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ABSTRACT

In the core accretion model of planet formation, envelope cooling regulates the accretion of material
and ultimately sets the timescale to form a giant planet. Given the diversity of planet-forming environ-
ments, opacity uncertainties, and the advective transport of energy by 3-dimensional recycling flows, it
is unclear whether 1D models can adequately describe envelope structure and accretion in all regimes.
Even in 3D models, it is unclear whether approximate radiative transfer methods sufficiently model
envelope cooling particularly at the planetary photosphere. To address these uncertainties, we present
a suite of 3D radiation hydrodynamics simulations employing methods that directly solve the transfer
equation. We perform a parameter space study, formulated in terms of dimensionless parameters, for a
variety of envelope optical depths and cooling times. We find that the thermodynamic structure of the
envelope ranges from adiabatic to isothermal based on the cooling time and by extension, the back-
ground disk temperature and density. Our models show general agreement with 1D static calculations,
suggesting a limited role of recycling flows in determining envelope structure. By adopting a dimen-
sionless framework, these models can be applied to a wide range of formation conditions and assumed
opacities. In particular, we dimensionalize them to the case of a super-Earth and proto-Jupiter and
place upper limits on the 3D mass accretion rates prior to runaway growth. Finally, we evaluate the
fidelity of approximate radiative transfer methods and find that even in the most challenging cases,
more approximate methods are sufficiently accurate and worth their savings in computational cost.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Because the growth of planetary envelopes is regu-
lated by cooling, an adequate treatment of radiative
processes is necessary for any comprehensive model of
planet formation. In this section, we improve our plan-
etary envelope models by including radiative transfer.
Unlike our previous isothermal models, this allows us to
study the accretion process and quasi-static contraction
of the envelope. 1D models of core accretion predict var-
ious accretion rates that are then used as the inputs for
population synthesis models and compared to exoplanet
statistics. While these models are good in the sense that
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robustly produce giants at intermediate distances, they
are not perfect and tend to under-produce intermedi-
ate mass planets, close-in super-Earths, and giants at
extended distances. This suggests some problem with
the underlying assumptions or a currently unaccounted
piece of physics. Because the inputs are based upon
scaling laws and solutions obtained from 1D quasi-static
models, it is worthwhile to ask whether the same results
are obtained from 3D hydrodynamics models. While
this is not the first study to do so (Ayliffe & Bate 2009,
2012; Schulik et al. 2019; Lambrechts et al. 2019), few
studies focus on the low mass ~ 10Mg regime. The
studies that do (D’Angelo & Bodenheimer 2013; Lam-
brechts & Lega 2017), recover something similar to 1D
models but tend to focus on a small number of tailored
models and employ flux-limited diffusion for the radia-
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tive transfer (the exception being Zhu et al. (2021)).
Because cooling and consequently mass accretion is de-
termined by the radiative transfer, flux-limited diffusion
may not be appropriate in all cases. For these reasons,
we find it worthwhile to examine the cooling of low mass
planets with accurate radiative transfer and also a wider
parameter space. Because we are interested in the for-
mation of a diversity of planets at all manner of dis-
tances, we will formulate a more agnostic dimensionless
approach that is more suitable than running just a 10Mg
Jupiter core at 5 AU.

These simulations will also be useful for testing vari-
ous thermodynamic assumptions adopted by 3D hydro-
dynamics studies. In the simplest cases, an isothermal
or adiabatic equation of state is adopted. Lacking ra-
diative cooling, these simulations quickly arrive at a
steady state, making for a convenient study of the time-
independent flow field and associated envelope struc-
ture (Fung et al. 2015; Ormel et al. 2015; Fung et al.
2019). Our radiative simulations are able to cool and
therefore should fall somewhere in between the adia-
batic and isothermal cases. With our simulations, we
can measure how isothermal or adiabatic a given en-
velope is and define regions of parameter space where
these simple thermodynamic assumptions are approxi-
mately satisfied. Because the adopted thermodynamics
are linked to kinematic properties of the planet’s enve-
lope and things like CPD formation (Fung et al. 2019),
this association will also help map the kinematic fea-
tures of planetary envelopes into the space of models
with realistic cooling.

Our radiative models will also test the wvalidity
of cooling models that go beyond the simple adia-
batic/isothermal assumption. Some models for exam-
ple Kurokawa & Tanigawa (2018), opt for a simple
Newtonian-like cooling prescription. This is a compu-
tationally expedient cooling implementation and useful
for constructing toy models of planet growth, but it is
not self-consistent or physically realistic and will fail in
regimes to which it is not tuned. Other studies adopt
flux-limited diffusion for including radiative effects in
3D planet simulations (D’Angelo & Bodenheimer 2013;
Cimerman et al. 2017; Szuldgyi 2017; Lambrechts &
Lega 2017). While FLD is convenient for adding min-
imal computational cost and is accurate in the diffu-
sion limit, it adopts a heuristic to limit the flux in opti-
cally thin regimes. Because of this, the method is poorly
suited for determining radiation fluxes at intermediate
T ~ 1 optical depths. Being a diffusion approximation,
it also assumes that the radiative flux is always aligned
with the temperature gradient, an assumption at odds
with the free-streaming of radiation in optically thin re-

gions. These shortcomings have spurred some interest
in applying higher order moment methods like M1 to
the study of planet formation (Melon Fuksman et al.
2021). Because we have implemented radiative methods
into ATHENA-++ that solve the actual discretized trans-
fer equation, our planet models here should test the fi-
delity of these more widely used approximate methods.
While this is not the primary motivation for this study,
it should help to inform future studies about the rela-
tive cost-benefit in moving to more accurate methods of
radiation transfer.

The primary goal of this paper is to detail and test
the fidelity of the method while presenting some prop-
erties of the envelope models themselves. More phys-
ically motivated applications of these models are and
will be the subject of additional papers (Zhu et al. 2023;
Bailey & Zhu 2023). We begin the rest of this chapter
by describing simulation details specific to the inclusion
of radiative transfer. This includes the definition of di-
mensionless parameters used to characterize our radia-
tive models. We then thoroughly investigate a single
proto-Jupiter model to develop an understanding for a
prototypical radiative model and also act as a test-bed
for numerical subtleties. The following section expands
upon this single model by exploring a wider parameter
space under different assumed opacities and disk condi-
tions.

2. SIMULATION DETAILS

The appropriate equations to model 3D envelope evo-
lution are the hydrodynamics equations supplemented
by source terms due to gravity, rotational motion, and
radiative cooling. To good approximation, a static form
of the radiative transfer equations can be used, where
terms of order v/c or higher are neglected. In a di-
mensionless form with length scale Hy = /kTy/pumy,
timescale 1/Qq = /a3/GM,, and density scale pg, the
equations solved (with coriolis and centrifugal source
term omitted for notational ease) are:
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This particular form makes a number of assumptions in-
cluding an LTE Planck source function, single (gray) ab-
sorption opacity. To solve the radiation-hydrodynamics
equations, we use the short characteristics (SC) method
(Kunasz & Auer 1988; Auer & Paletou 1994) identical
to that of Davis et al. (2012). We also employ a local
approximation and perform our simulations in a Carte-
sian coordinate system centered on the planet. Code
units are taken by setting Hy = Qg = pp = 1, reflect-
ing the above choice of dimensionless equations. With
this setup, all models have the same initial equilibrium
state: p = p = exp(—22/2), and a y-velocity shear in
Z. This equilibrium holds for both an adiabatic and
isothermal equation of state, so long as no planet is in-
troduced. With radiative transfer, the incident inten-
sity at each boundary is fixed to the value of the initial
source function (unity in code units) so that with no
planet, the disk exists in radiative equilibrium. Physi-
cally this incident intensity can represent irradiation by
the star or upper layers of the protoplanetary disk. In
the future, the multi-frequency capabilities of the code
could be leveraged to treat the incident radiation as ul-
traviolet but for now we limit ourselves to the single
frequency irradiated case. With an initial equilibrium
state, we introduce the planetary potential and investi-
gate the resultant evolution under the influence of ra-
diative cooling. This is contrived in the sense that real
planets are not “suddenly introduced”, they evolve in
conjunction with the disk throughout the formation pro-
cess. Nevertheless, this methodology is consistent with
other radiative-hydro simulations (Ayliffe & Bate 2012;
D’Angelo & Bodenheimer 2013; Cimerman et al. 2017;
Lambrechts & Lega 2017).

To make the potential parameter space more tenable,
we adopt fixed vales of u = 2.3 and v = 1.4 between our
models. With p and « fixed, 4 dimensionless parameters
remain to uniquely characterize a given model. Two of
these, thermal mass ¢; and softening length € are con-
tained within the adopted form for gravity:

V2 + e \Q3H; V(r/Ho)2 + (¢/Hp)?
Whereas g; is a parameter with physical significance, € is
less physical, arising partially out of numerical necessity.
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For another dimensionless parameter, we have defined .
Defined as
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is roughly the ratio of the characteristic velocity of pho-
ton diffusion ¢, relative to the disk sound speed c;.
A fourth dimensionless parameter enters through the
choice of opacity law. Our models will assume a con-
stant opacity kg, so that the dimensionless opacity is
simply

k = kopoHo =~ KXo, (10)

and is therefore roughly the disk’s vertical optical depth.
With these four dimensionless parameters, ¢, €, 5, k, a
given model can be uniquely expressed. This use of di-
mensionless parameters will simplify the discussion of
planet formation when it comes to comparing models
representing different planet-forming environments. We
note that this whole methodology and creation of 4 di-
mensionless parameters neglects several potential pieces
of microphysics that would otherwise add to the com-
plexity of the models here. For example, we neglect ion-
ization and molecular dissociation of Hydrogen which
can change the equation of state and serve as an energy
sink. While these are important, they are higher order
corrections to our models especially in the context of our
overly simple constant opacity assumption.

3. A PROTO-JUPITER MODEL (8 =1, k = 100)

With the model details defined, we focus on a proto-
typical simulation of a Jupiter-like core under reasonable
conditions at 5 AU in a protoplanetary disk. For this
model we adopt the dimensionless parameters ¢; = 0.5,
B = 100, £ = 1 which corresponds to roughly a 10Mg
core orbiting at 5 AU around a solar mass star in a disk
with background temperature T, = 70 K, integrated
surface density ¥y = 250 g/cm?, and opacity o = 1
cm?/g.  With this opacity, the entirety of the Bondi
sphere is optically thick, with the photosphere occur-
ring near the vertical boundary of our simulation box
at 2H(y. This choice of parameters also corresponds to
scale height aspect ratio of h, = 0.04 at 5 AU. For now,
we set the gravitational softening length at € = 0.1R;,
comparable to similar studies (Lambrechts & Lega 2017;
Lambrechts et al. 2019; Schulik et al. 2019).

Though we have championed the short characteristics
implementation of radiative transfer in Section 2, the
transition to a regime in which this method starts to
become computationally inefficient coincides with proto-
Jupiter conditions. For this reason, our fiducial model
in this section is performed with the method of Jiang
(2021). We note that the method of Jiang (2021) is not
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solving the same equations as those in Section 2 as it
retains velocity dependent terms in the Lorentz trans-
formation for the radiation. In the low-velocity limit, of
course, this method does reduce to our static limit. For
notational purpose we will sometimes refer to the Jiang
(2021) as the ‘implicit’ method and SC as ‘explicit’ re-
ferring to the manner in which the transfer equation is
solved.

For this proto-Jupiter case, we do run an additional
SC model (albeit for fewer orbits) and confirm that the
two radiation schemes return nearly indistinguishable
results. Our fiducial model is run for 15 orbits and
adopts a generous angular discretization of 12 angles per
octant. We use two levels of mesh refinement so that the
highest resolution attained is 128 cells/R;, and the soft-
ening length is resolved by 12 cells. With these fiducial
parameters, a simulation takes roughly 6000 core-hours
to run 15 orbits. While mesh refinement makes it easy
to increase the resolution without needing to add many
more processors, more refinement levels also leads to
more iterations of the radiation solver. This is because
each processor solves its own local radiation problem on
a part of the mesh and then communicates and iter-
ates with other processors until a good enough global
solution is found. Also, because the gravitational accel-
eration scales rather steeply with the softening length, it
tends to be hard to get converged results for small soft-
ening length. For these reasons, in this work we focus
on studying a number of models we trust are converged
rather than 1-2 expensive high resolution models subject
to more uncertainty.

The simulation begins from equilibrium with the in-
troduction of the planetary potential. This triggers a
rapid infall of gas as the atmosphere attempts to es-
tablish a pressure gradient in response and arrive at a
new equilibrium. Within a single orbit, a spherically
symmetric envelope forms around the planet and an ap-
proximate hydrostatic equilibrium is attained. Gas that
has fallen into the planetary potential is heated, giving
the envelope a temperature gradient. Due to the influ-
ence of radiative cooling, the temperature gradient is not
as severe as an adiabatic profile. The gas is heated to
only several times the background disk temperature be-
cause of our large softening length and absence of heat-
ing sources. In analytic models, this outer part of the
planetary envelope is typically regarded as isothermal
(Rafikov 2006; Piso & Youdin 2014), reflecting the mod-
est temperature increase in this model.

After reaching a state of near hydrostatic equilibrium,
the envelope cools radiatively and the temperature pro-
file falls monotonically with time. This cooling leads
to departures from spherical symmetry in the envelope

structure. Near the midplane, cool spiral substructures
appear, aligned with the boundary between outgoing
horseshoe flows and background shear flows. These de-
partures from spherical symmetry can be seen in Fig. 1
where we plot snapshots of the midplane temperature
distribution at different times in the fiducial simulation.
While spiral arms are generic for planets irrespective of
their thermodynamics, these cooled substructures only
appear in radiative models. Furthermore, these cool spi-
ral arms are Kelvin-Helmholtz unstable. In our fiducial
simulations, Kelvin-Helmholtz rolls are continually ob-
served for the full 15 orbit duration but can be difficult
to discern in the still images of Fig. 1. With higher res-
olution, the instability becomes more vigorous and dis-
cernable. The continual production of Kelvin-Helmholtz
rolls leads to mixing and small-scale turbulent velocities
in the vicinity of the planet.

Envelope cooling slows as the simulation progresses,
such that by the time the simulation ends the cooling
rate has dropped by more than an order of magnitude in
the deep envelope interior. This fact is reflected in the
convergence of profiles in Fig. 2 where the polar tem-
perature profile is plotted every orbit for the fiducial
model. Even an exploratory model more than doubling
the runtime to 40 orbits shows nearly the same temper-
ature profile (solid black line in Fig. 2).

Notably, this steady cooled profile is distinct from
both adiabatic and isothermal cases, though it does re-
main bounded by the two. Nevertheless, the tempera-
ture profile appears similar to what would be obtained
from a 1D static model. In Fig. 3 we plot our final sim-
ulation temperature profile against one obtained from a
symmetric 3D simulation and a 1D static model and find
general agreement between the three. In the case of the
symmetric 3D simulation, we ran the same model as the
fiducial case but starting from a uniform static medium
and removing the stratification/rotational source terms.
Though this model is not truly symmetric because the
box is still Cartesian with various boundaries, inspection
indicates that the simulation evolves close to spherical
symmetry. The 1D static model is identical to those
of Piso & Youdin (2014) but using our static softened
potential to be more comparable to the 3D simulations.
For the boundary conditions on the static model we take
the temperature and pressure at R from our symmet-
ric 3D model rather than the unperturbed disk values
as our models demonstrate that the planet does still ef-
fect disk at this range. While the 1D profile does show
minor deviations from the 3D profiles, like a higher cen-
tral temperature, we believe this is primarily due to the
constant luminosity assumption in our 1D model. As
in Piso & Youdin (2014), we construct our 1D model
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Figure 1. Evolution of the midplane temperature in the fiducial proto-Jupiter simulation. The upper left panel shows the
spherically symmetric profile at 0.5 orbits soon after the planet has been introduced. The upper right is a snapshot at 3 orbits.
At this point, the envelope has largely adjusted to the planetary potential and radiative cooling is governing the subsequent
evolution. The lower left panel shows the further cooled profile after 15 orbits. The lower right panel shows the adiabatic steady
state for comparison. Cooled substructures and departures from spherical symmetry are more prominent in radiative models.
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Figure 2. Evolution of the vertical temperature profile for
the proto-Jupiter model. Profiles from the fiducial model are
sampled along the pole each orbit for 15 orbits and plotted in
blue. After an initial heating phase during the introduction
of the potential the profiles monotonically cool. We plot
the profile from a longer test run at 40 orbits as the solid
black line for comparison. Dashed lines show the bounding
temperature profiles obtained from corresponding adiabatic
and isothermal models.

by making the luminosity constant and tuning it to the
exact value as to place the envelope in hydrostatic bal-
ance. We plot the luminosities of each model in the
lower panel of Fig. 3 and find that temperature profiles
diverge as the constant luminosity assumption overes-
timates the luminosity emerging from the envelope in-
terior. At the same time, the symmetric 1D and 3D
models tend have a much lower luminosity in the enve-
lope outskirts. While this difference manifests weakly in
the temperature profile, the higher luminosity indicates
that these growing envelopes could be more observable
that 1D models predict.

Compared with the temperature profile, the density
profile shows a similar pattern of relaxation: the den-
sity increases as the atmosphere accretes, all the while
maintaining a quasi-static structure. Density profiles
also remain bounded by the isothermal and adiabatic
profiles. As pointed out in Fung et al. (2019), the en-
velope masses in adiabatic and isothermal models tend
to be lower than necessary for runaway accretion. It
seems that this problem persists in radiative models, at
least for large softening length. Because models with
smaller softening length tend to show greater rotation
and rotationally supported envelopes are allowed arbi-
trary density profiles, it is possible that a rotationally
supported radiative model could accrete beyond current
model limits. While we have run preliminary models
with smaller softening length to address this question,
the increased gravitational acceleration seems too large

\ —— fiducial 3D simulation
\
304 symmetric 3D simulation
' 1D static model
S
S~— 2.5 _
)
—
=
-
s
o 2.0 A
o
5
=
1.5 1
1.0 A

0.00 T T T T

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
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Figure 3. Vertical temperature (top) and luminosity (bot-
tom) of the envelope in our proto-Jupiter model after 15
orbits. The blue curve shows our fiducial simulation. The
orange curve is a 3D rad-hydro simulation but treating only
the planetary potential so that the simulation is spherically
symmetric. The dashed curve is a 1D hydrostatic model as-
suming a constant luminosity. The luminosity in all cases is
calculated using the polar radiative flux F, assuming spher-
ical symmetry.

to be compatible with our radiation solver at the current
resolution.

As cooling of the envelope interior slows, so too does
the accretion of gas. We show the rate of change of
mass within the Bondi radius as a function of time in
Fig. 4. While some of the mass contained within the
Bondi radius may be unbound and recycled with the
background disk, 1D models treat this as formal size of
the envelope, making it a useful as a diagnostic and point
of comparison. For the timebeing, we treat this change
in mass as an envelope accretion rate as other authors
have done but recognize the uncertainty in doing so.
By the end of the simulation, this accretion rate has
dropped to a rate of 4 x 107° Mg /yr while the mass
inside Rp has leveled out to a value =~ 0.3Mg. This
appears roughly consistent with similar 3D works like
Lambrechts et al. (2019) who extrapolate an accretion
rate &~ 107> Mg /yr or Ayliffe & Bate (2009) who find
2 x 107* Mg /yr for a 10Mg core.
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Figure 4. Mass accretion rate within the Bondi sphere as a
function of time for models with parameters representative
of a proto-Jupiter. The agreement between the fiducial and
doubled resolution runs demonstrates the convergence of our
fiducial model. Poorly resolved simulations tend to underes-
timate accretion rates as is evidenced by the half-resolution
and piecewise linear (PLM) reconstruction runs.
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We validate the fiducial model by running a host
of other simulations with different numerical choices.
These include: a simulation with the explicit SC radia-
tion method for fewer orbits, a simulation with piecewise
linear reconstruction, a simulation with half-resolution
everywhere on the grid, a simulation with double-
resolution everywhere on the grid, and a longer simu-
lation run for 40 orbits but compensating with a fewer
angles per octant. The accretion rates of these test sim-
ulations are also plotted in Fig. 4. The good agreement
between the fiducial model and the explicit/double-
resolution runs suggests that the fiducial model is con-
verged. The PLM and half-resolution runs demonstrate
the finding that under-resolved models to underestimate
accretion rates. This is consistent with the findings of
Schulik et al. (2019), requiring ~ 10 cells per softening
length to obtain a converged accretion rate. The accre-
tion rate for the longer run continues to fall but also
becomes significantly noisier. The good agreement with
the fiducial model at < 15 orbits suggests that at least in
this optically thick case, 12 angles per octant more than
sufficient for convergence in the optically thick regime.

4. DIVERSITY OF PLANET-FORMING
ENVIRONMENTS

While the four parameters ¢, €, k, 8 are less intuitive
than a parameter like the planet mass they are much
more convenient for uniquely defining models. For ex-
ample, a 10Mg Jupiter-like core (Tp =~ 70 K, ¥y ~ 250
g/cm?, a ~ 5 AU, k = 1 cm?/g), could be described by
the same model as a 50Mg planet at a ~ 100 AU (with
To ~ 10 K, Xg ~ 100 g/cm?, k ~ 2.5 cm?/g) because
they share the same ¢;, 5, k. Unless of course some other

physics is added, e.g. dissociation of molecules, which
sets a temperature scale and breaks this dimensionless
scaling.

While the notion of dimensionless parameters simpli-
fies the modelling of forming planets, there must be
some connection with the physical dimensional parame-
ters in order to develop an interpretable understanding
of planet formation. Here we develop some intuition
for how reasonably realistic planets translate to our di-
mensionless models and vice-versa. This will be use-
ful for the following section where we examine a grid
of models spanning a range of different dimensionless
parameters. To begin, we can associate dimensionless
parameters with disk properties like Ty, 3o by assum-
ing some reasonable profiles for a protoplanetary disk.
For a minimum-mass solar nebula (MMSN) structure,
(2 o< a=3/2, Ty o a~'/?) the dimensionless parameters
then scale with just the physical planet parameters M,
a and disk opacity kg as:

g o< Mya=3/4 (11)
K o ko(a)a3/? (12)
B o a®/? (13)

With some assumed opacity law o (p, T), the dimension-
less parameters can be expressed as solely functions of
the readily interpretable parameters a, M,. This gives
some intuition about where in the disk a given model
should be applicable. In both 3D and 1D models of
planet formation it is typical to adopt the dust grain
opacity law of Bell & Lin (1994):

o \>
=92 —— m 14
Ko (100 K> C /g ( )

While widely used for being analytically tractable, this
opacity law assumes an interstellar dust-to-gas ratio of
0.01 and is most applicable in cold regions of the disk
T < 100 K. This gives a scaling for the dimensionless
opacity:

Ko a2 (15)

Notably, k, 8 are functions of the disk properties while
q; is a function of both the planet mass and the assumed
background disk structure. With this we can map the
variation of the two dimensionless parameters g, k for
a given disk model as in Fig. 5. In Fig. 5, we present
two curves from reasonable protoplanetary disk models
in the (k,8) plane. Each point on the curves is colored
according to its radial location in disk. The two curves
adopt different temperature profiles, with the lower one
coming from Chiang & Youdin (2010) and the upper one
from Rafikov (2006). The scalings are nearly equivalent
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Figure 5. Parameter space of 8 and k. Our models are
shown as discrete black dots. Colored lines show the trend
of parameters as a function radial location in disk for two
choices of radial temperature profile in the protoplanetary
disk. The parameters of other studies that investigate plan-
ets with similar thermal mass are also marked and labelled.

but the upper one is a factor of 2.5 hotter. They both
adopt the same MMSN density profile. In the Figure,
we drop the convenient analytic opacity of Eq. (14) for
Semenov et al. (2003) opacities which include compo-
nents unique to hotter parts of the disk. Jumps in the
opacity law cause the sharp features in hotter opaque re-
gions. The Bell & Lin (1994) law is still reflected in the
B o< k~3/5 scaling at large a > 10 AU where the disk be-
comes cold. From this plot it is apparent that for a given
disk profile, moving outwards in the disk corresponds to
larger 8 and lower k. Though the precise normalization
and slope of this curve can change significantly based
upon assumption about opacity, disk mass, etc., the gen-
eral fact that larger orbital radius corresponds to larger
B and lower k is robust. We also highlight the fact that
the spanned parameter space throughout the full disk is
rather large, going from optically thick regimes in the
inner disk to optically thin in outer disk.

In general, studies employing 3D radiative models
tend to focus on a single region of the disk. Usually pa-
rameters approximating a prototypical Jupiter or super-
Earth are selected and then studied under some vari-
ation of either opacity or planet mass. While this is
sensible, especially considering the computational cost
involved, it makes it considerably harder to compare
between models and isolate the role of the local disk
conditions Ty, Yo, ko etc. on the formation process. To
this end, in the next section we perform a series of sim-
ulations spanning a range of x and § and study the
resulting envelope structure and accretion.

5. A SUITE OF RADIATIVE MODELS

Figure 5 and the preceding estimates suggest that de-
pending on the location in disk, planets could form un-
der a range of conditions from optically thin (r <« 1)
to optically thick (k > 1) but also under a range of 3
spanning above and below unity. With this in mind,
we attempt to cover this (8,k) parameter space with a
set of models that is informative but also computation-
ally feasible. The chosen models are marked in Fig. 5
with circles and correspond to three different branches
— an optically thin (k = 1072) branch, an optically
thick branch (k = 10?), and a 8 = 1 branch. Though
this configuration results in models that aren’t neces-
sarily realistic (e.g. 8 = k = 1072), it is convenient
from a theoretical perspective, being symmetric about
unity and allowing us to test the independent variation
of k and 8. At the same time, it does cover realistic
regions of parameter space, in many cases overlapping
with the work of other studies. By design, our previ-
ously presented proto-Jupiter model (6 = 1, k = 100)
lies directly on this grid, overlapping with the radiative
Jupiter-like models by Lambrechts & Lega (2017); Lam-
brechts et al. (2019); Schulik et al. (2019). Similarly,
our (8 = 1072, k= 102) model is roughly consistent
with the super-Earth conditions adopted by the radia-
tive simulations of Cimerman et al. (2017); Moldenhauer
et al. (2021). However, these “super-Earth conditions”
assume opacities lower by several orders of magnitude
than the Semenov et al. (2003) opacities. This is usu-
ally done to hasten cooling and make the problem more
computationally tractable while still qualitatively pre-
serving the optically thick formation conditions. For
this suite of models we fix the thermal mass to ¢; = 0.5,
a convenient choice applicable to both Jupiter-like cores
and super-Earths. The models presented are run for
15 orbits. We also fix the softening length to ¢ = 0.1 Ry,
consistent with our aforementioned proto-Jupiter model.
While this is orders of magnitude too large to represent
the core of a Jupiter-like planet, the choice is convenient
for the super-Earth case where it would be comparable
to the core radius.

5.1. Optically Thin Models
5.1.1. Enwvelope Structure

These models, occupying the left vertical branch in
Figure 5, are such low opacity that the optical depth
through the entire disk even with the planet tends to be
less than 1. After 15 orbits, the optically thin tempera-
ture profiles range from adiabatic to isothermal depend-
ing on the value of 5. These temperature profiles are
plotted in Fig. 6 in the manner of Fig. 2. The temper-
ature profiles are once again bounded by the adiabatic
and isothermal models, becoming more adiabatic for low
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Figure 6. Evolution of vertical temperature profiles along
the low-opacity branch. Lines plotted roughly every orbit
for 15 orbits. Temperature profiles decrease as atmospheres
radiatively cool

B and more isothermal for large 5. This ordering can be
understood in terms of the optically thin cooling time
in a particular model. A thermal perturbation about
a homogenous equilibrium solution in an optically thin
medium decays at a characteristic rate (Unno & Spiegel
1966):

_ C.
tok = 77 ~ kBQ (16)

This suggests that in our optically thin simulations,
the ratio of dynamical time to cooling time is simply
the product of dimensionless parameters x35. When
the dynamical time and cooling time are roughly equal
(B = 10?), the envelope is subject to rapid cooling over
the course of our 15 orbit simulation and the result is a
nearly isothermal temperature profile. For lower values
of 8, the cooling time becomes longer than the dynam-
ical time and the temperature profile appears increas-
ingly adiabatic.

5.1.2. Mass accretion

The ordering seen in the temperature profiles also
manifests in the magnitude of accretion rates. In Fig. 7,
we plot the rate of change in mass of the Bondi radius
over the simulations’ 15 orbits. Whereas the isothermal
and adiabatic models reach steady state with accretion
rates hovering around zero, optically thin radiative mod-
els tend to continually cool and accrete for the full simu-
lation lifetime. The rate at which they accrete mass also
appears to be determined by the optically thin cooling
rate k(. Increasing 8 by an order of magnitude, roughly
increases the accretion rate by the same amount. Ex-
ceptions to this occur for the lowest value of 3 = 1072
and the highest value of 3 = 102. The former case has
a fairly noisy accretion rate close to zero, similar to the

10°

adiabatic
3=10"2
B=10"1
B =100
3 =10
B =102

107! 4

RN

| M |

1074 4

isothermal

LI LA

Time (orbits)

Figure 7. M for mass inside Bondi radius as a function of
time for models along the optically thin branch.

adiabatic case. The accretion rate in this case may be
too low to be distinguishable from noise at this resolu-
tion. For 8 = 102, the radiative timescale and dynami-
cal timescale are comparable making the envelope nearly
isothermal. Departures from isothermality still appear
great enough to slow the evolution to a still-accreting
state by the end of 15 orbits however.

For these optically thin models, we also find that it is
not entirely necessary to solve the full transfer equation.
By running a set of models with a simple Newtonian
cooling prescription, we find good agreement with our
fully radiative models when the Newtonian relaxation
time was set to the product xp3.

5.2. Optically Thick Models
5.2.1. Enwvelope Structure

These models, occupying the rightmost branch of Fig.
5 are challenging to run for long as the explicit method
timestep becomes prohibitive, particularly as one goes
to low B. For this reason, we employ the implicit method
for runs with 8 < 1. As mentioned in the examination of
our fiducial proto-Jupiter model, an explicit run is also
performed for 8 = 1 to confirm that the methods agree
in overlapping regions of parameter space. We plot the
vertical temperature profiles for this branch in Fig. 8.
Similar to the optical thin branch, optically thick mod-
els span a range from nearly isothermal to nearly adi-
abatic depending on their value of 5. More than that,
for a given value of 3, models on the optically thin and
optically thick branch relax to similar temperature pro-
files. The similarity can be understood by considering
the optically thick cooling timescale. For a perturba-
tion of wavenumber k on a homogenous optically thick
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Figure 8. Evolution of vertical temperature profiles along
the optically thick branch. Lines plotted roughly every orbit
for however long simulation ran. Temperature profiles de-
crease as atmospheres radiatively cool

medium, the cooling rate is (Unno & Spiegel 1966):

_ B k2
tl = kA~ = 17
cool Cy & QO ( )
Because the optically thick cooling rate scales as 3/k,
a model on our optically thick branch with given § has
roughly the same dimensionless cooling time as a model
on the optically thin branch with the same 5.

5.2.2. Mass accretion

Mass accretion rates for optically thick models (Fig. 9)
are roughly similar to their optically thin counterparts,
at least in terms of their ordering. However, optically

K =107

10°

adiabatic
p=10"2
B=10""
B=10"

B =10

B =10?
isothermal

2 1 6 8 10 12 14
)

Time (orbits

107! 4

1072 4

M (poH{Y)

107 4

107°

Figure 9. M for mass inside Bondi radius as a function of
time for various models along the optically thick branch.

thick models with # > 1 show more temporal varia-
tion than their optically thin counterparts, decaying by

roughly an order of magnitude over the 15 orbits. The
B < 1 models are nearly identical between the x = 1072
and k = 102, showing low time-independent accretion
rates.

5.3. B =1 Models
5.3.1. Enwvelope Structure

These models are performed at fixed [, but vari-
able opacity. This is more consistent with other stud-
ies where the strategy is to usually adopt some fiducial
background conditions and then vary the model opacity.
In a simple sense, this allows models to parameterize un-
certainties associated with dust properties and settling
mechanisms in the protoplanetary disk. Unlike the mod-
els at fixed &, these models with identical 8 share similar
vertical temperature profiles which we plot in Fig. 10.
The temperature profiles are not ordered monotonically

4.0

k=102
k=10"
£ =10°
=10
K =10%

359

w

»
o

Temperature (Tp)

2.0 1

Figure 10. The vertical temperature profiles for models at
fixed 8 = 1. Unlike Figs. 6 & 8, final profiles are plotted
as lines with increased visual opacity to help distinguish be-
tween overlapping models.

as they are in optically thick & thin branches. While
the most optically thin and optically thick models tend
to be slightly hotter, the 3 = 10~2 model also matches
the onto the temperature profiles of the 8 = 10~! and
B = 10" models at small radii. This may be in part due
to the softening length as the overlap emerges around
0.1Ry.

5.3.2. Mass Accretion

Similar to the temperature profiles, mass accretion
rates are more clustered than the optically thin and
thick branches, suggesting a fairly weak scaling of M
with k. As before, we display the accretion rates in the
Bondi sphere in Fig. 11. While models with similar cool-
ing times (e.g. x = 1072 and xk = 10?) begin accreting
at equal rates, once the planet has accrued something
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Figure 11. Mass accretion rate at fixed 8 = 1 but varying
opacity.

of an envelope, the optically thin accretion rates decay
more slowly. The result is a higher accretion rate for
optically thin models after 15 orbits. While the mass
accretion rate does not vary monotonically with opacity
because the £ = 107! model has higher accretion rate
than xk = 1072, the k = 10! accretion rate is decaying
more quickly. If this trend continues, then a monotonic
variation of accretion rate with opacity is likely given
longer simulation runtimes.

6. DISCUSSION
6.1. Adiabatic or Isothermal?

Depending on the value of 8, the models span the
space from isothermal to adiabatic temperature profiles
by formal end of our simulations. The precise state of
gas in the outer envelope is important because the plan-
etary flow field is linked to the assumed gas thermody-
namics. Both the character of recycling flows (Kurokawa
& Tanigawa 2018) and CPD formation (Fung et al. 2019)
can vary greatly depending on the assumed equation of
state. The opacity x does have some minor effect on the
outer envelope temperature profiles, with models gen-
erally becoming more adiabatic towards higher optical
depth. However, the envelope temperature profiles ap-
pear to be primarily determined by the choice of model
B. While it is colloquially thought that optically thin
atmospheres should be isothermal and optically thick
atmospheres adiabatic, we demonstrate the existence
of optically thick atmospheres with nearly isothermal
temperature profiles and rapid cooling. This suggests
isothermal models, often discounted for being highly ide-
alized and unrealistic, may occupy some reasonable re-
gion of parameter space. Because isothermal models
contain robust CPDs, this further suggests that CPDs
could exist around low-mass planets, given large enough

5. The models presented here adopt a large softening
length, resulting in artificially low rotational velocities
and making it difficult to investigate this question of
CPD formation. We have run preliminary models with
smaller softening length but have encountered numerical
issues and departures from symmetry for models along
the optically thick branch. Models running along the
optically thin branch do suggest the formation of CPDs
for 8 2 10 and disappearance for the more adiabatic
looking 8 < 1.

It is standard to take models after several tens of or-
bits and treat them as representative of the envelope
state. Nevertheless, there remains some question of how
well this translates to actual planets as the formation
process is orders of magnitude longer. 1D static mod-
els, having assumed a diffusion approximation every-
where, typically find a more isothermal profile in the
outer radiative envelope than the optically thick models
run here. This suggests that our models may need to
be run longer to truly compare to 1D models. Were we
to take these models and continue running them as they
are however, we would expect them to simply continue
cooling to an isothermal profile ad infinitum. While this
is true of something like Jupiter that is still cooling and
contracting to this day, it is unrealistic in the sense that
the gravity of our planet does not increase with the ad-
dition of mass. In the true planet-forming case, the ac-
cretion rate would not continue to decrease indefinitely
because more massive envelopes accrete at higher rates.
Eventually the accretion rate would be so large as to be
termed runaway, but our models, being fixed potentials,
could never experience a runaway phase. We have also
provided no sources of heating either due to planetes-
imal accretion or an interior envelope in these models.
While these would only act to slow the accretion process,
their absence also leads to the indefinite cooling of our
models. In the future, we hope to improve our models
by imposing a luminosity near the softening length to
represent the subgrid interior envelope. Depending on
the cooling time, the heated outer envelope would pre-
sumably come to a steady state and could be compared
more directly with static 1D models.

6.2. Accretion Rates

While we have presented model accretion rates in the
preceding sections, we do not regard these as actual
planetary accretion rates. For one, these are the ac-
cretion rates of mass within the planet’s Bondi radius
and there is no guarantee that all of this mass remains
bound to the planet. Furthermore, the mass accretion
rates have a tendency to decrease with time, suggest-
ing that accretion rates could be made lower by sim-
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ply adopting a longer runtime. For these reasons we do
not treat the presented rates as indisputable but rather
as upper bounds on some true planetary accretion rate
so long as the simulations are converged. Though our
models also adopt a larger softening length than is real-
istic for most planets, the results of Schulik et al. (2019)
suggest that going to smaller softening length only de-
creases the corresponding accretion rates. In particular,
lowering the softening length creates a deeper poten-
tial thereby raising the energy content of the envelope.
While the luminosities also increase, it is not in keeping
with the energy content, resulting in a lower net mass
accretion rate. This suggests that the interpretation of
our model accretion rates as an upper bound is robust.

. B=1
107
B 9 orbits
u ® 12 orbits
A 15 orbits
°
A u
s o "
%o ° ]
E 10°* A A
= °
=
A
Kk1/4
1074 T T T T
1072 107! 10° 10! 10?

K

Figure 12. Accretion rates as a function of model opac-
ity. Points are sampled three times from the simulation at 9
orbits (squares), 12 orbits (circles) and 15 orbits (triangles).
We find that accretion scale as roughly x~ /4, with k = 1072
being a potential exception.

Without being certain of the true planetary accretion
rate, we are still in a position to make relative compar-
isons between the presented models and extend these
to more physical scenarios. In particular, we can in-
fer from our § = 1 branch some estimate of how the
mass accretion rate varies with opacity. When we plot
the M as a function of « for these models (Fig. 12), we
find an approximate £~ /% scaling consistent with simi-
lar 3D radiation-hydrodynamics studies that overlap our
optically thick cases (Ayliffe & Bate 2009; Schulik et al.
2019). We do find that our most optically thin model
shows a departure from this scaling but due to the lim-
ited sampling in & it is difficult to tell how robust this
is. Also because the mass accretion rate in the x = 1072
model exhibits less rapid decay than all the other mod-
els, it is also likely that points sampled from a longer
simulation run would be more in accordance with the

1073

1074

10-°

Y (g/cm?)
M (Mg /yr)

10!
10° 4 10-¢

1071 4

1072 10°7

10! 10? 10* 101
Temperature (K)

Figure 13. Dimensional mass accretion rates at 0.1 AU as a
function of disk surface density and disk temperature. Black
lines are contours of kK = [1072, 1071, 10°, 101, 102] assuming
Semenov et al. (2003) opacities for ko (po, To). Blue lines are
contours of § = [1072, 1071, 10°, 101, 102] The rightmost red
line marks a 10Mg core and the left line a 1Mg core. At
the contour intersections for particular values of k and 8 we
able to apply and dimensionalize our dimensionless model
which we show with markers colored according to the model
accretion rate.

k~1/% scaling. The k14 scaling is distinct from 1D
models that predict a scaling closer to 1/ (Ikoma et al.
2000). Other studies investigating higher mass planets
have found the k dependence continues to weaken as
the accretion becomes disk-limited (D’Angelo & Boden-
heimer 2013). While it has been suggested that x—'/4
is simply an intermediate regime lying between the 1D
and disk-limited rates, our models here are low enough
mass (10Mg) as to overlap with the 1D regime. This
suggests a more fundamental difference between the 1D
and 3D models that we hope to investigate in the future
by directly comparing with 1D models. Other studies
with this sub-linear opacity scaling have suggested that
the dependence could be reflective of model initial condi-
tions as their methodology changes the initial disk mid-
plane density and opacity simultaneously (Schulik et al.
2019). Because we use a local box with the same initial
conditions independent of opacity, our simulations sug-
gest that this scaling is more robust and we are at least
able to rule out that hypothesis in the meantime.

For some set of conditions in the disk, like
(po, To, ko, a), it is possible to dimensionalize our models
and study mass accretion throughout the disk. Because
we choose a fixed thermal mass ¢; = 0.5, the planet mass
of a given model is fixed by choosing a disk temperature
To and an orbital radius a. While it is unfortunate that
we may not vary a planet’s mass and disk conditions in-
dependently, we have chosen ¢; in particular to be appli-
cable to both proto-Jupiter and super-Earth conditions.
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Figure 14. Dimensional mass accretion rates at 5.0 AU as a
function of disk surface density and disk temperature plotted
in the style of Fig. 13. Models sharing the same dimensionless
(B, k) are plotted with the same symbol between this figure
and Fig. 13.

Dimensionalizing also requires some choice of the opac-
ity ko which we take to be the temperature and density
dependent opacities of Semenov et al. (2003). While this
is not entirely self-consistent as the models themselves
were simulated with a temperature and density inde-
pendent opacity, it is more informative than arbitrarily
choosing some constant opacity. With kg (po, 7o), we can
choose a location in the disk a, a density pg, and a tem-
perature Ty and calculate the dimensionless (8, k). In
Figs. 13 & 14, we invert this process, taking our models
which have a fixed (k, ) and finding the (po,7p) that
these models could represent in a physical disk. We
then dimensionalize the mass accretion rate and plot
them as a function of (Xo,7p). Fig. 13 corresponds to
the choice of @ = 0.1 AU and as the points lie roughly
in the 1 — 10Mg, Ty ~ 1000 K, $¢ ~ 10° g/cm? region,
they are indeed super-Earth like. Fig. 14 corresponds to
the choice of a = 5.0 AU and models are applicable to
Jupiter-like conditions at Ty ~ 100 K, ¥ ~ 100 g/cm?.

With the dimensional accretion rates in Figs. 13 & 14,
we notice that the magnitude of accretion rates is large
enough such that all models would be able to accrete
an envelope comparable to their core mass within a disk
lifetime (¢ ~ 10°%) and potentially enter a runaway stage
of growth. However this quoted accretion rate is only
representative of the earliest phases of planet growth.
On scales longer than the simulated time here and for
most of the protoplanet’s lifetime, we expect the accre-
tion rate to be significantly lower. In order to estimate
the true accretion rate for the pre-runaway lifetime it
becomes necessary to construct a 1D model consistent
with and informed by the 3D simulation in the regime
where they overlap and then evolve the 1D on longer

timescales. Rather than do this here, we refer to an
additional paper (Bailey & Zhu 2023) focused on ade-
quately parameterizing the effects of 3D recycling into
1D models. Here instead we focus on the model setup,
fidelity, details, and dimensionless framework.

6.3. Validity of Radiative Transfer Approzimations

In previous sections, we remarked on and showed some
evidence of the agreement between the implicit/explicit
methods. Because the explicit method neglects the time
derivative of I and any velocity dependent terms in the
solution of the radiation field, it is a static approxi-
mation. In particular, fluid motion must occur more
slowly than the time it takes radiation to diffuse or free
stream. The implicit method on the other hand solves
the full velocity-dependent transfer. Due to the good
agreement between the two methods we can conclude
that static methods are perfectly viable and computa-
tion of velocity dependent terms is extraneous for these
types of models.

Because we utilize methods that solve the transfer
equation instead of a closure approximation, we are also
in a position to evaluate the fidelity of radiative approxi-
mations commonly employed by other studies. The sim-
plest cooling model is a Newtonian linear cooling law,
applicable to optically thin regions. For our optically
thin £ = 1072 models, we find remarkable agreement
with a simple linear cooling law. Fig. 15 shows a com-
parison of the sliced temperature profiles of two optically
thin models, one solving the full transfer equation and
one applying linear cooling as an energy source term.
So long as the linear cooling rate is set appropriately
(tcool ~ KkB), we find similar agreement for all models on
our optically thin branch. While this is convenient be-
cause a linear cooling law adds negligible computational
cost, the applicability to planet simulations is rather
slim. As suggested by Fig. 5, only at large orbital radius
(i.e. low surface density) is optically thin reasonable and
even then the density increase near the planet can make
some part of the envelope optically thick. For that rea-
son, this method is only really tenable when focused on
an optically thin outer envelope or only interested in a
toy model for envelope cooling e.g. Kurokawa & Tani-
gawa (2018).

Though we can’t explicitly perform FLD runs as it is
not currently implemented in ATHENA++4-, we are able
to examine the true fluxes and determine if they are
consistent with a diffusion approximation. In Fig. 16,
we plot the mean intensity (radiation energy density up
to a constant) for several different opacity models on
the 8 = 1 branch. Direction vectors for the radiation
flux and also the gradient of the energy density VE, are
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Figure 15. Vertically sliced temperature profiles after 15 orbits for the optically thin § = 10 model. The left panel comes from
a simulation employing our full radiative transfer module whereas the right panel simply applies a linear cooling law as a source
term to the energy equation.
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Figure 16. Vertically sliced profiles of the radiation field for different opacity models. Slices are colored according to the mean
intensity J. White vectors show the true radiation flux while red vectors show the gradient of the radiation energy density. All
are unit vectors and not representative of the magnitude. The dashed line marks the location of vertical optical depth 7 = 1.
While x = 1072 is too optically thin to reach unity optical depth, the 7 = 1 surface for x = 102 lies outside the range of the
plot at a height of nearly 4Ry.
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also shown and match very well for the optically thick
model. For the optically thin model, while vectors don’t
match as perfectly, both the flux and the energy density
gradient are nearly radial. In the intermediate Kk = 1
case, the fluxes are no longer radial, showing interest-
ing deviations based on temperature variations in the
planetary envelope. While the fluxes and VE, can be
largely misaligned in certain areas of the envelope, the
vectors end up being roughly aligned and largely verti-
cal on the scale of the photosphere. This suggests that
FLD, particularly in the optically thick models should
be fairly reasonable. Considering that solution of the
transfer equation tends to add 1-2 orders of magnitude
in computation time depending on the number of angles
per cell, we recommend the use of FLD for this applica-
tion. In particular, we believe the advantages offered by
going to higher resolution and longer runtimes far out-
weight the benefits offered by more accurate radiative
transfer.

7. SUMMARY

We have carried out a range of hydrodynamics sim-
ulations of envelopes around planetary cores employing
a solution of the full radiative transfer equation. We
formulate the problem in terms of dimensionless param-
eters k, B8, q;, and € (Sec. 2). Simulations were per-
formed for a variety of x and S corresponding to dif-
ferent disk conditions and optical depths ranging from
optically thin to optically thick. With these simulations
we were able to obtain profile for envelope structure and
mass accretion rates or at least upper limits on the min-
imum accretion rate. We list some of our findings:

e Planet envelopes with radiative cooling are neither
adiabatic nor isothermal. Precisely how adiabatic
or isothermal they are is not solely a function of
opacity but is primarily determined by [, related
to the cooling time.

e Models show a weak 14 scaling of accretion
rate well below the disk-limited accretion regime.
This is less steep than reported by 1D evolutionary
models at similar stages.

e We have obtained upper-limits to 3D mass accre-
tion rates prior to runaway growth for a wide range
of parameters. This corresponds to lower-limits on
the formation timescale or time to reach crossover
mass. The rates are dimensionalized for proto-
Jupiters and super-Earth like formation conditions
in Figs. 13 & 14.

e Flux limited diffusion is a reasonable method for
simulating planetary envelopes, particularly when
one considers the cost savings over more sophisti-
cated methods.
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