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ABSTRACT

As the number of planetary mass objects (PMOs, <13 Mjypit,) at wider separation
(£10 AU) grows, there is emerging evidence that they form differently from their higher-
mass brown-dwarf (BD) counterparts. Namely, PMOs’ atmospheres are enriched by
metals which is usually interpreted as a sign of solid accretion. This points to the
formation channel through core accretion. However, there has hitherto been no quan-
titative analysis at population level to investigate the amount and timing of solid ac-
cretion. Here, we analyze a sample of five directly-imaged exoplanets with measured
stellar and planetary chemical abundances (51 Eri b, § Pic b, HIP 65426 b, and HR
8799 ¢ and e). We show that these PMOs accrete large amount of solids regardless
of formation channels. On average 100 Mg solids (ranging from 98.6 to 845.2 Mg
for individual systems) are accreted to enrich planet atmospheres if forming via core
accretion whereas the solid accretion needs to be 220 Mg (ranging from 22.4 to 782.3
Myg) if forming via gravitational instability. The result implies that the solid accretion
process has to happen at an early stage (<1 Myr) when large amount of solids are

available in young protoplanetary disks.
1. INTRODUCTION

As the population of directly imaged exo-
planets continues to grow, there is an increas-
ing interest in their formation origin and ac-
cretion history. There are two ways of form-
ing planetary mass objects, a companion can
form through gravitational instability (GI) in
disks (Boss 1997). Alternatively, a companion
can form in a proto-planetary disk through core
accretion (CA, Pollack et al. 1996).
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There is suggestive evidence that planetary-
mass companions and their higher-mass couner-
parts brown dwarfs (BDs) form through dis-
tinct mechanisms (Fig. 1). All directly-
imaged exoplanets have super-stellar metallic-
ities, which suggests accretion of solids rich
in Carbon (C) and Oxygen (O) that leads to
super-stellar metallicities (Molliere et al. 2020;
Wang et al. 2023). In contrast, the higher-mass
counterparts—BDs—show atmospheric metal-
licities that are consistent with stellar values,
indicating a multiple-star formation channel in
which each component inherits a cloud /filament
that is chemically identical.
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Figure 1. Directly-imaged exoplanets have super-stellar metallicities whereas higher-mass
brown dwarf (BD) have stellar metallicities. The average relative metallicity (A[M/H]) of directly-
imaged exoplanets (open circles, HR 8799 ¢ and e are shown as one data point for plotting clarity) is
0.324+0.09 dex (grey horizontal lines). A[M/H] is the difference between the planet atmospheric metallicity
and stellar metallicity. The error bar is the standard deviation divided by v/ N, where N=5 is the number of
directly-imaged exoplanet systems. In comparison, the average metallicity of BDs (filled circles) is 0.004+0.05
dex (grey horizontal lines). The five benchmark BDs are G1 570 D, HD 3651 B (Line et al. 2015), HD 19467
B (Maire et al. 2020), HR 7672 B (Wang et al. 2022), and HD 4747 B (Xuan et al. 2022).

Accretion history, regardless of forming
through GI or CA, plays a critical role in the
metal enrichment of directly imaged exoplan-
ets. Previous studies show that a solid ac-
cretion mass of ~100 Mg is needed to ex-
plain the atmospheric metal enrichment for
Pic b (GRAVITY Collaboration et al. 2020),
HR 8799 ¢ (Wang et al. 2023) and e (Molliere
et al. 2020). This is puzzling because such
a large mass reservoir may only be possible
when the disk is young, which points to a
very early planet formation (<1 Myr). Such
an early planet formation is usually consistent
with the GI channel, but recent works under
the CA paradigm also show that that form-
ing planets within 1 Myr is possible via early
formation of solid cores, such as planetesimals
by the streaming instability (e.g., Youdin &
Goodman 2005; Li & Youdin 2021), or embryos
in self-gravitating disks (Baehr et al. 2022),
and then subsequent pebble accretion (Ormel
& Klahr 2010; Johansen & Lambrechts 2017;
Baehr 2023).

It is therefore still unclear via which domi-
nant mechanism the directly-imaged exoplanets

form, and how much solid mass has been ac-
creted onto the planets depending on the for-
mation mechanism and location. This paper
aims to address these questions using a Bayesian
inference framework. We organize the paper
as follows. §2 summarizes the collected data.
§3 presents our model and the Bayesian frame-
work. Main results are in §4. Discussions are
provided in §5. A summary of the paper can be
found in §6.

2. DATA

The data for the five exoplanets in four sys-
tems are presented in Table 1. Our selection
criteria require that the companion masses are
below 13 Mjypiter and their metallicity and C/O
have been reported. In addition, we also include
solar system gas giant planets, Jupiter and Sat-
urn, for a comparative study (§5.1). The abun-
dances for solar system planets are obtained
from Atreya et al. (2018).

3. METHOD
3.1. Setting the Stage
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The number of element X, we denote as Ny,
can be calculated as follows:

TLX7 ’le7
Ny = 22X 4 Doy, (1)
1+fsg 1+f59

where nx s and nyx 4 are the number of X atoms
per unit disk mass in solid and gas phase, fs, is
solid to gas ratio, and M, and M, are the mass
in solid and gas phase, respectively.

To calculate the mole ratio of the element X
and H, for which we denote as X/H, for a plan-
etary atmosphere that accretes some mass in-
cluding M, and M,, we have:

(X) et
atm

- - )

B Ny B %:Ms +nH,gMg‘

Adopting the terminology in Oberg et al.
(2011), the relative abundance ax is:

(72) atm

(31).
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where ny and ny are the number of X and H
atoms per unit mass (the ratio of the two is
by definition stellar mole ratio), fx s and fx,
are the fraction of element X in solid and gas
phase, and fu s and fy 4 are the fraction of hy-
drogen in solid and gas phase. We then assume
the fraction of H in solid phase (i.e., fm) is
negligible because Hs, the most abundant ma-
terials, should be always in gas state under disk
conditions. Given the assumption, the above
equation becomes:

aX:%:%_F(l_fX,s)? (4)

which is the same with Eq. 2 in Oberg et al.
(2011).

3.2. Model Input and Output

We adopt the values in Table 2 for major
C and O carriers in a proto-plantetary disk.
The planet atmospheric chemical composition,
which is parameterized as a¢, ap, and C/O, is
determined by (1) where the planet forms; (2)
how it forms; and (3) the amount of solid ac-
cretion. These parameters are compared to the
observed values to infer the formation location,
mechanism, and the accretion history. In addi-
tion, values in Table 2 are scaled to matched the
observed host star values. C and O are given a
different scaling factor to account for the non-
solar C/O ratios.

Table 3 summarizes the input and output
of our model. There are six input parame-
ters: stellar C and O abundances as defined as
¢o = 12 +logne and §o = 12 + lognp, and
C/0, planetary relative metallicity to the host
star, i.e., [M/H], - [M/H]. and planetary atmo-
spheric C/O. The parameters to be inferred are:
scaling factor for stellar C and O abundances,
planetary mass, mass of accreted solids, solid-
to-gas ratio f,,, formation mechanism, and the
disk temperature where a planet forms which
indicates the planet formation location.

Table 3 also provides equations that connect
different parameters. For example, the scal-
ing factors for stellar C and O abundances are
used together with the C and O carrier abun-
dances in Table 2 to match with stellar &g,
¢o and C/O. Specifically, {- is calculated by
12 +logec Y ne,, where e is the scaling factor
and n¢, is each row in Table 2. o is similarly
calculated, and C/O = ec Y ne, /ec D no,-

The planetary mass (Mp), mass of accreted
solids, solid-to-gas ratio f,,, formation mecha-
nism, and the disk temperature (T;) are used
for calculating planet relative metallicity and
C/0. Below we describe how that is done.

Using C as an example, for a given T,, we can
determine the phase (solid vs. gas) for each C
cariier in Table 2. The fraction of C in solid
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phase, fcs in Eq. 4 is then calculated. In or-
der for a¢ to be determined, we explore a range
of fs values from 0.01 to 0.10, which roughly
cover the observed values for proto-planetary
disks (Ansdell et al. 2016). The gas mass M,
is calculated by multiplying Mp — Mg by 1/(1
+ fsy) assuming all gas is acquired prior to
the solid accretion stage. The mass of accreted
solids M, is calculated under two conditions de-
pending on the chosen formation mechanism.
For CA, M, is the purely the accreted solids.
For GI, M is the sum of the accreted solid mass
and (Mp—M,)- fsq/ (14 fsg). Unlike the CA case
in which solids are in the planetary core and do
not contribute to the atmospheric metallicity,
the GI case assumes that solids during the for-
mation process are still perfectly mixed in the
atmosphere. If this is not the case, then the
required mass of solid accretion for GI will in-
crease. The amount of the increase depends on
how much of the accreted solid settles to form
a core or become invisible to atmospheric mea-
surements.

With feos, fsg, Ms, and My, C abundance a¢
is determined via Eq. 4. O abundance ap is de-
termined in a similar way. To compared to the
observed planet relative metallicity to the host
star, i.e., [M/H], - [M/H],, we use the average of
ac and ap, i.e., log ((ac + ap)/2). To compare
to the observed C/O, we use ac/ap x C/O,,
where C/O, is €c > ne,/ec D no, as noted in
Table 3.

3.3. Bayesian Sampling and Model Selection

We compare the model output to the in-
put data (listed in Table 1) in order to in-
fer parameters such as accreted solid mass
and formation mechanism (listed in full in Ta-
ble 3. The priors for inferred parameters are
given in Table 4. The likelihood functlon we

use is: ——Z(D M) )EF — Zanm‘,’

=1
where subscript ¢ is parameter 1ndex D is

data, M is model, and € is error. We used

PyMultiNest (Buchner et al. 2014) to sample
posteriors and calculate evidence. Examples of
retrieving accretion mass can be found in B.

4. RESULTS
4.1. Mass of Accreted Solids

Mass of Accreted Solids is inferred in our
Bayesian modeling (§3.2) ans is presented in Ta-
ble 5. For the CA scenario, a planet accreted
2100 Mg solids on average, with a noticeable
outlier of 8 Pic b which accretes ~1000 Mg
solids (Fig. 2). For the GI scenario, the re-
quired solid accretion is lower at ~20 Mg.

Accretion of solids can be challenging once a
gap is opened for the GI scenario (Helled &
Schubert 2009). The typical time scale for effi-
cient solid accretion is from 103 to 10° years (Bo-
denheimer et al. 1980). Accretion of ~20 Mg, in
this time scale requires a large inflow of solids
that is at least 200 Mg per Myr, which can only
happen when the disk is young and massive at
=1 Myr (Tychoniec et al. 2020; Bosman et al.
2023).

However, a more severe challenge for GI, as
noted in Wang et al. (2023), is forming multi-
planetary systems because the turbulent nature
unusually results in a single companion rather
than multiple companions. While recent simu-
lation shows that forming multiple intermediate
mass planets is possible through the GI mech-
anism (Deng et al. 2021). It remains unclear if
the similar mechanism can form systems with
multiple gaseous giant planets such as the HR
8799 and S Pic systems. The multiple planets in
these systems also exacerbate the mass budget
issue as more than one planetary atmosphere
need to be enriched.

In contrast, for the CA scenario, the accreted
mass is 100 Mg, which is much higher than
the GI scenario. This is because the metals are
locked in the core and atmospheric metal enrich-
ment relies entirely on the subsequent solid ac-
cretion, whereas the atmospheric metal enrich-



FEARLY MASSIVE ACCRETION 5

HR 8799 ¢

HR 8799 e

51Erib

beta Pic b

HIP 65426 b

mechanism
= CA
= Gl

log

2 3

(accretfon mass )

Figure 2. Directly-imaged exoplanets accrete on average £100 Mg, solids to enrich their atmo-
spheres if forming via CA whereas they would accrete ~20 Mg, solids if forming via GI. Each
row shows the inferred accretion mass for one directly-imaged exoplanet in two scenarios: CA (blue) and GI
(orange). The median of of the overall distribution (i.e., CA and GI) is represented by the white point, and
the 25% and 75% percentiles are represented by the thick line.

ment in the GI scenario is aided by the initial
metal content due to the assumption that solids
during the formation are still perfectly mixed in
the atmosphere.

4.2. Timing of the Solid Accretion

The large amount of accreted solids is diffi-
cult to be explain by the solid mass budget of
a typical disk. At 1% disk mass ratio with a
solar metallicity, the solid mass budget is ~60
Mg, which is not enough for CA and barely suf-

ficient for GI for multiple planet systems even
assuming 100% accretion efficiency.

The timing of the solid accretion needs to be
early when disk mass ratio is higher and there is
sufficient amount of inward drifting solids. In-
deed, to facilitate early planet embryo and core
formation within 1 Myr, most simulations as-
sume ~5% disk mass ratio (e.g., Savvidou &
Bitsch 2023; Baehr 2023). In addition, recent
observations show that the pebble drift rate can
be from 100 to more than 1000 Mg per Myr
at an early phase of a protoplanetary disk (~1
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Myr, Bosman et al. 2023). Therefore, there
should be sufficient solids available even though
the accretion time scale is between 0.1 and 1
Myr. Moreover, it has been shown that planet
formation can proceed at <0.5 Myr (Segura-Cox
et al. 2020), so it is plausible for the accretion of
solids through streamers in the class-0 or I enve-
lope phase (Visser et al. 2009). Indeed, the ob-
served dust masses for Class 0 disks (Tychoniec
et al. 2020) are comparable to what we infer for
solid accretion at ~100 Mg. All the observa-
tional evidence and state-of-the-art simulations
support that the timing of the solid accretion
needs to be comparable or earlier than 1 Myr in
order to meet the accretion mass budget.

5. DISCUSSION
5.1. Jupiter and Saturn

To test the validity, we apply our inference
framework to the solar system gas giant planets,
Jupiter and Saturn.

For the CA mechanism, the accreted solid
mass shows a bimodal distribution with two pre-
ferred formation locations: within the H5O ice-
line and beyond the CO iceline (see Fig. 4 in
§A). The accreted mass for formation within the
H50 iceline is about twice higher than forma-
tion beyond the CO iceline (111 Mg vs. 54 Mg)
for Jupiter. Here, we report the result for the
formation location beyond the CO iceline in Ta-
ble 5 at 54.772¢2 Mg, because formation beyond
the CO iceline is more consistent with previ-
ous claim of formation beyond Nj iceline (Oberg
& Wordsworth 2019). Saturn, similarly show-
ing a bimodal distribution of inferred accretion
mass, accreted 29.570F, My, if forming beyond
the CO iceline. Our results are broadly con-
sistent within 1-0 when compared to previous
works (Guillot 1999; Thorngren et al. 2016).

We now attempt to address the abnormally
high required accretion mass if Jupiter formed
within the H5O iceline. If that is the case,

then the inferred accretion mass is 111.473}3

Mg. This issue can be alleviated by invoking
the pebble evaporation mechanism (Schneider
& Bitsch 2021; Bitsch & Mah 2023). Evaporat-
ing pebbles, especially in the inner disk where
temperature is high, can enhance the local gas
metallicity and therefore enrich the planet at-
mospheric metallicity during the gas accretion
process. Combining pebble evaporation and
solid accretion to explain the metallicity enrich-
ment will reduce the mass requirement for solid
accretion alone.

For GI, which is not favored for the solar sys-
tem formation (e.g., Kruijer et al. 2017), the ac-
creted solid mass again shows a bimodal distri-
bution with two preferred formation locations.
Assuming forming beyond the CO iceline, the
accreted solid mass for Saturn is 28.3%77, Mg
(see also Table 5), which is consistent with liter-
ature values: 20-30 Mg, (Guillot 1999) and 2748
Mg (Thorngren et al. 2016). For Jupiter, the
accreted mass is 39.27282 Mg. Within the un-
certainty, these numbers are also consistent with
the total metal content estimation of 10-40 Mg
from Guillot (1999) and 37+20 Mg from Thorn-
gren et al. (2016).

5.2. Comparing to Previous Results
5.2.1. 8 Picb

GRAVITY Collaboration et al. (2020) adopt
a similar approach to investigate solid accretion
history for § Pic b. The major differences be-
tween their approach and this work are (1) we
consider both [M/H] and C/O while they con-
sider only C/O; and (2) we use a Bayesian infer-
ence framework taking fully into consideration
of measurement uncertainties. While GRAV-
ITY Collaboration et al. (2020) conclude that
£ Pic b is unlikely to form via the gravita-
tional instability mechanism because of unusu-
ally long time for the pre-collapse phase, or an
extremely efficient accretion (with an accretion
rate of 4000 Mg per Myr), we note that a peb-
ble influx rate as high as 1000 Mg per Myr has
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been observationally supported (Bosman et al.
2023). Therefore, forming § Pic b through grav-
itational instability is still a plausible channel.
Core accretion scenario for 8 Pic b has also
been considered in GRAVITY Collaboration
et al. (2020). They calculate that 80-150 Mg
needs to be accreted to reach the 1-o upper
limit of C/O measurement. In comparison, this
work infer ~1000 Mg needs to be accreted in
order to explain the observed C/O and planet
metallicity. We also find that formation within
the HyO iceline is slightly preferred compared
to other locations: the posterior sample num-
ber ratio is about 3:1 for formation within HyO
iceline versus formation at other locations.

5.2.2. HR 8799 c and e

HR 8799 ¢ (Wang et al. 2023) and e (Molliere
et al. 2020) are found to be metal enriched.
In the core accretion scenario, it is estimated
that a solid mass of ~100 Mg needs to be ac-
creted (Molliere et al. 2020). This is consistent
with our findings in this work (see Fig. 2 and
Table 5). The challenge for HR 8799 planets
is to explain how solids can overcome potential
traps and gaps in protoplanetary disk to reach
planet ¢ and e. This warrants future investiga-
tions.

5.3. Mass-Metallicity Relationship for
Transiting and Directly-Imaged
FExoplanets

Thorngren et al. (2016) study a sample of
transiting planets with low stellar irradiation
and report a positive mass-metallicity relation,
i.e., the mass of heavy element (M) scales with
planet mass M with a power law of ~0.6, which
is consistent the prediction of the CA model.
They also concluded that metal-enriched giant
planet atmospheres should be the rule because
the heavy metal mass for giant planets greatly
exceeds the core mass and should therefore en-
rich the atmospheric metallicity.

In this work, we significantly increase the sam-
ple on the higher mass end by including the five
directly-imaged exoplanets. We show in Fig. 3
that the mass-metallicity relation still holds at
the highest end in the planetary mass regime
and extends from the transiting exoplanet pop-
ulation to the directly-imaged exoplanets.

6. SUMMARY

We provide evidence that solid accretion takes
place early when the disk is massive and
younger than ~1 Myr, which is corroborative
with state-of-the-art observations and simula-
tions. In reaching this conclusion, we develop a
Bayesian framework (§3) to infer the total mass
mass of solid accretion along with other param-
eters that we marginalize (see Table 4). The
framework is validated using the solar system
gas giant planets: Jupiter and Saturn (§5.1) by
finding consistent total metal contents with lit-
erature values (Table 5). Our results are also
compared to previous studies for individual sys-
tems (§5.2) to demonstrate the improvement
of methodology, namely, going beyond C/O to
include [M/H] and treating uncertainties in a
Bayesian framework.

As such, we summarize our major findings
here. We analyze a sample of five directly-
imaged exoplanets with measured stellar and
planetary chemical abundances (51 Eri b, 8 Pic
b, HIP 65426 b, and HR 8799 c and e). We infer
a large amount of accreted solids to enrich their
atmospheres regardless of formation channels.
On average 100 Mg solids (ranging from 98.6
to 845.2 Mg for individual systems) are accreted
to enrich planet atmospheres if forming via core
accretion whereas the solid accretion needs to
be 220 Mg (ranging from 22.4 to 782.3 Mg)
if forming via gravitational instability. The re-
sult implies that the solid accretion process has
to happen at early stage (<1 Myr) when large
amount of solids are available.

Future improvement of this work will come
from two angles. First, ~20-30 directly-imaged
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Figure 3. Directly-imaged exoplanets (colored symbols assuming core accretion) follow the
same trend as the mass-metallicity relation for transiting exoplanets. Dashed line is the mass-
metallicity relation reported in Thorngren et al. (2016) and the grey data points are transiting exoplanets

used in deriving the the relation.

exoplanets will be characterized by facilities
such as JWST, the Keck Planet Imager and
Characterizer (KPIC, Mawet et al. 2018; Jo-
vanovic et al. 2019; Delorme et al. 2020, 2021),
and VLT /HIiRISE (Vigan et al. 2018; El Morsy
et al. 2022). Our Bayesian framework is ideal
to include more objects with data of chemical
abundances and elemental ratios. Second, the
measurement uncertainty for planetary atmo-
spheric composition (Table 1) is expected to be
much improved by the wavelength coverage of

JWST and the high-spectral resolution of KPIC
and VLT /HiRISE, the precision of the inference
will benefit from the improved measurement un-
certainty, although the model in our Bayesian
framework will need to be improved accordingly
to limit the systematic modeling error.
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Table 1. Data for Each Exoplanet System

11

Star Planet
Name o o C/0. [M/H]p - [M/H]. C/O0p Mp
51 Erib  —3.44+0.05' —3.18£0.05 0.5540.10 0.13 +0.30 0.384+0.09  [2.0 ... 4.0]?
B Pic b —3.574+0.05 —3.314+0.05 0.55+0.103 0.68 £0.10 0.434+0.05* [6.8 ... 11.0]°
HIP 65426 b —3.60 4+ 0.05° —3.3440.05 0.55 +0.107 0.08 £0.25 0.404+0.108 7.1+£1.1°
11 11 12
HR 8799 ¢ o v 019 3104014 0.54+0.1010 0.38 £ 0.30 0.67+0.15 [6.5 ... 12.0]
HR 8799 e 0.36 + 0.25 0.60 +0.07'3 [6.5 ... 12.0]'?
: 14 15 16
Jupiter 3574005 —3314005 055%0.10° 0.61 4 0.10 0.55 4+ 0.15% [0.9 ... 1.1]
Saturn 0.95 + 0.0314 0.55 £+ 0.15 [0.27 ... 0.33]1¢

NoOTE—1, Swastik et al. (2021), assuming solar C/O (Asplund et al. 2009) and scaled from [Fe/H] = 0.13, uncertainty
is increased to 0.05; 2, Brown-Sevilla et al. (2022), using Table 5 “New nominal” column for planet parameters; 3,
assuming solar values; 4, GRAVITY Collaboration et al. (2020), using values in the last row in Table 3, uncertainties
are readjusted to 0.10 and 0.05 for metallicity and C/O; 5, lower limit from Brandt et al. (2021a) and upper limit
from Dupuy et al. (2022); 6, Swastik et al. (2021); Bochanski et al. (2018); 7, assuming solar C/O (Asplund et al.
2009); 8, Petrus et al. (2021), using “K band with continuum” solution in Table 2, uncertainties are readjusted to
0.25 and 0.10 for metallicity and C/O; 9, Carter et al. (2022); 10, Wang et al. (2022), C/O uncertainty readjusted
to 0.10; 11, Wang et al. (2023), use the average of [C/H] and [O/H] to calculate [M/H]p, uncertainty readjusted
to 0.30; 12, using the lower mass limit and the dynamical stability upper limit in Wang et al. (2018) which
encompasses the mass range in Brandt et al. (2021b); 13, Molliere et al. (2020); 14, Atreya et al. (2018) using
C/H as a approximation to M/H; 15, assuming solar C/O but with a larger uncertainty; 16, assuming 10% mass

uncertainty.

Table 2. Adopted Properties for C and O Carriers

Species Tevap no no
[K] [107% xny] [107* x ng]
CO 20 1.8 1.8
COq 47 0.6 0.3
H>O 135 0.9
Carbon grains 500 0.6
Silicate 1500 14
APPENDIX

A. CORNER PLOTS
B. DIAGNOSTIC PLOTS
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Table 3. Inference Method

Input Data Input Symbols Parameters Symbols Equation
Stellar C abundance ¢o C Scaling Factor € ¢o =logec Y ne™
Stellar O abundance ¢o O Scaling Factor €0 €o =logeo Y no,
Stellar C/O C/0, Planet Mass Mp C/O. = ec Y nc,/ec D, no;
Planet Relative Metallicity* [M/H]p - [M/H]. Accreted Solid Mass  Mj, [M/H]p - [M/H]. =
log ((ac + @0)/2)™
Planetary C/O C/Op Dust-to-Gas Ratio fsg C/Op = ac/ao x C/O,
Disk Temperature Ty

Formation Mechanism

NoTte—: If [C/H] and [O/H] are both available, then we use the average of the two. %x: ng, can be found in the
nco column in Table 2. x % x: ax is calculated with Eq. 4.

Table 4. Parameters Used in the Bayesian Inference

Parameter Unit Type Lower Upper
or Mean or Std
C Scaling Factor (e¢) Uniform 0.5 2.0
O Scaling Factor (o) Uniform 0.5 2.0
Planet Mass (Mp) M jupiter see Table 1 for individual planets
Accreted Solid Mass (log My) Mg Log-uniform 0 4
Dust-to-Gas Ratio (fsg) Uniform 0.01 0.05
Disk Temperature (logTy) K Log-uniform 1.0 2.5
Formation Mechanism e Uniform* 0 1

NoTE—*: [0.0-0.5) means core-accretion and [0.5-1.0) means gravitational in-
stability.

Table 5. Mass of Metals in Jupiter, Saturn, and Directly-Imaged Exoplanets

Source Jupiter Saturn HR 8799 c HR 8799 e 51 Erib [ Picb HIP 65426 b
[Mg] [Mg] [Mg] [Mg] [Mg] [(Mg] [Mg]
Cuillot (1999) 10-40 20-30
Thorngren et al. (2016)* 37+£20 27+£8 e e e e
this work (GI) 392988 283777, 24.0T5047 22471280 3201503 7823772 2811590
this work (CA)** 5477262 295108, 100.313%°  137.07HT0  98.672%1 845273000 141.273044

NOTE—": use larger uncertainties in Table 2 in Thorngren et al. (2016) *x: core mass not included.
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Figure 4. Corner plot for solar system gas giant planets forming via CA. The left six columns are for
Jupiter and the right six columns are for Saturn.
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Figure 5. Illustration for how A[M/H] and C/O change with accretion mass and how the accretion mass

(Blue data point with error bars) is determined by comparing model (Black solid curve) to observed values
(red solid line and 1-0 band).
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