arXiv:1205.0806v1 [astro-ph.EP] 3 May 2012

Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 000, 000–000 (0000) Printed 8 January 2020 (MN L^ATEX style file v2.2)

Precision Astrometry of the Exoplanet Host Candidate GD 66

J. Farihi^1, J. P. Subasavage^2, E. P. Nelan^3, H. C. Harris^2, C. C. Dahn^2, J. Nordhaus^{4,6}, D. S. Spiegel^5

1Department of Physics & Astronomy, University of Leicester, Leicester LE1 7RH, UK; jf123@star.le.ac.uk 2United States Naval Observatory, Flagstaff, AZ 86002, USA 3Space Telescope Science Institute, Baltimore, MD 21218, USA 4Center for Computational Relativity and Gravitation, Rochester Institute of Technology, Rochester, NY 14623, USA 5Institute for Advanced Study, Princeton, NJ 08540, USA 6NSF Astronomy and Astrophysics Postdoctoral Fellow

ABSTRACT

The potential existence of a giant planet orbiting within a few AU of a stellar remnant has profound implications for both the survival and possible regeneration of planets during post-main sequence stellar evolution. This paper reports Hubble Space Telescope Fine Guidance Sensor and U.S. Naval Observatory relative astrometry of GD 66, a white dwarf thought to harbor a giant planet between 2 and 3 AU based on stellar pulsation arrival times. Combined with existing infrared data, the precision measurements here rule out all stellar-mass and brown dwarf companions, implying that only a planet remains plausible, if orbital motion is indeed the cause of the variations in pulsation timing.

Key words: planetary systems— stars: individual (GD 66)— white dwarfs

1 INTRODUCTION

Observations of extrasolar planetary systems in the postmain sequence have implications for the survival of Earth and the terrestrial planets, and indirectly measure the robustness of planet formation processes. Precision radial velocity surveys are discovering a growing number of giant exoplanets orbiting post-main sequence stars, where the hosts are either subgiant (Johnson et al. 2011; Bowler et al. 2010) or first ascent giant stars (Gettel et al. 2012; Niedzielski et al. 2009; Döllinger et al. 2009; Sato et al. 2008; Lovis & Mayor 2007). These systems have undergone relatively mild evolution compared to later stages, and their planet properties may only reflect formation processes (Currie 2009). However, it appears the effect of starplanet tides with increasing stellar radius is non-negligible at this early stage (Lloyd 2011; Hansen 2010; Villaver & Livio 2009), and eventually becomes crucial (Nordhaus et al. 2010).

Candidate planets orbiting post-red giant branch stars are observed with varying degrees of observational evidence (Charpinet et al. 2011; Setiawan et al. 2010; Silvotti et al. 2007), but these few detections currently lack the benefit of independent confirmation (e.g., transits) and statistics that have corroborated the conventional exoplanet population. Planets orbiting these more highly evolved stars and stellar remnants provide tests of primordial planet formation, long-term star-planet and planet-disk evolution, and second-generation planet formation (Wickramasinghe et al. 2010; Melis et al. 2009). The latter scenario is the only viable mechanism to produce the pulsar planets (Hansen et al. 2009), and they remain the only post-main sequence planets confirmed by independent means (gravitational perturbations; Wolszczan 1994; Rasio et al. 1992).

Planetary systems around white dwarfs offer a glimpse into possible futures of the Solar System (Veras & Wyatt 2012; Duncan & Lissauer 1998; Sackmann et al. 1993) and the opportunity to study the composition of planetary solids (Zuckerman et al. 2010; Farihi et al. 2009; Jura 2008). Furthermore, and perhaps surprisingly, because white dwarfs outnumber A and F-type stars in the solar neighborhood^1, they may represent the majority of the nearest planetary systems formed at intermediate-mass stars(!). While there have been several ground- and space-based searches for giant planets around white dwarfs (Hogan et al. 2009; Farihi et al. 2008; Mullally et al. 2007; Debes et al. 2005), to date the only published candidate comes from variations in pulsation timing of GD 66 (Mullally et al. 2008).

This paper describes interferometric and astrometric

1 http://www.recons.org

© 0000 RAS

2 J. Farihi et al.

constraints on stellar and low-mass companions to GD 66 (WD 0517+307). The motivation for the study is described in §2, where the observational data supporting a companion are reviewed, and theoretical considerations for planet survival are explored. The Hubble Space Telescope (HST) Fine Guidance Sensor (FGS) and U.S. Naval Observatory (USNO) observations are described in §3, and companion mass limits are derived from the analysis of these data combined with prior studies.

2 MOTIVATION

There are two lines of reasoning that led to a search for stellar-mass companions around GD 66, and each are discussed in turn below. The first is the continued, increasing trend in the observed pulsation arrival times, and the second is the issue of planet survival within a few AU during the post-main sequence evolutionary phases of an intermediatemass stellar host.

2.1 Observational Considerations

Mullally et al. (2008) performed photometric monitoring of 15 ZZ Ceti stars over the course of four years and identified a low-amplitude, sinusoidal variation in the expected arrival times of pulsations in GD 66. A single turnover in the observed minus calculated (or O − C) diagram was observed around epoch 2005.3. Assuming the pulsation frequency is perfectly stable, and that deviations in transit time are caused by orbital motion, the magnitude of this variation is given by τ = am sin i cM (1) where M and m are the mass of the star and companion respectively, a is the semimajor axis, and i is the orbital inclination. This can be rewritten as function of the orbital period p using Kepler’s third law.

m sin i = τ ( 4π^2c^3M^3 G(M + m)p^2 )_{1/3} (2) Thus, for a given periodicity in the pulsation arrival times, the amplitude is a linear function of companion mass for m ≪ M. A sinusoidal fit to the GD 66 timing data was found with parameters τ = 3.8 s, p = 4.5 yr (Mullally et al. 2008), thus implying a = 2.4 AU and m sin i = 2.2 MJup for M = 0.64 M⊙ (Bergeron et al. 2004). This solution predicted a turnover in the O − C diagram in late 2007 that did not occur. Rather, Mullally et al. (2009) later reported that the arrival times continued to increase and a revised fit yielded τ ≈ 5 s, p = 5.7 yr, and hence a = 2.7 AU, m sin i = 2.4 MJup. This newer fit predicted a turnover in 2008 that again did not occur (Hermes et al. 2010).

Based on this trend of increasing τ , it became possible that the observed signal could be due to a stellar companion. In this case, the initial turnover discovered in the O − C diagram would be a relatively low probability event. Despite being somewhat unlikely, this alternative merits investigation due to the profound implications of a planet orbiting

Table 1. USNO Observations of GD 66 over 10.25 yr

Astrometry:

π_{rel} 16.86 ± 0.16 mas π_{ref} 0.97 ± 0.12 mas π_{abs} 17.83 ± 0.20 mas μ_α +55.3 ± 0.1 mas yr^{−1} μ_δ −120.3 ± 0.1 mas yr^{−1} v_{tan} 35.2 ± 0.4 km s^{−1}

Photometry:

V 15.56 ± 0.02 mag B − V +0.13 ± 0.02 mag V − I −0.05 ± 0.02 mag M_V 11.82 ± 0.02 mag

Note. Photometry is on the Johnson-Cousins system and given in Vega magnitudes. Conservative errors for these mean magnitudes are 0.02 mag.

a stellar remnant. Stellar mass solutions to Equation 2 become plausible for τ > 10 s and i > 85^∘, but existing infrared data (see §3.3) constrain such companions to be degenerate: brown dwarf, white dwarf, or neutron star. Notably, a second white dwarf can remain hidden in optical spectroscopy if at least of comparable mass to the primary. An excellent example of this is PG 0901+140 (Farihi et al. 2005), a 3.^{′′} 6 DA5+DA6 binary that exhibits an apparently-single DA5.5 spectrum (Liebert et al. 2005). For such a companion mass to be viable, the increasing O − C trend observed by (Mullally et al. 2009) would have to continue for several years. Interestingly, orbital separations of a few to several AU have been found for five double white dwarf systems using HST FGS observations (Subasavage et al. 2009; Nelan 2007), lending credibility to a binary scenario.

2.2 Theoretical Considerations

Because GD 66 is a carbon-oxygen core white dwarf, it has passed through both the first ascent (RGB) and asymptotic giant branch (AGB) phases. Bergeron et al. (2004) give spectroscopically derived stellar parameters for GD 66 of T_{eff} = 11 980 ± 200 K, log g (cm s^{−2}) = 8.05 ± 0.05, implying M = 0.64 ± 0.03 M⊙. Using the average of three different initial-to-final mass relations (Williams et al. 2009; Kalirai et al. 2008; Dobbie et al. 2006) yields a possible range of main-sequence progenitor masses between 2.2 and 2.6 M⊙. As a basic line of reasoning that favors a stellar companion over a planet at a few AU, consider that the maximum AGB radius for this range of progenitor stars is in the vicinity of 3 AU (Villaver & Livio 2007).

However, as explored in detail by Nordhaus et al. (2010) there are at least three processes that determine the orbital fate of low-mass companions to post-main sequence stars such as white dwarfs: 1) orbital expansion due to mass loss (Jeans 1924), 2) tidal dissipation of orbital energy, and 3) destruction or survival in a common envelope phase. It is well known that very low-mass stellar and brown dwarf companions are capable of surviving within a common envelope (Maxted et al. 2006; Farihi et al. 2005) that results from unstable mass transfer from a giant primary (Paczynski 1976), and these short-period systems are manifest among white dwarf binaries (Schreiber & Gänsicke 2003; Schultz et al.

Precision Astrometry of GD 66 3

Figure 1. Residuals obtained after fitting proper motion and parallax to the USNO astrometric observations of GD 66. Shown are the seasonal averages and the standard error of the mean. A total of 172 frames taken on 151 nights were used in the parallax solution, with 9 to 32 observations per season. The behavior of the residuals in Declination are also observed in a field star near to GD 66 on the CCD, and are thus systematic.

1996). The inward pull of tidal torques and common envelope evolution, together with the outward expansion of orbits beyond the grasp of frictional and tidal forces, effectively create a depopulated region of intermediate orbital separations (Nordhaus et al. 2010). This bimodal distribution of low-mass, unevolved companions to white dwarfs, barren from ∼ 0.1 to ∼ 10 AU, has been empirically confirmed using high-resolution optical imaging with HST (Farihi et al. 2010, 2006) and by spectroscopic and photometric monitoring from the ground (Nebot Gómez-Morán et al. 2011).

Following the prescription of Nordhaus et al. (2010), the relevant semimajor axis boundaries for single planets at GD 66 were computed including mass loss, tidal forces, and common envelope evolution. The main-sequence progenitor masses span the range of values expected for this system (see §3.1), while companion masses include the m sin i = 2.4 MJup determined from the pulsation timing analysis, and a 7 MJup upper limit estimated from infrared photometry and modeling (see §3.3; Mullally et al. 2009). Included in these calculations are the largest, initial semimajor axis for planets directly engulfed by the AGB star, and smallest, final semimajor axis for planets that avoid being swallowed. Planets are destroyed in the first instance, while in the latter case their orbits are strongly influenced by tides yet just avoid the giant envelope. It is found that for a wide range of possible tidal prescriptions, all companions that avoid engulfment end up in a ⩾ 3.6 AU orbits, and all but the most finely tuned initial conditions lead to final separations several AU larger. Therefore, an extant planet at 2 − 3 AU around a white dwarf remnant of a M ⩾ 2.2 M⊙ mainsequence star would require an unexpected evolutionary scenario (e.g., capture or re-formation). These predictions imply that a planet is rather unlikely, and largely prompted a search for stellar-mass objects capable of producing the sinusoidal timing variations observed by (Mullally et al. 2008).

Figure 2. Companion mass sensitivity for primary mass 0.66 M_⊙ and a 3σ threshold of 3 mas deviation due to circular orbital motion for GD 66. Plotted as dotted lines are the astrometric excursion as a function of companion mass for several benchmark orbital periods. The dashed line corresponds to a detectable companion mass of 50 M_{Jup} at nearly all orbital periods between 4 and 20 yr. For circular motion, the companion mass sensitivity is immune to orbital inclination, and thus the USNO astrometry rule out a wide range of low-mass, stellar and substellar companions capable of producing the O − C variations.

3 OBSERVATIONS AND DATA

3.1 USNO Astrometry

Optical CCD observations of GD 66 spanning just over a decade were carried out as part of the USNO faint star parallax program. Imaging photometry was collected for the purposes of correcting for differential color refraction and to measure an absolute trigonometric parallax. In practice, because observations were taken within (and usually much less than) one hour of meridian, differential color refraction was minimal. A complete discussion of the astrometric data acquisition and reduction can be found in Dahn et al. (2002). Briefly, the observations were taken using the USNO 1.55 m Strand Astrometric Reflector and Tektronix 2048 × 2048 camera with 24.0 μm pixels at 0.^{′′} 325 pixel^{−1}. These observations employed a wide R-band filter, similar to that described in Monet et al. (1992). Independent photometry in the Johnson BV and Cousins I band was collected on two nights at the USNO 40 in telescope. Photometric standards of various colors from Landolt (1992) were taken at multiple airmasses to correct for extinction and color terms.

The USNO astrometric results are listed in Table 1, placing GD 66 at d = 56.1^{+0.6}_{−0.5} pc, and yielding an absolute visual magnitude of MV = 11.82 mag. Comparing this with the spectroscopically derived value of MV = 11.75 mag based on T_{eff} = 11 980 K (Bergeron et al. 2004), the parallax favors a slightly higher mass. Using this same effective temperature, white dwarf atmospheric models yield log g = 8.09, M = 0.66 M⊙, and a cooling age of 420 Myr (Fontaine et al. 2001). Although the astrometric data presented here do not constrain the temperature of GD 66, the the ZZ Ceti instability strip is narrow at ΔT_{eff} ≈ 1000 K for log g ≈ 8.1 (Gianninas et al. 2005). To within the errors introduced by its few % photometric variabil-

4 J. Farihi et al.

Figure 3. Interference fringes for GD 66 along the FGS1r x- and y-axes. The fringes of the science target are shown as solid red lines and do not differ significantly from that of the calibration point source, BD+84 12, shown as dotted blue lines. At the bottom of each panel are shown the residuals in black, which arise from photometric noise, indicating that GD 66 is unresolved. These data rule out stellar companions at Δm = 2.44 mag in F538W with separations greater than 10 mas, or 0.56 AU at the trigonometric parallax distance.

ity (Fontaine et al. 1985), the optical BV I photometry of GD 66 yields colors precisely as expected for a DA white dwarf of the published effective temperature.

Figure 1 plots the astrometric residuals for each observing season after subtracting the proper motion and parallax, demonstrating a few mas precision. This relative astrometry is sensitive to orbital motion induced by an opticallydark companion. Notwithstanding the systematically noisier residuals in Declination relative to those in Right Ascension, the astrometric monitoring of GD 66 should have detected a 3σ deviation of 3 mas due to orbital motion in the plane of the sky. Figure 2 marks this detection threshold in a plot of the astrometric excursion as a function of companion mass, for several benchmark orbital periods in a circular binary configuration. These mass limits are independent of orbital inclination for circular orbits, and degrade only in the specific case of an eccentric orbit at high inclination with line of apsides near to the line of sight (ω ≈ 90^∘).

Because the astrometric companion sensitivity only diminishes for finely-tuned orbital parameters, the USNO data rule out all m ≳ 50 MJup (0.05 M⊙), optically-faint companions, including very low-mass stars, neutron stars and black holes, for orbital periods p > 4 yr. Remarkably, a perioddependent range of relatively low, brown dwarf companion masses can be similarly ruled out for longer periods up to 20 yr. However, these data provide little or no constraints on white dwarf companions in this mass range, as a binary of equal mass and brightness will exhibit no photocenter shift.

3.2 FGS Interferometry

GD 66 was observed during HST Cycle 18 on 6 October 2010 by FGS1r in its high angular resolution Transfer mode, using the F538W filter which covers 4500 − 7000Å. In this mode FGS1r repeatedly scans an object and provides data from which interference fringes along its two orthogonal axes can be reconstructed (Nelan 2011). A relatively bright comparison star known to be a point source at FGS resolution, BD+84 12 was observed as a calibration source. Figure 1 plots the FGS data for GD 66 and calibration star, and reveals the white dwarf is unresolved to 10 mas and Δm = 2.44 mag.

The FGS interferometry is sensitive to white dwarf companions at nearly all possible orbital separations and inclinations. While two equal mass degenerates would be readily detected down to 0.56 AU and p = 0.4 yr, such short periods are not consistent with the p > 4 yr, pulsation timing variations of GD 66. For the periods fitted to the timing data of GD 66, Equation 1 dictates that a stellar-mass companion should be within several degrees of face-on. Therefore, the FGS data would have readily detected orbital separations from a few to several tens of AU, and thus rule out companions of comparable brightness and mass. However, in the very low probability event that the O−C turnover was a 1 in 10^5 chance detection, the FGS data also constrain a putative double degenerate binary for any inclination. If the observed O − C minimum in 2005.3 corresponds to a binary system in conjunction as seen from Earth, then the projected separation of the stars has been widening since, yet must still have an angular separation below 10 mas = 0.56 AU from its non-resolution by FGS in 2010.8. This implies a system period greater than 10^5 yr for edge-on orbits and total system masses M ≳ 1 M⊙. All double white dwarfs with shorter periods would have had a wider projected separation and been detected by the FGS.

Importantly, white dwarf secondaries fainter than the primary by ΔV > 2.4 mag are not feasible by normal, unperturbed stellar evolution; the total system age is insufficient to achieve such low luminosities. From the 0.66 M⊙ white dwarf mass derived from the trigonometric parallax, the main-sequence progenitor of GD 66 had a mass between 2.4 and 2.8 M⊙ (Williams et al. 2009; Kalirai et al. 2008; Dobbie et al. 2006), a hydrogen-burning lifetime in the range 460 − 660 Myr (Hurley et al. 2000), and a total system age of 0.9 − 1.1 Gyr. Any cool and massive white dwarf (total age ≈ cooling age) can become no fainter than MV = 13.9 mag over 1.1 Gyr (Fontaine et al. 2001) and would be detectable as ΔV < 2.1 mag.

Precision Astrometry of GD 66 5

3.3 Infrared Photometry

Existing Spitzer IRAC photometry of GD 66 are sensitive to substellar companions that would not be detected by the USNO or FGS optical astrometry. Mullally et al. (2009) used these infrared observations to estimate an upper limit on spatially-unresolved (within 2.^{′′} 4 ≈ 130 AU), self-luminous objects of 7 MJup, thus indicating the putative companion should have a planet-sized mass. Their method utilized observations of three white dwarfs with similar temperatures to constrain the photospheric flux ratio between 3.6 and 4.5 μm, reporting a 1σ total uncertainty of 0.6% in the ratio observed for GD 66. As an example of an alternative method using IRAC photometry, Farihi et al. (2008) establish substellar companion mass limits at 15% above the predicted (or measured) 4.5 μm photospheric flux. Applying this procedure to GD 66 with the USNO parallax distance, a total system age of 1 Gyr (see §3.2), and assuming its 4.5 μm flux measurement (Mullally et al. 2009) is due to the photosphere, one obtains an upper limit of 11 MJup (Baraffe et al. 2003). If one insists on only a 10% excess at this wavelength, the upper limit drops to and 9 MJup. It should be mentioned that all such analyses depend on atmospheric models, none of which have empirical constraints at these masses, as well as the adopted total system age. Regardless of the method, the infrared data rule out all but planetary masses, according to models.

4 CONCLUSIONS

The combined observational data on GD 66 limit any binary companions orbiting within several AU to planetary masses. Specifically, any long-term, increasing trend in the pulsation arrival times cannot be due to stellar-mass secondaries, which include low-mass stars, white dwarfs, neutron stars, and black holes with periods longer than 4 yr. The USNO relative astrometric monitoring of just over a decade rules out stellar-mass, dark companions with periods between 4 and 20 yr, while the FGS observations rule out virtually all white dwarf companions, regardless of orbital inclination. Based on substellar cooling models, infrared data further restrict low-mass companions within a hundred AU to have planetary masses. It is noteworthy that the trigonometric parallax and infrared photometry by themselves rule out a range of double degenerate scenarios, but the astrometric monitoring and interferometry provide significantly more stringent limits to such binaries.

If the observed timing data at GD 66 are due to orbital motion, these new and exiting data rule out a vast range of realistic companion masses, and strengthen the likelihood of a planet-sized mass as the cause. Because stellar evolution models and resulting star-planet interactions indicate a planet within a few AU of an intermediate-mass star is not likely to survive to the white dwarf stage, the putative planets at GD 66 and other post-RGB stars V391 Peg and KPD 1943+1405 (KOI 55), if real, may have been dynamically injected or formed in a second-generation of planet formation. Further study of these and future, post-RGB planet candidates is needed to better understand the population and architecture of planetary systems around white dwarfs.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The authors thank the referee, F. Mullally for a constructive and helpful report. DSS gratefully acknowledges support from NSF grant AST-0807444 and the Keck Fellowship. JN is supported by an NSF Astronomy and Astrophysics Postdoctoral Fellowship under award AST-1102738 and by NASA HST grant AR-12146.04-A.

REFERENCES

Baraffe I., Chabrier G., Barman T. S., Allard F., Hauschildt P. H. 2003, A&A, 402, 701 Bergeron P., Fontaine G., Billères M., Boudreault S., Green E. M. 2004, ApJ, 600, 404 Bowler B. P., et al. 2010, ApJ, 709, 396 Charpinet S., et al. 2011, Nature, 480, 496 Currie T. 2009, ApJ, 694, L171 Dahn C. C., et al. 2002, AJ, 124, 1170 Debes J. H., Sigurdsson S. 2002, ApJ, 572, 556 Debes J. H., Sigurdsson S., Woodgate B. E. 2005, AJ, 130, 1221 de Kool M., Ritter H. 1993, A&A, 267, 397 Dobbie P. D., et al. 2006, MNRAS, 369, 383 Döllinger M. P., Hatzes A. P., Pasquini L., Guenther E. W., Hartmann M. 2009, A&A, 505, 1311 Duncan M. J., Lissauer J. J. 1998, Icarus, 134, 303 Farihi J., Becklin E. E., Zuckerman B. 2008, ApJ, 681, 1470 Farihi J., Becklin E. E., Zuckerman B. 2005, ApJS, 161, 394 Farihi J., Hoard D. W., Wachter S. 2006, ApJ, 646, 480 Farihi J., Hoard D. W., Wachter S. 2010, ApJS, 190, 275 Farihi J., Jura M., Zuckerman B. 2009, ApJ, 694, 805 Fontaine G., Brassard P., Bergeron P. 2001, PASP, 113, 409 Fontaine G., Wesemael F., Bergeron P., Lacombe P., Lamontagne R., Saumon D. 1985, ApJ, 294, 339 Fontaine G., Michaud G. 1979, ApJ, 231, 826 Gettel S., Wolszczan A., Niedzielski A., Nowak G., Adamów M., Zieliński P., Maciejewski G. 2012, ApJ, 745, 28 Gianninas A., Bergeron P., Fontaine G. 2005, ApJ, 631, 1100 Hansen B. M. S. 2010, ApJ, 723, 285 Hansen B. M. S., Shih H., Currie T. 2009, ApJ, 691, 382 Hermes J. J., Mullally F., Winget D. E., Montgomery M. H., Miller G. F., Ellis J. L. 2010, in AIP Conference Series 1273, 446 Hogan E., Burleigh M. R., Clarke F. J. 2009, MNRAS, 396, 2074 Holberg J. B., Bergeron P. 2006, AJ, 132, 1221 Hurley J. R., Pols O. R., Tout C. A. 2000, MNRAS, 315, 543 Jeans J. H. 1924, MNRAS, 85, 2 Johnson J. A., Butler R. P., Marcy G. W., Fischer D. A., Vogt S. S., Wright J. T., Peek K. M. G. 2007, ApJ, 670, 833 Johnson J. A., et al. 2011, ApJS, 197, 26 Jura M. 2008, AJ, 135, 1785 Kalirai J. S., Hansen B. M. S., Kelson D. D., Reitzel D. B., Rich R. M., Richer H. B. 2008, ApJ, 676, 594

6 J. Farihi et al.

Landolt A. U. 1992, AJ, 104, 340 Liebert J., Bergeron P., Holberg J. B. 2005, ApJS, 156, 47 Lovis C., Mayor M. 2007, A&A, 472, 657 Lloyd J. P. 2011, ApJ, 739, L49 Maxted P. F. L., Napiwotzki R., Dobbie P. D., Burleigh M. R. 2006, Nature, 442, 543 Melis C., Zuckerman B., Song I., Rhee J. H., Metchev S., 2009, ApJ, 696, 1964 Monet D. G., Dahn C. C., Vrba F. J., Harris H. C., Pier J. R., Luginbuhl C. B., Ables H. D. 1992, AJ, 103, 638 Mullally F., Kilic M., Reach W. T., Kuchner M., von Hippel T., Burrows A., Winget D. E. 2007, ApJS, 171, 206 Mullally F., Reach W. T., De Gennaro S., Burrows A. 2009, ApJ, 694, 327 Mullally F., Winget D. E., De Gennaro S., Jeffery E., Thompson S. E., Chandler D., Kepler S. O. 2008, ApJ, 676, 583 Nebot Gómez-Morán A., et al. 2011, A&A, 536, 43 Nelan E. P. 2007, ApJ, 134, 1934 Nelan E. P. 2011, Fine Guidance Sensor Handbook, Version 19.0 (Baltimore, STScI) Niedzielski A., Nowak G., Adamów M., Wolszczan A. 2009, ApJ, 707, 768 Nordhaus J., Spiegel D. S., Ibgui L., Goodman J., Burrows A. 2010, MNRAS, 408, 631 Paczynski B. 1976, Proceedings of IAU Symposium 73, eds. P. Eggleton, S. Mitton, J. Whelan (Dordrecht: D. Reidel), 75 Rasio F. A., Nicholson P. D., Shapiro S. L., Teukolsky S. A. 1992, Nature, 355, 325 Reach W. T., et al. 2005, PASP, 117, 978 Sackmann I., Boothroyd A. I., Kraemer K. E. 1993, ApJ, 418, 457 Sato B., et al. 2008, PASJ, 60, 1317 Schreiber M. R., Gänsicke B. T. 2003, A&A, 406, 305 Schultz G., Zuckerman B., Becklin E. E. 1996, ApJ, 460, 402 Setiawan J., Klement R. J., Henning T., Rix H., Rochau B., Rodmann J., Schulze-Hartung T. 2010, Science, 330, 1642 Sigurdsson S., Richer H. B., Hansen B. M. S., Stairs I. H., Thorsett, S. E. 2003, Science, 301, 193 Silvotti R., et al. 2007, Nature, 449, 189 Subasavage J. P., Henry T. J., Jao W., Nelan E. P., Harris H. C., Dahn C. C. 2009, J. Phys. Conferece Series, 172, 012017 Veras D., Wyatt M. C. 2012, MNRAS, 421, 2969 Villaver E., Livio M. 2007, ApJ, 661, 1192 Villaver E., Livio M. 2009, ApJ, 705, L81 Wickramasinghe D. T., Farihi J., Tout C. A., Ferrario L., Stancliffe R. J. 2010, MNRAS, 404, 1984 Williams K. A., Bolte M., Koester D. 2009, ApJ, 693, 355 Wolszczan A. 1994, Science, 264, 538 Zuckerman B., Melis C., Klein B., Koester D., Jura M. 2010, ApJ, 722, 725