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ABSTRACT

Observations of auroras on exoplanets would provide numerous insights into planet-star systems,

including potential detections of the planetary magnetic fields, constraints on host-star wind properties,

and information on the thermal structures of planets. However, there have not yet been any discoveries

of auroras on exoplanets. In this paper, we focus on the search for infrared auroral emission from the

molecular ion H+
3 , which is common in the atmospheres of solar system planets Jupiter, Saturn, and

Uranus. Using Keck/NIRSPEC high-resolution spectroscopy, we search for H+
3 emission from two hot

Jupiters, WASP-80b and WASP-69b. We do not see any evidence of emission in the observed spectra

when cross-correlating with an H+
3 spectral model or when using an auto-correlation approach to

search for any significant features. We therefore place upper limits on the total emission of 5.32× 1018

W for WASP-80b and 1.64× 1019 W for WASP-69b. These upper limits represent the most stringent

limits to date and approach the regime of emission suspected from theoretical models.

Keywords: planetary systems – stars: late-type

1. INTRODUCTION

Auroras are photon emission caused by interactions

between celestial bodies and external particles. Searches

for auroral emission from exoplanets have been gaining

popularity due to the unique science these types of de-

tections would provide. Auroras from exoplanets can

provide a detection and potential measurement of the

planetary magnetic field, probe the stellar wind environ-

ment, and give information about the thermal profile of

the planet atmosphere (e.g. Miller et al. 2000).

Two main methods for discovery are being explored:

one through radio emission due to electron-cyclotron

maser instability (ECMI) emission from the travel of the

particle along the magnetic field of the planetary body,

and the other through molecular emission due to the

interaction between the electron and the planetary at-

mosphere (see review by Callingham et al. 2024). There

have been a few suggestions of auroral interactions ob-

served in the radio with LOFAR (Turner et al. 2021;

try@lowell.edu

Vedantham et al. 2020), but yet no confirmed detec-

tion. One of the reasons for these lack of detections

could be that the ECMI emission cannot propagate in

atmopsheres of hot Jupiters, which have been the main

target of studies. Weber et al. (2017) suggest that the

extended ionospheres of these hot Jupiters cause too

large of plasma densities in their magnetospheres and
thus ECMI is not efficient. Therefore, molecular emis-

sion may then be the preferred method for finding these

auroras on hot Jupiters.

The auroral emission from the molecular ion H+
3 is

the dominant cooling mechanism in Jupiter’s thermo-

sphere and is a primary probe of temperature and ion

densities (Miller et al. 2000). Dubbed as “the H+
3 ther-

mostat”, this emission was first detected in Jupiter by

Drossart et al. (1989) and then subsequently in Saturn

(Geballe et al. 1993) and Uranus (Trafton et al. 1993).

In Jupiter, the magnetically-fueled H+
3 auroras at the

north and south poles are ∼100 times brighter than

the disk emission (O’Donoghue et al. 2016). This is

achieved by collisions with energetic electrons funneled

down magnetic field lines and stellar extreme ultraviolet
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(EUV) flux ionizing H2, with H+
2 then interacting with

a neutral H2:

H2 + e∗ → H+
2 + e+ e

H2 + hν → H+
2 + e

H2 +H+
2 → H+

3 +H

(1)

Jupiter emits 1012 W in the emission lines of H+
3 (Lam

et al. 1997). At a distance of 10 pc, the resulting flux of

8 x 10−25 W/m2 would be undetectable. A hot Jupiter

(a ≈ 0.05 AU) is 100 times closer to its parent star and

experiences at least 104 times the EUV flux and mag-

netic interaction with the stellar magnetosphere (Shkol-

nik et al. 2005, 2008). Direct detection of a transiting or

even non-transiting hot Jupiter atmosphere is possible

because a significant fraction of this additional energy

is re-radiated by narrow lines of molecular coolants, the

strongest of which is H+
3 .

There is some debate in the literature about the ex-

pected levels of H+
3 emission from hot Jupiters, ranging

from ≥1017 W (Miller et al. 2000) to ∼1016 W (Yelle

2004; Chadney et al. 2016) to ∼1015 W (Koskinen et al.

2007). However, in all cases, the models do not include

the possibility of a planetary magnetic field. A plane-

tary field would trap ions, limiting ion escape, and cause

the precipitation of electrons and ions along magnetic

field lines, producing polar enhancements of H+
3 on the

close-in planets similar to those observed on our Jupiter.

This might increase the H+
3 emission from a hot Jupiter

by orders of magnitude beyond the predictions. If de-

tected, there will be no ambiguity as to the origin of the

signature as H+
3 does not form in stellar atmospheres.

H+
3 has a strong ro-vibrational spectrum emitting

strongest between 3 – 4 µm, which has been the focus

of most exoplanet H+
3 searches thus far. Shkolnik et al.

(2006) searched for H+
3 from twelve planets orbiting five

F and G type stars plus one M dwarf, using the single-

order spectrograph CSHELL at the IRTF. The authors

focused their search on the emission from the Q(1,0)

transition of H+
3 at 3.953 µm. Lenz et al. (2016) used

CRIRES at the VLT to search for the Q(1,0) and the

3.985 µm Q(3,0) transitions of H+
3 from HD 209458b.

The authors utilized both direct observations and auto-

correlation between the nights, but again did not detect

any signatures. Gibbs & Fitzgerald (2022) conducted a

search with Keck/NIRSPEC in the KL band, focusing

on 3.94 – 4.02 µmregion for auroral H+
3 emission from

eleven giant exoplanets around five FGKM stars. They

focused on direct observations of several lines including

the Q(1,0) and the Q(3,0) transitions as well. Again, no

auroral emission was detected; however, they did place

the most stringent limits to date of 2.2 x 1017 W for the

Q(1,0) transition emission from GJ 876c and 5.2 x 1017

W for the Q(3,0) transition from GJ 876b.

In this paper, we search for H+
3 molecular emission

from two hot Jupiters that potentially represent some of

the best chances for finding auroral signatures. In ad-

dition to a direct search and auto-correlation, we utilize

for the first time a cross-correlation of the data with a

model, an approach which has been successful for dozens

of planets and molecules. We describe the two systems

in Section 2, after which we detail the observations and

data analysis in Section 3. We discuss our direct, cross-

correlation, and auto-correlation approaches for search-

ing for H+
3 in Section 4. Since we did not detect emission

through any of these approaches, we outline our method

for determining upper limits in Section 5. Finally, we

discuss the implications for these non-detections in Sec-

tion 6.

2. SYSTEM INFORMATION

Our target strategy is to focus on the low-mass stars

where the contrast of any H+
3 emission will be greater

than for solar-type planet hosts. These intrinsically

more active stars will also likely produce greater par-

ticle and EUV/XUV flux with which to form the H+
3 .

Our targets focus on K stars, since hot Jupiters around

K stars may offer the balance between this increased ra-

diation while not having quite enough that will instead

push the molecule to higher pressures and therefore dis-

sociate more easily (Chadney et al. 2016). Additionally,

planets with escaping helium detections at 10830Å may

produce more H+
3 emission, as collisional interactions be-

tween the metastable helium and neutral hydrogen pro-

duce more H+, which then combines with H2 to form H+
3

(Oklopčić & Hirata 2018; González-Lezana et al. 2013).

Both of our targets have detected 10830Å He in their

escaping atmospheres (Sedaghati et al. 2017; Nortmann

et al. 2018).

2.1. WASP-80b

WASP-80b is a tidally-locked 0.999+0.030
−0.031 MJ mass

(Triaud et al. 2015) planet orbiting a K7V star (4145±
100 K, Triaud et al. 2013). The planet was discov-

ered via primary transit and has an orbital period of

3.06785251± 0.00000018 days (Kokori et al. 2023). The

system has a velocity Vsys of 9.821 ± 0.768 km/s (Gaia

Collaboration et al. 2021) and the planet has a radial

velocity semi-amplitude Kp of 122 ± 4 km/s, used to de-

tect H2O, CH4, NH3, HCN, and tentatively CO2 in the

planet atmosphere via high-resolution cross-correlation

by Carleo et al. (2022). JWST NIRCam data from

Bell et al. (2023) confirms methane in the atmopshere

of WASP-80b. Near-infrared broad-band transmission
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Figure 1. Phase coverage of observations for WASP-80b.
The units of the axes are arbitrary. The observation dates
are in UT and written as YYMMDD. The arrow in the Top-
Down View designates the line of sight from Earth.

spectroscopy by Sedaghati et al. (2017) showed evidence

of He in the atmosphere.

2.2. WASP-69b

WASP-69b is a 0.260 ± 0.017 MJ mass planet or-

biting a K5V star (4715 ± 50 K, Anderson et al.

2014). The planet was discovered via primary transit

and has an orbital period of 3.86813888 ± 0.00000091

days (Kokori et al. 2023). The system has a veloc-

ity Vsys of −9.372 ± 0.210 km/s (Gaia Collaboration

et al. 2021) and the planet has a radial velocity semi-

amplitude Kp of 127.11+1.49
−1.52 km/s, used to detect CH4,

NH3, CO, C2H2, and H2O in the planet atmosphere via

high-resolution cross-correlation (Guilluy et al. 2022).

Schlawin et al. (2024) observed H2O, CO2, and CO with

JWST NIRCam and MIRI data, but did not detect any

clear signatures of CH4. Nortmann et al. (2018) de-

tected an extended He atmosphere.

3. OBSERVATIONS AND DATA ANALYSIS
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Figure 2. Same as Figure 1 but for WASP-69b. The orbit
of WASP-69b is more inclined than WASP-80b.

3.1. Telescope, Instrument Settings, and Observational

Details

We were awarded four half-nights on Keck in both

semesters 2021B and 2022B, for a total of eight half-

nights on NIRSPEC/NIRSPAO (McLean et al. 1998).

Of these, one half-night during semester 2022B was

clouded out and the data were not usable. We observed

from phases 0.06 – 0.15 / 0.69 – 0.82 for WASP-80b and

0.18 – 0.23 / 0.70 – 0.87 for WASP-69b (see Figures 1

and 2) in order to balance the need for large Doppler

shifts from the planets’ orbits with the need for a large

change in Doppler shift necessary for to carry out the

cross-correlation. The calculated velocity change of the

planet and thus the H+
3 signature covers 4 (for the short-

est observing nights and closer to quadrature) – 12 (for

the longer observing nights and farther from quadrature)

pixels per night.

Observations of Jupiter and Saturn have shown the

auroral H+
3 emission to be along the entire circumfer-

ence of the poles (O’Donoghue & Stallard 2022, and

references therein); however, brighter regions of auro-

ral “dawn storms” have been shown to originate on the

night-side of the planets, perhaps due to reconfigura-

tions of the tails of the planetary magnetic fields (Bon-
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Table 1. Observing summary.

Night (YYMMDD) Object Phase Coverage # of Spectra SNR per Spectrum

210923 WASP-80b 0.69 – 0.75 95 77 – 144

211025 WASP-80b 0.12 – 0.16 55 74 – 163

220911 WASP-80b 0.77 – 0.82 87 71 – 188

220915 WASP-80b 0.06 – 0.13 114 69 – 190

210913 WASP-69b 0.19 – 0.24 39 62 – 92

210915 WASP-69b 0.71 – 0.75 26 47 – 87

210923 WASP-69b 0.82 – 0.83 12 113 – 172

220818 WASP-69b 0.83 – 0.88 83 117 – 349

fond et al. 2021). Therefore, night-side/dawn observa-

tions may have increased H+
3 emission.

Both targets were observed in the KL band with

an echelle angle of 62.18◦ and cross-disperser angle of

33.46◦, covering 3.00 – 4.02 µm over seven orders, 19

– 25. This configuration covers the Q(1,0) and Q(3,0)

emission lines explored by previous studies (Shkolnik

et al. 2006; Lenz et al. 2016; Gibbs & Fitzgerald 2022),

as well as several other strong H+
3 lines (see Figure 6).

We utilized the 0.144′′ x 12′′ slit to achieve a resolving

power of ≈75,000.

We observed each target for 30-second intervals after

which the telescope was nodded in an ABBA pattern,

such that the sky could be subtracted out of the data.

We took calibrations (i.e., flats) at the beginning and

end of each half night.

3.2. Data Reduction

The data were reduced in the following way using

Community IRAF v2.171(Tody 1986). The data were

first flat-fielded using a dark-subtracted combined flat.

A and B nods were subtracted from each other to re-

move the sky background. Each A-B and B-A spec-

tral pair were then extracted using optimal extraction

(Horne 1986) and coadded to produce final extracted

1D spectra. Initial data reductions were compared to

the Keck data pipeline REDSPEC2 and no significant

differences were identified; therefore, we continued us-

ing IRAF for reductions for both targets on all nights.

Due to the lack of ThAr features at 3 – 4 µm, rather

than wavelength calibrating on arc lines, we instead

wavelength calibrated on a telluric template generated

1 https://iraf-community.github.io/
2 https://www2.keck.hawaii.edu/inst/nirspec/redspec.html
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Figure 3. PCA-cleaned data from 210913 with different
number of principal components removed. The top panel
shows the data cube input, where each horizontal cut of the
cube is an individual spectrum. The telluric features with
transmittance<80% are masked out. The bottom two panels
show the remaining spectral cube after removing 1 and 6
principal components, thus removing the telluric and stellar
features.

from the Planetary Spectrum Generator3 set to the alti-

tude of Mauna Kea and the night of the observing run as

there were numerous (>10) strong telluric lines in each

spectra order. After aligning the spectra, we identified

multiple (>5) non-saturated telluric features within each

order and matched them to the wavelengths in the tel-

3 https://psg.gsfc.nasa.gov

https://iraf-community.github.io/
https://www2.keck.hawaii.edu/inst/nirspec/redspec.html
https://psg.gsfc.nasa.gov
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Table 2. Combinations of parameters tested for both WASP-80b and WASP-69b

Parameter Values

Nights all; individual nights; only 2021; 211025+220915

Orders all; only 19, 23, and 24

Telluric transmittance masking <20%; <50%; <80%; <95%; <99%

PCA components removed 4; 6; 10

Models thermosphere at 20,000K; 15,000K; 3,000K

luric spectrum. We then fit a third order polynomial to

the solution to convert from pixels to wavelength. This

produced a successful fit with residuals between the data

and telluric model ≤ 1 pixel at each order.

The data were cleaned via sigma-clipping with a sigma

of 5 to identify bad pixels. These pixels were then linear

interpolated using their nearest two points. We then

normalized each set of nightly data by the median of

each individual spectrum. Due to the large number of

tellurics at these wavelengths, the blaze function was re-

moved by Lowess smoothing (Cleveland 1979) the data

with a fraction of 0.2, after which a fourth-order polyno-

mial was fit to the smoothed data. The original data was

divided by this fit to remove the blaze function. This

produced a more satisfactory fit than typical convex hull

removal used for data from other high-resolution spec-

trographs such as IGRINS due to the increased number

of telluric features at these wavelengths. The resulting

data cube can be seen in the top panel of Figure 3.

3.3. Telluric and Stellar Feature Removal

We utilized principal component analysis (PCA,

Greenacre et al. 2022) to remove the telluric and stel-

lar features in each spectrum. As these features should

have negligible motion throughout one night, they can

be identified by PCA as something consistent between

each spectrum and removed, thus leaving behind the ex-

oplanet signal that will be moving throughout the night

as the planet orbits its host star. The principal com-

ponents were subtracted out rather than normalized to

keep the pixels unweighted.

To prepare for PCA, we created data cubes for each

night and masked out any strong telluric features. We

tested different masking regimes such as masking fea-

tures with transmittance <20%, <50%, <80%, <95%,

and <99%. All produced similar results; therefore, for

convenience and one-to-one comparison, the figures pre-

sented in this paper are all with telluric transmittance

<80% masked.

We ran the PCA analysis on a night-to-night and

order-by-order basis. We tested the cleaning with 1-10

component removal and decided to run the analysis with

the removal of 4, 6, and 10 components. The middle and

bottom panels of Figure 3 show the data cube with one

and six PCA components removed, respectively. Each

component removal does remove some exoplanet signal;

therefore, we wanted to be cautious not to remove too

many components. While no significant difference in

the final results were seen, removal of six components

appeared to be the minimum number of components re-

moved with no apparent artifacts in the remaining im-

age. This is additionally in line with previous studies

showing the removal of six PCA components to be opti-

mal (e.g. Cabot et al. 2019; Sánchez-López et al. 2019;

Pelletier et al. 2023). The further figures presented in

this paper are therefore all with six PCA components

removed.

The night-to-night resulting PCA-cleaned data cubes

were stacked to make a master data cube with all expo-

sures for that target.

4. LOOKING FOR H+
3 IN THE DATA

4.1. Direct Measurements

The most straightforward way to detect H+
3 is to di-

rectly search for it in the data. This has been the tradi-

tional way to search for H+
3 in planetary and brown

dwarf atmospheres (Shkolnik et al. 2006; Lenz et al.

2016; Gibbs & Fitzgerald 2022; Pineda et al. 2024). We

Doppler shifted the PCA-cleaned residual master spec-

tra to the planet’s rest frame and took the average of all

the spectra. We compared this to the strongest five H+
3

lines covered in our data set (i.e. R(3,3) at rest wave-

length 3.42µm, R(2,2) at 3.62µm, Q(1,0) at 3.95µm,

Q(2,1) at 3.97µm, and Q(3,0) at 3.98µm). Figures 4

and 5 show the averaged residual spectra and the cal-

culated location where strong H+
3 lines should exist for

WASP-80b and WASP-69b, respectively. We find no in-

dication of planetary emission at the H+
3 lines for neither

WASP-80b nor WASP-69b.

4.2. Cross-Correlation
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Figure 4. Average residuals of the PCA for WASP-80b,
i.e. the average spectra with telluric features and stellar
spectrum removed. This should just leave behind only the
exoplanet spectrum. All spectra have been doppler-shifted
to the planet’s reference frame before averaging. Each panel
is centered on an H+

3 emission line at the transitions R(3,3),
R(2,2), Q(1,0), Q(2,1), and Q(3,0). There are no clear H+

3

emission features at these wavelengths.

We attempt for the first time to search for H+
3 via

cross-correlation with a model, a technique which has

proven successful for dozens of molecules (e.g. Birkby

et al. 2013; Brogi & Line 2019; Pelletier et al. 2023).

The cross-correlation technique is a method of compar-

ing the data at different points in the planet’s orbit with

a model of the expected planetary emission. The corre-

lation signal should be the largest at the known system

and orbital velocities. The cross-correlation method in-

creases the S/N by
√
N , where N is the number of lines

and as we expect potentially dozens of lines with a high

enough signal from the H+
3 emission, this method could

be advantageous compared to direct measurements.

4.2.1. Model Generation
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Figure 5. Same as Figure 4 but for WASP-69b.

We generated a model planetary spectrum with

which to cross-correlate the data. To obtain a rea-

sonable approximation of the vertical thermal struc-

ture of each planet’s atmosphere, we generated 1D
radiative-convective-thermochemical equilibrium (1D-

RCTE) models using the ScCHIMERA modeling frame-

work as described in Arcangeli et al. (2018), Piskorz

et al. (2018), and Mansfield et al. (2022). For WASP-

80b, we assume 5× solar metallicity and C/O = 0.35,

in line with recent JWST observations of WASP-80b

(Bell et al. 2023). For WASP-69b, we assume 10× solar

metallicity and C/O = 0.75, in line with JWST observa-

tions from Schlawin et al. (2024). We additionally use

a heat redistribution efficiency following the predicted

trend with a planet equilibrium temperature from Par-

mentier et al. (2021). ScCHIMERA outputs dayside av-

eraged 1D pressure-temperature (P-T) and gas volume

mixing ratio (VMR) profiles.

However, the models do not include thermospheres or

H+
3 emission. Predictions from Koskinen et al. (2007)
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Figure 6. An example H+
3 model with log10(VMR) = −4.0 generated for cross-correlation with the data, as described in

Section 4.2.1. The blue section covers the wavelength range of our data. The models are sampled at a resolution of R ≈ 500, 000
but are convolved with NIRSPEC’s instrument resolution of R ≈ 75, 000. The planetary continuum is subtracted to yield the
line contrast relative to the stellar continuum. The flux ratio is then Doppler-shifted and interpolated onto the same wavelength
grid as the data before cross-correlation.
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Figure 7. Pressure – temperature profiles used in the gener-
ation of the exoplanet models, as described in section 4.2.1.

estimate that for hot Jupiters, thermospheres can reach

temperatures over 20,000K and start to escape hydrody-

namically depending on the efficiency of the H+
3 cooling,

which can lower thermospheric temperatures down to

∼3000K. Because these planets have observed escaping

atmospheres, we assume that the temperature must be

above 10,000K; therefore, we artificially insert a thermal

inversion into this P-T profile beginning at 10−5 bar and

log-linearly increasing up to 15,000 K by 10−11 bar. We

additionally test models with temperatures of 20,000K

and 3,000K at the extreme ends of the H+
3 cooling effi-

ciency for thoroughness, although we present 15,000K in

this study. To avoid discontinuities, we then smoothed

the P-T profile using a Gaussian filter with a standard

deviation of 3. The line list used for H+
3 was calculated

by Mizus et al. (2017) as part of the ExoMol database

(Tennyson & Yurchenko 2012). It utilizes the MARVEL

(measured active rotation-vibration energy levels proce-

dure (Furtenbacher et al. 2007; Furtenbacher & Császár

2012), ensuring a highly accurate, empirically driven H+
3

line list.

We passed these adjusted P-T profiles through the

chemical equilibrium code GGChem (Woitke et al. 2018)

in order to account for the effects of molecular ther-

mal dissociation in the inversion layer. This provides us

with the pressure-dependent VMRs of H2, He, H2O, and

CH4. To create such a profile for H+
3 , we set its deep

abundance to zero, and then assume any available H due

to the dissociation of H2, H2O, and CH4 is converted to

H+
3 up to a set maximum VMR. For both planets, we

calculate six possible H+
3 VMR profiles based on this

maximum thermospheric abundance, which ranges from

10−6 to 10−1 in steps of 1 dex.

We calculate high resolution (R = 500, 000) emission

spectra using the adjusted P-T profile and these VMR

profiles using a GPU-accelerated version of CHIMERA

(Line et al. 2013; Brogi & Line 2019). These spectra are

then convolved with a Gaussian kernel at NIRSPEC’s

nominal spectral resolving power of R ≈ 75, 000 in or-
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Figure 8. Cross-correlation results for WASP-80b for each of the six model abundances. In each case, the dashed white lines
represent the expected location of any H+

3 signature. However, no features are identified at a detection threshold of S/N > 3.

Figure 9. Same as Figure 8 but for WASP-69b.
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Figure 10. Auto-correlation for WASP-80b. The spectra
were aligned to the planet’s reference frame such that any
correlated planet signatures would appear as a peak at a shift
of 0 µm. However, no signal is seen in the auto-correlation.

der to imitate the average instrumental line profile. To

convert to the planet-to-star flux ratio Fp/Fs, we di-

vide the planet spectra by a PHOENIX library stel-

lar spectrum (Husser et al. 2013) interpolated at each

stellar host’s effective temperature and surface gravity.

We finally subtract the planetary continuum to yield a

planetary line contrast relative to the stellar spectrum

as has been successfully carried out for emission cross-

correlation by Herman et al. (2022). We individually

attempt both using an iterative polynomial fit that re-

moves values greater than the fit until it approaches the

bottom edge of the spectrum as well as a high-pass But-

terworth filter to remove the planetary continuum, with

both yielding negligible differences for the results of the

analysis.

4.2.2. Planet Signal Search
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Figure 11. Same as Figure 10 but for WASP-69b.

Using the PCA-cleaned master data set for each

target, we cross correlated each telluric- and stellar-

removed residual spectra with the model described

above. We utilized an RV lag model, where we test

systemic velocities from −100 ≤ Vsys ≤ 100 and plan-

etary orbital radial velocity amplitudes from Kp,true −
100 km/s≤ Kp ≤ Kp,true + 100 km/s, where Kp,true is

the known planetary orbital amplitude of the system.

We Doppler shifted the planet model to each Kp, Vsys,

and observational barycentric velocity Vbary using the

total velocity V (t) defined as

V (t) = Kpsin[2πϕ(t)] + Vbary(t) + Vsys (2)

where ϕ is the orbital phase of the planet (with 0 de-

fined as the transit midpoint) and the Kp, Vsys values

are those listed for each planet in Section 2. For sim-

plicity in calculating the phases, we assume that the

eccentricity is 0, since it is very small for both planets:

0.0020+0.0100
−0.0020 (Kokori et al. 2023) and 0.0 (Stassun et al.

2017) for WASP-80b and WASP-69b, respectively. We
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Figure 12. Injection-recovery tests for WASP-80b. These results show that we would have recovered H+
3 with strong significance

for the abundances -1 > logN > -4. We would not recover -5 > logN > -6 with the current models and data.

Figure 13. Same as Figure 12 but for WASP-69b. In this case, a VMR of logN = -5 would be additionally be recovered with
SNR > 3.
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Figure 14. H+
3 emission power upper limits in the (left) Q(1,0) and (right) Q(3,0) emission lines. In both figures, the colored

points are non-detections, while the lines represent model estimates. Several of the models (Miller et al. 2000; Yelle 2004;
Koskinen et al. 2007) are only estimates of total H+

3 power, rather than the Q(1,0) or Q(3,0) individual transition power;
therefore, we have assumed that the Q(1,0) transition emits 0.5% and the Q(3,0) emits 0.3% of the total H+

3 power. For the
model from Chadney et al. (2016), we use that of AD Leo (M0V). While our upper limits are an order of magnitude below other
detection limits in the literature, they are still an order of magnitude away from model estimates of H+

3 emission power for hot
Jupiters. However, these models do not include magnetic fields which could elevate the supposed H+

3 emission.

calculate the correlation coefficient at each of these ve-

locities and then sum the results over each phase to get

the Kp, Vsys cross-correlation maps. The final S/N re-

ported are these coefficients normalized by the standard

deviation of the edges of maps (i.e. the background away

from the location of the potential planetary signal).

The resulting Kp, Vsys cross-correlation maps can be

seen in Figure 8 for WASP-80b and Figure 9 for WASP-

69b for each of the six models of H+
3 abundance tested.

We additionally ran these analyses with various combi-

nations of nights of data, orders, telluric transmittance

masking, and number of PCA components removed, as

summarized in Table 2. There is no clear detection in

any of the maps.

4.3. Auto-Correlation

One of the weaknesses of cross-correlation is that it is

model dependent. While there have been several papers

about the theory of H+
3 emission in extrasolar planets

(Miller et al. 2000; Yelle 2004; Koskinen et al. 2007;

Chadney et al. 2016), we have yet no observational ev-

idence outside of the solar system to confirm these the-

ories. Therefore, we also test a model-independent cor-

relation method to search for any significant features in

this wavelength range that might warrant deeper inves-

tigation.

We test two methods of auto-correlation: 1) cross-

correlating each individual residual spectrum with a se-

lected reference residual spectrum, and 2) taking the

median residual spectrum from each night and cross-

correlating each of those with the others. In each case,

we first interpolated the spectra on to a grid of uni-

form wavelength spacing so the correlation lags could

be quantified. The spectra were then Doppler shifted

to the planet’s rest frame, which should yield a corre-

lation peak around a lag of zero µm for each of the

auto-correlation maps in Figures 10 and 11 if the signal

is there. Once again, however, we do not detect any

planetary signatures.

5. UPPER LIMITS ON H+
3 EMISSION

Since no H+
3 emission was detected, we therefore place

upper limits on the emission that we should be able to

detect with the quality of our data. The power of the

cross-correlation technique, by utilizing multiple lines

at once, means that this method will yield deeper limits

over the direct measurement of the single emission line.

Therefore, we focus only on cross-correlation injection-

recovery tests for upper limits.

The first step towards understanding the limits of our

dataset was first to diagnose whether our observations

were sufficient for identifying H+
3 assuming an accurate
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model. We take the observational data (after blaze- and

bad-pixel-correcting but before PCA) and multiply it by

the time-dependent (i.e. Doppler shifted) model emis-

sion spectrum (1+Fp/Fs) to yield an input model data

cube that exactly matches the noise of our data. We run

the same analyses including PCA and cross-correlation

on this model data. We do this test for each of the six

models of different H+
3 abundances. Figures 12 and 13

show the results of these injection-recovery tests. We

recover the signal from the abundance models of -1 >

logN > -4 with great significance. For WASP-69b, we

additionally recover the logN = −5 model. Therefore,

we can conclude for these models that either H+
3 does not

appear to be in these planets at these abundances or our

model does not match the true physical characteristics

of H+
3 emission in hot Jupiters.

After confirming that our observations have sufficient

data to detect H+
3 emission if it were there, we then

scale the model emission and rerun the test above to

identify the lowest power the H+
3 emission can be before

it is undetectable. We utilize a threshold of SNR > 3

as a “detection”. We identify the total power of this

emission by removing the model’s planetary continuum

and calculating the power of all emission lines combined

over a range of 2.5 – 5 µm. We additionally compute the

power of individual emission lines of interest such as the

Q(1,0) and Q(3,0) transitions at 3.95µm and 3.98µm,

respectively. With these tests, we establish a detection

limit of our observations that yield an H+
3 total power

of 5.32 × 1018 W, a Q(1,0) power of 7.35 × 1015 W,

and Q(3,0) power of 1.25× 1016 W for WASP-80b. For

WASP-69b we place an upper limit on H+
3 total power

of 1.64 × 1019 W, a Q(1,0) power of 6.69 × 1015 W,

and Q(3,0) power of 1.16× 1016 W. These results place

more stringent limits on hot Jupiter H+
3 emission than

previous searches by Shkolnik et al. (2006), Lenz et al.

(2016), or Gibbs & Fitzgerald (2022) by at minimum

a factor of 30. A comparison of all of the upper limits

from this work and the literature can be seen in Figure

14.

6. CONCLUSIONS

We carried out a search for auroral H+
3 emission from

the hot Jupiters WASP-80b and WASP-69b using high-

resolution Keck/NIRSPEC data. We examined the data

using three different approaches. The first was a direct

search in which we inspected the residual spectra after

removing both the telluric features and the stellar spec-

trum. The second was through cross-correlation with an

H+
3 planetary emission model. Finally, we performed an

auto-correlation among the data itself, both on an indi-

vidual and nightly basis. At this time, we find no evi-

dence of H+
3 emission from any of these search methods.

Instead, we place upper limits on the total emission of

5.32×1018 for WASP-80b and 1.64×1019 for WASP-69b

via cross-correlation injection-recovery.

While these upper limits represent the lowest limits

to date on exoplanetary H+
3 emission, these limits still

do not yet reach the theoretical limits set by Miller

et al. (2000), Yelle (2004), Koskinen et al. (2007), or

Chadney et al. (2016). Our limits are only a factor

of 13 larger than the strongest model by Miller et al.

(2000); therefore, it may be possible to reach this regime

through longer observations with fuller phase coverage,

but will almost certainly be achievable with the next

class of Extremely Large Telescopes (ELTs) due to the

increased sensitivity and spectral grasp on the planned

instruments. It is however possible that these plan-

ets may have further inhibited H+
3 emission than ex-

pected. Chadney et al. (2016) suggest that while high

EUV/XUV radiation does contribute to the production

of H+
3 molecules especially in pure H/He atmospheres,

there is a limit after which the H+
3 becomes confined at

the bottom of the ionosphere where it is more likely to

be destroyed by reactions with heavy species. This idea

is furthered by Pineda et al. (2024) who suggest that

in both brown dwarf and hot Jupiter atmospheres, the

H+
3 can undergo reactions with other molecules in the

environment such as water or methane on a timescale

faster than ∼0.01 s emission rate. Future studies with

ELTs will have to break this theoretical barrier in order

to test whether or not this is the case.
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M., et al. 2019, A&A, 630, A53,

doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/201936084

Schlawin, E., Mukherjee, S., Ohno, K., et al. 2024, AJ, 168,

104, doi: 10.3847/1538-3881/ad58e0

Sedaghati, E., Boffin, H. M. J., Delrez, L., et al. 2017,

MNRAS, 468, 3123, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stx646

Shkolnik, E., Bohlender, D. A., Walker, G. A. H., & Collier

Cameron, A. 2008, ApJ, 676, 628, doi: 10.1086/527351

Shkolnik, E., Gaidos, E., & Moskovitz, N. 2006, AJ, 132,

1267, doi: 10.1086/506476

Shkolnik, E., Walker, G. A. H., Bohlender, D. A., Gu, P. G.,

& Kürster, M. 2005, ApJ, 622, 1075, doi: 10.1086/428037

Stassun, K. G., Collins, K. A., & Gaudi, B. S. 2017, AJ,

153, 136, doi: 10.3847/1538-3881/aa5df3

Tennyson, J., & Yurchenko, S. N. 2012, MNRAS, 425, 21,

doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2012.21440.x

Tody, D. 1986, in Society of Photo-Optical Instrumentation

Engineers (SPIE) Conference Series, Vol. 627,

Instrumentation in astronomy VI, ed. D. L. Crawford,

733, doi: 10.1117/12.968154

Trafton, L. M., Geballe, T. R., Miller, S., Tennyson, J., &

Ballester, G. E. 1993, ApJ, 405, 761, doi: 10.1086/172404

Triaud, A. H. M. J., Anderson, D. R., Collier Cameron, A.,

et al. 2013, A&A, 551, A80,

doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/201220900

Triaud, A. H. M. J., Gillon, M., Ehrenreich, D., et al. 2015,

MNRAS, 450, 2279, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stv706

Turner, J. D., Zarka, P., Grießmeier, J.-M., et al. 2021,

A&A, 645, A59, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/201937201

van der Walt, S., Colbert, S. C., & Varoquaux, G. 2011,

Computing in Science and Engineering, 13, 22,

doi: 10.1109/MCSE.2011.37

Vedantham, H. K., Callingham, J. R., Shimwell, T. W.,

et al. 2020, Nature Astronomy, 4, 577,

doi: 10.1038/s41550-020-1011-9

Weber, C., Lammer, H., Shaikhislamov, I. F., et al. 2017,

MNRAS, 469, 3505, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stx1099

Woitke, P., Helling, C., Hunter, G. H., et al. 2018, A&A,

614, A1, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/201732193

Yelle, R. V. 2004, Icarus, 170, 167,

doi: 10.1016/j.icarus.2004.02.008

http://doi.org/10.1117/12.317283
http://www.jstor.org/stable/2666765
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stx502
http://doi.org/10.1126/science.aat5348
http://doi.org/10.1038/nature18940
http://doi.org/10.3390/rs14246326
http://doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/aaada9
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staa3418
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-023-06134-0
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ad2f9e
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/aad781
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/aabc4f
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201936084
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/ad58e0
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stx646
http://doi.org/10.1086/527351
http://doi.org/10.1086/506476
http://doi.org/10.1086/428037
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/aa5df3
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2012.21440.x
http://doi.org/10.1117/12.968154
http://doi.org/10.1086/172404
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201220900
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stv706
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201937201
http://doi.org/10.1109/MCSE.2011.37
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41550-020-1011-9
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stx1099
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201732193
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.icarus.2004.02.008

	Introduction
	System Information
	WASP-80b
	WASP-69b

	Observations and Data Analysis
	Telescope, Instrument Settings, and Observational Details
	Data Reduction
	Telluric and Stellar Feature Removal

	Looking for H3+ in the Data
	Direct Measurements
	Cross-Correlation
	Model Generation
	Planet Signal Search

	Auto-Correlation

	Upper Limits on H3+ Emission
	Conclusions

