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ABSTRACT

The JWST NIRSpec integral field unit (IFU) presents a unique opportunity to observe directly

imaged exoplanets from 3 − 5µm at moderate spectral resolution (R ∼ 2, 700) and thereby better
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constrain the composition, disequilibrium chemistry, and cloud properties of their atmospheres. In

this work, we present the first NIRSpec IFU high-contrast observations of a substellar companion that

requires starlight suppression techniques. We develop specific data reduction strategies to study faint

companions around bright stars, and assess the performance of NIRSpec at high contrast. First, we

demonstrate an approach to forward model the companion signal and the starlight directly in the

detector images, which mitigates the effects of NIRSpec’s spatial undersampling. We demonstrate a

sensitivity to planets that are 3 × 10−6 fainter than their stars at 1′′, or 3 × 10−5 at 0.3′′. Then,

we implement a reference star point spread function (PSF) subtraction and a spectral extraction

that does not require spatially and spectrally regularly sampled spectral cubes. This allows us to

extract a moderate resolution (R ∼ 2, 700) spectrum of the faint T-dwarf companion HD 19467 B

from 2.9−5.2µm with signal-to-noise ratio (S/N) ∼ 10 per resolution element. Across this wavelength

range, HD 19467 B has a flux ratio varying between 10−5 − 10−4 and a separation relative to its star

of 1.6′′. A companion paper by Hoch et al. more deeply analyzes the atmospheric properties of this

companion based on the extracted spectrum. Using the methods developed here, NIRSpec’s sensitivity

may enable direct detection and spectral characterization of relatively old (∼ 1Gyr), cool (∼ 250K),

and closely separated (∼ 3− 5 au) exoplanets that are less massive than Jupiter.

Keywords: Direct imaging (387) — High contrast spectroscopy (2370) — High resolution spectroscopy

(2096) — Near infrared astronomy (1093) — Extrasolar gaseous giant planets (509)

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Moderate-resolution spectroscopy for high-contrast

imaging

Moderate-resolution integral field spectroscopy

(1, 000 < R < 10, 000) has proven to be a powerful

technique for studying the atmospheres of directly im-

aged exoplanets. Moderate spectral resolution makes it

possible to resolve the distinct molecular features of a

companion that has a cool atmosphere compared to its

star. Even when classical subtraction of the stellar point

spread function (PSF) is challenging, the signal of faint

sub-stellar companions can be disentangled from the

bright host stars using cross-correlation-inspired tech-

niques. Konopacky et al. (2013) first demonstrated the
technique with the moderate-resolution detection of car-

bon monoxide (CO) and water (H2O) absorption lines

in the atmosphere of HR 8799 c. Moderate resolution

spectroscopy has been used on multiple high-contrast

sub-stellar companions with ground-based telescopes in

the near infrared (< 2.4µm): HR 8799 bcd (Konopacky

et al. 2013; Barman et al. 2015; Petit dit de la Roche

et al. 2018; Ruffio et al. 2019, 2021), β Pictoris b (Hoei-

jmakers et al. 2018), κ Andromedae B (Wilcomb et al.

2020), HIP 65426 b (Petrus et al. 2021), TYC 8998-760-

1 b (Zhang et al. 2021), PDS 70b (Cugno et al. 2021),

VHS 1256 b (Hoch et al. 2022), HD 284149 AB b (Hoch

et al. 2023). Thanks to the prominent features of CO

∗ NASA Postdoctoral Program Fellow
† 51 Pegasi b Fellow

and H2O at K band, these observations have provided

a way to measure the atmospheric carbon-to-oxygen

(C/O) ratio, potentially shedding light on the formation

pathways of exoplanets (e.g. Öberg et al. 2011; Mollière

et al. 2022; Hoch et al. 2023). In the case of TYC

8998-760-1 b, moderate-resolution spectroscopy enabled

the detection of the isotopologue 13CO (Zhang et al.

2021). Radial velocity measurements from moderate-

resolution spectra of the orbiting companion can also

provide a better handle on their orbital parameters such

as eccentricity (Do Ó et al. 2023). Conversely, the lack

of detectable molecular features can also inform about

the presence of dust in the surroundings of a planet, as

was the case for the young and still forming PDS 70 b

(Cugno et al. 2021). However, molecular features are

not the only leverage for detecting planets as moderate

resolution integral field spectroscopy led to the detec-

tion of the second planet in this system PDS 70 c from

its Hα emission line (Haffert et al. 2019).

These observations were made possible by moderate-

resolution (R ∼ 4, 000) integral field spectrographs

(IFS), namely Keck/OSIRIS (Larkin et al. 2006) and

VLT/SINFONI (Eisenhauer et al. 2003; Bonnet et al.

2004), which were not originally designed for direct

imaging of exoplanets. These observations have shown

how moderate spectral resolution can be used for high-

contrast science even without coronagraphs. Further-

more, Agrawal et al. (2023) demonstrated an improved

sensitivity with Keck/OSIRIS at the smallest projected

separations (< 300mas) compared to classical high-

contrast imaging techniques. Using similar data reduc-
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tion techniques, higher spectral resolution (R > 10, 000)

is also possible and enables measurements otherwise not

possible such as more precise radial velocity and spin

measurements (Snellen et al. 2014; Wang et al. 2021b).

Even without integral field spectroscopy, high resolu-

tion spectroscopy can be used for detection with new

concepts such as vortex fiber nulling (Echeverri et al.

2023). High-contrast high-resolution spectroscopy has

also been proposed as a way to directly detect Earth-

sized exoplanets with the future extremely large class

telescopes (Hawker & Parry 2019; Kasper et al. 2021;

Houllé et al. 2021). Landman et al. (2023) demonstrated

that the optimal resolution for exoplanet detection could

be around R ∼ 2, 000.

JWST provides a transformative capability for study-

ing exoplanet atmospheres by enabling moderate-

resolution spectroscopy (R ∼ 2, 700) beyond 3µm. By

providing spectral coverage over most of the emitted

light of directly imaged exoplanets, JWST will improve

our ability to accurately measure disequilibrium chem-

istry, composition, and cloud properties of directly im-

aged exoplanets. For example, MIRI and NIRSpec will

allow the detection of molecules including H2O, CO,

CH4, CO2, NH3, or H2S, many of which are inaccessible

from the ground (Patapis et al. 2022; Mâlin et al. 2023;

Miles et al. 2023). This capability was inaugurated as

part of the Early Release Science (ERS) program that

targeted the widely separated planetary mass compan-

ion VHS 1256 b from 1−20µm (Miles et al. 2023). VHS

1256 b was prioritized as the ERS target in part be-

cause of its wide separation and faint primary makes it a

comparatively easy target that does not require starlight

suppression techniques. In JWST cycle 1, several GO

and GTO programs have begun applying the NIRSpec

IFU towards spectroscopy of slightly more challenging

targets at contrasts of 10−2–10−3 (e.g. TWA 27 B in

program 1270, Luhman et al. (2023); TYC 8998-760-1 b

and c in program 2044, Hoch et al. in prep). The work

we present here aims for the first time at the more sub-

stantial challenge of companions at 10−4 contrast and

even higher contrast.

1.2. The context and goals of this program

In this work, we present the first high-contrast spec-

troscopic observations with the NIRSpec integral field

unit (IFU) in which the signal of a companion needs to

be disentangled from its host star. The cycle 1 GTO

program 1414 (PI: Perrin) was designed with comple-

mentary scientific and technical goals to achieve: i) at-

mospheric characterization of a benchmark brown dwarf

companion with measured dynamical mass, at dramati-

cally greater precision and sensitivity than possible from

the ground, and ii) an assessment of the performance

and optimal observing strategy for high-contrast science

with the NIRSpec IFU. This work focuses on the latter

goal, but also includes the spectral extraction for the

brown dwarf companion. The atmospheric characteriza-

tion is described in a separate companion paper (Hoch

et al. in prep.).

The target selected, the old and cold T-dwarf

HD 19467 B (Crepp et al. 2014), is a roughly 70 Jupiter

mass object orbiting a solar-mass star. Its apparent

separation is 1.6′′ from the host star, with a flux ra-

tio varying between 10−5 − 10−4 from 3 − 5µm. The

speckles at this separation are similar in intensity to

the companion. It makes HD 19467 B well suited for

testing high-contrast techniques with the NIRSpec IFU.

This same brown dwarf companion was also the target

of NIRCam coronagraphy very early in cycle 1 (GTO

1189; PI: Roellig; Greenbaum et al. 2023), which now

enables cross-validation of measurements between the

two instruments.

Program 1414 was designed to test and compare mul-

tiple strategies for achieving high contrast with the NIR-

Spec IFU. Commonly used observing strategies for high-

contrast imaging and spectroscopy include: Reference

Differential Imaging (RDI; Lafrenière et al. 2009), An-

gular Differential Imaging (ADI; Schneider et al. 1998;

Liu 2004; Marois et al. 2006), Spectral Differential Imag-

ing Marois et al. (SDI; 2000), and methods that leverage

the moderate to high spectral resolution of the data such

as cross-correlation techniques (e.g. Konopacky et al.

2013). In order to test these strategies and the impact

of saturation on the final sensitivity, the observing plan

included pairs of observations to allow tests of ADI as

well as RDI both with and without the bright saturat-

ing star within the IFU field of view. Unfortunately, the

observations partially failed due to a guide star acquisi-

tion error. A repeat of the full sequence including the

failed ones was approved, and is expected in January

2024. However, the partial dataset is already highly

informative for determining the high-contrast sensitiv-

ity of NIRSpec and identifying the current limitations

of the instrument. In this initial work, we explore two

complementary techniques: the first leverages the dis-

tinct spectral signature of the planet compared to its

host star, and the second uses RDI point spread function

(PSF) subtraction adapted to work on the IFU spectral

“point cloud” without interpolation into datacubes. The

point cloud refers to the native detector pixel sampling

of the observation, as described below.
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This paper is part of a series to be presented by the

JWST Telescope Scientist Team (JWST-TST)1, led by

M. Mountain and convened in 2002 following a compet-

itive NASA selection process. In addition to providing

scientific support for observatory development through

launch and commissioning, the team was awarded 210

hours of Guaranteed Time Observer (GTO) time. This

time is being used for studies in three different subject

areas: (a) Transiting Exoplanet Spectroscopy (lead: N.

Lewis; e.g., Grant et al. 2023); (b) Exoplanet and Debris

Disk High-Contrast Imaging (lead: M. Perrin; e.g., Re-

bollido et al. 2024); and (c) Local Group Proper Motion

Science (lead: R. van der Marel; e.g., Libralato et al.

2023). A common theme of these investigations is the

desire to pursue and demonstrate science for the astro-

nomical community at the limits of what is made possi-

ble by the exquisite optics and stability of JWST. The

high-contrast portion of the TST investigation includes

efforts studying exoplanetary systems and circumstellar

disks using the full range of high contrast modes with

JWST NIRCam, MIRI, and NIRSpec. The programs

within this area were crafted to rapidly advance knowl-

edge of high-contrast strategies and best practices with

JWST early in the mission, while yielding significant

astrophysical insights into a wide range of circumstellar

systems.

1.3. The need for a high-contrast-optimized data

reduction strategy for JWST NIRSpec

High-contrast science is particularly challenging be-

cause it requires subtracting, or modelling, the stellar

host point spread function very accurately to uncover

the unbiased companion spectrum. Limitations of the

standard NIRSpec IFU data reduction strategy war-

ranted the development of a different approach to an-

alyzing JWST IFU data.

A particular challenge with the NIRSpec IFU is that

it is spatially undersampled. In fact, it is one of the most

spatially undersampled modes of JWST. For example,

the full-width-at-half-maximum (FWHM) of the NIR-

Spec PSF at 3µm equals its spatial pixel (spaxel) size

of 0.1′′; it is not Nyquist-sampled at any wavelength.

As a result, a prominent artifact in NIRSpec IFU spec-

tra of the current pipeline outputs is a low-frequency

quasi-periodic flux fluctuation. This artifact can have a

peak-to-valley amplitude up to 50% of the continuum in

a single spaxel of a single exposure (See Figure 9 in Law

et al. 2023, which depicts this for MIRI MRS; the issue

equally affects NIRSpec IFU data). This artifact is due

1 https://www.stsci.edu/∼marel/jwsttelsciteam.html

to the interplay between the Drizzle-based cube extrac-

tion (Fruchter & Hook 2002; Law et al. 2023), the spatial

undersampling, and the curvature of the spectral traces

on the detector. Specifically, the trace is not perfectly

horizontal on the detector so the flux of a point source is

periodically either concentrated on a pixel row or split

between neighboring rows as the light slowly moves ver-

tically as a function of wavelength. The issue of spectral

oscillations due to curved traces on the detector is not

unique to NIRSpec and was for example also seen with

Spitzer (Smith et al. 2007; Lebouteiller et al. 2010).

Existing mitigation strategies include combining sev-

eral dither positions and integrating the flux over a wide

aperture centered on the point source in the final spec-

tral cube to average this effect. Using MIRI Medium

Resolution Spectroscopy (MRS), Law et al. (2023) shows

that the oscillations can be reduced to < 5% of the con-

tinuum with an aperture extraction radius of at least 0.5

times the PSF FWHM, and reduced to < 1% with an

extraction radius at least 1.5 times the PSF FWHM.

However, as discussed in more detail in Section 3.5,

the effectiveness of the current dithering is field- and

wavelength-dependent as the spatial dimensions are not

uniformly sampled by the various dithering patterns.

Using aperture photometry to reduce these systemat-

ics is also undesirable in some cases. In a high-contrast

speckle dominated regime, aperture photometry leads to

a higher level of starlight contamination in the compan-

ion spectrum compared to PSF fitting, and effectively

reducing the spatial resolution of the IFU. Furthermore,

for cases in which we want to perform PSF subtractions,

that subtraction ought to be performed for each spaxel,

so averaging over apertures is inherently not a desirable

approach. A second systematic noise floor is set by un-

corrected bad pixels in NIRSpec extractions, which is

currently at a similar amplitude as the undersampling

oscillations.

These systematics prevent a sufficiently accurate sub-

traction of the stellar PSF for high-contrast imaging in

current standard pipeline output products. With a sys-

tematic floor at 1% of the continuum, a typical directly

imaged planet that might be 100 times fainter than the

speckle field (a.k.a., diffracted starlight) at its separation

would have a S/N per spectral bin limited to unity.

We therefore have developed an alternative approach

to NIRSpec IFU data reduction that enables the de-

tection and characterization of high-contrast compan-

ions down to the stellar photon noise regime. This is

made possible by forward modeling the astrophysical

scene directly in the flux-calibrated NIRSpec detector

images, without interpolation into datacubes. The algo-

rithms and software leverage the framework developed

https://www.stsci.edu/~marel/jwsttelsciteam.html
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for Keck/OSIRIS in Ruffio et al. (2021) and Agrawal

et al. (2023). A similar approach was used in de Graaff

et al. (2023) to forward model the detector images with

the NIRSpec multi-object spectroscopy (MOS) mode.

We note in passing that, though the mathematical ap-

proaches differ significantly, conceptually the core idea

of forward modeling the undersampled data directly in

the detector frame is adjacent to well-established tech-

niques for achieving highly precise astrometry and pho-

tometry in undersampled Hubble, or Spitzer IRAC im-

ages, by fitting models to data in the detector frame

(Anderson & King 2000; Anderson 2016; Esplin & Luh-

man 2016). In both cases, highly precise measurements

with minimal systematics are enabled by fitting models

to the information content present across many under-

sampled pixels. A specific example with Hubble of man-

aging undersampled imaging data by combining mul-

tiple dither positions for high contrast is Rajan et al.

(2015).

1.4. Outline

The NIRSpec IFU observations of HD 19467 B are

presented in Section 2 and the initial data reduction

steps are described in Section 3. In Section 4, we pro-

pose a strategy to forward model the companion signal

and the starlight directly in the detector images. This

method addresses the spatial undersampling and bad

pixel issues in NIRSpec. We also demonstrate the sen-

sitivity of the NIRSpec IFU for the direct detection of

exoplanets as a function of their effective temperature.

The cost of this proposed forward model is the effec-

tive loss of the spectral continuum of the companion.

In order to recover the full spectrum of HD 19467 B

including its continuum, we implement a reference star

PSF subtraction routine described in Section 5. This

RDI implementation does not require regularly sampled

spectral cubes, but it remains limited by the large in-

terpolation errors of spatially resampling the reference

star observations onto the science dataset. In Section

6, we propose a regularization framework that combines

the flexibility of the forward model with prior knowledge

of the PSF profile to combine the best of both worlds.

Improving RDI for the NIRSpec IFU will be needed to

go beyond this proof of concept. In Section 7, we dis-

cuss our results and make recommendations for future

high-contrast observations with the NIRSpec IFU. We

conclude in Section 8.

This outline is illustrated in Figure 1 including the

data flow and main data processing steps.

2. NIRSPEC OBSERVATIONS

The observations used in this work are from cycle 1

GTO program 1414 (PI: Marshall Perrin) obtained on

January 25 (UT) 2023 and detailed in Table 1. The

first two science observations (Obs. 2 & 3), intended

for the ADI test and RDI with star offset, failed due

to guide star acquisition error. The currently available

data only includes the second roll angle with the satu-

rated star within the field of view (Obs. 4), as well as

both reference observations (Obs. 1 & 5). In this work,

we only analyze obs. 4 & 5. It consists of one 35 min

JWST NIRSpec IFU (Jakobsen et al. 2022; Böker et al.

2022) observation of the late T-type brown-dwarf com-

panion HD 19467 B using NIRSpec’s G395H grating and

F290LP filter. The astrophysical scene is illustrated in

Figure 2. The reference star, taken immediately after,

is used to subtract the stellar point spread function in

the science observation before the spectral extraction of

the companion spectrum (see Section 5). The reference

star is however not used to detect the companion with

the forward model in Section 4.

Both science and reference stars are too bright for

target acquisition, so the absolute pointing accuracy of

JWST after guide star acquisition of 0.1′′ was used. Re-

latedly, choosing to omit target acquisition also allows

the NIRSpec grating wheel mechanism to remain un-

moved at the G395H position throughout the entire se-

quence of observations. This eliminates any potential

effects from the small non-repeatability in position of

that mechanism, which could potentially have a minor

effect on PSF subtractions but can be entirely avoided

in this way. The small (0.25”) cycling dither pattern

with nine positions was chosen to improve the spatial

sampling, while ensuring the science target remained in

the IFU FOV within the pointing accuracy. The refer-

ence star HD 18511 is brighter (K = 4.3, Cutri et al.

(2003); A2, (Houk & Smith-Moore 1988)) than the sci-

ence host HD 19467 (K = 5.4, Cutri et al. (2003); G3V,

Houk & Smith-Moore (1988)), so the exposure time was

set shorter to reach a similar flux level. The core of the

stellar PSF fully saturates up to 0.2′′ at 3.0µm (< 0.1′′

at 5.0µm), with partial saturation of the ramps up to

0.5′′. The saturation also causes charges to transfer

across most of the detector chip, but primarily affect-

ing pixels in the same slices as the saturated PSF core

(Böker et al. 2022).

The wavelength range of the spectral gap between the

two NIRSpec detectors around 4µm varies depending

on position in the field of view: the layout of the IFU

spectra projected onto the detectors results in each slice

from the IFU slicer having a distinct wavelength gap.

Therefore, in principle, the gap can be reduced by tak-

ing multiple offset exposures such that the target is ob-

served across widely separated slices. The only success-

ful science observation (obs. 4) was aimed at keeping



6 Ruffio et al.

Uncal cal Point cloud

RA, Dec, λ

Continuum 
normalized 
spectrum

Bad Pixels

Detector image
Forward Model

Uncal cal
Point cloud
& λ Interp.

RA, Dec, λ

Continuum 
normalized 
spectrum

Bad Pixels

Science 

PSF 
subtracted 
Point cloud

S/N map

Error map

Flux map

PSF model
(WebbPSF)

1D 
spectrum

Spectral extraction

5σ 
Sensitivity

Atmo. model 
(BTSettl)

Or
OPD

RDI

Reference star

Atmospheric 
Characterization

Section 3

RDI prior
Section 6

Wavelength  (λ) 
Interpolation

Section 4

Section 5

Figure 1. Illustration of the data processing steps showing conceptually the information flow between the complementary
techniques used. Section 3 describes the processing and reduction of uncalibrated (uncal) data, for both science and reference
targets. The point cloud results from combining flux-calibrated detector images (cal) with the corresponding spatial (RA, Dec)
and spectral (λ) coordinates of each pixel. The output spectral information from Section 3 flows into both the Forward Model,
described in section 4, and the RDI PSF subtraction, described in section 5. The outputs of the forward model are the flux,
S/N, and detection sensitivity maps. The output of the RDI PSF subtraction is the companion spectrum. Section 6 presents
steps toward more tightly integrating these methods through the use of RDI outputs to set priors on the forward model.

both the host and the companion in the field of view,

using the small (0.25” extent) dither pattern only, and

therefore the gap in the spectrum remained large (Fig-

ure 3). However, the first failed science observation (obs.

2) would have placed the companion at the center of

the IFU field, in a set of slices with the gap shifted by

about half its width. This means that the gap across all

datasets combined will be reduced when the program is

fully completed. Science programs with particular needs

for wavelength coverage around the gap region can use

target placement within the IFU field to optimize wave-

length coverage.

3. DATA REDUCTION

3.1. Detector image flux calibration

NIRSpec IFU data is typically reduced as follows using

the JWST data pipeline (Bushouse et al. 2023): 1) the

stage 1 pipeline is used to process uncalibrated up-the-

ramp data to generate rate maps (* rate.fits) in DN/s,

2) the stage 2 pipeline is used to flux calibrate the 2D

images (* cal.fits), 3) spectral cubes (* s3d.fits) are pro-

duced by the stage 2, or stage 3, pipeline to obtain

spatially and spectrally regularly-sampled data using a

3D implementation of the Drizzle algorithm (Fruchter &

Hook 2002; Law et al. 2023), 4) spectra of point sources

can be obtained using aperture photometry of the final

cubes. As explained in Section 1.3, we do not use the

spectral cubes in this work. Instead, we will use the
flux-calibrated detector images as the starting point of

further analyses.

The uncalibrated NIRSpec detector images were gen-

erated using the version 2022 4a (SDP VER) of the

JWST Science Data Processing (SDP) subsystem. The

science calibration pipeline version “1.12.5” (CAL VER)

stages 1 and 2 were used to produce the flux-calibrated

detector images. The version of the Calibration Ref-

erence Data System (CRDS) selection software was

11.17.14 (CRDS VER) and the CRDS context version

is jwst 1185.pmap (CRDS CTX) (Greenfield & Miller

2016).

NIRSpec detector images feature systematic vertical

strips due to the 1/f noise. The charge transfer from the

saturated central star also creates a broad background

feature covering most of the detector. We address both
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Figure 2. Detection of the high-contrast companion HD 19467 B with the JWST NIRSpec IFU. (Left) Median spectral cube
image from the JWST science calibration pipeline. (Middle) Detection map representing the companion signal-to-noise ratio
(S/N) at each sky coordinate. The S/N is calculated using a joint forward model of the starlight and the companion signal
in the detector images, which can be compared to a cross-correlation S/N. HD 19467 B is detected with S/N = 232 after
combining all exposures. (Right) Detection sensitivity (5σ) expressed as a companion-to-star flux ratio of various detection
methods: forward model (FM), reference differential imaging (RDI), and the published ADI+RDI NIRCam F444W sensitivity
from Carter et al. (2023) as the black line. We scaled the NIRCam contrast curve with the square root of the exposure time
and stellar brightness to match the NIRSpec dataset, although we note that the NIRCam detection limits have not yet been
shown to be photon noise limited at small projected separations. The scatter in the NIRSpec detection limits do not represent
its uncertainty, but they are the results of the 2D spatial variations of the NIRSpec PSF. The region within 0.3′′ is greyed out
because the current implementation of the method is not valid there, but it may theoretically be achieved in the future. The
scatter plot of the PSF profile (grey) represents the raw PSF intensity values in each spaxel relative to the peak. In this plot, we
demonstrate that the NIRSpec IFU reaches deep high-contrast sensitivity (10−6−10−5) at small projected separation (0.3−2′′)
with moderate-resolution spectroscopy.

Obs. Status Target Grating Filter Groups Tint per exp. Dithers Total Tint Description

1 OK - not used HD 18511 G395H/F290LP 5 87.5 s 9 13 min PSF star for obs. 2

2 GSA FAILED HD 19467 G395H/F290LP 15 233.4 s 9 35 min offset out of FOV

3 GSA FAILED HD 19467 G395H/F290LP 15 233.4 s 9 35 min in field, roll angle 1

4 OK - this work HD 19467 G395H/F290LP 15 233.4 s 9 35 min in field, roll angle 2

5 OK - this work HD 18511 G395H/F290LP 5 87.5 s 9 13 min PSF star for obs. 4

Table 1. Observations of the cycle 1 GTO program 1414 (PI: Perrin) that occurred on January 25 (UT) 2023. The readout
pattern is NRSIRS2RAPID. The nine dithers followed the small cycling pattern starting from the first position. Observation 2 and 3
failed due to a problem with the guide star acquisition (GSA). This data can be found in MAST: https://doi.org/10.17909/q524-
zn59.

issues by implementing an intermediate step between

the stage 1 and stage 2 pipeline to remove these back-

ground features in the rate maps described in Appendix

C. The method is analogous to the NSClean algorithm

(Rauscher 2024), but uses a column-wise spline to fit the

background column-wise instead of a Fourier decompo-

sition.

Note that the pipeline’s “cube build” step works in

part by extracting from the “cal” files the fluxes at

each detector pixel’s unique x, y, λ and then interpolat-

ing (drizzling) those into a regular cube sampling. The

set of fluxes on the irregular x, y, λ sampling defined by

the IFU projection onto the detector is called the “point

cloud”2. Though we do not use pipeline-produced cubes,

we make use of the point cloud concept and terminology.

The point cloud is conceptually isomorphic to the set of

all valid detector pixels. In other words, the detector

images and the point cloud are exactly equivalent, and

2 see https://jwst-pipeline.readthedocs.io/en/latest/jwst/
cube build/main.html

https://doi.org/10.17909/q524-zn59
https://doi.org/10.17909/q524-zn59
https://jwst-pipeline.readthedocs.io/en/latest/jwst/cube_build/main.html
https://jwst-pipeline.readthedocs.io/en/latest/jwst/cube_build/main.html
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Figure 3. The spectrum of HD 19467 B after reference-star differential imaging (RDI) and WebbPSF spectral extraction (Section
5). The RDI flux error is shown as the blue shaded region, which is estimated from the standard deviation of residual speckles
spectra in an annulus around the companion. These errors are in practice correlated, so we conceptually separate the noise into
two terms: the noise correlated on small spectral scales from interpolations (< 2 pixels) and the noise correlated on larger scales
from residuals speckles. The standard deviation of the small-scale fraction of the total variance is labeled as the small-scale
error. The photometry derived from the NIRSpec RDI spectrum is consistent with our reanalysis of the NIRCam photometry
originally presented in Greenbaum et al. (2023) as well as the Lp data point from Maire et al. (2020) within calibration systematic
uncertainties.

switching from one to the other does not involve any

interpolation.

3.2. Additional preprocessing steps

We further process each individual flux-calibrated im-

age (“cal”) as described below:

Bad pixel identification and masking: Any pixel

marked as “do not use” in the data quality (“DQ”)

extension of the “cal” file are masked in any subse-

quent steps. Pixels with comparatively very large

estimated flux errors in the “ERR” extension of

“cal” files proved to be outliers despite their in-

dicated larger error. We therefore identify these

as bad pixels using a row-by-row sigma clipping

of the error map. Each row of the flux error map

is high-pass filtered using a median filter and a

50-pixel sliding window. Any pixels deviating by

more than 50 times the median absolute deviation

of the residuals of each row is marked as bad. Ad-

ditional bad pixels are identified and masked after

the continuum normalized spectrum is derived as

explained in Section 3.3.

Wavelength grid definition: The wavelength of each

pixel is extracted from the “WAVELENGTH” ex-

tension of the “cal” file. We use this original wave-

length information when forward modeling the de-

tector images. Not interpolating the pixels on a

regular wavelength grid is indeed always preferable

to avoid introducing new interpolation systemat-

ics in the analysis. However, fitting a PSF is more

tractable on a regularly sampled wavelength grid,

which is what we choose to do when implement-

ing the PSF subtraction and the spectral extrac-
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tion. For these cases, we define a fixed wavelength

sampling for each of the two NIRSpec detectors

that ranges from the minimum to the maximum

value in the wavelength map with a bin size equal

to the median wavelength difference between two

horizontally neighboring pixels on the detector.

The sampling is kept the same throughout this

work for all the datasets and it will be referred

to as {λi}. The minimum, maximum, and bin

size for the shorter wavelength detector (NRS1) is

2.8595µm, 4.1013µm, and 6.8× 10−4 µm, while it

is 4.0813µm, 5.2787µm, and 6.7×10−4 µm for the

longer wavelength detector (NRS2).

Pixel sky coordinates: The (∆RApix,∆Decpix) rela-

tive positions of each pixel in the detector im-

ages are calculated relative to the host star

(RAstar,Decstar) in sky coordinates using the WCS

headers in the FITS file and the related tools in

the JWST science calibration pipeline. The pixel

relative coordinates are converted to offsets in arc-

seconds accounting for the scaling by the cosine of

the declination for the right ascension direction:

∆RApix = (RApix − RAstar) ∗ cos(Decpix),

∆Decpix = Decpix −Decstar.

Charge transfer masking: The saturation of the host

star leads to charge transfer to neighboring pixels

on the detector, which creates a bright bar artifact

in the other pixels in the same IFU slices as shown

in Figure 2 or Figure 7 in Böker et al. (2022). A

more detailed explanation can be found in Ap-

pendix C. To avoid any biases from the charge

transfer, we mask a 0.3′′ wide bar across the data

(i.e. roughly discard the three slices centered on

the star). We approximately align the bar mask

with the star correcting for any offset between the

predicted and measured position of the star.

All these steps were implemented in the NIRSpec

instrument class jwstnirpsec cal in the open-source

package breads, the Broad Repository for Exoplanet

Analysis, Discovery, and Spectroscopy3 (Agrawal et al.

2024). The Python scripts used throughout this work to

process data and generate figures is publicly available in

a Github repository4 (Ruffio 2024).

3.3. Continuum normalized spectrum of the host star

The primary purpose of this section is to derive the

best possible empirical spectrum of the star that can be

3 https://github.com/jruffio/breads commit hash fb83691
4 https://github.com/jruffio/HD 19467 B commit hash b853a66

used to model the starlight (i.e., speckles) when fitting

for the companion. It is a cornerstone of the forward

model defined in Section 4. This spectrum will also be

used to identify remaining bad pixels before any subse-

quent analysis, which is why it is introduced first.

As noted above, extracted spectra of point sources

from datacubes are currently limited to a S/N per reso-

lution element well below the photon-noise limit in the

bright star regime due to the spatial undersampling of

the NIRSpec IFU and the current management of bad

pixels in the JWST science calibration pipeline (Section

1.3).

We show that it is possible to obtain a photon-noise

limited spectrum at the cost of normalizing its contin-

uum, using the method outlined below and illustrated

in Figure 4. A continuum-normalized spectrum is in-

teresting because it is sufficient in several applications

where reaching the photon noise limit is most important.

For example, a continuum-normalized spectrum can be

sufficient for measuring radial velocities or studying the

relative amplitude of spectral features.

We use the fact that it is not necessary to extract the

1D spectrum of a point source before normalizing its

continuum. We can indeed normalize the detector im-

ages by dividing the continuum of the spectrum row by

row on the detector. To understand why this works, one

could imagine normalizing a spectral cube by estimat-

ing and dividing the continuum one spaxel at a time.

Each spaxel would now include a continuum normalized

spectrum of the star, albeit with different levels of noise

depending on the original flux level. These normalized

spaxels could then be combined with a weighted mean

into a master normalized spectrum of the star. We are

doing something similar, albeit in detector space. Spax-

els are equivalent to traces on the detector, so we could

equivalently divide the continuum of each trace. One

issue is that traces are slightly curved on the detector,

which means that they do not exactly fall on individual

pixel rows. However, this curvature only translates into

a slow modulation of the continuum when considering

a single row. This does not affect the continuum nor-

malization as long as the curvature is mild enough and

the slow modulation can be followed by the low pass fil-

ter. This row-by-row normalization has proven to be an

effective way to address the spatial undersampling and

the bad pixels of NIRSpec, and importantly does not re-

quire any spatial interpolations. The scale of the contin-

uum fluctuations within a row is defined by the typical

spatial extent of a speckle (i.e. the diffraction limit of

the telescope), the movement of the speckles due to the

magnification of the PSF with wavelength, and the cur-

vature of the dispersion axis on the NIRSpec detector.

https://github.com/jruffio/breads
https://github.com/jruffio/HD_19467_B
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Figure 4. Empirical derivation of a continuum normalized spectrum of the host star HD 19467. This corresponds to a single
exposure (jw01414004001 02101 00001 nrs2 cal.fits) with an integration time of 233.4 s of the NRS2 NIRSpec detector. For
clarity, the third panel from the top zooms in a narrow interval of the wavelength highlighted in red. The wavelength bins δλ
are defined such that λ/δλ ∼ 10, 000.
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We found the spline model introduced in Agrawal et al.

(2023) and Ruffio et al. (2023) to be a good model to

fit the continuum and normalize it. For a general pur-

pose application, it would be possible to use a simpler

continuum normalization. However, the spline model is

the foundation of the forward model defined in Section

4, which is used to recover the companion signal, so it is

necessary to use the same continuum normalization at

this stage. The continuum of each row is modeled as a

linear combination of modes defined for a set of K = 40

nodes regularly spaced in wavelength space correspond-

ing to a spacing of ∼ 0.03µm.

The linear model for each row of data is defined as

drow =Mrowϕrow + nrow, (1)

where drow is the data vector of size Nrow made out of

the valid pixels in a given row of the detector. (An ex-

ample of drow is illustrated as the blue line in the top

panel of Figure 4). The linear parameter ϕrow has K pa-

rameters corresponding to the values of the continuum

at the K spline nodes. Following the method in Agrawal

et al. (2023), Mrow = [c1, . . . , cK ] is a matrix of shape

(Nrow,K) in which each column ci corresponds to the

spline component centered on each node as illustrated

with dashed-purple lines in the top panel of Figure 4.

The photon noise is represented by the random vector

nrow, which is modeled by a multivariate Gaussian dis-

tribution with a diagonal covariance matrix Σrow. The

diagonal elements of Σrow srow are defined from the es-

timated flux errors for each pixel. The flux errors are

calculated by the JWST science calibration pipeline and

saved as a FITS file extension.

Improving upon the models used in Agrawal et al.

(2023) and Ruffio et al. (2023), we add a Gaussian reg-

ularization term on the parameters ϕrow to improve the

numerical stability of the inversion of the linear least

square problem. We discuss in Section 6 how this prior

can also be used to better constrain the spectral con-

tinuum of a companion. We explain how this regular-

ization changes the derivation of the covariance and the

marginalized likelihood in Appendix A, which were orig-

inally derived in Appendix D.3 and D.6 in Ruffio et al.

(2019) without regularization. The Gaussian prior on

ϕrow is defined by a mean vector µϕ and vector of stan-

dard deviations sϕ. We fit the data a first time using the

median flux of the row as the prior mean and standard

deviation. Subsequently, in a second and final fit, we set

both the mean and standard deviation of the prior to the

best-fit values ϕrow of the first fit. Using the properties

of Gaussian conjugate priors and linear models (see Ap-

pendix A), the problem can be rewritten in an identical

format:

d′row =M ′
rowϕrow + n′

row, (2)

by concatenating the vectors and matrices as follows

d′row =

[
drow

µϕ

]
,M ′

row =

[
Mrow

IK

]
. (3)

IK is the identity matrix of size K. The new diag-

onal covariance matrix is defined by the diagonal el-

ements [srow, sϕ]. The advantage of this approach is

that the regularization can be implemented with mini-

mal changes to the code.

We define the best-fit model continuum in a row as

mrow. After the continuum has been fitted, it is divided

from the data as drow/mrow assuming element-wise divi-

sion (panel 2 in Figure 4). This process is done for each

row of the detector, leading to a continuum normalized

detector image. We apply the following criteria to select

the pixels that will be used to derive the final 1D con-

tinuum normalized spectrum. Pixels with normalized

residuals (drow −mrow)/srow that are 10 times the me-

dian absolute deviation in their row are masked. Then,

we also remove pixels with mrow/srow < 5 to avoid in-

cluding pixels that are dominated by the background.

Out of the remaining pixels, we only consider the 50%

brighter, which leads to panel 3 in Figure 4. The pixels

meeting that criterion from all rows across the detec-

tor are then combined: The final continuum-normalized

1D spectrum is derived using a weighted mean in small

wavelength bins of width δλ such that λ/δλ ∼ 10, 000.

The higher resolution sampling of this empirical spec-

trum is chosen to reduce interpolation errors in later

steps. The quality of the resulting spectrum is insensi-

tive to spatial undersampling and bad pixel interpola-

tion issues allowing it to reach the photon noise limit

even in the bright star regime. This remains true even

when the core of the PSF is saturated, as is the case

here. These spectra can however be sensitive to the cur-

vature of the traces on the detector if the low pass filter

is not flexible enough to follow steeper fluctuations of

the continuum in a given row.

Finally, we use this continuum normalized spectrum to

robustly and empirically identify bad pixels in NIRSpec

IFU images. We do this by first modifying the forward

model of the data to also include the stellar features.

This is done by imprinting the stellar spectral features

in the spline modes directly such that the model is no

longer a smooth continuum, but a continuum-modulated

version of the stellar spectrum. Specifically, we multi-

ply each column of the model matrix Mrow by S(wrow)

element-wise: ciS(wrow), with wrow the wavelength of

each pixel in this row and S a function that linearly
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interpolates the continuum normalized spectrum of the

star. We fit the more accurate forward model in the

same way to each row of the detector and identify bad

pixels through sigma clipping. We use the same method

as before by identifying pixels in the residuals of a row

that deviate by more than 10 times the median absolute

deviation of the normalized residuals.

The derived continuum-normalized spectrum and im-

proved map of bad pixels are saved and used as inputs

into the forward model described below.

3.4. Interpolating the data on a regular wavelength grid

The dispersion direction on the NIRSpec detector is

slightly curved along the horizontal axis of the detector,

so pixels in the vertical direction do not have a constant

wavelength. We therefore interpolate the detector im-

ages row by row onto the regular grid of wavelength {λi}
to obtain monochromatic 2D slices of the point cloud

and simplify the PSF fitting process. In the following,

the fitted PSF will be either a PSF model from WebbPSF

or a reference star with its own point cloud. We linearly

interpolate not only the flux, but also the correspond-

ing ∆RApix, ∆Decpix, and flux error maps for each ex-

posure. The interpolation of the spatial coordinates is

necessary because of the curvature of the spectral traces

on the detector, which means that the spatial coordi-

nates slowly vary along a pixel row. When we refer to

the pixel sampling in the spatial and spectral direction,

we actually mean the vertical and horizontal directions

on the detector, which are not perfectly aligned with

the true spatial and spectral direction, but very close.

We do not interpolate bad pixels so any rectified pixels

neighboring a bad pixel are also marked as bad. In the

rectified images, each column has a constant wavelength,

but the spatial sampling remains irregular as shown in

Figure 5. The worst of the NIRSpec undersampling is

in the vertical detector directions (i.e., spatial) so in-

terpolating over the horizontal detector directions (i.e.,

spectral) comes with a limited penalty on the systemat-

ics compared to the spatial direction. Indeed, defining

the sampling as the ratio between the FWHM and the

pixel width, the sampling varies between 1–1.6 across

the 3–5µm range in the spatial direction and 1.7–2.7 in

the spectral direction assuming R ∼ 2, 700.

3.5. Issue with dithering and spatial sub-pixel sampling

During analyses of these data, we found that using

the 9-point cycling dither pattern did not result in as

uniform an improvement in the spatial sampling as had

been desired. Although the 2D sampling of the point

cloud is not regular, the density of points in the spa-

tial dimensions of a single exposure is mostly uniform in

sky coordinates with a typical separation of ∼ 0.1′′ be-

tween any neighboring data points. Ideally, a four-point

dither strategy should improve the sampling by a fac-

tor two down to ∼ 0.05′′ between data points, and the

nine-point dither should in principle improve by a factor

of three. However, we show in Figure 6 that the spa-

tial sampling density resulting from the current dither-

ing patterns is not uniform in the field of view due to

sub-pixel offsets between slices. For parts of the field

of view, some pixel phases never get sampled despite

the various dither positions. Consequently, the spatial

sampling of a science target might therefore not be sig-

nificantly improved by the dithering strategy depending

on its position in the field of view. Additionally, the

sampling density is shown to vary with wavelength. A

larger number of dithers is necessary compared to the

recommended value of 4 to better address the spatial

undersampling of the NIRSpec IFU.

3.6. Spectral Extraction by Fitting a simulated PSF

from WebbPSF

There exist two general strategies to extract the flux

from detector images: aperture photometry and PSF

fitting, which might be referred to as box and optimal

extraction in the context of spectral extraction. Hybrid

strategies can also exist in practice. Aperture photome-

try has the advantage of a simpler implementation and

does not require an accurate model PSF. It is however

particularly sensitive to masked bad pixels which need

to be interpolated over to account for their unknown flux

contribution. The finite size of the aperture also needs

to be calibrated to account for the missing flux in the

tail of the PSF. PSF fitting provides the most precise

(i.e., small error bars) method to extract the flux be-

cause it optimally weighs down pixels with lower S/N.

It can however be less accurate (i.e., biased). It is also

typically more robust to masked bad pixels because they

are simply removed from the χ2 calculation. However,

PSF fitting requires an accurate model to avoid system-

atic biases, which can be difficult to obtain.

The spatial undersampling of the NIRSpec IFU adds

to the challenge as small-aperture extractions lead to

spurious oscillations in the spectra (Law et al. 2023).

The need for large-aperture extractions to address this

issue limits the ability to extract spectra of closely sep-

arated or high-contrast targets. PSF fitting could how-

ever be used to retrieve the individual spectra of close

binaries and blended stars by jointly fitting multiple

PSFs. In the context of high-contrast science, aper-

ture photometry tends to underperform in the speckle-

dominated regime. Indeed, fitting a PSF ensures a mini-
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Figure 5. Interpolation of a NIRSpec detector image onto a regular wavelength grid
(jw01414004001 02101 00001 nrs2 cal.fits). (Left) Original flux-calibrated detector image featuring the slices of the
NIRSpec IFU. The slices around the saturated star are masked. (Middle) Interpolated image where each column is at a
constant wavelength. (Right) Spatial sampling (2D point cloud) of a vertical cut of the interpolated image.

mal contamination of the underlying speckles in the final

companion spectrum.

We argue that PSF fitting in the point cloud is the

most promising alternative to leverage the full potential

of the NIRSpec IFU by addressing the bad pixel and

spatial undersampling issues. We propose an implemen-

tation of this technique that uses a simulated PSF from

WebbPSF (Perrin et al. 2012, 2014) to model data from

the point cloud after it has been interpolated on a reg-

ular wavelength grid (see Section 3.4) but without any

spatial interpolation. We combine all the dither posi-

tions to obtain a better sampled 2D point cloud before

fitting the PSF. Figure 7 illustrates the data, model and

residuals after fitting for the flux and centroid using a

weighted χ2. The model PSF is generated at each wave-

length of {λi}. We make the simplifying assumption

that the PSF is spatially invariant across the IFU FOV.

We choose a pixel scale of 0.1′′, a field of view of the

simulated PSF to 6′′ to accomodate shifting the PSF

model relative to the 3′′ IFU, and an oversampling of

10. A super-sampled effective PSF (ePSF Anderson &

King 2000) that includes the pixel area broadening is

computed by convolving the model PSF from WebbPSF

with a 0.1′′ square top hat. However other detector sys-

tematics such as the charge diffusion are not included.

The model PSF is calculated in the instrument refer-

ence frame, but the data is fitted in sky coordinates.

We therefore rotate the model PSF coordinates accord-

ingly. The angle from North to the V3 axis (positive

toward East) can be found in the ROLL REF fits keyword

(65.01o for obs. 4). The angle from V3 to the vertical

y-axis of NIRSpec is found in the V3I YANG fits keyword

and is equal to 138.97o.

To extract a spectrum, we iterate over wavelengths,

fitting a normalized PSF model to the point cloud subset

at each wavelength. The resulting flux values at each

wavelength then directly yield the spectrum.

We remind readers that the point cloud is isomorphic

to the set of valid detector pixels (i.e. pixels within the

IFU FOV spectral traces and not masked out as bad)

via only a switch in the coordinate system for labeling

those pixels. Thus, fitting a PSF in point cloud space

to a particular wavelength is equivalent to fitting the

PSF directly to the detector pixels illuminated by that

wavelength. Doing so with a point cloud that combines

values from the several dithers, as we do here, is equiv-

alent to fitting the PSF to the relevant detector pixels

for all the dithered images simultaneously.

3.7. Validation of the spectral extraction

We validate the PSF-fitting spectral extraction

method on the A0 standard star TYC 4433-1800-1 by

comparing the retrieved spectrum to its CALSPEC

counterpart (Bohlin et al. 2014; Bohlin & Lockwood

2022). We use the dataset from the JWST photometric

calibration program 1128 in the same grating and fil-

ter configuration (G395H/F290LP) as the HD 19467 B

data. The sequence has only 4 dither positions resulting

in the spatial sampling illustrated in the top panels of

Figure 6. We extract the spectrum twice: once fitting

at each wavelength for both the flux and the PSF cen-

troid location, and the second time only fitting for the

flux while fixing the centroid to its median position in

each detector. The spectra are shown in Figure 8 and

the estimated centroid of the star as a function of wave-

length is shown in Figure 9. There remain systematics
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Figure 6. Non-uniform spatial sampling after combining multiple dithers, due to interactions between the IFU slice offsets
and the dither pattern offsets. Compare with Figure 5 right panel which shows the spatial sampling of a single dither position.
(Upper left) Example of spatial sampling after combining a 4-point nod at 4.25µm. This is the photometric standard dataset
featuring TYC 4433-1800-1 (program 1128). (Upper Right) Illustration of the different sampling for the same dataset at 5µm.
(Bottom panels) Similar illustrations for the HD 19467 science dataset presented in this work with 9 dithers from the small
cycling pattern.
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Figure 7. Fitting a simulated PSF from WebbPSF to the 2D point cloud. (Left) Data at a fixed wavelength: 4.7µm. The
scatter plot indicates the spatial sampling of the point cloud data being fitted. The image is a linear interpolation of the
2D point cloud only used for visualization purposes. The data itself is not interpolated in the fitting routine. (Middle Left)
Image of the super-sampled model PSF that is sampled onto the 2D point cloud of the science data. Unlike the data, the PSF
model is interpolated in the fitting routine, which is fine because the model is numerically well sampled. (Middle right) Linear
interpolation of the 2D point-cloud residuals: data minus best-fit model. (Right) Illustration of the 2D point cloud as a function
of the declination showing the data, model, and residuals. The residuals were offset for clarity. This is data of the A0 star TYC
4433-1800-1 (program 1128) with a 4-point nod.
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impacting the spectrum extracted from the point cloud

described below.

First, the apparent position of the star moves by

∼ 0.02′′ across the 3− 5µm wavelength range, which is

∼ 1/5 of an NIRSpec IFU spaxel. The cause of this dis-

tortion is unknown, but plausibly it would be caused by

imperfect calibration of the shape of the curved spectral

traces. By fixing the star position to its median in each

detector, the difference in the estimated flux compared

to the free centroid fit is < 3%. The worst of the differ-

ence is localized within 0.1µm of the edge of the spectral

range on each detector, so we consider this approxima-

tion to be acceptable for now. However, assuming the

same centroid across both detectors (3 − 5µm) is not

good as it leads to a flux difference up to 10%.

Another prominent systematic in the extracted spec-

trum is a ∼ 4% peak-to-valley oscillation at the short-

est wavelengths (< 3.5µm). This feature can be ex-

plained by the combination of the imperfect WebbPSF

simulations and the worse spatial sampling of the PSF

at shorter wavelengths, exacerbated by having only 4

dithers on this calibration dataset. Although these oscil-

lations are similar to the ones appearing in reconstructed

spectral cubes, they are neither a fundamental limita-

tion of the data nor the methodology. These oscillations

should be significantly reduced, or removed, as more ef-

fort is put in improving the accuracy of the PSF model.

However, we strongly recommend using a larger num-

ber of dither positions for NIRSpec IFU observations to

limit this type of systematic.

There appears to be a flux calibration systematic in

the retrieved spectrum when compared to the CAL-

SPEC reference spectrum. The measured spectrum de-

viates from CALSPEC by a chromatic factor that fol-

lows an approximately linear trend from 3− 5µm up to

10% of the continuum. This is likely due to the fact that

our flux extraction method differs from the one used dur-

ing the NIRSpec flux calibration. The systematic is cal-

ibrated out by multiplying extracted spectra by a best-

fit linear trend: −0.03128 × λ/(1µm) + 1.09007. The

corrected spectrum for TYC 4433-1800-1 is shown in

purple in Figure 8. After compensation for that scaling,

the extracted spectrum has excellent agreement with the

CALSPEC reference spectrum for this source.

At the time of this writing, the IFU flux calibration

should be considered accurate to ∼ 5% for the NIRSpec

FFlat calibration file jwst nirspec fflat 0102.fits

from the CRDS database.

We conclude that the performance of the point cloud

spectral extraction is satisfactory because the extraction

systematics (e.g., bad pixels, oscillations) are not the

dominant source of noise at high contrast in the sub-

sequent work. The WebbPSF models for the NIRSpec

IFU PSF are expected to further improve from ongo-

ing work, including a cycle 2 PSF calibration program.

Current PSF models are already sufficient to show that

forward modeling the point cloud is the most promising

path to address the spatial sampling limitations of the

NIRSpec IFU.

3.8. A cross-check with NIRCam coronagraphy

We perform an additional cross check relative to NIR-

Cam coronagraphy of the same target (Greenbaum et al.

2023). HD 19467 and its brown dwarf companion

were observed with JWST/NIRCam (Rieke et al. 2003;

Horner & Rieke 2004; Rieke et al. 2023) bar mask coron-

agraphy on 2022 August 12 (program 1189; PI Thomas

Roellig). Details on the observational setup can be

found in Greenbaum et al. (2023). For this cross check,

we performed a re-reduction of the NIRCam data using

updated pipelines and calibration files, which are sig-

nificantly improved over the earlier versions available at

the time of publication of Greenbaum et al. (2023). We

note that the reference star observation for this program

failed, so we limit our re-reduction to use angular differ-

ential imaging (ADI, Marois et al. 2006) using the two

available roll angles of the science target. We specifi-

cally do not attempt a reference star subtraction using

synthetic reference PSF images (synRDI) as was done

by Greenbaum et al. (2023).

For re-reduction, we employ the spaceKLIP5 commu-

nity pipeline (Kammerer et al. 2022a; Carter et al. 2023)

for reducing and analyzing JWST coronagraphy data.

In summary, spaceKLIP uses the JWST data reduction

pipeline to perform ramp fitting and the flux calibration

of the individual images, and then uses custom routines

to clean bad pixels, recenter the images on the posi-

tion of the host star (which is attenuated by the coro-

nagraphic mask), align the images, and prepare them

for PSF subtraction using Karhunen-Loève image pro-

cessing (KLIP, Soummer et al. 2012). The PSF sub-

traction (here KLIP ADI) is performed using pyKLIP6

(Wang et al. 2015) and finally the companion prop-

erties are extracted by forward-modeling the compan-

ion’s PSF with the WebbPSF ext7 tool (Leisenring 2021;

Girard et al. 2022) and the pyKLIP forward-modeling

framework (Pueyo 2016). The details of the different

spaceKLIP processing steps are discussed in Kammerer

et al. (2022a) and Carter et al. (2023). However, several

improvements have been made since then to enhance

5 https://github.com/kammerje/spaceKLIP
6 https://bitbucket.org/pyKLIP/pyklip/src/master/
7 https://github.com/JarronL/webbpsf ext

https://github.com/kammerje/spaceKLIP
https://bitbucket.org/pyKLIP/pyklip/src/master/
https://github.com/JarronL/webbpsf_ext
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Figure 8. The spectrum of the A0 standard star TYC 4433-1800-1. The data comes from the photometric calibration program
1128 with a 4-point nod. For each wavelength range, the three panels respectively include from top to bottom: the spectral
extraction featured in this work, a spectral cube-based extraction, the difference between the two methods and a reference
photometric calibration. (Top) The spectrum labeled “free centroid” is extracted by fitting the centroid and amplitude of a
model PSF from WebbPSF to a 2D point cloud at each wavelength. “fixed centroid” means that only the flux was fitted for and
the centroid was fixed to its median value in each detector. The “Fixed centroid - Corrected” spectrum was scaled by a linear
trend to match the reference CALSPEC spectrum of TYC 4433-1800-1 (Bohlin et al. 2014; Bohlin & Lockwood 2022). (Middle)
We show an updated extraction of the spectrum of TYC 4433-1800-1 originally published in Miles et al. (2023) obtained in
private communication from the high-contrast ERS collaboration. This spectrum was extracted using aperture photometry of
the spectral cubes built by the JWST science calibration pipeline. The WebbPSF-extracted spectrum remains impacted by the
spatial undersampling at the shortest wavelengths. Future improvements in the calculation of the PSF model should improve
these systematic errors. (Bottom) Difference of each spectrum with the CALSPEC spectrum.



18 Ruffio et al.

3.0 3.5 4.0 4.5 5.0
Wavelength ( m)

0.28

0.27

0.26

0.25

RA
 (a

s)

4 dithers - TYC 4433-1800-1

nrs1
nrs2

3.0 3.5 4.0 4.5 5.0
Wavelength ( m)

0.745

0.750

0.755

0.760

De
c 

(a
s)

Figure 9. Best-fit centroid of TYC 4433-1800-1 extracted by fitting a model PSF from WebbPSF to the 2D point cloud at
each wavelength. The centroid features a 0.02′′ trend across the 3− 5µm wavelength range. The high-frequency quasi periodic
fluctuations are likely caused by systematics coming from the spatial undersampling of the data combined with the imperfect
PSF model. Note that the average offsets in RA and Dec not being zero are not a concern for this early commissioning dataset;
it is the systematic trend versus wavelength that we draw attention to. The corresponding spectrum of the star is shown in
Figure 8.
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the photometric precision of the extraction. Firstly,

the wavelength-dependent transmission of the corona-

graphic mask (COM) substrate (Krist et al. 2010) is

now included, yielding an increase in measured com-

panion flux of ∼ 5–10% in the wavelength regime con-

sidered here. Secondly, we correct for aperture losses

due to the limited size of the WebbPSF ext PSF models,

which increases the measured companion flux by another

∼ 10–15% if compared to the spaceKLIP version used

in Carter et al. (2023).

We obtain revised values for the photometry of the

brown dwarf in the six observed filters (See Table 2).

The updated 5σ sensitivity curves for these observa-

tions are shown in Appendix B. Our revised photom-

etry is ∼ 30–100% brighter than the values presented in

Greenbaum et al. (2023). The initial photometric cali-

bration used in Greenbaum et al. (2023) based on ground

test data was inaccurate, and this was improved by in-

flight photometric calibrations which became available

in fall 2023. We confirm the assumed coronagraphic

mask throughput of 0.92 at the position of HD 19467 B

from Greenbaum et al. (2023) as we find values of 0.914–

0.918 depending on the filter. Besides the inacurrate cal-

ibrations, part of the difference in the estimated photom-

etry could also be caused by aperture losses due to the

limited size of the PSF models from WebbPSF. The indi-

vidual photometric systematic terms are detailed as fol-

lows: ∼ 1% from the uncertainty of the flux calibration

of the JWST science calibration pipeline, ∼ 2% from nu-

merical inaccuracies in the forward-modeled PSFs from

WebbPSF, and ∼ 2% from the uncertainty on the corona-

graphic mask throughput due to the uncertainty on the

companion/mask position. We will therefore assume a

total 5% systematic uncertainty for the NIRCam pho-

tometry that needs to be added in quadrature to the

statistical uncertainties presented in Table 2.

The revised NIRCam photometry agrees within sta-

tistical uncertainties with the extracted NIRSpec RDI

spectrum from this work and the VLT/NACO measure-

ments from Maire et al. (2020) (see Figure 3).

4. FORWARD MODEL OF THE NIRSPEC

DETECTORS

4.1. Context

In Section 3.7, we demonstrated the spectral extrac-

tion of a point source in the NIRSpec field of view. The

goal of this section is to study a faint point source next

to a bright one by reconstructing the astrophysical scene

in the detector images. The main challenge is to define

a flexible model of the starlight that can accurately re-

produce the chromatic and spatial fluctuations of the

speckle field, and use that model to quantify the con-

trast limits on detection of faint companions. The idea

behind a forward model is to characterize a companion

without an intermediate spectral extraction step. The

atmospheric inference is performed using a likelihood

that is defined directly on the observed data instead of

a 1D spectrum.

For the reasons discussed above, reconstructing a

regularly-sampled spectral cube from the detector im-

ages is a challenging task even when combining multi-

ple dithers. Interpolating the detector pixels to build

a spectral cube comes with a heavy penalty in terms of

the systematic noise floor. We therefore propose to fully

model the astrophysical scene and fit the data directly in

the NIRSpec detector images to leverage the most infor-

mation out of the data. We fit the companion signal and

the starlight for each detector and each dither position

separately. The full dataset is only later combined.

Figure 10 illustrates the topology of the com-

panion HD 19467 B signal on an example image

of NIRSpec’s longer-wavelength detector NRS2 (File

jw01414004001 02101 00001 nrs2 cal.fits). A full

description of the configuration of the IFU spectra on

the two NIRSpec detectors can be found in Figure 6 of

(Böker et al. 2022). For a given companion position,

we identify all the pixels that are within a radius of

0.1′′ of its coordinates. Choosing this radius is a trade

off between computational tractability and the desire to

account for as much of the companion flux as possible.

The curvature of the spectral traces leads the compan-

ion signal to cross R rows on the detector across two

neighboring slices of the IFU, with R = 23 in the exam-

ple of Figure 10. The goal of the forward model is to

jointly reproduce these 23 rows as accurately as possible

with a minimal number of parameters.

We already described how the starlight can be fitted

row by row on the detector, in Section 3.3, where we

derived an empirical continuum-normalized spectrum of

the star, which was used to model the starlight in each

row by modulating its continuum with the spline model.

Here, we generalize this model to fit multiple rows of the

detector at once jointly with a model of the companion.

It uses the same framework developed in Ruffio et al.

(2021) and Agrawal et al. (2023), but adapting the for-

ward model to work in detector images and adding a

regularization on the starlight continuum. Figure 11 is

a partial illustration of the data focusing on row number

318. The position of this row is marked in Figure 10 for

reference. The quality of the data is highlighted by the

fact that the molecular features in the companion spec-

trum can be distinctly identified in a single exposure of

a flux-calibrated detector image without starlight sub-

traction nor spectral extraction (see Figure 11). We now
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Filter Flux Flux Systematic error ∆mag TPMSK TPCOM

(µJy) (10−17 W/m2/µm) (10−17 W/m2/µm)

NIRCam coronagraphy

F250M 15.6± 1.1 0.74± 0.05 0.04 (5%) 13.41± 0.08 1.000 0.963

F300M 31.5± 0.3 1.06± 0.01 0.05 (5%) 12.33± 0.01 1.000 0.898

F360M 62.4± 0.5 1.42± 0.01 0.07 (5%) 11.21± 0.01 0.999 0.951

F410M 187.1± 1.3 3.37± 0.02 0.17 (5%) 9.78± 0.01 0.966 0.958

F430M 125.7± 1.1 2.06± 0.02 0.10 (5%) 10.10± 0.01 0.943 0.947

F460M 84.4± 1.0 1.18± 0.01 0.06 (5%) 10.33± 0.01 0.918 0.901

NIRSpec IFU (from RDI)

F360M 63.3± 7.6 1.44± 0.17 0.07 (5%) 11.15+0.14
−0.12 - -

F410M* 186.8± 7.4 3.36± 0.13 0.17 (5%) 9.75+0.04
−0.04 - -

F430M* 130.7± 7.6 2.14± 0.12 0.11 (5%) 10.04+0.06
−0.06 - -

F460M 87.8± 7.9 1.23± 0.11 0.06 (5%) 10.26+0.10
−0.09 - -

F356W* 65.1± 5.0 1.52± 0.12 0.08 (5%) 11.18+0.09
−0.08 - -

F444W* 142.8± 6.8 2.19± 0.11 0.11 (5%) 9.91+0.05
−0.05 - -

Lp* 115.1± 6.7 2.42± 0.14 0.12 (5%) 10.43+0.07
−0.06 - -

Table 2. Estimated photometry of HD 19467 B. (Top) Revised JWST/NIRCam photometry from the data originally presented
in Greenbaum et al. (2023). The quoted uncertainties are the statistical uncertainties (1σ) from the MCMC fit of the forward-
modeled NIRCam PSF to the data. Information on systematic uncertainties can be found in Section 3.8 for NIRCam and
Section 5.3 for NIRSpec. TPMSK and TPCOM denote the throughput of the coronagraphic mask and the COM substrate,
respectively. (Bottom) Photometry derived from the NIRSpec IFU RDI spectrum of HD 19467 B shown in Figure 3.

∗These filters partially overlap with the wavelength gap between the two detectors in NIRSpec. The photometry was therefore
computed after interpolating the spectrum in the gap with a BT-Settl model.

show how this framework can be used in detection mode

to look for faint objects, like a planet, around a bright

star.

4.2. Definition of the model

For a fixed companion position in the FOV, we for-

ward model all the R rows intersecting the companion

trace (Figure 10). We model the data as a linear com-

bination of a companion model p, a starlight contribu-

tion modulated by the splineMspl, and additional terms

Mpc modeling residual features. The latter takes the

form of principal components of the residuals following

the method used in Ruffio et al. (2021). K is the num-

ber of spline nodes in each row as introduced in Section

3.3. The full model takes the form of the block matrix

M :

d =Mϕ+ n, withM =

[
p Mspl Mpc

0 IRK 0

]
(4)

The identity matrix IRK of size ∼ R×K enables the reg-

ularization of the starlight continuum. The effect of the

regularization on the linear model inversion compared to

the mathematical framework presented in Ruffio et al.

(2019) is discussed in Appendix A. The other blocks in

M are described in more detail in the following sections.

The data vector d of pixel fluxes, the flux errors s, and

the linear parameters are defined as a concatenation of

vectors for each row:

d =



drow,1

...

drow,R

µϕ,1
...

µϕ,R


, s =



srow,1

...

srow,R

sϕ,1
...

sϕ,R


,ϕ =



ϕcomp

ϕrow,1

...

ϕrow,R

ϕpc,1

...

ϕpc,R


. (5)

The data vector d of pixel fluxes and errors s are approx-

imately R × (N +K) long. The number of valid pixels

N < 2048 in each row drow,i varies depending on the

number of bad pixels masked out in previous steps. The

first ∼ R ×N elements of the data vector are the valid

pixel fluxes from each row drow,i, and associated errors

srow,i. The remaining ∼ R × K elements are for reg-

ularizing the spline parameters modeling the starlight.

The µϕ,i are the target value of the spline parameters

modeling the starlight in row i as introduced in Section

3.3. The sϕ,i are the vectors of standard deviations of

the Gaussian prior for the same parameters. The vector

s defines the square root of the diagonal elements of the
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Figure 10. Topology of the companion signal in a NIRSpec detector image (file jw01414004001 02101 00001 nrs2 cal.fits).
(Left) Full NRS2 detector image. The arrow points at the region of the star that is also partially saturated. The area of the
IFU slices that includes the bulk of the companion signal is shaded in pink. (Right) Zoom in the highlighted companion area.
The pixels that are within 0.1′′ of the companion position are painted in red. The dashed orange cut is the row data shown in
Figure 11.

covariance matrix Σ of the noise in the data. The noise

is dominated by photon noise so a diagonal covariance

matrix is justified.

There are approximately 1+R× (K+Q) ∼ 1000 free

linear parameters in ϕ that are fitted for. A subset of

these parameters might become irrelevant if all the pix-

els that it would affect are already masked. In this case,

the parameter is removed to avoid columns full of zeros

in the matrixM that would prevent the inversion of the

linear least square problem. The first linear parameter

ϕcomp is the amplitude of the companion model p de-

scribed in Section 4.3, which is the only linear parameter

that is scientifically relevant. All other linear parame-

ters can be considered nuisance parameters. The vectors

ϕrow,i are the amplitudes of the starlight continuum at

eachK = 40 nodes in a row i, which is described in more

detail in Section 4.4. The vectors ϕpc,1 are amplitude

of the Q = 6 principal components terms for each row.

The calculation of the principal component is explained

in Section 4.5.

4.3. Companion model

The companion signal is modeled from a simulated

PSF from WebbPSF, Wpsf(xi,yi,wi), and a model spec-

trum of its atmosphere, P(wi), where xi, yi, and wi are

respectively the ∆RA, ∆Dec, and wavelength vectors for

the row i in the image. The choice of atmospheric mod-

els is discussed later in this section. The contribution

of the companion signal to a single row of the detector

is illustrated with a pink line in Figure 11. With the

data being already flux calibrated, the absolute flux of

the companion can be directly estimated. By normal-

izing the model spectrum P in a user-defined spectral

filter, ϕcomp now directly represents the absolute flux in

the chosen band. We choose to express the NIRSpec

detection sensitivity using the NIRCam F444W filter to

simplify the comparison with NIRSpec. However, in this

context, F444W is only a reference filter for expressing

the flux of the companion, but the entire wavelength

range of F290LP is used in the fit.

The estimated uncertainty of the companion flux

ϕcomp resulting from the fit defines the sensitivity of the

observation at any position in the FOV. The compan-

ion flux divided by its uncertainty defines its detection

S/N. The full PSF model cube generated in Section 3.6,

which is spatially super sampled and calculated at each

wavelength, is ∼ 10GB for each detector. We therefore

approximate the companion PSF to limit the computa-

tional resources needs of the code. The simulated PSF

is only calculated at the central wavelength of the de-

tector w0, but the input coordinates are scaled to model

the magnification of the PSF at each wavelength. As a

result, the companion model vector is defined from the
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Figure 11. Joint forward model of the starlight and companion signal in NIRSpec detector images. (Top panel) Data and
model for a single row of the detector image shown in Figure 10. (2nd panel) Decomposition of the starlight model as a linear
combination of 40 spline sub-components. (3nd and 4th panels) Model contribution from the left and right principal components
(PC). (Bottom panel) Residuals of the forward model fit compared to the flux error from the JWST science calibration pipeline.

concatenation of the model in each row as follow:

p =


P(w1)Wpsf(w0 xi/wi, w0yi/wi, w0)

...

P(wR)Wpsf(w0 xi/wi, w0 yi/wi, w0)

 , (6)

assuming element-wise multiplication and division of

vectors.

The most important caveat related to this specific im-

plementation of the forward model is that the estimated

flux of the companion is model dependent. One way

to illustrate the problem is that the peak to valley of

the moderate-resolution spectral features is first scaled

to fit the data irrespective of its continuum. Then, the

starlight model (Section 4.4) compensates for any differ-

ences in the remaining continuum level. The starlight

model is typically flexible enough to accommodate any

continuum level of the companion. Without a strong

prior, the starlight model is even allowed to become neg-

ative if it is the preferred solution for the data. This

is why the continuum information of the companion is

effectively lost in this implementation of the forward

model. In theory, the amplitude of the spectral fea-

tures of the star contains information about the speckle

intensity, but the spectral features for HD 19467 are too
shallow (< 5% from Figure 4) compared to the pho-

ton noise to carry any significant constraining power.

It remains possible that a bright and cooler star would

contain enough signal in its own molecular lines to con-

strain the amplitude of the speckles independently of the

companion model, but it is not the case for HD 19467.

However, we propose a method to independently con-

strain the speckle intensity using the continuum prior

and a reference PSF in Section 6.

The accuracy of the estimated flux is therefore entirely

dependent on the accuracy of the atmospheric model.

More specifically, it relies on the ability of the model

to relate the amplitude of the spectral features with the

amplitude of the continuum. The possible inconsistency

between the continuum levels of the model and the wave-

length ranges of the two NIRSpec detectors also compli-
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cates our ability to accurately combine the reductions of

the two detectors. It is desirable to be able to compare

the NIRSpec IFU sensitivity with the NIRCam coron-

agraphic mode. This is an issue because the NIRSpec

forward model is sensitive to the moderate-resolution

spectral features and insensitive to the continuum, while

the NIRCam imager is sensitive to the continuum and

insensitive to the spectral features.

Given the limited accuracy of the currently publicly

available atmospheric models across such a broad wave-

length range (3− 5µm; e.g. see Petrus et al. 2023), we

prefer to use the empirical RDI spectrum extracted in

Section 5 instead. By choosing the spectrum of the com-

panion itself to compute the sensitivity, we ensure the

accuracy of the calculations. The choice of the model

does not significantly change the detection S/N, but it

can affect our understanding of how bright a companion

truly is.

4.4. Starlight model

The starlight portion of the model Mspl is a gener-

alization of the single row model introduced in Section

3.3 (Equation 1) to the R rows that are overlapping

with the companion signal on the detector. The speckles

are modeled as a linear combination of modes that are

equivalent to fitting a spline. The spectral features of the

star are first imprinted in these modes by multiplying

them by the continuum normalized spectrum of the star

S. There are K modes for each row, making the model

Mspl an approximately (RN) × (RK) ∼ 35, 000 × 900

matrix where (RK) is the number of free parameters

modeling the starlight. The dimensions are approximate

because there is always a number of rows and columns

that are removed at each location based on identified

bad pixels and FOV edges. We get

Mspl =



S1Mrow,1 0 0 . . . 0

0 S2Mrow,2 0 . . . 0

0 0
. . .

...
...

...
. . .

. . . 0

0 0 . . . 0 SRMrow,R


Mrow,i =

[
ci1 . . . ciK

]
,

Si = diag [S(wi)] , (7)

with wi the vector of wavelength for each pixel in row

i, diag [S(wi)] representing the diagonal matrix with di-

agonal element S(wi).

4.5. Additional components to model residuals

The joint planet and starlight model is a fair repre-

sentation of the data, but it can be improved further

by modeling residual artifacts. Notably, we identify a

quasi-periodic pattern at the 10µJy level towards the

bottom right quadrant of the NRS1 NIRSpec detector

that appears at the top of each slice (Figure 12). These

oscillations are not an artifact of the data reduction be-

cause they are visible in the stage 1 rate maps from the

JWST science calibration pipeline. The origin of the

this artifact is unknown, although its amplitude would

be consistant with stray light.

Another source of residual artifacts causes oscillations

at the edges of the detectors. They appear on the left

side of NRS1 and the right side of NRS2 as shown in

the third and fourth panel in Figure 11. We believe that

these oscillations are caused by the steeper curvature of

the traces toward the edges of the filter. The stronger

curvature leads to more rapid variations of the contin-

uum that the spline model is not able to follow due to

the fixed separation between nodes. Future work is nec-

essary to explore new continuum modeling schemes that

would better account for the curvature of the trace.

We model those artifacts using principal component

analysis of the residuals using similar methods to Hoei-

jmakers et al. (2018) or Ruffio et al. (2021). First, the

residuals from fitting the starlight-only model to the im-

age from Section 3.3 are normalized by the noise. Then,

each row is interpolated on a R ∼ 10, 800 wavelength

grid which is separated into the left and right half of

the detector. The principal components of the rows in

each half are then computed. Finally, we interpolate the

principal components on the wavelength sampling of the

relevant rows. The reason for separating the two halves

of the detector is to decouple the edge issue from the

possible stray light when fitting the principal compo-

nents in the forward model. We found that 3 principal

components for each side was enough and improved the

fit substantially. There are therefore L = 6 additional

sub-components vectors (ri1, . . . , riL) to model each row

i of the data. These are plotted for one NRS1 image in

Figure 12. The corresponding matrix for the forward

model is defined as

Mpca =


r11 . . . r1L 0 . . . 0 0 . . . 0

0 . . . 0 r21 . . . r2L
...

...
...

...
. . . 0 . . . 0

0 . . . 0 0 . . . 0 rR1 . . . rRL

 .

4.6. Companion detection and sensitivity

This framework can be used to detect a companion by

fitting the model on a grid of ∆RA, ∆Dec. We choose

to sample the sky coordinate every 0.05′′ in both di-

rections. At each position, the model returns a best-fit
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Figure 12. Identification and modeling of a possible stray light in NIRSpec. (Left) Artifact in the bottom right of the NRS1
NIRSpec detector images (file jw01414004001 02101 00001 nrs1 cal.fits). The artifact was highlighted by subtracting the
best-fit starlight model and dividing the residuals by the pixel flux errors resulting in a pixel signal-to-noise ratio (S/N) map.
(Right) Individual left and right principal components (PC) used in the forward model for the same file. The left PCs highlight
some edge instabilities of the spline model of the continuum. The right PCs feature the detector artifact shown in the left panel.

companion amplitude ϕcomp and its uncertainty. This

provides best-fit flux, flux error, and S/N maps for each

detector and each dither position. These maps are then

combined using a weighted mean, resulting in the final

maps shown in Figure 13. For HD 19467, the compan-

ion is detected with a S/N of 232. We confirm the ac-

curacy of the noise model by plotting the histogram of

the S/N map, which is very similar to a normal distribu-

tion with zero mean and unit standard deviation. The

flux extraction is validated with an injection and recov-

ery test described in Appendix D. We also confirm that

the flux of HD 19467 B that is estimated from the for-

ward model is in good agreement with Table 2. We find

54.5± 0.5µJy in F360M from NRS1, and 90.6± 0.4µJy

in F460M from NRS2. We therefore confirm that the

NRS2 detector, which is also the most sensitive, yields

estimated fluxes in excellent agreement with the origi-

nal RDI spectrum. The NRS1 detector is slightly in-

consistent with a ∼ 13% relative difference, which could

be explained by the worse sampling at shorter wave-

lengths and the simplication made in the scaling of the

WebbPSF model. This level of inconsistency is however

negligible for the purpose of defining detection limits.

Direct imaging observations often require an ad-hoc

normalization of the S/N maps by estimating the stan-

dard deviation in concentric annuli to correct for unac-

counted covariances in the noise (e.g. Cantalloube et al.

2015; Ruffio et al. 2017). This step leads to several is-

sues including the assumption that the noise is uniform

at a constant radius. It also requires a small sample

statistics correction due to the limited number of in-

dependent samples of the noise at small inner working

angles (Mawet et al. 2014).

An interesting property of this forward model thanks

to the quality of the NIRSpec data is that the flux er-

ror can be interpreted without such corrections. This

means that the sensitivity can be independently mea-

sured at each location in the FOV. The lower sensitivity

on top of the diffraction spikes can be seen in the flux

error panel in Figure 13. More importantly, there is no

need for a small sample statistics correction at a small

inner working angle. Indeed, a small sample statistics

correction is only warranted when the standard devia-

tion of the companion fluxes has to be estimated from

the flux map itself, which is typically done in concen-

tric annuli in the final image. With this forward model,
the companion flux errors are fully derived from the

pixel-level errors that are produced by the JWST sci-

ence calibration pipeline. Small sample statistics can

otherwise decrease the sensitivity by more than an order

of magnitude for classical high-contrast imaging instru-

ments. The companion sensitivity in terms of flux ratio

(a.k.a., contrast curve) is defined at each location as 5×
the flux error divided by the brightness of the star in

the F444W filter. We use the stellar photometry from

Greenbaum et al. (2023) to estimate the F444W bright-

ness of HD 19467 at 1.3 Jy. The 5σ sensitivity as a

function of the projected separation to the star is shown

in Figure 2. The sensitivity is however not valid within

0.3′′ because the current implementation of the forward

model assumes that there is no companion signal con-

tamination in the starlight spectrum. This assumption
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breaks down if the putative companion is too close to the

star. One way to address this limitation is to compute a

new starlight spectrum after masking the hypothetical

companion area at each location in the FOV, similar to

the method implemented in Agrawal et al. (2023). How-

ever, the only way to push the forward model validity

down to zero separation would be to use a theoretical

starlight model instead of an empirical one. This could

be used for studying planets that are neither far enough

from the star to be spatially resolved, nor close enough

to leverage their radial velocity variations (Snellen et al.

2010; Finnerty et al. 2023).

4.7. Dependence on the companion’s effective

temperature

As discussed previously, the flux ratio detection sen-

sitivity of the forward model is dependent on the at-

mospheric model assumed for the companion. To il-

lustrate this dependence, we reduce the HD 19467

dataset using different BT-Settl atmospheric models

(Allard et al. 2003) with effective temperature Teff ∈
{500, 1000, 1500, 2000, 2500, 3000}K and a fixed surface

gravity of log(g) = 5.0, which are characteristic of di-

rectly imaged substellar companions. The spectral mod-

els are broadened with a Gaussian kernel of full width at

half maximum ∆λ matching the spectral resolution of

the instrument R = λ/∆λ = 2700. Using K = 40 nodes

to fit the continuum led to large systematics in the S/N

maps for effective temperatures larger than 1500K. To

mitigate this issue, we increased the number of nodes to

K = 60 in this section. This gave the continuum model

enough additional flexibility to avoid using the compan-

ion signal as a way to fit the speckles. The companion

to star flux ratios 5σ detection thresholds and the spec-

tra are shown in Figure 14. The corresponding com-

bined S/N maps and histograms for each temperature

are shown in Figure 15. The contrast limits are deepest

for the lowest temperature atmosphere model. This is as

expected because cooler atmospheres have deeper spec-

tral features (ie, peak to valley) relative to the contin-

uum intensity and also make a companion’s atmosphere

more spectrally distinct from the host star spectrum.

We also obtain a detection S/N of HD 19467 B for

each BT-Settl model. Changing the effective tempera-

ture of the model from 500 − 3000K only changes the

S/N from 110 to 90, with a peak S/N = 206 at 1000K.

This demonstrates that getting the companion perfectly

right is not necessary for detection purposes as the S/N

will not be strongly impacted. This is because the de-

tection mostly leverages the moderate-resolution spec-

tral features of the common molecules such as CO and

H2O. However, as discussed in Section 4.3, the fluxes

and contrast curves estimated from the forward model

are only as accurate as the atmospheric model used for

the companion template. This caveat is important when

interpreting the detection limits from Figure 14.

5. REFERENCE STAR PSF SUBTRACTION (RDI)

5.1. Context

In the previous Section 4, we demonstrated how for-

ward modeling the starlight and the companion signal

in the detector images could be used to detect high-

contrast objects. The power of the method relies on the

moderate spectral resolution that can resolve the dis-

tinct spectral features of a cool atmosphere compared

to the host star. We chose a very flexible spline model

of the starlight that can reproduce any chromatic and

spatial fluctuations of the speckle field, because it can be

difficult to physically model or predict the stellar PSF at

the required level of precision. The main advantage of

the forward model is that it can be applied to an individ-

ual exposure alone without relying on classical observing

strategies such as angular, spectral, or reference differ-

ential imaging (ADI, SDI, or RDI). However, the price

being paid for not requiring a prior model of the stellar

PSF is that the continuum of the companion spectrum

is mostly lost in the process. Even though the moderate-

resolution spectral features are informative, the ability

to independently measure the absolute continuum level

of a planet spectrum is also very important to charac-

terize an atmosphere. Another downside of the forward

model is the difficulty of identifying unexpected spectral

features that are not included in the atmospheric mod-

els. However, recovering a companion spectrum with its

continuum requires PSF subtraction. Due to the failed

observations in the program (cf Section 1.2), the only

strategy that can be tested with this dataset is using

RDI with a reference star or a simulated PSF. On the

one hand, the advantage of a simulated PSF is that it has

no noise and no interpolation errors, but it might not be

the best match to the data due to imperfections in the

models. On the other hand, an empirical PSF should be

the most accurate, but it is subject to interpolation er-

rors and it has limited S/N. Without a more substantial

investment in more accurately simulating the NIRSpec

PSF with WebbPSF, using the reference star observation

is the only viable pathway in the context of this work.

We implement this PSF subtraction on the sampled

point cloud, once again in order to avoid as much as

possible the systematics inherent in spatial interpolation

into datacubes. However, it is difficult to entirely avoid

spatial interpolation in this case because of the need to

spatially align the reference and science observations.
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Figure 13. Companion detection maps. From left to right: companion flux map, flux error map, S/N map, and S/N value
histogram. The top panels are products of the forward model (FM) and the bottom panels are obtained from reference-star
differential imaging (RDI). The absolute fluxes are expressed for the F444W filter but the fits include the entire 2.9 − 5.3µm
NIRSpec spectral range. The scales and colorbars for the flux and S/N maps are identical between the FM and RDI to allow
for cross-comparison. The flux error maps illustrate the spatial variations of the sensitivity due to the 2D profile of the JWST
PSF such as the diffraction spikes. The similarity of S/N histograms to a Gaussian distribution is a way to evaluate the
meaningfulness of the S/N values, and the validity of the 5σ detection limits in Figure 2.

5.2. Fitting a reference star

We use the reference star HD 18511 (Observation 5

in Table 1), which is taken with the same instrument

configuration and dithering strategy as science observa-

tion 4. The only difference is a shorter exposure time to

account for the brighter reference star. Fitting the refer-

ence star to the science data is done in a similar fashion

as the spectral extraction described in Section 3.6. For

flux extraction, the centroid and flux scaling of a model

PSF (WebbPSF) was fitted to a 2D point cloud at each

wavelength. For PSF subtraction, we replace the simu-

lated PSF by a reference star, and we fit it separately

in concentric annuli instead of the entire PSF at once.

The reference star fitting and subtraction is illustrated

in Figure 17.

The model reference PSF is built by interpolating each

detector image onto a regular wavelength grid and then

combining the sets of point cloud values from the nine
dithers together, similar to the science data. The spatial

sampling of the reference PSF is therefore irregular and a

function of the dithering strategy, while the sampling of

the simulated PSF was uniform and user-defined. How-

ever, the nature of the 2D point-cloud sampling makes

no difference in the implementation of the linear inter-

polation of the model PSF. In order to improve the flex-

ibility of the PSF subtraction, we fit the PSF in sectors

that are defined in 0.2′′-wide concentric annuli around

the star as shown in Figure 16. Annuli are divided to en-

sure that the area of each sector is as close to 0.5 arcsec2

as possible. The one sector highlighted in Figure 16 in-

cludes HD 19467 B, which is the same sector illustrated

in Figure 17. The companion can be seen in the PSF

subtracted image, or residuals, of a single wavelength

slice. We fit the reference star PSF for each sector and

at each wavelength to obtain a dataset of speckle sub-
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Figure 14. Effect of the effective temperature of a companion on the high-contrast sensitivity of the NIRSpec IFU for HD 19467.
(Left) 5σ detection limits as a function of the assumed effective temperature for the model. While lower effective temperatures
achieve better detection limits in terms of flux ratio, this does not mean that cooler companions are easier to detect. This
is because they will also be significantly fainter than their warmer counterpart, everything else being equal. The limits are
expressed in terms of the companion-to-star flux ratio and they are taken as the median value at each separation. This uses
the HD 19467 dataset, which means a stellar K-band apparent magnitude of K = 5.4, and a total integration time of ∼ 35min.
The 5σ companion-to-star flux ratio detection limits are here defined as the median value at each separation. The region within
0.3′′ is greyed out because the current implementation of the method is not valid there, but it may theoretically be achieved.
(Right) BT-Settl atmospheric models at each temperature used to fit for the companion (Allard et al. 2003). Each model is
normalized to 1 Jy in F444W. The NIRCam contrast curve is from Carter et al. (2023) scaled by the square root of the exposure
time and stellar brightness. A machine-readable table of the detection limits as a function of companion effective temperature
is available in the following filters: F356W, F444W, Lp, and Mp.
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Figure 15. Detection maps as a function of model effective temperature corresponding to Figure 14. (Left) Companion S/N
maps. (Right) Histograms of the S/N values after masking HD 19467 B.
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tracted rectified detector images. In this context, the

rectification refers to the fact that the images have been

interpolated on a regular wavelength grid.

5.3. Spectral extraction

The format of the dataset is unchanged after the

speckle subtraction so we use the PSF-fitting photome-

try method described in Section 3.6 and Section 3.7 to

extract the spectrum of a putative point source every-

where in the field of view. We define a grid in sky co-

ordinates ∆RA, ∆Dec with a sampling of 0.05′′ in both

directions. A flux-normalized PSF model from WebbPSF

is then fitted at each position and each wavelength re-

sulting in a cube of best-fit fluxes and associated errors.

We extract the spectra at the position of HD 19467 B as

well as in an 0.3 − 0.4′′ annulus around the companion

to sample the speckle field. Due to the imperfect RDI

PSF subtraction, the speckle spectra featured a small

non-zero mean, which was subtracted from the compan-

ion spectrum. The flux uncertainties were computed by

taking the standard deviation of the speckle spectra in

the annulus at each wavelength. The extracted NIR-

Spec spectrum of HD 19467 B is shown above in Figure

3, including a comparison to the NIRCam photometry

from Section 3.8. Synthetic photometry values derived

from the NIRSpec spectrum are reported in Table 2.

Some photometric filters overlap with the wavelength

gap in the NIRSpec spectrum, so the photometry was

computed after interpolating a BTSettl model (Allard

et al. 2003) with Teff = 800K and log(g) = 5.0 just in

the region of the gap in order to fill in the missing flux.

This implementation of RDI for NIRSpec is limited

by interpolation systematics from spatially sampling the

reference star point cloud onto the science data, even

with the 9 dither positions. Indeed, the wavefront mea-

surements taken before and after these science data in-

dicate the telescope was very stable during this time

period (negligible wavefront drift, consistent with zero

within the sensing precision of ∼ 7 nm), which rules

out any variation with time of the PSF properties be-

tween the science and reference targets. Therefore the

imperfect subtraction must be due to factors other than

change in wavefront error. This likely explains why the

statistical photometric errors from NIRCam are an or-

der of magnitude smaller than the ones derived from

NIRSpec RDI. The S/N per spectral bin is ∼ 10 in the

CO2 and CO band heads (4.2 − 5.2µm) and peaks at

∼ 20 around 4µm.

The systematic error due to the variable centroid of

the companion across the spectral range of each detector

should be < 3% as explained in Section 3.7. We prefer

to fix the centroid given the lower S/N and the risk of

the centroid to be biased by overlapping speckles. The

9 dither positions available in this dataset compared to

the 4 dithers for TYC 4433-1800-1 in Section 3.7 should

reduce the effect of the ∼ 4% peak-to-valley oscillations

seen at the shortest wavelength. In any case, these oscil-

lations remain within the RDI residual speckle noise, so

we only assign the overall 5% flux calibration systematic

uncertainty of the NIRSpec IFU in Table 2.

An important issue with the uncertainties on the RDI

spectrum is that they are correlated. Therefore, we

decompose the total variance into two different noise

terms: the noise correlated on small spectral scales (< 2

pixels) from interpolations and the noise correlated on

larger scales from residuals speckles. This decomposi-

tion is motivated by the auto-correlation of the speckle

spectra illustrated in Appendix E. We estimate the stan-

dard deviation of the small-scale noise from the speckle

spectra simply by high-pass filtering them first with a

25-pixel (0.017µm) sliding window median filter. Us-

ing this decomposition, we build a semi-empirical model

of the covariance in Appendix E. The small-scale and

large-scale variance add up to the diagonal matrix of

the covariance of the RDI spectrum.

5.4. Companion detection and sensitivity

We compare the detection sensitivity of this RDI im-

plementation with the forward model from Section 4.

To do so, we compute similar flux maps normalized in

the NIRCam photometric band F444W, associated er-

ror, and S/N in Figure 13. The companion flux map

and error map were derived from a matched filter by

fitting the 1D RDI spectrum at each spatial location in

the RDI cube of extracted fluxes without subtracting

the continuum. The noise of the RDI cube is derived

directly from the WebbPSF model fit. We are however

not modeling the covariance of the noise in the matched

filter, which means that the speckle noise will dominate

the residuals in the S/N map. The noise and S/N map

were rescaled by the standard deviation of the S/N map

after masking the central 0.3′′ disk, which feature very

negative fluxes. We show the 5σ flux ratio sensitivity (ie,

contrast curve) in Figure 2 which is one to two orders of

magnitude worse than the forward model.

The lesser detection sensitivity of the RDI method

can be explained by the fact that the residual speckle

errors are dominating the noise budget. The moderate-

resolution spectral features are also effectively buried

in the noise. Using cross-correlation techniques on a

high-pass filtered RDI cube, or alternatively including

an accurate noise covariance, would undoubtedly yield

better detection sensitivity than RDI alone. However,

this approach would be worse than the forward model
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Figure 16. Definition of the sectors used for reference-star differential imaging (RDI). The dots represent the spatial sampling
of the 9-dither HD 19467 dataset. The blue-shaded region is the sector that is shown in Figure 17, which includes HD 19467 B
at the marked location. The data within a 0.3′′ radius of the star is not included in RDI and shown as the hatched region.
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Figure 17. Reference Differential Imaging PSF subtraction in the point cloud. Similar to Figure 7, but for fitting of a reference
star observation instead of a simulated PSF at 4.705µm. (Left) The fit is done one sector and one wavelength at a time. The
sector illustrated here includes the companion HD 19467 B. As in Figure 16, the dots show the spatial sampling locations.
(Middle Left) Linear interpolation of the 2D point cloud of the reference star dataset, which is sampled onto the 2D point cloud
of the science data. (Middle right) Linear interpolation of the 2D point-cloud residuals, showing the data minus the best-fit
model. The companion HD 19467 B is visible in the residual map as a bright yellow point source. (Right) Scatter plot of the
data, model, and residuals that better represent the nature of the fit. The residuals were offset for clarity.
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presented previously, which is why it is not attempted

in this work. This highlights how challenging classical

PSF subtraction is with the NIRSpec IFU due to its

spatial undersampling. The best way to overcome the

interpolation systematics would be to fit an accurate

simulated PSF instead of real observations in the future.

6. USING RDI AS A SPECKLE PRIOR IN THE

FORWARD MODEL

6.1. Implementation

A potential route to further improve the forward

model would be to incorporate information on the stel-

lar PSF from RDI as a prior. A prior on the speckle

intensity can be implemented through the regulariza-

tion of the starlight parameters introduced in Section 4.

This addresses the main limitation of the forward model,

which is the effective loss of information of the com-

panion continuum. This approach can in theory benefit

both the detection sensitivity and the accuracy of atmo-

spheric inferences.

This prior can be simply implemented by setting the

value of the µϕ,i (see Section 4.2) to the speckle con-

tinuum level of the best-fit reference model of the PSF

that was derived in Section 5 for RDI. Based on the RDI

residuals, we also set the standard deviations of the con-

tinuum prior sϕ,i to 20% of the continuum, but they are

clipped to a minimum value of 3µJy. The speckle in-

tensity prior is illustrated in Figure 18 with different

rows of the NIRSpec detector including the signal from

HD 19467 B. Unlike the forward model used in Section

4, this new model of the data can optimally leverage

the continuum level of the companion. It could the-

oretically even detect a planet with muted moderate-

resolution spectral features by detecting deviations of

the data from the reference PSF. The continuum con-

tribution of HD 19467 B to the data is clearly visible in

Figure 18.

6.2. Application to atmospheric characterization

The goals of this section are 1) to demonstrate, in the

context of NIRSpec, that the characterization of a com-

panion’s atmosphere can be performed in detector space

and 2) to show that it is possible to leverage the contin-

uum information in the high-resolution-specific forward

modeling framework.

Moderate to high resolution spectroscopy has proven

to be a powerful tool to study the atmosphere of directly

imaged exoplanets and measure their composition (see

Section 1). It is a common practice to remove the contin-

uum of the planetary spectrum using a high-pass filter

because the continuum contribution of the planet cannot

typically be accurately separated from the continuum

of the speckles. The high-pass filter minimally changes

the high resolution spectral features. When the con-

tinuum of a moderate-resolution spectrum is retrieved

(e.g. Wilcomb et al. 2020), the error on the continuum

level from residual speckles are typically much larger

and highly correlated compared to the noise of the high

spectral resolution features. This can also be seen in

Figure 3.

Fitting atmospheric models to such spectra therefore

requires a careful model of the covariance of the noise

to appropriately weigh the correlated uncertainty of the

continuum compared to the well-resolved spectral fea-

tures (Greco & Brandt 2016). For example, we compute

the covariance for the RDI spectrum of HD 19467 B in

Appendix E. Beyond the correlated noise coming from

the residual speckles, each data processing step used to

extract the signal of a high-contrast companion can sig-

nificantly impact the accuracy of atmospheric retrievals

(Nasedkin et al. 2023). One example is interpolations

used to sample the data on regular spatial or wave-

length grids, which is visible in the autocorrelation of

the speckle residuals illustrated in Appendix E. Model-

ing the covariance of the noise can help Greco & Brandt

(2016); Nasedkin et al. (2023), but it can be a challeng-

ing task to do accurately. Indeed, fully-empirical co-

variance matrices can be noisy, and analytically-defined

covariances might not accurately account for the various

sources of correlation, each of which has its own corre-

lation length and amplitude. The best way to address

this issue is to avoid including correlated noise in the

spectra in the first place, which is the main motivation

behind implementing a detector-level forward model of

the data. The detector noise is indeed dominated by un-

correlated pixel-to-pixel noise. Additionally, the linear

model of the starlight used in this work allows for a di-

rect marginalization of the speckle subtraction without

the need for a non-diagonal covariance. For example,

the RDI spectrum derived in Section 5 will come with its

own additional noise floor due to the use of interpolated

detector images in the wavelength direction. Combining

the forward model with speckle priors from RDI could

alleviate these issues while keeping the best aspects of

both techniques.

As a proof of concept for atmospheric characteriza-

tion, we fit a BT-Settl model grid (Allard et al. 2003)

using the forward model likelihood including the RDI

prior. Such atmospheric characterization has for exam-

ple already be done in Ruffio et al. (2021) or Agrawal

et al. (2023) with a very similar forward model, albeit

not in detector space and without RDI priors. The grid

is defined with an effective temperature ranging from

500K to 1600K in steps of 100K and a surface gravity
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Figure 18. RDI prior for the speckle intensity in different rows of the NIRSpec detector. Each panel is similar to the top
panel of Figure 11, but the 1σ speckle intensity prior is represented as the shaded grey region. The row numbers match those in
Figure 10. Only rows intersecting the companion trace on the detector were chosen to highlight the deviations of the continuum
caused by the companion signal.

ranging from 3.5 to 5.0 in steps of 0.5. The models are

linearly interpolated from this grid for any given value

of the effective temperature and the surface gravity. We

fit each detector and each dither independently vary-
ing the effective temperature and the surface gravity as

the non-linear parameters with the spatial coordinates

being fixed. The 2D log-posterior of a each detector

is shown in Figure 19. The definition of the posterior

probability is given in Appendix A. The fit favors larger

surface gravity (log(g) > 5) than this BT-Settl model

grid allows in all cases. We show the best-fit tempera-

ture for each detector and each dither position in Figure

19. We find a combined best-fit effective temperature of

Teff = 952 ± 3K (Teff = 931 ± 2K) for NRS1 (NRS2).

These error bars do not include model grid interpolation

systematics (Czekala et al. 2015), which would be lim-

ited to ∼ 100K. We compared the best-fit model to the

RDI spectrum in Figure 20. However, it is important to

note that the RDI spectrum was not the object of the

fit. The best-fit absolute brightness of the model was

derived directly from the detector images.

We demonstrated that the best-fit model derived from

the forward modeling framework with RDI prior is not

only a reasonable fit to the spectral features at moderate

spectral resolution, but also that the inferred absolute

brightness is consistent with the RDI-extracted spec-

trum from Section 5. We emphasize that the usual loss

of the continuum in moderate to high-resolution spec-

tral analysis is not a fundamental limitation of the tech-

nique, and that the continuum can be recovered with

dedicated observing strategies. However, the coarse-

ness of the model grid used in this analysis preclude

a more accurate atmospheric inference, which is outside

the scope of this work. The atmospheric characteriza-

tion of HD 19467 B is the topic of a companion paper

led by Hoch et al.

6.3. Application to exoplanet detection

For high-contrast imagers and low spectral resolution

IFUs, planet detection algorithms rely on the continuum
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Figure 19. Proof of concept for the atmospheric characterization of HD 19467 B using the detector forward model and a
RDI-based prior on the speckle fluxes. We use the BT-Settl model grid (Allard et al. 2003). (Left) Natural logarithm of the
marginalized posterior of the effective temperature and surface gravity for a single dither position. (Right) Best-fit effective
temperature for each detector image and each dither position in the observing sequence.

of the planet using observing strategies such as ADI, SDI

or RDI. On the other hand, for moderate to high spec-

tral resolution spectrographs (IFU or not) and cross-

correlation-inspired techniques (e.g. Hoeijmakers et al.

2018), the spectral continuum including the starlight

is often high-pass filtered, as mentioned before. This

means that either method is missing part of the avail-

able information. The approach proposed in this section

provides a way to optimally combine all the information

available, continuum and spectral features alike.

Assuming a companion template t = P({λi}), the

ideal detection S/N of a companion is the root sum

squared of the signal such that S/N =
√
t⊤t/σ using

the matched filter formula (Landman et al. 2023). This

formula assumes a perfect host star subtraction and uni-

form noise σ in the wavelength bins. By comparing this

toy model S/N for a high-pass filtered template tHPF

to the original model t, we can estimate how much sig-

nal has been lost in the high pass filtering process. For

HD 19467 B, the S/N would be 5 times higher with the

continuum up to S/N∼ 1300 for our observations. This

ratio increases to ∼ 36 for a 3000K BT-Settl model as

the spectral features get shallower compared to the con-

tinuum. Using a RDI prior in the forward model can

help tap into this otherwise lost signal. The detection

sensitivity curves derived in this work (Figure 2 and Fig-

ure 14) are therefore not fundamental limits and could

still be improved significantly. This is however not a

straightforward task.

We tried computing S/N maps using the forward

model with RDI priors, but they were filled with arti-

facts negatively affecting the S/N histogram to the point

of effectively degrading the sensitivity instead of improv-

ing it. The implementation of RDI using a reference

star observation presented in this work is not accurate

enough to leverage the potential of this method yet. If

simulated NIRSpec PSFs are made more accurate in the

future, they could be used for RDI instead and would

not be limited by spatial interpolation errors. This could

be the most promising avenue for improving NIRSpec

high-contrast sensitivity.

7. DISCUSSION

7.1. Strategies for high contrast with the NIRSpec IFU

The goal of this work was to assess the performance

and optimal observing strategies for high-contrast imag-

ing of exoplanets with the NIRSpec IFU. We demon-

strated that the NIRSpec IFU is a powerful instrument

for both detecting and characterizing directly imaged

exoplanets at moderate spectral resolution, achieving

sensitivities impossible from the ground at these wave-

lengths. We presented three approaches to the data

analysis that are discussed below.

First, we implemented a forward model of the detector

images (Section 4), which is less prone to introducing

systematics compared to other classical high-contrast

strategies. The speckle model is flexible enough to fully

subtract the starlight down to the photon noise limit.
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It does so while retaining the distinct spectral signature

of the cool planet atmosphere thanks to the moderate

spectral resolution. The resulting likelihood can be used

for both detection and atmospheric characterization of

a high-contrast companion. The most significant down-

side of this approach is the effective loss of the contin-

uum information of the companion spectrum. While the

companion continuum is included in the forward model,

it is in practice degenerate with the starlight continuum.

Using this implementation of a forward model, Figure 2

demonstrates that the NIRSpec IFU is very sensitive to

detect high-contrast companions at small projected sep-

arations (< 2′′) in the 2.9 − 5.2µm wavelength range.

For example, we derived a sensitivity to planets that are

2× 10−6 fainter than their stars at 1′′ in the HD 19467

dataset (Figure 2). The detection sensitivity of the for-

ward model is however dependent on the spectrum of the

companion. The deeper the spectral features relative to

the continuum, the deeper the sensitivity in terms of

companion-to-star flux ratio. The sensitivity varies by a

factor ∼ 5 between 500K and 3000K as shown in Figure

14. A planet embedded in a circumplanetary disk might

however not be detectable at all with this method if its

spectral features are fully muted.

The achieved sensitivity will enable spectroscopy

of planets in very scientifically interesting parts

of mass/separation parameter space. With

JWST/NIRCam, Lawson et al. (2023) demonstrated a

sensitivity to ∼ 0.1MJup beyond ∼ 2′′ (∼ 20 au) around

AU Microscopii, which is estimated to be 20 ± 10Myr.

NIRSpec can achieve a similar sensitivity in the same

spectral band (F444W) at closer separation ∼ 1′′, where

planets are more common. Assuming the 2× 10−6 flux

ratio sensitivity achieved in 35 min around HD 19467

at ∼ 1′′, NIRSpec could detect sub-Jupiters at ages up

to 1Gyr at 10 pc using the COND evolutionary model

(Baraffe et al. 2003) at the same separation and around

a similar star. Adolescent sub-Jupiters are therefore

within reach of the NIRSpec IFU. Based on pre-launch

simulations, Llop-Sayson et al. (2021) also showed that

NIRSpec IFU could detect the planet ϵ Eridani b which

is 0.57 − 0.78MJup at 400 − 800Myr and 3.2 pc. By
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demonstrating the feasibility of photon noise limited

planet detection with real observations, we also con-

firmed the validity of these simulations. NIRSpec will

therefore enable the direct detection of planets that are

more similar to the solar system.

Secondly, in order to measure the full spectrum of a

companion including its continuum, we implemented a

PSF subtraction routine using observations of a refer-

ence star (Section 5). This RDI implementation suc-

cessfully enabled the extraction of the spectrum of

HD 19467 B (Figure 3). The S/N∼ 10 of the RDI spec-

trum is however limited by speckle noise residuals due to

interpolation errors when resampling the reference star

point cloud to match the science data. In its current

implementation, RDI is not competitive for detection

purposes compared to the forward model, but remains

the only way to measure the continuum of a companion.

RDI is generally not the only way to subtract the host

star PSF and recover the companion continuum. ADI

and SDI have otherwise been powerful observing strate-

gies for high-contrast imaging. However, their perfor-

mance for the NIRSpec IFU is expected to be limited

by interpolation errors similar to RDI. Future efforts to

more accurately model the NIRSpec IFU PSF should

significantly improve RDI reductions.

Finally, we presented a proof of concept for a com-

bined data reduction strategy (Section 6) that augments

the forward model framework with an independent prior

of the speckle intensity from RDI. This approach allows

the forward model to leverage the spectral continuum

of the companion, but in practice the expected bene-

fits are negated by the higher level of systematics in the

current RDI implementation. This however remains a

highly promising strategy, but will require further effort

to accurately model the stellar PSF free from systemat-

ics and interpolation errors.

7.2. Recommendations, limitations, and path forward

We highlight some specific recommendations for de-

signing high-contrast observations with the NIRSpec

IFU. We also identify the following limitations in achiev-

ing more accurate or more precise high-contrast science,

which can be used to prioritize future NIRSpec calibra-

tion efforts.

Modeling detector images: We recommend model-

ing the data directly in the detector images when-

ever possible. The main limitations of the NIR-

Spec IFU are currently its spatial undersampling

and the management of bad pixels. As discussed

throughout this work, these systematics are better

addressed by directly forward modeling the detec-

tor images. All interpolations come with a price

by raising the systematic floor of the data so they

should be used sparingly.

Dithering strategy: We recommend using as many

dither positions as possible to improve the spatial

sampling of the dataset unless otherwise required

by the science case. The RDI subtraction in Sec-

tion 5 is limited by spatial interpolation errors of

the point cloud despite using a 9-position dither

with the cycling pattern. The WebbPSF spectral

extraction described in Section 3.7 featured sys-

tematic oscillations around ∼ 3µm with 4 dither

positions due to the smaller PSF and worse spa-

tial sampling at the shortest wavelengths. Future

improvements in PSF modeling are expected to

at least partially mitigate these issues. This is-

sue is compounded by the current NIRSpec IFU

dithering strategy that does not optimally sample

the spatial coordinates as shown in Section 3.5.

To avoid distortion effects between IFU slices, we

suggest the implementation of a sub-pixel dither-

ing strategy similar to the small grid dithers used

for NIRCam coronagraphy.

Shift in source position: We identified a large cen-

troid trend of 0.02′′ when fitting a point source

over the 2.9 − 5.2µm wavelength range in Figure

9. The field dependence of this distortion remains

to be characterized so the extent to which it might

affect the sampling of the point cloud from a com-

bined dither sequence is also unknown. This could

for example contribute to the systematics of the

RDI subtraction.

Accurate PSF models: Obtaining more accurate

model PSFs is the most important path forward

to improving the spectral extraction and the stel-

lar PSF subtraction for high-contrast imaging.

Unless the reference and science stars sample the

same pixel phases, fully empirical PSFs are sub-

ject to interpolation errors. Simulated PSFs can

mitigate interpolation errors, but they also require

accurate modeling of the NIRSpec instrument and

wavefront errors. Simulated PSFs from WebbPSF

that are calibrated from empirical observations

are a promising avenue for NIRSpec IFU data

analysis. A more accurate model of the NIRSpec

IFU PSF could enable the implementation of the

RDI prior in the forward model for detection pur-

poses and further improve NIRSpec high-contrast

sensitivity.

Saturation, charge diffusion, and stray light:

Many host stars of directly imaged exoplanets
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saturate the NIRSpec detector in two groups even

when dispersing the light at moderate spectral

resolution. The saturation and charge transfer

on the NIRSpec detectors does not appear to be

a limitation unless the exoplanet signal directly

overlaps with the affected regions. IFU observa-

tions should be designed to ensure the planet is not

placed in the same IFU slices as the stellar PSF

core. Placing the star outside the field of view can

be a simple way to mitigate the risks associated

with the charge transfer, although it may limit

our ability to precisely determine the position of

the star. In general, modeling the charge trans-

fer would improve the field of view coverage of

the IFU, which would be beneficial for exoplanet

searches. Another issue related to observations

of bright stars is stray light in the optical path.

We identified a possible ghost visible in the NRS1

detector, but were able to mitigate its effects by

including principal components of the residuals

in the forward model. A better characterization

of stray light in the NIRSpec IFU could be used

to better optimize future observations and limit

the probability of aligning a faint companion with

such artifacts.

Photometric calibration: The absolute flux mea-

surements of HD 19467 B remain limited by resid-

uals speckles from RDI and the 5% absolute

flux calibration of the NIRSpec instrument in the

JWST science calibration pipeline. The latter is

likely to improve from the ongoing absolute flux

calibration program (Gordon et al. 2022). Addi-

tionally, the simulated PSF flux calibration used in

this work (Section 3.7) did not accurately predict

the flux of the photometric reference star. This is

not unexpected given the mismatch between the

model WebbPSF and the real PSF. It led to a 10%

systematic error that needed to be corrected a pos-

teriori. A more detailed characterization of the

PSF will be necessary to retire this issue in the

future.

7.3. Relevance to Future High-Contrast Missions

We demonstrated that moderate-resolution spec-

troscopy can enable high-contrast sensitivity close to the

star. It is important to consider the effect of the spectral

resolution in the design of the future Habitable World

Observatory (HWO) building on existing studies such as

Wang et al. (2018) and Landman et al. (2023). Defin-

ing a metric to evaluate the spectral resolution trade

space will be an important aspect of these studies. As

an example, Batalha & Line (2017) evaluated the best

observing modes, or combination of modes, to character-

ize transiting exoplanets with JWST by optimizing their

information content. Planet or molecule detections need

to be based on a template matching S/N, not the S/N

per resolution element. Higher spectral resolution will

by definition result in a lower S/N per resolution ele-

ment, but can still lead to an overall better detection.

We emphasize that it is possible to retain the continuum

information of the companion spectrum with dedicated

observing and data analysis strategies even at moderate

to high spectral resolution. There are many advantages

to the higher spectral resolution to be considered. For

example, it is a more robust planet detection strategy

because it is insensitive to speckle chromaticity and sta-

bility. It is also more robust to confusion from other

astrophysical sources such as disk features, possible fea-

tures in the exozodiacal dust, and background objects

because it uses the distinct spectral signature of cool

planet atmospheres. As demonstrated in this work, the

companion detection statistics (i.e., S/N histogram) is

well-behaved and its implementation should not require

a small sample statistics correction at small inner work-

ing angles. Higher spectral resolution is also an efficient

observing strategy because it allows for the joint detec-

tion and the atmospheric characterization of a planet.

All these factors should be taken into account when

exploring the design trade space for HWO. The main

downside of a higher spectral resolution spectrograph

compared to an imager is the larger negative impact of

detector level noise like dark current, so the benefits of

high resolution spectroscopy might also be a function

of the planet’s brightness. It is also possible to combine

higher resolution spectroscopy with coronagraph designs

like for the future SCALES instrument at the W. M.

Keck Observatory (Skemer et al. 2022).

8. CONCLUSION

We analyzed the data from the first high-contrast ob-

servations with the JWST NIRSpec IFU as part of the

cycle 1 GTO program 1414 using the moderate spectral

resolution G395H (λ/dλ ∼ 2, 700) and F290LP filter

(2.9− 5.3µm).

• Forward modeling the starlight and the compan-

ion signal in the detector images enabled a pho-

ton noise-limited planet detection sensitivity de-

spite NIRSpec spatial undersampling. In 35 min

of integration, the T-dwarf substellar companion

HD 19467 B was detected with a S/N ∼ 232 at

1.6′′ with a flux ratio varying around 10−5 − 10−4

between 3 − 5µm. Given the achieved 3 × 10−6

flux ratio sensitivity at ∼ 1′′, NIRSpec could de-

tect sub-Jupiters at ages up to 1Gyr at 10 pc.
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• Using a reference-star PSF subtraction, we ex-

tracted the first moderate-resolution spectrum of

HD 19467 B between 2.9 − 5.3µm. The contin-

uum S/N∼ 10 is limited by interpolation errors

in our implementation of RDI. The atmospheric

characterization of this brown dwarf based on this

spectrum is performed in a separate work (Hoch

et al.).

• As a proof of concept, we tested a strategy to com-

bine the power of the forward model with that

of RDI. Our proposed method would optimally

combine the higher resolution spectral features

with the continuum information of the companion.

This approach should further improve the detec-

tion and characterization sensitivity of the NIR-

Spec IFU for high-contrast imaging of exoplanets.

• We suggest to continue the efforts to model NIR-

Spec IFU data directly in the detector images. Al-

ternatively, interpolations of the data should be

minimized as they are the largest source of error

in this highly undersampled instrument.

• Improvements to the NIRSpec dithering strategy,

distortion calibrations, flux calibrations, model-

ing of the charge diffusion, and most importantly

simulated PSFs would all greatly benefit high-

contrast science cases with NIRSpec.

In conclusion, the NIRSpec instrument on-board

JWST is a powerful instrument to study faint planets

around bright stars. It will enable the direct detection

and spectral characterization of older, cooler, and more

closely separated exoplanets that are similar to the solar

system gas giants.

The Python scripts developed for this work, both for

data reduction and figure creation, are publicly available

in a Github repository8 (Ruffio 2024).

8 https://github.com/jruffio/HD 19467 B commit hash b853a66
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APPENDIX

A. LINEAR MODEL STATISTIC WITH A PRIOR ON THE LINEAR PARAMETERS

In this appendix, we explain the changes to the linear model formalism from Ruffio et al. (2019) (Appendix D) to

include the regularization, meaning prior, on the linear parameters.

In Ruffio et al. (2019) Appendix D, we defined a linear model as

d =Mϕ+ n, (A1)

where d is the data vector of length N , n is a Gaussian random vector with zero mean and covariance matrix Σ, M

is a matrix representing the linear model, and ϕ represents the Nϕ linear parameters.

The corresponding Gaussian likelihood is given by

P(d|ϕ) = 1√
(2π)N |Σ|

exp

{
−1

2
(d−Mϕ)⊤Σ−1(d−Mϕ)

}
, (A2)

It is possible to regularize the problem by adding a Gaussian prior on the parameters ϕ with expected values µϕ

and covariance Σreg. The posterior including the prior is given by:

P(ϕ|d) ∝ P(d|ϕ)P(ϕ),

∝ 1√
(2π)N |Σ|

exp

{
−1

2
(d−Mϕ)⊤Σ−1(d−Mϕ)

}
×

1√
(2π)Nϕ |Σreg|

exp

{
−1

2
(µϕ − ϕ)⊤Σ−1

reg(µϕ − ϕ)
}
,

∝ 1√
(2π)N+Nϕ |Σ′|

exp

{
−1

2
(d′ −M ′ϕ)⊤Σ′−1(d′ −M ′ϕ)

}
(A3)

where we defined

d′ =

[
d

µϕ

]
,M ′ =

[
M

Mreg

]
,Σ′ =

[
Σ 0

0 Σreg

]
. (A4)

If the prior is defined for all the parameters ϕ, then Mreg is simply the identity matrix of size Nϕ ×Nϕ. When the

prior only affect a subset of the parameters, Mreg is effectively what is called a selection matrix that needs to be

adapted, which is the case in Equation 4. A selection matrix is a matrix of ones and zeros whose purpose is to select

a subset of parameters from a vector. We therefore demonstrated that the problem can be rewritten in the same form

as Equation A2. This means that the maximum a posteriori (MAP) will also be given by the pseudo inverse (see

Equation 16 in Ruffio et al. 2019), but with updated vectors and matrices:

ϕ̃ = (M ′⊤Σ′−1M ′)−1M ′⊤Σ′−1d′ (A5)

An important element of the analysis is the derivation of the errors on the linear parameters, which is given by the

covariance of ϕ̃. However, the derivation of cov(ϕ̃) needs to be updated compared to Equation 23 in Ruffio et al.

(2019). Following the method in Ruffio et al. (2019) Appendix D.3, we can replace d′ in Equation A5 as

ϕ̃ = (M ′⊤Σ′−1M ′)−1M ′⊤Σ′−1

[
Mϕ+ n

µϕ

]
, (A6)

The only random variable is n and everything else is constant, therefore,

ϕ̃ = cst + (M ′⊤Σ′−1M ′)−1M⊤Σ−1n. (A7)

In order to calculate the covariance of ϕ̃, we rely on the fact that the linear transformation of a Gaussian random

vector is also a Gaussian random vector. Indeed, if X ∼ N (µx,Σx) is a Gaussian random vector, A a matrix, then

Y = AX also follows a normal distribution with vector mean,

µy = Aµx (A8)
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and covariance matrix,

Σy = AΣxA
⊤. (A9)

This means that the covariance matrix of ϕ̃ with a prior is given by,

cov(ϕ̃) =
[
(M ′⊤Σ′−1M ′)−1M⊤Σ−1

]
Σ
[
(M ′⊤Σ′−1M ′)−1M⊤Σ−1

]⊤
,

= (M ′⊤Σ′−1M ′)−1M⊤Σ−1ΣΣ−1M(M ′⊤Σ′−1M ′)−1,

cov(ϕ̃) = (M ′⊤Σ′−1M ′)−1M⊤Σ−1M(M ′⊤Σ′−1M ′)−1. (A10)

We used the fact that the inverse of symmetric matrix is also symmetric. This formula cannot generally be simplified

further, unlike the simpler Equation 23 in (Ruffio et al. 2019) that was derived without a prior:

cov(ϕ̃) = (M⊤Σ−1M)−1. (A11)

Finally, there is another deviation from Ruffio et al. (2019) required in this work for the calculation of the posterior

of the non-linear parameters ψ, which can be the planet position, radial velocity, atmospheric parameters, etc. Ruffio

et al. (2019) was able to marginalize the posterior over the linear parameters ϕ as well as a noise scaling factor (called

s therein) to account for inaccurate data errors. The regularization of the linear model does not allow a similar

marginalization over the noise scaling factor, but we do keep the most important marginalization over the linear

parameters. However, not including the marginalization does not mean that we cannot empirically normalize the noise

based on the residuals. We note that the covariance of the linear parameter was never marginalized over the noise

scaling parameter. It is always possible to scale the data covariance Σ to ensure that the data errors are empirically

scaled to the amplitude of the residuals of the fit.

Similarly to Ruffio et al. (2019) and writing M ′ =M ′
ψ, we then write the marginalized posterior of ψ as,

P(ψ|d) =
∫
ϕ

P(ψ,ϕ|d),

=
1

P(d)

∫
ϕ

P(d|ψ,ϕ)P(ψ,ϕ),

=
P(ψ)

P(d)

∫
ϕ

P(d|ψ,ϕ)P(ϕ),

P(ψ|d) ∝ P(ψ)

√√√√∣∣∣cov(ϕ̃)∣∣∣
|Σ′|

exp

{
−1

2
χ′2
ϕ=ϕ̃,ψ

}
, (A12)

where cov(ϕ̃) is given by Equation A10, and

χ′2
ϕ=ϕ̃,ψ

= (d′ −M ′ϕ̃)⊤Σ′−1(d′ −M ′ϕ̃) (A13)

We used Equation A3 in this Appendix combined with Equation 36 in Ruffio et al. (2019). The determinant of the

covariance
∣∣∣cov(ϕ̃)∣∣∣ can suffer from numerical instabilities. In those cases, we found that approximating cov(ϕ̃) by

a diagonal matrix such that Ln
∣∣∣cov(ϕ̃)∣∣∣ ∼

∑
i Ln

[
cov(ϕ̃)[i, i]

]
can provide a reasonable alternative. It effectively

neglects the correlation between the linear parameters.

We test Equation A12 with this approximation in Figure 21 where we fit for the radial velocity of HD 19467 B

using the forward model from Section 4 with a BT-Settl atmospheric model ( Teff = 940K and log(g) = 5.0) for

the companion (Allard et al. 2003). For the NRS1 detector, the scatter appear in relative good agreement with the

estimated error bars from the RV posterior. The error bars appear higher than the exposure-to-exposure scatter for

NRS2. We think that this is due to the residuals being dominated by model systematics.

B. NIRCAM SENSITIVITY

We re-reduced the NIRCam observations of HD 19467 B that were presented in Greenbaum et al. (2023). The

companion sensitivity curves for each NIRCam filter are shown at 5σ in Figure 22 including small sample statistics
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Figure 21. Radial velocity measurements of HD 19467 B for individual exposures. At the time of writing, systematics in
the NIRSpec wavelength solution has not been characterized or calibrated at this level of precision, which could explain the
discrepancy between the NRS1 and NRS2 detectors.
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Figure 22. Revised companion detection sensitivity of the NIRCam coronographic data originally presented in Greenbaum
et al. (2023). The 5σ detection limits are defined in terms of the companion-to-star flux ratio in different NIRCam photometric
filters. The crosses indicate the flux ratio of HD 19467 B in the various filters.

correction (Mawet et al. 2014). Note that the S/N derived from the statistical uncertainty of the photometry in

Table 2 is slightly better than the S/N read directly from Figure 22 because the photometry was estimated with a

forward model of the PSF (Pueyo 2016) while the detection limits used simple aperture photometry to speed up the

computation.

C. BACKGROUND SUBTRACTION FOR NIRSPEC IFU RATE FILES

We added an intermediate step between the stage 1 (uncal to rate) and stage 2 (rate to cal) pipeline reduction to

remove the vertical striping in NIRSpec images (1/f noise) as well as the additional diffuse charges caused by the
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saturated central star. The method is conceptually similar to the NSClean algorithm (Rauscher 2024), although we

implemented our own model of the background flux using the spline model used throughout this work (see Section

3.3). We fit the rate maps column by column. In each column, we mask the pixels that belong to an IFU slice. We

then fit a spline to the background pixels using 40 nodes equidistant across the 2048 pixels. The background model is

then subtracted as illustrated in Figure 23. We manage bad pixels by fitting the model twice and removing the outliers

larger than 5× the median absolute deviation column-wise in the residuals after the first fit. The before and after rate

maps are shown in Figure 24. The new rate maps are then processed normally with the stage 2 JWST calibration

pipeline to produce cleaned flux calibrated images.
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Figure 23. Removal of the background flux in NIRSpec rate maps, in particular the diffuse background created by charge
transfer from the very highly saturated stellar PSF core. This illustrates a single column of the NRS1 detector (index 300
of jw01414004001 02101 00001 nrs1 rate.fits). The region of the detector corresponding to illuminated IFU slice data is
masked. The spline continuum model (“Best fit model”) is fit to the “background pixels” only and then subtracted from the
data (“Corrected data”). Note the two panels above show the same data but with the Y axis ranges different by a factor of
100×. The resulting image is shown in Figure 24.

We note in passing that this level of charge transfer in extremely saturated NIRSpec data has not previously been

discussed in detail, to the best of our knowledge. This is the detector-level view of the effect that creates the bright

signal throughout the IFU slices containing the stellar PSF core (e.g. as in Figure 7 of Böker et al. 2022), and indeed

we see that the charge transfer away from the saturated region extends far outside of just a single IFU slice. In this

case an increased signal level can be seen extending for hundreds of pixels on either side of the rows containing the

highly saturated stellar PSF core. This is well beyond the typical subtle changes in PSF properties typically referred to

as the “brighter-fatter effect”. We remind readers that the host star HD 19467 is a K = 5.4 magnitude star, extremely

bright compared to typical NIRSpec targets. Different physical effects within the detector may be responsible for

this large-scale charge transfer effect distinct from the usual brighter-fatter effect. In particular we speculate that

this level of extreme oversaturation may be sufficient to drive the semiconductor diodes within affected pixels into

the forward bias regime. Similar effects have previously been produced intentionally in detector ground testing of

a NIRSpec flight candidate detector (E. Bergeron, private communication). That mechanism may also help explain

charge transfer effects seen in exceptionally saturated NIRCam images, for instance deep images of Mars and Jupiter

far beyond saturation in programs 1373 and 2787. That said, the particular details of the detector physics are not

necessary for the spline model to empirically fit the resulting diffuse background and allow its subtraction.
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Figure 24. NIRSpec IFU rate map before and after background subtraction for jw01414004001 02101 00001 nrs1 rate.fits.
Both vertical striping from 1/f noise and the diffuse signal excess extending away from the very saturated stellar PSF core are
effectively removed.
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Figure 25. Simulated companion injection and recovery test for the forward model in Section 4. The recovered fluxes are
consistent with the original simulated companion showing no significant signs of self or over subtraction in the algorithm.

D. INJECTION AND RECOVERY TEST FOR THE FORWARD MODEL

Speckle subtraction algorithms for high-contrast imaging often suffer from over- and self-subtraction, which can

bias the detection limits when they are not corrected for. This is usually done with an injection and recovery test

of simulated companions with known fluxes. The ratio between the recovered flux after speckle subtraction and the

injected flux is the algorithmic throughput. We test the flux extraction of the forward model by injecting a simulated

companion signal in a single exposure of both NIRSpec detectors using the simulated PSF from WebbPSF and the

RDI spectrum of HD 19467 B in a similar fasion to Section 4.3. The fluxes of the simulated companions are chosen to

be S/N∼ 10. The ratios of the recovered fluxes to the injected one is shown in Figure 25.

E. COVARIANCE MATRIX ESTIMATION FOR THE RDI SPECTRUM OF HD19467B

In Section 6, we discussed a proof of concept for atmospheric inference using the detector forward model and a

RDI-based prior on the speckle intensity to constrain the continuum. While such forward modeling is statistically

the most accurate way to model the data, it is also a lot more complicated than fitting a 1D spectrum. However,

correlated noise in the 1D spectrum from the imperfect speckle subtraction can significantly bias atmospheric inference

if it is not accounted for with a covariance in the definition of the χ2 (Greco & Brandt 2016). In this section, we
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therefore compute an semi-empirical noise covariance for the RDI spectrum of HD 19467 B extracted in Section 5.3

and illustrated in Figure 3.

The covariance is estimated from the correlation of the residual speckle spectra in an annulus from 0.4–0.5′′ in

radius from the companion. We construct the covariance assuming that the correlation between two spectral bin is

only a function of the wavelength difference. Due to difficulties with inverting a noisy covariance matrix constructed

directly with the empirical correlation profile, we chose to model the correlation profile with a functional form before

constructing the covariance matrix and inverting it. The empirical auto-correlation is computed as follow. First,

the speckle spectra are normalized by the flux uncertainty, so that the standard deviation over all positions at each

wavelength is equal to one. Then, the auto-correlation profile is calculated as the average over wavelengths and spatial

positions of the sliding window product over wavelengths of the normalized speckle spectra. So, if rx,l is the normalized

residual speckle spectra at location x and wavelength l, then the empirical speckle correlation Ψ for wavelength bins

∆l pixels apart is calculated as

Ψ∆l = ⟨rx,lrx,l+∆l⟩x,l, (E14)

where the average ⟨...⟩ is over spatial positions x and wavelengths l and NaNs are implicitly ignored in the sliding

window average by using numpy.nanmean. We identify four different regimes in the auto-correlation that feature

correlation at different scales, which are illustrated in Figure 26. The white noise fraction of Ψ∆l=0 is the result of

the irreducible noise sources: photon noise, read noise, etc. We then identify correlation between neighboring pixels

(Ψ∆l<=1) which we attribute to the interpolation of the detector images on a regular wavelength grid. Improperly

subtracted speckles lead to correlations on scales corresponding to Ψ∆l<=500, and also identify a trend-like correlation

across the entire spectrum. We refer to the white noise and interpolation effects as the “small-scale” correlation

(Ψsmall), and the residual speckle effects as “large-scale” correlation (Ψlarge). The latter is modeled with a double

Gaussian in ∆l to account for correlated noise at the different scales. Both Ψsmall,∆l=0 and Ψsmall,∆l=0 are normalized

to unity. The empirical profile for the correlation over ∆l and the model which are fit to this profile are shown in

Figure (26).

Figure 26. Modeling the correlation of the noise for the RDI spectrum of HD 19467 B shown in Figure 3. Left: The empirical
correlation profile in black and the model fit to this profile in orange. Middle: the double Gaussian model for the correlated
component of the empirical profile. Right: The model for the uncorrelated noise component which is only nonzero in the first
two pixels, note the scaling on the x-axis.

The final covariance matrix is the combination of the small-scale and large-scale covariances. In Section 5.3, we

computed the respective standard deviation contribution of each scale at each wavelength which we label as σsmall,l

and σlarge,l, which are illustrated in Figure 3. We therefore define the covariance as

Cov(l1, l2) = (Ψsmall,|l2−l1|σsmall,l1σsmall,l2) + (Ψlarge,l2−l1σlarge,l1σlarge,l2). (E15)

The two dimensional covariance models and the outer product of the two noise profiles (σl1σl2) are shown in Figure

(27).
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Figure 27. Definition of the model covariance. Top: the large-scale 2D correlation model (Ψlarge,l2−l1) and the outer product
of the large-scale errors (σlarge,l1σlarge,l2). Bottom: the small-scale 2D correlation model (Ψsmall,l2−l1) and the outer product
of the small-scale errors (σsmall,l1σsmall,l2). The small-scale correlation matrix only shows a 50x50 pixel area so that the fine
structure along the diagonal is visible. The final covariance is shown in Figure 28.

The inverse of this matrix is computed using numpy.linalg.inv. Both of these matrices are shown in Figure (28).

The covariance can be obtained by running a single python notebook in the Github repository dedicated to this work13.

There is also an example for calculating the χ2 of an atmospheric model.

In order to validate this model covariance matrix, we generate samples from it using numpy. In Figure (29) we show

an example of 10 random extracted speckle spectra which are used to generate the model, and 10 random samples

13 https://github.com/jruffio/HD 19467 B

https://github.com/jruffio/HD_19467_B


Direct spectroscopy with JWST NIRSpec IFU 45

Figure 28. The final covariance matrix and its inverse. The logarithmic scale is used on the left to show fine structure but
cannot used on the right due to negative values in the inverse. The code to generate these matrices is available in the Github
repository dedicated to this work.

generated from the model covariance. It can be seen that the general statistical behavior of the speckles is reproduced,

although there is some minor discrepancies between the speckle statistics in each detector.
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