arXiv:2405.16857v1 [astro-ph.EP] 27 May 2024

KMT-2023-BLG-2669: Ninth Free-floating Planet Candidate with θ_E measurements

Youn Kil Jung^1, Kyu-Ha Hwang^1, Hongjing Yang^2, Andrew Gould^{3,4}, Jennifer C. Yee^5, Cheongho Han^6, Michael D. Albrow^7, Sun-Ju Chung^1, Yoon-Hyun Ryu^1, In-Gu Shin^5, Yossi Shvartzvald^8, Weicheng Zang^{2,5}, Sang-Mok Cha^{1,9}, Dong-Jin Kim^1, Seung-Lee Kim^1, Chung-Uk Lee^1, Dong-Joo Lee^1, Yongseok Lee^{1,9}, Byeong-Gon Park^{1,10}, Richard W. Pogge^4

1Korea Astronomy and Space Science Institute, Daejeon 34055, Republic of Korea

2 Department of Astronomy, Tsinghua University, Beijing 100084, China

3Max-Planck-Institute for Astronomy, Königstuhl 17, 69117 Heidelberg, Germany

4Department of Astronomy, Ohio State University, 140 W. 18th Ave., Columbus, OH 43210, USA

5 Center for Astrophysics | Harvard & Smithsonian, 60 Garden St., Cambridge, MA 02138, USA 6Department of Physics, Chungbuk National University, Cheongju 28644, Republic of Korea

7University of Canterbury, Department of Physics and Astronomy, Private Bag 4800, Christchurch 8020, New Zealand

8Department of Particle Physics and Astrophysics, Weizmann Institute of Science, Rehovot 76100, Israel

9School of Space Research, Kyung Hee University, Yongin, Kyeonggi 17104, Republic of Korea

10University of Science and Technology (UST), Daejeon 34113, Republic of Korea

ABSTRACT

We report a free-floating planet (FFP) candidate identified from the analysis of the microlensing event KMT-2023-BLG-2669. The lensing light curve is characterized by a short duration (≲ 3 days) and a small amplitude (≲ 0.7 mag). From the analysis, we find the Einstein timescale of t_E ⋍ 0.33 days and the Einstein radius of θ_E ⋍ 4.41 μas. These measurements enable us to infer the lens mass as M = 8 M_⊕(π_{rel}/0.1 mas)^{−1}, where π_{rel} is the relative lens-source parallax. The inference implies that the lens is a sub-Neptune- to Saturn-mass object

– 2 –

depending on its unknown distance. This is the ninth isolated planetary-mass microlens with θ_E < 10 μas, which (as shown by Gould et al. 2022) is a useful threshold for a FFP candidate. We conduct extensive searches for possible signals of a host star in the light curve, but find no strong evidence for the host. We discuss the possibility of using late-time high-resolution imaging to probe for possible hosts.

Subject headings: gravitational microlensing exoplanet detection

1. Introduction

In general, free-floating planets (FFPs) refer to planetary-mass objects that are gravitationally unbound to any host. These objects can be formed in protoplanetary disks, like conventional planets, and subsequently ejected by various mechanisms. These ejection processes include dynamical interactions between planets (e.g., Rasio & Ford 1996; Weidenschilling & Marzari 1996; Chatterjee et al. 2008), ejections from systems hosting multiple stars (e.g., Kaib et al. 2013), encounters with passing stars (e.g., Malmberg et al. 2011), dynamical interactions within stellar clusters (e.g., Spurzem et al. 2009), or the evolutionary change of the host star after the main-sequence phase (e.g., Veras et al. 2011).

It is suggested that the majority of planets ejected from their parent systems are terrestrial-mass planets. This is because orbits of inner low-mass planets are more likely to be disrupted by ejection processes, especially by interactions between low- and high-mass (giant) planets. For example, Ma et al. (2016) found that from population synthesis calculations, typical masses of ejected planets are in the range of 0.3 − 1.0 M_⊕. In addition, most of planet ejections occur around massive (FGK-type) stars due to their high probability to host giant planets. Barclay et al. (2017) reached a similar conclusion using N-body simulations designed for understanding the formation of terrestrial planets around solar-type stars. They found that in such systems, a substantial fraction of protoplanetary materials, including Mars-mass objects, can be ejected in the presence of giant planets.

Free-floating planets can also be formed by gravitational collapse of gas clouds, following a process similar to that of star formation. It is suggested that these processes can extend down to 1 − 4 M_J (Whitworth & Stamatellos 2006). FFPs may also originate from small molecular cloudlets found in H II regions. However, it remains uncertain whether these small clouds can contract (Grenman & Gahm 2014).

It would be of theoretical interest to distinguish between FFPs that formed in protoplanetary disks, and those formed by gravitational collapse. This can only be achieved

– 3 –

statistically and requires a method that can detect FFPs with a wide range of masses, including those with M < M_J that are hardly to be identified with current technology. This implies that gravitational microlensing is the only currently available technique for conducting such studies, because it does not rely on detection of photons from a lensing object.

A microlensing event occurs when a foreground object (lens) is aligned with a background star (source). The gravitational field of the lens then distorts and magnifies the light from the source, resulting in a transient increase of the source brightness to an observer. The duration of this brightening, known as the Einstein timescale t_E, relies on the angular Einstein radius θ_E and the relative lens-source proper motion μ_{rel}:

t_E = θ_E μ_{rel}

; θ_E ≡ √ κMπ_{rel}, (1)

where M is the lens mass, κ = 4 G/(c^2 au) = 8.14 mas/M_⊙, and π_{rel} = 1 au(D^{−1}_L − D^{−1}_S ) is the relative lens-source parallax. Here, D_S and D_L are, respectively, the source and the lens distances. As t_E ∝ M^{1/2}, one would expect that microlensing events caused by FFPs are characterized by short timescales (t_E ≲ 2 days). However, it is also possible that short timescales are caused by unusually large lens-source proper motions.

In the cases for which the lens transits, or comes very close to the source, the source size causes deviations in the light curve (Gould 1994; Witt & Mao 1994; Nemiroff & Wickramasinghe 1994) relative to its standard point-source/point-lens (PSPL) curve (Paczyński 1986). These finite-source effects make it possible to measure θ_E, which can provide an additional constraint on the lens mass by removing the uncertainty in μ_{rel}. It is expected that many microlensing events by planetary-mass lenses will show strong finite-source effects, because angular radii of sources roughly corresponds to angular Einstein radii of lenses (Bennett & Rhie 1996). That is, ρ = θ_∗/θ_E ≈ 1, where ρ is the normalized source radius and θ_∗ is the angular source radius. Strong finite-source effects extend the duration of an event, in particular for ρ > 1, which facilitates the detection of giant source events. This suggests that a promising way to detect FFP candidates is to monitor microlensing events on giant-source stars (Kim et al. 2021; Gould et al. 2022). The direct lens-mass measurement also requires information on the relative lens-source parallax, but it is difficult to measure π_{rel} for shorttimescale events (Gould & Yee 2012).

So far, only eight short-timescale finite-source/point-lens (FSPL) events have been identified (Mróz et al. 2018, 2019a, 2020a,b; Ryu et al. 2021; Kim et al. 2021; Koshimoto et al. 2023). All of their source stars are red giants with the exception of the turn-off star for MOA- 9y-5919. In addition, all of these events have θ_E < 10 μas, which is a useful threshold for FFP candidates as shown in Figure 4 of Gould et al. (2022). These small θ_E measurements suggest that the lenses are likely of free-floating and/or wide-orbit planets, because microlens-

– 4 –

ing observations alone cannot definitely rule out the existence of a distant companion star. These planetary-mass objects, combined with statistical studies based on short-timescale events (Sumi et al. 2011; Mróz et al. 2017) and based on FSPL events (Gould et al. 2022; Sumi et al. 2023), support the presence of a large population of FFPs and/or wide-orbit planets.

Here we present the discovery of a ninth FFP candidate, KMT-2023-BLG-2669, with the measurement of θ_E ⋍ 4.41 μas. Similar to seven of the eight previous candidates, the source being lensed is a red giant in the Galactic bulge with θ_∗ ⋍ 6.21 μas.

2. Observations

KMT-2023-BLG-2669 occurred at equatorial coordinates of (R.A.,, decl.)_{J2000} =(17:44:59.43, −32:49:30.65), corresponding to (l, b) = (−3^∘.39, −1^∘.91). The event was found by the Korea Microlensing Telescope Network (KMTNet; Kim et al. 2016). This survey operates three 1.6 m telescopes with 2^∘ × 2^∘ cameras, which are located at the Siding Spring Observatory (KMTA), the South African Astronomical Observatory (KMTS), and the Cerro Tololo Inter- American Observatory (KMTC). The event was in KMTNet field BLG 17, monitored with a cadence of Γ = 1 hr^{−1}. KMTNet observations were taken in the I band, with a subset of V -band observations to measure the source color. These observations were initially reduced using the pySIS package (Albrow et al. 2009), which employs the difference image analysis (DIA) technique (Tomaney & Crotts 1996; Alard & Lupton 1998).

The event was noticed as a FFP candidate in 2024 March from the investigation of all events identified by the KMTNet EventFinder (Kim et al. 2018), which also included the first discovery of KMT-2023-BLG-2669. For the light curve analysis, the data were then reprocessed using the updated pySIS package developed by Yang et al. (2024). We excluded KMTC observations, because they did not cover the magnified part of the light curve and therefore do not play a role in constraining the model.

3. Light Curve Analysis

Figure 1 shows the data sets obtained from the two observatories (KMTS and KMTA). They show clear deviations from a standard PSPL fit, whose geometry is defined by three parameters (t_0, u_0, t_E), where t_0 is the time of maximal magnification and u_0 is the impact parameter (normalized to θ_E). These deviations can be well explained by the FSPL model, which introduces ρ as a fourth parameter. For each observatory, there are two additional parameters that describe the source (f_S) and blended (f_B) flux. To account for the source brightness profile, we adopt a linear limb-darkening profile with Γ_I = 0.53 from the source type (clump giant) estimated in Section 4. In this modeling, the FSPL magnifications are

– 5 –

calculated using inverse ray-shooting, and the fit parameters are estimated using the Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) technique.

We fit two models to the light curve, one with a free blended flux f_B and the other with fixed f_B = 0. The fit parameters are given in Table 1. Our results show that the two models are consistent within 1 σ, and the model with f_B = 0 is disfavored by only Δχ^2 = 0.7. Hence, the χ^2 difference is perfectly consistent with statistical noise. Moreover, as discussed by Mróz et al. (2019b), the blending fractions η = f_B/(f_S + f_B) for clump giant stars exhibit a bimodal distribution with values close to zero and 1. That is, either the observed flux originates from the source (η ∼ 0) or the flux is dominated by the blend (η ∼ 1). Because the two models are all consistent with η ∼ 0, we adopt the fixed f_B = 0 solution.

Our FSPL results suggest that KMT-2023-BLG-2669 appears to be a very low-mass lens, i.e., an FFP candidate. However, if the lens has a host at wide separation, the host may leave a faint signal of its presence in the light curve. To search for such signals, we also fit the light curve using binary-lens/single-source (2L1S) models.

In our 2L1S search, we follow the procedures presented in Kim et al. (2021). We introduce three binary-lens parameters to the FSPL solution (s, q, α), i.e., the host-planet separation, the host/planet mass ratio, and the source trajectory angle relative to the hostplanet axis. The four parameters (u_0, t_E, ρ, s) are then scaled to the binary-lens (host+planet) Einstein radius. The coordinate system is centered on the planetary caustic, so that t_0 is consistent with the value listed in Table 1. With these configurations, we define a grid in the binary-lens parameters and run separate MCMC chains with (s, q) held fixed at each grid point. After identifying the local solutions, we then refine the fits using the MCMC, but this time all fit parameters are optimized.

We find no 2L1S solutions with significant χ^2 improvement. As shown in Table 2, we find two degenerate solutions (Local A and B) differing by Δχ^2 = 3.7. In both solutions, however, the binary-lens parameters are weakly constrained and the fit improvement is insignificant. In particular, the best-fit solution (Local B) is preferred over the FSPL (f_B = 0) solution by only Δχ^2 = 4.7 with four extra degrees of freedom (s, q, α, f_B). If we assume perfect Gaussian statistics, this low-level improvement would have a significance of just p = (1 + Δχ^2/2) exp(−Δχ^2/2) = 32%. For the other 2L1S solution (Local A), the source envelops both the planetary and the central caustics, and the caustic signatures are washed out by the strong finite-source effect. This implies that the Local A solution is unlikely because it is essentially identical to the FSPL solution, but with an extra object.

– 6 –

4. Physical Parameters

4.1. Source Stars

With the measured ρ, we estimate θ_E = θ_∗/ρ and μ_{rel} = θ_E/t_E. For this, we first estimate θ_∗ using the Yoo et al. (2004) method of finding the offset between the source and the giant clump (GC) in the color-magnitude diagram (CMD). Typically, the source color is determined from observations in two different bands, achieved by fitting both data sets to the same model or through regression. However, this approach is not feasible in the present case due to the lack of color observations during the event.

Instead, we adopt the color of the baseline object as the source color, given the absence of evidence for blending as shown in Table 1. In Figure 2, we show the positions of the source [(V −I, I)_S = (3.71±0.09, 17.96±0.01)] and the GC [(V −I, I)_{GC} = (3.78±0.03, 18.29±0.02)] on the KMTS CMD of stars within 4^′ of the event. With the measured offset Δ(V − I, I) = (−0.07, −0.33), we estimate the de-reddened source position by

(V − I, I)_{S,0} = (V − I, I)_{GC,0} + Δ(V − I, I), (2)

where (V −I, I)_{GC,0} = (1.06, 14.59) is the known de-reddened position of the GC (Bensby et al. 2013; Nataf et al. 2013). We obtain (V − I, I)_{S,0} = (0.99 ± 0.09, 14.26 ± 0.03), which suggests that the source is a K-type red giant.

Despite the bright nature of the source, the uncertainty in (V − I)_{S,0} is relatively large due to heavy extinction (A_I ∼ 3.7) toward the event direction. To derive a more precise measurement for the source color, we also find the baseline object (and hence the source) and the GC in the (J − H, J) CMD from the VVV survey (Minniti et al. 2023). As shown in Figure 3, we find (J − H, J)_S = (1.12 ± 0.03, 14.94 ± 0.02) and (J − H, J)_{GC} = (1.16 ± 0.02, 15.21±0.02). Using the color-color relations of Bessell & Brett (1988) and Equation (2), we then obtain (V − I, I)_{S,0} = (0.99 ± 0.04, 14.26 ± 0.03). The central values are identical to those obtained from the KMTS, but (V − I)_{S,0} is more precisely constrained. Hence, we adopt this color estimate as the source color.

We then find [(V − K), K]_{S,0} using again the relations of Bessell & Brett (1988). Subsequently, we use color/surface-brightness relations of Kervella et al. (2004), and finally obtain,

θ_∗ = 6.21 ± 0.38 μas, (3)

where we add, in quadrature, 5% error to θ_∗ to address systematic errors (including the adoption of f_B = 0) in the overall processes. From the f_B = 0 solution listed in Table 1, we then find θ_E = 4.41 ± 0.29 μas, μ_{rel} = 4.82 ± 0.31 mas yr^{−1}. (4)

– 7 –

We note that the blended flux can affect the measurements of θ_E and μ_{rel} only if there is a significant difference in colors between the source and the blend (Mróz et al. 2020a; Kim et al. 2021).

4.2. Proper Motion of the Source

Because the source is bright and the blended flux is negligible, it is possible to consider the proper motion of the baseline object μ_{base} as that of the source μ_S. This enables us to estimate μ_S from the third Gaia data release (DR3; Gaia Collaboration 2023). Figure 4 shows DR3 proper motions of stars within 5^′ of the event. Red dots correspond to red giant stars (which represent the bulge population), while main-sequence stars (which represent the disk population) are marked in blue. The source proper motion in Galactic coordinates is

μ_S(l, b) = (−8.04, −4.38) ± (0.39, 0.37) mas yr^{−1}. (5)

We note that the renormalized unit weight error (RUWE) of this measurement is 0.986, implying that the scatter with respect to the 5-parameter astrometric solution is perfectly consistent with the measurement errors. That is, there is no evidence for astrometric systematic effects. The measurements of μ_{rel} and μ_S indicate that the lens proper motion μ_L is located near the black dashed circle in Figure 4 and is located in either the disk or the bulge.

4.3. Constraints on the Host Star

Given that the light curve does not show strong signals for the host, we work to place a lower limit on the projected separation between the planet and a possible host based on the Gaudi & Sackett (2000) method. We define a three-dimensional (101, 61, 37) grid in the (s, q, α) plane, which is equally spaced over 0 ≤ log s ≤ 2, 0 ≤ log q ≤ 6, and 0 ≤ α ≤ 2π. At each grid, we run MCMC chains with fixed (s, q, α) and calculate the χ^2 difference Δχ^2 = χ^2_{L1S} − χ^2_{FSPL}. For each pair of (s, q), we then estimate the host detection probability from the fraction of light curves that satisfy Δχ^2 > Δχ^2_{thresh} = 250. From this approach, we find a 90% lower limit on the separation of s = 5.5 (see Figure 5). If the lens host is a 0.6 M_⊙ star, the lower limit of the planet-host projected separation a_⊥ = sθ_{E,host}D_L corresponds to 17 au and 9 au for the disk (π_{rel} = 0.1 mas) and the bulge (π_{rel} = 0.01 mas) lenses, respectively.

5. Summary

KMT-2023-BLG-2669 is well described by the FSPL model with the timescale of t_E = 0.334 ± 0.014 days and the Einstein radius of θ_E = 4.41 ± 0.29 μas. These measurements imply that the lens is an FFP candiate, although its mass is not unambiguously determined

– 8 –

due to the lack of π_{rel} measurement: M = θ^2_E κπ_{rel}

= 8 M_⊕

0.1 mas π_{rel}

. (6)

The lens would be a sub-Neptune-mass object in the disk or a Saturn-mass object in the bulge. In principle, the lens mass can be constrained by the Bayesian approach based on priors on the Galactic structure (including mass functions) and kinematics. However, we do not conduct the Bayesian analysis because the lens proper motion from the Gaia DR3 almost equally favors both the disk and the bulge lenses.

Similar to other short-timescale events, we cannot exclude the presence of a host star at wide separation. We searched possible 2L1S solutions and found that the best-fit 2L1S solution is favored by only Δχ^2 = 4.7 over the FSPL solution. For typical disk-lens/bulgesource events with host masses of M_{host} = 0.6 M_⊙ and lens distances of D_L = 4.5 kpc, we have not found any strong evidence for the host within a projected planet-host separation of 17 au.

If the lens orbits a Sun-like star in the bulge, the host would be identified when it is sufficiently displaced from the source. Because the source is bright (K_S ⋍ 13.37) and the contrast ratio between the source and the putative host would be ΔK ∼ 5 mag, this identification would require a source-host separation Δθ at least 5 FWHM (∼ 275 mas) for Keck AO observations (Bowler et al. 2015), which will be satisfied after

δt ≳ 57 yr ( μ_{rel} 4.82 mas yr^{−1} )_{−1} ( λ 2.2 μm ) ( D 10 m )_{−1} , (7)

where λ is the observation wavelength and D is the mirror diameter. This implies that the lens system will not reach 275 mas in the Keck K-band images until 2080. If the host is a M-type dwarf with a contrast ratio of ΔK ∼ 11 mag, the required Δθ will be much larger. However, the corresponding waiting is hardly to be estimated, because such hosts have not been identified from the Keck observations. These comparisons imply that it is difficult to probe for possible hosts with currently available instruments.

If the upcoming extremely large telescopes (ELTs) also achieve the contrast ratio of ΔK ∼ 5 mag at Δθ = 275/(D/10) mas, the existence of the Sun-like host could be constrained by ELTs observations made before the end of the next decade. For putative hosts with contrast ratios of ΔK ∼ 11 mag, the waiting will be longer, but it is difficult to make a good estimate for this waiting without measuring the performance of ELTs.

This research has made use of the KMTNet system operated by the Korea Astronomy and Space Science Institute (KASI) at three host sites of CTIO in Chile, SAAO in South

– 9 –

Africa, and SSO in Australia. Data transfer from the host site to KASI was supported by the Korea Research Environment Open NETwork (KREONET). This research was supported by the Korea Astronomy and Space Science Institute under the R&D program (Project No. 2024-1-832-01) supervised by the Ministry of Science and ICT. Work by C.H. was supported by the grants of National Research Foundation of Korea (2019R1A2C2085965 and 2020R1A4A2002885). J.C.Y. and I.-G.S. acknowledge support from U.S. NSF Grant No. AST-2108414. Y.S. acknowledges support from BSF Grant No. 2020740. W.Zang. acknowledges the support from the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics through the CfA Fellowship. H.Y. and W.Z. acknowledge support by the National Natural Science Foundation of China (Grant No. 12133005).

REFERENCES Nemiroff, R.J., & Wickramasinghe, W.A.D.T. 1994, ApJ, 424, L21 Alard, C. & Lupton, R. H. 1998, ApJ, 503, 325 Albrow, M. D., Horne, K., Bramich, D. M., et al. 2009, MNRAS, 397, 2099 Barclay, T., Quintana, E. V., Raymond, S. N., & Penny, M. T. 2017, ApJ, 841, 86 Bennett, D. P., & Rhie, S. H. 1996, ApJ, 472, 660 Bensby, T. Yee, J.C., Feltzing, S., et al. 2013, A&A, 549, A147 Bessell, M.S., & Brett, J. M. 1988, PASP, 100, 1134 Bowler, B. P., Liu, M. C., Shkolnik, E. L., & Tamura, M. 2015, ApJS, 216, 7 Chatterjee, S., Ford, E. B., Matsumura, S., & Rasio, F. A. 2008, ApJ, 686, 580 Gaia Collaboration (Vallenari, A., et al.) 2023, A&A, 674, A1 (Gaia DR3 SI) Gaudi, B. S., & Sackett, P. D. 2000, ApJ, 528, 56 Gould, A. 1994, ApJ, 421, L71 Gould, A. & Yee, J. C. 2012, ApJ, 755, L17 Gould, A., Jung, Y. K., Hwang, K.-H., et al. 2022, JKAS, 55, 173 Grenman, T. & Gahm, G. F. 2014, A&A, 565, A107

– 10 –

Kaib, N. A., Raymond, S. N., & Duncan, M. 2013, Nature, 493, 381 Kim, S.-L., Lee, C.-U., Park, B.-G., et al. 2016, JKAS, 49, 37 Kim, D.-J., Kim, H.-W., Hwang, K.-H., et al. 2018, AJ, 155, 76 Koshimoto, N., Sumi, T., Bennett, D. P., et al. 2023, AJ, 166, 107 Kervella, P., Thévenin, F., Di Folco, E., & Ségransan, D. 2004b, A&A, 426, 297 Kim, H.-W., Hwang, K.-H., Gould, A., et al. 2021, AJ, 162, 15 Ma, S., Mao, S., Ida, S., Zhu, W., & Lin, D. N. C. 2016, MNRAS, 461, L107 Malmberg, D., Davies, M. B., & Heggie, D. C. 2011, MNRAS, 411, 859 Minniti D., Lucas P., Hempel M., & The VVV Science Team. 2023, yCAT, 2, 376 Mróz, P., Udalski, A., Skowron, J., et al. 2017, Nature, 548, 183 Mróz, P., Ryu, Y.-H., Skowron, J., et al. 2018, AJ, 155, 121 Mróz, P., Udalski, A., Bennett, D. P., et al. 2019a, A&A, 622, A201 Mróz, P., Udalski, A., Skowron, J., et al. 2019b, ApJS, 244, 29 Mróz, P., Poleski, R., Han, C., et al. 2020a, AJ, 159, 262 Mróz, P., Poleski, R., Gould, A., et al. 2020b, ApJ, 903, L11 Nataf, D.M., Gould, A., Fouqué, P., et al. 2013, ApJ, 769, 88 Nemiroff, R.J., & Wickramasinghe, W.A.D.T. 1994, ApJ, 424, L21 Paczyński, B. 1986, ApJ, 304, 1 Rasio, F. A. & Ford, E. B. 1996, Science, 274, 954 Ryu, Y.-H., Mróz, P., Gould, A., et al. 2021, AJ, 161, 126 Spurzem, R., Giersz, M., Heggie, D. C., & Lin, D. N. C. 2009, ApJ, 697, 458 Sumi, T., Kamiya, K., Bennett, D. P., et al. 2011, Nature, 473, 349 Sumi, T., Koshimoto, N., Bennett, D. P., et al. 2023, AJ, 166, 108 Tomaney, A. B. & Crotts, A. P. S. 1996, AJ, 112, 2872

– 11 –

Veras, D., Wyatt, M. C., Mustill, A. J., Bonsor, A., & Eldridge, J. J. 2011, MNRAS, 417, 2104 Weidenschilling, S. J. & Marzari, F. 1996, Nature, 384, 619 Witt, H.J., & Mao, S. 1994, ApJ, 429, 66 Whitworth, A. P. & Stamatellos, D. 2006, A&A, 458, 817 Yang, H., Yee, J. C., Hwang, K.-H., et al. 2024, MNRAS, 528, 11 Yoo, J., DePoy, D. L., Gal-Yam, A., et al. 2004, ApJ, 603, 139

This preprint was prepared with the AAS L^ATEX macros v5.2.

– 12 –

Table 1. Mean Parameters for FSPL Models

Parameters FSPL FSPL (f_B = 0)

χ^2/dof 1230.93/1223 1231.62/1224 t_0 (HJD^′) 137.698 ± 0.005 137.698 ± 0.005 u_0 0.508 ± 0.251 0.398 ± 0.145 t_E (days) 0.333 ± 0.033 0.334 ± 0.014 ρ 1.456 ± 0.191 1.408 ± 0.033 f_S (KMTS) 1.139 ± 0.269 1.040 ± 0.001 f_B (KMTS) -0.099 ± 0.269 ...

Note. — HJD^′ = HJD − 2460000

Table 2. Mean Parameters for 2L1S Models

Parameters Local A Local B

χ^2/dof 1230.68/1220 1226.95/1220 t_0 (HJD^′) 137.781 ± 0.306 137.698 ± 0.005 u_0 0.484 ± 0.262 0.253 ± 0.174 t_E (days) 0.346 ± 0.036 1.478 ± 0.574 s 1.515 ± 0.372 38.593 ± 23.741 q (10^{−2}) 382.209 ± 248.266 0.434 ± 0.298 α 1.966 ± 1.247 3.163 ± 1.640 ρ 1.369 ± 0.192 0.439 ± 0.179 f_S (KMTS) 1.008 ± 0.260 4.196 ± 3.477 f_B (KMTS) 0.032 ± 0.260 -3.156 ± 3.477

Note. — HJD^′ = HJD − 2460000

– 13 –

Fig. 1.— Light curve of KMT-2023-BLG-2669. The upper panel shows the full data from the 2023 observing season and the lower panel shows the close-up of the event. Orange and black curves are the PSPL and FSPL (f_B = 0) models, respectively.

– 14 –

Fig. 2.— KMTS CMD for stars within 4^′ of KMT-2023-BLG-2669. The blue and red dots are the locations of the baseline object (source) and the GC, respectively.

– 15 –

Fig. 3.— VVV CMD for stars within 4^′ of KMT-2023-BLG-2669. Notations are identical to those in Figure 2.

– 16 –

Fig. 4.— Gaia DR3 proper motions of stars within 5^′ of KMT-2023-BLG-2669. Blue and red dots correspond to red giant and main-sequence stars, respectively. In each population, two solid contours include 68% and 95% of all stars. The black dot is the location of the baseline object (source). The dashed circle is the locus of lens-source relative proper motions, μ_{rel} = 4.82 mas yr^{−1}.

– 17 –

Fig. 5.— Detection probability for the putative host star in the (s, q) plane.