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ABSTRACT
Inhomogeneous cloud formation and wavelength-dependent phenomena are expected to shape hot

Jupiter atmospheres. We present a General Circulation Model (GCM) with multiwavelength “picket
fence” radiative transfer and radiatively active, temperature dependent clouds, and compare the results
to a double gray routine. The double gray method inherently fails to model polychromatic effects in hot
Jupiter atmospheres, while picket fence captures these non-gray aspects and performs well compared
to fully wavelength-dependent methods. We compare both methods with radiatively active clouds
and cloud-free models, assessing the limitations of the double gray method. Although there are broad
similarities, the picket fence models have larger day-night side temperature differences, non-isothermal
upper atmospheres, and multiwavelength effects in the presence of radiatively active clouds. We model
the well-known hot Jupiters HD 189733 b and HD 209458 b. For the hotter HD 209458 b, the picket
fence method prevents clouds from thermostating dayside temperatures, resulting in hotter upper
atmospheres and the dissipation of dayside clouds. Differences in the temperature structures are then
associated with nuanced differences in the circulation patterns and clouds. Models of the cooler HD
189733 b have global cloud coverage, regardless of radiative transfer scheme, whereas there are larger
differences in the models of HD 209458 b, particularly in the extent of the partial cloud coverage on its
dayside. This results in minor changes to the thermal and reflected light phase curves of HD 189733
b, but more significant differences for the picket fence and double gray versions of HD 209458 b.

Keywords: planets, atmospheres

1. INTRODUCTION

Although more than 5000 exoplanets have been dis-
covered1 (Akeson et al. 2013), each observation gives
us limited data about the physical nature of these alien
worlds. Numerical simulations play an important role
in augmenting these observations both by aiding inter-
pretation of the data, and guiding the next generation
of surveys (e.g., Heng & Showman 2015; Madhusudhan
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1 https://exoplanetarchive.ipac.caltech.edu/

2019). In particular, 3D General Circulation Models
(GCMs) are necessary for understanding the inherently
multi-dimensional properties of exoplanets and are cru-
cial for comprehensively interpreting these data in ob-
servations. However, even the most complex of models
must use simplifying assumptions. Creating a computa-
tional model that balances the inclusion of complicated
physical processes while retaining computational feasi-
bility is a critical part of exoplanet astronomy. Further-
more, less complex models let us isolate how particular
physical effects or conditions influence the overall struc-
ture of exoplanets and their atmospheres.

The relative ease of observing hot Jupiters (compared
to smaller and colder exoplanets) and the lack of a so-
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lar system analogue has made hot Jupiters ideal labo-
ratories for atmospheric characterization and expanding
atmospheric physics into new regimes (Fortney et al.
2021). Under the standard assumption that these plan-
ets have been tidally locked into synchronous rotation
states (Rasio et al. 1996), a 3D understanding is of
first-order importance, with GCM simulations playing
a particularly important role for hot Jupiters. Driven
by the need for an efficient and sophisticated model,
many groups have developed GCMs (e.g., Showman &
Guillot 2002; Showman et al. 2009; Heng et al. 2011;
Rauscher & Menou 2012a; Dobbs-Dixon & Agol 2013;
Mayne et al. 2014; Cho et al. 2015; Heng & Showman
2015) to study these extreme planets. These models
show many common features: transonic winds with an
eastward equatorial jet on the order of several kilome-
ters per second, a hot-spot that has been advected east
of the planet’s substellar point, and day-night tempera-
ture differences exceeding several hundred Kelvin. Fur-
thermore, the diversity of assumptions inherent in these
GCMs and the universality of these resulting features
solidifies the field’s confidence in the overall results, at
least for planets with clear atmospheres and no addi-
tional physical processes.

However, there are many details of the circulation pat-
terns that are subject to the particulars of modeling ap-
proaches. This includes physical effects (as discussed
below), but even the numerical choices within a GCM
can influence the predicted atmospheric structure. One
issue in particular is that of the treatment of numerical
dissipation, which must be included in order to prevent
a buildup of small scale noise, which should physically
be dissipated at sub-grid scales. Work by Thrastarson &
Cho (2011) discussed numerical dissipation in the con-
text of hot Jupiter atmospheres, pointing out that there
is no a priori way to determine the correct strength of
numerical dissipation to use, but rather multiple values
should be tested to decide the appropriate level and, im-
portantly, the strength of dissipation should be expected
to change with the atmospheric conditions modeled as
well as the spatial resolution. Of further concern, the
strength of numerical dissipation used can change the
overall wind speeds in a model (Heng et al. 2011) and if
the dissipated kinetic energy is not returned as thermal
heating, this will violate energy conservation within the
model and could change the nature of the circulation,
especially if the dissipation is strongly localized (Good-
man 2009; Rauscher & Menou 2012b). Then there is
also the question of the nature of the dissipation; the
modeled flows are often transonic and shocks or turbu-
lence triggered by instabilities could shape the circula-
tion (Li & Goodman 2010). It is a challenge to numeri-

cally model these sources of dissipation, as they are on
scales smaller than typically included in full GCMs, but
are dependent on the large scale flow conditions that are
driven globally. There continues to be ongoing work ex-
ploring various forms of dissipation and the roles they
may or may not play in shaping hot Jupiter circulation
(Dobbs-Dixon & Agol 2013; Fromang et al. 2016; Ryu
et al. 2018; Menou 2020, 2022).

In addition to the accurate treatment of various
sources of sub-grid dissipation, there are additional
physical effects that we expect to shape hot Jupiter at-
mospheres. Magnetic drag, disequilibrium chemistry,
inhomogeneous cloud formation, and multiwavelength
radiative transfer all impact the thermal structure of
the planet and create feedback effects (e.g., Showman
et al. 2009; Rogers & Showman 2014; Kataria et al.
2016; Lee et al. 2016; Parmentier et al. 2016; Helling
et al. 2016; Amundsen et al. 2016; Drummond et al.
2018; Mendonça et al. 2018a,b; Tan & Komacek 2019;
Steinrueck et al. 2019; Roman & Rauscher 2019; Stein-
rueck et al. 2021; Beltz et al. 2022; Deitrick et al. 2022).
To our knowledge, there currently exists no hot Jupiter
model capable of simulating in concert all of the physi-
cal processes listed above. A single model that includes
all of the important physical processes—even simplified
mechanisms—would be an important addition to the
field. However, including all relevant effects is not as
simple as iterating on existing GCMs, as each new addi-
tion increases the computational expense of simulations.
Therefore, it is critical to determine which simplifying
assumptions are the most physically valid and how ac-
curate models can be created with low computational
overhead.

In this paper we focus on the interaction between ac-
tive, temperature-dependent clouds and the radiative
transfer scheme used in our GCM. Previous cloud mod-
eling with our GCM used a simplified, double gray ra-
diative transfer scheme, with possible limitations includ-
ing the excess depression of thermal emission from the
cloudy nightside of the planet (Roman & Rauscher 2017,
2019; Roman et al. 2021). Here, we present a new, more
complex, picket fence radiative transfer routine, which
can more accurately capture the interaction of the radi-
ation field with the clouds, in a computationally efficient
way.

The radiative transfer scheme in a GCM can be im-
plemented at varying levels of sophistication and compu-
tational expense. In less complex realizations, gaseous
absorption coefficients are chosen for two bands (Guil-
lot 2010; Hansen et al. 2010; Rauscher & Menou 2012a).
This is known as the semi-gray or double gray radia-
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tive transfer routine2. At least two bands are necessary
in order to correctly treat the incident stellar irradiation
(which is attenuated as it descends into the atmosphere)
and the thermal radiation from the planet (dependent
on the atmospheric temperature structure), as the ge-
ometric assumptions vary between these distinct com-
ponents of the radiative transfer. Inherent in the dou-
ble gray approach of Guillot (2010) is that the Planck
weighted, absorption weighted, and flux weighted opaci-
ties are all equal (Heng & Workman 2014). This results
in no opacity windows for the gas to cool, and artificially
isothermal upper atmospheres.

Although a double gray radiative transfer routine is
efficient and can capture overall properties of the ex-
pected atmospheric profiles, there are several physical
aspects that will not be accurately captured. First, re-
gardless of how one picks the two absorption coefficients,
the temperatures near the top of the atmosphere will be
systematically hotter than predicted by multiwavelength
solutions, as non-gray effects allow the upper atmo-
sphere to cool (Pierrehumbert 2010; Parmentier & Guil-
lot 2014). This effect can be several hundred Kelvins for
hot Jupiters. Furthermore, double gray models neces-
sarily produce isothermal upper atmospheres, whereas
non-gray effects result in more realistic temperature-
pressure profiles. Additionally, while clouds blanket out-
going thermal flux in the infrared, at long enough wave-
lengths clouds should become optically thin and allow
emission to space. The double gray treatment, with its
single absorption coefficient for the thermally emitting
planet layers, cannot capture these behaviors.

Another common radiative transfer implementation
uses the k-distribution method with the correlated-
k approximation for calculating atmospheric opacities
(Goody & Yung 1989; Lacis & Oinas 1991; Fu & Liou
1992), such as in Showman et al. (2009) (SPARC),
Amundsen et al. (2016) (The UK Met Office GCM),
or Lee et al. (2021) (Exo-FMS). In the k-distribution
method, opacities are calculated at millions of different
wavelengths and then sorted by strength and binned
into a prescribed number of wavelength bands. One
benefit of the k-distribution method is that opacities
can be pre-calculated for a grid of pressure-temperature
points and take into account molecular and atomic line
opacities, as well as line broadening. The k-distribution
scheme finds fluxes that usually agree with line-by-line

2 Of note, this is separate from two-stream radiative transfer. Two-
stream refers to the the radiative transfer approximation where
radiation is integrated over two discrete directions (up and down),
while the double gray terminology refers to the choice to use two
absorption coefficients to calculate optical depths.

calculations to within a few percent or better (Show-
man et al. 2009; Amundsen et al. 2017). However, while
significantly faster than a line-by-line calculation, the
k-distribution scheme is still computationally expensive
due to the need to solve the radiative transfer equations
for each opacity bin.

Recently, a non-gray picket fence method has been
shown to produce similar results to the k-distribution
radiative transfer schemes in GCMs, but at a fraction of
the computational cost (Parmentier & Guillot 2014; Par-
mentier et al. 2015; Lee et al. 2021). In the picket fence
method (Chandrasekhar 1935; Mihalas 1978), opaci-
ties are calculated separately for the thermal and the
incident starlight radiation. The thermal calculation
has two bands, one which represents the molecular and
atomic line opacity and one which represents the gen-
eral continuum opacity. A variable number of bands
can be used to calculate the propagation of radiation
in the starlight bands. The picket fence method self-
consistently links the opacity of each layer to the local
pressure and temperature through pre-calculated fitting
functions for a range of planetary effective temperatures
(Parmentier et al. 2015). Lee et al. (2021) demonstrated
that, in the case of a clear hot Jupiter atmosphere,
running a GCM using a radiative transfer routine with
picket fence opacities produces results in good agree-
ment with the same GCM using k-distribution radia-
tive transfer, at much lower computational cost, and
was a significant improvement over using a double gray
scheme.

A key goal of this work is to understand how well
the picket fence radiative approach performs when cou-
pled with cloudy GCMs. Available observational evi-
dence strongly suggests that clouds are pervasive in hot
Jupiters, and therefore a key element of hot Jupiter
GCMs. They play an important role in shaping both
their atmospheric structure and subsequent observables
(Demory et al. 2013; Shporer & Hu 2015; Sing et al.
2016; Barstow et al. 2017; Gao & Powell 2021). Cloud
coverage is critical for radiative transfer, as clouds inter-
act with the outgoing thermal radiation from the planet
atmosphere, as well as the reflecting and scattering the
incident stellar radiation. Several groups have created
GCMs capable of modeling cloud coverage, using extinc-
tion approximations (e.g., Lee et al. 2016), or explicitly
as a source of scattering (e.g., Lines et al. 2019; Roman &
Rauscher 2019; Christie et al. 2022; Lee 2023). GCMs
have shown that radiative feedback from clouds plays
an important role in shaping the thermal structure of
hot Jupiters, especially at lower irradiation levels (Lee
et al. 2016; Lines et al. 2018; Roman et al. 2021). Al-
though not the focus of this paper, clouds also manifest
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in transmission spectra and are an important considera-
tion when characterizing these observations (e.g., Wake-
ford & Sing 2015), especially as transmission spectra are
more susceptible to clouds because of slant geometry ef-
fects.

This paper is organized as follows: in § 2 we present
our methodology for modeling the double gray and mul-
tiwavelength GCMs. These methods are further broken
down into sub-sections on the gas radiative transfer, the
cloud species and condensation curves we implement,
and the cloud scattering and absorption. In § 3, we
present results for the clear and cloudy models of HD
189733 b and HD 209458 b. Finally, a discussion of the
results and the conclusions are in § 5.

2. METHODS

In order to compare GCMs simulated with radiatively
active clouds and either double gray or multiwavelength
radiative transfer schemes, we model two hot Jupiters
(HD 189733 b and HD 209458 b, Bouchy et al. 2005;
Charbonneau et al. 2000) for a range of aerosol parame-
terizations. The GCM presented here (which we refer
to as the RM-GCM) has undergone significant itera-
tive extensions from its inception as a meteorological
model for Earth using Newtonian relaxation (Hoskins
& Simmons 1975). It has since been adapted for hot
Jupiters (Menou & Rauscher 2009; Rauscher & Menou
2010) and updated to include double gray radiative
transfer (Rauscher & Menou 2012a; Roman & Rauscher
2017), magnetic drag and localized Ohmic dissipation
(Rauscher & Menou 2013), inhomogeneous aerosols and
radiatively active temperature-dependent clouds (Ro-
man & Rauscher 2019), and clouds with pressure de-
pendent scattering and absorption (Roman et al. 2021).
In this work, we present two important additions. First,
a new picket fence radiative transfer scheme. Second, an
upgraded treatment of radiatively active clouds that is
self-consistent with our new radiative transfer scheme.

HD 189733 b and HD 209458 b have been extensively
characterized in observational works as well as compu-
tational studies. Simulating these two planets allow us
to explore different irradiation temperatures and bench-
mark our results. In particular, we chose HD 189733 b
to demonstrate the effects of cloud formation on a colder
planet, where we expect cloud formation throughout the
planet atmosphere, in contrast with the hotter planet
HD 209458 b where clouds are mostly expected just on
the cooler nightside. We take most model parameters
from Rauscher & Menou (2012a), but see Table 1 for
the full set of planet parameters.

2.1. Picket Fence Radiative Transfer

Here we present an updated radiative transfer routine
for our GCM. Past versions of this model have used a
double gray radiative transfer scheme, which solves the
radiative transfer equations for two distinct wavelength
bands: one for the thermal emission of the planet and
one for the incident starlight. Roman & Rauscher (2017)
previously implemented the radiative transfer methods
from Toon et al. (1989) to allow for the calculation of in-
homogeneous multiple-scattering atmospheres for both
starlight and thermal emission. In Roman & Rauscher
(2017), and this work, we use the two-stream hemi-
spheric mean approximation for the scattering source
function. Furthermore, for the source function technique
we use three Gauss points. We expand the optical depth
calculations, the number of radiative transfer bands, and
the cloud parameterization for the RM-GCM. While this
picket fence radiative routine provides increased physical
accuracy over the double gray version, our two-stream
approximation nevertheless still limits the accuracy of
scattering in the large-particle limit (Kitzmann et al.
2013; Heng & Kitzmann 2017), although this could be
addressed in future updates (Heng et al. 2018).

The first major change to the GCM is the implemen-
tation of the picket fence radiative transfer method from
Parmentier & Guillot (2014). In order to calculate the
gas contribution to the optical depth at each band, we
use the fitting functions and analytical results from Par-
mentier et al. (2015). Similar to the double gray ap-
proach, the picket fence allows us to treat the thermal
emission and the starlight radiative transfer indepen-
dently. First, we increase the number of radiative trans-
fer bands within the GCM from two to five. Of these
five, two are for the thermal calculations, and three are
for the incident starlight. However, the radiative trans-
fer calculations for the incident starlight can be calcu-
lated for any number of bands. We follow Lee et al.
(2021) and use three bands for the incident starlight
because this was the minimum number (and therefore
fastest computationally) that matched the numerical so-
lution to within 1% accuracy (Parmentier et al. 2015).
Of note, these bands do not correspond to specific wave-
length ranges, but rather separate bands for the starlight
and thermal radiation, and opacities within each chosen
to model the net radiative transfer.

For each band, we find the layer optical depths us-
ing the fitting coefficient tables of Parmentier & Guillot
(2014) and Parmentier et al. (2015). To find the ther-
mal band Rosseland mean opacity as a function of pres-
sure, temperature, and atmospheric metallicity we use
the solar Freedman et al. (2014) fitting functions. We
also include functionality for the Valencia et al. (2013)
opacity fitting function. Both implementations are use-
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Planet and Star Parameters

Parameter HD 209458 b Value HD 189733 b Value Units

Semi-major Axis 0.047 0.031 au
Stellar Effective Temperature 6071 4875 K
Stellar Radius 1.19 0.81 R⊙

Gravitational Acceleration 9.0 21.2 m s−2

Planet Radius 9.9×107 8.0×107 m
Internal Temperature (Tint) 500 365 K
Planetary Rotation Rate 2.063×10−5 3.277×10−5 radians s−1

Double Gray Specific Parameters

Infrared absorption coefficient κIR 1.00×10−2 1.00×10−2 cm2 g−1

Optical absorption coefficient κVIS 4.00×10−3 4.00×10−3 cm2 g−1

IR photospheric pressure (τ=2/3, cloud free) 60 141 mbar

Table 1. The parameters used for our models of HD 209458 b and HD 189733 b.

ful for exploring a range of temperature and pressures,
but the Valencia et al. (2013) function can systemati-
cally underestimate Rosseland mean opacities (Parmen-
tier et al. 2015) so we restrict ourselves to the Freedman
et al. (2014) fitting functions. The coefficients and ana-
lytic fitting functions used to determine the layer optical
depths are specific to solar metallicity atmospheres in lo-
cal chemical equilibrium and G-type stars, but can be
expanded to include a broader range of exoplanet atmo-
spheres.

Previous works within the community have referred
to the thermal bands as the IR bands and the visible
bands as optical bands. However, this notation may be
confusing as the optical and IR bands may not align
with optical and infrared wavelengths, as noted in Lee
et al. (2021). This extends back to Toon et al. (1989),
where IR and optical bands correspond not to wave-
length regimes, but rather to whether the calculated
fluxes are from the thermal emission of the planet or
are from the incident starlight which, for the case of the
Earth and other Solar System planets, are nicely sepa-
rable into infrared and optical regimes. Throughout this
work, we adhere to the convention of calling the two dis-
tinct bands the thermal and starlight bands, but point
out this source of confusion in the literature.

To calculate the optical depths for a single planet
temperature-pressure profile, we start with the planet
irradiation temperature (Tirr = Teff,⊙

√
R⊙/a) and the

planet internal temperature (Tint). For both HD 189733
b and HD 209458 b we follow the Tint-flux relation in
Thorngren et al. (2019), who parameterized the ob-
served trend that more irradiated hot Jupiters have
larger radii and so higher entropy interior adiabats.
Thorngren et al. (2019) showed that while Jupiter has an

intrinsic temperature around 100 K, hot Jupiters likely
have intrinsic temperatures several hundred Kelvin hot-
ter, even up to 700 K. A hotter intrinsic temperature
moves the radiative-convective boundary to lower pres-
sures and can potentially influence the circulation and
thermal structure in the observable atmosphere (e.g.,
May et al. 2021; Komacek et al. 2023). In addition to
including Tint in our bottom boundary conditions for the
thermal flux in the Toon et al. (1989) radiative transfer
calculations, we also include it in calculating the opti-
cal depths from fitting coefficients in the picket fence
radiative transfer method.

Next, we follow the picket fence routine used in Lee
et al. (2021) to calculate the gas opacities at each layer
by using the pre-calculated coefficients and analytic
functions to determine opacities in each band. Finally,
the total layer gas optical depth for each band is calcu-
lated assuming hydrostatic equilibrium as

τg,n =
κ(P, T, n)

g
∆P, (1)

where τg is the layer gas optical depth, κ is the pres-
sure and temperature dependent layer absorption in that
band, g is the gravity, and ∆P is the difference in pres-
sure between the top and bottom of the layer.

There are two contributions to the layer optical depth
within the GCM. First, the gas optical depth (τg). Sec-
ond, there is a contribution from each of the cloud
species (discussed below) that is calculated separately
from the picket fence optical depth. Throughout this
work τ refers to the layer optical depth rather than
the cumulative optical depth from the top of the at-
mosphere, and the sum from the gas and cloud contri-
butions.
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Simultaneously with the new picket fence gas radiative
transfer, we maintain the double gray radiative transfer
scheme, keeping the less sophisticated method in order
to compare the new results to previous models and for
instances where the more simplified scheme may be de-
sired in future works. Because our picket fence radia-
tive transfer scheme sums the heating contributions from
each of its five bands linearly, the double gray results can
be retrieved by setting all three starlight band absorp-
tion coefficients equal and the two thermal absorption
coefficients equal.

Our implementation of the picket fence radiative
transfer scheme within the GCM is a significant method-
ological addition, and also introduces several avenues of
expansion for future work. However, in order to present
a clear and concise demonstration of these new methods,
we restrict our simulated suite to a subset of the different
parameterizations made possible with these expansions.
For example, the analytical fitting coefficient tables from
Parmentier et al. (2015) can also be implemented with-
out opacity contributions from the upper atmosphere
absorbers TiO and VO, allowing users to test the effect
of having these stratospheric absorbers present. Here
we assume solar metallicity and include TiO and VO by
default.

Last, we include the effects of Rayleigh scattering by
imposing a global Bond albedo at the top of the atmo-
sphere, reducing the incoming stellar flux before it enters
the atmosphere (and radiative transfer routine). Phys-
ically, Rayleigh scattering is expected to cause radia-
tive scattering and reflect some portion of the incident
starlight. Rayleigh scattering also increases the opac-
ity of the atmosphere, reducing the depth that starlight
penetrates into the atmosphere, but this effect is not
included by our approach of simply imposing a global
Bond albedo. Rayleigh scattering is present for both
cloudy as well as clear atmospheres, where it is the only
cause of reflected starlight. In this work, we use a con-
stant base Bond albedo of 0.10 for both HD 189733 b and
HD 209458 b (cloudy models add an additional source
of scattering and have larger Bond albedos). This value
was chosen to approximately match the results of so-
phisticated 1D models with non-equilibrium chemistry
and multiwavelength radiative transfer post-processing,
as expanded upon in the Appendix. Because of this
choice, we did not use the Bond albedo function from
Parmentier et al. (2015).

2.2. Cloud Species

In addition to updating the gas opacities within our
radiative transfer scheme, we also take this opportunity
to calculate the scattering and absorption from atmo-

spheric aerosols. We follow the implementation of clouds
outlined in Roman et al. (2021). Based on Mbarek &
Kempton (2016), Roman & Rauscher (2019), and Ro-
man et al. (2021), we allow for the following species:
KCl, ZnS, Na2S, MnS, Cr, SiO2, Mg2SiO4, VO, Ni, Fe,
Ca2SiO4, CaTiO3, and Al2O3, as they have condensa-
tion curves within the pressure-temperature regime of
hot Jupiter atmospheres (Mbarek & Kempton 2016).
To calculate the mole (number) fractions of each species,
we first determined the abundance of the limiting atoms
for each species assuming a solar elemental abundance.3

The atmospheric abundances for each species were then
calculated using the data from Burrows & Sharp (1999)
and Anders & Grevesse (1989). Although clouds play
an important role in hot Jupiter atmospheres, the ex-
act cloud species expected to form are uncertain (e.g.,
Heng & Demory 2013; Morley et al. 2013; Lee et al.
2015). While distinguishing degenerate cloud compo-
sitions is spectroscopically challenging, there are some
notable observational tests that may be possible to dif-
ferentiate silicate vs. iron atmospheres, especially with
new capabilities on JWST. It may be possible to distin-
guish cloud species based on vibrational modes (Wake-
ford & Sing 2015), through a combination of albedo and
phase curve measurements (Heng & Demory 2013), or
through absorption and scattering properties (e.g., de
Kok et al. 2011).

One change from the cloud implementation in Roman
et al. (2021) is our substitution of Cr2O3 for Cr. This
substitution was made due to the lack of available scat-
tering data for Cr2O3, which were simply assumed based
on other oxides. However, there is significant uncer-
tainty in which oxide forms (Roman et al. 2021), and
other works have predicted Cr in hot Jupiter atmo-
spheres (e.g., Powell et al. 2019), making our substi-
tution reasonable. Last, recent work has suggested that
including all of these species above may overestimate the
cloud coverage on hot Jupiters due to the low nucleation
rates of some species (Gao et al. 2020). Therefore, our
default cloud assumption does not include ZnS, Na2S,
MnS, Ni or Fe, but we retain the option of allowing these
additional species to test how they can shape the atmo-
sphere and observable properties (especially the highly
absorptive Fe), and to compare to previous work (Ro-
man et al. 2021).

2.3. Condensing Active Clouds

We model scattering and absorbing clouds in the RM-
GCM, using a similar treatment to Roman & Rauscher

3 In order, the limiting atoms were K, Zn, Na, Mn, Cr, Si, Mg, V,
Ni, Fe, Ca, Ti, and Al.
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(2019) with several updates pertaining to the number of
radiative transfer channels and the wavelengths at which
the cloud radiative properties are evaluated. We use the
condensation curves from Mbarek & Kempton (2016),
and supplemented with the Cr condensation curve from
Morley et al. (2012). Clouds only condense at locations
where the local temperature profile drops below the con-
densation temperature of each species.

Similar to Roman & Rauscher (2019), since we do
not directly predict the balance between vertical mix-
ing of cloud particles and their size-dependent gravita-
tional settling, we parameterize the vertical extent of
the clouds as either “extended" or “compact" within the
GCM. For the extended cloud models, clouds form at
all layers where the temperature is lower than the con-
densation curve for each species. In contrast, for the
compact cloud models the base of the cloud layer forms
where the vertical temperature profile first drops below
the condensation curve (going from higher to lower pres-
sure) and then we truncate the clouds after 5 vertical
layers above that, which corresponds to approximately
1.4 scale heights for our models. For both the com-
pact and the extended cloud models, we allow clouds
to potentially exist up to 10−5 bar, the lowest pressure
included in our models.

These two options, compact or extended cloud dis-
tributions, provide bounding examples for whether we
expect larger particles and weak vertical mixing (com-
pact clouds) or small particles and strong vertical mix-
ing (extended clouds). There is currently uncertainty
as to which outcome is most likely, with some works
favoring relatively compact clouds (e.g., Ackerman &
Marley 2001) and some dynamical models suggesting
more extended clouds (e.g., Parmentier et al. 2013; Lines
et al. 2018). Vertical cloud extent is shaped by com-
plex, multi-scale processes, as discussed in more detail
by other works (e.g., Parmentier et al. 2013; Lee et al.
2015; Helling et al. 2016; Roman & Rauscher 2019; Ko-
macek et al. 2019, 2022).Here we choose a simple, ex-
plainable parameterization it in lieu of complex model-
ing.

Where clouds are present, the mass of condensate is
calculated at each pressure as in Roman & Rauscher
(2017):

mc,i(p) = f
χiµi

µ

∆P

g
(2)

where mc is the condensate mass per unit area, χi is the
mole fraction, and µi the molecular weight of species
i, while ∆P is the pressure difference between model
layers, and µ is the mean molecular weight of the atmo-
sphere. Following Roman et al. (2021) throughout this
work we assume that the fraction of each species that

condenses, f , is equal to 10%. However, in some cases
this level of condensation was numerically unstable due
to rapid changes in layer optical depths (as noted in
Roman et al. (2021)) and we reduced the condensation
fraction to allow the models to run for 1000 days.4. Fol-
lowing Roman et al. (2021), we use a pressure dependent
vertical gradient for particle sizes: for pressures less than
10 mbar the radius is fixed at 0.1 µm, then increasing
exponentially in size, reaching almost 80 µm at 100 bar
(the bottom boundary of our model). For each particle
size, we calculate the absorption, scattering, and extinc-
tion parameters assuming a mono-disperse population
and spherical particles following using the methods in
Kitzmann & Heng (2018).

The clouds within our GCM are radiatively active and
shape the atmospheric temperature structure, with feed-
back on the cloud distributions. For each cloud species
we perform the condensation and radiative transfer cal-
culations for each radiative timestep. This treatment
is in contrast to simpler post-processing work, where
GCMs are run without clouds and then clouds are added
in after run-time based on the final temperature struc-
ture of the planet. Post-processed clouds are computa-
tionally efficient, but lack the ability to self consistently
model cloud formation and the resulting effects on the
atmospheric radiative transfer. Furthermore, radiative
feedback has been shown to have a non-negligible impact
on the atmospheric thermal structures of hot Jupiter at-
mospheres (Roman & Rauscher 2019).

Implicit within our cloud scheme is the assumption
that the cloud formation and evaporation timescales are
less than the atmospheric flow timescale, as our clouds
form and dissipate instantaneously with temperature
changes at each radiative timestep. Powell et al. (2018,
2019) simulate the timescales of various cloud micro-
physical processes and find the evaporation timescale to
be effectively instantaneous compared to the dynami-
cal timescales (several seconds compared to the ≳ hun-
dreds of seconds for advection from one grid point to
the next). However, the growth timescales, especially
at pressures less than 10−2 bar, are comparable to the
hemisphere advection crossing time. This means that we
may overestimate nightside clouds, especially just past
the evening terminator, since it may take some time for
the clouds to grow once the gas blown over from the
dayside cools.

2.4. Cloud Radiative Properties

4 These parameters are shown for each model in the Appendix,
Table A.1
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The second major change to the RM-GCM in this
work is our implementation of a more robust cloud
parameterization, and one that is consistent with the
picket fence gas optical depth calculations. We expand
our cloud treatment to up to five bands, matching the ra-
diative transfer scheme described previously. We chose
fixed wavelengths to evaluate both the reflected starlight
cloud scattering and absorption properties for the picket
fence models at 500, 650, and 800 nm. These wave-
lengths were chosen to span the dominant wavelength
range of the incident radiation from Sun-like host stars.
The cloud radiative transfer properties for the double
gray models were evaluated at a single wavelength. For
all starlight channels we chose 500 nm.

The polychromatic clouds represent a significant im-
provement in the cloud scattering and absorption calcu-
lations from Roman et al. (2021), as the three starlight
bands more accurately capture the radiative transfer
effects than the single starlight wavelength band used
previously. Furthermore, for the two thermal bands
we use temperature and pressure dependent Rosseland
and Planck mean weighted cloud properties rather than
values at any single wavelength. We chose the Rosse-
land and Planck mean values to best capture how the
weighted extinction opacities (as a function of wave-
length) dominate how radiation propagates through the
clouds.

Each cloud species can affect the radiative transfer
calculations through its absorption and scattering prop-
erties. Following Roman et al. (2021), the cloud optical
depth of species i at each pressure is

τc,i =
3mc,i(p)Qext,i(p)

4r(p)ρi
(3)

where r(p) is the particle size and ρi is the particle den-
sity. We use Mie theory code based on Wolf & Voshchin-
nikov (2004) to pre-calculate tables of scattering and ab-
sorption parameters for the extinction coefficient (Qext),
single scattering albedo (ϖ0), and asymmetry parameter
(g0). For each cloud species we calculate the scattering
and absorption properties from the wavelength depen-
dent refractive indexes (n) and extinction coefficients
(k) from Palik & Prucha (1997) and Kitzmann & Heng
(2018). Furthermore, when calculating the Rosseland
and Planck mean parameters for the thermal bands, we
follow Lefèvre et al. (2022) and calculate the pressure
and temperature dependent Rosseland and Planck mean
parameters. All optical property calculations are done
over a grid that covers particle sizes from 1×10−7 m
to 1×10−4 m and temperatures from 500 K to 3000 K.
These grids span the range of temperatures and particle
sizes expected in our GCM. Further work with ultra-

hot Jupiters may necessitate expanding the temperature
grids past 3000 K.

For each of the thirteen possible cloud species, we cal-
culate Qext, ϖ0, and g0. When the GCM runs, dur-
ing each radiative timestep and for each layer, the code
checks whether a cloud condenses and if so, interpo-
lates within the pre-computed scattering and absorption
data tables for the appropriate cloud species to find the
pressure dependent values (for the starlight bands) or
the pressure and temperature dependent values (for the
thermal bands).

We can recreate the double gray clouds scheme by
calculating scattering and absorption properties at 500
nm and 5000 nm. This allows us to be fully consistent
when comparing the differences between the double gray
radiative transfer calculation and the new picket fence
calculations. For the double gray radiative transfer we
adjust the β values (the fraction of total flux that passes
through each radiative transfer band) to simplify to one
starlight band and one thermal band. For more details
about β, see Parmentier & Guillot (2014). This simple
addition of the Rosseland and Planck mean cloud opti-
cal depths with the gas opacities is not strictly physical
(Heng 2017), but represents the cloud feedback mech-
anisms well enough within the picket fence radiative
transfer scheme.

3. RESULTS

We ran a suite of 20 models of HD 189733 b and HD
209458 b: double-gray and picket fence versions of each
planet, with the five different cloud parameterizations
as shown in Figure 1. All models also were run at a
horizontal spectral resolution of T31 (comparable to 48
latitudes points and 96 longitudes points) and 50 pres-
sure levels evenly distributed in log space from 10−5 to
102 bar. Initial pressure-temperature profiles at all lo-
cations were set using the relations in Guillot (2010),
using the double gray absorption coefficients in Table
1. We assumed an f value of 0.25 following Burrows
et al. (2003) to average flux over the entire planet sur-
face, and a hyper-diffusion timescale of 0.0025 planetary
days. All models were run for 1000 planet days. More
details about the model parameterizations can be found
in Table A.1.

There are significant differences between the upper at-
mospheres of the two radiative transfer schemes in terms
of wind patterns, temperature structure, and cloud dis-
tributions. Our picket fence models no longer tend to-
wards the isothermal upper atmospheres characteristic
of the double gray method. Instead, they show dayside
temperature inversions of hundreds of degrees Kelvin,
particularly in the case of HD 209458 b. Furthermore,
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Figure 1. A tree diagram showing how we parameterized the different cloudy or cloud free distributions with each GCM. For
each planet we ran two sets of these models, one using double gray radiative transfer and one with our new picket fence scheme.

the HD 209458 b picket fence models have day-night
temperature differences hundreds of degrees larger than
those of the double gray models and different cloud dis-
tributions (with the prominent differences due to the
hotter day sides of the picket fence models). These
differences persist under the presence of clouds, and
the multiple radiative transfer bands of the picket fence
scheme better captures the inherent polychromatic na-
ture of atmospheric clouds. In contrast to the upper
atmospheres, we find similar deep planet atmospheres
for the picket fence and double gray radiative transfer
schemes.

3.1. Vertical Atmospheric Profiles

The differences between the double gray and picket
fence radiative transfer routines are most apparent in
the pressure temperature profiles, particularly in the
upper atmospheres. Figures 2 and 3 show the pressure-
temperature profiles of HD 189733 b and HD 209458 b,
for versions of these planets without clouds and with the
default cloud species, both compact and extended. For
the clear models, the temperature structures are similar
at pressure greater than approximately 0.1 bar, but at
higher regions in the atmosphere the picket fence GCMs
show colder night sides and hotter day sides. Further-
more, the picket fence models no longer have the isother-
mal upper atmospheres characteristic of the double gray
models. Instead, the upper atmospheres show profiles
that decrease in temperature with decreasing pressure
for the night sides. The dayside of HD 209458b shows a
strong temperature inversion, since the picket fence ra-
diative transfer can capture the upper atmosphere heat-

ing due to absorption of starlight by TiO and VO. For
the cloudy models, the two different radiative transfer
schemes produce similar night side temperatures, but
the picket fence scheme produces hotter day sides, due
both to the heating from radiative transfer and the na-
ture of feedback with the clouds. Note that some of the
atmospheric profiles show significant abrupt changes in
temperature with pressure. Work by Beltz et al. (2022)
using the RM-GCM demonstrated that the implemen-
tation of sponge layers at the top of the atmosphere (see
that work for description and references) could smooth
the profiles, but the models we present here have not
included sponge layers, so we see the influence of some
numerical noise.

Optically thick radiatively active clouds have a signifi-
cant impact on the atmospheric structure of our models,
particularly in the upper atmosphere, at pressures less
than approximately 0.1 bar. In both HD 189733 b and
HD 209458 b, clouds lead to large thermal inversions
in the double gray models, primarily along the western
terminator where cooler gas advected from the nightside
allows cloud formation; these clouds absorb starlight and
prevent it from heating deeper regions, causing inverted
temperature profiles (as elaborated on in Harada et al.
2021). In the picket fence models, clouds lead to ther-
mal inversions on the cooler and cloudier HD 189733 b
models, but have a less pronounced effect on HD 209458
b, which already displays large thermal inversions in
the clear case and has less cloud coverage due to the
higher temperatures. On the nightside and at pressures
less than approximately 10−2 bar, clouds decrease non-
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Figure 2. Pressure-temperature profiles for HD 189733 b. The colored lines are equatorial profiles, with the color bar denoting
the longitude (zero is substellar). Additional colored lines correspond to the condensation curves for the 8 cloud species used
for the standard cloudy models. The gray lines show the pressure-temperature profiles for all non-equatorial profiles.

equatorial temperature by several hundred Kelvin, as
seen in Figures 2 and 3.

Figure 3 shows that the picket fence models of HD
209458 b have thermal inversions for both the clear and
cloudy parameterizations, while the clear double gray
models have isothermal upper atmospheres. In the clear
picket fence models, there are dayside thermal inver-
sions of hundreds of degrees Kelvin. Furthermore, the
thermal inversions in the cloudy picket fence models are

several hundred degrees larger than those in the dou-
ble gray models. The larger day-night differences and
presence of inversions are both in agreement with the
double gray and picket fence comparisons in Lee et al.
(2021). The more sophisticated picket fence scheme re-
sults in larger upper atmosphere opacities and more of
the stellar flux being deposited higher in the atmosphere
compared to the double gray models. This leads to day-
side temperature inversions when the atmosphere is hot
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Figure 3. Pressure-temperature profiles for HD 209458 b. All details match those described in Figure 9.

enough for TiO and VO to be present and efficiently
absorb starlight high in the atmosphere. While HD
189733 b does have some profiles where the tempera-
ture increases with decreasing pressure, these effects are
caused by dynamics, rather than heating from starlight
being absorbed in the upper atmosphere.

Our picket fence radiative transfer approach incorpo-
rates contributions from both TiO and VO. However, if
these species have condensed into clouds, they should
not be present in the upper atmosphere, where they
would otherwise generate temperature inversions (Par-

mentier et al. 2013). Nonetheless, other species may
still contribute to such inversions, such as AlO, CaO,
NaH and MgH (Gandhi & Madhusudhan 2019). Al-
though it may not be entirely consistent to include VO
clouds while simultaneously assuming that VO exists in
the gas phase through the picket fence coefficients, this
approach enables us to capture possible thermal inver-
sions. Thermal inversions have not been observed in HD
189733 b (Charbonneau et al. 2008; Huitson et al. 2012;
Crouzet et al. 2014), and although initial broadband
photometry suggested thermal inversions on HD 209458
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b (Burrows et al. 2007; Knutson et al. 2008), more recent
high resolution thermal emission observations have dis-
puted thermal inversions in the atmosphere (Diamond-
Lowe et al. 2014; Schwarz et al. 2015; Line et al. 2016).
However, in this work we do not simulate models of HD
209458 b without TiO and VO, as this comparison is
outside the scope of this paper, and the primary goal of
this work is to understand the impact of different radia-
tive transfer schemes rather than match observations.

While modeling all 13 cloud types intensifies the day-
night side temperature differences and thermal inver-
sions, the qualitative effect of radiatively active clouds
on the pressure temperature profiles does not change
compared to the standard set of cloud species. The
largest difference when all 13 species are simulated
comes from the addition of absorptive Fe clouds, increas-
ing atmospheric temperatures, especially on the dayside.
However, because the 13 cloud models are physically dis-
favored due to low nucleation rates (Gao et al. 2020), we
do not extensively characterize that set of results in this
work. For more details about the differences between
the 8 and 13 cloud models see Roman et al. (2021). In
this work, we focus on the 8 species models, the poly-
chromatic nature of clouds, and the differences arising
from different cloud vertical extents.

Clouds in the atmospheres of hot Jupiters can ther-
mostat the atmospheric pressure-temperature profile to
the species condensation curve temperature, particu-
larly when using double gray radiative transfer, as shown
most clearly in Figure 3. This effect in the RM-GCM
was first discussed in Roman & Rauscher (2019) regard-
ing Al2O3 clouds thermostating the profiles near the
substellar point to the condensation curve temperatures
of Al2O3. Clouds block thermal emission from leav-
ing the planet and raise the local temperature. If the
gas heats above the condensation curve temperature the
cloud dissipates. The clear atmosphere then allows for
more efficient transport of heat out of the planet, and the
layer subsequently cools, allowing clouds to re-condense.
This feedback loop thermostats the layer temperature
near the condensation curve temperature.

This thermostating mechanism is less prominent in
the picket fence scheme, where there are multiple ra-
diative transfer channels and the wavelength dependent
radiative properties of the clouds change between chan-
nels. In the double gray treatment, when clouds form or
evaporate, there is an immediate change to the radiative
transfer through that region and this can result in strong
heating or cooling; with picket fence, this change can be
mediated as the gas opacities also adjust with the chang-
ing temperature. This thermostating can be seen in the
double gray extended cloud models in Figure 2, and the

double gray compact and extended cloud models in Fig-
ure 10. However, in comparable picket fence models, es-
pecially for HD 209458 b, the temperatures exceed the
cloud condensation curve temperatures and the Al2O3

clouds are burnt off. Figure 4 shows differences in opti-
cal depths at each band for the picket fence and double
gray clear models of HD 189733 b and HD 209458 b. In
the hotter HD 209458 b, TiO and VO increase the gas
opacities, leading to more incident starlight deposited at
pressures less than 10−3 bar, and creates hotter planet
daysides. These higher gas opacities allow resulting in
absorption and subsequent heating that drowns out the
relatively weaker effect of the aerosol heating, reduc-
ing the sensitivity to aerosols. This leads to a ‘break-
through’ effect for the picket fence HD 209458 b models
shown in Figure 3, and only in these models do we find
temperatures above the hottest condensation curve tem-
peratures (apart from numerical effects).

Figure 5 shows the dayside cumulative cloud optical
depths for the picket fence standard extended cloud ver-
sion of HD 209458 b for two different equatorial pro-
files: one at the substellar point and one at the anti-
stellar point. We chose to show HD 209458 b as it
has larger day-night temperature differences (resulting
in more inhomogeneous cloud formation) and the ex-
tended model because the cloud effects are more pro-
nounced. The colder anti-stellar profile shows more per-
vasive optically thick clouds. This is particularly impor-
tant near the photosphere, because upper atmosphere
clouds can manifest in the observable emission spec-
tra. Furthermore, these profiles show the relative im-
portance of each cloud species through its cumulative
optical depth, which is a function of how much cloud
material is present and its radiative properties.

3.2. Isobaric Structure

Isobaric temperature and wind maps from our models
show the features of hot Jupiter upper atmospheres stan-
dard across GCMs. Namely: all of our simulations show
day-night side temperature differences of several hun-
dred Kelvin, a strong eastward equatorial jet that weak-
ens past the mid-latitudes, and a hot-spot that has been
advected east of the substellar point. While these qual-
itative features are standard across all of our models,
significant differences arise based on which parameteri-
zation (double gray vs. picket fence, or cloud distribu-
tion) we choose. Deeper into the atmosphere (pressures
greater than 10 bar), the differences between the picket
fence and double gray schemes are less pronounced.

The largest differences between the picket fence and
double gray models occur at pressures ≲ 0.1 bar, due
to differences in optical depth structure predicted by
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Figure 4. The optical depths per bar for HD 189733 b (left) and HD 209458 b (right), evaluated with the analytic Guillot
(2010) temperature profiles used for initialization. The solid lines show the picket fence optical depths per bar, and the dotted
lines show the double gray optical depths of each layer divided by the layer pressure. Because of constant absorption coefficients,
the double gray channels maintain constant optical depths per bar throughout each atmosphere. Depending on the channel
number, the picket fence radiative transfer scheme results in optically thinner and optically thicker channels.

each model. Most strikingly, the picket fence models
have day sides that are up to 500 K hotter than the
double gray models. Figure 6 shows the isobaric projec-
tion of HD 209458 b at 1 mbar for the double gray and
picket fence models with and without compact clouds.
As discussed above, the picket fence radiative transfer
results in hotter daysides and prevents the thermostat-
ing effect seen in the double gray models, instead allow-
ing the substellar profiles to reach temperatures above
the hottest condensation curve. This keeps the substel-
lar region of the planet cloud-free, resulting in a more
similar dayside temperature structure between the clear
and cloudy models than is seen for the double gray ver-
sions, where the dayside remains largely cloudy, even
high in the atmosphere. The clear picket fence models
also show disruption in the wind structure near the ter-
minator zones, producing a less coherent equatorial jet
with greater longitudinal variation in wind speed com-
pared to the clear double gray models, as shown in the
flow streamlines in Figure 6. In the double gray models,
a wide coherent jet spans across all longitudes, encir-
cling the planet. However, in the picket fence model,
a wide coherent jet is only present across a portion of
the dayside. At longitudes of approximately −50◦ and
130◦, there is significant north-south flow accompanied

by corresponding changes in the coherence of the east-
west flow.

Characterizing the near-photospheric pressures of
these planets is important for interpreting emission spec-
tra because it corresponds to the region where most of
the photons that make up the continuum flux originate.
However, only the clear double gray models have a sin-
gle pressure level corresponding to the IR photosphere.
The more complex picket fence models have opacities
that vary with the local temperature and pressure fields.
Figures 7 and 8 show the atmospheric structure at 141
mbar and 60 mbar (the IR photosphere for the clear
double gray models) for different models of HD 189733
b and HD 209458 b respectively. In cloudy models of
HD 209458 b optically thick (τ ≳ 1) clouds block the
emergent flux inhomogeneously over the planet surface
at 5 microns. For HD 189733 b, despite pervasive (but
inhomogenous) cloud coverage the cumulative cloud op-
tical depth is less than 0.3 at 5.0 µm. This difference
of whether the clouds coverage have become optically
thick by the photosphere amplifies differences between
extended cloud models of HD 189733 b and HD 209458
b.

In the extended cloud cases (with implied strong ver-
tical mixing) there are clouds over almost the entire iso-
baric surface near the clear IR photosphere for both
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Figure 5. Profiles of HD 209458 b with picket fence radiative transfer and extended standard clouds. From top left and
clockwise the panels correspond to the cumulative cloud optical depths at ∼ 5.0 µm of the substellar profile, the anti-stellar
profile, the corresponding temperature pressure profiles of both profiles, and the cumulative optical depths of both profiles. The
vertical gray dotted line in all panels show the pressure level of the IR photosphere for the clear double gray version of this
planet. For the top two panels, the cloud τ per bar is the optical depth of the condensate layer, divided by the pressure of the
atmospheric layer. The profiles show that radiatively active clouds contribute significantly to the optical depth of the upper
atmosphere.

planets. In contrast, the compact cloud cases show
nearly clear upper atmospheres. Some species, such as
Al2O3, condense at such high temperatures that they
are present nearly throughout the entire atmosphere in
our extended cloud parameterizations. In the case of HD
189733 b at the IR photosphere, the atmosphere is cold
enough that a number of cloud species condense homoge-
neously. Namely: Al2O3, Ca2SiO4, CaTiO3, Mg2SiO4,
and SiO2 blanket the entire isobaric surface; Figure 7
shows homogeneous cloud coverage for both the double
gray and picket fence models, with clouds only dissipat-

ing near the substellar point. In the case of HD 209458
b, although the picket fence models have hotter upper
atmospheres, the double gray models are hotter near
the IR photosphere. Figure 8 shows that while both
the double gray model and the picket fence model are
hot enough to dissipate clouds near the substellar point,
only the double gray models show a decrease in cloud
coverage that extends to the nightside, along the equa-
tor. Furthermore, the picket fence models have optically
thicker clouds due to the more pervasive formation of
Al2O3, Ca2SiO4, and CaTiO3 clouds.
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Figure 6. The temperature and wind structure of HD 209458 b at a pressure level of 1 mbar. The picket fence radiative transfer
results in hotter daysides, especially high in the atmosphere. In addition, whereas in the double-gray models a thermostat effect
keeps the dayside temperature profiles near condensation curves and so clouds can form over much of the dayside, the picket
fence cloudy model avoids this effect and the dayside temperature profiles exceed the condensation curve, keeping much of the
dayside clear.

3.3. Cloud Distributions

Figures 9 and 10 show zonally averaged cloud distri-
butions for a range of cloud parameterizations on HD
189733 b and HD 209458 b. In the deeper atmosphere
(from ∼30-100 bar) HD 189733 b is hot enough that
no clouds form for any cloud parameterizations. For
both cloud parameterizations and both radiative trans-
fer schemes, thick clouds formed from approximately 30
bar to 5 bar. Our compact cloud parameterizations show
clouds forming deep in the atmosphere but nearly clear
upper atmospheres. This is due to the cloud formation
being limited to 1.4 scale heights from the bottom most
layer for each cloud species. We find that deep in the
atmosphere clouds extend over all latitudes for both the
double gray and picket fence models, as the day-night
differences are muted at the pressures where the com-
pact clouds form. These clouds are generally too deep

in the atmosphere to directly manifest in emission or
transmission spectra.

Another difference in the longitudinally averaged
cloud coverage between the planets is the decrease in
equatorial clouds for the picket fence extended cloud
model of HD 209458 b, as shown in Figure 10. This
difference stems from the fact that more stellar energy
is absorbed in the upper atmosphere in the multiwave-
length picket fence method, resulting in temperatures
above 2000 K, as shown in Figure 3. Although clouds
form in the upper atmospheres near the poles for both
the double gray and the picket fence versions of this
planet, the picket fence model has thinner clouds for lat-
itudes between -50◦ and 50◦. The double gray models
still have equatorial clouds in the upper atmosphere of
HD 209458 b, primarily Ca2SiO4, CaTiO3 and Al2O3.
The dissipation of equatorial cloud is particularly im-
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Figure 7. The temperature, wind, and cloud structure of HD 189733 b at a pressure level of 141 mbar (top three rows). This
is near the infrared photosphere for the double gray, clear model. The final row show plots of cumulative cloud optical depths
down to 141 mbar from the top of the atmosphere for the extended cloud models. Although qualitatively similar, the picket
fence models differ from the double gray ones in detail and these differences increase when clouds exist in the models.

portant when interpreting reflected light phase curves
(discussed below), as contributions from clouds at these

locations can dominate the reflected flux due to geomet-
ric effects.
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Figure 8. The temperature, wind, and cloud structure of HD 209458 b at a pressure level of 60 mbar. This is near the
infrared photosphere for the double gray, clear model. At this pressure level, the picket fence models show colder peak dayside
temperatures. Particularly in the clear case, the picket fence models shows temperatures near the substellar point several
hundred degrees colder than the double gray model.

The larger spatial differences in cloud coverage be-
tween the double gray and picket fence models are also

important for interpreting observations. Especially for
planets at different viewing inclinations, spatial inhomo-
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Figure 9. The longitudinally averaged cloud structures. The colder HD 189733 b has ubiquitous clouds for the extended case,
and deep atmosphere clouds for the compact case.

geneities in temperature and cloud coverage will mani-
fest in emission spectra, transmission spectra, and phase
curves (Line & Parmentier 2016; Powell et al. 2019;
Harada et al. 2021; Malsky et al. 2021; Feinstein et al.
2023; Savel et al. 2023). Recent work has show that exo-
planets with large day-night temperature contrasts and
other spatial inhomogeneities can result in systematic bi-
ases in retrievals (Caldas et al. 2019; Taylor et al. 2020;
Pluriel et al. 2020; MacDonald et al. 2020). The large
spatial inhomogeneities found in these models, particu-
larly for the cloudy simulations, show the importance of
2D and 3D retrieval frameworks.

3.4. Zonal Wind Structures

Qualitatively, we find similar atmospheric wind struc-
tures for both the double gray and picket fence GCMs.
Figure 11 shows the longitudinally averaged zonal wind
speeds of HD 209458 b and HD 189733 b. All of our

models showed common features for the mid to deep at-
mosphere winds: an eastward equatorial jet with speeds
in excess of 4 km s−1 and extending down to at least 1
bar, and significantly slower mid-latitude winds.

Although the polychromatic scheme results in larger
upper atmosphere day-night temperature differences
than the double gray version, it also leads to winds that
disrupt and slow the equatorial jet near the terminator
(as discussed above and shown in Figure 6), particularly
in the case of HD 209458 b. Figure 11 shows the longitu-
dinally averaged zonal wind speeds of a set of our mod-
els. The clear picket fence model for HD 189733 b has
peak wind speeds about 1 km/s faster than the double
gray model at pressures larger than ∼1 bar. However,
the zonally averaged wind speeds show a faster equa-
torial jet for the double gray model of HD 209458 b,
despite smaller temperature differences than the picket
fence model. This is because the zonal averaging is ob-
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Figure 10. The longitudinally averaged cloud structures. In both the picket fence and double gray renditions of HD 209458 b,
high-latitude clouds are features in the extended models. However, the picket fence model exhibits temperatures high enough
to completely disperse far more of the upper atmosphere equatorial clouds.

scuring a more complex wind pattern. The picket fence
and double gray models both have peak wind speeds
near the equator of approximately 6 km/s. The intro-
duction of extended clouds increases day-night temper-
ature differences, and increases the top wind speeds in
both schemes. Furthermore, the addition of clouds adds
more small scale features to the atmospheric temper-
ature and circulation patterns, especially in the picket
fence models. All models show slow westward winds in
the deep atmosphere and near the poles at pressures
lower than 0.01 bar.

3.5. Phase Curves

The thermal and reflected light phase curves for HD
189733 b and HD 209458 b are shown in Figure 12, and
Table 2 lists the phases of peak flux for each model.

These phase curves were created by taking the out-
ward flux from the upper boundary of the GCM at
each location and integrating over the visible hemisphere
(weighted appropriately by the solid angle) at each or-
bital phase. Due to the way the radiative transfer is
parameterized within the GCM, these are the contribu-
tions from the thermal and starlight bands.

Clouds significantly change the overall energy balance
in both the double gray and picket fence schemes. Al-
though the clear version of each planet had a prescribed
base global Bond albedo of 0.10 from Rayleigh scatter-
ing, adding clouds increases the global Bond albedo of
the planet, from values of 0.11 to as high as 0.71. The
Bond albedos of all models presented here are shown in
Table 2. The models with extended clouds are the most
reflective and the double gray versions of each cloudy
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Figure 11. The longitudinally averaged zonal wind speeds of HD 189733 b without clouds (top row), HD 209458 b without
clouds clouds (middle row), and HD 209458 b with extended clouds (bottom row). The models were run using double gray
radiative transfer (left column) and the new picket fence scheme (right column). The dark blue central feature corresponds to
the eastward equatorial jet. The black dotted line corresponds to a contour where the zonally averaged wind speed is 0 km s−1.
All models show strong eastward equatorial jets, standard in hot Jupiter circulation patterns, but the strength of the jet and
its spatial extent differ between the double gray and picket fence models, especially when there are clouds present.

model are more reflective than the picket fence versions,
as we will explain in more detail below. We are able
to see this increased reflection directly in the reflected
light phase curves and indirectly in a decrease in overall

flux of the thermal emission phase curves. Furthermore,
by comparing the total incident stellar flux and inter-
nal flux to the thermal flux and reflected starlight, we
were able to benchmark the overall energy conservation
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within each model. We find outgoing to incoming en-
ergy balances were within 3% for all models, and less
than 1% for the majority of models. These values were
only calculated from the final output of each model and
so the energy balances may actually be even better when
averaged over time.

Similarly to Parmentier et al. (2021) and Roman et al.
(2021), we find that clouds lead to smaller thermal phase
curve offsets and larger thermal phase curve amplitudes
for both HD 189733 b and HD 209458 b. Clouds affect
phase curves through a number of processes. The addi-
tion of clouds increases global Bond albedos, decreasing
the global energy budget. Conversely, clouds strengthen
the greenhouse effect, which in turn warms the atmo-
sphere beneath them. Furthermore, clouds introduce an
additional source of opacity and move the photospheric
pressure level to higher altitudes, and alter the temper-
ature structure through scattering and absorption. The
blanketing can be seen through Figure 5, where clouds
have formed at both the substellar point and the anti-
stellar point by the IR photosphere. Locations above
the photosphere are generally colder than (or the same
temperature as) the photosphere for HD 189733 b, but
may be a higher temperature for HD 209458 b mod-
els where thermal inversions are pervasive. The exact
nature of how clouds manifest in the broadband phase
curves is due to the complex combination of the disk
integrated emission, as well as the radiative properties
of the clouds, the type of clouds forming, and the global
energy balances of the planets.

The hotter dayside upper atmospheres and cooler
night sides, result in the smaller thermal phase curve
offset and larger thermal phase curve amplitude of the
clear picket fence model shown in Figure 12. Impor-
tantly, the picket fence scheme has an extra thermal
channel compared to double gray, resulting in more effi-
cient cooling and night-sides hundreds of degrees Kelvin
cooler than the double gray scheme. All models show an
eastward thermal peak offset, with the double gray HD
189733 b having the largest offset (peaking at a phase of
0.36) and the picket fence extended cloud HD 209458 b
model having the smallest offset (peaking at a phase of
0.48). All model offsets are detailed in Table 2). Gen-
erally, the thermal phase curves of the double gray and
picket fence models are similar both in terms of ampli-
tude and phase curve offset for HD 189733 b, which is
in line with their similar pressure-temperature profiles.

When no clouds are present, the double gray and
picket fence reflected light curves match exactly, as the
only source of scattering is our imposed Rayleigh scat-
tering. Radiatively active clouds scatter and reflect in-
cident starlight, increasing planetary albedos. The dou-

ble gray models are more reflective, because they have
cooler day side upper atmospheres, resulting in greater
cloud coverage and more reflected starlight. This effect
is more pronounced for HD 209458 b where the tem-
perature differences between the double gray and picket
fence versions are greater. The HD 189733 b models al-
most all have reflected light phase curves that peak at
phases of 0.5. These models are cold enough that clouds
form across both the day and the night sides, resulting in
mostly homogeneous cloud coverage and reflected light
maps. In contrast, the radiative transfer choice had a
large effect on the reflected light phase curves of the hot-
ter HD 209458 b. Here, the double gray models had sig-
nificantly larger reflected light phase curve amplitudes.
This is because the picket fence models had day sides hot
enough to dissipate all clouds in the upper atmosphere.
This resulted in less overall reflected starlight. Further-
more, both the double gray and picket fence models had
reflected light phases close to, but not exactly at, 0.5
(0.49 - 0.53), indicative of the inhomogeneous dayside
cloud coverage on this planet.

One feature to notice is that the default extended
cloud models are more reflective than the extended all-
cloud models. This is because the default cloud models
exclude highly absorptive Fe clouds, and allow for re-
flective silicate clouds to form, dominating the optical
radiative transfer. This behavior was noted in Roman
et al. (2021) for the double gray models, and remains
true for the picket fence radiative transfer. As expected,
the highly reflective default cloud models also have the
smallest integrated thermal emission—a necessary fea-
ture to conserve the global energy balance. Similarly,
the extended cloud models are more reflective than the
compact cloud models, which are in turn more reflec-
tive than the clear models. This behavior is matched
in the thermal phase curves, where the integrated ther-
mal emission is largest for the clear models, then the
compact cloud models, then the extended cloud mod-
els. However, the converse is true for the compact cloud
models—the default cloud models are less reflective than
the extended cloud models, particularly for HD 189733
b. This is due to nuances in the location where different
cloud species form and which species form close to the
photosphere.

4. DISCUSSION

In this work, our new contribution is the coupling
of a picket fence radiative transfer scheme with radia-
tively active clouds. This builds upon previous works
that have studied various cloud modeling assumptions
within GCMs, as well as comparisons between radiative
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Figure 12. Top, the thermally emitted broadband phase curves. Bottom, the reflected broadband phase curves. These are
the fluxes directly from the GCM radiative transfer, capturing the entire thermal and starlight bands. Dotted lines show the
double gray radiative transfer, solid lines show the picket fence results. The colors show different cloud parameterizations: clear
(black), compact clouds (purple), and extended clouds (teal). The choice of a radiative transfer scheme and the vertical extent
of clouds can be distinguished based on phase curve observations. Using the stellar effective temperatures for HD 189733 b and
HD 209458b from Table 1, we compute the bolometric fluxes.

transfer routines within clear models. In the following
sections we compare our results to previous literature.

4.1. Radiative Transfer Comparisons

In order to benchmark the accuracy of the picket fence
model, we compare our results against previous picket
fence implementations, as well as against k-distribution
radiative transfer schemes. In particular, we focus on
Lee et al. (2021), who compared double gray, picket
fence, and k-distribution schemes for cloud-free models
of HD 209458 b. This model uses a finite volume dy-
namical core, but slightly different formulations of the
primitive equations (Lee et al. 2021). As noted in Lee
et al. (2021), small differences in GCM parameteriza-
tion can have large effects in the final model simulations,
and tracing back the exact cause of model discrepancies
is difficult. However, we note the broad agreement be-
tween our picket fence models, as well as the common
differences we and Lee et al. (2021) found between dou-
ble gray and picket fence models.

We find similar upper atmospheres as Lee et al. (2021)
for HD 209458 b, ranging from approximately 750 K on
the nightside to 2000 K on the dayside. Furthermore,

we find similar deep atmosphere temperatures as in Lee
et al. (2021). At 10 bar, our models have a temperature
of approximately 2000 K, regardless of longitude, match-
ing that of Lee et al. (2021). We also find monotonically
increasing temperatures at depths greater than ∼ 10 bar,
similar to Lee et al. (2021). Our isobaric temperature
and wind projections are similar to those presented in
Lee et al. (2021). For example, at a pressure level of 0.1
bar we both find global hot-spots that extend past longi-
tudes of 90◦, an eastward equatorial jet extending from
+30◦ to -30◦ latitude, and temperatures ranging from
1200 K to 1800 K. One difference, however, we find that
the minimum temperatures in our models are at higher
latitudes than those shown in Lee et al. (2021).

We find similar wind structures between our double
gray models of HD 209458 b and those presented in Lee
et al. (2021). Both models show super-rotating equato-
rial jets extending from latitudes of approximately -40◦

to +40◦ and slow westward polar and deep atmosphere
winds. The model shown in Lee et al. (2021) reaches
peak wind speeds of approximately 5 km/s, while the
model shown here has peak wind speeds of ∼5.5 km/s.
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HD 189733 b

Model Bond albedo Reflected phase curve max Thermal phase curve max Thermal amplitude

Double Gray, Clear 0.10 0.50 0.36 0.54
Picket Fence, Clear 0.10 0.50 0.38 0.59

Double Gray, Default Clouds, Comp. 0.17 0.50 0.39 0.75
Picket Fence, Default Clouds, Comp. 0.11 0.50 0.38 0.67
Double Gray, Default Clouds, Ext. 0.71 0.50 0.46 0.89
Picket Fence, Default Clouds, Ext. 0.66 0.50 0.45 0.88
Double Gray, All Clouds, Comp. 0.32 0.50 0.41 0.82
Picket Fence, All Clouds, Comp. 0.19 0.52 0.39 0.66
Double Gray, All Clouds, Ext. 0.34 0.50 0.49 0.95
Picket Fence, All Clouds, Ext. 0.33 0.50 0.47 0.90

HD 209458b

Model Bond albedo Reflected phase curve max Thermal phase curve max Thermal amplitude

Double Gray, Clear 0.10 0.50 0.39 0.61
Picket Fence, Clear 0.10 0.50 0.46 0.74

Double Gray, Default Clouds, Comp. 0.40 0.49 0.47 0.81
Picket Fence, Default Clouds, Comp. 0.14 0.53 0.47 0.84
Double Gray, Default Clouds, Ext. 0.50 0.51 0.47 0.93
Picket Fence, Default Clouds, Ext. 0.33 0.52 0.48 0.94
Double Gray, All Clouds, Comp. 0.41 0.50 0.46 0.84
Picket Fence, All Clouds, Comp. 0.16 0.54 0.46 0.85
Double Gray, All Clouds, Ext. 0.35 0.50 0.48 0.93
Picket Fence, All Clouds, Ext. 0.18 0.51 0.47 0.89

Table 2. The Bond albedos, orbital phases at which the reflected and thermal light from the planet peaks, for all models.

Furthermore, the double gray HD 209458 b model pre-
sented in Rauscher & Menou (2012a), also compared to
in Lee et al. (2021), shows peak wind speeds in excess
of 7 km/s, making our results an intermediary between
these two models.

Our clear picket fence models show slower peak wind
speeds and a different super-rotating equatorial jet
structure than the model presented in Lee et al. (2021).
Our models show peak zonally averaged eastward wind
speeds of approximately 4 km/s, while the models in Lee
et al. (2021) have peak speeds of approximately 5 km/s.
Furthermore, our models show a broad equatorial jet
from latitudes of approximately -50◦ to +50◦, but with-
out a central core of winds in excess of 4 km/s. In juxta-
position, the wind structure of the models in Lee et al.
(2021) show a narrower jet, and one with peak wind
speeds at ∼10−4 bar, which then decays deeper into the
atmosphere. Lee et al. (2021) also find westward winds
at pressures less than 10−5 bar. However, our models
only extend to this pressure level, so we are unable to
compare behavior at lower pressures. Last, both our
models and the ones shown in Lee et al. (2021) show

many commonalities, such as a slow westward winds at
pressures larger than ∼ 3 bar and near the poles, and
an equatorial jet that extends to ∼ 3 bar.

While comparing the overall wind speeds in these
models shows some reasonable agreement, we do re-
mind the reader of the discussion in Section 1 about how
numerical dissipation can influence wind speeds (Heng
et al. 2011). These models are not using identical nu-
merical dissipation and so that will also factor into their
relative winds speeds. In addition, we remind the reader
that we may also expect the strength of numerical dissi-
pation appropriate for a model to depend on the radia-
tive timescales in the atmosphere (Thrastarson & Cho
2011). So, for example, differences in the radiative trans-
fer implementation in Rauscher & Menou (2012a) and
the Toon et al. (1989) scheme now used in the RM-
GCM could therefore introduce nuanced differences in
the detailed thermal state of the atmosphere, resulting
in complicating consequences for the numerical dissipa-
tion and overall wind speeds in these models, even when
comparing double-gray versions of each.
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4.2. Cloud Treatment Comparisons

We find similar behavior between the cloud treatment
presented here and more sophisticated cloud models
(e.g., Lines et al. 2018; Parmentier et al. 2021; Christie
et al. 2021; Komacek et al. 2022). Our zonally averaged
extended cloud distributions are qualitatively consistent
those presented in Lines et al. (2018), particularly for
the hot HD 209458 b model, who modeled HD 189733
b and HD 209458 b with a k-distribution gas radiative
transfer routine and a kinetic cloud formation scheme.
We both find extensive cloud coverage from the deep at-
mosphere to near the top of the atmosphere, with the
densest clouds near the poles and at pressures below
10−2 bar. Additionally, both our models show a dis-
persal of clouds deep into the planet atmosphere near
the equator, due to the higher temperatures. However,
the standard HD 209458 b model in Lines et al. (2018)
shows clouds at pressures larger than 30 bar for both
HD 189733 b and HD 209458 b, while our models show
no clouds due to the high deep atmosphere temperatures
because of our choice of a high Tint. Last, our isobaric
projections of the extended cloudy models of HD 189733
b and HD 209458 b show pervasive cloud coverage across
the nightside of the planet, including at equatorial lat-
itudes. In contrast, the models in Lines et al. (2018)
show cloud particle number densities close to zero for
latitudes between +15◦ and -15◦ for the HD 209458 b
models at similar pressures. This behavior is closer to
that of our compact cloud parameterizations, but still
show significant differences in the extent and region of
cloud formation.

Our models closely match the results of Roman et al.
(2021), due to the shared heritage of our models. Roman
et al. (2021) ran double gray models with radiatively
active clouds over a range of temperatures. The more
detailed differences between the results of Roman et al.
(2021) and our models are reflected in our comparisons
between the double gray and picket fence models pre-
sented previously. Further differences between models
stem from a different Rayleigh scattering parameteriza-
tion, as well as updated cloud radiative properties.

In agreement with previous models (e.g., Roman &
Rauscher 2019; Roman et al. 2021; Parmentier et al.
2021)), we find that the presence of clouds on the
nightside generally increased peak phase curve ampli-
tudes and decreased phase curve offsets. Parmentier
et al. (2021) additionally found that the precise effect
of clouds on observables was complex, and were effected
by cloud chemical composition and particle size—two
parameters with large a priori uncertainty. Christie
et al. (2021) find that the relatively unconstrained sed-
imentation factor (or cloud vertical scale) can have a

large impact on radiative feedback and atmospheric dy-
namics. Our models show similarly large differences
between models with compact or extended cloud pa-
rameterizations. The cloud parameterizations presented
here spanned between approximately 1.4 scale and 16
scale heights (the compact and extended cloud param-
eterizations), and show the need to explore cloud verti-
cal extent. Last, Komacek et al. (2022) explore radia-
tively active clouds on ultra-hot Jupiters and find night-
side clouds that warm the region below the cloud deck
through the greenhouse effect. Because our clouds ei-
ther form throughout the entire atmosphere, or at pres-
sures larger than approximately 1 bar (depending on the
compact vs extended parameterization), this blanketing
effect is muted. Exploring a wider range of equilibrium
temperatures and cloud extents may show more paral-
lels between our results and the findings from Komacek
et al. (2022). Finally, although it is outside the scope
of this work, a future study could evaluate whether the
vertical extents assumed in this work are consistent with
the extents predicted by microphysical models, given
the same atmospheric pressure-temperature profiles. Al-
though this approach would neglect the importance of
horizontal advection, it would still be informative re-
garding whether the assumed vertical extents are realis-
tic.

5. CONCLUSIONS

In this work we present General Circulation Models
with picket fence radiative transfer and radiatively ac-
tive clouds as a novel method in numerical simulations of
hot Jupiters. The picket fence radiative transfer method
allows us to recreate the results of far more complex
schemes, but at a fraction of the computational cost.
When this method is used in concert with cloud con-
densation we can gain further insight into the complex
feedback between clouds and atmospheric structure and
the polychromatic nature of hot Jupiter atmospheres.

Overall, the picket fence routine is an efficient and
accurate radiative transfer method that better cap-
tures the multiwavelength effects of hot Jupiter atmo-
spheres. Compared to double gray, these effects include
breaking through the cloud blanketing effect, more ef-
ficient thermal cooling of the upper atmospheres, and
the larger upper atmosphere starlight opacities model-
ing the deposition of stellar flux more accurately. As
discussed above, double gray models compare favor-
ably for cooler planets, where they qualitatively match
the results of the picket fence models. A fully multi-
wavelength k-distribution treatment would be necessary
in cases where more complex Rayleigh scattering effects
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are needed, or where the radiative properties of the at-
mospheric aerosols vary significantly with wavelength.

We characterize the differences between models that
use picket fence and double gray radiative transfer with
radiatively active clouds, and find a number of key in-
teractions:

1. The picket fence scheme creates larger day-night
temperature differences than the double gray
scheme in the upper atmosphere of clear models,
particularly for the more irradiated HD 209458
b. Furthermore, the temperature profiles in the
cloudy double gray models experience a thermo-
stating effect that aligns them with the hottest
condensation curve on the dayside (as discussed
in Roman & Rauscher 2019), but the multi-band
radiative transfer in the picket fence models di-
minishes this effect and allows for hotter and clear
dayside regions.

2. While the picket fence approach yields more sig-
nificant day-night temperature disparities in the
upper atmosphere compared to the double gray
method, the zonally averaged wind speeds are
slowed, due to less coherent flow in the equatorial
jet as it passes over the terminators. In both dou-
ble gray and picket fence configurations, incorpo-
rating extensive clouds intensifies day-night tem-
perature differences and increases the peak wind
speeds.

3. Upper atmosphere equatorial and mid-latitude
clouds are less pervasive with polychromatic ra-
diative transfer in the case of HD 209458 b, due to
larger gas opacities and the resulting larger day-
side temperatures. Furthermore, the inhomoge-
nous dissipation of dayside clouds for our HD
209458 picket fence models leads to larger ther-
mal phase curve amplitudes and smaller reflected
light curve amplitudes.

4. Clouds considerably alter the total energy balance
in both double gray and picket fence configura-
tions. The introduction of extended clouds in-
creased the planetary global Bond albedos to at
least 0.33, and up to 0.71 depending on cloud ex-
tent and radiative transfer scheme. Picket fence
models resulted in lower Bond albedos than their
double gray counterparts because of the larger
picket fence upper atmosphere gas opacities. Fur-
thermore, radiatively active clouds decrease phase
curve offsets and increase phase curve amplitudes
for both double gray and picket fence radiative
transfer schemes, as found in previous works.

The exquisite precision measurements available from
JWST and ground-based high-resolution spectroscopy
are revolutionizing atmospheric characterization by
probing inherently 3D atmospheric properties (e.g.,
Ehrenreich et al. 2020; Beltz et al. 2021; Herman et al.
2022; Pino et al. 2022; Prinoth et al. 2022; Coulombe
et al. 2023; Kempton et al. 2023; van Sluijs et al. 2023).
In the upcoming decade, new high-resolution spectro-
graphs on 30-m class telescopes will allow for the analy-
sis of spectra from a plethora of exoplanets and a greater
understanding of the 3D nature of hot Jupiters. Numer-
ical models are critical to understanding the dynamics
of hot Jupiter atmospheres and understanding how the
structure of these planets manifests in observables. The
diversity of exoplanets and the extensive variety of con-
ditions in which they exist shows the need for efficient,
explainable GCMs that can model a range of physical
mechanisms in concert.
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APPENDIX

A. RAYLEIGH SCATTERING

As part of the improvements detailed in this paper, we also implement a modification to how the model simulates
Rayleigh scattering. These results apply to both the cloudy models and the clear models. In the clear models, Rayleigh
scattering is the only source of scattering and the sole cause of reflected starlight. For our implementation of Rayleigh
scattering within the RM-GCM, the overall Bond albedo can be set to match observations and/or more sophisticated
models. However, there exists significant uncertainty about the global Bond albedos for the population of planets we
wish to model. For example, Cahoy et al. (2010) calculate Bond albedos of approximately 0.4 for clear Jupiter-like
planets at 0.8 AU. In contrast, Parmentier et al. (2015) approximates the Bond albedo for clear solar composition
planets and finds values from ∼0.02 - 0.2 for planets with temperatures from 1000 - 2000 K.

Previous double-gray versions of the RM-GCM implemented Rayleigh scattering by calculating the atmospheric
attenuation due to molecular scattering (Roman & Rauscher 2017). Briefly, this scheme assumed an atmosphere of
H2, He, and H2O and computed Rayleigh scattering optical depth per bar for an H2 gas following Dalgarno & Williams
(1962). Each molecular species contributes to the total Rayleigh scattering based on its atmospheric mole fraction and
intrinsic index of refraction. However, this method performs poorly when combined with our picket fence radiative
transfer, as the picket fence is tuned to approximate the overall net transfer of radiation and heating rates. Attempting
to pick any wavelength at which to evaluate the Rayleigh scattering (or even any three wavelengths for all the starlight
channels) produces unphysical scattering effects (such as an increase in reflected light near the terminator) for some
subset of hot Jupiters that we wish to model. Individually tuning the Rayleigh scattering for each planet is also not
desirable, as it leads to over-parameterization between models.

In order to implement Rayleigh scattering within the new picket fence framework, we make several changes to the RM-
GCM. First, we updated the radiative transfer to keep the functionality of the previous Rayleigh scattering methods
if desired. This required evaluating the Rayleigh scattering at three wavelengths (for the three starlight channels),
instead of one. If the wavelengths that Rayleigh scattering is evaluated at are identical for each of the starlight
channels this method can simplify to a double gray radiative transfer. Next, we update an alternative scattering
parameterization (used in this paper) where Rayleigh scattering is not calculated as a optical depth contribution, and
instead each profile has an imposed top-of-the-atmosphere Bond albedo that reduces the incident stellar flux. This
method, although simple, is able to correctly model the energy balance of the planet while also implementing the
picket fence optical depth calculations.

Our PICASO simulations show Bond albedos between 0-0.2 for hot clear Jupiters. Since the highest Bond albedo we
found was near 0.2, we expect that any albedos observed to be greater than this must be caused by atmospheric aerosols,
rather than Rayleigh scattering. Furthermore, we found that Bond albedos decrease with increasing metallicities, as the
higher metallicity atmospheres will have greater abundances of opacity sources and so absorb more starlight. Planets
with solar metallicities have Bond albedos of less than approximately 0.125, while planets with 100x solar metallicities
have Bond albedos of approximately 0.025. Last, Bond albedo has little dependence on equilibrium temperature for
planets less than 2000 K, and then decreases with increasing temperature. We therefore choose a Bond albedo of
0.10 for the solar metallicity hot Jupiters discussed in this paper. We chose this value to capture the contribution
from Rayleigh scattering, and approximately match the values found from our grid of PICASO simulations, as shown
in Figure 13. We do not necessarily expect these values to exactly match the true values of HD 189733 b and HD
209458 b but rather to facilitate the radiative transfer investigations presented here. Optical eclipse measurements
of HD 189733 b and HD 209458 b show geometric albedos of 0.076±0.016 and 0.096±0.016 respectively (Brandeker
et al. 2022; Krenn et al. 2023). Assuming Rayleigh scattering is the only source of scattering, this results in Bond
albedos of approximately 0.13 (Heng et al. 2021), so in fact our choices are in good general agreement, considering that
the presence of clouds could introduce additional albedo on these planets. We tested how well a global Bond albedo
performed when used with picket fence radiative transfer. Our new Rayleigh scattering scheme produces reasonable
pressure temperature profiles when compared to more sophisticated codes over a range of planet characteristics.

A.1. Model Parameters
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Figure 13. The Bond albedos calculated for planets in the grid of models from Goyal et al. (2020), using the multiwavelength
radiative transfer code PICASO.
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HD 209458 b

Radiative Transfer Clouds Type Condensation Fraction Timesteps per day

Double Gray No clouds N/A 4800
Double Gray All species compact clouds 0.1 4800
Double Gray Default compact clouds 0.1 4800
Double Gray All species clouds 0.025 9600
Double Gray Default clouds 0.10 9600
Picket Fence No clouds N/A 4800
Picket Fence All species compact clouds 0.1 4800
Picket Fence Default compact clouds 0.1 4800
Picket Fence All species clouds 0.025 9600
Picket Fence Default clouds 0.025 9600

HD 189733 b

Radiative Transfer Cloud Type Condensation Fraction Timesteps per day

Double Gray No clouds N/A 4800
Double Gray All species compact clouds 0.1 4800
Double Gray Default compact clouds 0.1 4800
Double Gray All species clouds 0.05 4800
Double Gray Default clouds 0.05 9600
Picket Fence No clouds N/A 4800
Picket Fence All species compact clouds 0.1 4800
Picket Fence Default compact clouds 0.1 4800
Picket Fence All species clouds 0.025 4800
Picket Fence Default clouds 0.05 4800

Table 3. For some models we were forced to adjust our default parameters in order be computationally tractable. Here we
give the condensation fractions (f) and time resolution (given as number of time steps within each planet day, i.e., one rotation
period) used for each model.
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