 2MASS, and ALLWISE) offers an opportu-

nity to thoroughly characterize subgiant stars without

the need for additional observations, and we show that

accurate and precise temperatures and luminosities are

sufficient to precisely estimate masses and ages for sub-

giants. This suggests a remarkable opportunity for a

wide range of future astrophysical studies.

This paper is structured as follows. In §2 we present

the sample of subgiants stars we study and gather the

data we use throughout this work. In §3 we perform

Spectral Energy Distribution (SED) fitting and derive

accurate and precise stellar parameters. In §4 we com-

pare our results with those from large catalogs that are

being extensively used by the community. In §5 we study

the rotation-activity connection in our subgiants. We

conclude in §6.

2. DATA

2.1. Sample Selection

For this investigation we select stars from both hemi-

spheres with a high probability of having asteroseismic
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characterization from the Transiting Exoplanet Survey

Satellite (TESS; Ricker et al. 2015), which in the future

could be compared to the classical characterization we

discuss here. Specifically, for the southern hemisphere

we used the asteroseismic target list (ATL; Schofield

et al. 2019) version 4, which used parallaxes from Gaia

DR1 (Lindegren et al. 2016), and selected stars with

a greater than 50% probability of asteroseismic oscilla-

tion detection, located in the TESS southern continu-

ous viewing zone (CVZ; ecliptic latitude < −78◦), with

estimated νmax ≥ 240 µHz to exclude more evolved gi-

ants, and with predicted temperatures cooler than 5600

K, where the asteroseismic mixed modes necessary for

precise investigations of the stellar interior begin to de-

velop. For the selection in the northern hemisphere, we

used the updated ATL version 5, which incorporated

parallaxes from Gaia DR2 (Lindegren et al. 2018), and

applied the same cuts (oscillation probability > 50%,

ecliptic latitude > 78◦, νmax ≥ 240 µHz, predicted

Teff < 5600 K). This resulted in 120 stars located in

the southern hemisphere and 227 in the northern hemi-

sphere, for a final sample of 347 stars in total, with

some systematic differences in the distribution of stars

between the two hemispheres (as we discuss in the re-

mainder of §2 and §3). Our target list is reported in

Table 1.

We note that the ATL temperatures (and thus the as-

sociated νmax values and asteroseismic detection proba-

bilities) were calculated using optical photometry from

Tycho-2 (Høg et al. 2000) and APASS (Henden et al.

2009), as well as 3D extinction maps (Bovy et al. 2016).

As we discuss in §2.2 and §3.2, we find all of these to

be less precise than the level of precision that we can

achieve with higher quality data in our sample. There-

fore, many of the ATL temperatures are incorrect, par-

ticularly for stars with G & 10.5 mag. This causes our

sample to extend to Teff > 5600 K, at odds with the ini-

tially intended selection, and to cover the entirety of the

subgiant branch. This effect is particularly pronounced

for the northern sample, as it extends to fainter apparent

magnitudes (see §2.2).

2.1.1. TESS Objects of Interest in our Sample

For completeness, we search for potential exoplanet

candidates in our sample, and find four stars in the

TESS Object of Interest (TOI) list (updated as of

September 2020). These stars (and their respec-

tive TOIs) are: TIC 381976956 (TOI 866.01), TIC

349829627 (TOI 788.01), TIC 233735068 (TOI 1306.01),

and TIC 229940491 (TOI 1642.01). We do not use this

information throughout this paper, but note that we re-

Table 1. Target list and data compilation.

Column Source Description

TIC TESS Input Catalog TIC ID

Hemisphere This paper Northern or Southern

Gaia DR2 Gaia DR2 Catalog Gaia DR2 Source ID

Parallax Gaia DR2 Catalog Parallax

σParallax Gaia DR2 Catalog Parallax error

G Gaia DR2 Catalog G band magnitude

σG Gaia DR2 Catalog G band magnitude error

GBP Gaia DR2 Catalog GBP band magnitude

σGBP
Gaia DR2 Catalog GBP band magnitude error

GRP Gaia DR2 Catalog GRP band magnitude

σGRP
Gaia DR2 Catalog GRP band magnitude error

2MASS 2MASS Catalog 2MASS ID

J 2MASS Catalog J band magnitude

σJ 2MASS Catalog J band magnitude error

H 2MASS Catalog H band magnitude

σH 2MASS Catalog H band magnitude error

K 2MASS Catalog K band magnitude

σK 2MASS Catalog K band magnitude error

ALLWISE ALLWISE Catalog ALLWISE ID

W1 ALLWISE Catalog W1 magnitude

σW1 ALLWISE Catalog W1 magnitude error

W2 ALLWISE Catalog W2 magnitude

σW2 ALLWISE Catalog W2 magnitude error

W3 ALLWISE Catalog W3 magnitude

σW3 ALLWISE Catalog W3 magnitude error

W4 ALLWISE Catalog W4 magnitude

σW4 ALLWISE Catalog W4 magnitude error

GALEX GALEX Catalog GALEX ID

FUV GALEX Catalog FUV magnitude

σFUV GALEX Catalog FUV magnitude error

NUV GALEX Catalog NUV magnitude

σNUV GALEX Catalog NUV magnitude error

NUV Excess This paper NUV excess

σNUV Excess This paper NUV excess error

Teff APOGEE Catalog Temperature

σTeff
APOGEE Catalog Temperature error

log(g) APOGEE Catalog Surface gravity

σlog(g) APOGEE Catalog Surface gravity error

log(g) cal APOGEE Catalog Surface gravity calibration

[M/H] APOGEE Catalog Metallicity

σ[M/H] APOGEE Catalog Metallicity error

v sin i APOGEE Catalog Projected rotational velocity

Note—(The full table is available online in
machine-readable format.) Compilation of our subgiant
target list, as well as the photometric, astrometric, and
spectroscopic data used throughout this work from the
Gaia DR2, 2MASS, ALLWISE, and APOGEE catalogs.
Additionally, when available, we report photometry from

GALEX and the NUV excess we calculate in §5.

port revised stellar parameters for these stars as part of

our analysis.

2.2. Photometric and Astrometric Data

We now proceed to gather photometric and astromet-

ric data for our targets. We first query the 8th version of

the TESS Input Catalog (TICv8; Stassun et al. 2019),
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Figure 1. Summary of photometric and astrometric data for our subgiant stars. The full sample is shown in grey in the
background, while the northern sample is shown in red (solid line in the top panels, squares in the bottom panels) and the
southern sample is shown in blue (dashed line in the top panels, diamonds in the bottom panels). (a) Distribution of apparent
Gaia G band magnitudes. The northern sample (which was selected using Gaia DR2) is larger and extends to fainter magnitudes
than the southern sample (which was selected using Gaia DR1). (b) Distribution of Gaia DR2 distances from B18. The median
values of the distributions are shown as the vertical dotted lines in the corresponding colors. The median distance of the southern
sample is ∼ 100 pc closer than that of the northern sample. (c) Gaia absolute MG (= G+ 5− 5 log10(dB18)) versus GBP −GRP

CMD. (d) 2MASS absolute MK (= K + 5 − 5 log10(dB18)) versus J −K CMD. Neither of the CMDs have been corrected for
extinction. For reference, in both CMDs we show a sample of MIST models with solar metallicity and ages of 1 (dashed), 5
(solid), and 13.7 (dotted) Gyr. We truncate the models to include only hydrogen burning phases for clarity. Both CMDs show
that the southern sample is more evolved on average than the northern sample.

which also contains information about the crossmatch-

ing between the TICv8 and a number of catalogs such

as Gaia DR2, 2MASS, and ALLWISE.

We use the photometric data from these surveys (Gaia

G, GBP, and GRP; 2MASS J , H, and K; and ALLWISE

W1, W2, W3, and W4), as well as Gaia parallaxes (ac-

counting for the parallax zero point following Schönrich

et al. 2019) and distances from Bailer-Jones et al. 2018

(hereafter B18). These data were available for virtually

all of our targets. We find parallaxes and photometry

in all the Gaia, 2MASS, and W1, W2, and W3 ALL-

WISE bands for 340/347 stars (≈ 98%). We also find

photometry in the ALLWISE W4 band for 269/347 stars

(≈ 78%), with the lower recovery rate likely due to the

wavelength-dependent ALLWISE resolution. We report

the photometric and astrometric data we compile in Ta-

ble 1.

While there are other sources of photometry available,

particularly in the optical (such as those used in the

ATL), they did not meet our requirements for homo-
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geneous and reliable photometry in both hemispheres

and across our magnitude range. We do not use the

Tycho-2 (Høg et al. 2000) photometry, as most of our

stars are considered too faint for Tycho-2. Conversely,

our stars are too bright for the Pan-STARRS photom-

etry (Chambers et al. 2016), which saturates around

12–14th mag. Additionally, we find the latest APASS

photometry (DR10; Henden 2019) to be heterogeneous,

which makes it hard to control the systematics, espe-

cially for these relatively bright stars. Finally, we do not

use the GALEX near-UV (NUV) photometry (Bianchi

et al. 2011, 2017) for homogeneous characterization pur-

poses, as NUV detections are poor probes of the SED in

this temperature range, because SED models are typi-

cally poorly calibrated in the UV (Eastman et al. 2019),

and because NUV magnitudes are correlated with rota-

tion and activity (Dixon et al. 2020). Nonetheless, we

make use of the GALEX photometry later, to study the

rotation-activity connection in our sample (see §5).

Figure 1 summarizes our photometric and astrometric

data by showing the apparent Gaia G band magnitude

and distance distribution for our stars, as well as the

absolute Gaia and 2MASS color magnitude diagrams

(CMDs). The northern sample is larger and extends to

fainter magnitudes, but all of our targets are brighter

than G = 13 mag. The median distances of the north-

ern and southern sample are ∼ 400 pc and ∼ 300 pc,

respectively. All of this is in agreement with the sample

selection described in §2.1, as the southern stars were

selected using the more restricted Gaia DR1 data, while

the northern stars were selected using the more recent

Gaia DR2. For reference, in the CMDs we also show a

sample of representative non-rotating MESA Isochrones

and Stellar Tracks (MIST) models (Choi et al. 2016;

Dotter 2016; Paxton et al. 2011, 2013, 2015) with so-

lar metallicity and ages of 1, 5, and 13.7 Gyr. Both

the Gaia and 2MASS CMDs have similar topologies and

show that our stars are distributed along the subgiant

branch, with two concentrations of stars, one closer to

the main sequence turn off (MSTO) and one closer to the

lower RGB. This is consistent with expectations based

on the lifetime of the different phases, and rapid evo-

lution on the subgiant branch. Comparing between the

hemispheres, the southern sample is more evolved on av-

erage than the northern sample. This is a consequence of

the ATL temperatures being less accurate for the latter,

as it extends to fainter magnitudes, causing it to unin-

tendedly include hotter, less evolved stars (see §2.1).

2.3. Spectroscopic Data

The source of spectroscopic parameters for our sample

of subgiants is the Apache Point Observatory Galactic
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Figure 2. log(g) versus Teff (Kiel diagram) for the subgiants
with APOGEE data (168/347 stars, or ≈ 48% of our sample).
The color and symbol scheme is the same as Figure 1, and
for reference we show the same set of MIST models. Similar
to what is seen in the CMDs, our stars are distributed along
the subgiant branch with two concentrations of points, one
closer to the MSTO and one closer to the lower RGB, in
agreement with expectations based on the lifetime of the
different phases.

Evolution Experiment (APOGEE; Majewski et al. 2017;

Ahumada et al. 2020; Jönsson et al. 2020). APOGEE

is one of the major spectroscopic programs of the Sloan

Digital Sky Survey IV (SDSS-IV; Blanton et al. 2017),

and its data are collected with the 2.5-m SDSS tele-

scope (Gunn et al. 2006) located at Apache Point Ob-

servatory and the 2.5-m du Pont telescope (Bowen &

Vaughan 1973) at Las Campanas Observatory using

twin R ∼ 22, 500 H band spectrographs (Wilson et al.

2019). The APOGEE data reduction, spectral parame-

ters and chemical abundances pipeline (ASPCAP), and

spectral line list, are presented in Nidever et al. (2015),

Garćıa Pérez et al. (2016), and Shetrone et al. (2015) and

Smith et al. (2021), respectively. The general APOGEE

target selection is described in Zasowski et al. (2017),

and in this paper we also benefit from the APOGEE

Bright Time Extension (BTX; Beaton et al., in prep)

proposal as well as from a Contributed Program using

access to APOGEE through the Carnegie Observatories

Time Allocation Committee (Santana et al., in prep).

The enormous advantage of using data from

APOGEE, in contrast to other spectroscopic surveys,

is that we can treat our northern and southern hemi-

sphere samples homogeneously. We use the internal
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APOGEE update that observations up to March 20201

(MJD=58932), and find data for 168/347 (≈ 48%) of

our subgiant stars. The APOGEE stellar parameters

include Teff, log(g), and [M/H], with their mean uncer-

tainties for our sample being ≈ 106 K, ≈ 0.073 dex,

and ≈ 0.009 dex, respectively (Jönsson et al. 2020). We

report the spectroscopic data we compile in Table 1.

Figure 2 shows the log(g) versus Teff (Kiel diagram)

for the stars found in APOGEE, with the northern

and southern samples shown in red and blue, together

with the same set of representative solar metallicity

MIST models for reference. The Kiel diagram shows

a similar behaviour to the CMDs of Figure 1. Addi-

tionally, although not explicitly shown, the metallicity

distribution of our targets is centered at [M/H] = 0

dex, with σ[M/H] = 0.23 dex, and covers the entire

−0.5 < [M/H] < +0.5 dex range, which explains the

stars located outside the isochrone bounds in Figures 1

and 2.

3. METHOD AND RESULTS

At this point we proceed to use the homogeneous and

comprehensive data set we have assembled to derive stel-

lar properties for our sample of subgiants. For this, we

use the SED fitting technique.

The basis of this method is that stellar models predict

the SED of stars as a function of temperature, compo-

sition, and surface gravity, and these model predictions

can be compared with the observed photometry to solve

for the intrinsic stellar properties (e.g., see Stassun &

Torres 2016; Stassun et al. 2018; Stevens et al. 2017).

Another component of this fit is interstellar reddening,

which induces a wavelength-dependent SED distortion.

Both extinction and Teff can be inferred from SED fit-

ting, although there are well known degeneracies in such

solutions. In our case, because we have spectroscopic pa-

rameters from APOGEE, we can use spectroscopic pri-

ors for our solutions and test the accuracy of our SED

fitting results.

3.1. EXOFASTv2

EXOFASTv2 (Eastman et al. 2013; Eastman 2017; East-

man et al. 2019) is an IDL exoplanet modeling software

package that also provides stellar parameter estimates.

We take advantage of such capabilities to perform SED

fitting and derive physical properties for our subgiants.

To do this, EXOFASTv2 requires as input broad band

photometry, as well as priors provided by the user. Al-

though EXOFASTv2 has the capability of automatically

1 This corresponds to the closure of the telescopes due to the
COVID-19 pandemic.

querying a number of photometric catalogs when fitting

an SED, many of these, however, are too heterogeneous

or unreliable for our stars and purposes (see §2). We

override this capability and only include the trustwor-

thy photometry from Gaia, 2MASS, and ALLWISE.

Additionally, EXOFASTv2 uses the MIST stellar evo-

lutionary models in the parameter estimation. These

models assume no rotation, solar-scaled abundances

(Asplund et al. 2009), and their colors are based on the

ATLAS/SYNTHE stellar atmosphere models (Kurucz

1970, 1979, 1993; see Choi et al. 2016 and Dotter 2016

for further details on the MIST models). We neverthe-

less note that, for most of the properties we derive, the

dependence on models is minimal (see §3.3). We discuss

further details of our SED fitting with EXOFASTv2 (such

as the priors we use) in Appendix A.

3.2. Interstellar Extinction

Interstellar extinction is a key component of the SED

fitting procedure, and EXOFASTv2 allows the user to ei-

ther provide priors on the V band extinction (AV ), or

to derive it simultaneously with the stellar parameters,

as long as informative inputs are provided. Given that

our targets are nearby stars located in the TESS CVZs,

we expect them to be on low-extinction sightlines. For

reference, the foreground reddening of the Large Magel-

lanic Cloud (LMC), which is located in the TESS south-

ern CVZ, has been estimated by Bessell (1991) to be

E(B − V ) = 0.05 (or AV = 0.155 using RV = 3.1;

Cardelli et al. 1989), and we do not expect the bulk of

our southern targets to exceed this value.

In recent years several 3D extinction maps have be-

come available, in principle superseding the classical 2D

map by Schlegel et al. (1998). Examples of these are

Bayestar15/17/19 (Green et al. 2015, 2018, 2019) and

Bovy et al. (2016). While homogeneous in nature, the

Bayestar maps only cover the sky north of Declination

& −30◦. On the other hand, while all-sky, the Bovy

et al. (2016) map is a combination of the maps by Mar-

shall et al. (2006), Green et al. (2015), and Drimmel

et al. (2003). Additionally, although the TICv8 catalog

also reports extinctions, these are based on a combina-

tion of the maps by Green et al. (2018) and Schlegel et al.

(1998). Ultimately, none of these maps cover the entire

sky homogeneously, and given that our subgiant stars

span both hemispheres, any 3D map we could adopt

would inevitably use a combination of heterogeneous

maps and techniques. We are therefore cautious of their

accuracy, and proceed to assess their reliability.

In order to test these maps, we use the EXOFASTv2 ca-

pabilities on the subset of stars with spectroscopic pa-

rameters, and calculate extinctions on a star-by-star ba-
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Figure 3. Comparison of extinction values from the all-
sky 3D Bovy et al. (2016) map with those inferred from
EXOFASTv2 (via SED fitting) for the subset of subgiants with
spectroscopic parameters. The color and symbol scheme is
the same as Figure 1. The solid and dashed lines show the
1:1 and ± 30% offsets for reference. Only the x-axis has error
bars, as the Bovy et al. (2016) map does not report extinction
uncertainties. For most of the sample the points are off the
1:1 relation and the Bovy et al. (2016) values overestimate
the extinction.

sis. In other words, for the ≈ 48% of the sample with

APOGEE parameters, we know the values for Teff and

[M/H], and we fix them as answers when performing the

SED fit, letting EXOFASTv2 solve for the extinction as a

free parameter. This sets the SED-derived temperatures

to be, by construction, approximately on the APOGEE

temperature scale. We provide further details of this

calculation in Appendix A.

In Figure 3 we compare the resulting individual-star

extinctions (available for ≈ 48% of the sample), with

those obtained by querying the Bovy et al. (2016) map

(using the mwdust package). For the northern sam-

ple, where the extinctions tend to be lower, some stars

are close to the 1:1 line while for others Bovy et al.

(2016) overestimates their extinctions. For the south-

ern sample, where the extinctions tend to be higher,

most of the Bovy et al. (2016) values also overestimate

the extinctions by more than 30%. Comparisons with

the other aforementioned maps yielded similar disagree-

ments. This suggests that adopting one of the extinction

maps could potentially bias our results and introduce

undesired systematic effects on the derived stellar pa-

rameters. Perhaps the inconsistent behaviours of the

3D maps can be explained by the spatial location of

our stars, which are relatively nearby (see Figure 1),

and could therefore be too close for the maps to have

enough foreground data to estimate reliable extinctions.
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Figure 4. Example of an EXOFASTv2 SED fit for a rep-
resentative star in our sample, TIC 441802076. The blue
circles correspond to the passband integrated model fluxes,
while the red crosses correspond to the observed broad band
fluxes (with the error bars in wavelength denoting the width
of the filters). In order of increasing wavelength the bands
shown are Gaia GBP, G, and GRP, 2MASS J , H, and K, and
ALLWISE W1, W2, W3, and W4. The Gaia photometry is
imperative in our analysis, as it allows us to sample the peak
of the SED.

Regardless, all of this raises serious concerns about the

accuracy of the maps within ∼ 500 pc.

Given the above, we ultimately cease trying to ob-

tain extinction values on a star-by-star basis from 3D

maps. Instead, we use the fact that our targets are on

low-extinction sightlines (Figure 3), and that we are ob-

serving tightly clustered stars that cover a small frac-

tion of each hemisphere, to justify assuming that the

extinction is uniform within a given hemisphere. We use

the individual-star AV values derived by EXOFASTv2 for

stars with spectroscopic parameters to calculate global

per-hemisphere extinctions, finding AV = 0.048± 0.010

and AV = 0.107 ± 0.010 for the northern and southern

hemisphere, respectively. Further details on the calcu-

lation of these values can be found in Appendix A. Note

that the global southern hemisphere extinction is, as ex-

pected, lower than the Bessell (1991) value for the LMC.

3.3. Results for the Full Sample

We now perform SED fitting on the full sample of

subgiants using the global per-hemisphere extinctions

derived in §3.2. We highlight that for this we only feed

EXOFASTv2 the photometric and astrometric data (avail-

able for ≈ 98% of the sample), but do not provide it the

spectroscopic parameters (only available for ≈ 48% of

the sample). This allows us to perform a uniform, un-

biased calculation that is valid for the entire sample.

We make use of the spectroscopic parameters to assess
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Table 2. Table of stellar parameters derived from SED fitting using EXOFASTv2.

TIC Luminosity Temperature Radius log(g) Mass Age

- [L�] [K] [R�] [dex] [M�] [Gyr]

141757732 14.72+0.90
−0.78 4885+16

−16 5.36+0.16
−0.14 3.084+0.078

−0.085 1.28+0.23
−0.23 4.4+4.5

−2.0

142109390 5.64+0.15
−0.14 4892+22

−21 3.305+0.050
−0.045 3.469+0.064

−0.062 1.18+0.18
−0.16 6.5+4.2

−2.6

176875114 3.272+0.061
−0.056 5490+31

−27 1.998+0.022
−0.022 3.904+0.024

−0.027 1.166+0.060
−0.065 6.76+1.20

−0.91

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

233658147 3.86+0.16
−0.14 5897+38

−34 1.881+0.036
−0.035 3.999+0.041

−0.047 1.29+0.11
−0.12 4.4+1.8

−1.3

441733094 4.8+0.31
−0.27 6734+54

−42 1.608+0.044
−0.043 4.194+0.027

−0.029 1.474+0.068
−0.066 1.15+0.55

−0.49

233155595 3.63+0.22
−0.20 5423+41

−39 2.157+0.054
−0.053 3.813+0.033

−0.032 1.105+0.066
−0.063 6.8+1.4

−1.0

Note—(The full table is available online in machine-readable format.) We report values for luminosity, temperature, radius,
surface gravity, mass, and stellar age. The uncertainties listed in this table only include the contribution from random errors.
While not explicitly included in Table 2, readers should be aware of systematic uncertainties, which we estimate to be 2% for
luminosity, 60 K for temperature, and 2% for radius (see §3.4). We highlight that luminosity, temperature, and radius are
mostly model-independent, while surface gravity, mass, and age rely more heavily on stellar models. We note that our mass and
age values have not been compared with or calibrated to independent estimates from other methods (e.g., asteroseismology),
and the reader should be mindful of potential inaccuracies.
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Figure 5. Summary of luminosity, temperature, and surface gravity values derived using EXOFASTv2 (via SED fitting) for the
full sample. (a) Luminosity vs Teff (HR diagram). (b) log(g) versus Teff (Kiel diagram). The color and symbol scheme is the
same as Figure 1, and we show the same set of representative MIST models from §2. The error bars correspond to the random
errors reported by EXOFASTv2, and their mean values are σL/L ≈ 4.5%, σTeff ≈ 33 K, and σlog(g) ≈ 0.049 dex. Our sample
is distributed along the subgiant branch, spanning a range of ages, luminosities, temperatures, and surface gravities, and it
therefore holds high scientific interest for a number of open astrophysical questions.

the reliability of our results in §3.4. We provide further

details of this calculation in Appendix A.

We run EXOFASTv2 using these inputs and results are

returned for 340/347 stars (≈ 98% of the sample; the

remaining 7 stars lack the required data to perform the

fit). We report our derived stellar parameters in Table

2. Figure 4 shows the SED fit of a representative star

as an example, comparing the input photometry (red

crosses) with the resulting best-fit model (blue circles).

Figure 4 demonstrates how crucial the Gaia photometry

is in our data set, as it allows us to sample the peak of

the SED.

For every star that we fit, EXOFASTv2 produces a large

number of output parameters. Of these, Table 2 only

reports the six that are more relevant in the context of

our work, namely luminosity, temperature, radius, sur-

face gravity, mass, and stellar age (but see Appendix

A for further details). These parameters have different
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degrees of dependence on the adopted stellar models.

Luminosity, temperature, and radius are only slightly

model-dependent, as they are constrained by the shape

of the SED, the flux normalization (set by the paral-

lax), and bolometric corrections. Of these, only the

bolometric corrections are model-dependent, and their

dependence is small (e.g., Zinn et al. 2019b). Mass and

age, on the other hand, have typically higher associated

uncertainties as they rely more heavily on models and

their underlying assumptions (see §3.1). Surface grav-

ity does have a strongly model-dependent component

(mass), but given its logarithmic scale and the relatively

narrow range of possible subgiant masses, it is not as

model-dependent as stellar age.

In Figure 5 we show the resulting HR and Kiel dia-

grams for the full sample. While topologically similar

to the previously shown CMDs, Figure 5 shows read-

ily interpretable physical properties that can be directly

compared with families of stellar models. Expanding on

the spectroscopic diagram of Figure 2 (which only con-

tained ≈ 48% of the sample), Figure 5 populates the

Kiel diagram for the full sample, virtually doubling the

number of stars with log(g) values. Our subgiants span

a wide range of ages, luminosities, temperatures, and

surface gravities, making them ideal targets to provide

useful constraints on a number of astrophysical problems

(see §1).

Figure 6 illustrates the prospects of our classical sub-

giant characterization by showing the HR diagram with

the stars color-coded by their fractional age uncertainty.

If fractional mass uncertainty is used for the color-

coding, the figure is virtually identical, modulo a scaling

factor of ≈ 1/3 in the uncertainties. For subgiant stars,

accurate and precise temperatures and luminosities are

sufficient to estimate masses and ages. The precision of

these is a strong function of position on the HR diagram,

with the middle of the subgiant branch yielding the most

precise results. The fractional age and mass uncertain-

ties increase substantially for stars located closer to the

main sequence or the RGB, where isochrones with con-

siderably different ages are close together. We further

discuss the role played by the knowledge of the targets’

metallicity (or lack thereof) in the mass and age values

in §3.4.3.

3.4. Error Analysis

3.4.1. Random Errors

In Table 2 (and Figures 5 and 6) we report the ran-

dom errors from the SED fitting calculation. These val-

ues are a direct output from EXOFASTv2’s Markov Chain

Monte Carlo (MCMC) method (Eastman et al. 2019),

and they are dominated by the measurement errors in
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Figure 6. HR diagram for the full subgiant sample, color-
coded by fractional age uncertainty. The color bar values
only account for the random errors. The precision on the
derived ages is a strong function of HR diagram location,
which illustrates that precise ages can be obtained for sub-
giant stars. The fractional age uncertainty reaches a mini-
mum in the middle of the subgiant branch, where the mod-
els are the most separated from each other, and increases
towards both the main sequence and the RGB.

the photometry and astrometry. They do not consider

the systematic errors we discuss next. The mean values

of the random errors are: 4.5% for luminosity, 33 K for

temperature, 2.2% for radius, 0.049 dex for surface grav-

ity, 10% for mass, and 40% for age. We find the mean

random errors in luminosity, temperature, and radius to

be sensible representations for the full sample. For mass

and age, as noted in §3.3, the random errors are a strong

function of HR diagram location (see Figure 6).

3.4.2. Systematic Errors

We first discuss the systematic errors in our tem-

perature values. As explained in §3.2, we have ob-

tained our global per-hemisphere extinctions by using

the APOGEE spectroscopic temperatures. This implies

that, by construction, the average temperatures we have

derived for the full sample are approximately on the

APOGEE temperature scale. We evaluate this com-

parison in the top panels of Figure 7, finding that in

a global sense our derived temperatures are extremely

close to the APOGEE values. The mean temperature

difference is ≈ 4 K, and although the scatter increases

for Teff> 5800 K, no strong Teff-dependent offsets are

seen.

It is important to note that APOGEE itself is on the

González Hernández & Bonifacio (2009) scale (Holtz-

man et al. 2018; Jönsson et al. 2020), and we would
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Figure 7. Comparison of our derived temperatures (top) and surface gravities (bottom) with those from the APOGEE
spectroscopic survey, for the subset of stars in common. (a) Temperature comparison, with the color and symbol scheme being
the same as Figure 1. The solid and dashed lines show the 1:1 and ±200 K relations for reference. (b) Distribution of ∆Teff.
The mean APOGEE error is shown as the black circle for reference. There is good agreement between both temperatures and no
strong Teff-dependent offsets are seen. Panels (c) and (d) are analogs to panels (a) and (b) for the surface gravities (with the
dashed line showing ±0.1 dex differences), but in this case the color and symbol scheme indicate the gravity calibration employed
by APOGEE, where stars are classified as main sequence (orange stars), RGB (black diamonds), intermediate RGB/main
sequence (cyan pentagons), or red clump (green cross). While there is a good global agreement, there are clear log(g)-dependent
differences within each of the different categories, as well as among them. We do not attempt to correct these differences in our
gravities due to the heterogeneous APOGEE log(g) calibrations (see §3.4.2).

therefore expect a consistent answer between our tem-

peratures and those obtained using their relations. For

context, González Hernández & Bonifacio (2009) per-

formed an implementation of the infrared flux method

(IRFM) using the 2MASS filters by comparing fluxes

computed from models with observed magnitudes. We

show the comparison between our temperatures and

those calculated using their dwarf (J −K)-Teff relation

(using the AV values from §3.2 and spectroscopic metal-

licities if available or assuming solar if otherwise) in the

top panels of Figure 8. Although we find a good global

agreement, with a mean offset of ≈ -3 K considering the

full sample, some clear Teff-dependent offsets are seen.

The ∆Teff values are centered around ∼ 0 K at 5000

K (and mostly contained within ±100 K differences),

increase to ∼ +70 K around 5500 K, and systemati-

cally decrease until reaching ∼ −200 at 6500 K. For

Teff< 6000 K, these differences hint to potential system-

atic effects in our temperature values that we discuss

in more detail below. For Teff> 6000 K, the differences
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Figure 8. Comparison of our derived temperatures with different temperature scales, analogous to Figure 7. We compare our
temperatures with those obtained using the dwarf (J −K) color-Teff relation of González Hernández & Bonifacio (2009) (top)
and Casagrande et al. (2010) (bottom). These comparisons further confirm that our derived temperatures are approximately
on the APOGEE scale (which in turn is by construction on the González Hernández & Bonifacio (2009) scale), but also show
clear Teff-dependent offsets (see §3.4.2).

are perhaps unsurprising given the known offsets be-

tween temperature scales in hot stars (Johnson et al.

2017; Pinsonneault et al. 2012), which may be related

to the Kraft break between slowly rotating cooler stars

and rapidly rotating hotter ones (Kraft 1967).

Another point of comparison for our temperatures

is the scale of Casagrande et al. (2010). Somewhat

similarly to González Hernández & Bonifacio (2009),

Casagrande et al. (2010) provided an absolute temper-

ature scale by using the IRFM on a sample of solar

twins. We show the comparison between our temper-

atures with those calculated from their (J −K)-Teff re-

lation in the bottom panels of Figure 8. The results

from this comparison are extremely similar to those ob-

tained by comparing with González Hernández & Boni-

facio (2009), but with a mean offset of ≈ 37 K for the

full sample. The same ∆Teff trends as a function of tem-

perature are seen, but with the differences being larger

by ∼ +40 K. All of this is in excellent agreement with

the analysis by Casagrande et al. (2010), who found that

due to differences on the absolute calibration and zero

points adopted for Vega, their scale and that of González

Hernández & Bonifacio (2009) differ at the 30–40 K level

(with the Casagrande et al. (2010) temperatures being

hotter).

Ultimately, all of the temperature systematics seen

above are subject to an error floor that is set by un-

certainties in the accuracy of the temperature scales

themselves (Casagrande et al. 2014). These are typi-

cally examined using stars with precise angular diam-
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eter measurements (Casagrande et al. 2010; González

Hernández & Bonifacio 2009). Comparisons of interfer-

ometric angular diameters for the same stars using dif-

ferent instruments show a typical scatter of ∼ 4%, which

translates into a ∼ 2% temperature uncertainty (Tayar

et al. 2020). For near-solar Teff stars this corresponds to

∼ 120 K, which globally dominates over the previously

described ∆Teff trends, and we adopt it as a represen-

tative 2σ systematic uncertainty (or a 1σ uncertainty of

60 K).

For surface gravity, the comparison with the spectro-

scopic values is more nuanced. As detailed in Jönsson

et al. (2020), the APOGEE log(g) scale itself is not a

homogeneous one, but rather a combination of a num-

ber of calibrations on different parts of the HR dia-

gram (e.g., they differ for dwarfs, giants, and stars in

between). Given their intermediate evolutionary stage,

our subgiant stars fall across these different categories.

Of the 168 stars with spectroscopic data, according to

their log(g) calibration, APOGEE classifies 55 of them

as main sequence, 42 as RGB, 70 in the intermediate

RGB/main sequence category, and 1 as a red clump

(RC) star. The bottom panels of Figure 7 show the

comparison of our surface gravity values with those from

APOGEE. In a global sense, there is good agreement be-

tween both samples, but with strong log(g)-dependent

offsets (see panel (c)). Color-coding the stars by their

APOGEE log(g) calibration shows clear trends among

the different categories, as well as within each one of

them.

While in principle we could calibrate our gravities to

force a better agreement, we opt not to do this due to po-

tential inaccuracies that could be present in the hetero-

geneous APOGEE calibrations. Instead, we leave this

as future work to be done when external and homoge-

neous comparison samples (e.g., asteroseismic gravities

from TESS light curves) are available, and the APOGEE

gravity scale can be uniformly tested. Thus, for our de-

rived surface gravities, we assign a systematic error at

the ≈ 0.01 dex level with a standard deviation of ≈ 0.13

dex.

For luminosity and radius systematics, we follow the

approach of Zinn et al. (2019b). They explored the ef-

fects of different temperature scales and choices of bolo-

metric corrections. Given the similar techniques used,

we expect their 1σ values (of order ∼ 2% for both lu-

minosity and radius) to be representative of our derived

properties, and we adopt them.

3.4.3. A Cautionary Word on Masses and Ages

We note that, while derived together with the rest of

the parameters, the masses and ages listed in Table 2
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Figure 9. Percentage change in the age values obtained
by EXOFASTv2 as a function of metallicity. Each data
point corresponds to one of our subgiants with APOGEE
data. The y-axis values are calculated as: (Agewith [M/H] −
Agewithout [M/H])/Agewithout [M/H], where Agewith [M/H] are
the values obtained using the APOGEE metallicities in the
fit, and Agewithout [M/H] are the values obtained assuming a
solar metallicity prior (see Appendix A). A linear fit to the
data returns a slope of −5.7% change in age per +0.1 dex in
metallicity, and the analogous figure for mass returns a slope
of +2.5% per +0.1 dex in metallicity.

only represent first order estimates obtained with the

tools in hand. As previously discussed, these parame-

ters rely more heavily on stellar models, and the values

reported here have been calculated only using the de-

fault MIST models employed by EXOFASTv2. They have

not been vetted or calibrated against estimates from in-

dependent methods, or from a different suite of models.

Some of the model assumptions that could impact the

derived masses and ages include the helium fraction,

mixing-length parameter, and metallicity (e.g., Valcarce

et al. 2012). Specifically for subgiants, Li et al. (2020a)

studied the dependences of asteroseismic properties on

these parameters, and demonstrated that metallicity is

the predominant factor, with changes of ∆[M/H] = +0.1

dex inducing a change of +4.3% in mass and −6.5% in

age. A quick test using the APOGEE metallicities in our

fitting (when available) produces mass and age trends

that go in the same sense and are of similar magnitude as

those obtained by Li et al. (2020a), with ∆[M/H] = +0.1

dex inducing a change of +2.5% in mass and −5.7% in

age. We illustrate the latter of these in Figure 9. Given

the metallicity distribution of our sample (centered at

solar with σ[M/H] = 0.23 dex), an unknown metallicity

with a true 1σ discrepancy would add an error of ≈ 6%

in mass and ≈ 13% in age (in quadrature) to the error

budget, which are still secondary for the vast majority
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of our sample given the random errors shown in Figure

6.

Presumably, we could compare our masses with inde-

pendent estimates obtained by combining the radii de-

rived from the SED fitting (which are mostly model in-

dependent), with the spectroscopic log(g) values. This,

however, requires extremely accurate surface gravities,

something that is lacking in the current APOGEE data

for this comparison to be meaningful on a star-by-star

basis (see §3.4.2; see also Torres et al. 2012 for a comple-

mentary example). Therefore, although precise on some

parts of the HR diagram (see Figure 6), the accuracy

of our masses and ages has not been tested, and they

should be used with caution. We leave a thorough cal-

ibration and systematic error analysis for these param-

eters as future work to be done with more specialized

tools, and when asteroseismic results from TESS data

become available for our sample.

4. APPLICATIONS

A large number of astrophysical investigations depend

on reliable stellar temperatures, radii, and luminosities.

In general, there are advantages in using stellar proper-

ties derived from large and homogeneous catalogs. How-

ever, these catalogs are constructed with less informa-

tion than we have available for our targets, and few

of them have been carefully validated in the subgiant

regime. Furthermore, they are designed for the study

of more distant objects where the precise treatment of

extinction can have a major impact on the derived re-

sults. A comparison of the stellar parameters from these

catalogs with our results is therefore a useful test of the

leverage that can be gained for smaller samples with

more specialized studies such as ours.

4.1. Comparison with Gaia DR2

The derivation of the stellar parameters reported in

Gaia DR2 is described in Andrae et al. (2018). In short,

effective temperatures were derived from the Gaia color

information, luminosities from the observed photometry,

measured parallax, and bolometric corrections, and radii

were obtained from these using the Stefan-Boltzmann

law. Given their wide availability, they are an outstand-

ing resource that is being widely used by the community

(e.g., Hattori et al. 2018; Huang et al. 2018; Moschella

et al. 2021; Ramsay et al. 2020; Traven et al. 2020). Nev-

ertheless, it is important to keep in mind some consid-

erations regarding their inference, as they assume zero

extinction, do not consider the parallax zero point (e.g.,

Lindegren et al. 2018; Schönrich et al. 2019; Stassun &

Torres 2018; Zinn et al. 2019a; Chan & Bovy 2020; Riess

et al. 2018), and only use information from the 0.3–1

µm wavelength range covered by the G, GBP, and GRP

magnitudes.

We show a comparison of the Gaia DR2 stellar pa-

rameters with our values in Figure 10. The temperature

comparison reveals strong systematic differences. Tak-

ing our values as reference, in the 4700 K < Teff < 5300

K range (at the base of the RGB), the Gaia values go

from overestimating Teff by ∼ 150 K, to underestimat-

ing it by a similar amount (in agreement with Figure

10 of Andrae et al. 2018). For hotter temperatures,

5300 K < Teff < 6200 K (in the middle of the subgiant

branch), the Gaia values also tend to underestimate Teff

and the point to point scatter increases. Closer to the

MSTO (Teff > 6200 K), the trend reverses and the Gaia

values consistently overestimate Teff (sometimes reach-

ing up to ∼ 400 K offsets). Regarding luminosity, we

see clear hemisphere-dependent offsets across the entire

range, with mean values of ≈ +3% for the northern sam-

ple (in the sense of Gaia minus this work) and −2% for

the southern sample. This is not surprising, as the An-

drae et al. (2018) luminosities do not consider the paral-

lax zero point that we include (which we would analyti-

cally expect to cause our luminosities to be intrinsically

fainter by about ≈ 3%), or extinction values (which,

given the higher AV adopted for the southern sample,

makes it more luminous than the northern sample by

about ≈ 5% from similar analytical expectations). Fi-

nally, the radius comparison is mostly contained within

±5% differences, but with the Gaia radii showing similar

systematic trends as a function of HR diagram position

as those seen for Teff, although in the opposite direction

(as R ∝ 1/T 2
eff).

For interested readers, under the previously stated as-

sumptions regarding parallax zero point and extinction

distributions, we suggest a global correction formula of

the Gaia luminosities in the TESS CVZs of:

LCorrected =
LGaiaDR2

(1 + x)
, (1)

where x = +0.03 for the northern hemisphere, and x =

−0.02 for the southern hemisphere.

The above differences highlight some of the advan-

tages of meticulous studies for smaller samples, where

better precision and a higher degree of homogeneity can

be reached. As expected, choices regarding tempera-

ture scales, the parallax zero point, and extinction val-

ues propagate into the derived stellar parameters. For

instance, in the context of Galactic archaeology, lumi-

nosity systematics of order 10% propagate to differences

of order 10% in age or 4% in mass, which could introduce

undesired biases for highly precise subgiant studies.

4.2. Comparison with the TICv8
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Figure 10. Comparison of our derived stellar parameters with those from the Gaia DR2 catalog. We show comparisons for
temperature (top panels), luminosity (middle panels), and radius (bottom panels). We display these as differences (left column),
and as a function of position on the HR diagram (right column). When compared with our stellar parameters, we find the
Gaia values to show various systematic trends depending on the stars’ hemisphere and HR diagram location, highlighting the
advantages of detailed studies for smaller samples (such as ours) over large and homogeneous catalogs (see §4.1).

The derivation of the stellar parameters reported

in the TICv8 catalog are described in Stassun et al.

(2019). In summary, for the targets without spectro-

scopic parameters (the overwhelming majority), effec-

tive temperatures were calculated from an empirical Teff-

(GBP−GRP) relation (based on stars with spectroscopic
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Figure 11. Comparison of our derived stellar parameters with those from the TICv8 catalog, analogous to Figure 10. The
discrepancies seen in Teff are likely due to the different temperature scales adopted, and the wider wavelength coverage of the
photometry we use, which then propagate onto the luminosity and radius comparison (see §4.2).

values), with photometry dereddened according to the

Green et al. (2018) and Schlegel et al. (1998) extinction

maps (which, however, we found to be inaccurate for

nearby stars, see §3.2). Radii were calculated based on

these Teff estimates, Gaia distances (from Bailer-Jones

et al. 2018), apparent G band magnitudes, and similar

bolometric corrections to those used by Andrae et al.

(2018). Finally, bolometric luminosities were calculated

from the Teff and radius estimates.
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Figure 12. Comparison of our derived temperatures with those obtained using the dwarf color-Teff relations from Mucciarelli
& Bellazzini (2020), analogous to Figures 7 and 8. Note the smaller ∆Teff scale compared to previous figures. Given the small
difference seen (mean offset of ≈ 22 K), we find these dwarf relations to be a practical and reliable tool to estimate temperatures
for subgiants stars purely based on Gaia and 2MASS photometry.

We show a comparison of the TICv8 stellar parame-

ters with our values in Figure 11. Regarding tempera-

ture, taking our values as reference, we find the TICv8

to systematically overestimate Teff by ≈ 110 K, a fea-

ture that is seen across most of the subgiant branch.

This is somewhat similar to the comparison with the

Casagrande et al. (2010) values (see §3.4.2), which is

unsurprising given that the TICv8 photometric temper-

atures were calculated based on a relation derived from

spectroscopic values, which are often calibrated onto the

Casagrande et al. (2010) Teff scale. Regarding luminos-

ity, the TICv8 does not report values for stars classified

as giants (Stassun et al. 2019), and therefore the compar-

ison is restricted to stars with Teff & 5300 K (see panel

(d) of Figure 11). We find a median offset of ≈ +7%

in luminosity (in the sense of TICv8 minus this work),

which can be explained due to the aforementioned Teff

offset, the different parallax zero points employed in the

calculations (0.029 mas from Lindegren et al. 2018 for

the TICv8 versus 0.054 mas from Schönrich et al. 2019

for us), and the potential differences arising from the ex-

tinction treatment. Finally, for the radius comparison,

we find most of the offsets to be within ±5%, although

some systematic trends appear as a function of HR di-

agram position (as expected from the dependence on

temperature and luminosity). Compared to our values,

the TICv8 tends to underestimate the radius closer to

the base of the RGB, overestimate it more frequently on

the middle of the subgiant branch, and underestimate it

again closer to the MSTO.

Similarly as in Equation (1), under the adopted paral-

lax and extinction choices, we suggest a global correction

factor of the TICv8 luminosities in the northern TESS

CVZ of:

LCorrected =
LTICv8

(1 + x)
, (2)

where x = +0.07. Note that we do not provide a value

for x in the southern TESS CVZ, as only a handful of

our stars located in that hemisphere have luminosities

in the TICv8 (see Figure 11).

Complementary to the comparison with Gaia DR2,

the discrepancies of the TICv8 stellar parameters with

respect to our values allow us to quantify differences

that can arise between a method designed to be used

all-sky with one that can take advantage of similari-

ties between closely located stars in smaller samples.

It also demonstrates the level of systematic differences
still present in modern high quality techniques for in-

ferring stellar parameters (e.g., when more photometric

bands with wider wavelength coverage are used, as well

as differences arising from color-based relations versus

dedicated SED fitting).

4.3. Comparison with color-Teff relations by

Mucciarelli & Bellazzini (2020)

Recently, Mucciarelli & Bellazzini (2020) published

a set of six relations that use the Gaia G, GBP, GRP

and 2MASS K magnitudes to estimate effective tem-

peratures for dwarfs and giants. These relations were

constructed based on the González Hernández & Boni-

facio (2009) sample and IRFM temperatures, and they

performed a fit to map these onto color and metallicity

dependences. If proven to be accurate, these relations
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could provide a practical way for estimating tempera-

tures for a wide range of astrophysical studies.

We compare the temperatures obtained using these

relations with our values in Figure 12. Depending on

the available magnitudes, for each star we use the maxi-

mum possible number of all six dwarf color-Teff relations

(GBP −GRP, GBP −G, G−GRP, GBP −K, GRP −K,

G−K). We then obtain a single temperature value by

calculating the weighted mean (and its standard error)

of the individual temperatures estimates.

We find an excellent overall agreement, with a mean

offset of ≈ 22 K, and only a slight Teff-dependent

trend. The range of ∆Teff, however, is considerably

smaller when compared to those obtained when using

the (J−K) relations from González Hernández & Boni-

facio (2009) and Casagrande et al. (2010) (see Figure

8). This is not surprising, as in this case we are compar-

ing with an average of up to six different Teff estimates

instead of just one. Regardless, given the good agree-

ment seen in Figure 12, and considering the homogeneity

and wide availability of the Gaia and 2MASS photome-

try, the dwarf Mucciarelli & Bellazzini (2020) relations

represent a straightforward and trustworthy tool to es-

timate temperatures for subgiants without the need for

more complex calculations.

5. ROTATION AND ACTIVITY

Rotation in late-type stars is correlated with the

strength of surface magnetic fields, which can both di-

rectly impact stellar structure and also modify color-Teff

relationships significantly (Pecaut & Mamajek 2013).

This can have a direct and significant effect on stellar

parameter estimation. For subgiants, however, this ef-

fect is counterbalanced by the majority of them being

relatively slow rotators and inactive from a combination

of prior angular momentum loss and slowdown from ra-

dius expansion.

The connection between rotation and activity in stars

is also a probe of their underlying dynamo mechanism,

and its dependence on magnetism and convection (Kraft

1967; Middelkoop 1982; Noyes et al. 1984; Skumanich

1972). For stars with convective envelopes, rotation pe-

riods and a variety of activity indicators (e.g., Ca ii H&K

and Hα chromospheric emission, X-ray coronal emis-

sion, stellar flares, and NUV excess) have been shown

to correlate with each other (Findeisen et al. 2011; Ma-

gaudda et al. 2020; Pizzocaro et al. 2019; Raetz et al.

2020; Rodŕıguez Mart́ınez et al. 2020; Stelzer et al. 2013,

2016; Wright et al. 2011, 2013; Zhang et al. 2020). These

comparisons are sometimes parametrized by the Rossby

number (the ratio of the rotation period to the con-

vective overturn timescale), or by alternative measure-
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Figure 13. NUV excess versus log(v sin i) for the subset
of subgiants with measured GALEX NUV magnitudes and
APOGEE projected rotational velocities (black circles). We
find a tentative correlation, with the NUV excess increasing
with increasing v sin i, and a linear fit to the data is shown in
the cyan line. We find a qualitatively similar correlation to
that reported by Dixon et al. (2020), in spite of our sample
being less active and less evolved than theirs, reinforcing the
connection between stellar rotation and activity in post main
sequence stars.

ments of rotation such as projected rotational veloci-

ties (v sin i). Recently, the rotation-activity correlations

have been extended to fully convective low-mass stars

(Wright & Drake 2016; Wright et al. 2018), as well as to

evolved stars on the subgiant branch and RGB (Dixon

et al. 2020; Lehtinen et al. 2020; Wang et al. 2020). All of

the above hints towards a common dynamo mechanism

across a range of masses and evolutionary stages. There-

fore, if properly calibrated, stellar rotation and activity

indicators could provide useful age diagnostics for sin-

gle and multiple star systems (Barnes 2003a,b; Barnes

& Kim 2010; Chanamé & Ramı́rez 2012; Godoy-Rivera

& Chanamé 2018; Godoy-Rivera et al. 2021; Janes 2017;

Mamajek & Hillenbrand 2008; Zhang et al. 2019), poten-

tially aiding the understanding of exoplanetary systems

and Galactic evolution.

In this context, our sample of subgiant stars offers

an opportunity to further explore the rotation-activity

connection at an intermediate phase of evolution. As

an initial test, we use the subset of stars with mea-

sured v sin i from APOGEE and NUV magnitudes from

GALEX (38/347 stars, or ≈ 11% of our sample). We fol-

low Dixon et al. (2020) and use the latter to calculate an

NUV excess from the observed (NUV − J) color, which

measures the displacement of a given star with respect

to the stellar locus in the NUV-NIR color-color space

(Findeisen & Hillenbrand 2010). In practice, a stronger
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NUV excess corresponds to a more negative (NUV −J)

color. We present our resulting NUV excess versus v sin i

diagram in Figure 13, and report both quantities in Ta-

ble 12.

Figure 13 shows a tentative correlation, in the sense of

the NUV excess increasing (becoming more negative) for

larger projected rotational velocities. We fit a linear re-

lation to the data, and obtain y = −1.180x+0.816 (with

x and y representing log(v sin i) and NUV excess, respec-

tively). We show this fit as the cyan line, and report its

Pearson’s r and Kendall’s τ coefficients (and their re-

spective p-values), which confirm the correlation and its

statistical significance. Although our subgiants are less

active and less evolved than the sample studied by Dixon

et al. (2020), we nonetheless find a similar qualitative

correlation. Therefore, our results provide supporting

evidence of a connection between stellar rotation and

activity on the subgiant branch (see also Lehtinen et al.

2020).

Finally, we note that the limiting quantity in Fig-

ure 13 is the availability of v sin i measurements, as the

ASPCAP pipeline is not fully optimized for this pur-

pose (NUV magnitudes, on the other hand, are avail-

able for 223/347 stars, or ≈ 64% of the sample). To

further explore this rotation-activity correlation with

our subgiants, a more meticulous treatment to extract

the broadening signals from the spectra is needed (e.g.,

Tayar et al. 2015), in addition to performing compar-

isons in other parameter spaces (e.g., using Rossby num-

ber). Moreover, this is a regime where the presence

of close binaries could resemble the signature of stellar

rotation (Simonian et al. 2020). Performing all of the

above, however, is beyond the scope of this paper. Nev-

ertheless, we suggest that future work on this subject

could be fruitful.

6. CONCLUSIONS

Given their distinctive location on the HR diagram,

between the main sequence and the RGB, subgiant stars

can place interesting constraints on numerous astrophys-

ical puzzles at an intermediate evolutionary stage. In

this paper we study a sample of 347 subgiants located in

the TESS CVZs that were previously selected based on

2 Although reported in Table 1, TIC 366487943 is not shown in
Figure 13 as its v sin i value of ≈ 79 km s−1 most likely corre-
sponds to a measurement error or suggests a binary companion
is influencing the results. Additionally, while listed in Table 1,
TIC 233203155 and TIC 289571725 are not shown in Figure 13.
Although these stars have v sin i measurements, APOGEE does
not report Teff or log(g) values for them, and we exclude them
to avoid stars with potentially poor spectroscopic fits.

their probability of showing asteroseismic oscillations.

Our procedures and findings are summarized as follows:

• We perform a thorough characterization based

on parallaxes from Gaia, photometry from Gaia,

2MASS, and ALLWISE, and spectroscopy from

APOGEE. While other further sources of photom-

etry (e.g., Tycho-2, APASS) and stellar parame-

ters (e.g., ATL temperatures) are available for our

sample, they do not meet our accuracy, precision,

and homogeneity requirements.

• We fit SEDs using the EXOFASTv2 software and de-

rive accurate and precise stellar parameters, find-

ing that our sample spans a range of luminosi-

ties, temperatures, and ages (Figure 5). The

derived luminosities, effective temperatures, and

radii have mean 1σ random (systematic) uncer-

tainties of 4.5% (2%), 33 K (60 K), and 2.2% (2%).

• Our results demonstrate that subgiants are ideal

targets for precise determination of masses and

ages based on HR diagram location alone (Fig-

ure 6). In agreement with other references, we

find that metallicity uncertainties of ∼ 0.2 dex

can induce mass and age uncertainties of ∼ 5%

and ∼ 10%, respectively (Figure 9).

• We test the 3D extinction maps that are generally

used in the literature, and find them to consis-

tently overestimate the extinction for our sample

of nearby subgiants (distance . 500 pc), raising

concerns about their overall accuracy (Figure 3).

Given the close spatial proximity of our targets,

and based on a calibration using the APOGEE

data, we adopt global extinction values of AV =

0.048 for the northern hemisphere and AV = 0.107
for the southern hemisphere.

• We use our resulting stellar parameters to explore

the advantages of detailed studies for smaller sam-

ples (such as ours), in comparison with the param-

eters reported by large and homogeneous catalogs

such as Gaia DR2 and the TICv8, with special em-

phasis on mapping out systematic differences on

the subgiant branch (Figures 10 and 11). We pro-

vide correction formulas for the Gaia and TICv8

CVZs luminosities in Equations (1) and (2).

• We examine the subset of stars with measured pro-

jected rotational velocities and NUV magnitudes,

finding a qualitative correlation that provides sup-

porting evidence for the rotation-activity connec-

tion in subgiants (Figure 13).
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Our subgiant sample holds immense astrophysical

prospects, as it can be used as a calibration or train-

ing set for future subgiant studies, as well as to perform

novel experiments in a number of fields (ranging from

angular momentum transport in stars, to the evolution

of extrasolar planets). This study represents a first step

in a larger effort to comprehensively characterize and

use subgiants. In future works we will improve the age

derivation using more specialized tools, complement our

data with chemical composition and rotational informa-

tion from spectroscopic surveys, and fully exploit the

synergies with upcoming surface rotation and asteroseis-

mic results from TESS. All of this will place subgiants

as potentially the best characterized stars, initiating a

new era of unprecedented astrophysical studies.
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APPENDIX

A. SPECIFICS OF SED FITTING WITH EXOFASTv2

A.1. Input photometry

As described in §3.1, we only use photometry from Gaia, 2MASS, and ALLWISE in our calculations, effectively

overriding EXOFASTv2’s MKSED program, which automatically queries several other photometric catalogs that do not

meet our quality requirements (e.g., Tycho-2 and APASS, see §2.2). Additionally, although in Table 1 and in the

CMDs of Figure 1 we show the photometric uncertainties as reported in the catalogs, for the SED fitting calculation

we follow Eastman et al. (2019) and apply the same photometric error floors that are included by default when using

MKSED. In practice, this means the assigned errors are the maximum between 0.02 mag and the individual errors for

Gaia and 2MASS, and the maximum between 0.03 mag and the individual errors for ALLWISE. The purpose of this

is to avoid using possibly underestimated photometric uncertainties, and to avoid pushing the SED fitting to a regime

where it is difficult to reach convergence.

A.2. Priors and settings in common for all tests

EXOFASTv2 allows the user to provide priors on a number of parameters. We highlight the different types of priors

we used throughout this work: 1) a Gaussian prior (i.e., a central value with an uncertainty); 2) a uniform prior within

a specified range that starts from an initial guess; and 3) an initial guess alone (where no range is specified).

We now describe the priors that are common to all our fits in both §3.2 and §3.3. Given that most of our sample are

nearby stars (see Figure 1), Gaia DR2 provides stringent parallax values that we use as a Gaussian priors. We follow

Schönrich et al. (2019) and add a 0.054 mas zero point to the Gaia parallaxes, as well as a 0.033 mas uncertainty in

quadrature to the parallax uncertainties (but note that these corrections have not been applied to the values reported in

Table 1). We use a reasonable EEP (Equivalent Evolutionary Phase) initial guess for subgiants of 470. For luminosity,

radius, and mass, we take a similar approach and use uniform priors with initial guesses of 5L�, 3R�, and 1.4M�
(typical values for subgiants), and wide ranges of 0.001–40L�, 0.5–10R�, and 0.5–3M�. The minimum and maximum

values for mass, radius, and luminosity have been set with the purpose of excluding main sequence and evolved giant

solutions.

To control the settings of the EXOFASTv2 runs, we prepare a file that contains a number of instructions of how to

perform each fit. The maximum number of steps taken in the MCMC chain is defined by the parameter maxsteps,

and we set it to 1000 for every star. Closely tied to the number of steps is nthin, which is a factor by which the

length of the chain can be thinned. This parameter means that the run will only keep the Nth link in the chain as it

is calculated, and it is implemented to reduce the amount of data stored in the computer. In our work we set nthin

to 10. Lastly, we enable parallel tempering in all our fits. This is set by the ntemps parameter, and it is the number

of temperatures. The higher ntemps is, the more parameter space the MCMC will explore. We set ntemps to 8 for

all our stars. Interested readers can find a more in-depth description of these parameters in Eastman et al. (2013),

Eastman (2017), and Eastman et al. (2019).

A.3. Priors used when testing the 3D maps with the spectroscopic sample

For this experiment, described in §3.2, we use the subset of subgiants with spectroscopic parameters to solver for

star-by-star extinctions. In addition to the priors described in §A.2 (parallax, EEP, M , R, L), we include as priors the

APOGEE Teff and [M/H] values (the latter being fed to EXOFASTv2 as feh) as Gaussian priors with small uncertainties

(σTeff
= 10 K, σ[M/H] = 0.01 dex). These small uncertainties ensure that the Teff and [M/H] returned by EXOFASTv2

will be, by construction, virtually identical to our input parameters, and therefore the actual SED fitting is focused

on constraining the extinction. For extinctions we use a uniform prior in the 0–0.62 range (the upper value given by

the envelope of the Bovy et al. (2016) AV distribution for our sample) with an initial guess of AV = 0, but otherwise

let EXOFASTv2 perform the fit unrestricted.
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Figure 14. Mean and median of the resulting extinction distribution obtained by perturbing the fiducial test of §3.2 by offsets of
+50, +100, +150, and +200 K for the northern (left) and southern (right) hemisphere. The mean and median values are shown
as the diamonds and squares, respectively. The solid lines are the predictions obtained by applying a continuum of extinction
offsets to the Mucciarelli & Bellazzini (2020) GBP −GRP to Teff relation for an illustrative subgiant with GBP −GRP = 0.9 and
solar metallicity. In the northern hemisphere, for large values of the temperature offset (where we do not expect the potential
zero point bias inherited from EXOFASTv2 to affect our results), we see that both the mean and median values converge on the
median-prediction line, indicating that for the fiducial case (no Teff offset), the median is a better estimator than the mean.
On the other hand, in the southern hemisphere the situation is the opposite, and the mean and median values converge on the
mean-prediction line, indicating that for the fiducial case, the mean is a better estimator than the median.

A.4. Deriving global and unbiased per-hemisphere extinction values

As described in §3.2, after comparing our star-by-star EXOFASTv2-derived extinction values with the all-sky 3D maps,

we decided to adopt representative per-hemisphere extinction values for the full sample SED calculation. The previous

test yielded individual-star extinctions for a total of 165 stars, with 99 and 66 of them belonging to the northern and

southern hemisphere, respectively. We now use these stars to calculate representative AV values for each hemisphere.

One caveat of performing SED fitting with EXOFASTv2 is the hard-coded AV ≥ 0 lower limit on the extinction

(Eastman et al. 2019). When deriving extinction values for populations (e.g., star clusters), however, it is statistically

acceptable to retrieve negative extinction values for some stars, particularly for systems where the global extinction
is low (as in our case). To account for this potential zero point bias on the global extinction values, we repeat the

previous fiducial test but inflating the input temperatures from APOGEE by offsets of +50, +100, +150, and +200

K. By doing this we artificially make the stars’ SEDs bluer, which in turn generates higher extinction estimates. We

then examine the change that a given temperature offset has on the resulting extinction distribution, which allows us

to remove the potential zero point bias.

The results of these tests for both hemispheres are shown in Figure 14, where we plot the resulting mean and median

extinction values (with their respective standard errors) as a function of the input temperature offset. We compare

these results with analytic predictions based on the Mucciarelli & Bellazzini (2020) GBP −GRP to Teff relation for an

illustrative example of a subgiant with a GBP−GRP = 0.9 color and solar metallicity (i.e., located in the middle of the

subgiant branch of Figure 1), which we use to perturb the fiducial test (i.e., the test without the temperature offset).

Figure 14 shows that, for the northern hemisphere, the mean and median values converge on the median-prediction

line for large values of the temperature offset, indicating that for the fiducial test (no Teff offset), the median is a better

estimator than the mean. On the contrary, for the southern hemisphere the mean and median values converge on the

mean-prediction line for large temperature offsets, indicating that for the fiducial test the mean is a better estimator

than the median. Accordingly, the global extinction values we adopt are the median (AV = 0.048 ± 0.010) for the

northern hemisphere and the mean (AV = 0.107± 0.010) for the southern hemisphere.
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A.5. Priors used when fitting the full sample

For this experiment, described in §3.3, we use the full sample of subgiant stars (not just the subset with spectroscopic

parameters). In order to perform a uniform and unbiased calculation that is valid for the entire sample, we only feed

EXOFASTv2 the photometric and astrometric data (which are available for ≈ 98% of the sample). In addition to

the priors described in §A.2 (parallax, EEP, M , R, L), we include as priors values for extinction, temperature, and

metallicity.

For extinction, we adopt the global per-hemisphere values calculated in §3.2 and §A.4. We feed these to EXOFASTv2

in the form of Gaussian priors, i.e., central values and uncertainties of 0.048 ± 0.010 for the northern hemisphere and

0.107 ± 0.010 for the southern hemisphere. For temperature, since we need a prior that depends only on photometry

but not on spectroscopy, we use the Casagrande et al. (2010) (J −K) color-Teff relation (assuming [Fe/H]= 0 and AV
equal to the global per-hemisphere values; see their Table 4 and Equation 3). The advantage of using this relation is

that it has been calibrated for subgiants, and that we can calculate it for all stars with measured 2MASS photometry.

We feed this Teff value as a prior in the form of an initial guess alone, without any uncertainty or range limiting

its resulting value returned by EXOFASTv2. Finally, for metallicity, we assume that the distribution of spectroscopic

metallicities is representative for the full sample, and adopt a Gaussian prior with a central value of [M/H]= 0 dex

and an uncertainty of σ[M/H] = 0.23 dex. These values are obtained from the mean and standard deviation of the

APOGEE [M/H] distribution.

Our full sample SED fit produces results for 340/347 stars (≈ 98% of the sample), with the remaining 7 stars lacking

a Gaia parallax and/or photometry in some of the Gaia, 2MASS, or ALLWISE (W1, W2, or W3) bands. We do not

attempt to fit these stars. For every star that EXOFASTv2 does fit, it produces a table with the following parameters:

M , R, L, ρ, log(g), Teff, [Fe/H], [Fe/H]0, Age, EEP, log(M/M�), AV , parallax, and distance. In §3.3 and Table 2 we

only report a subset of these, but we are glad to provide the rest of the parameters to interested readers upon request.
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Garćıa Pérez, A. E., Allende Prieto, C., Holtzman, J. A.,

et al. 2016, AJ, 151, 144,

doi: 10.3847/0004-6256/151/6/144

Godoy-Rivera, D., & Chanamé, J. 2018, MNRAS, 479,
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Liefke, C. 2013, MNRAS, 431, 2063,

doi: 10.1093/mnras/stt225

Stevens, D. J., Stassun, K. G., & Gaudi, B. S. 2017, AJ,

154, 259, doi: 10.3847/1538-3881/aa957b

Tayar, J., Claytor, Z. R., Huber, D., & van Saders, J. 2020,

arXiv e-prints, arXiv:2012.07957.

https://arxiv.org/abs/2012.07957
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