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ABSTRACT

In this study, we treat Earth as an exoplanet and investigate our home planet by means of a potential future
mid-infrared (MIR) space mission called the Large Interferometer For Exoplanets (LIFE). We combine thermal
spectra from an empirical dataset of disk-integrated Earth observations with a noise model for LIFE to create
mock observations. We apply a state-of-the-art atmospheric retrieval framework to characterize the planet, as-
sess the potential for detecting the known bioindicators, and investigate the impact of viewing geometry and
seasonality on the characterization. Our key findings reveal that we are observing a temperate habitable planet
with significant abundances of CO2, H2O, O3, and CH4. Seasonal variations in the surface and equilibrium
temperature, as well as in the Bond albedo, are detectable. Furthermore, the viewing geometry and the spa-
tially and temporally unresolved nature of our observations only have a minor impact on the characterization.
Additionally, Earth’s variable abundance profiles and patchy cloud coverage can bias retrieval results for the
atmospheric structure and trace gas abundances. Lastly, the limited extent of Earth’s seasonal variations in
biosignature abundances makes the direct detection of its biosphere through atmospheric seasonality unlikely.
Our results suggest that LIFE could correctly identify Earth as a planet where life could thrive, with detectable
levels of bioindicators, a temperate climate, and surface conditions allowing liquid surface water. Even if at-
mospheric seasonality is not easily observed, our study demonstrates that next generation space missions can
assess whether nearby temperate terrestrial exoplanets are habitable or even inhabited.

Keywords: Earth (planet) – Biosignatures – Exoplanet atmospheric variability – Astrobiology – Infrared spec-
troscopy – Atmospheric retrievals – Space vehicles instruments

1. INTRODUCTION

The atmospheric characterization of terrestrial exoplanets
in the habitable zone (HZ; Kasting et al. 1993; Kopparapu
et al. 2013) and the search for life are key endeavors in ex-
oplanet science (e.g., Astrobiology Strategy and Astro 2020
Decadal Survey in the United States: Hays et al. 2017; Na-
tional Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine
2021). Constraining the composition, structure, and dynam-
ics of exoplanet atmospheres yields valuable insights into
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planetary habitability and could lead to the detection of life
beyond our solar system.

Terrestrial HZ exoplanets are detectable with current ob-
servatories (see, e.g., Hill et al. 2023, for a catalogue). Exo-
planet transit surveys such as the Kepler mission (Borucki
et al. 2010) and the Transiting Exoplanet Survey Satellite
(TESS; Ricker et al. 2015) as well as current long-term ra-
dial velocity (RV) surveys have revealed that HZ planets
with Earth-like radii and masses are abundant in the galaxy
(e.g., Bryson et al. 2021). Such exoplanets have already
been detected within 20 pc of the sun with both the tran-
sit (e.g., Berta-Thompson et al. 2015; Gillon et al. 2017;
Vanderspek et al. 2019) and the RV (e.g., Anglada-Escudé
et al. 2016; Ribas et al. 2016; Zechmeister et al. 2019) meth-
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ods. Ongoing observations with the James Webb Space Tele-
scope (JWST) are revealing whether terrestrial HZ exoplan-
ets transiting nearby M dwarfs have significant atmospheres
(e.g., Koll et al. 2019; Greene et al. 2023; Zieba et al. 2023;
Lustig-Yaeger et al. 2023b; Ih et al. 2023; Lincowski et al.
2023; Madhusudhan et al. 2023; Lim et al. 2023). However,
performing a detailed atmospheric characterization for such
planets with JWST is challenging (e.g., Morley et al. 2017;
Krissansen-Totton et al. 2018). Observations with the fu-
ture 40 m ground-based extremely large telescopes (ELTs)
will reach unprecedented spatial resolution and sensitivity.
The ELTs will directly detect HZ exoplanets around the
nearest stars via their thermal emission (e.g., Quanz et al.
2015; Bowens et al. 2021) and the reflected stellar light (e.g.,
Kasper et al. 2021). However, none of the current or ap-
proved future ground- or space-based instruments is capable
of performing an in-depth atmosphere characterization for a
statistically meaningful sample (dozens) of such exoplanets.

Therefore, the exoplanet community is working toward
more capable observatories. LUVOIR (The LUVOIR Team
2019) and HabEx (Gaudi et al. 2020) were designed to di-
rectly detect the stellar light reflected by terrestrial exoplanets
at ultraviolet, optical, and near-infrared (UV/O/NIR) wave-
lengths. Following the evaluation of both concepts in the
Astro 2020 Decadal Survey in the United States (National
Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine 2021),
the space-based UV/O/NIR Habitable Worlds Observatory
(HWO) was recommended. However, also the mid-infrared
(MIR) thermal emission of exoplanets (and its time variabil-
ity) contains a wealth of unique information about the plan-
etary atmosphere and surface conditions (e.g., Des Marais
et al. 2002; Hearty et al. 2009; Catling et al. 2018; Schwieter-
man et al. 2018; Mettler et al. 2020; Mettler et al. 2023). The
Large Interferometer For Exoplanets (LIFE), a space-based
MIR nulling interferometer concept, aims to directly measure
the MIR spectrum of terrestrial HZ exoplanets (Kammerer &
Quanz 2018; Quanz et al. 2021, 2022).

One key challenge in exoplanet characterization is the cor-
rect interpretation of their spectra. Measured exoplanet spec-
tra are global averages (due to the large exoplanet-observer
separation). Hence, local variations in the atmospheric com-
position, pressure-temperature (P−T) structure, and clouds
are unresolved. Further, since signals from terrestrial exo-
planets are faint, the temporal and spectral resolution of ob-
servations is limited. Such temporally and spatially unre-
solved observations can lead to degeneracies, making it hard
to interpret the observations. Finally, the inference of plan-
etary characteristics from such spectra is model-dependent
(e.g., Paradise et al. 2021; Mettler et al. 2023). Without
thorough exploration and validation of our characterization
methods, it will not be possible to accurately infer the wide
range of climate states expected for habitable planets. Cur-

rently, in-situ data, which are necessary for the validation of
our methods, can only be acquired for solar system objects.
While the spectral libraries and the knowledge about the
formation, composition, and atmospheric properties of so-
lar system planets and their moons is continuously growing,
Earth remains the most extensively studied planet and the
sole known globally habitable planet harboring life. There-
fore, Earth and its unique characteristics remain the key ref-
erence point to study the factors required for habitability and
(the origin of) life (e.g., Meadows & Barnes 2018; Robinson
& Reinhard 2018).

1.1. Disk-Integrated Earth Spectra Characteristics

From space, Earth’s appearance is dominated by oceans,
deserts, vegetation, ice, and clouds. Earth’s surface is dom-
inated by oceans (≈ 70% of surface), and the land-to-ocean
ratio differs between the hemispheres (Northern Hemisphere
≈ 2/3, Southern Hemisphere ≈ 1/4; Pidwirny 2006). The
contribution of different surface types and climate zones to a
disk-integrated Earth spectrum (and its seasonal variability)
depends on their thermal properties, their fractional contribu-
tions, and positions on the observed hemisphere.

In general, in the thermal emission spectrum of Earth,
land-dominated views show not only higher flux readings
but also larger flux variations over one full orbit than ocean-
dominated views (e.g., Hearty et al. 2009; Gómez-Leal et al.
2012; Mettler et al. 2023). Specifically, from Table 2 in
Mettler et al. (2023), we see that at Earth’s peak emission
wavelength (≈ 10.2 µm) the disk-integrated Northern Hemi-
sphere pole-on view (NP) and the Africa-centered equatorial
view (EqA) show annual flux variations of 33% and 22%, re-
spectively. In contrast, the ocean dominated Southern Hemi-
sphere pole-on view (SP) and the Pacific-centered equatorial
view (EqP), show smaller annual variations (≈ 11%) due to
the large thermal inertia of oceans.

Another distinctive characteristic of Earth is its patchy
cloud cover (see also Appendix A). Earth’s patchy cloud
coverage is unique among the three terrestrial planets with
significant atmospheres in the Solar System (Venus is com-
pletely covered in clouds; Mars has negligible cloud cov-
erage). Using nearly a decade of satellite data, King et al.
(2013) show that roughly 67% of Earth’s surface is covered
by clouds at all times. The cloud fraction over land is ap-
proximately 55% and shows a distinct seasonal cycle. Over
oceans, cloudiness is significantly higher (≈ 72%) and shows
smaller seasonal variations. In addition, the cloud fraction is
nearly identical during day and night, with only modest di-
urnal variation. Clouds are particularly abundant in the mid-
latitudes (latitudes of ≈ ±60◦), and infrequent at latitudes
from ±15◦ to ±30◦ (often characterized by arid desert condi-
tions). Thus, there are three bands with a high cloud fraction



Using Empirical Thermal Emission Spectra as an Input for Atmospheric Retrievals of an Earth-Twin Exoplanet 3

in Earth’s atmosphere: a narrowband at the equator and two
wider mid-latitude bands.

Atmospheric clouds can significantly impact both the re-
flected light and thermal emission spectrum of a planet and
can reduce or eliminate spectral features (particularly in the
UV/O/NIR; e.g., Des Marais et al. 2002; Lu 2023). Parame-
ters such as cloud fraction, composition, particle size, and al-
titude as well as multi-layered cloud coverage and cloud sea-
sonality all affect the resulting spectrum significantly (e.g.,
Des Marais et al. 2002; Tinetti et al. 2006a,b; Hearty et al.
2009; Kitzmann et al. 2011; Rugheimer et al. 2013; Vasquez
et al. 2013; Komacek et al. 2020). Konrad et al. (2023) ran
retrievals on simulated MIR thermal emission spectra of a
Venus-twin exoplanet. They showed that the presence of
clouds can be inferred and requires a minimal spectral reso-
lution of 50 and a signal-to-noise ratio of 20. Further, clouds
inhibit the accurate retrieval of surface conditions, and inad-
equate cloud treatment in retrievals (i.e., choosing too com-
plex/simple cloud model given the quality of the input spec-
trum) can bias the estimates for important planetary param-
eters (e.g., planet radius, equilibrium temperature, and Bond
albedo). However, despite recent efforts to understand how
patchy clouds could alter the spectra of terrestrial exoplan-
ets (e.g., May et al. 2021; Windsor et al. 2023), it remains
unclear how they affect the characterization of terrestrial HZ
exoplanets through MIR retrievals.

1.2. MIR Observables of Habitable and Inhabited Worlds

Habitability refers to the degree to which a global environ-
ment can support life, and depends on a myriad of factors
(Meadows & Barnes 2018). The characteristics of a planet
and its atmosphere, the architecture of the planetary system,
the host star, and the galactic environment all affect habit-
ability (for an extensive list, see, e.g., Meadows & Barnes
2018). For exoplanets, which can only be observed via re-
mote sensing, we require observable characteristics to assess
their habitability.

Analyzing MIR thermal emission spectra of exoplanets
with atmospheric retrievals (see, e.g., Section 3; Madhusud-
han 2018) and/or climate models yields constraints on the
planet’s atmospheric structure and composition. Such con-
straints yield valuable insights into a planet’s habitability and
could be used to infer the presence of a biosphere. In the
following, we list observable signatures of habitability and
biospheres in ascending order of difficulty to observe:

• Planetary energy budget: A planet’s effective tem-
perature and Bond albedo can be calculated from its
thermal emission spectrum.

• Water and other molecules: Important atmospheric
species, such as water (H2O), carbon dioxide (CO2),
or ozone (O3), have strong spectral MIR features.

• Atmospheric P−T structure: The P−T structure can
be constrained in retrievals and provides vital informa-
tion about the atmospheric state.

• Surface conditions: If not fully obscured by clouds,
thermal emission spectra contain information about a
planet’s surface temperature and pressure.

• Molecular biosignatures: Important biogenic gases,
such as methane (CH4) or nitrous oxide (N2O), have
MIR features. The presence of a biosphere can be in-
ferred if abiotic sources can be ruled out.

• Atmospheric seasonality: Seasonal periodicities in
molecular abundances that are attributable to life are
small for Earth (Mettler et al. 2023) and thus challeng-
ing to detect in the MIR. However, they could be strong
indicators for biological activity (Olson et al. 2018).

For an in-depth review about evaluating planetary habitabil-
ity and detectable signs of life, we refer to Schwieterman
et al. (2018) and references therein.

1.3. Context of and Goals for this Study

In a previous study (Mettler et al. 2020), we analyzed 15
years of thermal emission Earth observation data for five spa-
tially resolved locations. We investigated flux levels and vari-
ations as a function of wavelength range and surface type
(i.e., climate zone and surface thermal properties) and looked
for periodic signals. From the spatially resolved single-
surface-type measurements, we found that typically strong
absorption bands from CO2 (15 µm) and O3 (9.65 µm) are
significantly less pronounced and partially absent in polar re-
gions. This implies that estimating correct abundance lev-
els for these molecules might not be representative of the
bulk abundances in these viewing geometries. Additionally,
the time-resolved thermal emission spectrum provided in-
sights into seasons/planetary obliquity, but its significance
depended on viewing geometry and spectral band.

In a follow-up study (Mettler et al. 2023), we expanded our
analyses from spatially resolved locations to disk-integrated
Earth views. We presented an exclusive dataset consisting of
2,690 disk-integrated mid-infrared (MIR) thermal emission
spectra (3.75 − 15.4 µm, resolution R ≈ 1200). The spectra
were derived from remote sensing observations for four dif-
ferent viewing geometries at a high temporal resolution. Us-
ing this dataset, we investigated how Earth’s MIR spectral ap-
pearance changes as a function of viewing geometry, seasons,
and phase angles and quantified the atmospheric seasonality
of different bioindicators. We found that a representative,
disk-integrated thermal emission spectrum of Earth does not
exist. Instead, both the thermal emission spectrum and the
strength of biosignature absorption features show seasonal
variability and depend strongly on viewing geometry.
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In this paper, we treat Earth as a directly imaged exoplanet
to assess the detectability of its characteristics from MIR ob-
servations with LIFE. For the first time, we perform a system-
atic retrieval analysis of real disk- and time-averaged Earth
spectra. We investigate how the retrieval characterization de-
pends on the viewing geometry and the season. Uniquely,
in this study we do not only have access to the real Earth
spectra, but also to ground truth data from remote sensing
satellites. Hence, for the first time, we can compare retrieval
results from real spectra to ground truth values. This allows
us to evaluate the accuracy of the retrieved constraints and
thereby validate our retrieval approach. Despite providing a
unique opportunity to validate retrieval frameworks and their
underlying assumptions, comparable retrieval studies on so-
lar system observations are rare (e.g., Tinetti et al. 2006a;
Robinson & Salvador 2023; Lustig-Yaeger et al. 2023a).
However, such studies are indispensable to obtain a correct
characterization of terrestrial exoplanets in the future.

In Section 2, we introduce the disk-integrated MIR ther-
mal emission dataset and the level 3 satellite products used to
derive the ground truths. We introduce our atmospheric re-
trieval routine and the used atmospheric model in Section 3.
In Sections 4 and 5, we present and discuss our retrieval re-
sults. We contextualize these results by discussing impli-
cations for characterizing terrestrial HZ exoplanets in Sec-
tion 6. Finally, in Section 7, we summarize our findings and
draw conclusions for future observations.

2. DATASETS AND METHODOLOGY

In order to compile our ground truth and spectral radi-
ance datasets, we make use of Earth remote sensing climate
data obtained from NASA’s Atmospheric Infrared Sounder
(AIRS; Chahine et al. 2006) aboard the Aqua satellite. For
comparison and validation, we have also analyzed data from
the Infrared Atmospheric Sounding Interferometer (IASI;
Blumstein et al. 2004) instrument aboard the MetOp satel-
lite. The details of the datasets and the data reduction is dis-
cussed in Sections 2.2 and 2.3. Although we briefly cover the
methodology behind our calculation of disk-averaged spectra
and the dataset, we refer to Mettler et al. (2023) for a more
comprehensive description.

2.1. Using Earth Observation Data to Study Earth as an
Exoplanet

While there are several methods to study Earth from afar,
such as Earth-shine measurements or spacecraft flybys (for a
recent review see, e.g., Robinson & Reinhard 2018, and ref-
erences therein), we chose a remote sensing approach. This
approach offers the extensive temporal, spatial, and spectral
coverage needed to investigate the effect of observing geome-
tries on disk-integrated thermal emission spectra and time-
varying signals. However, for Earth-orbiting spacecrafts it

is impossible to view the full disk of Earth and the spa-
tially resolved satellite datasets have to be combined into a
spatially resolved, global map of Earth, which can then be
disk-integrated (e.g., Tinetti et al. 2006a; Hearty et al. 2009;
Gómez-Leal et al. 2012). Furthermore, due to the swath ge-
ometry of satellites, daily remote sensing data contain gores,
which are regions with no data points, between orbit passes
near the equator. In the case of Aqua/AIRS these regions
are filled within 48 hours as the satellite continues scanning
Earth while orbiting it.

For our analysis we defined four specific Earth observing
geometries as shown in Figure 1: North (NP) and South Pole
(SP), as well as Africa- (EqA) and Pacific-centered (EqP)
equatorial views. For each viewing geometry, we mapped,
calibrated, and geolocated radiances onto the globe and cal-
culated the disk-integrated MIR thermal emission spectra.
The spectra cover the 3.75−15.4 µm wavelength range (with
a gap between 4.6 − 6.2 µm) at a nominal resolution of
R ≈ 1200 and comprise 2378 spectral channels. The radi-
ances originate from an AIRS Infrared (IR) level 1C product
(V6.7) called AIRICRAD1 and are given in physical units of
Wm−2µm−1sr−1 (Manning et al. 2019). The total dataset con-
tains 2690 disk-integrated thermal emission spectra for four
consecutive years (2016-2019) at a high temporal resolution
for the four full-disk observing geometries (for an overview,
see Table 1 in Mettler et al. 2023).

The viewing geometries as portrayed in Figure 1 evolve
throughout the year for a distant observer due to Earth’s
nonzero obliquity. Whereas the equatorial view blends sea-
sons and has a diurnal cycle, the polar views show one season
but blend day and night. Over the expected integration time
of future direct imaging missions, the spectral appearance
and characteristics of a planet change as it rotates around its
spin axis and as spatial differences from clear and cloudy re-
gions, contributions from different surface types as well as
from different hemispheres vary with time. In accordance
with the preliminary minimum LIFE requirements motivated
in Konrad et al. (2022), we adopt a typical integration time
of 30 days, which is significantly longer than Earth’s rotation
period. Hence, we average over the EqA and EqP views and
denote the resulting dataset EqC.

To capture the largest variability between observations, our
analyses focus on observing Earth at its extremes in January
and July. This choice is motivated by the measured relative
flux change for these months at Earth’s peaking wavelength
in the disk-integrated thermal emission signal (Mettler et al.
2023). Although a pacific-dominated view shows compara-
ble variability to the South Pole view, Earth’s rotation causes
Africa and the Pacific to rotate in and out of the field of view.

1 https://cmr.earthdata.nasa.gov/search/concepts/C1675477037-GES_
DISC.html

https://cmr.earthdata.nasa.gov/search/concepts/C1675477037-GES_DISC.html
https://cmr.earthdata.nasa.gov/search/concepts/C1675477037-GES_DISC.html
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Figure 1. The four observing geometries studied (taken from Mettler et al. 2023). From left to right: North Pole (NP), South Pole (SP), Africa-
centered equatorial view (EqA), and Pacific-centered equatorial view (EqP). Due to the continuously evolving view of low latitude viewing
geometries as the planet rotates, the two equatorial views EqA & EqP were combined to one observing geometry, EqC.

Table 1. Data and observation details, and spectral information.

Data and Observation Details Value Unit

Year of Data Origin 2017
Months of Observation January & July
Integration Time 30 days
Observed Viewing Geometries NP, SP, EqC

Spectral Information Value Unit

Spectral Coverage 3.75–15.4 µm
Nominal Resolution 1200
Number of Spectral Channels 2378

This rotation impacts the observed seasonal variability due
to the different surface characteristics of EqA and EqP. The
study details are summarized in Table 1.

2.2. Compiling and Processing the MIR Spectra

The disk-integrated thermal emission spectra for this study
are derived from our previously published dataset. Since
Earth’s MIR spectrum exhibited negligible differences be-
tween consecutive years for a fixed viewing geometry (e.g.,
Mettler et al. 2020; Mettler et al. 2023), we randomly chose
the year 2017 and used the data of that year in order to calcu-
late the monthly averages for January and July for the three
viewing geometries: NP, SP and EqC. Blending day and
night data to simulate the phase of Earth at its orbital po-
sition was unnecessary for polar views due to Earth’s obliq-
uity, so they naturally include data of both types. However,
in the case of the EqC view, we blended day and night data to
simulate a rotating Earth at quadrature. This orbital position
is preferred for the direct imaging of exoplanets due to the
large apparent angular separation between the exoplanet and
its host star.

AIRS spectra exhibit a gap between 4.6 − 6.2 µm due to
dead instrument channels. This gap lies in a H2O absorption
feature centered at 6.2 µm (e.g., Catling et al. 2018). Due
to concerns that the partially missing H2O feature might de-
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Figure 2. Comparison between a single-day disk-integrated AIRS
(black) and IASI (purple) spectrum for the NP view. The gap be-
tween 4.6 − 6.2 µm is clearly visible in the AIRS spectrum.

teriorate our retrieval results, we sourced level 1C data2 for
the year 2017 from the IASI instrument aboard the MetOP
satellite. We applied the same data reduction steps as for
the AIRS dataset described in Section 2.1 and Section 2 of
Mettler et al. (2023). Covering the 3.62 − 15.50 µm wave-
length regime with 8461 channels, IASI delivers a continu-
ous spectrum comparable to that of AIRS, which makes it a
suitable alternative instrument (see Figure 2). However, test
retrievals showed no significant discrepancies between the
retrieval results obtained for the gapped AIRS and continu-
ous IASI spectra. The lack of discrepancies can be attributed
to LIFE’s noise level at these lower MIR wavelengths (e.g.,
Figure 4). Thus, since no significant differences were ob-
served and the fact that our ground truth data introduced in
Section 2.3 is based on Aqua/AIRS level 3 monthly stan-

2 IASI Level 1C - All Spectral Samples - Metop - Global, Collection ID:
EO:EUM:DAT:METOP:IASIL1C-ALL, available at EUMETSAT distribu-
tion center
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dard physical retrievals, we opted to use AIRS spectra for
this study for consistency.

2.3. Compiling and Processing the Ground Truths

In Section 4, we compare the retrieval outputs to a level
3 (L3) satellite product comprising the P−T profile and
the trace-gas abundances. Specifically, we have used the
Aqua/AIRS L3 Monthly Standard Physical Retrieval (AIRS-
only) 1 degree x 1 degree V7.0 (AIRS3STM) product (AIRS
Project 2020), from which we extracted the surface tempera-
ture (land and sea surface) as well as the P−T profile. From
the trace-gas parameters we extracted the total integrated col-
umn burdens and vertical profiles (mass mixing ratios) of
H2O, CO, CH4, and O3. Both, the P−T profile and trace-gas
abundances are reported on 24 standard pressure levels rang-
ing from 1000 to 1.0 hPa, which are roughly matched to the
instrument’s vertical resolution (Tian et al. 2020). The H2O
profile is an exception, as it is only provided at twelve layers
ranging from 1000 to 100 hPa, spanning from the surface to
the tropopause.

Since the AIRS3STM product did not contain any CO2

abundances, we sourced the corresponding ground truth from
a gridded monthly CO2 assimilated dataset3 based on ob-
servations from the Orbiting Carbon Observatory 2 (OCO-
2). The OCO-2 mission provides the highest quality space-
based XCO2 retrievals to date, where the level 3 data are
produced by ingesting OCO-2 L2 retrievals every 6 hours
with GEOS CoDAS, a modeling and data assimilation sys-
tem maintained by NASA’s Global Modeling and Assimi-
lation Office (GMAO; NASA/GSFC/GMAO Carbon Group
2021). The data assimilation (or ’state estimation’) technique
is employed in order to estimate missing values based on the
scientific understanding of Earth’s carbon cycle and atmo-
spheric transport. The missing values are mainly the result
of the instrument’s narrow 10 km ground track and limited
ability to penetrate through clouds and dense aerosols.

Following the data reduction of the radiances in Sec-
tion 2.1, the P−T profile and trace-gas abundances were
mapped onto the globe for the different viewing geometries
and then disk-integrated at each pressure level. For consis-
tency, we also applied the empirical limb/weighting function
to the ground truths. The uncertainties of the retrieved pa-
rameters from the AIRS L3 standard product were error prop-
agated, and the resulting error bars are displayed for each
data point. The results obtained for July and January are
shown in Figure 3 and Appendix B, respectively.

3. ATMOSPHERIC RETRIEVALS

3 OCO-2 GEOS Level 3 monthly, 0.5x0.625 assimilated CO2 V10r (OCO2_
GEOS_L3CO2_MONTH) at GES DISC (NASA/GSFC/GMAO Carbon
Group 2021)

First, we introduce the disk-integrated Earth spectra and
the LIFEsim noise model used as input for our retrievals (Sec-
tion 3.1). In Section 3.2, we briefly describe our Bayesian
atmospheric retrieval routine. Then, in Section 3.3, we focus
on the 1D plane-parallel atmosphere model used as retrieval
forward model. Last, we motivate our choice of prior distri-
butions (Section 3.4).

3.1. Input Spectra for the Retrievals

As input for our atmospheric retrievals, we use reduced-
resolution versions of the disk-integrated ARIS spectra from
Section 2.1 (NP, SP, and EqC viewing geometries for January
and July). All spectra cover the 3.8 − 15.3 µm wavelength
range, with a gap between 4.6 µm and 6.2 µm.

Based on the preliminary minimal LIFE requirements pre-
sented in Konrad et al. (2022, 2023) and Alei et al. (2022)
(R = 50, S/N = 10), we consider two resolution cases
(R = 50, 100) and two signal-to-noise ratios (S/N = 10, 20)
for each of the six disk-integrated spectra. We define R as
λ/∆λ, with the width of a wavelength bin ∆λ and the wave-
length at the bin center λ. Further, the S/N value corresponds
to the S/N in the 11.2 µm wavelength bin. We choose the
11.2 µm bin because it does not coincide with any strong
spectral features. In Figure 4, we show the six R = 50 input
spectra together with the two different noise levels.

We model the wavelength-dependent S/N expected for
LIFE with LIFEsim (Dannert et al. 2022), which accounts
for astrophysical noise sources (photon noise of planet emis-
sion, stellar leakage, and local- as well as exozodiacal dust
emission)4. To estimate the LIFEsim noise, we put Earth on
a 1 AU orbit around a G2V star located 10 pc from the ob-
server. The exozodiacal dust emission of the system was as-
sumed to reach three times the local zodiacal level5.

In our retrievals, we interpret the noise as uncertainty to
the points of the disk-integrated spectra. Thus, the spectral
points correspond to the true flux values and are not ran-
domized according to the LIFEsim S/N. While randomized
spectra would provide a more accurate simulated observa-
tion, a retrieval study based on a single noise realization will
yield biased parameter estimates. Ideally, we would run re-
trievals for multiple (≳ 10) noise realizations of each spec-
trum. However, the number of retrievals required make such
a study computationally unfeasible. Yet, Konrad et al. (2022)
motivate that results from retrievals on unrandomized spectra
provide reliable estimates for the average expected retrieval
performance on randomized spectra.

4 Thus, we implicitly assume that a large LIFE-like future space mission will
not be dominated by instrumental noise terms (Dannert et al., in prep.).

5 This corresponds to the median level of exozodiacal dust emission found
by the HOSTS survey for Sun-like stars (Ertel et al. 2020).
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Figure 3. Disk-integrated atmospheric profiles for July. From left to right: P−T profile followed by O3, CH4, CO, and H2O atmospheric
profiles. The error bars are the error propagated uncertainties of the retrieved parameters from the AIRS L3 standard product. The different
colors correspond to the viewing geometries: NP (blue), SP (turquoise), EqC (green). The insets display the profiles on a linear scale instead of
a logarithmic one.

3.2. Bayesian Retrieval Routine

For this study, we utilized the Bayesian retrieval routine
introduced in Konrad et al. (2022). The initial routine was
improved and modified in Alei et al. (2022) and Konrad et al.
(2023). We provide a brief summary of the routine here, and
refer to the original publications for an in depth description.

Our retrieval framework uses the radiative transfer code
petitRADTRANS (Mollière et al. 2019, 2020; Alei et al.
2022) to calculate the theoretical emission spectrum of a 1D
plane-parallel atmosphere model. petitRADTRANS assumes
a black-body spectrum at the surface and models the interac-
tion of each atmospheric layer with the radiation to calculate
the spectrum at the top of the atmosphere. The model atmo-
sphere is defined via a set of forward model parameters (see
Section 3.3 for our forward model). In a retrieval, we search
the space spanned by the prior probability distributions (or
"priors") of the forward model parameters for the parameter
combination that best reproduces the input spectrum. To ef-
ficiently search the prior volume, we use the pyMultiNest
(Buchner et al. 2014) package, which uses the MultiNest
(Feroz et al. 2009) implementation of the Nested Sampling

algorithm (Skilling 2006). Here, we ran all retrievals using
700 live points and a sampling efficiency of 0.36.

The retrieval yields the posterior probability distribution
(or "posterior") for the model parameters. The posterior esti-
mates how likely a certain combination of model parameter
values is given the observed spectrum. Further, our routine
estimates the Bayesian evidence Z, which is a measure for
how well the used forward model fits the input spectrum and
can be used for model comparison (see Appendix C).

3.3. Atmospheric Model in the Retrievals

As in Konrad et al. (2022, 2023), and Alei et al. (2022),
we characterize each layer of the model atmosphere by its
temperature, pressure, and the opacity sources present. We
provide a list of all model parameters in Table 2. A compari-
son between different forward models to justify our choice is
provided in Appendix C.

In our forward model we parameterized the atmospheric
P−T profile using a fourth order polynomial:

T (P) =
4∑

i=0

aiPi. (1)

6 As suggested for evidence evaluation by the MultiNest documentation:
https://github.com/farhanferoz/MultiNest

https://github.com/farhanferoz/MultiNest
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Figure 4. Disk-integrated R = 50 Earth spectra considered in our
retrieval study. We indicate the S/N = 10 and S/N = 20 LIFEsim
noise levels as shaded areas. Spectra from the top left to the bottom
right: NP Jan, NP Jul, SP Jan, SP Jul, EqC Jan, EqC Jul.

Here, P is the pressure, T the corresponding temperature,
and the ai are the parameters of the P−T model. As shown
in Konrad et al. (2022), a polynomial P−T model allows
us to minimize the number of P−T parameters and thereby
minimize the retrieval’s computational complexity. Learning
based P−T models require fewer parameters, but their accu-
racy for terrestrial planets is currently limited by the avail-
ability of sufficient training data (e.g., Gebhard et al. 2023).

We consider various opacities in our forward model. First,
we account for the MIR absorption and emission by CO2,
H2O, O3, and CH4 (see Table 3 for line lists, broadening coef-
ficients, and cutoffs). We assume constant vertical abundance
profiles for all molecules and discuss potential effects of this
simplification in Section 5. Second, we model collision-
induced absorption (CIA) and Rayleigh scattering features
(CIA-pairs and Rayleigh-species are listed in Table 3).

We neglect scattering and absorption by clouds. The
patchy clouds in Earth’s atmosphere partially block contribu-
tions from high-pressure atmosphere layers and thereby im-
pede the characterization thereof. Konrad et al. (2023) show
that neglecting clouds in retrievals can lead to systematic er-
rors in the retrieved surface temperature, surface pressure,
and the planet radius. We provide a detailed discussion on
potential effects of this simplification in Section 5.

Table 2. Parameters of the retrieval forward model.

Parameter Description Prior

a4 P-T parameter (degree 4) U(0, 10)
a3 P-T parameter (degree 3) U(0, 100)
a2 P-T parameter (degree 2) U(0, 500)
a1 P-T parameter (degree 1) U(0, 500)
a0 P-T parameter (degree 0) U(0, 1000)
log10(P0) log10(Surface pressure [bar]) U(−4, 2)
Rpl Planet radius [R⊕] G(1.0, 0.2)
log10(Mpl) log10(Planet mass [M⊕]) G(0.0, 0.4)
log10(N2) log10(N2 mass fraction) U(−10, 0)
log10(O2) log10(O2 mass fraction) U(−10, 0)
log10(CO2) log10(CO2 mass fraction) U(−10, 0)
log10(H2O) log10(H2O mass fraction) U(−10, 0)
log10(O3) log10(O3 mass fraction) U(−10, 0)
log10(CH4) log10(CH4 mass fraction) U(−10, 0)

Note—The third column lists the priors assumed in the re-
trievals. We denote a boxcar prior with lower threshold x
and upper threshold y asU(x, y); For a Gaussian prior with
mean µ and standard deviation σ, we write G(µ, σ).

3.4. Prior Distributions

We list the priors assumed for all retrievals in Table 2.
The priors on the P−T parameters ai and the surface pres-
sure P0 cover a wide range of atmospheric structures (from
tenuous Mars-like to thick Venus-like atmospheres). For N2,
O2, CO2, H2O, O3, and CH4, we select broad uniform priors
that extend significantly below the minimal detectable abun-
dances estimated in Konrad et al. (2022) (≈ 10−7 in mass
fraction for our R and S/N cases).

As in Konrad et al. (2022, 2023) and Alei et al. (2022), we
use Gaussian priors for the planet radius Rpl and mass Mpl.
The Rpl prior is based on Dannert et al. (2022), who suggest
that a planet detection with LIFE yields a constraint on Rpl

7.
The statistical mass-radius relation Forecaster8 (Chen &
Kipping 2016), is then used to infer the prior on log10(Mpl)
from the Rpl prior.

4. RETRIEVAL RESULTS

Here, we present the retrieval results obtained with the for-
ward model from Section 3.3. In Figure 5, we summarize

7 For a HZ terrestrial planet, a radius estimate Rest for the true radius Rtrue
with Rest/Rtrue = 0.97 ± 0.18 is predicted

8 https://github.com/chenjj2/forecaster

https://github.com/chenjj2/forecaster
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Table 3. Line and continuum opacities used in the retrievals.

Molecular Line Opacities CIA Rayleigh Scattering

Molecule Line List Pressure-broadening Wing cutoff Pair Reference Molecule Reference

CO2 HN20 γair 25 cm−1 N2−N2 KA19 N2 TH14, TH17
H2O HN20 γair 25 cm−1 N2−O2 KA19 O2 TH14, TH17
O3 HN20 γair 25 cm−1 O2−O2 KA19 CO2 SU05

CH4 HN20 γair 25 cm−1 CO2−CO2 KA19 CH4 SU05
CO HN20 γair 25 cm−1 CH4−CH4 KA19 H2O HA98
N2O HN20 γair 25 cm−1 H2O−H2O KA19

H2O−N2 KA19

Note—The CO and N2O line opacities were used solely in the model selection retrievals presented in Appendix C.

References—(HA98) Harvey et al. (1998); (HN20) Gordon et al. (2022); (KA19) Karman et al. (2019); (SU05) Sneep & Ubachs (2005);
(TH14) Thalman et al. (2014); (TH17) Thalman et al. (2017).

the results from the retrieval on the R = 100, S/N = 20
EqC Jul spectrum, which are representative of all retrieval
results. We show the retrieved P−T structure, the posteri-
ors of the atmospheric trace gases and radius Rpl, and es-
timates for the equilibrium temperature Teq and the Bond
albedo AB (derived from the posteriors using the method
outlined in Appendix D). The N2 and O2 posteriors are not
shown since we did not constrain either abundance. We fur-
ther plot the ground truths for all parameters. The true at-
mospheric abundances of H2O, O3, and CH4 depend on the
atmospheric pressure (see Figure 3). To indicate the range
of these ground truth profiles, we plot the ground truths at
four different pressures (1 bar, 10−1 bar, 10−2 bar, 10−3 bar).
We provide the P−T profile results from all other retrievals
in Appendix E. The posteriors for all retrievals (excluding
the P−T parameters ai) along with Teq and AB estimates are
shown in Figure 6. We list the corresponding numeric values
in Appendix E.

From the results shown in Figure 5, we would rightly con-
clude that we are observing a potentially habitable planet.
We find temperate surface conditions that would allow for
liquid water to exist and easily detect the highly relevant at-
mospheric gases CO2, H2O, and O3. Importantly, we also
detect the potential biosignature CH4. These findings hold
for all considered viewing geometries, seasons, R, and S/N.
In the following, we address systematic differences between
our retrieval results and the ground truths.

From the retrieved P−T profiles in Figure 5 and Ap-
pendix E, we see that our retrieved estimates for the surface
conditions and the overall atmospheric P−T structure are in-
accurate. While T0 is well retrieved (roughly centered on the
ground truth, uncertainty ≤ ±10 K), P0 is underestimated by
up to an order of magnitude (uncertainty ≤ ±0.5 dex). This
observation does not only hold for the surface conditions but

for the entire P−T profile. While the shape of the tempera-
ture structure is accurately retrieved, it is shifted relative to
the ground truth to lower pressures. This effect is observable
for all spectra, and becomes smaller for the higher R and S/N
cases. Further, constraints on the P−T structure in the upper
atmosphere (≲ 10−3 bar) are weaker, which we expect due
to negligible signatures from these layers in MIR emission
spectra. The obtained constraints are due to extrapolation of
the polynomial P−T model and thus not physical.

Considering the parameter posteriors in Figure 6, we ob-
serve that most parameters are well retrieved (i.e. at least one
of the disk-integrated ground truths lies within the 16%−84%
percentile of the posterior). Further, as expected, the con-
straints on the posteriors get stronger as we consider higher
R and S/N spectra, since these spectra contain more infor-
mation and thus yield stronger constraints. However, several
parameter posteriors are biased relative to the ground truths.

First, Rpl is underestimated for all considered R and S/N
cases. This bias is strongest for the S/N = 20 results. The
retrieved Rpl biases are directly linked to the too low Teq and
AB estimates, since both parameters are derived from the Rpl

posterior (see Appendix D).
Second, the aforementioned systematic underestimation of

P0 (and the P−T structure) is accompanied by a system-
atic overestimation of the trace-gas abundances. This is
most apparent for CO2 and CH4, since their ground truths
do not vary strongly throughout the atmosphere. The shifts
in the retrievedP0 and P−T structure translate to overesti-
mated CO2 and CH4 abundances. This correlation is caused
by a well-known degeneracy between the trace-gas abun-
dances and the pressure-induced line-broadening by the bulk
atmosphere (see, e.g., Misra et al. 2014; Schwieterman et al.
2015). This degeneracy also affects the H2O and O3 poste-
riors. However, due to the strong dependence of the ground



10 Mettler et al.

150 200 250 300 350
Temperature [K]

10 4

10 3

10 2

10 1

100

101

102

103

104

Pr
es

su
re

 [b
ar

]

28
2

28
6

29
0

29
5

T0 [K]

10 1

100P 0
 [b

ar
]

Retrieval: 
5 95%
15 85%
25 75%
35 65%

CO2
8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

lo
g 1

0(
M

as
sF

ra
ct

io
n)

H2O O3 CH4 Rpl
0.7

0.8

0.9

1.0

1.1

1.2

Ra
di

us
[R

]

Teq
250

260

270

280

290

300

Te
m

pe
ra

tu
re

 [K
]

AB
0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

Al
be

do

Ground Truths:               P-T Profile
Surface

Value at 1 bar
Value at 10 1 bar

Value at 10 2 bar
Value at 10 3 bar

Pressure-independent

Figure 5. Retrieval results for the R = 100, S/N = 20 EqC Jul Earth spectrum. The leftmost panel shows the retrieved P−T structure.
Green-shaded areas indicate percentiles of the retrieved P−T profiles. The white square marks the true surface conditions (P0, T0). The white
circles and the gray area show the true P−T structure and the uncertainty thereon. In the bottom right of the P−T panel, we show the retrieved
constraints on the surface conditions. The remaining panels show the posteriors of the trace gas abundances and other parameters. Green lines
indicate posterior percentiles (thick: 16% − 84%; thin: 2% − 98%). Thick black lines indicate pressure-independent ground truths. Thin gray
lines show the true abundance at different atmospheric pressures (solid: 1 bar; dashed: 10−1 bar; dashed-dotted: 10−2 bar; dotted: 10−3 bar).

truth on the atmospheric pressure, biases are not directly vis-
ible (posteriors lie within the ground-truth range). Yet, lower
retrieved P0 lead to higher H2O and O3 estimates, implying
a degeneracy.

In Appendix F, we provide a detailed analysis of the bi-
ases discussed above. We show that if correct estimates of
P0 or Rpl are available, the retrieved biases on the remaining
parameters can be largely eliminated.

4.1. Reducing Abundance Biases by Considering Ratios

As discussed above, our estimates for the trace-gas abun-
dances are strongly affected by a degeneracy with P0 and the
P−T structure. Further, we expect the trace-gas posteriors to
be impacted by a physical degeneracy with the planet’s sur-
face gravity gpl and thus Mpl (see, e.g., Mollière et al. 2015;
Feng et al. 2018; Madhusudhan 2018; Konrad et al. 2022;
Alei et al. 2022; Konrad et al. 2023)9. If the retrieved abun-
dance posteriors of two different trace-gases are affected by
these degeneracies in the same way, the biases in our retrieval
results can be largely eliminated by considering their point-
wise ratio (i.e., divide one posterior by another). Despite not
providing information on the absolute trace-gas abundances,
such ratios are of interest since they can help identify states
of atmospheric chemical disequilibrium, which can indicate

9 The degeneracy with gpl (and Mpl) is caused by the dependence of the
hydrostatic equilibrium on gpl. In hydrostatic equilibrium, gpl is degenerate
with the mean molecular weight of the atmosphere, which is directly linked
to the trace-gas abundances.

biological activity (see Section 6.2 for an extended discus-
sion; Lovelock 1965, 1975).

We present the relative abundance posteriors for all trace-
gas combinations in Figure 7 (numerical values in Tables E1
to E3). The uncertainties on the relative trace-gas abundances
are significantly smaller than on the absolute abundances
due to the elimination of the aforementioned Mpl degener-
acy. Further, in contrast to the absolute abundance posteri-
ors (Figure 6), all ratios lie within the range of the relative
ground truths, indicating that the biases invoked by the P0

degeneracy are mostly eliminated.

5. DISCUSSION OF RETRIEVAL RESULTS

The present study is, to our knowledge, the first to system-
atically run retrievals on real disk- and time-averaged MIR
Earth spectra. By comparing our retrieval results to known
ground truths, we can draw robust conclusions for the char-
acterization performance of LIFE for Earth-like exoplanets.
Further, by comparing our findings with other studies, we can
find potential causes for the biases discussed in Section 4.

5.1. Comparing the LIFE Performance to Previous Studies

Previous studies have evaluated how well LIFE could char-
acterize terrestrial HZ exoplanets. Konrad et al. (2022) find
preliminary estimates for LIFE’s minimal R and S/N re-
quirements by running retrievals on simulated Earth spectra.
Alei et al. (2022) run retrievals on simulated spectra from
Rugheimer & Kaltenegger (2018), which represent different
stages in Earth’s temporal evolution. Konrad et al. (2023) in-
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vestigate how well LIFE can characterize the atmosphere and
clouds of Venus. All studies analyze spectra that were cal-
culated with simplified, temporally constant, 1D atmosphere
models. In contrast, we run retrievals on real disk- and time-
averaged MIR Earth spectra.

Despite large differences in the complexity of the consid-
ered spectra between our study and the previous ones, we
confirm the previous findings for the detectability of differ-
ent trace gases. Crucially, CH4, the main driver for the mini-
mum LIFE requirements from Konrad et al. (2022) (R = 50,
S/N = 10), remains detectable here. Further, the strength
of the parameter constraints we retrieve here are equivalent
to the prior studies, which demonstrates their robustness.
The retrieved 1 σ parameter uncertainties in all studies are
< ±0.5 dex for pressures, < ±0.1R⊕ for radii, < ±20 K for
temperatures, and < ±1.0 dex for trace-gas abundances.

5.2. Main Source for Radius Bias

In Section 4, we state that our Rpl estimates underestimate
Earth’s true radius. This leads to biased estimates for Teq and
AB, which are calculated from Rpl (see Appendix D).
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We mainly attribute underestimation of Rpl to neglecting
Earth’s patchy cloud coverage in our forward model (see Sec-
tion 3.3). Clouds reduce the total MIR emission at the top of
the atmosphere by partially absorbing the thermal emission
from the warm, high-pressure atmosphere layers below them.
By using a first-order approximation (see Appendix G for de-
tails), we can demonstrate that the magnitude of the bias on
our Rpl estimate can be fully attributed to the missing cloud
treatment in our forward model.

Further evidence for links between clouds and biased Rpl

estimates is provided by other thermal emission retrieval
studies. Konrad et al. (2022), who run retrievals on simulated
cloud-free Earth spectra, retrieve bias-free Rpl estimates. In
contrast, Alei et al. (2022) run cloud-free retrievals on simu-
lated cloudy Earth spectra and also underestimate Rpl.

5.3. Main Source for Pressure Bias

As stated in Section 4, the retrieved P0 and P−T struc-
ture are offset to lower pressures relative to the ground truth.
These biases are linked to offsets in the retrieved trace-gas
abundances, which are degenerate with the pressure-induced
line-broadening (see, e.g., Misra et al. 2014; Schwieterman
et al. 2015).

We attribute these biases to our assumption of vertically
constant trace-gas abundances in our forward model (see
Section 3.3). This claim is motivated by comparison with
previous LIFE retrieval studies. Konrad et al. (2022) assume
constant abundance profiles both to generate their 1D Earth
spectra and in their forward model, and retrieve unbiased P0,
P−T , and abundance estimates. In contrast, Alei et al. (2022)
assume constant abundance profiles to run retrievals on 1D
Earth spectra from Rugheimer & Kaltenegger (2018), which
were generated using non-constant abundance profiles. Their
results show offsets in P0, the P−T structure, and the trace-
gas abundances, which are comparable in magnitude to our
offsets.

Further, we argue that H2O is the cause of the observed
biases. First, in contrast to CO2, O3, and CH4, H2O has
multiple strong absorption features in Earth’s MIR spectrum
(see, e.g., Figure 3 in Konrad et al. 2022). Second, the
ground truths in Figure 3 show that the variances for H2O
are more than two orders of magnitude greater than for the
other species. Third, the main H2O variance occurs in the
lowermost atmosphere layers, where H2O condensation oc-
curs. These layers contribute most strongly to Earth’s MIR
thermal emission.

5.4. Implications for Retrievals on Exoplanet Spectra

In the present study, ground truth measurements of Earth’s
atmosphere have allowed us to validate our results. We found
important biases in the posteriors, which we attribute to sim-
plifying assumptions made by our forward model. A pro-
posed remedy is to derive quantities that are less affected,

such as abundance ratios (see Section 4.1). Also, in a future
study, we aim to reduce biases by adding a parametrization
for patchy clouds and a vertically non-constant H2O profile
(motivated by H2O condensation) to our forward model.

Independent of the success of this future effort, intercom-
parison efforts (e.g., Barstow et al. 2020) have shown that re-
trieval results also strongly depend on framework specifici-
ties (e.g., parameter estimation algorithms, radiative trans-
fer implementations, and line-lists). To ensure the correct
characterization of exoplanets, robust and bias-free retrieval
frameworks are required. Thus, community efforts, such as
the CUISINES Working Group10, that benchmark, compare,
and validate different frameworks on real and simulated spec-
tra with known ground truths are indispensable.

6. IMPLICATIONS FOR CHARACTERIZING
TERRESTRIAL HZ EXOPLANETS

6.1. Effects of Viewing Geometries and Seasons

As described in Section 1.1, Earth exhibits an uneven dis-
tribution of land and ocean regions. Further, different sur-
face types have different spectral and thermal characteristics
(e.g., Hearty et al. 2009; Gómez-Leal et al. 2012; Madden
& Kaltenegger 2020). Also, the distribution of life on Earth
is non-uniform with a measurable gradient in the abundance
and diversity of life, both spatially (e.g., from deserts to rain
forests) and temporally (e.g., from seasonal to geological
timescales) (Méndez et al. 2021). In Mettler et al. (2023),
we find that a representative, disk-integrated thermal emis-
sion spectrum of Earth does not exist. Instead, the MIR spec-
trum and the strength of the absorption features show sea-
sonal variations and depend on the viewing geometry. For
future observations of HZ terrestrial exoplanets, the view-
ing geometry will be unknown. Thus, we must understand
how the viewing geometry impacts exoplanet characteriza-
tion, observable habitability markers, and signatures of life.

As we see from Figure 6, most parameter posteriors show
no significant dependence on either the viewing geometry
or the season (exceptions: T0, Teq, and AB). For the R and
S/N levels studied here, both the retrieved Rpl and the trace-
gas abundance estimates show no measurable variations with
the exoplanet’s orientation relative to the observer. Thus, we
conclude that their characterization depends on neither the
viewing geometry nor the season for an Earth-like exoplanet.

For T0 and Teq, the variations in the posteriors are largest
for the NP view, where the differences between January and
July are robustly detected in all R and S/N scenarios. For
the SP and EqC views, variations in T0 and Teq between
January and July are much smaller and not confidently de-
tected. This is in agreement with Mettler et al. (2023), who

10 https://nexss.info/cuisines/

https://nexss.info/cuisines/
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find the seasonal disk-integrated thermal emission flux dif-
ferences for the landmass dominated NP view to be 33%, as
opposed to only 11% for the ocean dominated SP and EqP
(Pacific-centered equatorial) views. The increased T0 vari-
ance observed for the NP view can be attributed to the large
landmass fraction. Also, our results for T0 and Teq indicate
that the NP Jul, SP, and EqC views cannot be differentiated
from one another despite vastly different characteristics like
climate zones and landmass fractions. This highlights the
strong spectral degeneracy with respect to seasons and view-
ing geometries, and agrees with other studies (e.g., Gómez-
Leal et al. 2012; Mettler et al. 2023).

For AB, our retrieval results show small differences be-
tween the viewing angles and seasons. As for the temper-
atures, the variations are largest for the NP view (NP: 46%;
SP: 17%; EqC: 16%). For the NP and SP views, the retrieved
AB tends to be higher during winter, which agrees with the
lower retrieved T0 and Teq values. However, due to the un-
certainties (±0.05 to ±0.10) and biases on the posteriors, a
confident detection of these AB differences is not possible.
Thus, our AB characterization is independent of viewing ge-
ometry and season.

However, as we discuss in Section 4, the accuracy and
strength of our constraints for T0, Teq, and AB are limited
by our Rpl estimates. As we demonstrate in Appendix F, an
accurate and strong Rpl constraint would yield detectable dif-
ferences in T0, Teq, and AB. In this case, Earth-like seasonal
T0, Teq, and AB changes are easily detectable for the NP view
with a LIFE-like observatory for all R and S/N cases. Also
for the SP view, detections of seasonal variations are possible
(except for the R = 50, S/N = 10 case). For the EqC view,
which blends the two hemispheres, the seasonal variations
remain undetected.

6.2. Detectability of Bioindicators

Earth’s MIR spectrum contains features from numerous
bioindicator gases. Examples are O3 (photochemical prod-
uct of bioindicator O2), CH4, and N2O (see, e.g., Schwieter-
man et al. 2018, for an extensive list). While N2O is not
detectable at the R and S/N considered, O3 and CH4 are (bi-
ases ≤ +1.0 dex, uncertainties ≤ ±1.0 dex; see Appendix C).
However, the sole detection of a bioindicator gases is not suf-
ficient to infer the presence of life, since they can be produced
abiotically (see, e.g., Catling et al. 2018; Schwieterman et al.
2018; Harman & Domagal-Goldman 2018). The simultane-
ous detection of multiple bioindicator gases provides a more
robust marker for biological activity.

One detectable multiple bioindicator is the ’triple finger-
print’, which is the simultaneous detection of atmospheric
CO2, H2O, and O3 (see, e.g., Selsis et al. 2002). Depending
on the viewing angle, the retrieved log10(H2O/CO2) ranges
from −0.2 dex to −0.5 dex and the log10(O3/H2O) from

−2.6 dex to −3.2 dex (uncertainties ≤ ±0.6 dex). These val-
ues lie between the average 1 bar and 0.1 bar ground truths
(log10(H2O/CO2): 1.2 dex at 1 bar, −2.3 dex at 0.1 bar;
log10(O3/H2O): −0.3 dex at 1 bar, −5.2 dex at 0.1 bar).

Another promising multiple bioindicator is the simultane-
ous detection of reducing and oxidizing species in an atmo-
sphere (i.e., a strong chemical disequilibrium). Since the two
species will react rapidly with each other, simultaneous pres-
ence over large timescales is only possible if both are con-
tinually replenished at a high rate by life (Lederberg 1965).
One example hereof that we confidently detect is the simul-
taneous presence of O2 (or its photochemical product O3)11

and CH4 (Lovelock 1965; Lippincott et al. 1967). For all but
the R = 50, S/N = 10 retrievals, we accurately constrain
the log10(CH4/O3) abundance ratio to 1.1 dex (uncertainty
≤ ±0.5 dex). Especially, in the context of an Earth-like planet
orbiting a Sun-like star, the detection of such an O2/O3-CH4

disequilibrium would represent a strong potential biosigna-
ture.

6.3. Detectability of Seasonal Variations in Bioindicators

Research on the detectability of exoplanet biosignatures
has predominantly focused on static evidence for life (e.g.,
the coexistence of O2 and CH4). However, the anticipated
range of terrestrial planet atmospheres and the potential for
both "false positives" and "false negatives" in conventional
biosignatures (e.g., Selsis 2002; Meadows 2006; Reinhard
et al. 2017; Catling et al. 2018; Krissansen-Totton et al. 2022)
underscore the necessity to explore additional life detection
strategies. Time-varying signals, such as seasonal variations
in atmospheric composition, have been proposed to be strong
biosignatures (e.g., Olson et al. 2018), since they are biologi-
cally modulated phenomena that arise naturally on Earth and
likely also occur on other non-zero obliquity and eccentricity
planets. Olson et al. (2018) suggest, that atmospheric season-
ality as a biosignature avoids many assumptions about speci-
ficities of metabolisms. Further, it offers a direct means to
quantify biological fluxes, which would allow us to charac-
terize, rather than simply identify, exoplanet biospheres.

To assess the detectability of such time-dependent atmo-
spheric modulations in exoplanets, we consider the retrieved
abundance ratios in Figure 7. Abundance ratios are less af-
fected by parameter degeneracies and thus exhibit smaller
uncertainties and biases (≤ ±0.4 dex for the R = 50, S/N =
20 and R = 100 cases). Independent of the viewing geom-
etry, we see no significant differences between the trace-gas
ratios retrieved for January and July. Since these months rep-

11 The atmospheric O2 abundance is not directly constrainable via MIR ob-
servations (see Section 4). However, as suggested by Kozakis et al. (2022),
retrieved O3 abundance estimates can provide a first-order estimate for at-
mospheric O2 levels.
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resent Earth’s two extreme states, we do not expect differ-
ences in the trace-gas ratios to be observable for any two
other months. Consequentially, detecting the atmospheric
seasonality of trace-gas abundances as a biosignature is not
feasible for the studied R and S/N cases.

This agrees with our findings in Mettler et al. (2023),
where we studied disk-integrated Earth spectra and quanti-
fied the amplitudes of the seasonal variations in absorption
strength by measuring the equivalent widths of the biosigna-
ture related absorption features. We detected small seasonal
variations for O3, CO2, CH4, and N2O. For CO2 and CH4 the
seasonal abundance variations of 1% to 3% are significantly
smaller than the uncertainties on our retrieved abundance es-
timates (≈ ±0.5 dex), which makes a detection unfeasible.

Significantly higher R or S/N MIR spectra are required to
be sensitive to the spectral variations evoked by Earth-like
seasonal fluctuations in bioindicator gas abundances. Such
observations require either a more sensitive instrument or
an integration time greater than the assumed 30 days (see
Section 2.1). However, while the magnitude of such spec-
tral variations is unchanged for shorter integration times12

(e.g., 10 days), it will decrease for extended integration times
(e.g., 90 days). For Earth, significant seasonal changes occur
during such extended observations. However, the measured
spectrum represents the average state of the observed atmo-
sphere. Thus, the magnitude of the spectral variations evoked
by seasonal fluctuations is diminished, which counteracts the
sensitivity gain attained via an increase in observation time.

However, terrestrial exoplanets could display seasonality
patterns that are very different from that of Earth or other
Solar System planets. Given the extensive diversity among
exoplanets (e.g., in terms of mass, size, host star type, and
orbit), it is likely that some exhibit detectable seasonal vari-
ations. Seasonal signals could be amplified by several fac-
tors (see, e.g., Section 4.3 in Mettler et al. 2023) such as:
shorter photochemical lifetimes and/or non-saturated spec-
tral bands, increased orbital obliquity (leads to greater sea-
sonal contrast due to varying ice and vegetation cover), bio-
logical activity promoted by moderately high obliquity (e.g.
photosynthetic activity) consequently leading to heightened
variations in biosignature gases, and the absence of compet-
ing effects from admixed hemispheres (particularly relevant
for eccentric planets). The detectability of seasonality de-
pends on both the magnitude of the biogenic signal and the

12 Local daily/weekly variations (e.g., in trace-gas abundances or the P−T
structure) average out on the planetary scale and thus do not affect
seasonality-related spectral features significantly. On Earth, seasonal
changes in trace-gas abundances occur on timescales of several months.
Therefore, the magnitude of the associated spectral variations and thus their
detectability remain unchanged for shorter observations.

degree to which the observation conditions mute that signal,
and is likely maximized for an intermediate obliquity.

7. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

In this study, we treated Earth as an exoplanet to exam-
ine how well it can be characterized from its MIR thermal
emission spectrum. This is the first study that systematically
ran atmospheric retrievals on simulated LIFE observations
of real disk-integrated MIR Earth spectra for different view-
ing angles and seasons. By comparing the results to ground
truths, we assessed the accuracy and robustness of the re-
trieved constraints and explored the applicability of simple
1D atmosphere models for characterizing the atmosphere of
a real habitable planet with a global biosphere. Further, we
investigated whether the viewing geometry and season have
a measurable impact on the characterization of an Earth-like
exoplanet and searched for signs of atmospheric seasonality,
indicative of a biosphere.

Our results at the minimal LIFE requirements (R = 50,
S/N = 10) find Earth to be a temperate habitable planet with
detectable levels of CO2, H2O, O3, CH4. We find that view-
ing geometry and the observed season do not affect the de-
tectability of molecules, the retrieved relative abundances,
and thus the characterization of Earth’s atmospheric com-
position. However, the seasonal flux difference of 33% for
the North Pole view causes variations in the retrieved sur-
face temperature T0, equilibrium temperature Teq, and Bond
albedo AB, which are detectable with LIFE for all tested R
and S/N cases. If strong and unbiased estimates for the
planet radius Rpl are available, temporal variations in T0, Teq,
and AB are also observable for the South Pole and mixed
equatorial views (for R = 50, S/N = 20 and R = 100 re-
trievals). Finally, we find that Earth-like seasonal variations
in biosignature gas abundances are not detectable with LIFE
for all R and S/N cases considered.

In Summary, from the six MIR observables of habitable
and inhabited worlds listed in Section 1.2, we are able to
constrain four (planetary energy budget, the presence of wa-
ter and other molecules, the P−T structure, and the molecu-
lar biosignatures). Regarding the surface conditions, we are
able to accurately constrain T0 despite Earth’s patchy cloud
nature. In contrast, all retrieved P0 estimates are biased. In
order to obtain a set of possible planetary surface condition
solutions, climate models are required, which is beyond the
scope of this work. Finally, we do not manage to detect at-
mospheric seasonality in biosignature gases, which is the last
listed observable of habitable and inhabited worlds.

Further, by comparing our retrieval results for disk-
integrated Earth spectra to the ground truths, we learn that
biased parameter estimates will likely be obtained from re-
trievals on real exoplanet spectra. Importantly, we find that
the commonly used simplifying assumptions of cloud-free at-
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mospheres and vertically constant abundance profiles do bias
retrieval results. Due to such biases, care needs to be taken
when drawing conclusions from retrieval results. Derived
quantities, such as abundance ratios, can be less affected by
biases while retaining valuable information about the atmo-
spheric state. However, community-wide efforts are required
to develop robust and reliable frameworks for exoplanet char-
acterization.

Nevertheless, from investigating Earth from afar, we learn
that LIFE would correctly identify Earth as a planet where
life could thrive, with detectable levels of bioindicators,
a temperate climate, and surface conditions that allow for
liquid surface water. The journey to characterize Earth-
like planets and detect potentially habitable worlds has only
started. Our work demonstrates that next generation, opti-
mized space missions can assess whether nearby temperate

terrestrial exoplanets are habitable or even inhabited. This
provides a promising step forward in our quest to understand
distant worlds.
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APPENDIX

A. CLOUD FRACTIONS FOR 2017

In order to compile Figure A1, we have sourced daily level 3 satellite data for the year 2017 from the CERES-Flight Model 3
(FM3) and FM4 instruments on the Aqua platform. Specifically, we have used the CERES Time-Interpolated TOA Fluxes, Clouds
and Aerosols Daily Aqua Edition4A (CER_SSF1deg-Day_Aqua-MODIS_Edition4A) data product (NASA/LARC/SD/ASDC
2015). The provided cloud properties are averaged for both day and night (24-hour) and day-only time periods. Furthermore,
they are stratified into 4 atmospheric layers (surface-700 hPa, 700 hPa - 500 hPa, 500 hPa - 300 hPa, 300 hPa - 100 hPa) and a
total of all layers. For our analysis we have used the latter, mapped the total cloud fractions onto the globe and calculated the
disk-averaged value for each viewing geometry per day.
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Figure A1. Total Cloud Fractions: This figure illustrates the total cloud fractions for the year 2017 across the investigated viewing geometries
in this study. The data are derived from a level 3 satellite product (NASA/LARC/SD/ASDC 2015). The scattered points represent daily
measurements, while the solid line depicts their rolling average with a window size of 8 days. The central points in the error bar scatter plot
represent the monthly mean cloud coverage, while the accompanying error bars indicate the corresponding standard deviation. The shaded
areas highlight the months January and July which were investigated in this study. The annotated cloud coverage values signify the monthly
cloud fractions for these specific months.
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B. DISK-INTEGRATED ATMOSPHERIC PROFILES GROUND TRUTHS FOR JANUARY

In Figure B1, we show the disk-integrated ground truth profiles for Earth’s P−T structure and the abundances of trace gases
for January.
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Figure B1. Disk-integrated atmospheric profiles for January: From left to right: P−T profile followed by O3, CH4, CO, and H2O atmospheric
profiles. The different colors correspond to the viewing geometries: NP (blue), SP (turquoise), EqC (green)
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C. RETRIEVAL MODEL SELECTION

We performed a Bayesian model comparison to justify our choice of atmospheric forward model used for the retrieval analysis
in this work (see Section 3.3 and Table 2). In our analysis, we ran atmospheric retrievals (using the routine introduced in
Section 3) assuming the following six atmospheric forward models Mi of increasing complexity (see Table C1 for the full
parameter configuration of each model and the assumed priors):

M1: (11 parameters) − In addition to the five polynomial P−T parameters ai (see Eq. 1 in Section 3.3), we retrieve for the
planet’s radius Rpl, mass Mpl, and surface pressure P0. The model atmosphere only contains N2, O2, and CO2.

M2: (12 parameters) − In addition to theM1 parameters, we add H2O to the species present in the model atmosphere.

M3: (13 parameters) − In addition to theM2 parameters, we add O3 to the species present in the model atmosphere.

M4: (14 parameters) − In addition to theM3 parameters, we add CH4 to the species present in the model atmosphere.

M5: (15 parameters) − In addition to theM4 parameters, we add CO to the species present in the model atmosphere.

M6: (15 parameters) − In addition to theM4 parameters, we add N2O to the species present in the model atmosphere.

Let us consider two retrievals assuming different atmospheric forward models A and B on the same disk-integrated Earth
spectrum. Both results are characterized by their respective log-evidences ln (ZA) and ln (ZB). The Bayes’ factor K can be
calculated from the evidences as follows:

log10(K) =
ln (ZA) − ln (ZB)

ln (10)
. (C1)

The Bayes’ factor K provides a metric that quantifies which out of the two modelsA and B performs better for a given spectrum.
The Jeffreys scale (Jeffreys 1998, Table C2) provides a possible interpretation for the value of the Bayes factor K. A log10(K)
value above zero marks a preference for modelA, whereas values below zero indicate preference for B.

Figure C1 summarizes the results from our model comparison efforts for all considered disk-integrated Earth spectra (viewing
geometries, R, and S/N). TheMi correspond to the models listed above, while the Si represent different combinations of R and
S/N of the input spectra (S1: R = 50, S/N = 10; S2: R = 50, S/N = 20; S3: R = 100, S/N = 10; S4: R = 100, S/N = 20).
Green squares indicate positive log10(K) values and preference of theMi with the high i, while red squares represent negative
log10(K) values and preference of the low iMi. The color shading indicates the strength of the preference.

We observe that M3 is generally preferred over M2 and M1 for all considered spectra. Thus, H2O and O3 are confidently
detectable with LIFE. Further, M4 is preferred over M3 for all but the R = 50, S/N = 10 cases, suggesting that also CH4 is
detectable. In contrast, the log10(K) value of roughly 0 indicates that modelsM5 andM6 perform similarly well as modelM4.
However, since M5 and M6 each require one additional parameter (abundance of CO or N2O, respectively), we prefer model
M4. This indicates that neither CO nor N2O are detectable in Earth’s atmosphere at the R and S/N considered here, which is in
agreement with the findings in Konrad et al. (2022). In conclusion, M4 shows the best performance of all models considered.
Therefore, we usedM4 as forward model in the retrieval analyses presented in main part of this manuscript.
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Figure C1. Bayes’ factor log10(K) for the comparison of the different models in Appendix C. Positive values of log10(K) (green) indicate
preference of the modelMi with the higher i value, while negative values (red) indicate the opposite. The color shading indicates the strength
of the preference. The Si represent different combinations of R and S/N of the input spectra (S1: R = 50, S/N = 10; S2: R = 50, S/N = 20;
S3: R = 100, S/N = 10; S4: R = 100, S/N = 20). Columns summarize the results obtained for the viewing geometries. From left to right: NP
Jan, NP Jul, SP Jan, Sp Jul, EqC Jan, and EqC Jul.
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Table C1. Parameter configurations of the nine tested retrieval forward models.

Parameter Description Prior
Parameter Configuration

M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6

a4 P−T parameter (degree 4) U(0, 10) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

a3 P−T parameter (degree 3) U(0, 100) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

a2 P−T parameter (degree 2) U(0, 500) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

a1 P−T parameter (degree 1) U(0, 500) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

a0 P−T parameter (degree 0) U(0, 1000) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

log10(P0) log10(Surface pressure [bar]) U(−4, 2) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Rpl Planet radius [R⊕] G(1.0, 0.2) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

log10(Mpl) log10(Planet mass [M⊕]) G(0.0, 0.4) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

log10(N2) log10(N2 mass fraction) U(−10, 0) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

log10(O2) log10(O2 mass fraction) U(−10, 0) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

log10(CO2) log10(CO2 mass fraction) U(−10, 0) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

log10(H2O) log10(H2O mass fraction) U(−10, 0) × ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

log10(O3) log10(O3 mass fraction) U(−10, 0) × × ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

log10(CH4) log10(CH4 mass fraction) U(−10, 0) × × × ✓ ✓ ✓

log10(CO) log10(CO mass fraction) U(−10, 0) × × × × ✓ ×

log10(N2O) log10(N2O mass fraction) U(−10, 0) × × × × × ✓

Note—In the third column we specify the priors assumed in the retrievals. We denote a boxcar prior
with lower threshold x and upper threshold y as U(x, y); For a Gaussian prior with mean µ and
standard deviation σ, we write G(µ, σ). The last nine columns summarize the model parameters
used by each of the different forward models tested in the retrievals (✓ = used, × = unused).

Table C2. Jeffreys scale (Jeffreys 1998).

log10(K) Probability Strength of Evidence
< 0 < 0.5 Support for B
0 − 0.5 0.5 − 0.75 Very weak support forA
0.5 − 1 0.75 − 0.91 Substantial support forA
1 − 2 0.91 − 0.99 Strong support forA
> 2 > 0.99 Decisive support forA

Note—Scale for interpretation of the Bayes’ factor K for two modelsA and B. The scale is symmetrical, i.e., negative values of log10(K)
correspond to very weak, substantial, strong, or decisive support for model B.
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D. CALCULATION OF THE EQUILIBRIUM TEMPERATURE AND BOND ALBEDO

The equilibrium temperature Teq and the Bond albedo AB are not directly determined in our atmospheric retrievals. However,
both parameters provide important information about the energy budget of Earth. In the following, we summarize how we derive
estimates for Teq and AB from the retrieved parameter posteriors.

To determine Teq, we first calculate the MIR spectra corresponding to the retrieved parameter posteriors over a wide wavelength
range. For each spectrum, we then integrate the flux to estimate the total emitted flux and use the Stefan-Boltzmann law to
compute the effective temperature Teff of a black-body with the same flux, which corresponds to the Teq of the planet. From the
resulting Teq distribution, we can deduce the planetary AB distribution using:

AB = 1 − 16 πσ
a2

PT 4
eq

L∗
. (D1)

Here, σ is the Stefan–Boltzmann constant, aP is the semi-major axis of the planet orbit around its star, and L∗ is the luminosity
of the star. To calculate AB, we assume that aP and L∗ to be known with an accuracy of ±1% (i.e., for an exo-Earth, aP =

1.00 ± 0.01 AU, L∗ = 1.00 ± 0.01 L⊙ with the solar luminosity L⊙). For each value in the Teq distribution, we randomly draw an
aP and L∗ value from two uncorrelated normal distributions and calculate the corresponding AB value. This yields the distribution
for the planetary Bond albedo AB.
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E. SUPPLEMENTARY DATA FROM THE RETRIEVALS

In Figures E1 to E4, we provide the retrieved P−T structures for all viewing geometries, seasons, R, and S/N:

• Figure E1 − Retrieved P−T structures for R = 50, S/N = 10,

• Figure E2 − Retrieved P−T structures for R = 50, S/N = 20,

• Figure E3 − Retrieved P−T structures for R = 100, S/N = 10,

• Figure E4 − Retrieved P−T structures for R = 100, S/N = 20.

In Tables E1 to E3, we provide the numerical values corresponding to Figures 6, 7, and F2 for the different viewing angles:

• Table E1 − NP viewing angle posteriors,

• Table E2 − SP viewing angle posteriors,

• Table E3 − EqC viewing angle posteriors.
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Figure E1. P−T profiles retrieved for the six disk-integrated, R = 50 and LIFEsim S/N = 10 Earth spectra. The color-shaded areas indicate
percentiles of the retrieved P−T profiles. The white square marker shows the true surface pressure P0 and temperature T0, the white circular
markers show the true P−T structure, and the gray shaded area indicates the uncertainty thereon. In the bottom right of each panel, we plot the
2D P0-T0 posterior, to visualize the constraints on the retrieved surface conditions. Each panel shows the result for one viewing angle. From
top-left to bottom-right: NP Jan, SP Jan, EqC Jan, NP Jul, SP Jul, and EqC Jul.
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Figure E2. As for Figure E1, but for the R = 50 and LIFEsim S/N = 20 Earth spectra.
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Figure E3. As for Figure E1, but for the R = 100 and LIFEsim S/N = 10 Earth spectra.
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Figure E4. As for Figure E1, but for the R = 100 and LIFEsim S/N = 20 Earth spectra.



26 Mettler et al.

Ta
bl

e
E

1.
N

um
er

ic
va

lu
es

co
rr

es
po

nd
in

g
to

th
e

re
tr

ie
ve

d
pa

ra
m

et
er

po
st

er
io

rs
in

Fi
gu

re
s

6,
F2

,a
nd

7
fo

rt
he

N
P

vi
ew

in
g

an
gl

e.

N
P

Ja
n
−

G
ro

un
d

Tr
ut

hs
N

P
Ja

n
−

Po
st

er
io

rs
N

P
Ju

l−
G

ro
un

d
Tr

ut
hs

N
P

Ju
l−

Po
st

er
io

rs

Pr
es

su
re

L
ev

el
s

[b
ar

]
R
=

50
R
=

10
0

Pr
es

su
re

L
ev

el
s

[b
ar

]
R
=

50
R
=

10
0

Po
st

er
io

r
1

10
−

1
10
−

2
10
−

3
S
/N
=

10
S
/N
=

20
S
/N
=

10
S
/N
=

20
1

10
−

1
10
−

2
10
−

3
S
/N
=

10
S
/N
=

20
S
/N
=

10
S
/N
=

20

Figure6

L(
P 0

[b
ar

])
0.

0
−

0.
9+

0.
3

−
0.

5
−

0.
5+

0.
4

−
0.

4
−

0.
6+

0.
4

−
0.

4
−

0.
4+

0.
3

−
0.

3
0.

0
−

0.
4+

0.
4

−
0.

4
−

0.
4+

0.
4

−
0.

4
−

0.
5+

0.
3

−
0.

4
−

0.
4+

0.
3

−
0.

2

T
0[

K
]

27
1.

5
26

7.
3+

9.
2

−
8.

4
27

1.
3+

5.
2

−
4.

8
27

0.
0+

6.
6

−
6.

4
27

1.
6+

3.
5

−
3.

5
28

7.
2

28
5.

1+
10
.9

−
10
.2

28
8.

3+
6.

0
−

6.
3

28
6.

5+
7.

8
−

7.
6

28
8.

9+
4.

0
−

4.
3

R
pl

[R
⊕
]

1.
0

0.
9+

0.
1

−
0.

1
0.

9+
0.

0
−

0.
0

0.
9+

0.
1

−
0.

1
0.

9+
0.

0
−

0.
0

1.
0

0.
9+

0.
1

−
0.

1
0.

9+
0.

1
−

0.
0

0.
9+

0.
1

−
0.

1
0.

9+
0.

0
−

0.
0

L(
M

pl
[M
⊕
])

0.
0

−
0.

1+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
0.

0+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
0.

0+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
0.

0+
0.

3
−

0.
3

0.
0

−
0.

1+
0.

4
−

0.
3

−
0.

0+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
0.

0+
0.

3
−

0.
3

0.
0+

0.
3

−
0.

4

L(
C

O
2)

−
3.

4
−

1.
8+

0.
9

−
0.

9
−

2.
6+

0.
9

−
0.

8
−

2.
3+

0.
9

−
0.

8
−

2.
8+

0.
6

−
0.

6
−

3.
4

−
2.

6+
0.

9
−

0.
9

−
2.

7+
0.

8
−

0.
7

−
2.

4+
0.

9
−

0.
7

−
2.

8+
0.

6
−

0.
6

L(
H

2O
)

−
2.

3
−

5.
6

−
−

−
2.

3+
0.

8
−

0.
9

−
3.

0+
0.

9
−

0.
9

−
2.

7+
0.

9
−

0.
9

−
3.

3+
0.

6
−

0.
6
−

2.
1
−

5.
6

−
−

−
2.

5+
0.

7
−

0.
9

−
2.

7+
0.

7
−

0.
7

−
2.

4+
0.

8
−

0.
8

−
2.

9+
0.

6
−

0.
6

L(
O

3)
−

7.
3
−

5.
8
−

5.
0
−

5.
3

−
5.

2+
0.

8
−

0.
7

−
5.

8+
0.

8
−

0.
6

−
5.

5+
0.

8
−

0.
7

−
5.

9+
0.

5
−

0.
5
−

7.
3
−

6.
0
−

5.
0
−

5.
4

−
5.

8+
0.

8
−

0.
7

−
5.

8+
0.

7
−

0.
6

−
5.

6+
0.

8
−

0.
6

−
5.

9+
0.

5
−

0.
5

L(
C

H
4)

−
6.

0
−

6.
1
−

6.
4
−

6.
7

−
4.

4+
1.

2
−

1.
6

−
4.

7+
0.

9
−

0.
8

−
4.

6+
1.

0
−

0.
9

−
4.

9+
0.

6
−

0.
6
−

6.
0
−

6.
1
−

6.
4
−

6.
7

−
5.

0+
1.

2
−

1.
5

−
4.

7+
0.

8
−

0.
7

−
4.

6+
1.

0
−

0.
8

−
4.

8+
0.

6
−

0.
6

T
eq

[K
]

24
6.

8
25

2.
6+

8.
5

−
8.

2
25

7.
2+

4.
7

−
4.

6
25

5.
8+

6.
1

−
6.

5
25

7.
9+

3.
2

−
3.

2
25

8.
3

26
5.

1+
10
.0

−
10
.7

26
9.

0+
5.

5
−

6.
8

26
6.

8+
7.

4
−

8.
3

27
0.

1+
3.

6
−

4.
1

A
B

0.
38

0.
32
+

0.
09

−
0.

10
0.

27
+

0.
05

−
0.

06
0.

29
+

0.
07

−
0.

07
0.

26
+

0.
04

−
0.

04
0.

26
0.

18
+

0.
13

−
0.

13
0.

13
+

0.
09

−
0.

08
0.

16
+

0.
10

−
0.

10
0.

11
+

0.
05

−
0.

05

FigureF2

L(
C

O
2)

−
3.

4
−

3.
3+

0.
5

−
0.

5
−

3.
5+

0.
4

−
0.

4
−

3.
4+

0.
4

−
0.

4
−

3.
5+

0.
3

−
0.

3
−

3.
4

−
3.

4+
0.

6
−

0.
5

−
3.

4+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
3.

4+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
3.

4+
0.

4
−

0.
4

L(
H

2O
)

−
2.

3
−

5.
6

−
−

−
3.

5+
0.

5
−

0.
6

−
4.

0+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
3.

9+
0.

5
−

0.
5

−
4.

1+
0.

4
−

0.
4
−

2.
1
−

5.
6

−
−

−
3.

2+
0.

5
−

0.
6

−
3.

4+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
3.

4+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
3.

5+
0.

3
−

0.
4

L(
O

3)
−

7.
3
−

5.
8
−

5.
0
−

5.
3

−
6.

6+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
6.

5+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
6.

5+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
6.

5+
0.

3
−

0.
3
−

7.
3
−

6.
0
−

5.
0
−

5.
4

−
6.

4+
0.

5
−

0.
4

−
6.

4+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
6.

4+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
6.

4+
0.

3
−

0.
4

L(
C

H
4)

−
6.

0
−

6.
1
−

6.
4
−

6.
7

−
6.

0+
0.

8
−

1.
5

−
5.

6+
0.

4
−

0.
5

−
5.

7+
0.

5
−

0.
6

−
5.

6+
0.

4
−

0.
4
−

6.
0
−

6.
1
−

6.
4
−

6.
7

−
5.

9+
0.

7
−

1.
2

−
5.

5+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
5.

6+
0.

5
−

0.
5

−
5.

5+
0.

4
−

0.
4

FigureF2

L(
P 0

[b
ar

])
0.

0
−

0.
9+

0.
3

−
0.

5
−

0.
7+

0.
4

−
0.

4
−

0.
7+

0.
4

−
0.

4
−

0.
5+

0.
3

−
0.

2
0.

0
−

0.
5+

0.
4

−
0.

4
−

0.
7+

0.
3

−
0.

3
−

0.
7+

0.
3

−
0.

4
−

0.
6+

0.
3

−
0.

2

T
0[

K
]

27
1.

5
26

1.
3+

2.
9

−
2.

0
26

0.
1+

1.
3

−
1.

0
26

0.
7+

1.
9

−
1.

3
25

9.
1+

0.
7

−
0.

6
28

7.
2

27
8.

4+
4.

1
−

3.
0

27
8.

2+
2.

2
−

1.
6

27
8.

9+
3.

3
−

2.
3

27
5.

8+
1.

1
−

0.
9

T
eq

[K
]

24
6.

8
24

7.
1+

1.
9

−
1.

8
24

6.
3+

0.
9

−
0.

9
24

6.
8+

1.
2

−
1.

3
24

6.
4+

0.
6

−
0.

6
25

8.
3

25
8.

2+
2.

1
−

2.
0

25
7.

4+
1.

0
−

1.
0

25
8.

0+
1.

5
−

1.
4

25
7.

2+
0.

7
−

0.
7

A
B

0.
38

0.
38
+

0.
03

−
0.

03
0.

39
+

0.
02

−
0.

02
0.

38
+

0.
02

−
0.

02
0.

39
+

0.
02

−
0.

02
0.

26
0.

26
+

0.
03

−
0.

04
0.

27
+

0.
02

−
0.

03
0.

26
+

0.
03

−
0.

03
0.

28
+

0.
02

−
0.

02

Figure7

L
( H

2O
C

O
2

)
1.

1
−

2.
2

−
−

−
0.

5+
0.

6
−

0.
6

−
0.

5+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
0.

5+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
0.

5+
0.

2
−

0.
2

1.
3
−

2.
2

−
−

0.
0+

0.
6

−
0.

6
−

0.
1+

0.
3

−
0.

3
−

0.
1+

0.
4

−
0.

4
−

0.
1+

0.
2

−
0.

2

L
( O

3
C

O
2

)
−

3.
9
−

2.
4
−

1.
7
−

1.
9

−
3.

3+
0.

5
−

0.
4

−
3.

2+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
3.

2+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
3.

1+
0.

2
−

0.
2
−

3.
9
−

2.
6
−

1.
6
−

2.
0

−
3.

2+
0.

5
−

0.
5

−
3.

2+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
3.

2+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
3.

1+
0.

2
−

0.
2

L
( C

H
4

C
O

2

)
−

2.
6
−

2.
7
−

3.
0
−

3.
3

−
2.

5+
0.

8
−

1.
5

−
2.

1+
0.

3
−

0.
4

−
2.

2+
0.

4
−

0.
6

−
2.

1+
0.

2
−

0.
2
−

2.
6
−

2.
7
−

3.
0
−

3.
3

−
2.

3+
0.

7
−

1.
2

−
2.

1+
0.

3
−

0.
4

−
2.

1+
0.

4
−

0.
5

−
2.

0+
0.

2
−

0.
2

L
( O

3
H

2O

)
−

4.
9
−

0.
1

−
−

−
2.

8+
0.

5
−

0.
4

−
2.

7+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
2.

7+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
2.

6+
0.

2
−

0.
2
−

5.
2
−

0.
4

−
−

−
3.

2+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
3.

1+
0.

3
−

0.
2

−
3.

2+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
3.

0+
0.

2
−

0.
2

L
( C

H
4

H
2O

)
−

3.
7
−

0.
4

−
−

−
2.

0+
0.

9
−

1.
6

−
1.

7+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
1.

7+
0.

5
−

0.
6

−
1.

6+
0.

3
−

0.
3
−

4.
0
−

0.
5

−
−

−
2.

3+
0.

7
−

1.
5

−
2.

0+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
2.

1+
0.

5
−

0.
6

−
1.

9+
0.

2
−

0.
3

L
( C

H
4

O
3

)
1.

3
−

0.
3
−

1.
3
−

1.
3

0.
8+

0.
6

−
1.

3
1.

0+
0.

3
−

0.
3

1.
0+

0.
4

−
0.

4
1.

0+
0.

2
−

0.
2

1.
3
−

0.
1
−

1.
4
−

1.
3

0.
9+

0.
6

−
1.

2
1.

1+
0.

3
−

0.
3

1.
1+

0.
3

−
0.

4
1.

1+
0.

2
−

0.
2

N
o
t
e
—

R
et

ri
ev

ed
m

od
el

pa
ra

m
et

er
po

st
er

io
rs

fo
rt

he
al

lc
om

bi
na

tio
ns

of
sp

ec
tr

al
re

so
lu

tio
ns

(R
=

50
,1

00
)a

nd
no

is
e

le
ve

ls
(S
/N
=

10
,2

0)
of

di
sk

-i
nt

eg
ra

te
d

N
P

E
ar

th
sp

ec
tr

a.
H

er
e,

L(
·)

ab
br

ev
ia

te
s

lo
g 1

0(
·).

W
e

pr
ov

id
e

th
e

m
ed

ia
n

of
th

e
re

tr
ie

ve
d

po
st

er
io

r
an

d
in

di
ca

te
th

e
16

%
−

84
%

ra
ng

e
vi

a
+
/−

in
di

ce
s.

W
e

Fu
rt

he
r

pr
ov

id
e

th
e

gr
ou

nd
tr

ut
h

va
lu

es
.

If
in

de
pe

nd
en

to
ft

he
at

m
os

ph
er

ic
pr

es
su

re
,w

e
pr

ov
id

e
a

si
ng

le
va

lu
e.

O
th

er
w

is
e,

w
e

pr
ov

id
e

th
e

gr
ou

nd
tr

ut
hs

at
pr

es
su

re
s

1
ba

r,
10
−
1

ba
r,

10
−
2

ba
r,

an
d

10
−
3

ba
ri

fa
va

ila
bl

e.



Using Empirical Thermal Emission Spectra as an Input for Atmospheric Retrievals of an Earth-Twin Exoplanet 27

Ta
bl

e
E

2.
N

um
er

ic
va

lu
es

co
rr

es
po

nd
in

g
to

th
e

re
tr

ie
ve

d
pa

ra
m

et
er

po
st

er
io

rs
in

Fi
gu

re
s

6,
F2

,a
nd

7
fo

rt
he

SP
vi

ew
in

g
an

gl
e.

SP
Ja

n
−

G
ro

un
d

Tr
ut

hs
SP

Ja
n
−

Po
st

er
io

rs
SP

Ju
l−

G
ro

un
d

Tr
ut

hs
SP

Ju
l−

Po
st

er
io

rs

Pr
es

su
re

L
ev

el
s

[b
ar

]
R
=

50
R
=

10
0

Pr
es

su
re

L
ev

el
s

[b
ar

]
R
=

50
R
=

10
0

Po
st

er
io

r
1

10
−

1
10
−

2
10
−

3
S
/N
=

10
S
/N
=

20
S
/N
=

10
S
/N
=

20
1

10
−

1
10
−

2
10
−

3
S
/N
=

10
S
/N
=

20
S
/N
=

10
S
/N
=

20

Figure6

L(
P 0

[b
ar

])
0.

0
−

0.
8+

0.
3

−
0.

5
−

0.
6+

0.
3

−
0.

4
−

0.
6+

0.
3

−
0.

4
−

0.
5+

0.
2

−
0.

3
0.

0
−

0.
7+

0.
4

−
0.

5
−

0.
5+

0.
3

−
0.

4
−

0.
6+

0.
3

−
0.

4
−

0.
4+

0.
3

−
0.

3

T
0[

K
]

28
5.

0
27

4.
7+

9.
6

−
8.

9
27

8.
3+

5.
6

−
5.

6
27

7.
5+

7.
0

−
6.

9
27

9.
3+

3.
6

−
3.

7
27

8.
9

27
1.

1+
9.

4
−

8.
9

27
4.

6+
5.

4
−

5.
0

27
3.

8+
6.

7
−

6.
4

27
4.

8+
3.

8
−

3.
5

R
pl

[R
⊕
]

1.
0

0.
9+

0.
1

−
0.

1
0.

9+
0.

1
−

0.
0

0.
9+

0.
1

−
0.

1
0.

9+
0.

0
−

0.
0

1.
0

0.
9+

0.
1

−
0.

1
0.

9+
0.

0
−

0.
0

0.
9+

0.
1

−
0.

1
0.

9+
0.

0
−

0.
0

L(
M

pl
[M
⊕
])

0.
0

−
0.

1+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
0.

0+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
0.

0+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
0.

0+
0.

3
−

0.
3

0.
0

−
0.

0+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
0.

0+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
0.

0+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
0.

0+
0.

3
−

0.
3

L(
C

O
2)

−
3.

4
−

2.
0+

0.
9

−
0.

9
−

2.
4+

0.
9

−
0.

6
−

2.
4+

0.
8

−
0.

8
−

2.
7+

0.
6

−
0.

6
−

3.
4

−
2.

1+
1.

0
−

0.
9

−
2.

5+
0.

8
−

0.
7

−
2.

3+
0.

9
−

0.
7

−
2.

8+
0.

6
−

0.
6

L(
H

2O
)

−
2.

1
−

5.
7

−
−

−
2.

2+
0.

7
−

0.
8

−
2.

5+
0.

8
−

0.
7

−
2.

6+
0.

7
−

0.
8

−
2.

9+
0.

6
−

0.
6
−

2.
2
−

5.
7

−
−

−
2.

5+
0.

9
−

1.
1

−
3.

0+
0.

8
−

0.
8

−
2.

8+
0.

9
−

0.
8

−
3.

4+
0.

6
−

0.
6

L(
O

3)
−

7.
6
−

6.
0
−

5.
0
−

5.
4

−
5.

5+
0.

9
−

0.
7

−
5.

7+
0.

7
−

0.
5

−
5.

7+
0.

7
−

0.
6

−
5.

9+
0.

5
−

0.
5
−

7.
3
−

5.
9
−

5.
1
−

5.
3

−
5.

3+
0.

8
−

0.
8

−
5.

6+
0.

7
−

0.
6

−
5.

5+
0.

8
−

0.
6

−
5.

9+
0.

5
−

0.
5

L(
C

H
4)

−
6.

1
−

6.
1
−

6.
4
−

6.
7

−
4.

5+
1.

3
−

1.
5

−
4.

5+
0.

8
−

0.
7

−
4.

7+
0.

9
−

0.
9

−
4.

7+
0.

6
−

0.
6
−

6.
1
−

6.
1
−

6.
4
−

6.
7

−
4.

6+
1.

1
−

1.
4

−
4.

6+
0.

9
−

0.
7

−
4.

5+
0.

9
−

0.
8

−
4.

9+
0.

6
−

0.
6

T
eq

[K
]

25
3.

1
25

9.
0+

8.
7

−
8.

9
26

3.
0+

5.
3

−
6.

1
26

2.
1+

6.
6

−
6.

8
26

4.
5+

3.
5

−
3.

6
24

7.
6

25
5.

6+
8.

7
−

8.
9

25
9.

5+
4.

9
−

4.
8

25
8.

7+
6.

2
−

6.
1

26
0.

2+
3.

4
−

3.
2

A
B

0.
32

0.
25
+

0.
10

−
0.

11
0.

2+
0.

07
−

0.
07

0.
21
+

0.
08

−
0.

08
0.

18
+

0.
05

−
0.

05
0.

37
0.

29
+

0.
10

−
0.

10
0.

24
+

0.
06

−
0.

06
0.

25
+

0.
07

−
0.

08
0.

24
+

0.
04

−
0.

04

FigureF2

L(
C

O
2)

−
3.

4
−

3.
5+

0.
5

−
0.

5
−

3.
6+

0.
4

−
0.

4
−

3.
4+

0.
5

−
0.

4
−

3.
6+

0.
3

−
0.

3
−

3.
4

−
3.

4+
0.

5
−

0.
5

−
3.

5+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
3.

4+
0.

5
−

0.
4

−
3.

5+
0.

3
−

0.
3

L(
H

2O
)

−
2.

1
−

5.
7

−
−

−
3.

4+
0.

4
−

0.
6

−
3.

6+
0.

3
−

0.
4

−
3.

5+
0.

5
−

0.
5

−
3.

8+
0.

3
−

0.
4
−

2.
2
−

5.
7

−
−

−
3.

6+
0.

5
−

0.
7

−
4.

0+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
3.

9+
0.

5
−

0.
5

−
4.

1+
0.

4
−

0.
4

L(
O

3)
−

7.
6
−

6.
0
−

5.
0
−

5.
4

−
6.

8+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
6.

6+
0.

3
−

0.
4

−
6.

6+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
6.

7+
0.

3
−

0.
3
−

7.
3
−

5.
9
−

5.
1
−

5.
3

−
6.

4+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
6.

4+
0.

3
−

0.
4

−
6.

5+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
6.

5+
0.

4
−

0.
3

L(
C

H
4)

−
6.

1
−

6.
1
−

6.
4
−

6.
7

−
6.

2+
0.

8
−

1.
3

−
5.

6+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
5.

7+
0.

6
−

0.
6

−
5.

6+
0.

4
−

0.
4
−

6.
1
−

6.
1
−

6.
4
−

6.
7

−
5.

7+
0.

7
−

1.
1

−
5.

6+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
5.

6+
0.

5
−

0.
5

−
5.

6+
0.

4
−

0.
4

FigureF2

L(
P 0

[b
ar

])
0.

0
−

0.
8+

0.
3

−
0.

5
−

0.
9+

0.
3

−
0.

3
−

0.
7+

0.
3

−
0.

3
−

0.
7+

0.
2

−
0.

2
0.

0
−

0.
8+

0.
4

−
0.

5
−

0.
7+

0.
3

−
0.

4
−

0.
7+

0.
3

−
0.

4
−

0.
5+

0.
3

−
0.

2

T
0[

K
]

28
5.

0
26

9.
1+

3.
6

−
2.

3
26

9.
0+

2.
0

−
1.

4
26

8.
7+

2.
3

−
1.

6
26

7.
3+

1.
0

−
0.

7
27

8.
9

26
2.

5+
2.

9
−

1.
9

26
0.

9+
1.

4
−

0.
9

26
1.

4+
1.

8
−

1.
3

25
9.

9+
0.

6
−

0.
6

T
eq

[K
]

25
3.

1
25

3.
5+

1.
8

−
1.

9
25

2.
7+

0.
9

−
1.

0
25

3.
1+

1.
2

−
1.

3
25

2.
6+

0.
6

−
0.

6
24

7.
6

24
7.

5+
1.

8
−

2.
0

24
6.

5+
0.

9
−

0.
9

24
6.

9+
1.

2
−

1.
3

24
6.

7+
0.

6
−

0.
6

A
B

0.
32

0.
31
+

0.
03

−
0.

03
0.

32
+

0.
02

−
0.

02
0.

32
+

0.
02

−
0.

03
0.

33
+

0.
02

−
0.

02
0.

37
0.

37
+

0.
03

−
0.

03
0.

39
+

0.
02

−
0.

02
0.

39
+

0.
02

−
0.

02
0.

39
+

0.
02

−
0.

02

Figure7

L
( H

2O
C

O
2

)
1.

3
−

2.
3

−
−

−
0.

2+
0.

6
−

0.
6

−
0.

2+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
0.

2+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
0.

2+
0.

2
−

0.
2

1.
2
−

2.
3

−
−

−
0.

5+
0.

6
−

0.
6

−
0.

5+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
0.

5+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
0.

6+
0.

2
−

0.
2

L
( O

3
C

O
2

)
−

4.
2
−

2.
6
−

1.
6
−

2.
0

−
3.

4+
0.

5
−

0.
5

−
3.

3+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
3.

3+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
3.

3+
0.

2
−

0.
2
−

3.
9
−

2.
5
−

1.
7
−

1.
9

−
3.

2+
0.

5
−

0.
4

−
3.

1+
0.

2
−

0.
2

−
3.

2+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
3.

1+
0.

2
−

0.
2

L
( C

H
4

C
O

2

)
−

2.
7
−

2.
7
−

3.
0
−

3.
3

−
2.

4+
0.

8
−

1.
4

−
2.

1+
0.

3
−

0.
4

−
2.

2+
0.

5
−

0.
6

−
2.

1+
0.

2
−

0.
2
−

2.
7
−

2.
7
−

3.
0
−

3.
3

−
2.

4+
0.

7
−

1.
2

−
2.

1+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
2.

2+
0.

4
−

0.
5

−
2.

1+
0.

2
−

0.
2

L
( O

3
H

2O

)
−

5.
5
−

0.
4

−
−

−
3.

2+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
3.

1+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
3.

1+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
3.

0+
0.

2
−

0.
2
−

5.
0
−

0.
3

−
−

−
2.

8+
0.

5
−

0.
5

−
2.

7+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
2.

7+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
2.

5+
0.

2
−

0.
2

L
( C

H
4

H
2O

)
−

3.
9
−

0.
4

−
−

−
2.

1+
0.

9
−

1.
5

−
1.

9+
0.

4
−

0.
5

−
2.

0+
0.

5
−

0.
7

−
1.

8+
0.

2
−

0.
3
−

3.
8
−

0.
4

−
−

−
1.

9+
0.

8
−

1.
3

−
1.

6+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
1.

6+
0.

5
−

0.
5

−
1.

5+
0.

2
−

0.
3

L
( C

H
4

O
3

)
1.

5
−

0.
1
−

1.
4
−

1.
3

1.
1+

0.
6

−
1.

2
1.

2+
0.

3
−

0.
3

1.
1+

0.
4

−
0.

5
1.

2+
0.

2
−

0.
2

1.
2
−

0.
2
−

1.
3
−

1.
4

0.
8+

0.
6

−
1.

0
1.

0+
0.

3
−

0.
3

1.
0+

0.
3

−
0.

4
1.

0+
0.

2
−

0.
2

N
o
t
e
—

R
et

ri
ev

ed
m

od
el

pa
ra

m
et

er
po

st
er

io
rs

fo
rt

he
al

lc
om

bi
na

tio
ns

of
sp

ec
tr

al
re

so
lu

tio
ns

(R
=

50
,1

00
)a

nd
no

is
e

le
ve

ls
(S
/N
=

10
,2

0)
of

di
sk

-i
nt

eg
ra

te
d

SP
E

ar
th

sp
ec

tr
a.

H
er

e,
L(
·)

ab
br

ev
ia

te
s

lo
g 1

0(
·).

W
e

pr
ov

id
e

th
e

m
ed

ia
n

of
th

e
re

tr
ie

ve
d

po
st

er
io

r
an

d
in

di
ca

te
th

e
16

%
−

84
%

ra
ng

e
vi

a
+
/−

in
di

ce
s.

W
e

Fu
rt

he
r

pr
ov

id
e

th
e

gr
ou

nd
tr

ut
h

va
lu

es
.

If
in

de
pe

nd
en

to
ft

he
at

m
os

ph
er

ic
pr

es
su

re
,w

e
pr

ov
id

e
a

si
ng

le
va

lu
e.

O
th

er
w

is
e,

w
e

pr
ov

id
e

th
e

gr
ou

nd
tr

ut
hs

at
pr

es
su

re
s

1
ba

r,
10
−
1

ba
r,

10
−
2

ba
r,

an
d

10
−
3

ba
ri

fa
va

ila
bl

e.



28 Mettler et al.

Ta
bl

e
E

3.
N

um
er

ic
va

lu
es

co
rr

es
po

nd
in

g
to

th
e

re
tr

ie
ve

d
pa

ra
m

et
er

po
st

er
io

rs
in

Fi
gu

re
s

6,
F2

,a
nd

7
fo

rt
he

E
qC

vi
ew

in
g

an
gl

e.

E
qC

Ja
n
−

G
ro

un
d

Tr
ut

hs
E

qC
Ja

n
−

Po
st

er
io

rs
E

qC
Ju

l−
G

ro
un

d
Tr

ut
hs

E
qC

Ju
l−

Po
st

er
io

rs

Pr
es

su
re

L
ev

el
s

[b
ar

]
R
=

50
R
=

10
0

Pr
es

su
re

L
ev

el
s

[b
ar

]
R
=

50
R
=

10
0

Po
st

er
io

r
1

10
−

1
10
−

2
10
−

3
S
/N
=

10
S
/N
=

20
S
/N
=

10
S
/N
=

20
1

10
−

1
10
−

2
10
−

3
S
/N
=

10
S
/N
=

20
S
/N
=

10
S
/N
=

20

Figure6

L(
P 0

[b
ar

])
0.

0
−

0.
7+

0.
4

−
0.

4
−

0.
6+

0.
3

−
0.

4
−

0.
5+

0.
4

−
0.

4
−

0.
4+

0.
3

−
0.

3
0.

0
−

0.
5+

0.
4

−
0.

5
−

0.
5+

0.
3

−
0.

4
−

0.
5+

0.
3

−
0.

4
−

0.
4+

0.
3

−
0.

2

T
0[

K
]

28
0.

5
28

1.
0+

10
.6

−
9.

4
28

4.
4+

5.
7

−
5.

5
28

3.
5+

7.
2

−
6.

9
28

5.
1+

3.
7

−
3.

5
28

5.
1

28
5.

5+
10
.6

−
10
.3

28
8.

3+
5.

8
−

5.
9

28
7.

0+
7.

8
−

7.
4

28
8.

5+
3.

8
−

3.
7

R
pl

[R
⊕
]

1.
0

0.
9+

0.
1

−
0.

1
0.

9+
0.

0
−

0.
0

0.
9+

0.
1

−
0.

1
0.

9+
0.

0
−

0.
0

1.
0

0.
9+

0.
1

−
0.

1
0.

9+
0.

0
−

0.
0

0.
9+

0.
1

−
0.

1
0.

9+
0.

0
−

0.
0

L(
M

pl
[M
⊕
])

0.
0

−
0.

1+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
0.

0+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
0.

0+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
0.

0+
0.

3
−

0.
3

0.
0

−
0.

1+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
0.

0+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
0.

0+
0.

3
−

0.
3

0.
0+

0.
3

−
0.

3

L(
C

O
2)

−
3.

4
−

2.
2+

1.
0

−
0.

9
−

2.
4+

0.
9

−
0.

7
−

2.
5+

0.
9

−
0.

8
−

2.
8+

0.
6

−
0.

6
−

3.
4

−
2.

5+
1.

0
−

0.
9

−
2.

5+
0.

8
−

0.
7

−
2.

4+
1.

0
−

0.
8

−
2.

8+
0.

6
−

0.
5

L(
H

2O
)

−
2.

1
−

5.
6

−
−

−
2.

4+
0.

8
−

0.
9

−
2.

6+
0.

8
−

0.
7

−
2.

7+
0.

8
−

0.
9

−
3.

0+
0.

6
−

0.
6
−

2.
1
−

5.
6

−
−

−
2.

5+
0.

8
−

0.
9

−
2.

8+
0.

8
−

0.
8

−
2.

7+
0.

9
−

0.
8

−
3.

1+
0.

6
−

0.
6

L(
O

3)
−

7.
4
−

5.
9
−

5.
0
−

5.
4

−
5.

6+
0.

8
−

0.
7

−
5.

7+
0.

7
−

0.
6

−
5.

8+
0.

8
−

0.
7

−
6.

0+
0.

5
−

0.
5
−

7.
3
−

6.
0
−

5.
0
−

5.
4

−
5.

8+
0.

8
−

0.
7

−
5.

8+
0.

6
−

0.
6

−
5.

7+
0.

8
−

0.
6

−
6.

0+
0.

5
−

0.
5

L(
C

H
4)

−
6.

0
−

6.
1
−

6.
4
−

6.
6

−
4.

7+
1.

2
−

1.
3

−
4.

5+
0.

8
−

0.
7

−
4.

7+
1.

0
−

0.
9

−
4.

8+
0.

6
−

0.
6
−

6.
0
−

6.
1
−

6.
4
−

6.
6

−
4.

9+
1.

2
−

1.
3

−
4.

6+
0.

8
−

0.
7

−
4.

6+
1.

0
−

0.
8

−
4.

8+
0.

6
−

0.
5

T
eq

[K
]

25
6.

5
26

2.
7+

10
.0

−
9.

6
26

6.
8+

5.
0

−
5.

8
26

6.
0+

6.
6

−
7.

0
26

8.
0+

3.
3

−
3.

4
25

9.
5

26
6.

0+
9.

9
−

9.
9

26
9.

5+
5.

4
−

5.
8

26
8.

1+
6.

9
−

7.
6

27
0.

2+
3.

4
−

3.
5

A
B

0.
28

0.
21
+

0.
11

−
0.

13
0.

16
+

0.
07

−
0.

07
0.

17
+

0.
09

−
0.

09
0.

14
+

0.
05

−
0.

05
0.

24
0.

17
+

0.
12

−
0.

13
0.

12
+

0.
08

−
0.

07
0.

14
+

0.
10

−
0.

09
0.

11
+

0.
05

−
0.

05

FigureF2

L(
C

O
2)

−
3.

4
−

3.
4+

0.
5

−
0.

5
−

3.
6+

0.
4

−
0.

4
−

3.
4+

0.
4

−
0.

4
−

3.
5+

0.
4

−
0.

4
−

3.
4

−
3.

4+
0.

5
−

0.
5

−
3.

5+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
3.

5+
0.

5
−

0.
4

−
3.

5+
0.

3
−

0.
3

L(
H

2O
)

−
2.

1
−

5.
6

−
−

−
3.

4+
0.

5
−

0.
5

−
3.

8+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
3.

6+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
3.

8+
0.

4
−

0.
4
−

2.
1
−

5.
6

−
−

−
3.

4+
0.

5
−

0.
6

−
3.

7+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
3.

6+
0.

5
−

0.
4

−
3.

8+
0.

4
−

0.
4

L(
O

3)
−

7.
4
−

5.
9
−

5.
0
−

5.
4

−
6.

6+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
6.

7+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
6.

5+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
6.

6+
0.

4
−

0.
3
−

7.
3
−

6.
0
−

5.
0
−

5.
4

−
6.

5+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
6.

5+
0.

4
−

0.
3

−
6.

5+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
6.

5+
0.

3
−

0.
3

L(
C

H
4)

−
6.

0
−

6.
1
−

6.
4
−

6.
6

−
5.

8+
0.

7
−

1.
0

−
5.

6+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
5.

6+
0.

5
−

0.
5

−
5.

6+
0.

4
−

0.
4
−

6.
0
−

6.
1
−

6.
4
−

6.
6

−
5.

8+
0.

7
−

1.
1

−
5.

5+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
5.

6+
0.

5
−

0.
5

−
5.

5+
0.

4
−

0.
4

FigureF2

L(
P 0

[b
ar

])
0.

0
−

0.
7+

0.
4

−
0.

4
−

0.
8+

0.
3

−
0.

3
−

0.
7+

0.
4

−
0.

4
−

0.
7+

0.
3

−
0.

3
0.

0
−

0.
6+

0.
4

−
0.

4
−

0.
7+

0.
3

−
0.

3
−

0.
7+

0.
3

−
0.

4
−

0.
6+

0.
3

−
0.

2

T
0[

K
]

28
0.

5
27

4.
8+

3.
9

−
2.

5
27

4.
5+

2.
0

−
1.

4
27

3.
7+

2.
3

−
1.

6
27

2.
3+

0.
9

−
0.

7
28

5.
1

27
8.

5+
3.

3
−

2.
4

27
7.

8+
1.

8
−

1.
3

27
8.

4+
2.

7
−

1.
8

27
6.

3+
0.

9
−

0.
8

T
eq

[K
]

25
6.

5
25

6.
7+

1.
9

−
2.

1
25

5.
8+

1.
0

−
1.

0
25

6.
2+

1.
4

−
1.

4
25

5.
8+

0.
6

−
0.

6
25

9.
5

25
9.

4+
2.

1
−

2.
1

25
8.

8+
1.

0
−

1.
0

25
9.

3+
1.

4
−

1.
4

25
8.

8+
0.

7
−

0.
7

A
B

0.
28

0.
27
+

0.
03

−
0.

04
0.

29
+

0.
02

−
0.

02
0.

29
+

0.
03

−
0.

03
0.

3+
0.

02
−

0.
02

0.
24

0.
24
+

0.
03

−
0.

04
0.

26
+

0.
02

−
0.

02
0.

25
+

0.
03

−
0.

03
0.

26
+

0.
02

−
0.

02

Figure7

L
( H

2O
C

O
2

)
1.

3
−

2.
3

−
−

−
0.

2+
0.

6
−

0.
6

−
0.

3+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
0.

3+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
0.

3+
0.

2
−

0.
2

1.
3
−

2.
2

−
−

−
0.

2+
0.

5
−

0.
5

−
0.

3+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
0.

3+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
0.

3+
0.

2
−

0.
2

L
( O

3
C

O
2

)
−

4.
0
−

2.
5
−

1.
6
−

2.
0

−
3.

4+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
3.

3+
0.

2
−

0.
2

−
3.

3+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
3.

2+
0.

2
−

0.
2
−

3.
9
−

2.
6
−

1.
6
−

2.
0

−
3.

3+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
3.

2+
0.

2
−

0.
2

−
3.

3+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
3.

2+
0.

2
−

0.
2

L
( C

H
4

C
O

2

)
−

2.
6
−

2.
7
−

3.
0
−

3.
2

−
2.

5+
0.

8
−

1.
5

−
2.

1+
0.

3
−

0.
4

−
2.

2+
0.

4
−

0.
6

−
2.

1+
0.

2
−

0.
2
−

2.
6
−

2.
7
−

3.
0
−

3.
2

−
2.

3+
0.

7
−

1.
2

−
2.

1+
0.

3
−

0.
4

−
2.

1+
0.

4
−

0.
5

−
2.

0+
0.

2
−

0.
2

L
( O

3
H

2O

)
−

5.
3
−

0.
3

−
−

−
2.

8+
0.

5
−

0.
4

−
2.

7+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
2.

7+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
2.

6+
0.

2
−

0.
2
−

5.
2
−

0.
4

−
−

−
3.

2+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
3.

1+
0.

3
−

0.
2

−
3.

2+
0.

3
−

0.
3

−
3.

0+
0.

2
−

0.
2

L
( C

H
4

H
2O

)
−

3.
9
−

0.
4

−
−

−
2.

0+
0.

9
−

1.
6

−
1.

7+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
1.

7+
0.

5
−

0.
6

−
1.

6+
0.

3
−

0.
3
−

4.
0
−

0.
5

−
−

−
2.

3+
0.

7
−

1.
5

−
2.

0+
0.

4
−

0.
4

−
2.

1+
0.

5
−

0.
6

−
1.

9+
0.

2
−

0.
3

L
( C

H
4

O
3

)
1.

4
−

0.
2
−

1.
4
−

1.
2

0.
8+

0.
6

−
1.

3
1.

0+
0.

3
−

0.
3

1.
0+

0.
4

−
0.

4
1.

0+
0.

2
−

0.
2

1.
3
−

0.
1
−

1.
4
−

1.
2

0.
9+

0.
6

−
1.

2
1.

1+
0.

3
−

0.
3

1.
1+

0.
3

−
0.

4
1.

1+
0.

2
−

0.
2

N
o
t
e
—

R
et

ri
ev

ed
m

od
el

pa
ra

m
et

er
po

st
er

io
rs

fo
r

th
e

al
lc

om
bi

na
tio

ns
of

sp
ec

tr
al

re
so

lu
tio

ns
(R
=

50
,1

00
)

an
d

no
is

e
le

ve
ls

(S
/N
=

10
,2

0)
of

di
sk

-i
nt

eg
ra

te
d

E
qC

E
ar

th
sp

ec
tr

a.
H

er
e,

L(
·)

ab
br

ev
ia

te
s

lo
g 1

0(
·).

W
e

pr
ov

id
e

th
e

m
ed

ia
n

of
th

e
re

tr
ie

ve
d

po
st

er
io

ra
nd

in
di

ca
te

th
e

16
%
−

84
%

ra
ng

e
vi

a
+
/−

in
di

ce
s.

W
e

Fu
rt

he
rp

ro
vi

de
th

e
gr

ou
nd

tr
ut

h
va

lu
es

.I
f

in
de

pe
nd

en
to

ft
he

at
m

os
ph

er
ic

pr
es

su
re

,w
e

pr
ov

id
e

a
si

ng
le

va
lu

e.
O

th
er

w
is

e,
w

e
pr

ov
id

e
th

e
gr

ou
nd

tr
ut

hs
at

pr
es

su
re

s
1

ba
r,

10
−
1

ba
r,

10
−
2

ba
r,

an
d

10
−
3

ba
ri

fa
va

ila
bl

e.



Using Empirical Thermal Emission Spectra as an Input for Atmospheric Retrievals of an Earth-Twin Exoplanet 29

F. ELIMINATING BIASES IN RETRIEVAL RESULTS BY REDUCING POSTERIOR DISTRIBUTIONS

As we motivated in Section 4, the underestimation of P0 and Rpl can be directly linked to biased retrieved estimates of Teq, AB,
and the atmospheric trace-gas abundances. Here, we provide further evidence for these correlations between parameter biases by
reducing the retrieved posterior distribution to Earth’s true P0 and Rpl.

F.1. Posterior Reduction Method

In Section F, we reduced the retrieved posterior distributions to fixed values of P0 = 1 bar and Rpl = 1R⊕ by assuming a linear
correlation between P0 or Rpl and the remaining posteriors. Here, we outline the method used to reduce the posterior distributions.
A schematic illustration showing both the true and the reduced posteriors can be found in Figure F1.

In the following, let us consider one point in the retrieved posterior distribution. We denote the value of P0 or Rpl (i.e., the
parameter we want to reduce over) as θred,true and values of the other model parameters as θparam,true. If we assume a linear
correlation between θred,true and θparam,true, we can make a prediction θparam,pred for θparam,true using θred,true as follows:

θparam,pred = m · θred,true + q. (F1)

Here, m is the slope and q the offset with respect to the origin of the linear model. θparam,pred is the parameter value predicted by
the linear model. We search for the best fit linear model by minimizing the square difference ∆ between θparam,pred and θparam,true:

∆ =
∑

Posterior

(
θparam,pred − θparam,true

)2
=

∑
Posterior

(
m · θred,true + q − θparam,true

)2
. (F2)

The best fit linear models are indicated in Figure F1 as black dash-dotted lines. From the figure, we see that the correlations
between the parameters considered here are well described by our linear model. In the next step, we fix the value of θred,true to
θred,fix and calculate the corresponding reduced posterior values θparam,red of the other parameters as follows:

θparam,red = θparam,true + m ·
(
θred,fix − θred,true

)
. (F3)

This yields the reduced posterior distribution of a parameter, which we plot in Figure F1. This reduction method allows us to
remove the effect of one parameter on the posterior distribution, and identify the origin of biases in the retrieval results.

F.2. Reduction Relative to P0

To demonstrate the effects of underestimating P0, we reduce the abundance posteriors to Earth’s true P0 of 1 bar. The resulting
reduced posteriors are shown in the left panel of Figure F2 (numerical values in Tables E1 to E3). The posterior reduction to the
true P0, leads to significantly better estimates for CO2 and CH4. For CO2, the reduced posteriors are perfectly centered on the
true value, while the CH4 abundances are significantly less overestimated. This demonstrates, that the shifts in the CO2 and CH4

posteriors in Figure 6 are directly linked to the inaccurately retrieved P0. For O3 and H2O, the reduced posteriors are shifted to
lower abundances and show a smaller variance between the individual retrievals. These findings suggest that the P0 reduction
also yields improved estimates for atmospheric O3 and H2O abundances.

F.3. Reduction Relative to Rpl

In order to investigate how our underestimation of Rpl affects the other posteriors, we reduce the Rpl posterior to 1 R⊕. We
plot the reduced posteriors of P0, T0, Teq, and AB in the right panel of Figure F2 (numerical values in Tables E1 to E3). First,
we observe no significant differences between the reduced and the true P0 posteriors from Figure 6. Thus, no direct correlation
between the Rpl and the P0 posterior exists. Second, for T0, which is accurately estimated in all retrievals, the reduced posteriors
underestimate the truth by ≥ 5 K. This finding indicates that Earth’s disk-integrated flux is smaller than what is expected for a
cloud-free 1 R⊕ planet with surface temperature T0. This suggests that patchy clouds, which partially block the emission from
the high pressure atmospheric layers and thereby reduce the total planet flux, are the likely cause of the Rpl biases (see also
Appendix G for further evidence). Finally, the reduced Teq and AB posteriors are unbiased and provide accurate truth estimates
(uncertainties: ≤ ±2 K for Teq; ≤ ±0.1 for AB), which demonstrates the correlations with Rpl.
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Figure F1. Reduction of selected retrieved posterior distributions with respect to P0 (left plot) and Rpl (right plot). The blue-filled histograms
on the diagonal of the corner plots show the true retrieved parameter posteriors. Red-outlined histograms indicate the reduced posteriors. Below
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reduced posteriors, red-dotted lines indicate the median of the reduced posteriors.
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G. QUANTIFYING THE EFFECT OF NEGLECTING CLOUDS ON RETRIEVED PLANET RADIUS ESTIMATES

Here, we use a simplified model for Earth’s thermal emission to motivate that the magnitude of the biases on the retrieved
Rpl estimates (see Section 4) can be explained by an Earth-like patchy cloud coverage. In our cloud-free retrievals, we model
Earth as a spherical Black Body (BB) with radius Rpl, ret and surface temperature T0, ret. Neglecting absorption and emission by
Earth’s atmosphere, the total power emitted (Pcloud−free) is equivalent to the power emitted by a spherical BB (where σ is the
Stefan-Boltzmann constant):

Pcloud−free = 4πR2
pl, retσT 4

0, ret. (G4)

However, we know that clouds are present in Earth’s atmosphere. To obtain a first order approximation of the total power
emitted by a partially cloudy Earth (Pcloudy), we assume opaque clouds (i.e., the clouds block all thermal radiation from lower
atmosphere layers) that emit BB radiation of temperature Tcloud−top at the cloud-top. Using the cloud-coverage fraction ( fcov; i.e.
the percentage of Earth’s surface covered by clouds), we can approximate Pcloudy as a weighted sum of the BB emission from
cloudy and cloud-free regions:

Pcloudy = 4πR2
pl, trueσ

(
fcovT 4

cloud−top + (1 − fcov) T 4
0, true

)
. (G5)

Here, Rpl, true and T0, true are Earth’s true radius and average surface temperature respectively. The power emitted by Earth via its
thermal emission is measurable and independent of the selected model. We thus set Equations G4 and G5 equal to each other:

Pcloud−free = 4πR2
pl, retσT 4

0, ret
!
= 4πR2

pl, trueσ
(

fcovT 4
cloud−top + (1 − fcov) T 4

0, true

)
= Pcloudy. (G6)

The results from Section 4 suggest that T0 is accurately estimated by our retrievals, despite not accounting for Earth’s partial
cloud coverage. Motivated by this finding, we substitute T0, ret and T0, true by T0 in Equation G6. Subsequent rearranging yields:(

Tcloud−top

T0

)4

=
1

fcov

(
Rpl, ret

Rpl, true

)2

−
1

fcov
+ 1. (G7)

Next, we assume that the temperature difference between Tcloud−top and T0 is ∆T . We implement this assumption by replacing
Tcloud−top with T0 − ∆T in Equation G7. Further, for Earth, ∆T is significantly smaller than T0. Thus, we can approximate as
follows: (

Tcloud−top

T0

)4

=
(T0 − ∆T )4

T0
4 = 1 − 4

∆T
T0
+ O

∆T 2

T 2
0

 ≈ 1 − 4
∆T
T0
. (G8)

By inserting Equation G8 into Equation G7 and simplifying the resulting expression, we obtain:

∆T =
T0

4 fcov

1 − (
Rpl, ret

Rpl, true

)2 . (G9)

By inserting numeric values into Equation G9, we assess if the retrieved Rpl biases are consistent with an Earth-like patchy
cloud coverage. Motivated by our retrieval results (see, Section 4 and Appendix E), we assume Rpl, ret/Rpl, true = 0.90 ± 0.03. For
T0, we select the lowest and the highest retrieved values to cover the full T0 range (272 ± 6 K for NP Jan; 287 ± 6 K for NP Jul).
Last, we assume an Earth-like fcov of 0.67 (see, Appendix A). Inserting these values into equation G9 yields:

∆T =

 19 ± 5 K for NP Jan view.

20 ± 5 K for NP Jul view.
(G10)

This implies that Tcloud−top must lie roughly 20 K below T0, if the retrieved bias on Rpl is evoked by Earth’s patchy cloud
coverage. Assuming a lower limit of 4 K/km for Earth’s moist adiabatic lapse rate, the ∆T requirement translates to an upper
limit of 5.0 ± 1.2 km for the cloud-top altitude. Similarly, from Earth’s dry adiabatic lapse rate (≈ 10 K/km), we obtain a lower
limit of 2.0±0.5 km for the cloud-top position. Both altitudes lie well below the tropopause (≈ 9 km at the poles to ≈ 17 km at the
equator) and span the atmospheric layers where Earth’s abundant low- to mid-level clouds form (Houze 2014). This first-order
approximation demonstrates that the magnitude of the retrieved Rpl biases can be explained by the missing cloud treatment in our
retrieval study.
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