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ABSTRACT

Earth-like planets in the circumstellar habitable zone (HZ) may have dramatically different climate

outcomes depending on their spin-orbit parameters, altering their habitability for life as we know it.

We present a suite of 93 ROCKE-3D general circulation models (GCMs) for planets with the same

surface conditions and average annual insolation as Earth, but with a wide range of rotation periods,

obliquities, orbital eccentricities, and longitudes of periastra. Our habitability metric fHZ is calculated

based on the temperature and precipitation in each model across grid cells over land. Latin Hypercube

Sampling (LHS) aids in sampling all 4 of the spin-orbit parameters with a computationally feasible

number of GCM runs. Statistical emulation then allows us to model fHZ as a smooth function with

built-in estimates of statistical uncertainty. We fit our emulator to an initial set of 46 training runs,

then test with an additional 46 runs at different spin-orbit values. Our emulator predicts the directly

GCM-modeled habitability values for the test runs at the appropriate level of accuracy and precision.

For orbital eccentricities up to 0.225, rotation period remains the primary driver of the fraction of

land that remains above freezing and with precipitation above a threshold value. For rotation periods

greater than ∼ 20 days, habitability drops significantly (from ∼ 70% to ∼ 20%), driven primarily by

cooler land temperatures. Obliquity is a significant secondary factor for rotation periods less than ∼ 20

Earth days, with a factor of two impact on habitability that is maximized at intermediate obliquity.

1. INTRODUCTION

The search for potentially habitable exoplanets is a high priority in NASA’s current Astrophysics portfolio. The

Nancy Grace Roman Space Telescope, launching in mid-2027, will include a Coronagraph Instrument to advance the

technology needed to directly image mature planetary systems like our own. Following on this technology demonstra-

tion, the Habitable Worlds Observatory (HWO) is envisioned as a large infrared/optical/ultraviolet space telescope

capable of imaging terrestrial-sized planets orbiting in the habitable zones (HZ) of nearby stars, where abundant liquid

water (and therefore life as we know it) could exist on the planet’s surface. Understanding the HZ in terms of (1) its lo-

cation around each star, and (2) the factors that could impact planetary climates within the HZ, is a longstanding area
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of research that will influence nearly every aspect of HWO’s formulation (e.g. outer and inner working angles, starlight

suppression capability, number of necessary targets, integration times, target follow-up, and mission duration).

Assessments of exoplanet habitability are typically based on first-order probes of whether a planet is capable of

sustaining an atmosphere and liquid water on its surface, given the planet’s mass, radius, equilibrium temperature,

and the radiation environment of the host star (e.g. Kasting et al. 1993; Abe et al. 2011; Leconte et al. 2013; Kopparapu

et al. 2013, 2014; Ramirez & Kaltenegger 2014; Shields et al. 2014; Godolt et al. 2016; Kane et al. 2016; Wolf et al.

2017; Ramirez 2018; Hill et al. 2023; Lobo et al. 2023; Spinelli et al. 2023). Other planetary properties that affect the

surface and atmosphere include the presence and strength of a magnetic field (e.g. Driscoll & Bercovici 2013; Driscoll &

Barnes 2015); the structures and dynamical interplay of the surface and interior (e.g. Olson & Christensen 2006; Foley

& Driscoll 2016; Lenardic et al. 2016a,b; Foley & Smye 2018; Colose et al. 2021) and the bulk inventory of volatile and

refractory elements and compounds (for a review of the subject, see e.g. Mollière et al. 2022). All of these set the

conditions for whether life can develop and survive over the lifetime of the planet. For the purposes of this paper, we

draw from a definition referred to as “climate habitability”, in the footsteps of works such as Jansen et al. (2019) and

He et al. (2022). This definition relies on a combination of surface temperature and precipitation and is described in

detail in §3, and is more narrowly defined than the requirement that surface liquid water be sustainable.

Our choice of climate habitability aims to build on this substantial body of work, by asking, “For planets within

the HZ that are similar to the Earth, how strongly could habitability be impacted by spin-orbit configuration?”.

Specifically, we model climate habitability as a function of rotation rate, obliquity, eccentricity, and longitude of

periastron. Changes to the orbital and rotation parameters factor greatly into the Earth’s dramatic history of long

term climate variability over millions of years (e.g. Milankovi 1941; Berger et al. 1993; Spiegel et al. 2010; Deitrick

et al. 2018; Vervoort et al. 2022). On short (∼annual) timescales, seasonal variations are determined largely by the

combination of rotation rate, obliquity, and orbital eccentricity (Armstrong et al. 2014; Way & Georgakarakos 2016;

Way et al. 2023). However, for more slowly rotating planets (i.e., day lengths longer than ∼ 1/3 of a year), these

factors combine to create a complex insolation pattern with significant inter-annual variations (see e.g. Dobrovolskis

2013; Kane et al. 2016; Kane & Torres 2017; Vervoort et al. 2022; Hill et al. 2023).

We employ the ROCKE-3D code, which was also used by Jansen et al. (2019) and He et al. (2022); more about our

model setup is described in §2.1. Jansen et al. (2019) start with an Earth-like initial condition for their climate models,

and vary both the rotation period and insolation. Their principal finding is that the temperature- based fractional

habitability has a well-defined peak in rotation period, with a rotation period of ∼ 16 days having the highest fh
for Earth-like insolation. They attribute this behavior to the efficiency of heat transport to the poles: the extent of

Hadley circulation is determined by the Coriolis force, with circulation widening pole-ward as rotation slows from an

Earth-like period. At rotation periods slower than ∼ 16 days, habitability drops precipitously. The authors attribute

this to the formation of sub-solar clouds; as the Sun lingers for longer periods of time in a given region on the globe, the

persistent radiation draws more water into the atmosphere through evaporation. The models of He et al. (2022) span

nearly the same range in rotation period as Jansen et al. (2019), but add obliquity as a second dimension. He et al.

(2022) also add a precipitation component to their working definition for habitability, which we adopt in a modified

form. The full description and comparison of habitability definitions is available in §3.1–3.2.
Adding orbital eccentricity to the picture, which has both a magnitude and orientation, doubles the number of

parameters to explore and therefore squares the size of a grid search of the parameter space. It is no longer feasible to

simply span the space with climate models as we have been able to previously, and so we need a more efficient strategy

to span the dimensions with a feasible number of model runs. This leads us into a statistical problem: given we can

only sample this space sparsely, can we estimate how well we understand some outcome of our models — such as a

global and time mean surface temperature? We implement a combination of statistical methods: one to efficiently

sample the parameter space (“Latin Hypercube” sampling; see §2.2) and Bayesian statistical analysis in the form of

Gaussian process regression (sometimes referred to as “kriging”; see §3.3).
We discuss the setup and configuration of the individual climate models, and how they are arranged in the rotation

and orbital parameter space in §2; definitions of habitability metrics and averaging in §3.1–3.2. We describe this

statistical modeling and terminology in more detail in §3.3. We compare the results of our coupled climate and

statistical model with those of Jansen et al. (2019) and He et al. (2022) in §4, building up from rotation period alone,

including obliquity, and finally including orbital eccentricity in §5. As part of this, we design a test to evaluate how

accurately the emulator predicts our habitability metric in §5.4, by comparing the predictions of the emulator with

the directly modeled habitabilities in the eccentric test model set. We interpret and discuss our results in §6.
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2. ATMOSPHERIC MODELS

2.1. Configuration of the General Circulation Models (GCMs)

For our climate simulations, we perform 93 runs with varied orbital parameters (obliquity, eccentricity, rotation

rate, and longitude of periapse) with sampling as described in §2.2 and values shown in Table 1. This comprises two

46-model ensembles, which are used as “training” and “test” sets for purposes of the statistical analysis (as described

in §3.3 and applied in §5.3). Additionally, a model with Earth-like rotation and orbit parameters was run and added

to the training set. The orbital and rotation configurations are listed in Table 1, along with land and time means

in surface temperature, precipitation, and our habitability metric values. All climate simulations presented employ

ROCKE-3D (Way et al. 2017), a GCM developed at the NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies. All models use

the SOCRATES radiation scheme (Edwards 1996; Edwards & Slingo 1996; Thomson & Vallis 2019). For this work,

ROCKE-3D was configured with an atmosphere at 4◦ × 5◦ latitude-longitude resolution, 40 vertical layers with a top

at 0.1 mb, and a dynamic ocean with a uniform depth of 1360 m. This permits faster equilibration time than with a

deeper ocean. Each model is run until the running mean across 30 model years (orbits) of the net bolometric radiative

flux (net rad planet in the model outputs) is approximately zero. In practice, the typical variability in the net flux

from year to year is of order a few ∼ 0.1 W m−2.1 The atmosphere uses Earth composition and pressure with 300 ppm

CO2 and 1 ppm CH4. We do not simulate ozone chemistry in these experiments but prescribe a stratospheric ozone

abundance that is hemispherically symmetric and seasonally invariant, allowing for the development of a stratospheric

temperature inversion. We use an Earth continental configuration and a land surface with no vegetation. Instead, we

use a bare soil mixture with a nominal surface albedo of 0.2, though this changes when the ground is wet or covered

with snow. We choose to omit the modeling of ice sheets for our simulations given the extreme orbital configurations

and significantly non-Earth-like insolation patterns. Despite this, the topographic heights are all still consistent with

modern Earth.

2.2. A Parameter Study using Latin Hypercube Sampling

The grid of climate models presented here span a range in rotation period, obliquity, eccentricity, and longitude of

periapse:

• 8 powers of 2 in rotation period (denoted Prot), from 1–256 days;

• from 0–90◦ in obliquity (denoted ψ), spaced at intervals of 2◦;

• from 0–0.225 in orbital eccentricity (denoted e), spaced at intervals of 0.005; and

• from 0–360◦ in longitude of periapse (denoted ϕp), spaced at intervals of 8◦.

The maximum orbital eccentricity is limited to 0.225 to keep the climate models within a range that avoids numerical

instability with the amount of instellation at periapse. This does not significantly limit the fraction these models

explore of the currently-known exoplanet eccentricity distribution for planets with radii near Earth’s, as constrained

from transit surveys (see e.g. Kane et al. 2012; Van Eylen & Albrecht 2015; An et al. 2023).

The models for each set are spaced equally across each dimension’s range except for rotation period which is divided

logarithmically, in an approximately even grid, with finer divisions at the fast rotations. The division uses 8 steps

between 1 and 2 day rotation period, 6 steps between 2 and 4 day rotation period, and 5 steps per factor of two for the

remainder of the range. The result is a roughly logarithmic span over the full range. The maximum orbital eccentricity

yields an orbit where the maximum insolation is 60% and 150% of its value at the semimajor axis at apoapse and

periapse, respectively. Additionally, as described in the introduction, the longitude of periapse allows us to tune how

the obliquity seasons are oriented in phase with the eccentricity seasons. For example, ϕp → 90◦ means that the

northern hemisphere reaches its summer solstice right as the planet hits periapse; ϕp → 270◦ is the corresponding case

for the southern hemisphere (and, therefore, the northern summer begins at apoapse).

1 Assessing “true” climate equilibrium for Earth-derived climate models is a complex task, often without a clear-cut, unambiguous criterion;
see e.g. Rugenstein et al. (2020); Dai et al. (2020).
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Table 1. The orbital and rotation parameters used to initialize each of the training and test sets for the ROCKE-3D climate
simulations, as well as the principal metrics for this paper averaged over time and land area — see §3.1 for the precise definitions.
Prot is the planet’s rotation period, ψ its obliquity, e its orbital eccentricity, and ϕp its longitude of periapse. The metrics shown
are the land and time mean surface temperature ⟨T̄s⟩, precipitation ⟨p̄⟩, and the 3 habitability metrics defined by temperature,
precipitation, and a combination of the two (as defined in §3.2).

Training Set Test Set

Case Prot (d) ψ (◦) e ϕp (◦) ⟨T̄s⟩ (◦C) ⟨p̄⟩ (mm/d) fT fprec H ψ e ϕp ⟨T̄s⟩ ⟨p̄⟩ fT fprec H

Earth 1 23 0.017 283 8.0 2.85 0.69 0.81 0.57 – – – – – – – –

1 1 80 0.180 216 13.5 2.78 0.71 0.93 0.66 26 0.030 168 9.9 3.06 0.73 0.87 0.65

2 1.09 50 0.215 200 14.8 2.91 0.82 0.91 0.75 14 0.150 88 5.7 2.77 0.65 0.79 0.54

3 1.19 82 0.220 32 8.3 2.55 0.62 0.90 0.56 8 0.035 120 6.9 2.71 0.67 0.72 0.48

4 1.3 78 0.030 136 8.3 2.62 0.64 0.90 0.58 46 0.165 16 14.7 2.87 0.76 0.89 0.69

5 1.41 36 0.060 280 13.5 3.59 0.82 0.97 0.80 34 0.125 200 13.0 3.40 0.82 0.96 0.79

6 1.54 56 0.140 288 11.2 3.21 0.76 0.91 0.70 4 0.050 128 10.6 3.13 0.78 0.76 0.60

7 1.68 58 0.200 296 10.0 3.20 0.75 0.91 0.69 80 0.015 24 3.9 2.56 0.59 0.88 0.53

8 1.83 70 0.035 240 3.1 2.76 0.61 0.90 0.55 78 0.000 72 1.9 2.62 0.58 0.89 0.52

9 2 26 0.080 304 11.9 3.64 0.81 0.89 0.74 82 0.075 96 −1.5 2.51 0.52 0.88 0.45

10 2.24 90 0.160 160 −3.6 2.32 0.46 0.84 0.39 36 0.220 0 12.7 3.46 0.79 0.96 0.76

11 2.52 20 0.000 16 11.0 3.88 0.80 0.90 0.74 42 0.140 352 10.5 3.52 0.77 0.97 0.74

12 2.83 88 0.075 176 −4.8 2.52 0.47 0.86 0.40 44 0.210 40 6.8 3.28 0.67 0.96 0.65

13 3.17 28 0.155 56 8.8 3.89 0.74 0.95 0.73 74 0.085 288 −2.5 2.94 0.55 0.89 0.49

14 3.56 32 0.095 112 8.6 4.00 0.74 0.97 0.74 50 0.080 192 4.3 3.66 0.68 0.98 0.67

15 4 84 0.005 312 −5.4 2.85 0.49 0.91 0.44 90 0.045 360 −5.6 2.84 0.49 0.90 0.44

16 4.59 6 0.225 224 10.0 4.03 0.81 0.82 0.69 22 0.055 152 8.1 4.25 0.77 0.92 0.75

17 5.28 2 0.070 344 6.7 4.07 0.74 0.68 0.54 86 0.145 104 −8.4 2.67 0.45 0.93 0.41

18 6.06 62 0.205 0 −2.7 3.21 0.58 0.96 0.56 70 0.005 272 −4.5 3.29 0.54 0.96 0.52

19 6.96 60 0.165 192 −1.3 3.35 0.58 0.97 0.57 60 0.090 112 −2.1 3.56 0.57 0.98 0.56

20 8 18 0.040 248 8.6 4.15 0.79 0.73 0.63 10 0.025 176 6.5 4.12 0.74 0.63 0.55

21 9.19 8 0.130 24 7.9 3.79 0.78 0.64 0.58 58 0.160 312 0.6 3.83 0.66 0.99 0.65

22 10.6 16 0.085 152 7.0 3.70 0.77 0.68 0.62 2 0.100 328 7.1 3.77 0.77 0.60 0.54

23 12.1 14 0.055 256 6.5 3.50 0.79 0.62 0.58 52 0.060 160 1.2 3.65 0.64 1.00 0.64

24 13.9 76 0.170 336 −6.3 3.06 0.44 0.97 0.42 30 0.185 80 3.0 3.03 0.66 0.86 0.61

25 16 34 0.010 128 2.3 3.22 0.69 0.91 0.66 68 0.065 64 −8.1 3.07 0.41 0.98 0.40

26 18.4 12 0.015 8 1.3 2.88 0.70 0.63 0.55 32 0.205 248 1.9 2.97 0.72 0.85 0.63

27 21.1 68 0.105 184 −9.8 2.95 0.32 0.98 0.31 28 0.095 232 −0.2 3.02 0.66 0.81 0.57

28 24.3 24 0.125 320 −2.7 2.82 0.57 0.76 0.49 66 0.130 136 −11.8 2.83 0.29 0.97 0.28

29 27.9 44 0.120 232 −7.3 3.12 0.35 0.97 0.34 38 0.040 48 −7.0 3.09 0.39 0.93 0.38

30 32 0 0.090 144 −6.9 2.61 0.29 0.64 0.27 18 0.170 208 −7.0 2.67 0.30 0.71 0.27

31 36.8 40 0.145 88 −12.3 2.66 0.21 0.88 0.18 40 0.190 336 −10.7 2.81 0.23 0.92 0.21

32 42.2 66 0.175 96 −16.9 2.44 0.17 0.92 0.15 76 0.010 56 −14.2 2.92 0.21 0.97 0.21

33 48.5 72 0.050 328 −14.6 2.92 0.22 0.97 0.21 48 0.135 280 −12.9 2.95 0.21 0.97 0.20

34 55.7 64 0.110 352 −15.5 2.79 0.22 0.97 0.21 54 0.225 264 −14.0 2.80 0.20 0.98 0.20

35 64 48 0.045 48 −16.0 2.72 0.21 0.93 0.20 0 0.175 304 −14.0 2.46 0.19 0.65 0.16

36 73.5 10 0.135 208 −15.2 2.50 0.21 0.66 0.17 16 0.180 8 −15.7 2.42 0.20 0.69 0.16

37 84.4 22 0.115 264 −16.1 2.61 0.22 0.72 0.18 84 0.105 296 −15.7 2.82 0.26 0.93 0.24

38 97 52 0.190 72 −19.4 2.21 0.22 0.82 0.17 88 0.215 184 −17.7 2.29 0.22 0.88 0.19

39 111 54 0.100 64 −18.2 2.47 0.24 0.85 0.20 24 0.020 144 −17.4 2.60 0.24 0.73 0.20

40 128 30 0.065 168 −18.2 2.52 0.25 0.75 0.20 12 0.195 224 −18.2 2.36 0.24 0.67 0.18

41 147 86 0.185 272 −16.6 2.65 0.27 0.86 0.24 56 0.110 216 −17.4 2.61 0.27 0.83 0.22

42 169 46 0.195 120 −19.9 2.16 0.24 0.62 0.19 72 0.155 240 −16.9 2.59 0.28 0.77 0.22

43 194 74 0.150 104 −18.8 2.31 0.26 0.66 0.20 20 0.120 320 −18.5 2.52 0.27 0.65 0.21

44 223 42 0.025 360 −19.0 2.55 0.27 0.60 0.22 64 0.070 344 −18.0 2.62 0.28 0.68 0.23

45 256 38 0.020 80 −19.5 2.43 0.28 0.48 0.22 62 0.115 32 −19.2 2.44 0.28 0.57 0.22

46 294 4 0.210 40 −22.1 2.05 0.27 0.26 0.18 6 0.200 256 −22.0 2.10 0.28 0.33 0.18
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A full lattice grid of models spanning these parameter ranges would take N4 separate runs for N models along each

dimension. Since that would require us to run millions of models, we opt for a compromise where we run a much

smaller set of models that is computationally feasible, but that “spans” the space as efficiently as possible with the

available number of models. We employ Latin Hypercube sampling (LHS) to span the space: on that lattice grid of N

equal spacings along each dimension, each of N models sits on a vertex such that no other models share its dimension

positions. The LHS technique has been widely used for efficiently exploring parameter spaces in general complex

computer simulations. Our use of LHS was directly motivated by their use in exploring parameter spaces in Earth

system models (e.g. Gregoire et al. 2011; Lee et al. 2011; Sexton et al. 2019; Kiang et al. 2021). In order to ensure the

specific sample set spans the space as evenly as possible, we selected the most evenly distributed sample set among a

pool of 40 randomized candidate LHS sample sets generated by the pyDOE code (Martinez et al. 2013). The quality of

the distribution of samples within one LHS set is assessed by computing the pairwise euclidean distance between all

possible sample pairs. We choose the candidate set whose “worst case” pairing — the pair with the smallest separation

in parameter space — is the least “bad” (i.e. largest).

As we will discuss in §3.3, we generate 2 independent samples of the parameter space using LHS; one to construct

our model of the parameter space (the training set), and the other as a way to evaluate how well our model predicts

outcomes in the spaces of the parameter space between the vertices it models directly (the test set). We calculate

various averages of temperature and precipitation from the models for our habitability metrics as described below.

3. CALCULATING HABITABILITY

3.1. Defining Averages

In presenting our results we consider multiple ways to average the outputs from the models. We define

• a “global” average as the average of a quantity (such as surface temperature) over all grid cells, weighted by the

surface area in each cell;

• a “land” average as similar to a global average, but where an additional weight is applied proportional to the

fraction of land in each cell;

• a “time” average, which is the average over all model time outputs. Our most frequent model outputs are

“monthly”, which for eccentric orbits generalizes to 12 outputs roughly equally spaced in true anomaly. Since

these will in general represent different time intervals, we weight the time average accordingly, yielding 360 time

steps in total over 30 orbits (years) once each reaches the previously defined equilibrium condition;

• a “total” average as any spatial average (e.g. global or land-only), coupled with a time average; and

• a “fractional” average, which depends on the fraction of all time that each grid cell satisfies some criterion based

on an output variable, such as having a monthly average surface temperature between 0 – 100◦C. This is done

by assigning each grid cell a Boolean value of 0 or 1 per time step based on whether it satisfies the criterion,

then taking a total average.

3.2. Defining Habitability Metrics

The construction and analysis of our habitability metric are founded on two previous works. The first is Jansen

et al. (2019), who define their habitability metric based on a fractional area with a liquid water temperature (0◦ ≤
T ≤ 100◦C):

fh(Prot) ≡
1

Atot

nλ∑
i=1

nϕ∑
j=1

HJ(λi, ϕj , Prot)Aij ,

HJ(λi, ϕj , Prot) ≡

1 if 0◦ ≤ T (λi, ϕj , Prot) ≤ 100◦ C

0 else

(1)

for grid cells indexed in latitude λ by i, longitude ϕ by j, with cell area Aij , and for a model with rotation period

Prot. In their work the habitability metric HJ is evaluated on a temperature field that is averaged over at least one

full orbital period. We note that, in both their models and the ones described here, since these models receive similar
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instellation values as Earth, the lower temperature threshold is much more important than the upper threshold, as

detailed in our results (§5).
We adopt the dual temperature-precipitation condition from He et al. (2022), which combines the 0–100◦ C condition

with a minimum yearly precipitation of 300 mm. This minimum value was originally chosen in He et al. (2022) to use

Earth’s major non-polar deserts as a reference for regions that receive insufficient rainfall (using reference precipitation

data from Willmott & Matsuura 2018), despite generally having sufficiently warm temperatures . Spiegel et al. (2008)

originally proposed the idea of the fractional habitability function — based on the average fraction of global area

capable of liquid surface water — that could be integrated over arbitrary precision in time over one full orbital period.

Since ROCKE-3D is a fully-3D code that requires significantly more computation time — and produces significantly

more output data — than the 1D energy balance models (EBMs) used in Spiegel et al. (2008), we are limited to

sub-dividing our orbits into months. Any level of sub-annual sampling is important for eccentric orbits since the

orbital rate, or the change in orbital position angle (known as true anomaly) can vary significantly across the orbit.

The metrics we consider are fractional averages as defined above, and can be written in the form

fT(Prot, ψ, e, ϕp) ≡
1

Aterr

nλ∑
i=1

nϕ∑
j=1

1

norbPorb

12norb∑
month=1

IT (λi, ϕj , t;Prot, ψ, e, ϕp) fterrAijτk(e) ,

fprec(Prot, ψ, e, ϕp) ≡
1

Aterr

nλ∑
i=1

nϕ∑
j=1

1

norbPorb

norb∑
year=1

Iprec(λi, ϕj , t;Prot, ψ, e, ϕp) fterrAij ,

(2)

where IX functions as an indicator variable for a condition dependent on a variable X at any given grid cell indexed

by (λi, ϕj) and time by t, sampled either by month or year/orbit. norb = 30 is the number of orbits from each run

over which we average. Aij ∝ cosλ is the area of grid cell at (λi, ϕj), and fterr is the fraction of that area that is

the type of surface condition we would like to average over (i.e. over only land, only ocean, or a global average, in

which case fterr → 1 and Aterr → Atot = 4πR2
⊕). τk represents the variable month length across the orbit, since equal

divisions in orbital anomaly are not equal intervals in time for an eccentric orbit. Our temperature indicator IT is

functionally identical to HJ from Equation 1, except that it is now also indexed in month subdivisions. Iprec returns 1

if the cumulative precipitation rate across an entire orbit is ≥ 300 mm/year. We will refer to the climate habitability

metric, or just habitability metric for the remainder of this work, as H ≡ fclim, where Iclim = IT ∧ Iprec. A model that

satisfies the total yearly precipitation quota is automatically assigned a 1 for each month in that year.

3.3. Emulating Habitability: A Multi-Dimensional Interpolation

Our emulator is an application of the ideas described in O’Hagan (2006) and Rasmussen & Williams (2006). In

the language of O’Hagan (2006), the grid of climate models we develop represent a simulator of physical systems

with observable outputs such as a global average temperature. Each 3-dimensional climate model represents our best

estimator of that observable at that particular set of rotation and orbital parameters, but is computationally expensive

to run. To estimate a model observable at arbitrary points in the parameter space, we could choose to interpolate

between the directly modeled points, creating a function that represents our best estimate of the observable as a

function of the parameters. The process of emulation ultimately provides an interpolation, but also builds a model of

the uncertainty in our knowledge of the remaining parameter space — a statistical model of the variable. This approach

resembles the sparse sampling and emulation process used in Earth system modeling to explore model outputs over

ranges of parameter space (Lee et al. 2011). Note that this general sampling and emulation approach is widely used in

Earth science for uncertainty estimation (Uusitalo et al. 2015) and model calibration (Fletcher et al. 2022), although

different studies can use a variety of specific sampling or emulation techniques.

A common way to construct such a statistical model is to use Gaussian processes, which O’Hagan (2006) and

Rasmussen & Williams (2006) also describe in detail. This sort of emulation is finding a growing application in mul-

tiple fronts of exoplanet modeling (see e.g. Haqq-Misra et al. 2024). Gaussian processes assume that the probability

distribution for an “observed” quantity — say, mean surface temperature on a planet with Earth-like topography and

ocean cover at a given rotation and orbital configuration — is approximated reasonably by a Gaussian (normal) distri-

bution. The uncertainty in a global temperature is averaged over multiple model orbits, and so will have uncertainties

from inter-annual variation as well as the inherent limitations of the computer simulation in approximating the real

physical system. This produces a posterior distribution for the value of a measurable at any valid point in parameter

space, whose prior is determined by some set of parameters (set by a “kernel”, detailed later) that describe the overall
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model. In other words, this is a Bayesian framework where prior knowledge is encoded in how we choose our kernel

function. This whole procedure is known as Gaussian process “regression” — an interpolation in N dimensions with

an estimate of the statistical uncertainty. A convenient outcome of this model approach is that the uncertainty of the

interpolation function itself can then be described as a multivariate normal distribution.

Building the emulator is therefore a matter of choosing a function, composed of kernel functions, that describes

how the mean and uncertainty of the distributions of the average temperature, precipitation, or habitability at each

point in space should vary. An emulator will always choose the mean of its distribution for the actually-modeled

points as whatever those models return, and there will be no statistical uncertainty in the emulator at those points.

There may be uncertainty in model observables due to the aforementioned factors such as inter-annual variability

and computational uncertainty, but here we refer to the additional uncertainty in the prediction relative to what we

observe in the climate models, since we assume that every time one runs the climate model at that rotation and orbital

configuration, over the same time frame, one will always return the same average temperature. To build our emulators,

we use the scikit-learn package in Python (Pedregosa et al. 2011). The two kernel functions that we explore in this

work are

• the radial basis function, or RBF, which only depends on the distance between two points,

k(xa,xb) = exp

[
−
∑4
i=1 (xai − xbi)

2

2ℓ2

]
(3)

where xa and xb are two arbitrary points whose coordinates in our 4-dimensional space are indexed by i; and

• a white kernel function:

k(xa,xb) = σδab (4)

for some constant noise level σ and the Delta function δab of the positions of the two points. In other words,

the white kernel contains no correlated noise by construction; the only correlation will be modeled through the

RBF.

A single RBF in our composite kernel means there is one length scale per dimension that represents the typical length

scale on which the observable varies. The white kernel allows the emulator to estimate the average additional amount

of statistical uncertainty in the data when fitting with the radial basis function kernel.

Finally, since this construction assumes a Cartesian-like coordinate system for our parameter space, we recast our

eccentricity variables e and ϕp in sines and cosines of the longitude, i.e. (e, ϕp) → (e cosϕp, e sinϕp). The reason is

that these two variables on their own behave more like a polar coordinate system, with the eccentricity representing

a magnitude and the longitude of periapse representing an angle.

One way to check the predictive quality of an emulator is to run additional climate models at a new set of points,
thereby directly simulating the outputs at points previously only estimated by the emulator, and compare those

outputs with the distributions predicted by the emulator. If the emulator is well “tuned”, the predicted values and

their uncertainties should encompass the directly-simulated habitability values. Conversely, if the emulator fails to

reliably predict the outcomes of the new set of model outputs, it may indicate, for example, that a quantity (such as

mean global temperature) varies with one or more of the parameters (such as rotation period or eccentricity) on finer

scales than could be predicted from the previous set of models. Borrowing language from machine learning, we call

the outputs from the initial set of climate models the “training” data, in that they are mock observations of climates

used to train our emulator, and the new climate models are the “test” data.

In preparation of emulating the new grid of climate models, we start by re-examining temperature, precipitation,

and habitability for non-eccentric climate models, and compare our findings with existing results. This is partly to

benchmark our models with previous efforts, and also to have a baseline to distinguish the effects of each new dimension

as they are added to the model grid.

4. APPLYING THE HABITABILITY METRICS TO EXISTING MODELS

4.1. Comparison with Previous Habitability Metrics

We start by recalculating the temperature metric fT for simulations over a range of rotation periods at zero obliquity,

to compare to the results from He et al. (2022) and Jansen et al. (2019). While all three studies use ROCKE-3D, with
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Figure 1. A comparison of the global temperature-based habitability metric of Jansen et al. (2019), in orange squares, as
defined in Equation 1, with the fractional land temperature averages (fT) in circles, as calculated from Equation 2. The
fractional averages are colored based on whether they are averaged over the entire globe (green), only the oceans (blue), or only
land (pink). Our global fractional averages agree very closely with the results of Jansen et al. (2019) to a maximum rotation
period of 32 days, beyond which our values remain constant out to the model grid maximum of 128 days while the Jansen
values continue to decrease. This is due to the differences in annual vs. monthly averaging; see §4.1 for more discussion. The
original calculation of the fractional averages over land in He et al. (2022) are shown as unfilled purple squares, whose averaging
approach was similar to that in Jansen et al. (2019).

only minor differences in the model setups, each study computes the average habitability metrics in different ways. This

produces significant differences in the results, even when the temperature criteria remain the same (between 0◦ and

100◦C). In Jansen et al. (2019), the temperature habitability was computed from the annually averaged near surface

atmospheric temperature (using the 984 mb pressure level) over the entire global area. In He et al. (2022), the focus

was shifted to habitability over land surfaces, so the quantities were computed only over the land-covered grid cells

in the simulation. Since He et al. (2022) use simulations over a range of obliquity, seasonal variations are important

and will produce habitable regions in isolated space–time regions. For example, polar regions on Earth have habitable

periods during the summer even though the annual average temperature could be less than 0◦C. To account for this

effect, the habitability was computed over a monthly climatology averaged over the last 30 years of simulation time

(i.e. a running 30-year average of January, of February, etc.), after the model had reached radiative equilibrium. While

this method will correctly capture regional and seasonal zones of habitability, it will not correctly capture regional

zones of habitability driven by the long diurnal cycles in the slowly rotating planets because the diurnal cycle is not

in-phase with the orbital cycles. Since the two cycles are out of phase, over long averaging periods (e.g. the 30 years)

the diurnal cycle will tend to average out to zero with the monthly climatology. For the slowest rotators (e.g., 128 and

256 rotation period) the diurnal cycle itself can create habitable temperatures for long periods (at time scales of ∼
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months for the present-day Earth) that could be considered “growing seasons” even though they are driven by rotation

instead of obliquity. Therefore, in the present study, we compute the average temperature habitability by applying

the threshold procedure on the full time series of monthly average temperatures and then averaging the result over a

number of orbits to reduce the impact of weather variability. This is clearly shown in Equation 2, where the indicator

variable IX is computed before averaging over time (sum over index k).

In Figure 1, we show a comparison between the temperature habitability metrics from Jansen et al. (2019) and

He et al. (2022) and results from applying our new method as described above on the He et al. (2022) simulations.

First, the Jansen et al. (2019) results are nearly identical to our results for the global average (“All” in Figure 1) for

rotation periods less than 64 days. Here, the only differences we expect are small, due to small differences in the exact

ROCKE-3D configuration or machine floating point round-off errors. The vast majority of the structure seen is due

to temperatures dropping below 0◦ C, as temperatures exceeding 100◦ C are very rare. At 64 and 128-day rotation

periods, the divergence is due to the difference in averaging methods. For any grid cell where the temperature through

the diurnal cycle crosses 0◦C part of the time, its contribution to the total fractional habitability will be larger with

our method compared to the Jansen et al. (2019) method if the annual mean temperature is less than 0◦C, or smaller if

the average temperature is larger than 0◦C. In the global average, it is clear that the contribution from grid cells with

annual temperature less than 0◦C have more effect since our global temperature metric is increased for the two slow

rotation periods. Second, comparing to the He et al. (2022) results, we see the habitability is overall lower, because

the habitability is computed from only the land grid cells. In general, the ocean surface is warmer overall due to the

larger heat capacity and the ability to transport heat horizontally through ocean currents. The differences between

the He et al. (2022) results and our new calculations follow the same trend as described above in the comparison to

Jansen et al. (2019).

For all the monthly-averaged cases using our new method, the 64-day and 128-day cases appear to have nearly

identical values of fT. This result implies that while the contrast in absolute temperature between the dark and bright

times of the year may widen, the fraction of the year spent above freezing is remaining nearly constant. The ocean

averages in fact maximize at values of nearly 100% starting at a rotation period of 16 days, and remain there through

a rotation period of 128 days. This due to the higher heat capacity and thermal transports in the oceans as mentioned

above. Meanwhile, the land averages decrease sharply starting at Prot = 16 days, as the periods of extended darkness

lengthen. Land surfaces are not nearly as capable of retaining thermal energy as the oceans are and therefore the

temperatures drop much lower during periods with no insolation.

It is with this in mind that we focus primarily on the land-only fractional averages for our main analysis in the

remainder of this work. The land averages capture the response of the most sensitive parts of the globe to changes

in insolation brought on by changes in the rotation and orbital parameters, particularly with regard to land plants

which comprise roughly 80% of Earth’s biomass (Bar-On et al. 2018) and contribute significantly to the reflected light

spectrum of Earth (e.g. Seager et al. 2005; Arnold et al. 2009; O’Malley-James & Kaltenegger 2018; Schwieterman

et al. 2018). Moving from variations in rotation period alone, we add obliquity as a second dimension, rounding out

the rotation parameters and extending the work presented in He et al. (2022).

4.2. Emulating across the He et. al. (2022) Model Grid

Figure 2 shows the results of applying our emulation technique to the original grid of models used in He et al. (2022)

(compare with for example Figure 8 in their work). Table 2 shows the associated fit values of the kernel parameters

(ℓ and σ, as defined in Equations 3 and 4, respectively). This time, we focus on fractional averages over land, versus

over the entire globe. Familiar patterns emerge in the fractional temperature averages, with a sharp negative gradient

in temperature with rotation periods beyond ∼ 32 days. The peaks in temperature-based habitability (fT) are seen at

rotation periods ∼ 1 day and obliquities 30–70◦, as well as the previously noted peak at rotation periods close to 16

days and low obliquities. The precipitation-based habitability fprec, being considered over an entire orbit, is much more

uniform across rotation period and obliquity. This metric will not distinguish between a planet that receives an even

amount of precipitation over one orbit, versus one that receives the same amount of precipitation but concentrated

in a short time window within each orbit. We find the overall range of fprec is higher, and only dips below ≈ 0.9 for

isolated regions at or near zero obliquity. This can be attributed to the dependence of the extent of Hadley circulation

with rotation rate, which controls the latitude and extent of deserts.

5. STATISTICS ACROSS THE GRID OF ECCENTRIC CLIMATE MODELS
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Figure 2. Contours denoting the emulated values of the fractional land average temperature fT, precipitation fprec, and
habitability metric H, as calculated from Equation 2 and defined in §3.2, for the climate models originally published in He et al.
(2022). For non-eccentric orbits, rotation period is the strongest predictor of whether on average a planet’s land will maintain a
minimum surface temperature and therefore habitability. The precipitation metric drops only at obliquities near zero at isolated
rotation periods, which are attributed to features of the Hadley circulation distributing precipitation more or less evenly in
latitude.

5.1. Global Temperature Averages across the Eccentric Grid

Figures 3–7 show the climatological surface temperature pattern for the simulations in the training and test ensem-

bles, ordered by rotation period. At the fastest rotation periods, we can classify the patterns of global and time mean

surface temperatures into 3 main types:

Low obliquity yields cold poles: At low obliquities, there is a broad region in latitude centered at the equator with

temperatures significantly above 0◦. Regions near the poles show a marked contrast with mean temperatures

significantly below zero.

Moderate obliquity yields warm oceans: At moderate obliquities, we see the smallest temperature contrast

across the entire globe, as stellar energy is distributed the more evenly in latitude. Regions near the poles

are now significantly warmer, sometimes well above freezing, with the coldest regions less severely below zero.

These coldest regions are limited to continental interiors near the poles (e.g. the interiors of Greenland and
Antarctica), and high elevations such as the Himalayan and Andean mountain ranges.

High obliquity yields hot poles: At the highest obliquities, we see the hottest regions at the poles, followed by

cooler but still warm oceans nearer the equator. The interiors of non-polar continents are now either near or

slightly below freezing on average, with the coldest temperatures at the highest elevations. In these cases, the

interiors of the Canadian and Siberian continental plains, as well as Antarctica, are among the warmest regions

on the planet.

The last of these three types, the “hot poles” type, only persists for rotation periods of 1–2 days. These are the only

models that are seen to reach the upper temperature threshold of 100◦ C, with the model with the most frequent

occurrence seeing such temperatures for 1.7% of its grid cells across latitude, longitude, and time. The low obliquity

cases continue to provide warm temperatures across continents and oceans near the equator, with the moderate

obliquity cases evolving more of a cold-continent versus warm-ocean contrast. These two types exist until the rotation

periods slow to ∼ 20 days; at this point, low obliquities are no longer able to maintain an equator-to-pole temperature

contrast, and the continent-ocean temperature contrast takes over for all obliquities. The “limiting” state of global

and time mean surface temperatures at slow rotations is a global mean ocean temperature just above freezing, with

all continents — regardless of latitude — averaging tens of degrees Celsius below freezing.
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Figure 3. Time averages of the surface temperature for the 1st quintile of the training and test models in rotation period,
ordered fastest to slowest. While the rotation periods are organized in increasing order from top left to bottom right, the
remaining spin and orbital parameters (obliquity, eccentricity, and longitude of periapse) vary according to the configuration
from the Latin Hypercube Sampling algorithm, and are themselves not in any particular order.

While we have focused here on discussing rotation period and obliquity, the grids of models also include variations

in orbital eccentricity up to e = 0.225. However, in the multi-year averages these have a relatively insignificant effect

on global temperatures, as we show further in the following sections.

5.2. Temperature, Precipitation, and Habitability Metrics

We begin by plotting the total land average of the surface temperature as a function of each of the two rotation

and two orbital parameters (Figure 8). As with previous results with non-eccentric model grids, the average surface

temperature depends strongly on the rotation period. The total land averaged temperature first dips below > 0◦C for

a case with a rotation period just above 2 days; at intermediate rotation periods (2 < Prot < 20 days) a substantial

fraction of the runs dip below freezing; and ≳ 20 days all runs average < 0◦C. Additionally, we see there is a hint

of a bifurcation in the region faster than 32 days, with an “upper track” of points remaining above 0◦C out to ∼ 20

days, and the “lower track” dipping below freezing beyond a rotation period of 2 days. In contrast, the obliquity

and eccentric parameters show very little correlation with these temperature averages. Obliquity is responsible for

the aforementioned bifurcation in average land temperatures for rotation periods faster than ≈ 32 days. However, we

also see that there is a lower limit as well: at rotation periods faster than about 2 days, the apparent correlation with

obliquity is much weaker.
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Figure 4. Time averages of the surface temperature for the 2nd quintile of the training and test models in rotation period,
ordered fastest to slowest. While the rotation periods are organized in increasing order from top left to bottom right, the
remaining spin and orbital parameters (obliquity, eccentricity, and longitude of periapse) vary according to the configuration
from the Latin Hypercube Sampling algorithm, and are themselves not in any particular order.

Moving to the precipitation rates, we see some different structure in both rotation period and obliquity. In rotation

period we see a broad peak in the average precipitation at rotation periods of 4–8 days, with a subsequent drop

beyond ≳ 10 days. In obliquity, the very highest average precipitation rates (≳ 3.5 mm/day) occur only for cases

with ψ < 30◦. And, as with surface temperature, we see a dependence in obliquity for fast rotation periods (upper

right panel of Figure 9), with the range where the contrast is highest between 1–8 days. For reference, the Earth’s

real average precipitation is ∼ 2.7 mm/day across all continents and seasons, and an average of 3.5 mm/day would be

comparable to many humid regions in Earth’s subtropics, including many cities along the Gulf of Mexico and Atlantic

coasts of the United States such as Houston, Texas; Savannah, Georgia; and New York City. Regardless of the model,

all precipitation averages exceed the ≈ 0.85 mm/day minimum used for our cutoff for habitability, a rate which is

much closer to a semi-arid locale such as Los Angeles or much of the interior of Australia.

To prepare our analysis of the habitability metric, we can instead look at the average fraction of land area that

satisfies either the minimum temperature or precipitation in a given month. In Figure 9 we show the fractional land

averages of temperature (fT = fT>0◦C) and precipitation (fprec = fprec>300mm/yr), as well as the habitability metric

values, which by definition is the combination of these two conditions. The structure of fT is similar to that of the

total averages in temperature, with a slight flattening of the previously noted upper track and a reversal of the slope

seen at the longest (≳ 32 day) rotation periods. We highlight in color tracks that are distinguished by obliquity:
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Figure 5. Time averages of the surface temperature for the 3rd quintile of the training and test models in rotation period,
ordered fastest to slowest. While the rotation periods are organized in increasing order from top left to bottom right, the
remaining spin and orbital parameters (obliquity, eccentricity, and longitude of periapse) vary according to the configuration
from the Latin Hypercube Sampling algorithm, and are themselves not in any particular order.

between rotation periods of 2–32 days, both rotation period and obliquity have strong influences on the temperature

habitability.

The fractional average of precipitation also shows a potential bifurcation, with obliquities at or above roughly 30◦

staying at or above 0.8 until rotation periods ≳ 100 days. The lowest obliquities drop to values around 0.6, with again

little dependence on rotation period until ≳ 100 days. The contrast seen in both the non-eccentric (middle panel of

Figure 2) and eccentric precipitation habitability for low obliquity cases is modest compared with the drop-off in metric

values for the slowest rotation periods. When comparing the average precipitation to the precipitation metric values,

we find a striking contrast: for rotation periods ≲ 12 days, low obliquity cases tend to have higher average precipitation

across land area and time, but lower metric values than their higher obliquity counterparts. This implies that, on low-

obliquity fast rotators, precipitation is plentiful, but concentrated in certain regions of land; on higher-obliquity fast

rotators, less precipitation is received on average, though enough to generally satisfy our minimum assumed threshold,

and it is much more equitably spread out across land area.

Combining these in the habitability metric, we see the “two regimes” behavior is underscored: a quickly-rotating

regime where both rotation period and obliquity determine habitability, and a drop-off to slower rotations where

habitability is roughly constant out to our maximum simulated rotation periods. In the combined habitability metric,

the structure of the fractional temperature metric dominates, and the contrasting slopes of the temperature and
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Figure 6. Time averages of the surface temperature for the 4th quintile of the training and test models in rotation period,
ordered fastest to slowest. While the rotation periods are organized in increasing order from top left to bottom right, the
remaining spin and orbital parameters (obliquity, eccentricity, and longitude of periapse) vary according to the configuration
from the Latin Hypercube Sampling algorithm, and are themselves not in any particular order.

precipitation metrics at rotation periods beyond 32 days combine to produce a roughly constant habitability with

rotation at the slowest values.

5.3. Emulator Results: Interpolating between the Training Data

We have made the case that, based on the analysis of the total land and fractional averages, we should see our

interpolations show the greatest structure in rotation period, followed by obliquity, and finally by the eccentric pa-

rameters. To visualize all 4 dimensions on a 2-dimensional page, we construct a “grid-of-grids”: the outermost axes

span two of the dimensions, and each inner plot shows the remaining two dimensions with the outer two dimensions

fixed to values according to where the inner plot lies in the grid. Here we choose to plot the eccentric dimensions

on the outer axes defining the grid, and each plot within the grid shows the rotation dimensions: rotation period on

the x axis, obliquity on the y axis. For the outer axes the eccentric dimensions are also recast as xouter = e cosϕp,

youter = e sinϕp. By doing this, we represent the eccentricity dimensions in a polar form: the absolute eccentricity of

each inner plot corresponds to its distance from the “center” of the grid, and the longitude of periapse corresponds to

the angular position around the center of the grid.

We start by expanding the view of our fractional average temperatures (Figure 10) and precipitation (Figure 11) into

what their emulators predict across the parameter space. Our choice of a radial basis function to interpolate between
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Figure 7. Time averages of the surface temperature for the 5th quintile of the training and test models in rotation period,
ordered fastest to slowest. While the rotation periods are organized in increasing order from top left to bottom right, the
remaining spin and orbital parameters (obliquity, eccentricity, and longitude of periapse) vary according to the configuration
from the Latin Hypercube Sampling algorithm, and are themselves not in any particular order.

our training model points means that the contours form regions of low uncertainty around clusters of points; each sub-

plot shows a 2-dimensional “slice” into these 4-dimensional regions. In the surface temperature slices we see that the

emulator draws a plateau of high temperate fractions spanning two edge regions of the parameter space: from rotation

periods of a few days at near-zero obliquities, to the quickest (∼ 1-day) rotation periods at intermediate (≈ 45◦)

obliquities. This plateau is strongest as one moves to the leftmost column, i.e. where eccentricity is significant, and

where the longitude of periapse is in the region centered at ≈ 180◦. The previously noted correlations of temperature

with rotation period and obliquity are reflected clearly in the interpolations, with a peak gradient between rotation

periods ∼ 16–32 days regardless of eccentricity. We also see a shallower gradient in obliquity for rotation periods

between approximately 2–16 days. The uncertainties in the predicted temperatures are tied to the absolute distance,
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Figure 8. The total land averages of surface temperature and precipitation, each as a function of the 4 varied parameters of the
model runs. The average temperature generally is negatively correlated with rotation period, while the other parameters show
very little structure. Average precipitation exhibits a peak at rotation periods of several days and at low obliquities, though it
should be noted that, on this scale, the average land precipitation rates are well above our specified threshold for habitability
(≈ 0.82 mm/day = 300 mm/year).
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Figure 9. Fractional averages of the surface temperature (left) and precipitation (center) for each of the model runs. Fractional
averages are defined as the averages over all model times, weighted by area, of land that satisfies the prescribed habitability
conditions in temperature (0 < T < 100◦C) and precipitation (precipitation > 300 mm/year). By this construction, the
habitability metric (right) is a fractional average with the combined conditions.

in our 4-dimensional parameter space, from our training points; regions of low predicted uncertainties radiate from

clusters of points, mimicking the features seen in the predicted temperatures.

In precipitation, we see less contrast due to the annual nature of the metric. There is a drop-off in fprec at all

eccentricities that occurs roughly around rotation periods of 100 days, with a slight dependence on obliquity. The

lowest metric values occur at the lowest obliquities and longest rotation periods, and the emulator finds a slight

dependence in this corner of the parameter space with e cosϕp. However, this eccentricity dependence hinges on just
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Table 2. Fit parameters for the kernel of the Gaussian process regressors (emulators) used
to interpolate the habitability metrics. The length and noise scales ℓ and σ are defined in
Equations 3 and 4, respectively.

RBF Length Scales (ℓ) White Noise Level (σ)

Model Set Metric log2(Prot/days) ψ (◦) e cosϕp e sinϕp

Non-eccentric

fT 1.34 31.6 1.67× 10−3

fprec 0.56 21.7 3.12× 10−3

H 1.29 31.7 5.94× 10−3

Training

fT 1.26 50.9 1.41 ≳ 103 ≲ 10−9

fprec 1.45 33.7 0.54 ≳ 103 8.8× 10−3

H 1.20 40.3 1.63 ≳ 103 ≲ 10−9

Training+Test

fT 1.17 56.7 1.28 ≳ 103 ≲ 10−9

fprec 1.28 30.4 0.84 1.92 ≲ 10−9

H 1.18 43.4 1.54 3.81 ≲ 10−9

one point in this area; it is more likely that the emulator chooses to “return to the mean” value as we move to the

opposite side of e cosϕp values, rather than there being robust evidence for a physical phenomenon.

Combining these into the habitability metric, it is not surprising that the interpolation follows the trends of the

temperature and precipitation: the strongest gradient remains in rotation period, and there is a shallower dip in

habitability as obliquity increases at short rotation periods. Broadly speaking, fast rotation periods with low to

intermediate obliquities maximize habitability. Reflecting the influence of the temperature metric, the emulator places

a maximum habitability of ≈ 0.80 at a rotation period of 1.41 days and an obliquity of 36◦, with a plateau of habitability

values at or above 0.6 for rotation periods ≲ 16 days and at obliquities between roughly 10 and 60◦. This is similar in

structure to the broad region of maximum habitability seen for the non-eccentric emulation (right panel of Figure 2).

5.4. Testing the Emulator

We now introduce the outcomes of the test models, which are generated from a distinct Latin Hypercube sampling

of the same parameter space. The goal is to compare the habitability metrics as calculated directly from the test

models, with the metric values that the emulator predicts from the training set at the locations of the test points

in the 4-dimensional parameter space. Since the emulation process also estimates the uncertainty in its predicted

values, we can calculate the residuals in the fits to the test point habitabilities, as shown in Figure 13. There are 14

points that differ from their emulator-predicted value by more than the emulator’s estimated uncertainty (the 1 − σ

confidence interval), with 11 of the 14 being underestimates and all occurring at rotation periods shorter than 64 days.

4 points differ by at least 2 σ, with the two worst cases being Test Cases 16 (Prot = 4.59 days, ψ = 22◦, e = 0.055,

ϕp = 152◦) and 27 ((Prot = 21.1 days, ψ = 28◦, e = 0.095, ϕp = 232◦)). This is consistent with the expectation of a

normally-distributed set of measurements, which indicates the uncertainty estimates are indeed accurate.

We explore the hypothesis that the primary factor in determining whether the emulator will be inaccurate in

predicting habitability is how densely the training data are in the areas of parameter space being tested. Figure 14

shows the test points colored by their “RMS distance” in the 4-D space, defined here as

di,RMS ≡

 1

Ntrain

Ntrain∑
j=1

[
log2(Pi/Pj)

∆ log2P

]2
+

(
ψi − ψj
∆ψ

)2

+

(
ei cosϕp,i − ej cosϕp,j

∆e cosϕp

)2

+

(
ei sinϕp,i − ej sinϕp,j

∆e sinp

)2


1/2

(5)

where we have trained the emulator using the logarithm base-2 of the rotation periods and the recasting of eccentricity

and longitude. We also normalize by the range of values along each dimension, as represented by the ∆ quantities

in the denominators (e.g. ∆ψ ≡ ψmax − ψmin = 90◦). Little correlation exists between the RMS distances in the

parameter space and the outcome of the predictions versus the directly modeled habitability values. This does not

necessarily imply that the density of sampling is not a factor contributing to outliers, but that the greater contributor

may be complex physical behavior in the climate models, rather than statistical effects from the emulation.



18

0

22.5

45

67.5

90

0.
2

0.3 0.30.4
0.5

0.
6

0.7
0.7

0

22.5

45

67.5

90

0.
2

0.3

0.30.4

0.
5

0.6
0.7

0.7
0.8

0.8

0.
2

0.3 0.30.4
0.5

0.
6

0.7
0.7

0.2

0.3

0.3

0.
4

0.5

0.6
0.7

0.7

1 4 16 64 25
6

0

22.5

45

67.5

90

O
b

liq
u

it
y

(◦
) 0.3

0.3

0.
4

0.5

0.6
0.7

0.7
0.8

0.
8

0.8

0.
2

0.3

0.30.4

0.
5

0.6
0.7

0.7
0.8

0.8

0.
2

0.3 0.30.4
0.5

0.
6

0.7
0.7

0.2

0.3

0.3

0.
4

0.5

0.6
0.7

0.7

1 4 16 64 25
6

0.2
0.2

0.3

0.3

0.
4

0.5

0.6
0.7

0.7

1 4 16 64 25
6

0

22.5

45

67.5

0.
2

0.3

0.30.4

0.
5

0.6
0.7

0.7
0.8

0.8

0.
2

0.3 0.30.4
0.5

0.
6

0.7
0.7

1 4 16 64 25
6

0.2

0.3

0.3

0.
4

0.5

0.6
0.7

0.7

1 4 16 64 25
6

Rotation Period (days)

0

22.5

45

67.5

0.
2

0.3 0.30.4
0.5

0.
6

0.7
0.7

0.
22

5

e cosφperi = −0.225 −0.1125 0 0.1125 0.225

0.
11

25
0

−
0.

11
25

e
si

n
φ

p
er

i
=
−

0.
22

5

0.
0

0.
2

0.
4

0.
6

0.
8

1.
0

fT

0

22.5

45

67.5

90

0.
020.02

0.
02

0.
02

0.03 0.03

0.03

0.03
0.04

0.04

0.04

0.04

0.05
0.05

0.05

0.05
0.06
0.07

0

22.5

45

67.5

90

0.030

0.030

0.
03

0

0.
03

0

0.045

0.045

0.045
0.060

0.
020.02

0.
02

0.
02

0.03 0.03

0.03

0.03
0.04

0.04

0.04

0.04

0.05
0.05

0.05

0.05
0.06
0.07

0.02

0.03
0.03

0.04

0.
04

0.04

0.05
0.05

0.05 0.05
0.06

0.07

1 4 16 64 25
6

0

22.5

45

67.5

90

O
b

liq
u

it
y

(◦
)

0.03
0.04

0.04

0.
04

0.05 0.
05

0.05

0.05

0.06

0.06 0.06
0.07
0.08

0.030

0.030

0.
03

0

0.
03

0

0.045

0.045

0.045
0.060

0.
020.02

0.
02

0.
02

0.03 0.03

0.03

0.03
0.04

0.04

0.04

0.04

0.05
0.05

0.05

0.05
0.06
0.07

0.02

0.03
0.03

0.04

0.
04

0.04

0.05
0.05

0.05 0.05
0.06

0.07

1 4 16 64 25
6

0.03

0.04

0.04

0.0
4

0.05 0.
05

0.05

0.06
0.06

0.06

0.060.07

1 4 16 64 25
6

0

22.5

45

67.5

0.030

0.030

0.
03

0

0.
03

0

0.045

0.045

0.045
0.060

0.
020.02

0.
02

0.
02

0.03 0.03

0.03

0.03
0.04

0.04

0.04

0.04

0.05
0.05

0.05

0.05
0.06
0.07

1 4 16 64 25
6

0.02

0.03
0.03

0.04

0.
04

0.04

0.05
0.05

0.05 0.05
0.06

0.07

1 4 16 64 25
6

Rotation Period (days)

0

22.5

45

67.5

0.
020.02

0.
02

0.
02

0.03 0.03

0.03

0.03
0.04

0.04

0.04

0.04

0.05
0.05

0.05

0.05
0.06
0.07

0.
22

5

e cosφperi = −0.225 −0.1125 0 0.1125 0.225

0.
11

25
0

−
0.

11
25

e
si

n
φ

p
er

i
=
−

0.
22

5

0.
01

0.
02

0.
03

0.
04

0.
05

0.
06

0.
07

0.
08

0.
09

0.
10

Uncertainty in fT

Figure 10. The emulated fractional averages of surface temperature (fT) for the training set. The emulations are shown across
the four model dimensions as a “grid of grids”, where each sub-plot shows rotation period versus obliquity, and the sub-plots are
arranged such that eccentricities increase radially from the center sub-plot. The outcomes of the actual runs are over-plotted
at their locations as points, colored on the same scale. Each sub-plot contains all model points, but since each sub-plot is fixed
at specific values of eccentricity and longitude of periapse, the points’ apparent sizes are scaled to represent their “distance” in
eccentricity from their projected position on that sub-plot. On the lower plot we show the corresponding uncertainties in the
predictions as grey-scale filled contours, with higher uncertainties as darker shades.
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Figure 11. The emulated fractional averages of precipitation (fprec) for the training set. The emulations are shown across the
four model dimensions as a “grid of grids”, where each sub-plot shows rotation period versus obliquity, and the sub-plots are
arranged such that eccentricities increase radially from the center sub-plot. The outcomes of the actual runs are over-plotted
at their locations as points, colored on the same scale. Each sub-plot contains all model points, but since each sub-plot is fixed
at specific values of eccentricity and longitude of periapse, the points’ apparent sizes are scaled to represent their “distance” in
eccentricity from their projected position on that sub-plot. On the lower plot we show the corresponding uncertainties in the
predictions as grey-scale filled contours, with higher uncertainties as darker shades.
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Figure 12. The emulated fractional averages of the habitability metric for the training set. The emulation is shown across the
four model dimensions as a “grid of grids”, where each sub-plot shows rotation period versus obliquity, and the sub-plots are
arranged such that eccentricities increase radially from the center sub-plot. The outcomes of the actual runs are over-plotted
at their locations as points, colored on the same scale. Each sub-plot contains all model points, but since each sub-plot is fixed
at specific values of eccentricity and longitude of periapse, the points’ apparent sizes are scaled to represent their “distance” in
eccentricity from their projected position on that sub-plot. Below the emulated grid we show the corresponding uncertainties
in the predictions as grey-scale filled contours, with higher uncertainties as darker shades.
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Figure 14. The residuals in the emulator predictions of the habitability values from the test set of GCM runs, plotted versus
the RMS distance in the parameter space (as defined in Equation 5). Each point is colored on a log scale by the rotation period
of the run. While we see a trend in that the longest rotation period cases tend to lie close to their predicted values, there is no
obvious correlation between how well a habitability metric is predicted and either rotation period or RMS distance.

5.5. Predicting Habitability across all Models

We can use emulation on the combined training and test models, to generate the fullest interpolation of the parameter

space (Figure 15). With all the eccentric models included, we see that the most consistent structure that emerges is that

habitability is highest for obliquities up to ≈ 50◦, and rotation periods shorter than ≈ 20 days. No models with rotation

periods longer than 32 days exhibit an average habitability above 0.25, regardless of the obliquity or eccentricity, and

overall habitability drops (though to a smaller extent) at faster rotations when comparing high obliquities with low
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Figure 15. The habitability metric for the combined training and test models (top) and the associated statistical uncertainties
in the emulation (bottom). The emulation is shown across the four model dimensions as a “grid of grids”, where each sub-plot
shows rotation period versus obliquity, and the sub-plots are arranged such that eccentricities increase radially from the center
sub-plot. The outcomes of the actual runs are over-plotted at their locations as points, colored on the same scale. Each sub-plot
contains all model points, but since each sub-plot is fixed at specific values of eccentricity and longitude of periapse, the points’
apparent sizes are scaled to represent their “distance” in eccentricity from their projected position on that sub-plot.
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obliquities. Beyond this, it is difficult to determine whether the finer structures seen in the various eccentricity “slices”

of Figure 15 are robust given the sample size of our climate models. The darkest contours of habitability (≥ 70%)

are broadest in the slice at high eccentricity and ϕp close to 180◦ (the left-most sub-plot). However, it is difficult to

draw any conclusions about whether the observed variations in habitability contours with longitude of periapse in the

emulator at the highest eccentricities are more than artifacts of a sparse sampling.

6. DISCUSSION

6.1. Are Monthly Outputs Sufficient for Calculating Habitability?

With our new calculation method outlined in §3.2, the fractional temperature habitability shows a significant increase

(by a factor of ∼ 2) compared to the results from He et al. (2022) for the slowest rotation period. As discussed in

§4.1, this change is due to the influence of the diurnal cycle. Our ROCKE-3D simulations create output data at

monthly timescales, which are roughly each 1/12 of the orbital period (or about 30 modern Earth days). This limits

our ability to characterize the diurnal cycle-induced temperature variations to only the slowest rotation periods (64

days and above), and does imply that the faster rotation periods would also have different fractional habitabilities if

the calculation was made from shorter averaging periods. While our monthly simulation output is a decision primarily

made for computational practicality, we believe that the timescales of roughly 1 month are appropriate for thinking

about a “growing season” in the context of habitability. In other words, if the period above 0◦C driven by diurnal

variability is only a few days long, this would not be a long enough “growing season” to promote a diverse biosphere

with large organisms like trees. Thus, computing the habitability at 1-month timescales does have reasonable physical

justifications in addition to the practical issues.

6.2. A “Break” in Habitability at Day Lengths above 20 Earth Days

The results of the emulation, as shown in Figure 13, suggest that there are two fundamental regimes of behavior,

largely delineated by the aforementioned division between “short” and “long” rotation periods. There is a marked

decrease in habitability at rotation periods longer than ∼ 20 days and especially longer than 32 days. At these slow

rotations, there is relatively little dependence of habitability on any of the other parameters. At rotation periods

shorter than ∼ 20 days, obliquity plays a role in shaping the habitability structure, primarily through temperature.

This effect is known from previous studies and is largely driven by how larger obliquities change the distribution of

insolation. Variations in the exhibit finer structures when rotation is faster. Two of these physical drives that have

a major, global effect on the climate conditions include variations in the Coriolis force — which drives atmospheric

dynamics such as Hadley circulations — and obliquity-driven distribution of insolation across the planetary surface,

are two key physical drives of this behavior.

6.3. A Lack of a Significant Eccentricity Dependence in the Land and Annual Mean

Given that even small values of eccentricity can induce remarkable changes to the temperature and precipitation

profile, as inferred to have occurred through Earth’s history, we might expect a significant signal imparted in the

emulated habitability landscape. However, because our habitability metric as a single value averages over land area

and time, this signal appears to wash out in the means. Recall that, because each semi-major axis is scaled to keep

fixed the total instellation over one orbit, this statement holds in isolation of other factors influencing the instellation.

In the case of long rotation periods and/or high obliquities, we see reductions principally because there are extended

periods of time where large fractions of the planet linger in darkness. In the case of eccentricity-obliquity interactions,

we do not change the day-night cycles themselves, but rather how intense the daytime insolation will be over the

course of the year. A summer with 60% the typical solar heating, as could occur for one hemisphere at apoapse in

the most extreme eccentricity case we have modeled, would certainly cool the affected hemisphere, but the effect may

not be so extreme as to render it uninhabitable by temperature alone. The real-life example of the humid Sahara is

primarily a precipitation effect, which certainly could have an effect on our climate habitability. However, such a shift

would need to be taken in a global context; as northern deserts get wetter, so too could regions at similar latitudes in

the southern hemisphere dry out due to a corresponding decrease in their summertime insolation. This would depend

on the relative land areas in each hemisphere in a complex way, but asymmetries may very well only impart an effect

that is too small to be captured in our emulation over the means.

6.4. Rotation Rate Constraints will be Key for Applying Habitability Studies to Observations
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This work advances evidence that, given an annual instellation, surface topography, and ocean cover similar to

Earth’s, the rotation period will remain the primary influence on average temperature and precipitation-based hab-

itability — even with significant orbital eccentricity. Wide parameter studies such as this will yield more refined

model studies as we unearth the underlying true distribution of rotation states for terrestrial exoplanets; therefore, the

priority for accurate rotation constraints will be crucial. While observational constraints on orbital elements for small

planets are improving with the rise of the current generation of high precision radial velocity measurements (see e.g.

Van Eylen et al. 2021; Passegger et al. 2024; Brady et al. 2024), constraining rotation is more difficult, particularly at

orbital distances beyond where planets are likely to be tidally locked to their host stars. With the next generation of

direct imaging observatories, it may be possible to constrain rotation periods with time series observations at sufficient

signal-to-noise to detect broadband or spectral variations.

7. CONCLUSIONS

We present the results of applying modifications to existing habitability metrics to construct a statistical emulator

of habitability across rotation period, obliquity, and orbital eccentricity. A set of ROCKE-3D climate models was

constructed to span a range of these spin and orbit parameters, using a Latin Hypercube Sampling approach to

distribute them within the parameter space. We find that:

• Our comparison of habitability metrics from previous works shows that, in order to accurately model the metrics

at the slowest rotation periods, intermediate averaging should not be done on sub-year model outputs when the

rotation period of the model exceeds the model time output interval.

• Emulation on the model grid of He et al. (2022) reproduces the structure seen in rotation period and obliquity,

with local maxima in temperate area at rotation periods of 1 Earth day and intermediate obliquities (ψ ≈ 50◦),

as well as at rotation periods ∼ 16 days with low obliquity.

• While there is additional structure seen in our emulated landscape of habitability as a function of orbital eccen-

tricity, its effect is small when compared with the effects of rotation period and obliquity, and is not significant

enough to make any robust conclusions about the effect of eccentricity on habitability.

As we learn more about not just rotation states but, for example, the possible continental arrangements on Earth-

similar worlds, we will be able to apply these statistical techniques to incrementally refine our understanding of the

landscapes of habitability for terrestrial worlds. While the emulator is not perfect in reproducing the habitabilities

of the test cases, it shows that the methodology is a plausible approach to illuminating the possible landscapes of

habitability. Future steps include deeper dives into the spatial and time variability of habitability, refinements to the

habitability metric, and exploring the role that Earth’s continental motions have had on the global climate.

Software: Astropy (Astropy Collaboration et al. 2013), Jupyter (Kluyver et al. 2016), Matplotlib (Hunter 2007),

Numpy (van der Walt et al. 2011), Pandas (McKinney 2010), pyDOE (Martinez et al. 2013), Scikit-learn (Pedregosa

et al. 2011), Scipy (Jones et al. 2001), xarray (Hoyer & Hamman 2017).

The Python code and scripts used to run the emulation are available in a Github repository at https://github.

com/adadams/habitability metrics, archived at Adams (2024).

APPENDIX

A. TEMPERATURE AND PRECIPITATION HABITABILITY GRIDS WITH ALL MODELS

B. OUTCOMES OF EMULATOR TESTS WITH VARYING TEMPERATURE AND PRECIPITATION

THRESHOLDS

This work was funded by a Habitable Worlds grant through the NASA Research Opportunities in Space and Earth

Sciences (ROSES) program (PI: Margaret Turnbull, award number 80NSSC21K1703).

https://github.com/adadams/habitability_metrics
https://github.com/adadams/habitability_metrics
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Figure 16. The temperature metric (fT) for the combined training and test models (top) and the associated statistical
uncertainties in the emulation (bottom). The emulation is shown across the four model dimensions as a “grid of grids”, where
each sub-plot shows rotation period versus obliquity, and the sub-plots are arranged such that eccentricities increase radially
from the center sub-plot. The outcomes of the actual runs are over-plotted at their locations as points, colored on the same
scale. Each sub-plot contains all model points, but since each sub-plot is fixed at specific values of eccentricity and longitude of
periapse, the points’ apparent sizes are scaled to represent their “distance” in eccentricity from their projected position on that
sub-plot.
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Figure 17. The precipitation metric (fprec) for the combined training and test models (top) and the associated statistical
uncertainties in the emulation (bottom). The emulation is shown across the four model dimensions as a “grid of grids”, where
each sub-plot shows rotation period versus obliquity, and the sub-plots are arranged such that eccentricities increase radially
from the center sub-plot. The outcomes of the actual runs are over-plotted at their locations as points, colored on the same
scale. Each sub-plot contains all model points, but since each sub-plot is fixed at specific values of eccentricity and longitude of
periapse, the points’ apparent sizes are scaled to represent their “distance” in eccentricity from their projected position on that
sub-plot.
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Figure 18. Similar to Figure 13, varying the thresholds of the temperature and precipitation. Each subplot is a comparison
of the habitability metrics from the test models (filled circles), compared with the habitability metric values predicted by the
emulator at the locations of the test points (open circles). The error bars are the emulator’s estimated uncertainties in its
predictions. We order the points by rotation period here to compare along a single dimension.
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