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ABSTRACT

The HR 2562 system is a rare case where a brown dwarf companion resides in a cleared inner hole of
a debris disk, offering invaluable opportunities to study the dynamical interaction between a substellar
companion and a dusty disk. We present the first ALMA observation of the system as well as the
continued GPI monitoring of the companion’s orbit with 6 new epochs from 2016 to 2018. We update
the orbital fit and, in combination with absolute astrometry from GAIA, place a 30 upper limit of
18.5 M on the companion’s mass. To interpret the ALMA observations, we used radiative transfer
modeling to determine the disk properties. We find that the disk is well resolved and nearly edge on.
While the misalignment angle between the disk and the orbit is weakly constrained due to the short
orbital arc available, the data strongly support a (near) coplanar geometry for the system. Furthermore,
we find that the models that describe the ALMA data best have an inner radius that is close to the
companion’s semi-major axis. Including a posteriori knowledge of the system’s SED further narrows
the constraints on the disk’s inner radius and place it at a location that is in reasonable agreement
with, possibly interior to, predictions from existing dynamical models of disk truncation by an interior
substellar companion. HR 2562 has the potential over the next few years to become a new testbed for
dynamical interaction between a debris disk and a substellar companion.

Keywords: debris disks — substellar companion stars — brown dwarfs — orbit determination —

gravitational interaction

1. INTRODUCTION

Debris disks are the gas poor disk structures surround-
ing stars as the outcome of the star formation process.
The presence of a debris disk suggests that there needs
to be larger bodies colliding and grinding down the dust
grains in order to sustain the disk. Furthermore, observ-
able features like gaps and warps in disk morphology can
be the results of the dynamical interaction between a
substellar companion and the disk itself. These features
provide another pathway for us to find and study the
properties of these potential planets residing near the
disk. The most readily available example of this would
be our solar system where substructures within the As-
teroid Belt and the Kuiper Belt were created from the
resonance between the planet orbits and smaller objects
(e.g., Tsiganis 2010). A great amount of information can
be extracted from studying the dynamical interactions
that would create such features in morphology in disk
structures, even in the case where the companions are
not directly detected. Sophisticated dynamical models
have been developed to constrain properties of the com-
panion from the properties of the disk and the system.

However, it is in fact difficult to find appropriate sys-
tems to test these models. Many of the currently dis-
covered debris disks often do not have the required res-

olution to study the disk structures, and in those re-
solved disks, the detected companions are often found
too far away from the disruption site to be solely re-
sponsible. Out of the systems where a companion is de-
tected close to the irregular structure of the disk, there
often isn’t convincing evidence for disk-companion in-
teraction. As of today, only a few systems were discov-
ered to be candidates for disk-companion interaction.
The first one of this kind is 8 Pictoris, a system with
an almost perfectly edge on debris disk with a vertical
warp at 85 au, and a planet 5 Pictoris b that is con-
sistent with this warp (Smith 1987; Augereau & Beust
2006; Lagrange et al. 2009, 2010). It is believed that
the inner warp of the disk is a result of the dynamical
interaction between the planet 8 pic b and the disk, but
studying this interaction is difficult due to the radial
density profile being model-dependent (Dawson et al.
2011; Augereau & Beust 2006). Only a handful of simi-
lar systems were discovered in the decades following the
discovery of B Pictoris. Those systems all have poten-
tial dynamically interacting planets/brown dwarf candi-
dates residing within the disks’ rings, but all of them lack
determining pieces of evidence due to observational lim-
itations or other possible scenarios for the disk structure



formation (Wilner et al. 2018; Wang et al. 2021; Musso
Barcucci et al. 2019; Chauvin et al. 2018; Su et al. 2017).

So far, only two systems have directly imaged brown
dwarf companions orbiting inside the debris ring:
HD 206893 (Nederlander et al. 2021; Marino et al. 2020)
and HR 2562. In the former, it is unclear how close the
companion is to the disk and whether it is responsible
for truncating it. In this paper, we focus on analyz-
ing the potential for dynamical interaction in HR 2562.
HR 2562 is an F5V star with a mass of 1.3M, located at
34pc away from the Sun (Gray et al. 2006; Casagrande
et al. 2011; van Leeuwen 2007a). Its debris disk was
first imaged by Herschel (Modr et al. 2006). In 2016,
Konopacky and the GPI team were able to directly im-
age and obtain data for the orbit of the substellar com-
panion, HR 2562 B, residing within the inner hole of
the disk with GPIES. The orbit of HR 2562 B was fur-
ther monitored by VLT/SPHERE for 10 months from
2016-2017, providing support for a coplanar geometry
(Maire et al. 2018), and its spectral type was charac-
terized as T2-T3 by IFS and IRDIS of VLT/SPHERE
(Mesa et al. 2018). By comparison to evolutionary
models, Konopacky et al. (2016) estimated a mass of
30415 Mjyp for the companion, with the uncertainty
dominated by the poorly constrained age of the system.
However, concrete evidence of brown dwarf-disk inter-
action would require a determination of the inner radius
of the disk, which the initial characterization of the disk
was unable to constrain due to limited angular resolution
(Modr et al. 2015). This led to an uninformative upper
limit of ~ 0.24 M, based solely on dynamical arguments
(Konopacky et al. 2016). Continued monitoring of the
orbit as well as better resolved observation of the disk
are required to better characterize the disk, derive ev-
idence for dynamical interaction and further constrain
the properties of the companion.

In this paper, we present the new Atacama Large Mil-
limeter /submillimeter Array (ALMA) observation of the
HR 2562 system (section 2.1) as well as the updated GPI
observation of the companion (section 2.2). We present
the reduced ALMA image in section 3.1 and discuss the
companion orbit fit, the coplanar scenario as well as the
dynamical mass limit in section 3.2. The Monte Carlo
Markov Chain (MCMC) fit for the ALMA image and
the analysis are detailed in section 4, and further dis-
cussion on the system geometry, SED selection of the
best fitting models and the dynamical interaction are
presented in section 5. We summarize our results and
conclude in section 6.

2. OBSERVATION
2.1. ALMA Observation

3

We observed the HR 2562 debris disk with the
Atacama Large Millimeter Array (ALMA, project
2016.1.00880.S, PI: G. Duchéne) on May 15th, 2018.
To maximize sensitivity for faint dust thermal emission
in the system, we observed the target in Band 7 for a
total on-source integration time of 37 min. Observing
conditions were good with 0.8 mm of precipitable wa-
ter vapor at zenith. As a compromise between resolv-
ing the Herschel-estimated inner radius of the disk and
minimizing spatial filtering on large scales, we selected
configuration C40-1 with the 12m-array, with 44 anten-
nas providing baselines ranging from 14 to 313m and
an angular resolution of about 171. As this is a pure
continuum observation, we used four 2 GHz bandwidth
channels, centered at 336.5, 338.5, 348.5 and 350.5 GHz.
Observations in all four bands are ultimately combined
in a single continuum map at an effective frequency of
343.5 GHz (870 pum).

The data were processed with standard routines from
the Common Astronomy Software Applications (CASA,
McMullin et al. 2007), version 5.3.0-143. Specifically,
we applied phase, bandpass and flux calibrations using
the provided calibrators. To produce the final contin-
uum map, we used the task tclean with Briggs weight-
ing with robust=0.5. This results in a beam size of
1710x 1706 at a position angle of -132°3 and a rms of
0.0323 mJy/beam. The left panel of Figure 1 shows the
final ALMA map generated with an 0’2 pixel scale.

2.2. GPI Observation
2.2.1. Observations & Initial reduction

The Gemini Planet Imager (GPI, Macintosh et al.
2014) is an instrument equipped with a high-order adap-
tive optics (AO) system (Poyneer et al. 2014, 2016), an
apodized Lyot coronagraph (Soummer et al. 2011), and
both a dispersing and a Wollaston prism for spectro-
scopic and polarimetric observations. The instrument
was designed to achieve high contrast at small angular
separations, providing sensitivity to substellar compan-
ions and circumstellar material around nearby, bright
stars. HR 2562 was observed with GPI on 11 sep-
arate epochs between 2016 and 2018 under program
IDs GS-2015B-Q-501 and GS-2017B-Q-501. The first
four epochs were originally analyzed and published in
Konopacky et al. (2016) but are re-reduced and analyzed
here to ensure consistency. The observing strategy was
similar for each dataset. The target was observed with
GPT’s coronagraphic mode with the specific coronagraph
optimized for the near-infrared filter being used. After
the coronagraph, a lenslet array and dispersing prism
was used to disperse the light at each point within the
278 x 28 field into a low-resolution (R ~35-80) spec-
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Figure 1. Left panel: ALMA data of the HR 2562 system at 870 micron. The (0,0) of the images correspond to RA= 102.5°,
DEC=-60.2°; Right panel:a zoomed in region of the center of the disk is shown on the top left corner. The black circle represents
the center of the disk determined by 2D Gaussian fit; red star represents the Gaia DR3 coordinates of the star HR 2562; blue
circle represents the orbit predicted location of the companion HR 2562 B on Jan 31st, 2018. The disk center and the star are

well aligned, and the companion is close to the star as expected.

trum. The resulting dispersed field was imaged with
GPT’s integral field spectrograph (IFS, Chilcote et al.
2012; Larkin et al. 2014). In each dataset the star it-
self was used as the AO guide star. The observations
were timed to be taken close to the meridian passage
of the star over the observatory to maximize field rota-
tion, APA, for angular differential imaging (ADI, Marois
et al. 2006). Observations of an argon lamp were taken
during the target acquisition to measure the instrument
flexure induced by the changing gravity vector as the
telescope changes position. Standard dark and wave-
length calibration frames were taken during the daytime
as a part of the observatory’s calibration plan. A sum-
mary of the observations are given in Table 1.

The raw and associated calibration data were reduced
through two separate processes. The raw data were re-
duced using the GPI Data Reduction Pipeline (DRP,
Perrin et al. 2014) v1.5.0 revision cafd46a. This version
of the pipeline resolved several issues identified with the
calculation of the average parallactic angle during an
exposure (De Rosa et al. 2020b). Although the magni-
tude of this correction was small for the datasets pre-
sented in Konopacky et al. (2016), between 0°09-0°12
(see Figure 17 in De Rosa et al. 2020b), we took the
opportunity to reprocess these data along with the new
epochs presented in this work. The data were reduced
using the procedure outlined in (De Rosa et al. 2020c).
Briefly, the raw images were dark subtracted and bad

pixels were identified using a combination of a static bad
pixel map and outlier rejection and replaced. The mi-
crospectra within each image were extracted to create
a three-dimensional (x,y,A) data cube containing the
low-resolution spectra at each point within the field of
view. Additional bad pixel identification was performed
using outlier rejection. Distortion and anamorphism was
corrected using a static distortion map applied to each
slice within the data cube. The position and brightness
of the star within each slice of each reduced data cube
was estimated by measuring the four satellite spots gen-
erated by a wire diffraction grid within the pupil plane
(Sivaramakrishnan & Oppenheimer 2006). The calibra-
tion data used to reduce the science data were not af-
fected by the pipeline changes described in De Rosa et al.
(2020b). We used the dark frames and wavelength cali-
brations generated by the GPIES Data Cruncher (Wang
et al. 2018) created using v1.4.0 of the pipeline to reduce
the science data rather than reprocessing them with the
updated pipeline.

2.2.2. PSF subtraction and astrometry

Although GPI can routinely achieve high Strehl ratios
on bright stars, it does not offer perfect suppression of
starlight. Within about 1” the images are dominated
by residual quasi-static speckles caused by AO fitting
errors and non-common path aberrations. This resid-
ual light often has a pronounced azimuthal asymmetry



Table 1. HR 2562 Gemini/GPI observing log and associated KLIP parameters

UT Date  Filter Nexy  fime  APA? AminAmax? m2C m%  ngr©
(sec.) (%) (pm) (px)
2016 Jan 251 H 33  59.6 194 15141778 35 3 5
2016 Jan 287 K, 21 596 106 19472173 26 3 5
2016 Jan 287 K, 20 596 105 21192226 15 3 5
2016 Feb 251 K, 43 59.6 257 21162224 15 3 5
2016 Feb 287 7 53 596 266 11371330 35 3 5
2016 Dec 17 K1 85  59.6 407 1.940 2173 26 4 5
2017 Feb 13 H 19 59.6 123 5071778 35 3 5
2017 Nov29 H 50 59.6 301 15111773 35 3 5
2018 Jan 31  K» 54 887 329 21132228 15 4 5
2018 Mar 10 Y 66  59.6 420 09571132 35 3 5
2018 Nov19 H 24 596 125 15091779 35 3 5

J[Re-reduction of observations presented in Konopacky et al. (2016).

@Total field rotation over the duration of the observing sequence.

bFull spectral range used in the data reduction.

¢Number of independent spectral channels.

dMinimum rotation-induced displacement for inclusion in the PSF subtraction pro-

Cess.

€Number of KLIP modes used in the PSF subtraction process.

in the direction of the jet stream (Madurowicz et al.
2018), which can result in a significant azimuthal depen-
dence on the achieved contrast. We took advantage of
both ADI and spectral differential imaging (SDI, Smith
1987; Racine et al. 1999)) to subtract these quasi-static
speckles from each slice within each data cube. We used
pyKLIP (Wang et al. 2015), a Python implementation of
the Karhunen—Loeve image projection algorithm (KLIP,
Soummer et al. 2012; Pueyo et al. 2015)), to model and
subtract the residual starlight within each image. Due
to the distorting effects of this algorithm on the PSF
of the companion within the PSF-subtracted image, we
used the forward-model based Bayesian KLIP-FM as-
trometry package (BKA, Wang et al. 2016)) to model
the effect of KLIP on the PSF of the companion (see
Figure 2). We used the average of the four satellite spots
as the instrumental PSF, and low-throughput channels
were excluded.

We used the same approach for the BKA forward-
modelling as in De Rosa et al. (2020c). The PSF sub-
traction and forward model was calculated within a sin-
gle annulus centered on the star with a width of either
16px (Y, J, H) or 20px (K7, K5). The radius of the

annulus was selected to center the companion between
the inner and outer edge. We explored the effect of vary-
ing two of the main tunable parameters: the movement
criteria, m, that defines the minimum number of pixels
an astrophysical source needs to have moved by before
an image can be included within the reference PSF li-
brary, and the number of KL. modes, ngy,, used to recon-
struct the stellar PSF. We measured astrometry using
BKA for each combination of these parameters. The for-
ward model of the PSF was compared to the companion
within a small 11 x 11px box (15 x 15px for K; and
Ks). Posterior distributions of the position and flux
of the companion, and the correlation length scale (a
nuisance parameter to marginalize over) were sampled
using the Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) affine-
invariant sampler within the emcee package (Foreman-
Mackey et al. 2013). We advanced 100 walkers that were
initialized near the expected parameter values for 1000
steps, discarding the first 200 as burn-in.

Using this set of measurements we investigated the ef-
fect of the KLIP parameters on the companion astrom-
etry. Small values of m and large values of nkr, can
cause significant self-subtraction or over-subtraction of



Table 2. Relative astrometry between HR 2562 A and HR 2562 B

UT Date MJD Instrument Filter Plate scale North offset p 0 Ref.
(maspx ™) (deg) (mas) (deg)
2016 Jan 25 57412.1335 Gemini-S/GPI H 14.161 £ 0.021 0.21 £0.23 615.05 +1.76 297.83 + 0.27 1
2016 Jan 28 57415.1731 Gemini-S/GPI K 14.161 + 0.021 0.21 £0.23 612.56 +1.46 297.76 + 0.25 1
2016 Jan 28 57415.2002 Gemini-S/GPI Ko 14.161 4+ 0.021 0.21 +£0.23 613.47 +1.28 298.09 + 0.24 1
2016 Feb 25 57443.0343 Gemini-S/GPI K> 14.161 4+ 0.021 0.21 £0.23 616.09 +1.23 297.71+0.24 1
2016 Feb 28 57446.0951 Gemini-S/GPI J 14.161 + 0.021 0.21 £0.23 616.44 +1.37 297.78 £ 0.25 1
2016 Dec 12 57734.2647 VLT/SPH-IRD H 12.251 £ 0.009 —1.808 +0.043 637.80 £6.40 297.81 +0.54 2
2016 Dec 17 57739.3123 Gemini-S/GPI K 14.161 + 0.021 0.32£0.15 639.89 +1.27 297.98 +0.17 1
2017 Feb 07 57791.1114 VLT/SPH-IRD H 12.251 £ 0.009 —1.7124+0.058 644.00£2.30 297.82+0.19 2
2017 Feb 13 57797.0517 Gemini-S/GPI H 14.161 + 0.021 0.32£0.15 644.20 +1.22 298.23 +0.16 1
2017 Sep 29 58025.3826 VLT /SPH-IRD K 12.267 £ 0.009 —1.735+0.043 661.20+1.30 297.97£0.16 2
2017 Sep 29 58025.3826 VLT/SPH-IRD K,  12.263+0.009 —1.73540.043 658.90+1.60 298.08+0.17 2
2017 Nov 29 58086.3110 Gemini-S/GPI H 14.161 + 0.021 0.28 +0.19 664.82 +2.04 298.37 £0.24 1
2018 Jan 31 58149.1962 Gemini-S/GPI K> 14.161 + 0.021 0.28 +0.19 669.44 +1.24 298.55 £ 0.20 1
2018 Mar 10 58187.0475 Gemini-S/GPI Y 14.161 + 0.021 0.28 +0.19 670.84 +2.83 298.74 £ 0.26 1
2018 Nov 19 58441.3261 Gemini-S/GPI H 14.161 £ 0.021 0.45+0.11 685.76 = 1.25 298.89 £+ 0.13 1

References—(1) - this work; (2) - Maire et al. (2018).

the companion, an effect most pronounced at the longer
wavelengths where the PSF is larger. We found a signif-
icant correlation between these two parameters and the
position of the companion for the two Ky datasets, most
pronounced in the 2018 Jan 31 epoch. For the other
epochs at shorter wavelengths no significant correlation
was observed. The adopted KLIP parameters are listed
in Table 2. A low value of nk;, was adopted given the
relative brightness of the companion, and a high value
of m to minimize self-subtraction especially at longer
wavelengths. The posterior distributions of the com-
panion position measured using the adopted parameter
set were combined with the instrument plate scale and
orientation calibrations from De Rosa et al. (2020b) to
yield on-sky relative astrometric measurements for each
epoch (Table 2). An image of the instrumental PSF,
forward model, companion, and residuals are shown for
each dataset in Figure 2.

3. RESULT
3.1. ALMA image

As shown in Figure 1, the disk is clearly detected and
well resolved along the major axis at 870 um. Placing
a beam-sized aperture around the brightest pixel in the
image, we evaluate a peak signal to noise of ~7 in the
ALMA image. Owing to spatial filtering by the inter-
ferometer, the reconstructed image has negative pixels
surrounding the disk. This makes it difficult to mea-

sure the total flux of the disk directly from the ALMA
image. To correct for this, we instead report a total
flux of 3.3mJy from integrating the best fit model im-
age (see section 4.1). These observations extend the
system’s SED to a longer wavelength than all prior ob-
servations, most notably beyond the range of Herschel.
With an angular resolution that is ~6 times higher than
Herschel’s, the disk geometry is much more clearly ap-
parent than in previous studies (Mo6r et al. 2015). The
highly elongated structure reveals the disk to be nearly
edge-on. Fitting a 2D Gaussian to the map results in
a FWHM of 8’17 along the major axis and 0797 along
the minor axis of the disk. The aspect ratio of the two
corresponds to an inclination of ~ 83°, assuming a thin
disk. We notice that the FWHM of the minor axis is
marginally smaller than the size of the beam, indicating
the disk is unresolved along the minor axis. Therefore,
the ~83° inclination we inferred from the aspect ratio is
a strict lower limit.

To verify the alignment between the detected emission
and the location of the star, we use the absolute astrom-
etry information of the ALMA map, which is known to
a precision of about 0’1 based on the pointing calibra-
tion. The position of the star is retrieved from the Gaia
EDR3 Release, taking into account its proper motion
and the epoch of the ALMA observation (Gaia Collabo-
ration et al. 2021). The star and the center of the disk,
as defined by our 2D Gaussian fit, are within 0707 of
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spots (left column), BKA forward model (second column),
the GPI images of HR 2562 B (third column), and residuals
(fourth column) for each observation. The color scales are
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on the right. The KLIP parameters used for each reduction
are given in Table 1.
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Figure 3. 870 um brightness profile along the disk major
axis. The yellow shade indicates the 1 ¢ uncertainty as deter-
mined from the surrounding background areas. The dashed
line represent a horizontally reflected brightness profile about
the location of the star.

each other, i.e., consistent with a symmetric disk about
the star (see Figure 1). The location of the star and the
center of the disk are shown in right panel of Figure 1.

From the image, a clump-like structure can be ob-
served in the southeast side of the disk. This clump
also manifests in the surface brightness profile of the
disk shown in Figure 3, where we see a peak between
2” and 6”. We show a horizontally flipped profile in
dashed line in Figure 3 , from which we can see that the
peak stands at a marginally significant (~ 2.50) differ-
ence measuring from the height of the brightness profile
at the horizontally reflected location of the peak. There
are a few plausible explanations for this feature. 1) It
is due to the random noise of the image; 2) The trough
is a real feature that represents a real physical under-
density, e.g. a gap or spiral in the disk, thus making the
disk asymmetrical; 3) The trough was the result of a con-
tamination from an unrelated point source, presumably
a background submillimeter galaxy. Whilst a physical
disk origin cannot be ruled out, the signal-to-noise ra-
tio means cannot say with confidence that the feature is
real. In addition, although it is possible that there might
be previously unseen background galaxy, the chance of
it aligning so well with the disk is low. We will therefore
model the disk with a symmetric profile in the analy-
sis that follows, but note that future observations may
better determine the nature of the trough.

3.2. Orbit of the brown dwarf companion
3.2.1. Unconstrained fit
The orbit of the companion was fitted to the measured

astrometry in Table 2 using a modified version of the
procedure described in De Rosa et al. (2020c). The vi-
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sual orbit can be described using the standard Campbell
elements; the period (P), semi-major axis (a), eccentric-
ity (e), inclination (), argument of periastron (w), po-
sition angle of the ascending node (), and the time of
periastron (7). Here, we use the standard convention
that Q refers to the position angle that the companion
passes through the plane tangent to the sky at the lo-
cation of HR 2562, moving away from the observer. We
substituted two of these elements when fitting the orbit
of HR 2562. P was replaced with the total system mass
(Miota1) as the period is currently unconstrained given
the measurements, and 7T was replaced with the dimen-
sionless parameter 7 describing the time of the next pe-
riastron passage in fractions of the orbital period since
MJD 57412.1335, the start of the astrometric record. In
addition to these seven elements we also required the
distance to the star, represented by the parallax (w), in
order to link the angular semi-major axis to the system
mass to derive the orbital period.

We used the parallel-tempered affine-invariant Markov
chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) sampler within the emcee
package (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013) to sample the
posterior distribution of these eight parameters describ-
ing the visual orbit of HR 2562 B. We performed the
sampling using the parameters log a and cosi to enforce
a log-uniform prior probability density function (PDF)
on a and a sine prior PDF on ¢ rather than comput-
ing the prior probability at each step. Gaussian pri-
ors were used for Miota (1.31 & 0.13 Mg; Modr et al.
2015), under the assumption that Ms < M, and w
(29.4738 £ 0.0185 mas; Gaia Collaboration et al. 2021).
We advanced 512 chains at each of 16 different temper-
atures for one million steps. In the parallel-tempered
framework the lowest temperature chains sample the
posterior probability distribution, while the highest tem-
perature chains sample the prior probability distribu-
tion. We saved every hundredth sample of each chain to
disk, and conservatively discarded the first half of each
as a “burn-in”.

The median and one-sigma confidence intervals for the
fitted and derived parameters are shown in Table 3,
along with the set of parameters describing the maxi-
mum likelihood (minimum y?) and maximum probabil-
ity orbit. A random selection of visual orbits consistent
with the relative astrometry are shown in Figure 4. The
posterior PDFs for a subset of the fitted and derived
parameters are shown in Figure 5 (black contours). We
found a strong anti-correlation between the eccentricity
and the inclination of the orbit; less eccentric orbits tend
to have a more edge-on configuration (i ~ 84°). Al-
though very high eccentricities are seemingly preferred
based on the shape of the PDF, the eccentricity of the

orbit is not yet well constrained and still dependent on
the input priors. We discuss this further in section 3.2.4.

3.2.2. Co-planar scenario

The results regarding the orbit of the companion pre-
sented so far make no assumptions regarding the align-
ment of the orbital plane with that of the debris disk
resolved in the ALMA observations presented in Sec-
tion 2.1. We repeated the orbit fitting procedure de-
scribed above with an additional prior on the inclina-
tion (7) and position angle of the ascending node (Q2) to
investigate the properties of orbits consistent with both
the measured astrometry and a near co-planar config-
uration with respect to the external debris disk. We
used Gaussian kernel density estimation (KDE) to con-
struct a prior probability density function on the or-
bital inclination (i) and position angle (£2) from the
disk fitting MCMC samples (Sec. 4). We used the
scipy.gaussian_kde function with Scott’s method for
the estimator bandwidth calculation. The resulting
two-dimensional prior distribution is shown in Figure
6, along with the two marginalized distributions. The
Gaussian KDE is a good match to the posterior distribu-
tions describing the disk geometry from the ALMA ob-
servations presented in Section 4. The additional term in
the prior probability was calculated using the Gaussian
KDE and the value of i and € at each step in the MCMC
process. We accounted for the ambiguity in these two
parameters when fitting to the ALMA data by evaluat-
ing the Gaussian KDE at four possible combinations of
iand Q: (i, Q), (i, Q+x), (r—1, Q), and (7 —1i, Q+ 7).
The maximum of these four values was used as the prior
probability at this step for this combination of i and 2.

The median and 1-sigma credible intervals for the pos-
terior distributions on the fitted and derived parameters
from this analysis are given in Table 3, in addition to
the maximum likelihood and maximum probability or-
bit. The posterior distributions of a subset of the fitted
and derived parameters are compared to those calcu-
lated without the additional prior in Figure 5. The full
corner plot is presented in Appendix B. The additional
prior restricts the range of orbital eccentricities that are
consistent with the measured astrometry in that very ec-
centric orbits (e = 0.8) require increasingly misaligned
configurations with respect to the outer disk when con-
sidering the general fit. The other orbital parameters
are not significantly affected by the prior, in particular
the apoastron distance is unchanged due to the anti-
correlation between the orbital eccentricity and semi-
major axis.

3.2.3. Dynamical mass constraint



We used the relative astrometry between the star
and companion presented here and absolute astromet-
ric measurements of the photocenter from the Hipparcos
and Gaia satellites to constrain the mass of the compan-
ion. With a sufficiently high mass for the companion,
the photocenter of the system will be perturbed from
linear motion through space due to the orbit of the star
around the barycenter of the system. For Hipparcos we
used the intermediate astrometric data (IAD), i.e., the
residuals along the scan direction from the best fit astro-
metric solution (van Leeuwen 2007b). These astromet-
ric measurements of HR 2562 were best fit with a non-
standard “stochastic” solution where the uncertainties
on the individual measurements are inflated to reduce
the goodness of fit statistic below an acceptable thresh-
old for the final catalogue (van Leeuwen 2007a). The
need for this type of solution can be attributed to unre-
solved orbital motion on a time-scale much shorter than
the three year duration of the mission, or to remaining
modelling noise from the construction of the catalogue
(van Leeuwen 2007Db).

For Gaia we used the astrometric parameters and cor-
relation coefficients reported in the Early Data Release 3
catalogue (EDR3; Gaia Collaboration et al. 2021). We
compared the various goodness of fit metrics reported
in the EDR3 catalogue for HR 2562 to those of stars
with a similar brightness. As illustrated in Appendix A,
HR 2562 appears relatively well behaved compared to
these other sources. We also collected the timings of
the individual Gaie measurements using the Gaia Ob-
servation Forecast Tool!, excluding those taken during
satellite down-times reported in Lindegren et al. (2021).

The procedure used in De Rosa et al. (2020a) for
a joint fit of absolute astrometry and radial velocity
measurements was adapted to fit the absolute and rela-
tive astrometric measurement available for HR 2562, as
well as updating it to account for the change in refer-
ence epoch between Gaia DR2 and EDR3. The model
that simultaneously describes the orbit of the compan-
ion around HR 2562 and the orbit of the photocenter
around the barycenter of the system consists of 14 pa-
rameters. Seven parameters are used in the orbit fit de-
scribed in Section 3.2.1 (loga, cosi, e, w, Q, 7, @), two
describe the masses of the components (M, log Ms),
four describe offsets between the Hipparcos catalogue
astrometry and the barycenter position and proper mo-
tion at 1991.25 (Aa*, Ad, Aug, Aus), and one is an
error inflation term applied in quadrature to the Hippar-
cos TAD (ep). To calculate the semi-major axis of the

L https://gaia.esac.esa.int/gost/
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photocenter orbit we used an empirical mass-magnitude
relationship to determine the relative fluxes of the two
components in the Hipparcos and Gaia passbands when
My > 0.077 Mg (Pecaut & Mamajek 2013). For lower
masses we assumed that the companion is emitting no
flux, and that the photocenter is coincident with the
location of the host star.

We used the same MCMC sampler as in Section 3.2.1
to sample the posterior distributions of the fourteen pa-
rameters in this model. We used Gaussian priors for the
parallax (w = 29.4738 £ 0.0185 mas) and for the mass
of the primary (M; = 1.31 £ 0.13 M), uniform priors
were used for the remaining parameters. We advanced
512 chains at each of 16 different temperatures for one
million steps, saving every tenth sample to disk. The
first half of each chain was discarded as a “burn-in”.

The median and one-sigma confidence intervals for
the fitted and derived parameters are shown in Ta-
ble 3, along with the set of parameters describing the
maximum likelihood and maximum probability orbit.
The covariance between the eccentricity, inclination, and
mass of the companion is shown in Figure 7. The eccen-
tricity and inclination exhibit a similar anti-correlation
that is seen for the visual orbit fit (Figure 5), albeit
with a slight enhancement of orbits with a moderate ec-
centricity (e ~ 0.5). The shape of the Ms posterior
probability distribution (Figure 7, lower right panel)
clearly demonstrates that we do not yet have a sta-
tistically significant measurement of the mass of the
companion. Instead, we can only place an upper limit
of My < 18.5 My, at the 99% confidence level given
our assumptions regarding the prior probability distri-
bution. It should be noted that the exact number, while
prior-dependent, is expected to be rather precise given
the sharp truncation of the posterior. Below this value
the posterior probability distribution is not significantly
different from that of the prior probability distribution
that was uniform in log Ms. The proper motion of
the HR 2562 photocenter between the Hipparcos and
Gaia missions is shown in Figure 8. The proper motion
measurements are consistent with companion masses
< 20 Mjyp; higher-mass companions would have caused
a larger amplitude astrometric reflex motion between
the two epochs, inconsistent with the observations.

3.2.4. The case for low eccentricity solution

As shown here, the limited coverage of the compan-
ion’s orbit still leaves a broad range of possible or-
bits. In short, the data are consistent with both low-
to moderate-eccentricity orbits that are roughly copla-
nar with the debris disk and high-eccentricity orbits at
a significantly different inclination. It is worth noting
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that, with such limited orbital phase coverage, Keplerian
fits are notoriously subject to eccentricity and inclina-
tion biases (e.g., Lucy 2014; Ferrer-Chavez et al. 2021)
and they remain highly sensitive to the MCMC priors
(Pearce et al. 2015; O’Neil et al. 2019). These effects are
highly sensitive to the exact orbital phase coverage and
system viewing geometry, so they are hard to evaluate
and correct for. While only more extensive astrometric
coverage will solve both issues, it is worth taking an hol-
listic approach of the results presented here. In partic-
ular, a high-eccentric and misaligned companion would
most likely result in an eccentric disk, through apsidal
alignment, and/or a significant warp in the system. The
ALMA map presented here does not provide strong ev-
idence for either phenomenon, suggesting that a lower
eccentricity and near coplanarity should be preferred.

As an additional test, we performed an orbital fit
where we forced e = 0. The resulting fit is slightly
poorer, with x? = 21.9 (to be compared with x? = 20.0
for the eccentric fit). Given 15 two-dimensional data-
points and 6 (8) free parameters for the circular (eccen-
tric) fit, both the Bayesian Information Criterion and
the Aikake Information Criterion indicate that the data
are sufficiently well fit by the circular fit. Since it is un-
likely that the orbital is exactly circular, we will use the
result of the full Keplerian fit in the remainder of this
study, but we consider that both physical arguments and
the circular fit provide suggestive evidence against the
high-eccentricity orbital solutions.

4. DISK MODELING
4.1. Modeling Setup

We model the submillimeter emission from the disk
with MCFOST, a radiative transfer code for circum-
stellar modeling (Pinte et al. 2006). In short, the sys-
tem is set up as a central star surrounded by a cir-
cumstellar disk where the stellar radiation is propagated
through the disk using a Monte Carlo process to evaluate
the dust temperature in all locations, and the resulting
thermal emission map is generated using a ray tracing
method. We assume that the disk is axisymmetric, and
that its dust population can be represented by a uni-
form composition (astronomical silicates from Draine &
Lee 1984) and power law size distribution. We assume
an N(a) oc a=3 distribution (Dohnanyi 1969) that ex-
tends from 3 pum, the approximate blowout size for a
mid-F star (e.g., Pawellek & Krivov 2015), to 1 mm. As
is applicable for optically thin disks, the dust grains are
assumed to be in radiative equilibrium with the stellar
radiation field but local thermal equilibrium is not en-
forced. This leads to the smaller dust grains being super-
heated compared to large grains and to the blackbody
approximation. The star emission is simulated using
a 6600 K stellar spectrum generated by the PHOENIX
grid with a total luminosity of 3.1 Ls (see eg., Moor
et al. 2015).

Following standard practice for debris disks (e.g.,
Augereau et al. 1999; Esposito et al. 2020), we select
the following prescription for the disk density as a func-
tion of position between the disk’s inner(R;,,) and outer
radius(Rout):

N (59 M 3 Ry I

We fix et = 1 for an exponential vertical profile.
The corresponding scale height, h(r), is assumed to be
a linear function of radius, i.e., the disk has a bow-tie
shape. In this case, h = hoﬁ where rg is an arbitrary
reference radius. We selected ry = 100au. The surface
density profile is a smoothly connected pair of power law
regimes, with exponents p;, and p,,: at radii r < R,
and 7 > R if p;p > 0 and poy: < 0, as is usually the
case. The peak surface density occurs near, but not
exactly at, r = R, depending on the value of p;, and
Dout (Augereau et al. 1999). The total dust mass, My, is
obtained by integrating Eq.1 from the disk’s inner and
outer radii, Ry, and Roys, respectively.

The disk image is then produced for a combination of
inclination () and position angle (PA) with a pixel scale

of 072/pixel, convolved with a 2D Gaussian beam con-
structed with the major and minor axes and the position
angle from the ALMA beam. To reduce the issue of cor-
related noise in the interferometric map, we rebin the
observed and model images to a 1" /pixel scale so that
each pixel can be reasonably considered as independent
of its neighbors. The two images are aligned based on
the 2D Gaussian fit to the observed image and a x?
goodness-of-fit metric is computed based on a 20" x 20"
field of view centered on the disk.

With this routine established, we proceed to perform a
Monte Carlo Markov Chain (MCMC) run to determine
the best fit parameter for the disk. We vary a total of 9
parameters: i, PA, My, R., Rin, Rout, Pin, Pout, Ro. The
values of the priors are given in Table 4. The ensemble
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Table 3. Orbital elements for HR 2562 B

Parameter Unit Visual Visual + Prior Visual + Absolute
Range max. £ max. P Range max. £ max. P Range max. £ max. P
Fitted parameters
loga [arc sec] —0.30570055  —0.286 —0.401 —0.17070¢32  —0.343 —0.260 —0.2527511%  —0.234  —0.204
cosi oo 0.16570595  0.110 0531  0.09870%39  0.131  0.114 01257921 0.089  0.103
e oo 0.7910 32 0.58 0.98 0291528 0.67 0.52 0.631052 0.45 0.55
w deg 202.275%7 2104  186.2 179.8192% 1825 1709  207.27559 216.5  230.9
Q deg 299.275-1 208.7  298.0 302.179% 300.5  302.3 299.5732 299.3  298.5
T cee 0.794790%  0.780  0.785  0.696705%5  0.716  0.685  0.795109072  0.785  0.841
w mas 2047475018 29464  29.476  20.474T0018 29463  20.473  29.47470018  20.507  29.474
Mrotal Mo 1.347013 1.67 1.33 1.3475-12 1.67 1.37 e e
M, Mo 1.347513 1.44 1.36
log Ma [Myup] .. ... .. ... ... . —0.40%1 47 1.07 1.01
Aa* mas 0.5970:%% 1.90 1.75
AS mas 0.06153) —0.72  —0.48
AT masyr ! 0.5615%% 0.35 0.37
Aps mas yr~* —0.461555  —0.35  —0.36
o mas 2.35%02¢ 2.23 2.25
Derived parameters
P yr 60.11512 56.8 42.9 95.4755¢ 46.8 68.8 71.5%3%7 72.9 83.5
a arc sec  0.496700% 0517  0.397  0.6767015%  0.454 0549  0.5607015)  0.583  0.625
au 16.875 % 17.6 13.5 22,9157 15.4 18.6 19.0757% 19.8 21.2
Tapo au 28.8%%5 27.7 26.6 29.3192 25.7 28.4 292772 28.6 32.9
i deg 80.5712, 83.7 57.9 84.4119 82.5 83.5 82.8120, 84.9 84.1
Ty yr 2005.0745  2003.5 2006.8  1991.0775,  2002.8 19944  2003.3727  2000.4  2002.8
M Miup <185 11.67  10.28
Goodness of fit
X2 e 6.7913%¢ 3.54 4.34 10.6175°39 3.92 7.91 6.8815-99 4.23 4.21
Xa . 17.847228 16.48 16.46 17.807347 16.70 16.47 17.83%327 17.07  17.49
Xp 108.4ﬂ§.j2 111.1 110.2
X&aia—Pos. 1.84%1°55 0.10 0.01
Xéaia—PM - - - - - - 140‘_%%? 0.01 0.08
X2 e 1157047 0.91 0.95 1.327017 0.94 1.11 1117912 1.06 1.06

NOTE—Orbits with 2 < 180deg were wrapped by w + 180, 2 4+ 180, 7 in fractions of the orbital period since MJD 57412.1335.
Reduced x? calculated using 22 degrees of freedom for the visual orbit fit, and 125 for the combined fit.

initializes the walkers with flat priors for every parame-
ter except for the dust mass, which was sampled from a
log uniform prior. With these priors, we set up the two-
temperature MCMC with 100 walkers both for the hot
and cold chains. We ran the chain for 2000 iterations
with a script adapted from diskmce (Esposito et al. 2018)
and verified that the chain had reached convergence by
the end of the run. The first 600 iterations were rejected
as burn-in steps.

4.2. Results

The best fit model and the associated residuals are
presented in the top row of Figure 9. This model de-
scribes the data reasonably well (x2,;, = 1.50) with
nearly random residuals and, especially, no structured
residuals at the location of the disk emission. Consider-
ing the entirety of the MCMC chain (Figure 10), we find
that several parameters (PA, My, Rout and poyt) are well
constrained and we report their 1o confidence intervals
in Table 4. For the remainder of the parameters we ob-
tained 30 upper (Ri,, pin, R. and hg) or lower (i) limits
from our posteriors. As expected given that the disk is
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Figure 4. (left panel) Relative astrometry of HR 2562 B relative to HR 2562 from GPI (red) and SPHERE (blue). The location
of the host star is indicated by the orange cross. Two hundred orbits drawn from the MCMC analysis (black curves) are also
shown. (right panel) Offset between HR 2562 and the companion, and the residual compared with the median orbit, in the

right ascension (top) and declination (bottom) directions.

Table 4. Disk physical parameters from ALMA map fitting

Parameter Unit Prior Range Best Fit-ALMA  Confidence Interval Best Fit-SED
My Mg (4.2 x 107°, 3.3 x 10°) 0.0182 0.019215-0018 0.0158
PA ° (-60.,120.) 32.7 32.7107 33.6

i ° (0., 90.) 84.7 >179.3 87.1
Pout (-10., 0.) 1.2 —1.2%9% 0.8
Pin (0,10.) 3.05 <10.2 7.6
R. au (20.,150.), 41.0 <114.4 47.6
Rin au (0.1, 75.) 20.3 <62.3 34.0
Rout au (200.,401.) 260.0 258.8726-8 234.3
ho au (0.5., 20.) 1.58 <11.0 3.91

NOTE— We report the prior ranges, best fit image parameter, the 1o confidence interval and the best
fit SED parameter. For less constrained parameters, 3o upper or lower limits are reported instead.

The reference radius is set to rg = 100 au.

well resolved in our ALMA observations, several of the
geometric parameters are well constrained. In addition,
the disk mass is well constrained by the integrated flux
of the disk.

The corner plot reveals important correlations be-
tween parameters. First of all, there is some ambigu-
ity between the disk inclination and its vertical extent.
Specifically, the ALMA map is consistent with a verti-
cally thin disk inclined at about 84°.,but a thicker disk
almost exactly edge-on is also consistent with the ob-

servations. This is unsurprising given the ~ 35au lin-
ear resolution of these observations; higher resolution
mapping will be necessary to tighten the constraints on
these parameters. The second correlation connects the
disk radial extent and its surface density profile. For
instance, higher values of R, are associated to a steeper
outer density profile. Furthermore, the inner disk ra-
dius and inner density profile slope have broad ranges of
allowed value since the resolution of our ALMA obser-
vations does not allow us to fully resolve the disk inner
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Figure 5. Posterior distributions and associated covariances
of the semi-major axis (a), periastron distance (rapo), eccen-
tricity (e) and inclination () from an orbit fit with (red)
and without (black) a prior probability on the inclination
and position angle () derived from the ALMA disk fitting.
Contours represent the 1, 2, and 3 o confidence levels. Lim-
iting the orbit to a co-planar configuration removes the tail
of extremely high eccentricity orbits.

hole. We place a 30 upper limit on both parameters from
the ALMA map and will further explore their relations
with other available information in the next section.

5. ANALYSIS
5.1. System geometry

Since the discovery of the HR 2562 B substellar com-
panion and the initial mapping of the disk structure with
Herschel, the observations presented here allow us to
further our understanding of the system: the continued
imaging of the companion provides tighter constraints
on its orbit, the Gaia DR3 releases opens the door to
a dynamical mass estimate on the brown dwarf via the
absolute astrometry of the star, and the better resolved
ALMA data further clarifies the geometric structure of
the disk. Most importantly, with the updated compan-
ion orbit and the resolved image of the disk, we are in
a good position to quantify the system geometry and
obtain concrete evidence of direct interaction between
HR2562B and the debris disk.

We first focus on our updated constraints on the disk
properties. A similar analysis was performed in Moér
et al. (2015) to derive the properties of the disk. The
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Figure 6. Normalized joint prior probability on the orbital
inclination ¢ and position angle {2 estimated using a Gaussian
KDE for the co-planar scenario (main panel). Solid contours
are spaced in 0.2 dex increments from —1.8 to —0.2, the inner
dashed contour is at —0.01. Marginalized distributions are
shown in the top and right panels for the posterior distribu-
tion estimated from the ALMA data (black solid histogram,
Section 4) and for the prior distribution used in the orbit fit
(red dashed histogram).

acceptable ranges for the geometrical disk parameters
are consistent between their study and our fit result,
although R;, and R, are less constrained by the Her-
schel observations due to their lower resolution, which
leads to the disk being only marginally resolved. To fur-
ther contrast the ALMA observation with the Herschel
observation, we recreate the Herschel best fit model us-
ing MCFOST with the single power law density profile
and the best fit parameters from Modr et al. (2015),
and adjusting the dust mass so that the total flux of the
disk model matches the measured SED of the system
at 70pum. The resulting image is then convolved with
the PACS beam. We also produce the 70 pm image
of the best fit model to the ALMA data, again con-
volving it with the PACS beam. The comparison be-
tween observed and synthetic Herschel observations is
presented in Figure 11. The Herschel disk looks geomet-
rically similar to our best fit result as we expected, and
we observe an overall weaker integrated brightness in
the Herschel model compared to the ALMA model. The
derived FWHM of the two models are consistent with
each other with the two models both having a weaker
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Figure 7. Posterior distributions and associated covariance
of the orbital eccentricity (e), inclination (¢), and compan-
ion mass (Ms) from a joint fit to the relative and absolute
astrometry. Contours represent the 1, 2, and 3o confidence
intervals.

integrated brightness than the observation. Overall, the
best fitting model for the ALMA map is also consistent
with the Herschel image at 70 micron.

Combining the updated orbit fit and disk analysis, we
can study the alignment between the disk and the plane
of the orbit of the companion. To do this, we calcu-
late the misalignment angle with equation 1 in Czekala
et al. (2019) and the unconstrained relative astrometry
fit from section 3.2.1. The result is shown in Figure
12. The blue and yellow lines represent the front and
back ambiguity between the disk and the orbit. This is
because it is impossible to disambiguate between the or-
bital angular momentum vector pointing out of, or into,
the plane of the sky. In either case, we find that the sys-
tem is likely in a near-coplanar situation. Specifically, in
the “front” case, where both angular momentum vectors
points the same way relative to the plane of the sky, we
report a 1 o confidence interval of 7 .05:7'1 °. In the other
case, we report a 1 o confidence interval of 15.2717%7°.
The low-probability tail of significant misalignment in
both cases can be traced back to the uncertainty in the
companion’s orbit. We further note that the more mis-
aligned solutions also have higher eccentricity, which we
consider to be less likely. Continuous astrometric mon-
itoring will make this upper limit much more stringent
if the disk and orbit are indeed close to coplanar.
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Figure 8. Apparent proper motion of the photocenter of
the HR 2562 system in the right ascension (top) and dec-
lination (bottom) directions for two hundred orbits drawn
from the MCMC analysis presented in Section 3.2.3 that are
consistent with the absolute and relative astrometry. The
tracks are colored by the mass of the companion for each or-
bit. The astrometric measurements from the Hipparcos and
Gaia catalogues are plotted.

We continue to explore the density structure of the
disk from our findings. The density profiles of 100 fit-
ting models selected from the converged part of the
MCMC chain are plotted in the left panel of Figure 13.
Interestingly, a number of models that satisfyingly fit
the ALMA map have density profiles that extend down
(even interior) to the current separation of the brown
dwarf companion. This is physically implausible, as we
expect the massive companion to clear out dust out to
at least its apoastron distance. However, the fit to the
ALMA map was not informed by the location and orbit
of the companion, so it is reassuring to note that at least
some of the models have peak surface density radii that
are exterior to the companion’s orbit. Indeed, many of
these models have significant amounts of dust close to
the apoastron distance, suggesting that the brown dwarf
may be directly interacting with it. Our SED selection
in the following subsection provides additional support
to this conclusion.

5.2. Best fitting SED

So far we have only considered the ALMA disk image
in our analysis, but a holistic approach needs to con-
sider multiple types of observation. An important piece



Surface Brightness (m)y)

0.00 0.05

BT | :

10

o 5

I}

4 .
] ALMA fit
@ 0

&

S

i

A -5

-10

10 5 0
RA offset (arcsec)]

-5 -10

ALMA fit+SED

10 5

RA offset (arcsec)

0.10

0

15

Residual (o)

0.15 0.20-4 -2 0 2

(29sa4e) 39s40 DIA

(29soJe) 319s4)0 DIA

-10 10 5 0 -5
RA offset (arcsec)

-5
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model from the converged portion of the chain that best matches the SED (bottom, see Section 5.2); residuals for both models.
The ALMA maps uses the same colorbar as the models. The ALMA fit agrees well with the model image while the SED-selected
model has an acceptable geometry but is significantly dimmer.

of information is the spectral energy distribution (SED)
of the disk. In their Herschel-based study, Moor et al.
(2015) fit the SED and the image of the disk separately.
The SED fit in Mo6r et al. (2015) yields a radius of 64+6
au, which is about twice as large as the image fit (and
also consistent with our fit results). A likely explanation
for this discrepancy is the assumption in the SED fit
that the dust is at blackbody equilibrium temperature.
In debris disks, the smallest grains tend to super-heat to
a temperature that is significantly hotter. As a result,
SED-informed disk radii are significantly smaller than
those obtained from resolved imaging. This discrepancy
has also been studied quantitatively with previous Her-
schel observations of entire samples of debris disks and a
clear trend with stellar luminosity has been shown (e.g.,
Morales et al. 2016). Given the luminosity of HR 2562,
we conclude that a factor of 2 discrepancy between SED-
and image-fit disk radii is consistent with previous liter-
ature.

Nonetheless, our radiative transfer model, which self-
consistently treats the cooling inefficiency of small dust
grains, also predicts a system’s SED so that we can
in principle incorporate this observable in our analysis.
This allows us to consider the SED of the models in
the MCMC chain to assess whether more stringent con-
straints on the disk properties can be inferred. Unfor-
tunately, we did not compute the SED during the chain
and this analysis must be conducted a posteriori. To
examine this, we computed the SEDs of a selection of
models that were included in the MCMC chain. Specif-
ically, we randomly selected 1000 models from all the
walkers in the lower temperature chain between steps
1900 to 2000, where the chain was well converged. We
then computed the x? between the models and the ob-
served SED (including the IRAS, Herschel and ALMA
fluxes) and selected the 100 best fit models. To put the
result of this SED selection in context, we also randomly
selected 100 models from the same part of the chains
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Figure 10. Results of the MCMC fit of the ALMA image of the HR 2562 disk properties. The cornerplot, shown as grey dots
and black density contours, is created from the last 1400 iterations of the chain, i.e., after convergence was reached. Contours
represent the 1, 2, and 3o confidence levels. The 100 models selected from the converging part of the chain that best fit the
observed SED of the disk (see Section 5.2) are represented in red dots.

and plot their SEDs. The results are shown in Figure
14. Many of the models selected based exclusively on
the ALMA image fit are poor fits to the SED, generally
underestimating the 70-160 ym emission. Nonetheless,
some models are good fits to the SED even though our
model fitting was only informed by the ALMA image.
To gauge how well the best fit SED model describes
the ALMA image, we compare it with the best fit im-
age model and the data in Figure 10. The best fit SED
model does not fit the data as well, with a reduced x>
of 1.68 and the clump-like structure around the location
of the star in the disk, indicating that the SED-fitting
model produces a less centrally peaked surface bright-
ness profile. To see the effect of SED rejection on the
disk structures, we overplot the models selected by lower

SED x? with red dots in Figure 10. The main differ-
ence between the SED-selected models and the overall
MCMC posteriors is that the former show a preference
for larger values of R;,. To illustrate this, we again
compare the density profiles of 100 randomly selected
models with those of the 100 best fit SED models as
seen in the right panel of Figure 13. The best fit SED
models almost universally have a peak surface density
radius that is exterior to the apoastron distance of the
companion. In other words, the best SED models pre-
fer the family of models with an inner hole potentially
consistent with truncation by the brown dwarf. This
shows that the SED indeed provides useful information
for us to narrow down the result from the ALMA image
MCMC.
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Figure 12. Relative inclination of the disk (as seen by
ALMA) and the companion’s orbit. The two histograms rep-
resent the two cases regarding the front/back ambiguity in
both disk and orbital planes.

Overall, although our SED-selected models do not fit
the ALMA image as well, they are consistent with strong
dynamical interaction between the substellar companion
and the debris disk, providing a new testbed for such in-
teractions. Future work will require a simultaneous fit
to the SED and resolved images of the disk to provide
tighter and more consistent constraints of the exact ar-
chitecture of the system.

5.3. Dynamical Interaction

A number of theoretical and numerical studies have
tackled the problem of disk truncation by an interior
substellar object, but none was tailored to the exact
configuration of the HR 2562 system. The companion
mass, for which we only have a dynamical upper limit
and a model-dependent estimate, the companion semi-

major axis and the orbital eccentricity, which is only
modestly constrained at this point, are three main fac-
tors that set the location of the disk’s inner radius. Here
we will explore the predictions of several such models
when applied to the parameter values estimated in this
study. Relative inclination likely also plays a role, al-
though most studies assume (near) coplanarity. Since
this is assumption is consistent with all the data at hand
for HR 2562, we can thus use these theoretical predic-
tions to compare them to the geometry of the HR 2562
system and assess the likelihood that the brown dwarf
companion is actively truncating the debris disk. It is
worth pointing out that disk truncation studies some-
times rely on different criteria to define the inner edge,
such as the “chaotic zone” (Quillen & Faber 2006; Chi-
ang et al. 2009) or the “Hill sphere argument” (Pearce
& Wyatt 2014), so that for a given set of parameters,
there is a range of predicted inner radii for the truncated
disk. Nonetheless, we can compare the range of pre-
dicted inner disk radii to the range derived from fitting
our ALMA observations. Although there is a possibil-
ity that the companion’s orbit may be highly eccentric,
which may produce the clump we see in Figure 3 as
well as an asymmetric disk, we do not think this is the
likely scenario due to the clump still being marginally
consistent with a symmetric disk in brightness profile as
well as the fact that the disk and the orbit are shown to
align with each other (Figure 12). Thus, we only con-
sider the case for low to moderate eccentricity orbits in
the following analysis.

Given our limited constraint on the companion’s or-
bit, we select three different values of eccentricity and
derive the corresponding disk inner edge location. We
obtain the corresponding semimajor axis from the or-
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Figure 13. Left: density profiles of 100 randomly selected models from the converged part of the MCMC chain; right: density
profiles of SED-selected models (see Section 5.2). The density profiles in both panels are normalized to their maximum value
for ease of comparison. The blue line marks the separation of the brown dwarf at the time of the ALMA observations while
the red bar represent the 1o range of apoastron distance of its orbit. The restriction of SED alone is enough to eliminate most
models with R;, smaller than the current separation of the brown dwarf, which are physically implausible.
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Figure 14. SED of HR 2562 (orange circles) compared to subsets of the models from the converged part of the ALMA map
fitting MCMC chain. The left panel shows 100 models randomly selected from the chain without considering the SED while
the right panel shows the 100 models from the same portion of the chain with the least x? with respect to the SED. The green
solid line in the left panel represents the model with the best fit model to the ALMA image, and the red solid line in the right

panel represents the lowest x? with respect to the measured SED.

bit posterior distribution in Figure 7 and conservatively
assume the upper limit of 18.5 Mjy,, as the compan-
ion mass in our predictions.We first use an eccentricity
of e ~ 0.1 (and a semi-major axis of 28 au) and adopt
equation 16 from the Fomalhaut-tailored simulations of
Chiang et al. (2009) that is designed for low eccentricity
systems. This yields an estimate of the disk’s inner ra-
dius of 44 au. We also considered the analysis of Pearce
& Wyatt (2014) and applied their Equations9 and 10,

assuming a semi-major axis of 28 au and an eccentricity
of e ~ 0.1, to predict an inner radius of 54 au. Finally,
we consider the result from the N-body disk simulations
in Rodigas et al. (2014) for a more general framework us-
ing the same methodology, exploring explicitly a broader
range of perturber mass and orbital eccentricity (up to
e = 0.2). From their study, we adopt the 10 M; case as
it is the closest to the likely mass of HR 2562 B. Tak-
ing results from their Table 2 and adopting semi-major
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Figure 15. Distribution of inner disk radius for the 1000
randomly selected models from the converged part of the
ALMA MCMC fit and the 100 best fitting models by SED
are plotted (solid and hatched histogram, respectively). The
red arrow and lines mark the range of predicted disk inner
edge locations using the dynamical models from Chiang et al.
(2009), Pearce & Wyatt (2014) and Rodigas et al. (2014).

axes of 30 au and 24 au for the circular and e = 0.2 cases,
we obtain a predicted location of the disk inner radius
of 50.8 and 51.1au, respectively. To compare the es-
timates with our models, we define the effective inner
radius of our models as the half peak point of their sur-
face density. We compute the effective inner radii for
1000 models from the converged portion of the ALMA
MCMC chain as well as the 100 best fitting models by
SED, and show the results alongside the above estimates
on Figure 15.

All in all, existing dynamical models predict that the
HR 2562 B mass and orbit should result in the exte-
rior debris disk being truncated at about 45-55au. Our
ALMA observations suggest that disk extends at least
that close to the brown dwarf, possibly even closer (see
Figure 15). It is therefore extremely likely that the
brown dwarf is directly responsible for the disk trun-
cation, without the need for additional perturbers, as
has been suggested for HD 206893. Given the limited
orbital coverage and modest resolution of our ALMA
observations, it is currently impossible to discriminate
between the different models discussed above, but it is
likely that further observations in the next few years can
produce observational constraints that allow for such a
study. HR 2562 is therefore bound to become a new
testbed for dynamical studies of debris disk truncation
by an interior substellar companion.

6. CONCLUSION
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HR 2562 is an exciting system with a brown dwarf
companion located inside the inner hole of a cold debris
disk, making it a very likely candidate for dynamical
sculpting between the disk and the companion. In this
paper we report the first ALMA 870 um observations
of the disk around HR 2562, as well as the continued
GPI monitoring on the substellar companion’s orbital
motion, which is close to edge-on. Coupled with Gaia
EDRS3 observations of the star we obtain improved con-
straints on the substellar companion orbital elements.
In particular, the combined analysis of the absolute and
relative astrometry of the system places a 3o upper limit
of 18.5 Mj,p on the companion.

The new ALMA observations with an angular reso-
lution roughly 6 times higher than previous Herschel
observations of the system achieved a peak signal to
noise ratio of ~ 7, enabling a more detailed study of
the disk structure. Using radiative transfer modeling,
we perform an MCMC fit of the disk key parameters
and confirm the disk is see at high inclination (3o lower
limit of ¢ > 79°3), consistent with previous studies of
the system. We further compute the misalignment an-
gle between the disk and the orbit and find that it is
either 7 f}f ° or 151“%8 °. depending on unresolved ambi-
guities due to projection effects. This provides further
evidence that the disk and the orbit are close to a copla-
nar configuration.

To test dynamical models of disk truncation by a low-
mass companion, we focus on the location of the in-
ner edge of the debris disk. Modelling of the ALMA
map yields a 30 upper limit of 62.3au, as the resolu-
tion is insufficient to fully resolve the inner parts of the
disk. We note, however, that consideration of the SED
in the analysis further narrows the allowable range of
inner disk radii and locate the latter at ~ 30 au, albeit
with a significant uncertainty. This is close to the apoas-
tron distance derived from our orbital fit, providing fur-
ther evidence for the companion dynamically sculpting
the disk. We further test three disk truncation mod-
els, which predict the location of the disk inner radius
to be in the 45-55au range based on the companion’s
orbit and estimated mass. The image-derived inner ra-
dius is even closer to the companion, possibly pointing
to a lower mass estimate for the companion and/or to
shortcoming in the models.

HR 2562 presents a unique opportunity to quantita-
tively test disk truncation models, provided the sys-
tem’s architecture can be further constrained. Con-
tinued monitoring of the companion’s orbit with high-
contrast imaging instruments and of the reflex motion
of the host star with Gaia will yield increasingly precise
estimates of the orbit geometry as well as the first dy-
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namical measurement of the companion’s mass. Deeper
and higher-resolution images with ALMA, as well as a
simultaneous fit to the sub-millimeter map and the sys-
tem’s SED, will provided a better defined view of the
disk’s inner regions, directly testing dynamical models.
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APPENDIX

A. GAIA GOODNESS OF FIT METRIC

The GAIA EDRS3 catalog provides a number of statistical tools that can be used to analyze the quality of the
astrometric fit. Since the GAIA precision is sensitive to the brightness of the star, in Figure 16, we present key
diagnostic metrics to evaluate the quality of the HR 2562 EDR3 entry. Overall, the star appears well behaved, albeit
with a small but significant astrometric excess noise of 0.158 mas. It is not clear if this excess noise is astrophysical
in nature, but the excess noise is significantly lower than reported in the Hipparcos catalogue (2.4 mas). Overall, we
consider the GATA data to be of good quality, i.e., the data show no strong evidence for departure from a linear motion

over the course of the GAIA observations.

B. FULL ORBITAL FIT
We present the full corner plot to the HR 2562 Borbit MCMC run in section 3.2.2.
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