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ABSTRACT

We develop a python-based state-of-the-art sub-Neptune evolution model that incorporates both the
post-formation boil-off at young ages < 1 Myr and long-lived core-powered mass loss (~ Gyrs) from
interior cooling. We investigate the roles of initial H/He entropy, core luminosity, energy advection,
radiative atmospheric structure, and the transition to an XUV-driven mass-loss phase, with an eye on
relevant timescales for planetary mass loss and thermal evolution. With particular attention to the
re-equilibration process of the H/He envelope, including the energy sources that fuel the hydrodynamic
wind, and energy transport timescales, we find boil-off and core-powered escape are primarily driven by
stellar bolometric radiation. We further find that both boil-off and core-powered escape are decoupled
from the thermal evolution. We show that, with a boil-off phase that accounts for the initial H/He
mass fraction and initial entropy, post-boil-off core-powered escape has an insignificant influence on
the demographics of small planets, as it is only able to remove at most 0.1% of the H/He mass
fraction. Our numerical results are directly compared to previous work on analytical core-powered
mass loss modeling for individual evolutionary trajectories and populations of small planets. We
examine a number of assumptions made in previous studies that cause significant differences compared
to our findings. We find that boil-off, though able to completely strip the gaseous envelope from a
highly irradiated (F > 100Fg) planet that has a low-mass core (M, < 4Mg), cannot by itself form a

pronounced radius gap as is seen in the observed population.

Keywords: Planet interior — Atmospheric escape — Planet atmosphere

1. INTRODUCTION

Since the initial discovery of planet GJ 1214b (Char-
bonneau et al. 2009), we have seen a great number of ex-
oplanets with sizes smaller than Neptune but larger than
Earth, thanks to the Kepler and TESS missions. Stud-
ies of the occurrence rate of these small planets on < 100
day orbits show a pronounced gap (Fulton et al. 2017;
Van Eylen et al. 2018; Fulton & Petigura 2018). This
gap splits the population of these close-in planets into
two populations: super-Earths, with thin or negligible
atmospheres atop rocky cores, and sub-Neptunes, with
substantially lower bulk densities, which suggests that
they may hold thick H/He envelopes. Due to the de-
generacy in determining the relative amount of interior
elements, an alternative explanation suggests that some
water world sub-Neptunes with a steam-dominated at-
mosphere could also exist within the larger-radius pop-
ulation (Rogers & Seager 2010; Zeng et al. 2019; Luque
& Pallé 2022). The paucity of planets between 1.5 Rg

and 2.0 Rg is likely due to the lack of planets with very
thin H/He atmospheres (Lopez et al. 2012; Owen & Wu
2013; Lopez & Fortney 2013; Lee & Connors 2021; Lee
et al. 2022), as such atmospheres are expected to be
strongly impacted by ongoing atmospheric escape, with
loss enhanced for planets with low masses and high stel-
lar insolation. On the other hand, since increasing the
amount of H/He material can significantly inflate a small
planet’s radius (Lopez & Fortney 2014), planets that
survive atmospheric loss retain a primordial H/He at-
mosphere, larger radius, and low bulk density.

Due to the lack of such equivalent planets in our own
Solar System, and with many aspects of the physical
properties of sub-Neptunes far beyond the conditions
found on or within Earth, their compositions and in-
terior structures still remain unclear. Theoretically, if
these planets form in situ, they possess a rock/iron core
that makes up the majority of their masses with only a
small amount of H/He gas atop, but which contributes a
large fraction to their radii. If a large quantity of water is
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present, they must be formed beyond the snow line and
then migrate to their current positions (Rogers et al.
2011). Although modeling work has shown the H/He
mass fraction for the planets within the radius range of
2 — 3 Rg is typically a few percent (Lopez & Fortney
2014), the quantitative details vary significantly from
model to model, as a small change in H/He mass sensi-
tively alters planet radii. Moreover, how these planets
retain these H/He mass fractions over Gyr ages is still
not fully understood. We need more detailed knowl-
edge of their atmospheric escape history, which is often
coupled with their thermal evolution. This requires us
to develop better evolution and mass loss models to as-
sess how their interior thermal states and compositions
change as they evolve.

A hydrodynamic wind that drives H/He mass loss
from planets occurs when hydrostatic equilibrium can-
not be maintained in their atmospheres. How strongly
the H/He gas is bound to a planet depends on the plane-
tary internal structure, which sets a planet’s radius and
hence the potential well from which atmospheric gas
must be lifted. Additionally, a planet must be heated
sufficiently to have a suitable pressure gradient to drive
and sustain a hydrodynamic wind against gravity.

Three physical mechanisms are typically invoked in
recent models of atmospheric loss from highly irradi-
ated sub-Neptunes—boil-off, core-powered escape, and
photoevaporation. All three mechanisms result in hy-
drodynamic wind outflows, but they differ in these two
key respects: the source of the energy driving the wind
and the impact of the outflow on a planet’s structure.

Stellar ionizing radiation deposited high in the
planet’s atmosphere heats the upper atmosphere to
a few thousand K for a typical sub-Neptune and to
~10,000K for hot Jupiters, giving rise to a hydrody-
namic outflow, known as photoevaporation (Lammer
et al. 2003; Baraffe et al. 2004). The high energy flux of
X-ray and EUV (XUV) photons constitutes an impor-
tant fraction of stellar radiation in the first 100 Myr of
evolution, usually around 1073, significantly impacting
low-mass planets’ physical sizes and their bulk densities.
The modeling details of such hydrodynamic evaporation
have been widely discussed in the literature for both
hot-Jupiters (Yelle 2004; Garcia Munoz 2007; Murray-
Clay et al. 2009; Owen & Adams 2014; Tripathi et al.
2015; McCann et al. 2019; Debrecht et al. 2019) and
sub-Neptunes (Lopez et al. 2012; Owen & Jackson 2012;
Lopez & Fortney 2013; Owen & Wu 2013; Jin et al. 2014;
Chen & Rogers 2016; Kubyshkina et al. 2018; Jin & Mor-
dasini 2018; Rogers et al. 2023b). Coupled XUV-driven
mass-loss and evolution models yield very similar demo-
graphic features to those of observations (i.e., Fulton &

Petigura 2018) for low-mass planets (Owen & Wu 2013;
Lopez & Fortney 2013; Owen & Wu 2017; Jin & Mor-
dasini 2018). In terms of direct observations of mass
loss, the detection of very large transit radii in Lyman-
a has suggested the existence of such hydrodynamic
blow-off for both hot-Jupiters (Vidal-Madjar et al. 2003,
2004; Lecavelier Des Etangs et al. 2010; Lecavelier des
Etangs et al. 2012) and warm-Neptunes (Kulow et al.
2014; Lavie et al. 2017).

Alternatively, it has been proposed that the energy
released from the primordial thermal energy reservoir
of the core can exceed the gravitational binding en-
ergy of the envelope, and therefore can drive a com-
plete loss of H/He envelope from a low-mass planet on
longer Gyr timescales, known as core-powered escape
(Ginzburg et al. 2016). The energy that lifts material
from the envelope is argued to be directly from the in-
trinsic luminosity that eventually leads to core cooling.
The stellar bolometric flux also plays a role in powering
the outflow within the radiative atmosphere. Compared
to photoevaporation, the thermal evolution and atmo-
spheric loss are strongly coupled as the mass loss rate
is set by the cooling process. Demographic studies for
planet evolution in the presence of core-powered escape
have been done, producing very similar features to those
seen both in observations and in photoevaporation work
(Ginzburg et al. 2018; Gupta & Schlichting 2019, 2020).
However, studies have shown that we cannot distinguish
between photoevaporation and core-powered mass-loss
based on the current samples of the confirmed planets
(Loyd et al. 2020; Rogers et al. 2021; Ho & Van Eylen
2023), without having access to a 3D radius valley that
informs us how the radius gap varies independently with
both orbital period and stellar bolometric flux (Rogers
et al. 2021).

Furthermore, a more powerful mechanism that occurs
with the disk dispersal, much earlier than the others,
known as “boil-off” (Owen & Wu 2016) or “spontaneous
mass loss” (Ginzburg et al. 2016; Misener & Schlicht-
ing 2021), has been proposed. Observations indicate
that the disk gas clears out rapidly from inside out over
a short duration of approximately 105 years (Ercolano
& Clarke 2010). This occurs when the gaseous disk
is nearly depleted after ~3-10 Myr years of evolution,
eventually leaving behind a dusty debris disk. As the
confinement pressure from protoplanetary disks sharply
declines as a result of the disk dissipation, a hot newly
born planet possesses a large physical size that sud-
denly leads to hydrostatic disequilibrium and therefore
a tremendous hydrodynamic outflow. This process has
a mass loss rate orders of magnitude greater than both
photoevaporation and core-powered mass loss. With a
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short duration of only a few Myr, it can readily strip
away a substantial fraction of H/He material, strongly
affecting the H/He mass fraction a sub-Neptune would
have available at the beginning of the subsequent evo-
lution. As opposed to photoevaporation, boil-off can
potentially affect the thermal evolution because of the
vast interior thermal energy that is carried away along
with the hydrodynamic outflow (Owen & Wu 2016),
which consequently shifts the subsequent thermal evo-
lution in the presence of the long-term mass loss away
from the evolution yielded from a commonly used “hot-
start” model that starts evolution with an arbitrarily
large H/He envelope entropy at the youngest ages (e.g.,
Marley et al. 2007; Lopez & Fortney 2014).

Previous work has discussed the importance of all of
these physical mechanisms and their impact on small
planet demographics. However, a number of simplifica-
tions have been made in previous modeling efforts. This
includes an isothermal Parker wind for boil-off assuming
the energy available from the internal cooling is always
sufficient to sustain the wind. In addition, an energy-
limited prescription has been used for core-powered es-
cape. Improving on previous work requires us to better
understand the energy source for both boil-off and core-
powered escape. Moreover, at what age photoevapora-
tion or core-powered escape comes into play and what
physical conditions a planet has when each of these three
atmospheric escape mechanisms dominates, are not fully
clear. Previous simplifications have led to significant un-
certainties in modeling a planet’s evolving H/He mass
fractions and radii and consequently in studying the na-
ture of physics causing the radius gap. Lastly, obser-
vations (Fulton & Petigura 2018) show a large decrease
in the frequency of planets greater than 4 Rg known
as the “radius cliff”. Although physical explanations
for the scarcity of these sub-Saturn size planets are pro-
posed from the formation perspective (Lee 2019; Kite
et al. 2019), studies of subsequent planetary evolution,
especially in the presence of mass loss that eventually
shapes the radius cliff, are critical (Hallatt & Lee 2022).

Therefore, in this work, we develop a state-of-the-
art python-based sub-Neptune evolution model from the
deep interior to the radiative atmosphere that includes
a self-consistent calculation of the boil-off phase to bet-
ter assess initial H/He inventories and entropy for the
subsequent long-lived physical processes (e.g. thermal
evolution, core-powered escape and photoevaporation).
In this context, with our numerical model, we focus on
the following aspects:

e The significance of core-powered escape is re-
assessed with the results directly compared to

the analytical model developed in Ginzburg et al.
(2016).

e The energy source and mass re-equilibration for
boil-off and core-powered escape and their impact
on the thermal evolution are reevaluated.

e We constrain the transition time from boil-off
or core-powered escape to the photoevaporation-
dominated phase.

e We also emphasize the importance of the often-
neglected radiative atmosphere atop the convec-
tive envelope. This part of the planet is domi-
nated by stellar heating, and it is a large fraction
of the planetary radius, atop the convective H/He
envelope that shrinks as the planet’s interior cools.

e After discussion of how relevant physics affects
sample planets, we study the impact of boil-off
and core-powered escape at a population level for
a large sample of planets, both analytically and
numerically, and shed light on its relation to the
observed small planet demographic features and
mass loss processes.

2. A NEW SUB-NEPTUNE EVOLUTION MODEL
2.1. Thermal contraction

Planet formation is an energetic process, leading to
a hot initial condition and subsequent cooling of the
planetary interior. The cooling of the H/He envelope
allows gravitational binding energy and internal energy
to be released as thermal energy, and as a result, the
planet’s interior contracts. Such thermal contraction is
critical for modeling atmospheric escape, as the planet
radius controls the potential well that H/He material
is lifted from. Similar to previous planet evolution
codes (Fortney et al. 2007; Lopez & Fortney 2014), the
planet’s gaseous H/He is assumed to consist of an en-
velope that is adiabatic and isentropic due to the short
mixing timescale of convection, with a radiative atmo-
sphere on top. Given the entropy and the envelope mass
for the envelope, the interior thermal state of a planet
is completely defined by the Equation of State (EoS),
which we take from Chabrier et al. (2019), and hydro-
static equilibrium.

Between each timestep, to evolve the interior we track
the energy fluxes that heat the envelope from below and
cool the envelope at the top, which change the interior
thermal states. The isentropic envelope links the change
of specific entropy As of the envelope adiabat to the net
heat transfer AQ = LAt = As [ Tdm to the envelope
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within the time interval At, which gives:
B ds [MetMeno
Cdt Sy,

= _Lenv + Lcore

T dm

L
where M, and M., are the core mass and the envelope
mass respectively, and T is the temperature of each mass
shell dm. On the right-hand side, we sum up each lumi-
nosity component to get the total envelope luminosity
L, where the envelope cooling L., at the top is set by
the greater of either the radiative intrinsic luminosity
L;,: or advective luminosity L,4, the energy transport
from the bulk flow driven by atmospheric escape. The
envelope heating from below is due to the total core lu-
minosity Leore from both radiogenic heating L;,q4;0 and
the core heat capacity.

The intrinsic luminosity L;,:, the net cooling rate, is
the total energy that a planet’s interior radiates per unit
time through its radiative atmosphere to space. To eval-
uate the intrinsic luminosity, we utilize a grid of one-
dimensional atmosphere models for solar metallicity, as
described in Fortney et al. (2007), over a range of surface
gravities, incident bolometric fluxes and interior temper-
atures. As a planet loses mass through atmospheric es-
cape, the hydrodynamic wind is capable of transporting
internal thermal energy out of the interior. This effect
is generally minor for a long-lived mass loss, i.e. photoe-
vaporation and core-powered mass loss. However, when
a planet is rapidly blowing off its H/He envelope in the
boil-off phase, the mass loss rate is a few orders of mag-
nitude greater than that at a later age, making such an
energy advection, L.q4, potentially important. Owen &
Wu (2016) argue that the energy advection from boil-off
leads to an interior cooling that is much more significant
than the radiative cooling, with the advective cooling
rate Loq estimated by:

= maX(Linta Lad) + Lyadio — oM.

Log = —L— M2 (2)
where v is the adiabatic index, M is mass loss rate and
¢s is sound speed. This cooling effect is evaluated in this
work.

For simplicity, the core is assumed to be isothermal
with the temperature found at the bottom of the en-
velope, essentially meaning it is an efficient conduc-
tor. As a planet cools off, the core temperature cor-
respondingly drops, which simultaneously releases ther-
mal energy via the core’s heat capacity. For the specific
heat capacity at constant volume of the core, we use
¢y = 0.75 JK~'g~1. To stabilize our numerical calcula-
tion, we assess the time derivative of core temperature

dT./dt based on the change of core temperature over
the last 5 timesteps. For the same reason, the planets
are not allowed to increase specific entropy over time,
such that L.ore < Leny. The consequence of this simpli-
fication is evaluated in Section 3.1.5 and 6.2. In terms
of Lyq4io from radioactivity, the dominant decaying iso-
topes are 23°U, 238U, 49K and 232Th. The abundances
and radioactive powers of these isotopes at early ages
are derived based on their half-lives and the meteoritic
abundances at the current solar age (Anders & Grevesse
1989; Nettelmann et al. 2011).

Based on the % calculated from Eq. 1 at each
timestep, we evolve the envelope specific entropy using a
fiftth-order ODE solver. The resulting specific entropy at
a new timestep automatically defines the amount of the
total energy (gravitational energy and internal energy)
that is allowed to be released through interior cooling
and therefore the rate of thermal contraction. The en-
velope mass M.y, also controls both the cooling process
and the hydrostatic interior structure, as seen on the
left-hand side of the equation. In the presence of mass
loss, given the mass loss rate M, we evolve the total
planetary mass M), in a similar manner simultaneously,
as discussed below.

2.2. Radiative atmosphere

The radiative atmosphere is a static layer whose ra-
dial structure passively evolves with time on top of the
adiabatic interior as a planet contracts. We focus on
planets located close enough to their host stars that
the radiative-convective boundary (RCB) separating the
adiabatic interior from the radiative atmosphere is set
by the incident bolometric flux from the star. At the
RCB, the planet’s intrinsic luminosity is equal to the
stellar energy deposited per time (i.e., stellar flux re-
duced by inward diffusion of photons since the optical
depth at the RCB is generally large). Such radiative
atmospheres typically exhibit two roughly isothermal
regions—an outer region optically thin to both incident
optical radiation and outgoing infrared radiation and a
deeper region that is optically thick to outgoing infrared
(and, in its deepest parts, to incoming optical radia-
tion as well) (Guillot 2010). The radiative atmosphere’s
temperature-pressure (7" — P) profile is thus primarily
set by stellar heating. Stellar heating, especially that
from M dwarfs and in XUV wavelengths, can decrease
over time at young ages. However, the variability in
bolometric flux from a Sun-like star is generally modest
at the ages relevant to the boil-off phase, ~3-10 Myr
after the formation (Baraffe et al. 2015). Since we only
focus on the history of mass loss and thermal evolution
resulting from stellar bolometric flux, independent of
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stellar spectral types and XUV-driven escape, the time
variability of stellar heating is ignored. This assumption
only quantitatively affects the time-integrated mass loss
by a small fraction.

For gas opacity to thermal radiation ki, the tran-
sition from optically thin to thick occurs where opti-
cal depth 7 ~ ky,pH ~ 1, for atmospheric density
p and scale height H. In a hydrostatic atmosphere,
pH o Pr? so that the pressure where optical depth
transitions occur depends only on radius r which, after
the initial blow-off period, typically changes modestly
over the planet’s evolution, leading to a roughly constant
T — P profile in the radiative atmosphere. To capture
this behavior, we do not perform a full radiative trans-
fer calculation but rather generate a T'— P profile using
the widely used analytical two-stream radiative trans-
fer model of Guillot (2010). The thermal opacity s is
chosen to be a constant 0.02 cm? g~!, representative of
cool H/He solar-composition atmospheres at P~ 1 bar
(Freedman et al. 2014). In terms of the opacity to vis-
ible photons k,, we compare the T — P profile of the
analytical two-stream model to that from full radiative-
convective equilibrium transfer models (Fortney et al.
2008, 2013) to find the best fit opacity values (in the
range of 0.0001 — 0.006 cm? g~1!) as a function of inci-
dent bolometric flux to well-approximate the T'— P pro-
file from the full calculation. The values are found to be
only weakly dependent on the surface gravity and the
intrinsic luminosity from the interior. Beginning from
the outer edge of the envelope, we integrate using hy-
drostatic equilibrium, taking into account the variation
of gravity with radius.

The thickness of the radiative atmosphere is not neg-
ligible for low-mass planets because of their low gravity,
which decreases with altitude and leads to an outwardly
increasing scale height. Interestingly, the radiative at-
mosphere can contribute to a major fraction of the op-
tical radius of a sub-Neptune, making it important for
population studies. Our planetary radius is defined at
20 mbar, a typical pressure level for optical transits.

The bottom of the radiative atmosphere is separated
from what we term the H/He “envelope” (Section 2.1)
at the RCB. Our numerical model estimates the loca-
tion of the RCB by finding the intersection between the
P-T profiles of the adiabatic envelope and the radiative
atmosphere. Compared to a RCB pressure estimated
from full radiative transfer calculations, our approach
only quantitatively shifts the RCB location in radius
by a negligible fraction. The RCB pressure for a sub-
Neptune varies dramatically with age, from typically at
~ 10 bar (young ages) to 10 kbar (Gyr+ ages). As a
sub-Neptune evolves, its interior cools off and the in-

trinsic luminosity declines. Consequently, the mismatch
between the large stellar bolometric flux and the weaker
intrinsic flux becomes ever larger, leading to a deeper
RCB. Figure 1 illustrates this evolution of the RCB lo-
cation (cross shapes) over time.

Furthermore, we calculate the total atmospheric mass
in the static radiative layer at each timestep by integrat-
ing the mass shells in the radiative layer. The radiative
atmospheric mass does not participate in thermal evolu-
tion, and is therefore excluded from the H/He envelope
mass to better assess the thermal evolution process. We
find that the radiative atmospheric mass fraction is typ-
ically at most a few 0.01% of the planetary mass during
most of the evolution time contributing a minor differ-
ence between the thermal evolution with and without it.
However, an exception happens at the early stage of boil-
off. The radiative atmospheric mass can constitute up
to 20-50% of the convective envelope mass for a young
and inflated planet, thus playing a role in prolonging
the thermal contraction timescale. This substantial ra-
diative atmospheric mass results from the slowly-varying
density-radius profile (p ~ ppcp exp(—r/H) for a roughly
isothermal atmosphere), which remains high (~ ppep,
the density at the RCB) in the radiative atmosphere
due to the large scale height H that is comparable to
the planetary radius r above the RCB. Note that the
quantitative details remain uncertain here, especially if
additional factors such as the opacity contribution from
dust in both the atmosphere and the debris disk are
considered.

Another exception occurs when the planetary enve-
lope is about to be completely stripped. When a planet
loses mass from the deepest part of the radiative at-
mosphere, right above the RCB, the mass there has to
be steadily resupplied from the envelope to sustain an
outflow (Ginzburg et al. 2016). By the time that the
convective zone is depleted by the mass loss, the radia-
tive atmospheric mass (~ 0.01% of the planetary mass)
becomes most of the total H/He mass. In this case,
thermal evolution of the envelope starts to cease and
the planet transitions into an envelope-free super-Earth.
We terminate thermal evolution and mass loss once the
envelope mass becomes negligible compared to the ra-
diative atmospheric mass, and after that, we treat the
planet as a bare core super-Earth assuming its radiative
atmosphere is then completely lost in a sufficiently short
period.

We evolve the total planetary mass given the mass
loss rate by solving the ODE problem dM,/dt = M. At
each timestep, we estimate the envelope mass M, by
subtracting the constant core mass M, and the time-
dependent radiative atmospheric mass M, from the
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Figure 1. We show an example of the evolution of a 3.6 Mg
planet irradiated with 10 Fg flux based on our numerical
model. The three black and white panels show the planetary
radius, core temperature, and mass fraction of H/He, while
the color panel shows the interior and atmosphere P—T pro-
file from 1000 yr to 10 Gyr. The RCB and the core-envelope
boundary (CEB) are marked by the cross and circle shapes
respectively. Below the RCB is the convective H/He enve-
lope, which is adiabatic, and the rock/iron core, assumed to
be isothermal, constitutes the deepest part of the interior be-
low 10* bar. Based on the relative timescales between mass
loss and thermal evolution, we define the boil-off phase and
long-lived post-boil-off phase plotted in dashed and solid,
respectively. The elements of the model are more fully de-
scribed in Section 3.

total mass Mp:

Mem; = Mp - Mc - Matm . (3)

The atmospheric mass, Mytm,, implicitly depends on
M., because the envelope mass M,,, provides the
lower boundary condition for the radiative atmospheric
mass calculation. Since the atmospheric mass changes
slowly compared to the mass loss rate, to improve the
computation efficiency we take the value of the atmo-
spheric mass from the last converged solution and treat
it as a constant within the next timestep to avoid need-
ing to solve Eq. 3 self-consistently using an iterative
method at each structure calculation (there are many
within one timestep). A full self-consistent calculation
of My, is employed at the first timestep of the evolu-
tion.

2.3. Planet evolution in the absence of XUV-driven
escape

2.3.1. Parker wind

Physically speaking, there is no fundamental differ-
ence between the nature of boil-off and core-powered
escape. Both processes are directly caused by the large
radius H/He envelope and atmosphere in the absence of

Age
1Gyr

1 Myr

1Ky

sufficient ambient confinement pressure, which cannot
maintain a hydrostatic equilibrium and therefore leads
to a Parker wind outflow. Similar to Bondi accretion
in reverse, the Parker wind is a hydrodynamic process
that occurs when the protoplanetary disk has dissipated.
As long as sufficient energy is available to resupply the
H/He material in the atmosphere from below (we eval-
uate this assumption in Section 3.1.2), the stellar ra-
diation dictates the energy budget for the outflow and
therefore the temperature profile in the radiative atmo-
sphere, where the wind advection occurs. For a planet
irradiated by a star with an incident flux F, its radia-
tive atmosphere is roughly isothermal with the temper-
ature set by the equilibrium temperature T,, = (%)1/ 4
where o is Stefan-Boltzmann constant. For simplicity,
we model the hydrodynamic wind using an isothermal
Parker wind (Parker 1958) beyond the RCB to assess
the mass loss rate. This avoids needing an implementa-
tion of a numerical hydrodynamic and radiative transfer
calculation. The advective-convective boundary is cho-
sen to be the same as the RCB, which is justified later in
Section 3.1.2. The wind structure calculation is in par-
allel with the radiative atmosphere calculation, where
the hydrostatic calculation is utilized to assess the op-
tical transit radius (which is not an important variable
until boil-off ends), and the steady state Parker wind
determines the mass loss rate.

The physical structure of an isothermal Parker wind
is given by:

1 A\ d o, GM, 2c%r

S(-w) e = (&) @
where ¢, = \/kTeq/p is the isothermal sound speed, k
is the Boltzmann constant, p = 2.35my is the mean
molecular weight of the wind, my is the mass of atomic
hydrogen, v is the wind velocity and r is the radius. At
a radius known as the sonic point, a singularity occurs

where the wind velocity reaches the sound speed and
both sides of the equation vanish:

_ GM,
s 2¢2

()

At the wind base, density and pressure transition contin-
uously between the two layers of the steady-state hydro-
dynamic wind and the hydrostatic adiabatic envelope.
This gives us the mass loss rate:

y 2 2
Mparker = 47Tchbp’rch'rcb =dnr pU

(6)

from which the density profile p for the wind as a func-
tion of radius r is obtained, where R,..p, prep and vy
are the planet radius, density and wind velocity at the
RCB.
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2.3.2. Transition out of boil-off

Boil-off is a short-lived hydrodynamic process, hence
the name, with a mass loss timescale shorter than 1
Myr (Owen & Wu 2016) due to the sudden change of
the ambient confinement pressure from a protoplanetary
disk. The mass loss timescale is given by:

METL'U

by = =2 )
where M is the mass loss rate of the isothermal Parker
wind, and M,,, is the envelope mass. If the thermal
contraction decreases the planetary size faster than the
mass loss can substantially alter the envelope’s mass,
the wind velocity v at the RCB in Eq. 4 and 6 declines
quickly over time compared to the rate of mass evolu-
tion and consequently, the planet has to stop blowing
off. Therefore, we define the end of boil-off at the time
when the mass loss timescale becomes comparable to the
Kelvin-Helmholtz contraction timescale t.o0;:

tM = Tcool (8)

where the Kelvin-Helmholtz contraction timescale is as-
sessed with the total envelope luminosity L in Eq. 1
that incorporates both the envelope cooling L., and
the core luminosity Lcore:

tcool = % (9)
where @ < 1 is a dimensionless factor related to the
mass concentration of the envelope. With our initial
setup of our model, we find the H/He envelope mass and
therefore gravitational binding energy are very slightly
inwardly concentrated at the very beginning of boil-off,
yielding @ = 0.4. The mass concentration gradually
shifts outward to o = 0.8 for an old planet that has a
lower H/He mass and specific entropy. During most of
the boil-off phase, the mass and energy exhibit a central
to outward distribution with o > 0.5. In boil-off, the
mass loss and thermal contraction are decoupled due to
the large timescale difference ¢,; < tco01, leading to neg-
ligible thermal evolution and hence a minor decrease in
entropy, compared to that in the later evolution. There-
fore, the shrinkage in planetary size is due to the mass
loss rather than thermal contraction.

After the transition time defined in Eq. 8 and 9, the
mass loss rate declines and thermal contraction becomes
the dominant physical effect in controlling the planetary
size. The isothermal Parker wind transitions into the
post-boil-off long-lived mass loss phase. The long-lived
mass loss history is greatly dependent on the thermal
contraction of the planet, in which core luminosity can

potentially play an important role. In this case, the mass
loss and thermal evolution are coupled. A representative
combined evolution of planet radii, temperatures, and
H/He mass fractions from our numerical sub-Neptune
model is shown in Figure 1, with the boil-off phase in
dashed and long-lived mass loss phase in solid.

2.3.3. Transition to XUV-driven escape

As a planet loses mass to the Parker wind mass loss,
its physical radius shrinks and the upper atmosphere
becomes transparent to XUV photons. Therefore, the
high-energy photons are able to penetrate deeply enough
into the atmosphere to drive a more efficient wind with a
higher temperature. Atmospheric escape starts to tran-
sition to XUV-driven when the optical depth to XUV
photons, evaluated at the sonic point, is equal to unity
(Owen & Schlichting 2023):

T7s = o,0Hng ~ 1 (10)

where o, is the cross-section for the absorption of XUV
photons for hydrogen, H is the scale height of the up-
per atmosphere and ng is the neutral hydrogen number
density. Based on our numerical model we find such a
transition typically happens when boil-off is about to be
over, at around 1 Myr. For the purpose of our study,
XUV-driven escape is not directly included in the mass
loss from our numerical model.

2.4. Assessing initial conditions

The planetary radius dictates the intensity of boil-off.
The radiative atmosphere of an inflated planet, with its
large scale height, is substantially less bound to the in-
terior making the planet lose mass readily. Since planets
with hotter internal thermal states possess larger radii
at a given envelope mass fraction, we argue that the
strength of boil-off is directly controlled by the enve-
lope entropy. Physically speaking, because the final en-
tropy dictates both the thermal contraction and mass
loss timescales in Eq. 8, which are equal at the transition
time, the final mass fraction is completely determined by
the final entropy s;. Given the negligible thermal evo-
lution compared to mass loss during boil-off in Eq. 8,
the specific entropy remains nearly unchanged during
boil-off. Therefore, the initial entropy s; ~ s; largely
determines the physical states at the end of boil-off and
the beginning of the subsequent evolution.

However, what entropy a planet is born with is not
well determined from previous work. To constrain the
initial entropy at the beginning of boil-off, Owen & Wu
(2016) suggest that a model planet should not be allowed
to thermally contract (due to cooling) faster than the
disk dispersal time ~ 10° yr, the characteristic timescale
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for the formation of the gas-depleted inner hole, other-
wise it is always able to adjust to a new hydrostatic
equilibrium during the disk dispersal, leading to no ef-
ficient boil-off. On the other hand, the planetary initial
contraction time should be no faster than the disk life-
time 3-10 Myrs (Mamajek et al. 2009; Gorti et al. 2016),
as in the opposite case the planet would shrink rapidly
enough while the disk is present to allow for more gas ac-
cretion, and consequently, the increased envelope mass
would eventually slow down the contraction timescale.

For these reasons, in this work, the initial entropy and
radius are chosen such that the initial Kelvin-Helmholtz
thermal contraction timescale in Eq. 9 is comparable
to the disk lifetime, chosen to be 5 Myr. Note that
the core luminosity and advective cooling are initially
0, such that the total envelope luminosity is set by the
intrinsic luminosity L = L;,¢. As the disk dispersal time
of ~ 10% yr is observed to be substantially shorter than
the disk lifetime, our physical choice ensures that the
planet’s contraction timescale at the onset of boil-off is
long compared to the boil-off time and hence the process
of boil-off is not sensitive to direct modeling of the disk
dispersal. Our initial setup results in an initial RCB
radius that is 10-20% of the sonic radius defined in Eq.
5, and an initial entropy of 9 — 11k; /atom depending on
the bolometric flux and core mass.

3. MODEL RESULTS

The outline of this section is as follows. In Section
3.1, we reassess the assumptions made in the previous
core-powered mass loss and boil-off modeling work. In
Section 3.2, we examine the effects of initial entropy and
on the role of advective cooling under our self-consistent
initial conditions. The results are compared to the be-
havior reported in Owen & Wu (2016). The detailed
model results for boil-off, including the final mass frac-
tions and transition times, are documented in Section
3.3. Section 3.4 discusses the subsequent planet evo-
lution without the long-lived mass loss and how it is
related to the radius cliff. Finally, we evaluate the post-
boil-off long-lived mass loss over Gyr timescales in Sec-
tion 3.5.

3.1. Boil-off and core-powered escape

Most of the previous core-powered escape work
(Ginzburg et al. 2016, 2018; Gupta & Schlichting 2019;
Misener & Schlichting 2021) originates from a single an-
alytical model with similar mass loss treatments. Ac-
cording to these authors, although the nature of both
boil-off and core-powered mass loss is a Parker wind,
core-powered mass loss differs from boil-off in the fol-
lowing three aspects: the energy source for mass re-
equilibration, the mass loss timescale (short-lived or

long-lived), and whether or not the mass loss rate is en-
hanced by core luminosity. We focus on assessing each
of these three aspects in this section.

A primary challenge for modeling these processes re-
gards the energy supply that overcomes the gravitational
force, to continuously drive such winds. If the energy in-
put is inadequate, the wind region rapidly cools off when
the PdV work drains energy from the internal energy of
the outflow leading to a low wind temperature in Eq.
4, and therefore the outflow slows down until the en-
ergy supply is sufficient to maintain the outflow. This
is known as an energy-limited wind. Two layers where
energy supply may potentially limit the mass loss rate
are invoked: the radiative atmosphere and adiabatic en-
velope, shown in Figure 2. The energy injection in the
radiative zone is primarily from the bolometric lumi-
nosity and is assumed in these studies to be sufficient to
sustain an outflow of the equilibrium temperature ~ T,.
In Section 3.1.3, we show that this assumption is reason-
able for most though not all planets. However, if mass
cannot be replenished fast enough from and within the
convective zone, H/He material will eventually be de-
pleted, yielding a low-density layer at the RCB, even if
sufficient energy to power the wind is available in the
radiative zone.

Envelope re-equilibration was considered as the bot-
tleneck for boil-off and core-powered mass loss in
Ginzburg et al. (2016, 2018) (GSS16 and GSS18 here-
after). GSS18 assume that most of the H/He mass
that replenishes the wind at the RCB starts to expand
from as deep as the core-envelope surface, with the en-
ergy needed for the re-equilibration of the envelope com-
pletely from the interior cooling energy L;,:. This re-
quires a large amount of cooling energy to sustain the
outflow, and thus the outflow can be largely energy-
limited. The total energy needed per second is estimated
by the amount of gravitational energy to overcome:

. GM.M
E oss,core — T 5 11
loss, R, (11)

where R, is the core radius. Based on Fioes core, these
authors estimate an energy-limited mass loss rate if the
mass re-equilibration is insufficient:

Lint

GM. /R, (12)

Meflim,core =
Once the intrinsic luminosity becomes more than the
energy needed in Eq. 11, they treat the wind as non-
energy-limited, as in Eq. 6, which is the maximum
possible mass loss rate given the sufficient energy and
mass supply, known as what they call a Bondi-limited
regime. They define core-powered mass loss as the later
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stage of Parker wind mass loss when core cooling L o e
constitutes a large fraction of the envelope cooling, so
Lint ~ Lecore. In this case, the energy that liberates
H/He mass from the interior is ultimately from the core,
rather than the envelope itself. This happens to planets
that have a larger core thermal energy reservoir than the
gravitational binding energy. On the other hand, they
refer boil-off (what they call spontaneous mass loss) to
the earlier stage when the envelope energy dominates
over the core thermal energy. The above discussion pro-
vides a key justification for their mass loss treatment
and the necessity of distinguishing between boil-off and
core-powered mass loss.

However, an important assumption made in their en-
velope re-equilibration argument is that the energy re-
leased from the envelope internal energy when H/He
mass is lifted and cooled from the hot deep interior to the
colder RCB, is ignored in Eq. 11. We suggest that their
argument in Eq. 11 and 12 holds true only if the en-
velope were isothermal (in which case, the contribution
from the internal energy can be ignored, corresponding
to a steady state isothermal envelope) but not for the
adiabatic envelope assumed in their model. We revisit
the envelope re-equilibration problem with an adiabatic
envelope considered in the energy calculation with par-
ticular attention to the internal energy exchange in Sec-
tion 3.1.2. We identify a different and much physically
narrower (thus requiring less energy to overcome) bot-
tleneck region due to the deficiency of L;,; in Section
3.1.3 (Figure 2).

3.1.1. A fast re-equilibration of energy and mass via
envelope convection

We begin by verifying that the envelope remains adi-
abatic and quasi-hydrostatic during an energetic boil-
off mass loss phase. We calculate the re-equilibration
timescales and the mass transport and internal energy
transport propagating via convection within the enve-
lope, shown in Figure 3. The top panel shows three
timescales. These timescales are evaluated at the en-
velope surface (RCB), as we find that they are either
greater than the timescales at the bottom of the en-
velope or comparable. For any perturbation at the
envelope surface, from either removing envelope mass
or thermal cooling, the pressure and density of the
deep envelope correspondingly reacts and readjusts to a
new hydrostatic equilibrium on the dynamical timescale
(dashed with ¢4y, = Ryep/cs), which corresponds to the
time that sound waves take to traverse the entire plan-
etary radius (since the atmosphere is close to being in
hydrostatic equilibrium). Under our initial physical con-
ditions, the wind crossing timescale teross = Rrch/Urebs
where v;,.¢, is the wind speed at the surface, is always

envelope re-equilibration

/A outflow powered by stellar bolometric energy

RCB

7,~10  optical radius sonic radius

18

R, set by thermal evolutio:
{ncluding L

Pgcs density available to outflow

L |
[ merior [

|
Radiative Atmosphere 1

Figure 2. There are three physical aspects that control
the boil-off and core-powered mass loss processes. First, the
H/He mass that maintains the RCB density and replenishes
the outflow must be lifted from the deep part of the envelope,
this is known as the envelope re-equilibration (orange). In
GSS16, this was argued to be the bottleneck due to the lim-
ited amount of intrinsic cooling energy L;,: available to over-
come the gravitational force, resulting in an energy-limited
escape. Second, the outflow in the radiative zone is fueled
by the stellar bolometric luminosity and by Lin:(blue). We
propose that when L;y; is insufficient to drive the full out-
flow, another bottleneck exists in the deep atmosphere below
a critical optical depth 75, where the absorption of the bolo-
metric energy a planet receives is inefficient, shown in red.
Third, an efficient core luminosity keeps the H/He envelope
warm and large in radius, which consequently elevates den-
sity at the sonic point, encouraging a more substantial mass
loss.

much longer than the dynamical timescale, given the
small Mach number M = v,.p/cs < 1 at the RCB, so
that the density, pressure and therefore radius of the en-
velope presumably respond instantaneously to the mass
loss. During this process the RCB pressure and tem-
perature (and therefore density) physically remain un-
changed, as both the outgoing intrinsic luminosity (pri-
marily set by s) and the incident bolometric luminosity,
which dictates the RCB conditions, are not affected due
to their long timescale to change. Consequently, the
RCB has to penetrate to a deeper location in radius to
react to the pressure decline at the original location.
However, energy transport is limited by convection.
It mixes H/He with different thermal states at different
depths, which ultimately determines the temperature
(entropy) profile and therefore the mass distribution. In
boil-off, as the density and pressure of the envelope de-
creases, the envelope temperature also has to decrease in
order to adjust to the lowered pressure, as shown in the
dashed curve from the top right panel of Figure 1. Note
that the envelope specific entropy s barely changes due
to t); < teoot- This process eventually releases a large
amount of the internal energy of the envelope, providing
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an important amount of energy to the re-equilibration
process. This temperature decline is distinct from the
interior thermal cooling that drives the thermal contrac-
tion and the change of specific entropy s, as during this
process a negligible amount of net heat transfer happens
to the envelope.

Such a temperature change and internal energy trans-
port is via convection on a timescale set by the eddy
diffusion timescale (dotted). We estimate this diffu-
sion timescale t.on, as the eddy turnover time (solid)
H /Veony from mixing length theory times the number of
turnovers for the energy and mass to be transported to
the envelope surface, which we take to be ~ (AR/H)?,
where AR = Rgrcp — Reore and H is the pressure
scale height of the envelope and v.on, is the convec-
tive velocity. We calculate v.on, using Eq. 3.7 from
Guillot et al. (2004), with the mixing length parame-
ter a,;, = 1 and the specific heat capacity at constant
pressure ¢, for a diatomic ideal gas. The convective en-
ergy flux F,,,, is chosen to be the intrinsic cooling flux
Lint/(47R2,,) evaluated at the RCB, and the profile pa-
rameter § = —(91lnp/JInT)p is estimated using an adi-
abatic equation of state. The other physical quantities
are computed from our numerical model.

The above discussion therefore gives tgqyn < teony <
ty < teool €ven at a very early age shown in Figure
3 (top). Note that the shortest mass loss timescale is
found at the beginning of boil-off ~ 1 yr. Therefore,
from above discussion, we see that an adiabatic and hy-
drostatic envelope that is widely assumed in giant planet
evolution models and sub-Neptune models with mild at-
mospheric escape including photoevaporation and core-
powered mass loss still holds true even in the presence of
vigorous boil-off, due to the fast mixing effect from en-
velope convection. This justifies our assumption made
in Eq. 1.

3.1.2. Lifting mass from convective envelope

In this section we focus on whether there is enough in-
ternal energy transport to lift H/He mass from the deep
envelope to supply the outflow at the RCB. Intuitively,
since we have shown that the envelope remains adiabatic
through the mass loss process, it does not require energy
input to sustain gas expansion within the envelope. In-
stead, the required energy for re-equilibration can be
completely taken from the internal energy of the gas.
The only additional energy required is the energy input
to supply the kinetic energy of the wind, which we find
is generally negligible in the envelope for an envelope ra-
dius R,. a few times smaller than the sonic radius R;.
Because it has important implications for the rate of
core-powered mass loss, we spend the remainder of this

10! I I I I
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Figure 3. The top panel shows the relevant timescales for
energy and radiation re-equilibration in the convective enve-
lope: turnover timescale of the mixing (solid), the eddy dif-
fusion timescale (dotted) and dynamical timescale (dashed).
The physical processes that mix and propagate energy and
material are faster than the shortest mass loss timescale ~ 1
yr at the beginning of boil-off, validating our isentropic and
adiabatic assumption for the envelope (see Section 3.1.1).
The middle panel shows the convective mass flux versus
the mass loss rate of non-energy-limited isothermal Parker
wind boil-off, implying that the advective wind cannot pen-
etrate deep into the envelope as the envelope is convection-
dominated. In the bottom panel, the internal energy trans-
port through Econy is sufficient to lift H/He material out of
the envelope. This is for a 3.6Mg planet irradiated with
100Fg. The same model planet is used for Figure 3-7.
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section validating this intuition that after mass loss, the
convective envelope does not require external energy in-
put to re-equilibrate on a new adiabat, even when that
re-equilibration involves expansion of the envelope in the
planet’s potential well.

Within the envelope, convection is capable of trans-
porting internal energy at a rate even greater than the
wind advection is. To demonstrate this, in the bottom
panel of Figure 3, we show that envelope convection ad-
vects an amount of internal energy (black, this does not
equal the actual net amount of internal energy advected
by the wind) much greater than the energy needed to
overcome the gravitational force (gray), evaluated per
radial distance at the RCB:

. 0 kT
Mconvi >
or {(’y - 1)#]

GM,M
r2

(13)

We find the convective mass flux Mcom = 47rr2pvcom,,
evaluated at the RCB (black), corresponding to the min-
imal amount of mass flux that is required to transport
the intrinsic radiation out of the envelope, is always a
few orders of magnitude greater than the mass loss rate
M (gray) in the middle panel. It indicates that the re-
distribution of energy and mass through envelope con-
vection is always sufficient to adjust the envelope adi-
abatically and hydrostatically against the perturbation
generated from the mass loss, without needing an addi-
tional energy source, i.e. intrinsic luminosity, as opposed
to the suggestion from GSS18. Additionally, this indi-
cates that the wind advection only dominates the radia-
tive zone rather than the envelope, as boil-off requires
a mass re-equilibration much less than convection could
yield, so we suggest the advective-convective boundary
coincides with the RCB.

So far, our re-equilibration arguments are valid for a
steady state convective mass/energy flux in the adia-
batic envelope, but in reality the H/He mass has to be
ultimately taken from each layer of the envelope (i.e.
Op/O0t # 0 at any radius in the envelope). In a more
general case, we have to assess if enough internal energy
can be generated from the re-equilibration compared to
the energy needed to lift the H/He material in each layer
of the envelope. This involves the Euler energy equation
for a fluid:

%+Pv'v(ht+¢):ht% ; (14)
where we have dropped the external heating and cooling
terms because they are negligible in the convective enve-
lope. The combined energy per volume E; = pe + pv?/2
is the sum of kinetic energy and internal thermal energy,
where e = ¢,T is specific internal energy and c,, p, v

and T are the specific heat capacity, density, velocity,
and temperature, respectively. We have combined the
specific enthalpy of the envelope, h = e + p/p, with the
specific kinetic energy in hy = h+v?/2, and ¢ = ~GM/r
is the gravitational potential. Eq. 14 may be reformu-
lated in terms of the energy per volume Ei,; = pe + po,

so that 5E 5
St = —pv- VB +Ba—§ ,
where we have dropped a term proportional to d¢/0t
since the gravitational potential is primarily determined
by the core mass M. and does not vary significantly
within a mass loss time step. Eq. 15 implies the classic
result that the Bernoulli constant B = hy + ¢ is con-
servative along streamlines (which in our problem are
radial) for a steady-state flow (9/0t = 0). While our
problem is not in steady-state, the mass-loss timescale
is substantially longer than the timescale over which the
convective envelope re-equilibrates into a pseudo-steady
state (Figure 3). We demonstrate in Appendix A that as
a result, the first term on the right-hand side of Eq. 15 is
small compared to the other two terms in the equation.
Eq. 15 may be further simplified by noting that the
Mach number of the fluid motion in the convective en-
velope M < 1, so that in the envelope, the kinetic en-
ergy pv?/2 ~ M?pkT.,/u is negligible compared to the
fluid’s internal thermal energy. Consequently, Eq. 15
reduces to

(15)

aE‘tot
ot

where F,; = pe + p¢ incorporates the internal thermal
energy density and gravitational potential energy den-
sity. The first and second terms in parentheses on the
right-hand side of Eq. 16 correspond to the internal en-
ergy advection and change of gravitational energy. We
integrate Eq. 16 over the volume of the envelope and
obtain the change of the total energy AFE over a time
interval At longer than the convection timescale:

=t )P (16)

AE = (h+ ¢)AM (17)

where AE > 0 is the total energy gained by the sys-
tem in order to expand, AM < 0 is the mass loss, and
—(h + ¢) is the minimal amount of energy needed per
mass to lift material to infinity with temperature at in-
finity Tjnr = 0. Recall that h + ¢ is approximately
constant with radius so can be evaluated at any point
in the convective envelope.

To account for the outflow (Eq. 4) in the radiative at-
mosphere atop the convective zone, we must add several
terms to Eq. 17. The H/He mass taken from the enve-
lope should be at least heated and inflated to T, and
only needs to be lifted to the sonic radius, beyond which
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it is considered to be completely lost from the planet.
The kinetic energy at the sonic radius is also considered
here for a more realistic energy budget. This gives the
total energy needed per second for the entire system to
power the hydrodynamic outflow:

1, GM,

Eloss,tot = (cpTeq + 505 — Rf —h— ¢)M
B (GMP - 3/~€Teq> ” (18)
chb 2[&

where we have evaluated h = ¢, T, = (7/2)c? (with v =
7/5 for molecular gas) and ¢ = —GM,/R,.1, at the RCB,
and plugged in Eq. 5. This amount of energy equals
the energy needed by the non-energy-limited isothermal
Parker wind in the radiative atmosphere:

. 1 GM, GM, .

Eloss,rad = *Cz P_ P\ M
2 chb Rs (19)

: GM,M

= Eloss,tot ~ H
For the last equality, as an approximation, we have
ignored the kinetic energy %cz and the gravitational

potential energy at the sonic point GM,/R,, as they
are typically small (~ kT.,/p) compared to the grav-
itational potential energy at the RCB (GM,/R,.p) for
planets with our initial RCB radius that is 10-20% of
the sonic radius Rs (Eq. 5).

The equality of Egs. 18 and 19 indicates that the en-
ergy for the whole system is due to the outflow above the
RCB instead of the envelope, with the change of gravita-
tional energy when mass is transported in the envelope
completely from the advection of internal energy. Since
the total energy change per mass lost h+¢ during the re-
equilibration can be approximated by the specific total
energy e + ¢ at the RCB, the total energy per envelope
mass is nearly conservative during boil-off. Therefore,
we argue that the H/He mass can be treated as being
taken from the envelope surface between each mass loss
timestep. The outflow is not energy-limited by the en-
velope as opposed to the GSS18 assumption in Eq. 12,
because the mass redistribution process in the envelope
happens on a short convection timescale and releases
the exact amount of internal energy required for enve-
lope expansion as the required energy source, leading to
a negligible change in the envelope energy budget (spe-
cific entropy). Note that the discussion above does not
depend on the adiabatic index v and where the envelope
mass is concentrated.

To verify this behavior numerically, we set up hy-
drostatic and adiabatic (with constant adiabatic index)
envelopes with different envelope masses but the same
outer boundary conditions (as we find the RCB pressure

and temperature barely change during the boil-off) as-
sessed without the self-gravity. The exact amounts from
the left hand side (the total energy difference) and the
right hand side (the analytical estimate we argued) of
Eq. 17 are found to be equal, as shown in Appendix A.

We display the results of a similar calculation based
on our time-evolving numerical model in Figure 4 (solid
gray and black lines). The analytical expression that
estimates the energy needed per unit time E'loss,md (as
an approximation we used the second equality in Eq.
19, gray solid) for the wind to transport mass in the
radiative atmosphere matches the total energy gained
in order to lose mass (black solid).

We compute the black curve in Figure 4 as follows.
Between each numerical time step, we calculate the dif-
ference of the total energy AE of the envelope induced
by the mass loss alone excluding any consequence from
the thermal contraction and the mass transfer into the
radiative region:

AE = AU + AEy, + LAt + AE,q (20)

where AU is the change of the gravitational binding
energy, AFEy, is the change of thermal energy (internal
energy), LAt is the energy lost due to thermal cooling
represented by the total luminosity L out of the envelope
(see Eq. 1) over a time interval At, and AF,..; accounts
for the total energy lost by the mass transfer into the
radiative zone at the RCB. AFE,.;, is given by:

GM, 1 KL,
chb 0 1 M

AErcb == ( ) AMatm, (21)
where AM ., is the mass transfer into the radiative at-
mosphere (note that Eq. 21 is not the same as Eq. 17
but rather is simply the gravitational and internal en-
ergy of the material removed from the convective zone
and added to the radiative zone). The results are shown
in Figure 4. The close overlap between the grey (analyt-
ical) and black (numerical) lines shows that the escaping
mass can be treated as entirely lost from the RCB with-
out any other energetic consequence for the adiabatic
envelope.

From Eq. 17, we derive the rate of change in total
energy of the envelope as B = ¢M + hM. The first
term represents the change in gravitational binding en-
ergy and the second term corresponds to the internal
energy that is advected out of the envelope per unit time
through the bulk motion, same as in Eq. 2. However,
we argue that it does not decrease the specific entropy
of the envelope as an envelope cooling, in opposition to
the argument in Owen & Wu (2016). Instead, it is a
consequence of mass loss that removes the energy from
the internal thermal energy reservoir by decreasing the
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Figure 4. We show the change of total energy (gravita-
tional binding energy and thermal energy) as a result of mass
loss alone (excluding thermal contraction and mass transfer
to the radiative atmosphere, see Eq. 20,26) in between two
consecutive static structure models, in solid black. This is
compared (in solid grey) to the analytically derived energy
that is needed to power the wind for being lifted from the
surface of the convective envelope. Our results demonstrate
that the escaping material can be treated as being taken from
the surface of the convective envelope (the RCB) rather than
the deep interior, as the mass transport within the adiabatic
envelope is powered by the internal energy of the envelope
(see Section 3.1.2). As for the deep radiative layer (above 73),
the energy needed (dashed black) can be approximated by
a steady-state isothermal wind (dashed gray) given enough
energy supply to power the wind (see Eq. 19,25). As a com-
parison, the energy needed from the original GSS16 work is
shown in dashed red. Notably, the bottleneck (dashed) sug-
gested in our work is less severe.

system mass. The advective energy flux L,q = hM then
becomes a constant throughout the assumed isothermal
atmosphere, leading to no internal energy exchange in
the radiative atmosphere, so it is inefficient in power-
ing the outflow under our assumption (see discussion in
6.4).

3.1.3. Ezpansion of radiative atmosphere: the bottleneck in
the deep atmosphere

We next focus on the energy supply that sets the wind
temperature and powers the outflow in the radiative at-
mosphere. In Figure 5, there are two possible energy
sources: the stellar heating Ly, from above and the
planet’s own cooling energy L;,; from below. The stellar
heating is assessed at radius Ry, where stellar photons
entering the atmosphere reach a critical optical depth
Th, defined to be the depth where external bolometric
heating from the star is locally comparable to the en-
ergy needed to overcome PdV work. Using this evalu-
ation radius, Lpy, = WR,QlFbol, where Fj,; is the stellar
bolometric flux incident on the planet. We note that
the local flux at this radius is Fp,e~ ", where 7, is the
optical depth to visible photons, but we define Ly, at

R;, to avoid overestimating the energy available to the
wind from stellar photons.

As a comparison, the total energy needed to overcome
PdV work (Eq. 19) is shown in the dashed red line. The
figure is based on the evolution of a 3.6 Mg planet with
the non-energy-limited isothermal Parker wind mass loss
in Eq. 6. The intrinsic luminosity is dwarfed by the stel-
lar bolometric luminosity over the entire evolution, such
that the intrinsic luminosity is a secondary energy source
in the radiative atmosphere. This finding is independent
of the stellar flux we chose. We find that boil-off can be
energy-limited due to the deficiency of the stellar bolo-
metric energy deposit in the early stage (the transition
is marked by circle shapes). Based on Eq. 19, the mass
loss rate is given by:

- Lol
M._y; = — 22
e—lim,bol GMp/chb ( )
which we term “bolometric-limited”. As a planet

shrinks as a result of the mass loss, the energy demand
declines exponentially and the stellar bolometric energy
that is directly deposited in the radiative atmosphere
becomes sufficient to power escape of the atmosphere
after ~ 1 kyr.

However, a bottleneck region exists in the deeper part
of the radiative atmosphere (Figure 2), where the stel-
lar bolometric flux becomes exponentially more diffuse,
turning into less useful PdV work. We find that even
with sufficient total stellar energy deposited in the atmo-
sphere, the inadequacy of energy injection for the out-
flow can still happen in a layer that is dark to visible
radiation, above the RCB and below a radius that is
optically thick to visible photons. In Figure 6 we cal-
culate the ratio between the bolometric absorption and
energy needed for each layer of the radiative atmosphere
at an age after the bolometric-limited phase for the same
model planet:

pdv GM,Mdr/r? _ 4dvge™
absorption

(23)

mr2oTh e Tvdr, — 0Tk,
where g = G’Mp/r2 is the local gravity, v is the wind
velocity and k, is the opacity to visible photons. To
compute the second equality in Eq. 23, we plugged in
Eq. 6, and 7, is defined as:

T, = /pfi,,dr (24)

Above the critical optical depth to visible photons 7,
each layer of the radiative atmosphere gets more energy
from the direct absorption of the bolometric radiation
than the amount needed to expand, whereas the deep
atmosphere is inefficient in absorbing stellar energy. We
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find that the critical optical depth 7, is weakly depen-
dent on planetary radius (and therefore age), core mass
and stellar bolometric flux. 7, = 10 typically gives a
good estimate (see Figure 6 for an example). Note that
the re-emission process of the radiative atmosphere at
infrared wavelengths is ignored in this calculation, which
might assist in the energy absorption in the deep atmo-
sphere and push the bottleneck to a deeper location.

To break through the bottleneck, the only possible
energy source is from the radiative interior cooling. In
Figure 5, we show that the radiative intrinsic luminos-
ity Lint (solid black) starts to be ample enough to ex-
pand the bottleneck region after 10* yr, before which the
mass loss should be energy-limited owing to the bottle-
neck effect. For ease of comparison with other regimes,
we name this process “intrinsic-limited” escape. As a
comparison, the energy needed for the bottleneck region
Ehlossﬁ,.hy below 75, is shown in solid red. The intrinsic-
limited regime typically lasts longer and is more energy-
limited (with a lower mass loss rate in Figure 7) than
the bolometric-limited regime as long as the 7, radius
occurs above the RCB (circle). This makes it the com-
mon limiting effect for boil-off (in the example in Figure
7, the bolometric-limited regime is not relevant). We
only find the bolometric-limited regime to be relevant
for very low-mass < 1Mg planets at young ages, whose
T, occurs physically below the RCB.

Analytically, E‘loss,m can be estimated by assuming a
steady state outflow:

GM,M  GM,M
chb RTh

ElOSS,Th = (25)
where R,, is the radius of the 7, surface. The valid-
ity of this assumption can be verified by our numerical
model in Figure 4 (dotted lines). Similar to the pro-
cedure for the convective envelope, the change of total
energy between timesteps is:

AE,, =AU - AE, , + AE,, (26)

where AE],, and AE] are the gravitational binding
energy fluxes carried by the bulk flux through the RCB
and 7y, surfaces, respectively. (The primes indicate these
quantities are for the deep radiative region, while in Eq.
20 they were for the convective envelope.) They consist
of the mass transfer through the corresponding surfaces
due to both the mass redistribution and the mass flux
driven by the hydrodynamic wind. The actual energy
need (black dotted in Figure 4) is very slightly higher
compared to the steady state approximation (Eq. 25
and dotted grey) since the gravitational contraction of
the bottleneck layer produces extra thermal energy to
fuel the wind.

Therefore, in the presence of inadequate intrinsic lu-
minosity deposited in the deep radiative atmosphere, the
mass loss rate of such an intrinsic-limited boil-off is es-
timated by:

Lint
GM,/Rycp — GM, /R,
according to the energy needed by the bottleneck region

in Eq. 25. We suggest that a more comprehensive model
could employ a mass loss rate:

Me—lim,rh - (27)

M = min(Mparker» Meflim,bol; Meflim,v'h) (28)

that incorporates both mass loss regimes we discussed.

We have demonstrated the energetics of the radiative
atmosphere and H/He envelope. We think bolometric-
driven escape might be a better name for the long-lived
mass loss phase, rather than core-powered mass loss, as
the outflow is not powered by the core energy nor is the
envelope re-equilibration limited by the interior cooling
energy. The thermal energy from the interior is still an
important energy source due to the bottleneck effect,
but only in the deep part of the radiative atmosphere
and at a young age. We emphasize that this conclusion
does not imply that core luminosity is irrelevant—when
Leore efficiently heats up the envelope, the planet re-
mains inflated longer, which can contribute to increased
mass loss. We merely conclude that mass loss is not
limited by core luminosity.

3.1.4. Consequence of different wind assumption

We next estimate the consequence of using differ-
ent wind assumptions for the boil-off mass loss rate.
Physically speaking, as long as the thermal evolution
timescale is much longer than the mass loss timescale
ty; < teool, the consequence from different wind as-
sumptions (and initial H/He mass fractions) is elimi-
nated by the end of boil-off, and subsequently the final
mass fractions converge to a value dictated by the en-
tropy at the end of boil-off s; (~ initial entropy). Fol-
lowing our discussion, the wind can either be limited
by the total bolometric luminosity available (light gray,
with Eq. 22) or by the total intrinsic luminosity for
the bottleneck deep atmosphere (dark gray, with Eq.
27), shown in Figure 7. We demonstrate that the two
energy-limited approaches, if used alone instead of Eq.
28, always yield the same final mass fraction by the end
of boil-off, converging to the non-energy-limited isother-
mal Parker wind solution (black), despite the fact that
the mass loss is delayed to later times. In this case, we
call these three types of wind assumptions in Eq. 4,
22 and 27 decoupled Parker winds, as they are insensi-
tive to the thermal evolution and become mutually in-
distinguishable at a later evolution. Therefore, without
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Figure 5. We show the energy sources (black lines) avail-
able to power the hydrodynamic wind: intrinsic cooling en-
ergy from the interior radiation (black solid) and stellar bolo-
metric energy (black dashed). In the red lines, we show the
energy required to overcome PdV work in order to lose mass,
for both the entire radiative region (red dashed) and the bot-
tleneck layer below the 75, surface (red solid). The stellar
bolometric radiation limits the efficiency of mass loss before
1 kyr, denoted as bolometric-limited escape. However, the
energy barrier that restricts the wind outflow continues until
10 kyr due to the inadequacy of intrinsic luminosity supply
in the bottleneck region, which we call intrinsic-limited es-
cape.
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Figure 6. We show the ratio between the energy needed to
overcome the PdV work and the direct stellar bolometric ab-
sorption as a function of the optical depth to visible photons
T, calculated based on Eq. 23. Given the whole radiative
atmosphere can get a sufficient amount of the bolometric en-
ergy, the bottleneck happens below 74, ~ 10 (dashed), as the
bolometric flux becomes too tenuous to efficiently sustain the
energy need to lift the H/He material. In this case, another
energy source, e.g. intrinsic luminosity, is needed in order
to further transport material from the RCB (circle) to the
radius where 7, = 7.

specification, we always use a default non-energy-limited
Parker wind in the rest of the work.

In Figure 7, the original energy-limited wind assump-
tion in GSS18 in Eq. 12 (red), is included as a com-
parison. Due to the underestimated amount of energy
available and the overestimated energy needed, it gives
rise to a much lower mass loss rate and therefore pro-
longed mass loss duration to Gyrs. By this approach, as
the thermal evolution is strongly coupled with the mass
loss, the evolutionary trajectory never converges to the
other solutions and is susceptible to the thermal evolu-
tion and therefore available energy supply, i.e. interior
cooling. In Figure 8 of Misener & Schlichting (2021) a
similar behavior of the prolonged boil-off is seen, with
the mass loss timescale comparable to the thermal evo-
lution timescale, indicating the strong coupling between
their energy-limited mass loss and thermal evolution.
We term this type of wind a coupled isothermal Parker
wind, hereafter.

3.1.5. Role of core luminosity

Though we have shown that the core luminosity does
not limit the mass loss rate by restricting the amount
of energy available to supply the H/He mass to the out-
flow at the RCB, we agree with previous work (Ginzburg
et al. 2016; Misener & Schlichting 2021; Rogers et al.
2023a) demonstrating that core luminosity plays a role
as an energy reservoir to delay the thermal evolution
and enhance the mass loss rate by slowing the thermal
contraction of the planet (Figure 2). This effect espe-
cially becomes prominent in the later long-lived mass
loss stage when thermal evolution is coupled with the
mass loss process. We note that this effect is not unique
to this particular mass loss mechanism. Any other hy-
drodynamic wind, like XUV-driven escape, can also be
enhanced by the large radius due to the existence of
the core (Lopez et al. 2012), given the core makes up
a large fraction of a planet’s energy reservoir. As such,
together with our previous discussion on the envelope
re-equilibration in Section 3.1.1 and 3.1.2, we prefer to
not call the long-lived mass loss core-powered mass loss,
but instead we use the term “core-enhanced effect” to
evaluate the role of core luminosity in amplifying mass
loss.

We now reevaluate the role of core luminosity for our
boil-off, which we argue is the mass loss phase that is
decoupled from thermal evolution, as discussed in Sec-
tion 2.3.2. Misener & Schlichting (2021) argue that the
gravitational binding energy of the envelope accounts
for the majority of the envelope cooling of boil-off with
negligible contribution from the core. As a comparison,
in the bottom right panel of Figure 8 we find it is the
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Figure 7. With our numerical model, we show the evolu-
tion of the H/He mass fraction (top) and mass loss rate (bot-
tom) under different types of mass loss: non-energy-limited
isothermal Parker wind (black), mass loss limited by the to-
tal bolometric luminosity available (light gray), and mass
loss limited by the “bottleneck” region below 73, (dark gray)
where the energy is assumed to be taken from the intrin-
sic luminosity. These decoupled Parker winds are compared
to the GSS18 energy-limited prescription (red). The first
and second types of the decoupled Parker winds, namely
“bolometric-limited” and “intrinsic-limited mass” loss, start
to be not energy-limited before the boil-off ends. The transi-
tion time is indicated with dots. Consequently, the final mass
fractions from all of these decoupled Parker winds converge
to a common evolution track by the end of the boil-off at ~
1 Myr, proving that our default non-energy-limited isother-
mal Parker wind assumption does not affect the long-term
evolution. The vertical dashed line shows the transition time
when boil-off ends. The original GSS18 model shows a con-
tinued mass loss at old ages.

core luminosity (dotted red) that constitutes the main
component of the envelope cooling (dashed and solid)
during a vigorous boil-off phase. This is because the
increased temperature contrast between the core and
the base of the envelope enhances the flux of energy
out of the core, when the temperature at the base of
the envelope declines (note that this is not a result of
thermal cooling but rather due to mass loss, which re-
sults in re-equilibration to an adiabat with a lower base

temperature as described in Section 3.1.2). Indeed, the
core luminosity can be comparable to the advective en-
velope cooling (solid) before 10 yr, inhibiting any en-
velope thermal contraction (solid black in the bottom
left panel) until the radiative cooling (dashed) starts to
dominate the envelope energy budget close to 1 Myr,
after which boil-off ceases. This makes the core lumi-
nosity a major interior energy source in boil-off (bottom
right).

This core luminosity, however, only has a limited role
of enhancing the boil-off mass loss due to the decou-
pling in timescale (bottom left) between the mass loss
(dashed) and thermal evolution (solid). Boil-off is essen-
tially not core-enhanced before a transition phase (dot-
ted black), which is defined as when the core luminosity
potentially warms up the envelope faster than the mass
loss timescale t; (Eq. 7):

GMCMS’I’L'U

tCO’r‘e achchm'e S tM (29)
Once a planet evolves into this transition phase that
happens close to the end of boil-off at ~ 1 Myr, the core
luminosity becomes effective in enhancing the mass loss.
As the thermal evolution and mass loss timescales would
be comparable if no core luminosity was present, the
presence of the core luminosity and hence the transition
phase prolongs boil-off by delaying the thermal evolu-
tion, resulting in potentially greater mass loss. However,
we find this transition phase is typically shorter-lived
than the early boil-off, with a substantially lower mass
loss rate, leading to a minor time integrated mass loss
enhancement, as shown in Figure 8, in which we display
the planetary evolution with (solid black) and without
the core luminosity (solid gray). The decrease in the fi-
nal mass fraction due to the core luminosity is typically
less than 30-40%.

After the transition, a hydrodynamic mass loss pro-
cess is coupled with thermal evolution when ¢,; 2 tco0r-
However, in this stage, the long-lived Parker mass loss
has an exponentially increasing mass loss timescale. Al-
though the core luminosity can still constitute a large
fraction of the planet’s energy budget and enhances the
mass loss rate by a significant fraction, we find it does
not impact the absolute time-integrated mass loss of the
later evolution due to the orders of magnitude slower
mass loss rate compared to the thermal contraction rate.
Consequently, parker mass loss decouples (meaning the
mass loss rate becomes negligible, rather than being
insensitive to core luminosity) from thermal evolution
again (with ¢, >> t.001) after a brief coupling phase last-
ing only a few Myr post-transition. Therefore, from the
timescale aspect, we did not find an efficient long-lived
core-enhanced wind, as opposed to GSS18.
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Figure 8. We compare two models (both with 3.6 Mg
and 10Fg) with (black) and without core luminosity (gray),
both incorporating advective cooling and starting at the
same initial entropy and initial mass fractions (top right).
The core heat capacity keeps the planet warm and slightly
more inflated (top left) compared to the model without core
luminosity, leading to a slightly enhanced mass loss. The
core-enhanced mass loss only happens after the transition
phase (black dotted) starts (Eq. 29), when the mass loss
(black dashed in bottom left) becomes coupled with the core-
luminosity-dominated thermal evolution (dotted red). Note
that, before the transition phase, the core luminosity (dot-
ted red) also constitutes the majority of the interior cooling
(dashed and solid black in bottom right) but the mass loss
is not core-enhanced due to the decoupling effect.

To improve the numerical stability for our evolution
model, as a simplification, we do not allow a planet to
thermally inflate over time, which forces the core lumi-
nosity Lcore to be no greater than the envelope cooling
luminosity. It is important to note that in this work,
“thermal inflation” specifically refers to an increase in
envelope specific entropy. Thermal inflation does not
necessarily result in radius inflation, as mass loss reduces
the envelope mass and consequently decreases the plane-
tary radius. Similarly, Rogers et al. (2023a) did not find
the core luminosity thermally inflates their model plan-
ets with their parameterized core luminosity calculation.
We find that with the simplification relaxed, the core
luminosity can only thermally inflate planets for a brief
period of time, lowering the final mass fraction (leading
to an overestimation of the final mass fraction in our
model) by at most 50% rather than changing it exponen-
tially. Therefore, we argue our simplification does not
impact the general behavior we investigate here. The
validity of our core treatment and future improvements
are discussed in Section 6.2.

3.2. Role of initial entropy and advective cooling

A large initial H/He mass means a large radius planet,
leading to a vigorous mass loss and more advective cool-
ing (Owen & Wu 2016). With our initial entropy defined
in 2.4, although we find that the advective cooling rate
is orders of magnitude higher than the radiative cooling
rate, it is still negligible compared to the large energy
reservoir. Due to the decoupling effect discussed in Sec-
tion 3.1.4, our model is not sensitive to the assumed
advective cooling when choosing different initial mass
fractions, as these models will converge to the same fi-
nal mass fraction. In this case, the strength of boil-off
is only controlled by the initial entropy.

However, in contrast to our finding, Owen & Wu
(2016) reported a more significant advective cooling ef-
fect that leads to a cooler interior at the end of boil-off
and therefore more substantial final mass fraction when
choosing a higher initial mass fraction. This behav-
ior must correspond to a thermal contraction timescale
comparable to the mass loss timescale. To explain the
different results, we attribute the difference to initial
conditions. Overall, the physical parameter that con-
trols the effectiveness of the advective cooling is the ini-
tial RCB radius, which largely enhances the advective
cooling rate and hence the post-boil-off mass fractions
if the initial RCB radius is a large fraction of the sonic
point radius. This corresponds to models with a hot in-
terior state (with entropy > 13 ky,/atom for a 10% H/He
envelope). However, it is unlikely to happen for a realis-
tic planet, as it would correspond to a contraction rate,
due to either the mass loss or advective cooling, much
shorter than the disk dispersal timescale.

For comparison, starting with what we believe are
more appropriate initial conditions, a typical low-mass
planet has an initial RCB radius of about only 10 —20%
of its sonic point radius, and the influence of the ad-
vective cooling is then limited. We show that the ra-
tio between the timescales of the advective cooling and
mass 108s teool,ad/t a7 represents the relative importance
of the advective cooling, or how strongly the advective
cooling is coupled with the mass loss, which scales with
a planet’s initial RCB radius R;.p,0 over the sonic point
radius Ry:

tcool,ad _ GMpMenv M _ 2(’7 - 1) Rs (3())
tM OZchb,OLomiv Menv ary chb,O

For the planets with our initial radius, the timescale
ratio is typically around 10, indicating a decoupling,
whereas Owen & Wu (2016) initial conditions with
Rrcv0 = Rs correspond to a strongly coupled boil-off
mass loss. Additionally, we suggest the ignored core-
luminosity is important in the Owen & Wu (2016) setup
due to the coupling effect (see Section 3.1.5). Including
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the core luminosity would greatly increase the interior
cooling timescale (Eq. 9) and weaken the coupling be-
tween the thermal evolution and mass loss, leading to
a less significant advective cooling effect. The quanti-
tative details and a direct comparison to Owen & Wu
(2016) are included in Appendix B.

Due to this sensitive behavior of boil-off, we always
initialize boil-off using our self-consistent initial entropy
in the later discussion unless otherwise specified. An ex-
ample of the evolution track is shown in Figure 9, where
the greater role of the advective cooling L, for the
30% planet is seen at 10? years, which rapidly cools the
planet, slowing mass loss, leading to a larger post-boil-
off mass fraction compared to the 10% model. These
enhancements are considered to be small. Note that the
initial specific entropy of the 30% model is set to be
the same as the self-consistent entropy of 10% model to
eliminate the initial entropy effect. Moreover, this ef-
fect is largely reduced at a lower initial mass fraction
< 20% that is predicted by accretion models. In the
presence of core heating, the net cooling effect is further
diminished. These yield a relative final mass fraction dif-
ference smaller than 10% between the models with and
without the advective cooling. Therefore, we can safely
ignore the advective cooling when choosing a different
initial mass fraction < 20% with our determined initial
entropy, as the final H/He mass fraction is insensitive to
the initial mass fraction.

Our finding above with the assumption that those
planets start with the same initial entropy (as shown
in Figure 9), still holds true with a more sophisticated
initial condition. The specific entropy required to start
with a Kelvin-Helmholz cooling timescale of 5 Myr is
slightly higher for envelopes with greater initial mass
fractions. For planets with reasonable initial mass frac-
tions in the range of 10% — 20%, we find that the varia-
tion in the self-consistent initial entropy results in only
a marginal change of only 10% in the post-boil-off enve-
lope mass compared to the results using the fixed initial
entropy. Therefore, this effect can be neglected.

Moreover, we find that the effectiveness of advec-
tive cooling depends on not only the timescale ra-
tio teoot,ad/ty; but also the ratio between the cooling
timescale t.,0; and the current planetary age. If the cool-
ing timescale is longer than the current age, the entropy
is unable to efficiently decline through cooling until the
planet becomes older. For instance, in the bottom right
panel of Figure 9, we show the evolution of timescales as
a function of time. Even though the advective cooling is
always 10 times slower than mass loss for the 30% model
(solid black) before 1 Myr, the entropy can still signif-
icantly drop when the cooling timescale becomes com-

parable to a certain fraction of the current age between
1-100 yr. We find a 1/10 ratio between the timescales
and age (dotted red) gives a good match for the behav-
ior. On the contrary, for the 10% model, the advective
cooling timescale is always much longer than the age to
drive significant cooling, which is the reason that the
< 20% models are not susceptible to advective cooling.
Similarly, around 1 Myr when the cooling timescale be-
comes shorter than the age, radiative cooling kicks in
and thermal contraction becomes considerable again, af-
ter which boil-off shuts off. This behavior also applies
to mass loss. In the top right panel, the H/He mass
fraction for the 30% model (black) barely declines with
time until the mass loss timescale (dashed black in the
bottom right panel) becomes comparable to the current
age after 1 yr.

To summarize, our treatment of the advective cool-
ing effect is based on the treatment (Eq. 2) from Owen
& Wu (2016). We find that it is negligible for boil-off
with our self-consistent initial conditions. Additionally,
under our model assumptions and following our theoret-
ical discussion (see Section 3.1.2), we do not find that
the energy advection L,q = hM has a cooling effect,
as the energy advection is a consequence of mass loss
from the envelope, which does not affect the thermal
evolution. Therefore, our results in the later sections
are independent of the treatment of advective cooling.

3.3. Final mass fraction from boil-off

Here, we set up our numerical model with self-
consistent initial conditions to assess the conditions a
planet will have after boil-off. As we showed that the
post-boil-off mass fraction is independent of an initial
mass fractions < 20%, as a simplification, we start our
boil-off models with a constant initial H/He mass frac-
tion of 10% to constrain the final mass fraction after
boil-off, unless specified. With our initial entropy choice
(see Section 2.4), the final mass fraction after boil-off
depends solely on the scale height of the radiative at-
mosphere, which is a function of core mass and incident
stellar flux.

We shut off boil-off either at the time t.,4 that sets the
transition into the long-lived mass loss in Eq. 8 or at
the time txyy when the XUV heating starts to dom-
inate the upper radiative atmosphere (section 2.3.3).
Practically, we find txyy happens slightly earlier than
tend, both around 1 Myr under self-consistent initial
conditions, with the time-integrated mass loss negligi-
ble between txyy and t.,q as the mass loss rate has
greatly diminished with time toward the end of boil-
off. Therefore, we suggest that photoevaporation should
start right after boil-off around 1 Myr when the isother-
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Figure 9. Evolution during boil-off for two 3.6 Mg mod-
els both starting at the same entropy, which gives an initial
Kelvin-Helmholtz timescale ~ Myr, but with different ini-
tial H/He envelope mass fraction (30% in black and 10% in
gray). In 10? yr, the 30% model experiences a significant
entropy drop due to its fast advective cooling rate while the
entropy for the 10% model remains unchanged (bottom left).
As a result, the 30% model has a cooler interior by 10° yr
ending boil-off with a slightly larger final mass fraction (top
right). After ~10% yr, the mass loss rate (top left), RCB
radius (middle left), intrinsic (radiative) luminosity (middle
right, dashed), and advective luminosity (middle right, solid)
for the two models converge, essentially meaning the advec-
tive luminosity has a negligible impact on the later evolution.
For both mass fractions, after ~10° yr, the radiative cool-
ing timescale (bottom right, solid) becomes shorter than the
mass loss timescale (bottom right, dashed), and the outflow
transitions into the long-lived mass loss phase.

mal Parker wind starts to transition into the long-lived
mass loss phase. We find that the post-boil-off Parker
wind is briefly as efficient as photoevaporation right af-
ter boil-off for ~ Myr and then exponentially decays
making it a secondary mass loss mechanism over long
timescales. The role of the long-lived, what we call
bolometric-driven, escape in the absence of the photoe-
vaporation is discussed in Section 3.5

With the initial conditions we chose, we find the du-
ration of the boil-off phase is typically in the range of
0.5-1 Myr. Right after boil-off, the planet has a contrac-
tion timescale of 10-20 Myr due to the radiative cooling
that happens around the end of boil-off, compared to the
initial contraction timescale of 5 Myr shown in Table 1.

For comparison, Owen & Wu (2016) find a longer 50 Myr
timescale starting with a substantially larger radius. We
attribute this difference to a different criterion for ter-
minating boil-off. If we let our boil-off model evolve for
another 2 Myr as they do, we find results consistent with
Owen & Wu (2016). Therefore, the cooler appearance of
a planet after boil-off is independent of the initial con-
ditions and the types of cooling mechanisms. In fact,
we find in our model that it is the radiative cooling that
prolongs the contraction timescale in our model, com-
pared to the advective cooling as argued in Owen & Wu
(2016). We note that in our model, most cooling hap-
pens near the end of boil-off, when the radiative thermal
contraction starts to be efficient, shown in Figure 9.

Table 2 shows a grid of the final mass fraction that
a planet can have after boil-off and before photoevapo-
ration or the post-boil-off bolometric-driven escape, as
a function of core mass and bolometric flux. Low-mass
planets and highly irradiated planets tend to lose more
mass due to their large scale height of the radiative at-
mosphere. Note that most of the models start with an
envelope mass fraction of 10% except for heavy cores
and cold planets. Since they are less susceptible to
boil-off, which allows them to hold a final mass fraction
greater than 10% if born with sufficient amount of H/He
mass, we assess them using a higher initial mass frac-
tion. The final mass fraction also represents a critical
mass fraction, in that we find that planets with higher
initial fractions than the critical mass fractions shown in
the table always converge, “boiling off” until such final
mass fractions are reached. On the other hand, plan-
ets formed with initial mass fractions lower than the
critical mass fractions will not undergo boil-off. Heavy
cores and less irradiated planets are also invulnerable to
boil-off, potentially holding any substantial final mass
fraction. In this case, photoevaporation and/or post-
boil-off bolometric-driven escape starts immediately af-
ter the disk dispersal.

Remarkably, we find that boil-off is so powerful that
it is capable of removing the entire convective envelope
leaving behind either a bare rock/iron core or a super-
Earth with only a layer of radiative atmosphere. This
behavior typically happens to planets with core mass
< 4Mg and stellar insolation > 100Fg, due to the na-
ture of the large scale height resulting in a less bound
and unstable atmosphere. It indicates that boil-off can
possibly contribute significantly to the transformation
of sub-Neptunes into super-Earths and can potentially
have an impact on the formation of the radius valley. On
the other hand, beyond 1000 Fg and 20 Mg, our model
is consistent with the existence of warm-Neptunes, for
instance GJ 436b, which are planets that survived the
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boil-off phase with heavy envelopes and are rapidly los-
ing mass through photoevaporation.

Our caveat for our treatment and Table 2 is that our
boil-off model implicitly assumes the collisional regime
for hydrodynamic winds. When the atmosphere is tenu-
ous enough, the gas starts to become collisionless, known
as Jeans escape. The lowest mass fractions (bottom left
corner) are so small that they would be subject to a
Jeans escape, which would greatly slow down the mass
loss rate. Therefore, the quantitative values for them
may not be accurate. Despite that, low-mass and highly
irradiated planets can never hold a convective envelope
based on our model and will be eventually turned into
super-Earths in a short time in the presence of photo-
evaporation and/or post-boil-off bolometric-driven es-
cape, once the envelope is thin enough.

3.4. Subsequent planet evolution

To assess the impact on planet population from boil-
off, we evolve planets in the absence of subsequent mass
loss by continuing thermal evolution for another 10 Gyr
with the initial conditions from the end of boil-off (Table
2). This constrains the largest possible radius allowed
as a function of stellar bolometric flux and core mass at
each given age. Intuitively, low-mass sub-Neptunes tend
to possess a large radius and incredibly low bulk den-
sity even with a small amount of H/He gas, due to their
large scale heights of the radiative atmosphere compared
to their physical sizes. For these planets, the boil-off
phase results in very thin envelopes or in most cases, a
complete loss of envelopes. On the other hand, heavier
planets that have experienced a boil-off hold more mas-
sive envelopes, but their greater surface gravity allows
them to have a high bulk density and remain relatively
compact. Therefore, boil-off plays a role in setting an
upper boundary in the radius distribution of the sub-
Neptune population, which may contribute to carving
the radius cliff, the decrease in planets with radii above
~ 4Rg from observation.

We show the radius evolution in Table 3. Most of
the planets shrink to radii smaller than 5 Rg by 10
Gyr, roughly consistent with the radius cliff but with
a larger radius. As a comparison, without a boil-off
phase, the radii of low-mass and highly irradiated plan-
ets, which dominates the sub-Neptune population, are
unbounded ~ 5 — 10Rg even at a late age. Note that
the massive planets that are invulnerable to boil-off
are rare in the observed population and may eventu-

ally evolve into the warm-Neptune population. Our re-
sult implies that rather than photoevaporation or core-
powered escape (the post-boil-off Parker wind), boil-off
is likely the main cause to the radius cliff, which sig-
nificantly removes H/He envelope from the planets with
large physical sizes. However, other mass loss mecha-
nisms are needed to further strip planets’ envelopes and
shrink their radii. The possibility that the post-boil-off
bolometric-driven escape sculpts the radius cliff is dis-
cussed in the next section.

3.5. Lack of evidence for significant long-lived mass
loss

After the boil-off ends, planetary thermal evolution
becomes more significant than mass loss in controlling
the planetary radius. Consequently, the scale height of
the radiative atmosphere rapidly diminishes leading to
an exponentially decaying mass loss rate (Owen & Wu
2016) (see also our Figure 7, which shows a low mass
loss rate after 10° years), which almost evolves into a
hydrostatic equilibrium. However, in principle, a planet
can still lose a substantial amount of mass on a longer
timescale. Here to evaluate the importance of the post-
boil-off Parker wind as a long-term mass loss mecha-
nism, we continue to evolve the planets after boil-off but
with the Parker wind mass loss turned on for another
3 Gyr. For all of the modeled planets in Table 2, we
find the time-integrated mass loss in the presence of the
core-luminosity out to a few Gyr due to the post-boil-off
Parker wind is a negligible amount (<0.1%) compared to
that from boil-off (~ 10% see also Figure 1 for a similar
evolutionary track), leading to a nearly constant mass
fraction at late ages as demonstrated below in Figure 10
and 11.

In these figures, we assess the planet’s initial mass
fraction for the post-boil-off mass loss based on the final
mass fraction at the end of boil-off (triangle) to separate
the outcomes from the two mass loss mechanisms. This
treatment is essential, as different initial mass fractions
lead to divergent H/He loss histories after a few Gyrs of
evolution owing to the mass loss process being coupled
to significant thermal evolution, which greatly depends
on the conditions it starts with at the end of boil-off. As
a comparison, in GSS18, the post-boil-off (their initial)
mass fraction was derived analytically with particular
assumptions, such as the envelope radius R, is twice
the core radius R, and without directly modeling a boil-
off phase. These authors found a scaling function for
the H/He mass fraction, f, where f = 0.05(M,/Mg)'/?,
where M. is core mass. As a direct comparison to the
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Table 1. Kelvin-Helmholtz thermal contraction timescale (Myr) after the

boil-off

Flux (Fg) 15 Mg 24 Mg 3.6 Mg 55 Mg 85 Mg 13 Mg 20 Mg

1 17.6 13.4 15.5 - - - -

3 15.0 12.0 12.1 16.5 - - -

10 8.2 12.6 10.9 17.8 - - -

30 8.6 11.0 10.5 12.8 21.4 - -

100 0 8.0 8.0 10.2 17.3 14.8 -

300 0 0 8.7 11.7 15.2 15.3 -
1000 0 0 0 7.6 12.5 16.8 14.3

NoTE—We show the Kelvin-Helmholtz thermal contraction timescale (Eq. 9) after the
boil-off process at around ~ 1 Myr is generally 10-20 Myr, longer than the initial
contraction time of 5 Myr, due to the radiative cooling effect that comes into play

at the very late stage of boil-off.

Table 2. Maximum final mass fraction allowed after boil-off

Flux (Fg) 1.5 Mg 2.4 Mg 3.6 Mg 5.5 Mg 8.5 Mg 13 Mg 20 Mg

1 1.18% 3.38% 8.62% - - - -

3 0.49% 1.79% 4.93% 14.64%** - - -

10 0.14% 0.77% 2.56% 8.85% - - -

30 0.02% 0.25% 1.17% 4.44% 16.75%** - -

100 2 x 1076 0.03% 0.30% 1.67% 7.21% 23.49%** -
300 0 6 x 1076* 0.04% 0.53% 3.14% 11.13%** -
1000 0 0 4 x 107 6* 0.04% 0.73% 4.04% 13.50%**

NoTE—A dash symbol indicates that a planet with corresponding core mass and bolometric flux will

experience zero or very slight mass loss.

* This symbol indicates that the planet has already lost its entire H/He envelope. The final mass
fraction is estimated based on a two-layer structure model that only has a layer of radiative atmo-

sphere on top of the core.

** For the numbers greater than 10%, we start the mass loss with a larger initial mass fraction to
properly determine the maximum final mass fraction. All the other models have the same default

initial mass fraction of 10%.

work developed in GSS18, we initialize planets using
their analytic H/He mass fraction scaling function (black
curve) to examine the validity of their initial conditions
to start the subsequent long-term evolution. This group
of planets have the Parker wind turned on. They are
compared to the models initialized with our 10% de-
fault initial mass fraction (gray curve), with the Parker
wind turned off. The choice of the initial conditions
does not affect the evolutionary results from our numer-
ical model, as with self-consistent initial entropies, those
models from different initial mass fractions converge to
common final mass fraction values at the end of boil-off
as seen in Figure 10 (see also Section 3.2). The initial
entropies are chosen to be the same for both models.

A single representative evolution curve for the H/He
mass fraction between the two models is shown in Figure
10. We find a very tiny difference between the final mass

fractions after 3 Gyr (cross shaped, based on the GSS18
initial mass fraction with the bolometric-driven escape
turned on) and from the end of boil-off around 1 Myr
(triangle shaped, based on our 10% boil-off models, same
data as in Table 2). More examples with a wide range
of core masses and incident stellar bolometric fluxes are
shown in Figure 11, showing there is very little Parker
wind mass loss during this long time. Therefore, we
argue that the post-boil-off Parker wind is negligible on
a timescale of Gyrs. This is because the long-lived mass
loss does not have enough time to significantly remove
envelope mass with ¢, > ¢, where t is the planetary age,
due to the orders of magnitude difference between the
mass loss timescale and thermal contraction timescale
(which is comparable to the age t) at most times of the
post-boil-off evolution.
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Table 3. Maximum radius allowed after the early boil-off at given ages

Age (Gyr) Flux (Fg) 1.5 Mg 24 Mg 3.6 Mg 55 Mg 85 Mg 13 Mg 20 Mg
0 1 6.03 9.84 15.80 - - - -
0 3 4.12 6.65 10.34 17.75 - - -
0 10 2.84 4.55 6.93 11.28 - - -
0 30 2.06 3.27 4.92 7.72 13.56 - -
0 100 1.38 2.32 3.46 5.28 8.54 15.07 -
0 300 1.14 1.71 2.54 3.86 6.04 9.92 -
0 1000 1.14 1.31 1.89 2.86 4.38 6.86 11.47

0.1 1 2.91 3.77 5.26 - - - -
0.1 3 2.46 3.15 4.20 6.27 - - -
0.1 10 2.12 2.70 3.48 5.20 - - -
0.1 30 1.76% 2.36 2.97 4.10 6.58 - -
0.1 100 1.38 1.98* 2.52 3.29 4.77 7.37 -
0.1 300 1.14 1.71 2.22% 2.84 3.93 5.61 -
0.1 1000 1.14 1.31 1.89 2.48%* 3.27 4.50 6.34
1 1 2.53 3.16 4.19 - - - -
1 3 2.25 2.78 3.55 5.10 - - -
1 10 2.04 2.48 3.09 4.36 - - -
1 30 1.76* 2.25 2.74 3.63 5.48 - -
1 100 1.38 1.98% 2.42 3.06 4.27 6.24 -
1 300 1.14 1.71 2.22% 2.70 3.59 4.94 -
1 1000 1.14 1.31 1.89 2.48% 3.10 4.11 5.59
10 1 2.22 2.75 3.59 - - - -
10 3 2.06 2.48 3.13 4.43 - - -
10 10 1.96* 2.28 2.79 3.87 - - -
10 30 1.76% 2.16 2.54 3.30 4.91 - -
10 100 1.38 1.98* 2.31 2.84 3.92 5.66 -
10 300 1.14 1.71 2.22% 2.54 3.29 4.52 -
10 1000 1.14 1.31 1.89 2.48%* 2.89 3.73 5.08

NOTE— We show the maximum radius allowed under the subsequent thermal evolution without the
post-boil-off mass loss. A dash symbol indicates that a planet with corresponding core mass and
bolometric flux will experience a zero or very slight boil-off mass loss, and therefore, an arbitrarily
high radius is allowed as long as it is able to acquire enough H/He mass during its formation.

* This symbol indicates that the planet’s interior has already evolved into its final state with an
isothermal interior structure, which typically happens with very negligible envelope mass.

In rare cases, especially for planets with low core
masses and high equilibrium temperatures, our model
finds that an envelope can only be totally lost through
the post-boil-off Parker wind if the post-boil-off H/He
mass fraction is small enough, ~ a few 0.01% of H/He
mass. This happens swiftly within a few Myrs right af-
ter boil-off rather than a few Gyrs that is argued for
the timescale for core-powered mass loss, if the physical
choices are properly made.

Additionally, a self-consistent initial mass fraction
should start planetary evolution right out of the boil-off
phase, with thermal evolution comparable to or faster
than mass loss. However, the GSS18 post-boil-off mass
fraction scaling function has a rather flat profile as a
function of core mass, in contrast to the steep post-

boil-off mass fraction distribution from our model (and
Misener & Schlichting (2021)) that quickly declines to
zero toward the low-mass end (Table 2). This underes-
timates the post-boil-off mass fraction on the high-mass
end and overestimates it on the low-mass end. In Figure
11, the GSS18 initial mass fraction function is shown in
dotted, while the self-consistent initial fractions for the
long-term evolution that our model finds correspond to
triangle shapes, which indicates that a boil-off would
happen, instead of a long-lived core-powered mass loss,
for nearly all low-mass planets if they started with the
GSS18 initial fractions and were assessed with what we
believe are more appropriate decoupled Parker winds
(section 3.1.4) and self-consistent initial entropies. We
let these planets continue to boil-off until these plan-
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ets enter the “thin regime”, defined as the envelope ra-
dius R, = 2R, becomes twice the core radius in both
GSS18 and Misener & Schlichting (2021). We still find
that some planets are boiling off with a short mass loss
timescale < 1 Myr. This indicates an inconsistency with
the GSS18 assumption that the planets have already ex-
ited the boil-off phase and entered the long-lived mass
loss phase.

The above initial condition problem is quantitatively
identified based on our numerical model. With the
GSS18 initial conditions (radius and envelope mass
fraction), we calculate the ratio between the mass
loss timescale of the decoupled wind and the Kelvin-
Helmholtz thermal contraction timescale at the begin-
ning of their thin regime evolution, which we find is
many orders of magnitude smaller than 1 for highly ir-
radiated planets and low-mass planets, shown in Table
4. From the previous discussion, a similar behavior is
found at their transition time R,.., = 2R,., if the initial
envelope mass fraction is instead self-consistently calcu-
lated from boil-off as in Misener & Schlichting (2021),
indicating that R,.., = 2R. may not be a good crite-
rion for the transition as it can correspond to boil-off
physical conditions.

In summary, in this section, since we show that the
long-lived post-boil-off Parker wind is inefficient with a
wide range of core mass and incident flux given a boil-
off phase is included, we suggest that atmospheric pho-
toevaporation, whose importance of impacting the de-
mographics has been widely studied (Owen & Wu 2013;
Lopez & Fortney 2013; Owen & Wu 2017), should be the
dominant mass loss mechanism that takes place right af-
ter boil-off, which further sculpts the small planet popu-
lation and in part forms the observational features such
as the radius valley and radius cliff. A modeling work
shows a good fit of the combined evolution with both
boil-off and post-boil-off photoevaporation to the ob-
served radius gap (Affolter et al. 2023). Additionally,
our numerical model indicates that core-powered escape
is not a long-lived atmospheric escape but part of our
decoupled Parker wind boil-off under the GSS18 initial
conditions if modeled with the decoupled Parker wind,
which yields initial planets with too large radii for low-
mass planets. A direct analysis of the analytical model
will be further discussed in Section 4.

4. WHY DOES THE ANALYTICAL WORK FIND
THAT CORE-POWERED MASS LOSS IS
SIGNIFICANT?
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— 14.6% initial H/He% from GSS18
0.20 mesOUr default 10% initial H/He%
: == original GSS18 energy-limited
A post boil-off mass fraction ~ 1 Myr
X final mass fraction after 3 Gyr
c
S50.15 -
+J
[}
©
s
y—
o 0.10 ]
I
=~
I
0.05 | 1
0.00

| | | | | |
10° 102 104 106 108 1010
age (year)

Figure 10. We demonstrate the behavior of the decoupled
Parker wind that different initial mass fractions for planets
with a given initial entropy, core mass (8.5Mg) and stellar
bolometric flux (300Fg) converge to a common final mass
fraction value by the end of boil-off. We vary the initial mass
fraction from our 10% default (gray curve, with post-boil-off
mass fractions shown in Table 2) to the scaling function de-
veloped in GSS18 (black curve). The mass fraction right
after boil-off at 1 Myr is nearly identical to that after 3 Gyr
of evolution under the long-lived Parker wind, implying the
insignificance of the post-boil-off Parker wind. As a compar-
ison, we include an evolution track for the model under the
GSS18 coupled escape, with all other conditions the same as
the black model, which never converges in a few Gyrs, due
to the coupling effect with the thermal evolution. More ex-
amples are shown in Figure 11.

Because we find a more limited role for the long-lived
mass loss as well as core luminosity compared to that
from the seminal work of GSS18, we provide an ex-
tended description of the differences between our mod-
els. We find that the largest differences come from (1)
their energy-limited wind that strongly couples with the
thermal evolution, (2) the lack of an energy loss term
that removes the envelope energy by the wind, (3) the
simplified initial H/He mass fraction and radius values,
(4) the criteria used for the transition, (5) the lack of a
radiative atmosphere for evaluating planet radii, and (6)
different mean molecular weights for the atmosphere.

4.1. Role of wind assumptions

We showed in Section 3.1 that the energy needed for
adiabatic expansion is only the amount needed to ex-
pand the radiative atmosphere from the RCB (see Eq.
19), compared to the GSS18 assumption that energy is
required to lift material from the deep envelope right
above the core (Eq. 11). In Figure 12, we show an
experiment based on the implementation for the ana-
lytical core-powered mass loss model from GSS18, with
different combinations of physical choices. Here we
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Table 4. Timescale ratio between the mass loss and thermal contraction

Flux (Fg) 1.0 Mg 1.5 Mg 2.4 Mg 3.6 Mg 5.5 Mg 8.5 Mg 13 Mg 20 Mg
10 2x107% 4x107% B5x1072 9 x 10° 7x 10t 6 x 102 0o 00
30 5x 10710 2x107® 2x107®° 1x107¢ 1% 10° 9x 10  9x10% 00
100 3x 1071 3x107% 3x107® 1x107° 2x107% 7x10°  2x10Y® 6x10%
300 9x10712 3x107 7x107' 5x107% 7x107° 4 x 10° 5x 107 2 x 10'®
1000 6x10712 6x107'2 3x107' 6x107 7x107% 2x107% 2x 10! 1% 10°
3000 6x10712 1x107'2 2x107'2 1x107M 3x107'° 8x107® 4x107* 2x 102

NOoTE— We show the timescale ratio between the decoupled Parker wind mass loss and thermal contraction
assessed with the GSS18 initial conditions, such that the RCB radius is twice the core radius R,., = 2R,

and the mass fraction is set by f = 0.05(M./Mg)*/2.

The low-mass and highly irradiated planets are still

in the boil-off phase with the ratio much smaller than 1, while the massive and cold planets are initially well
contracted, indicating that these initial conditions are not the self-consistent conditions that a planet should
have at the beginning of the long-lived mass loss phase and the end of boil-off.
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Figure 11. We show the final mass fraction as a function
of core mass and stellar bolometric flux (color-coded) af-
ter boil-off (triangles) and after 3 Gyr (crosses) evolution
of the post-boil-off Parker wind (bolometric-driven), with
the model setups similar to those in Figure 10. Note that
the post-boil-off mass fractions are calculated using a 10%
default initial mass fraction, while the final mass fractions
after 3 Gyr of evolution under the long-lived wind employ
the same scaling function f = 0.05(MC/M@)1/2 developed in
GSS18 as initial condition (the initial mass fraction is shown
in the dotted line). The long-lived Parker wind is inefficient,
only being able to remove the last a few 10~ envelope mass
after boil-off.

compare the GSS18 wind (red) to our decoupled (by
our default non-energy-limited) isothermal Parker wind
(dashed black) with the initial conditions the same as
the original setup. A similar delayed and prolonged boil-
off is seen with their analytical model, as in Figure 10
with our numerical model. We show that by 30-40 Myr
the planet with their coupled wind is still quickly boil-
ing off, instead of starting the evolution within the long-
lived mass loss phase. This is induced by the overesti-
mated initial H/He mass fractions and/or initial radius,
as demonstrated in Section 3.5. Once the extended but

less intense boil-off is over when the wind transitions into
the Bondi-limited regime and thermal evolution starts
to dominate, the planet holds a larger quantity of H/He
mass and thermally contracts faster than the mass loss,
leading to an insignificant mass loss in the later evolu-
tion. As a comparison, the planet under the decoupled
isothermal Parker wind holds a substantially less mas-
sive envelope at the end of boil-off < 1 Myr with the
mass loss nearly completely quenched in the later Gyrs.
Planets under their coupled mass loss never converge to
the final mass fraction value found by any of the decou-
pled Parker wind models, due to the coupling with the
thermal evolution.

4.2. Thermal evolution: Energy reservoir is removed
only by luminosity, not mass loss

As a planet loses H/He envelope mass, the gravita-
tional energy and the internal thermal energy of the
escaping matter should be correspondingly lost from
the system, leading to a decline of the energy reservoir,
which is an energy loss term in addition to the thermal
cooling that is not implemented in the original work.
From GSS18, the energy reservoir is given by:

Eeool = gAR ( T Mg+ 17_1“Mc> (31)
2y -1 Y Ye — 1 e

where AR = R,., — R, is the thickness of the envelope,
w and p,. are the mean molecular weights of respectively
the envelope and the core, and v and . are the adiabatic
indexes. The energy loss rate as a result of mass loss can
then be estimated by the derivative of the energy reser-
voir equation with respect to the envelope mass Mey,:

gl
2v—1

Eadv = Ecool =gAR ME (32)

FE.q4, represents an energy advection, similar to Eq. 2
and L,4, = hM in Section 3.1.2. The thermal evolu-
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Figure 12. To demonstrate the difference between models
with different physical choices, we show the evolution tracks
of 3 Mg planets, based on the GSS18 analytical model with
their original initial conditions. The model with the origi-
nal physics is shown in red, with the GSS18 energy-limited
wind without the energy loss term Jo (see Eq. 32). A
decoupled isothermal Parker wind without E,q, is in dashed
black. Including the energy loss term E'adv is shown in solid
black. This black model represents what we believe is more
appropriate combination of physics, which is more consistent
with the behavior from our numerical model. In gray is an
improved GSS18 energy-limited wind, now with Faq,. See
Section 4.1 and 4.2 for discussion.

tion within a timestep is therefore implemented in our
version of the analytical model as:

Ecool — Ecool — LAt — EadvAt (33)

In Figure 12, we demonstrate the importance of the
energy loss term Eoav by comparing two models with
(solid black) and without it (dashed black), both imple-
mented with decoupled isothermal Parker winds with
all other conditions the same as the original GSS18
setup. It is seen in the dashed black line that with-
out Eadv, a planet cannot efficiently contract and can
even greatly inflate its radius in a short time interval
in the boil-off period, because the total energy F .,
stays nearly constant in boil-off phase due to both the
inefficient thermal cooling and the lack of energy loss
term E,q,, and consequently a decreasing envelope mass
M, leads to an expanding envelope AR in Eq. 31.
This unrealistic radius inflation results in an exagger-
ated time-integrated mass loss. This behavior becomes
especially pronounced, which generates a spike around
10* yr as seen in dashed black, as we switch to a decou-
pled isothermal Parker wind from the GSS18 coupled
mass loss (red). With the mass loss-driven energy loss
term Eadv implemented shown in black, we find a higher
final mass fraction by 3 Gyr compared to the planet
without it (dashed black), with most of the envelope

mass lost in 1 Myr, which is consistent with the behav-
ior we find for boil-off based on our numerical model.
The unrealistic inflation behavior (dashed black) is also
eliminated by F,q,, implying its significance. The black
model with both physical improvements is what we ar-
gue is a more appropriate setup for modeling boil-off
and the subsequent long-lived mass loss.

The inclusion of the E’adv term leads to an enhanced
final mass fraction while a decoupled isothermal Parker
wind lowers the final mass fraction. Interestingly, with
the physics of both thermal evolution and mass loss
improved (black), these two effects largely cancel each
other out producing very similar final mass fractions and
final radii to those from the original setup without both
improvements (red) if GSS18 initial conditions are used.
Therefore, the impact from the improved physics is hard
to evaluate on a population level (see Section 5) at Gyr
ages, but from an evolutionary perspective, the net effect
with both improvements leads to a mass loss timescale
shift from Gyrs to Myrs, indicating a dramatic mass loss
timescale difference between our decoupled Parker wind
and the GSS18 coupled Parker wind if assessed without
the F,q4, improvement. The timescale difference can be
tested against the observed population in future studies.

4.3. Planet radius does not shrink with mass loss

With the improved physics for thermal contraction
and mass loss applied to the analytical model, we com-
pared the evolution between different models. Although
the analytical model is consistent with our numerical
model in terms of mass loss timescale ~ 1 Myr, we find
it generally predicts a higher amount of mass loss than
our numerical model. As shown with the gray line model
in Figure 12, this behavior results from the fact that a
planet from the GSS18 formulation of the energy budget
in Eq. 31 does not shrink efficiently until its envelope
mass fraction falls below 0.1% as the H/He mass fraction
is gradually lost (see radius versus H/He mass fraction
on bottom left). As a comparison, all model planets
from our numerical model continuously shrink in radius
during boil-off, as shown in Figure 1, due to the mass
loss (rather than thermal contraction). This holds true
even if we account for thermal inflation.

The constant RCB radius observed in the analytical
model must be attributed to a continuous thermal in-
flation that increases planetary radius more efficiently
than the mass loss decreases it. As a comparison, a
planet with its mass dominated by the core losing mass
at a fixed entropy is expected to undergo a decrease in
radius. This inflation behavior corresponds to a tremen-
dous heating from the core to the envelope, which ex-
ceeds the intrinsic luminosity with Leore > Ljint, over
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the whole mass loss phase. Note that the core luminos-
ity and specific entropy are not explicitly calculated in
the analytical model. The increased entropy therefore
leads to more mass loss due to the initial entropy effect
discussed in Section 2.4 and 3.2. This continuous and
significant inflation is not found in our model if we re-
lax our assumption and allow the planet to thermally
inflate.

Additionally, the inflation in the analytical model also
reduces the RCB pressure by a factor exceeding 1,000
(bottom right panel of Figure 12). This suggests a dra-
matic increase in specific entropy in their model, since a
shallow RCB corresponds to a hotter interior. In com-
parison, our numerical model suggests that the RCB
pressure varies by at most a factor of 2 during boil-off
with the thermal inflation included. This indicates that
our numerical model predicts a much more modest ther-
mal inflation and a significantly less pronounced role for
core luminosity compared to the GSS18 model.

4.4. Reassessed coupled Parker wind with improved
physics

In this section, we reexamine the GSS18 coupled wind
and, with improved physics, obtain results that diverge
from those of GSS18. In Misener & Schlichting (2021)
(Figure 2), these authors show that the GSS18 type
energy-limited wind exhibits a strong coupling between
the mass loss and thermal evolution, with comparable
timescales ¢, ~ tcoo1. From Eq. 9 and 12, we show that
the wind treatment leads to a slowly (linearly) changing
ratio between the mass loss timescale ¢, and radiative
thermal contraction timescale t.,o; in the boil-off phase:

1275 - Meny Lint — Leore _ (1l = B)Rrep

tcool LGt/ch GMcMenv/(achb) Rc
(34)
where the luminosity ratio 8 = Leore/Lint dictates the
strength of the core-enhanced effect (this is true only
when the thermal evolution is coupled with the mass
loss with ¢, /teoor ~ 1).

In the top panel of Figure 13, we show the difference in
the timescale ratio t,; /teool between the linear behavior
of the GSS18 coupled wind (red) and the exponential be-
havior (black) of the decoupled isothermal Parker winds.
Note that for the decoupled Parker wind, the ratio only
becomes unity (coupled) briefly in the correspondingly
core-enhanced transition phase (close to the end of boil-
off, see Section 3.1.5). It is otherwise not core-enhanced
despite the greater 8 during most times of the boil-off,
as a result of the decoupling between the mass loss and
thermal evolution. As a comparison, the GSS18 cou-
pled Parker wind can be much more core-enhanced for a
longer period of time, leading to a higher mass loss en-

hancement. This is because a planet is imposed by the
wind assumption to not have a vigorous boil-off phase
but instead experience a mild and significantly extended
transition phase according to Eq. 7,29, which would be
much shorter and more abrupt if assessed with what we
believe is more appropriate decoupled Parker wind.

Since the energy-limited regime happens early in the
boil-off phase due to the high energy demand, during
which the intrinsic energy L;,; is argued to be mostly
from the gravitational binding energy of the envelope
rather than the core thermal energy reservoir (Ginzburg
et al. 2016; Misener & Schlichting 2021), 8 was consid-
ered negligible in the previous work in this mass loss
phase. In contrast, in our numerical model using the
same coupled Parker wind assumption, we find the core
luminosity is always a significant fraction of the total
cooling. For most planets [ is typically no greater
than 0.9 before transitioning into the non-energy-limited
(what they call Bondi-limited) regime, except for those
planets nearing complete atmospheric stripping. Con-
sequently, we find that the timescale ratio is typically
of order unity during the energy-limited phase. Once
the coupled wind transitions into the non-energy-limited
phase, the timescale ratio starts to increase exponen-
tially, driving a limited amount of time-integrated mass
loss after then, which we find with our numerical model
is at most a few 0.1% of H/He mass.

Compared to GSS18 (red in Figure 12) and Misener &
Schlichting (2021), which show a significant number of
completely stripped planets, our numerical model (red
curve of Figure 10) finds a much lower susceptibility
for these planets to the GSS18 coupled wind. A simi-
lar pattern emerges when using the GSS18 model with
the inclusion of the energy loss term Eadv, as shown in
Figure 12, where we find that the GSS18 coupled wind
removes the envelope mass significantly slower (gray),
compared to the original approach without Eqq, (red).
This underscores the importance of the E"adv term in the
analytical model. We find a sub-Neptune is more fre-
quently the final evolutionary product after a few Gyr.
The divergent results from the original work is because
their lack of E,q4, term magnifies the importance of the
core luminosity by thermally inflating planets, leading
to an exaggerated demographic feature.

The above behavior is expected from Eq. 34 because
the mass loss process barely has enough time to entirely
remove the envelope t,; ~ tcoo1 ~ t, Where ¢ is the plan-
etary age. We find a complete loss of the envelope rarely
happens and only happens when the core luminosity is
very comparable to or greater than the intrinsic lumi-
nosity with 8 2 1 (the constant radius found with the
analytical model as a planet loses mass in Section 4.3
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corresponds to 8 > 1), which leads to a significant de-
crease of the timescale ratio. These stripped planets
have very low core masses < 2Mg with low initial mass
fractions < 5% and high insolation > 100F. This sug-
gests that the GSS18 coupled wind, when combined with
improved thermal evolution physics, is not effective in
forming a pronounced radius gap.

In Figure 14, we vary the mean molecular weight of
the core p. in the analytical model, where p. defines
the core heat capacity, from 34 my (solid, which corre-
sponds to a large core luminosity) to 340 my (dashed,
negligible core luminosity) based on the GSS18 initial
conditions with (black) and without (gray) both the
physical improvements, i.e. the decoupled Parker wind
and the F,g, term. The planetary evolution with the
improvements is only marginally affected by the thermal
behavior of the core, which we find is not sensitive to dif-
ferent combinations of initial conditions. Similar to the
results from our numerical model in Section 3.1.5, the
core-enhanced mass loss effect only moderately impacts
the transition phase around 10° yr rather than the boil-
off and the long-lived mass loss phases before and after
then respectively (black curves). Consequently, this ef-
fect can only change the final mass fraction by a factor
of order unity rather than altering the evolutionary fate
of a planet. In contrast, without both improvements,
the evolution with the GSS18 physics are very sensitive
to core heat capacity (gray curves).

4.5. Criteria for transition

In GSS16, these authors emphasized that a planet
switches to the long-lived core-powered escape from
the boil-off phase once it reaches the thin regime with
R,y = 2R.. After that point the thermal contraction
is argued to be greatly hindered by the core luminosity,
which constitutes the majority of the envelope cooling,
leading to a core-enhanced mass loss. Their criterion for
the transition however is not self-consistent and is not
consistent with our numerical results in Section 3.5. We
find the radius ratio at the end of boil-off, that is as-
sumed to be a fixed number by their criterion, can vary
greatly with different planetary parameters, i.e. core
mass and stellar insolation, if assessed with what we
believe is more appropriate decoupled Parker wind, tab-
ulated in Table 5.

Misener & Schlichting (2021) used a different criterion,
such that boil-off coincides with the energy-limited (cou-
pled) regime whereas the “core-powered” mass loss ex-
clusively refers to the Bondi-limited (decoupled) regime.
Here we reevaluate these criteria with our numerical
model. As their coupled wind assumption (see Section
4.4) essentially correspond to a prolonged ~ 1 Gyr and
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Figure 13. We show the ratio between the mass loss

and thermal evolution timescales (top), envelope mass frac-
tion (middle), and the luminosity ratio between the total
core cooling and the intrinsic envelope cooling (bottom) for
both the GSS18 coupled Parker wind (red) and our decou-
pled Parker wind (black). This is computed from our numer-
ical model for a 4Mg planet irradiated with 100F, initially
with 5% of H/He mass. The top panel shows the linear be-
havior of the coupled wind and the exponential behavior of
the decoupled wind. We compare our transition between
boil-off and the long-lived Parker wind (circle) to the GSS18
transition (cross) and Misener & Schlichting (2021) transi-
tion (triangle). See Section 4.4 and 4.5 for discussion.

gentle transition phase, both before and after the GSS18
transition R, = 2R, (cross shapes in Figure 13) as
well as the Misener & Schlichting (2021) transition (tri-
angle shapes), we find that the luminosity ratio 8 does
not change significantly, shown in the bottom panel, and
therefore has a similar impact on the mass loss enhance-
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Figure 14. The evolution of radius and envelope mass frac-
tion of 3 Mg models with a low core mean molecular weight
mu. = 34 (solid, high core heat capacity) and a 10X times
mu. (dashed, negligible core heat capacity). The analytical
models with the physical improvements (black) shows little
impact from the change of the core heat capacity, similar to
our numerical model. The models with the original GSS18
physics (gray) show a divergent fate of these planets with
a large difference between the final interior H/He composi-
tions.

ment at both stages (see section 3.1.5) shown in the mid-
dle panel. This is in contrast with their argument that
the core luminosity is only important after their transi-
tions. We suggest that a good criterion for transitioning
into a significantly core-enhanced phase is 8 ~ 1 (or
with 1 — 8 <« 1 if a thermal inflation is not considered),
which decreases the timescale ratio in Eq. 34 by orders
of magnitude leading to a significant change of the mass
loss. Since our findings show that § hardly exceeds 1
with improved physics, we do not consider a need to
distinguish between the core-powered phase and boil-off
phase for their coupled wind.

Consequently, both the GSS18 and Misener &
Schlichting (2021) criteria for the transition give rise to
a large uncertainty for the definition of their long-lived
core-powered mass loss (shown after the cross/triangle
shapes and before the circle shape on the red curve),
which we argue both should correspond to our decou-

pled Parker wind boil-off if the mass loss physics is im-
proved, as shown in Section 3.5. As a comparison, our
criterion for the transition in Eq. 8 is independent of
different numerical model setup and planetary parame-
ters, and reflects the characteristic mass loss timescales.
According to our transition criterion, the flat sections of
the H/He evolution in Figure 12 and 13 account for the
actual long-lived Parker wind phase.

4.6. Need for self-consistent initial conditions

Due to the coupling effect of the GSS18 wind, any
initial conditions would lead to an initial timescale ra-
tio ¢y, /teoor very close to 1 (Eq. 34). In this case, the
importance of the initial conditions could be easily over-
looked. Moreover, as discussed in Section 4.5, the un-
certainty from the criteria for the transition used in the
previous work further complicates the initial condition
problem for the post-boil-off mass loss. Consequently,
with these treatments, the role of boil-off and the long-
lived escape are largely entangled. In Section 4.6.1 and
4.6.2, we show the consequence of the GSS18 initial mass
fractions and initial radii. The improvement of the ini-
tial conditions is shown in Section 4.6.3.

4.6.1. Initial RCB to core radius ratio is fixed

With our numerical boil-off model, we determine the
self-consistent radius ratio at the end of boil-off, rather
than the fixed radius ratio used in GSS16, if assessed
with the decoupled Parker wind and show that this ra-
tio varies significantly with core mass and bolometric
flux, shown in Table 5. Generally, we find that planets
that are cooler and more massive retain more massive
envelopes and a higher specific entropy after boil-off,
resulting in larger RCB radii. This entropy effect is im-
portant as it pushes the RCB outward to a lower pres-
sure, and hence, larger radii, especially combined with a
cooler equilibrium temperature, which pushes the RCB
outward further.

Consequently, a fixed initial radius ratio of 2 in GSS18
makes massive M, > 5Mg and cold planets F' < 100Fg
initially much more compact, making it even harder for
those planets to lose mass, while for less massive and
hotter planets the constant radius assumption would
correspond to a vigorous decoupled boil-off phase. A
similar criterion in Misener & Schlichting (2021), would
include part of the prolonged boil-off phase as their core-
powered escape for low-mass M. < 5Mg and highly ir-
radiated planets F' > 100Fg, while heavy and cold plan-
ets barely evolve into the thin regime by a few Gyr with
negligible mass loss.

Overall, the radius ratio assumption in GSS18
would result in a sharper transformation between sub-
Neptunes and super-Earths, consistent with a prominent
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radius gap, while our model predicts a much more gen-
tle transformation that is caused by boil-off alone as we
will see in Section 5.

4.6.2. Initial H/He mass fraction scaling function is flat

Since the intensity of an isothermal Parker wind is
controlled not only by the planet radius but also the
RCB density, the initial condition problem is compli-
cated by the initial H/He mass fraction. In GSS16 and
GSS18, these authors analytically derived an envelope
mass fraction scaling function f = 0.05M¢ / 2, which they
found is roughly 30 — 50% of the initial mass fractions
from planet formation. As a comparison, in Section 3.5
(Figure 11) with our numerical model, we demonstrated
a dramatic variation in the final mass fraction at the
end of boil-off. This exponential behavior contradicts
with their flat power-law envelope mass fraction scal-
ing function. This greatly overestimates the initial mass
fraction for low-mass and highly irradiated planets and
underestimates the fraction for massive and cold planets
in GSS18.

As a result, the combined effect from both the overes-
timated initial mass fraction and initial radius would
correspond to boil-off initial conditions for low-mass
M, < 4Mg and/or highly irradiated planets with F' >
100Fg , leading to an exaggerated amount of mass loss,
which is presented as a long-lived core-powered escape in
(GSS18 (see also Section 3.5 for a similar finding based on
our numerical model and Section 4.5). This is evaluated
directly based on the analytical model here. In Figure
15 we show evolution tracks for planets with the physics
improved. In the left panels, the model with the orig-
inal GSS18 initial conditions (red) overestimates both
the post-boil-off radius and H/He mass fraction com-
pared to the model with initial conditions that are self-
consistently calculated from a boil-off phase (gray) for
a 3Mg planet. On the other hand, the mass loss for a
planet that is more massive and/or colder tends to be
underestimated due to the underestimated initial radius
and mass fraction, which however has a less significant
consequence as these planets are less susceptible to mass
loss. However, this yields different final mass fractions
as shown in the right panels.

4.6.3. Self-consistent evolution

To self-consistently initialize the evolution, we inves-
tigate two approaches to modify the GSS18 analytical
model. One called, “fully-analytical” incorporates both
boil-off and the post-boil-off bolometric-driven escape
based on the analytical evolution model of GSS18 but

with what we find are more appropriate initial condi-
tions. The “semi-analytical” approach starts the evolu-
tion at the transition time after boil-off, which uses the
self-consistent post-boil-off conditions from our numeri-
cal model, followed by the GSS18 analytical subsequent
evolution.

To show how different approaches impact the evolu-
tion under the long-lived mass loss, in Figure 15 we com-
pute the evolution of H/He mass fractions (top pan-
els) and RCB radii (bottom panels) with both a low
mass core (3Mg, left panels) and intermediate mass core
(5Mg, right panels). These figures show three evolution
tracks, where the physics for all three approaches is im-
proved based on the discussion in Section 4.1 and 4.2.
The evolution based on the GSS18 initial conditions is
shown in red, which leads to a boil-off phase for the
low-mass planet when we include the more appropriate
decoupled Parker wind. In solid black, we show the evo-
lution under the fully-analytical approach. These mod-
els start right after the disk dispersal with the initial
Kelvin-Helmholtz contraction time of 5 Myr. In solid
gray, the semi-analytical approach starts from the be-
ginning of the long-lived mass loss phase with an initial
thermal contraction time of 50 Myr. Recall that the ini-
tial conditions for the semi-analytical model (gray) are
after boil-off, hence it starts with a lower mass fraction
from our numerical boil-off model (Table 2) and a colder
and more contracted interior.

In general, we find that the semi-analytical model is
most consistent with the behavior from our numerical
model, which we take as what we believe is a more
proper analytical approach to study the post-boil-off
escape. This improves the “core-powered escape” in
GSS18, which is a result from simplified physics and ini-
tial conditions. The fully-analytical approach (black),
however, tends to overestimate the mass loss rate for
boil-off especially for the low core mass cases, owing to
the behavior of the analytical model that planet radii
hardly shrink during boil-off (see Section 4.3), which
leads to more mass loss. A better match between these
two approaches is seen for more massive planets (as in
the right panels of Figure 15), where the H/He mass
fractions and radii nearly converge. These two ap-
proaches are assessed on a population-level in Section

5.

4.7. Importance of radiative atmosphere and mean
molecular weights

In the analytical work, the planetary radius is defined
at the RCB with the additional radiative atmosphere
above ignored in the structure calculation. However,
for a low-gravity planet, its scale height is often a large
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Table 5. Ratio between the RCB radius and core radius at the end of

boil-off
Flux (Fg) 1.5 Mg 2.4 Mg 3.6 Mg 55 Mg 85 Mg 13 Mg 20 Mg

2.71 3.86 5.42 - - - -

3 2.07 2.92 4.00 6.00 - - -

10 1.54 2.15 2.91 4.19 - - -

30 1.17 1.64 2.20 3.06 4.78 - -

100 1 1.23 1.63 2.22 3.21 5.30 -

300 1 1 1.25 1.68 2.35 3.50 -
1000 1 1 1 1.25 1.70 2.39 3.67

NoTE— We present the ratio between the RCB radius and core radius at the end of
boil-off based on our numerical model assessed with the decoupled Parker wind. The
transition is defined as the time when the mass loss timescale equals to the thermal
contraction timescale. As a comparison, GSS18 use a constant radius ratio of 2 as
the transition condition, which overestimates the time-integrated mass loss of their
core-powered escape for low-mass and highly irradiated planets and underestimates

it for massive and cold planets.
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Figure 15. To examine how different initial conditions im-
pact the evolution of low-mass sub-Neptunes, we show the
evolution tracks of two planets with low mass (3 Mg, left
panels) and intermediate mass (5 Mg, right panels) receiving
100Fg stellar radiation. We show three tracks with the only
difference being how we initialize the evolution. All curves
already have the relevant physics improved (i.e. a decoupled
isothermal Parker wind with the mass loss driven energy lost
term Eqq, included). The black curve shows the evolution
from the fully-analytical GSS18 approach, but now includ-
ing a boil-off phase. The gray curve represents the evolution
from the semi-analytical approach with the initial conditions
calculated self-consistently from our numerical boil-off model
(with the evolution before 1 Myr shown in dashed). See Sec-
tion 4.6.2 and 4.6.3 for discussion.

fraction of its total radius, especially with the variable
surface gravity effect taken into account, which further
increases the scale height at a higher altitude. Moreover,
a sub-Neptune can readily possess a deep RCB at old
ages requiring a greater number of scale heights to reach
its optical radius above the RCB. As a result, we suggest

that its radiative atmosphere contributes up to 30-40%
to its total optical transit radius, far different from a
giant planet where the thickness of the radiative atmo-
sphere can be typically ignored in modeling work. The
importance of the radiative atmosphere becomes more
marked for highly irradiated and low-mass planets. In
Figure 16, we directly compare the RCB radius to the
radius at 20 mbar, a typical optical transit radius. The
difference in radius is significant. Without the radiative
atmosphere, the location of the sub-Neptune population
on an occurrence diagram shifts to the smaller radius
end.

The isothermal Parker winds from both our numer-
ical model and the analytical model are sensitive to
the choice of the mean molecular weight of the H/He
atmosphere. For a less metal-rich atmosphere, yield-
ing a smaller p, the sonic point Ry = GM,u/2kyTe,
penetrates deeper into higher density regions of the ra-
diative atmosphere. With the smaller Ry, the density
there p, increases exponentially, which actually leads to
a more vigorous mass loss M = 47rR§pscS for the more
metal-poor planet. This effect is especially marked when
the planet is still young and inflated with a large scale
height. In the GSS18 work, a pure Ho atmosphere was
assumed (u = 2 my), which we find is much more sus-
ceptible to mass loss compared to our default H/He at-
mosphere with g = 2.35 my. This is shown in Figure
17, in terms of the mass loss timescale. Perhaps surpris-
ingly, the pure Hy atmosphere is completely stripped at
least two orders of magnitudes faster, which could result
in a more pronounced radius gap.

5. POPULATION-LEVEL COMPARISON
5.1. Need for a population-level study
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Figure 16. We show the importance of radiative atmo-
sphere for a 3Mg planet that receives 100 Fyg stellar bolo-
metric flux initially with a 5% H/He mass fraction, based on
the GSS16 analytical model with the physics improved. The
radiative atmosphere is attached on top of the RCB, which
enlarges the planetary radius by a considerable fraction.

Based on the GSS18 analytical model, a range of
population-level work (Ginzburg et al. 2018; Gupta &
Schlichting 2019, 2020, 2021; Gupta et al. 2022) has been
done with similar physical treatments and initial condi-
tions. With certain choices for core mass and equilib-
rium temperature distributions, they reproduce a radius
valley and radius cliff very similar to that from obser-
vations. However, as we discussed above, with a num-
ber of physics and initial conditions improved, the final
population from the analytical model can be potentially
impacted. In this section, the planet occurrence rate dis-
tributions from these improved versions of the analytical
evolution model are produced and directly compared to
our numerical model on a population level, to reassess
the importance of the post-boil-off bolometric-driven es-
cape or “core-powered escape.”

To evaluate how different approaches impact the de-
mographics of small planets, we run a population of
10,000 randomly generated planets following the same
equilibrium temperature distribution used in GSS18
that has a constant probability density dN/dlogT., for
Teq in the range of 500-1000 K and a power-law of T,°
within 1000-2000 K. For the core mass distribution, a
variety of distribution functions are evaluated. The sim-
plest one is a Rayleigh distribution that peaks at 3Mg:

dN M?
M _ C
T x cexp( 2012\/[) (35)
with opy = 3Mg, which truncates with a negligible

probability density beyond 10Mg. In GSS18, the au-
thors also find that substituting a flat core mass func-
tion below 5Mg also yields a similar final distribution.

100 1 1 il 1 1 1 T
= H/He mixture
107! — pure H, .

H/He fraction

10—6 PEPRTTTT BEPEEETITTY BEPEPRTTTT BEPEPRTITT BEPAETTTT BEArETrrT B eI e
102 103 10* 105 10® 107 108 10°
age (year)
4.0 1 1 il 1 1 1 1
35} =

20F 1
15 -1
1.0 | | fl | | | |

102 103 10 10° 106 107 10% 10°

age (year)

Figure 17. The evolution of radius and envelope mass frac-
tion between a H/He (black) and a pure Hz (gray) atmo-
sphere, for our nominal planets that have 3 Mg cores with
5% initial mass fractions and 100 Fg insolations both with
the physics improved. A pure H2 atmosphere assumed in
GSS18 is much more susceptible to the isothermal Parker
wind as discussed in the text. The plot is based on the GSS18
analytical model but a similar effect also affects other mod-
els with the isothermal Parker wind including our numerical
model.

To match observations, these authors find that a high
mass tail of core masses that extends out to 100 Mg in
addition to the Rayleigh distribution is needed to repli-
cate the “radius cliff” feature. With this core mass and
equilibrium temperature function, we compute the fi-
nal mass fractions and planetary radii at 3 Gyr by dif-
ferent approaches, namely our numerical model-based
approach, the fully-analytical approach and the semi-
analytical approach. The consequence of a variety of
physics choices will also be evaluated in this section.

5.2. Analytical core-powered distribution with improved
physics and initial conditions

First of all, we implemented the GSS18 analytical
evolution model with the same physics, initial condi-
tions and planet distribution functions. To validate our
implementation, a single evolution curve was directly
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compared to the Gupta & Schlichting (2019) version of
the analytical model, which has very slight differences
between this version and that in GSS18 (Gupta, pers.
comm.). Our implementation yields identical evolution
tracks. To further gain confidence, we ran a simple test
distribution with 10,000 planet models with the same
setup as in GSS18 for 3Mg planets with T., = 1000 K,
producing a final distribution that is a clear match to
Figure 1 in GSS18. In this test run, the initial enve-
lope mass fraction follows an even distribution ranging
between 107> and 100%, the same as in GSS18

For a more comprehensive population-level compari-
son, using the same physical choices and the planet dis-
tribution functions as documented in Section 5.1 and
GSS18, our version of the analytical model reproduces
a highly similar (but not identical) bimodal distribu-
tion to that from GSS18. The planet occurrence rate
as a function of planet radii and H/He mass fractions
with and without the mass loss is shown in Figure 18.
Compared to their Figure 3 (the grey bars), our distri-
bution shows a slightly higher sub-Neptune population
occurrence in the range of 2.0 — 3.5Mg while the GSS18
distribution exhibits two nearly even peaks. Since the
original model is not publicly available, the observed
differences may stem from specific details in the real-
izations of the core mass distribution and equilibrium
temperature distribution that we do not have access to.

After having gained confidence in our implementation,
we then step through a number of physical effects that
we believe could be improved, as discussed in Section 4.
With the same planet distribution functions employed
as in GSS18, the computed final distributions of plane-
tary radii and H/He mass fractions with different com-
binations of physics are shown in Figure 19. For all of
the population-level comparison runs, we always use a
mean molecular weight of the atmosphere for a H/He
mixture with p = 2.35 my unless specified otherwise.
The planetary radius is defined at the RCB, following
GSS18.

Our version of the original GSS18 setup is in yellow.
Next, we add in the Eodo energy loss term that is missing
from the GSS18 model, leading to a single peak around
2 — 2.5Mg without a radius gap feature (shown in red).
This demonstrated that the GSS18 energy-limited mass
loss (“core-powered escape”) cannot form a radius gap
with what we believe is more appropriate thermal evo-
lution, which was suggested earlier in Eq. 34, Section
4.4, and Figure 12). Then, with the Eoao term, we
switch to a decoupled isothermal Parker wind (the non-
energy-limited wind unless otherwise stated) instead of
the GSS18 coupled wind, which interestingly yields a
distribution (black) nearly identical to that from the
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Figure 18. From our implementation of the analytical
model, we show the distribution of the final planet radius
and envelope mass fraction with (blue) and without (black)
mass loss using the same original GSS18 analytical setup. A
similar bimodal distribution is replicated.

original setup in yellow. However, a significant timescale
difference is seen on an evolutionary level in Figure 12,
with the mass loss timescale shifted to very young ages
(~ 1 Myr), corresponding to the boil-off timescale, with
negligible mass-loss thereafter.

Lastly, with the revised physics, we address the initial
condition problem for the post-boil-off mass loss phase
by self-consistently including a boil-off phase in the an-
alytical evolution model, which starts with a larger ini-
tial planetary radius and faster initial K-H contraction
timescale of 5 Myr. This blue histogram corresponds
to our fully-analytical approach, which we find leads to
fewer planets with massive envelopes > 10%, due to
boil-off. The corresponding mass fractions are shown
in the lower panel. Although a pileup of blue planets
in the range of 1.2 — 1.8Rg is caused by boil-off, this
radius grouping has more planets than in the original
yellow model, due to the larger sample of sub-Neptunes
in the 10~* to 10~2 envelope range that never lose their
envelopes, rather than making a larger super-Earth pop-
ulation (envelope-free) compared the yellow model.

5.3. Comparing different approaches

As discussed in Section 4.3, we find that the GSS18 an-
alytical model yields a RCB radius that barely decreases
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Figure 19. The final distributions of the planet radiii and
H/He mass fractions with a range of different physics choices
used in the analytical model. By including the Eadv term
that is missing from the GSS18 model (yellow) with all other
conditions the same, there is no sign of a radius gap in the
range of 1.5 — 2.0Rg (red). A decoupled isothermal Parker
wind with the E,4, term (black) yields a very similar final
distribution to the original one (yellow), but with a dramatic
shift in the mass loss timescale (Figure 12). The blue distri-
bution corresponds to the fully-analytical model that addi-
tionally has our boil-off initial conditions, showing a bimodal
distribution but with a less prominent radius gap.

throughout the whole boil-off phase, overestimating the
mass loss rate for low-mass planets resulting in a deeper
radius gap. The nearly constant RCB radius, however,
is not seen in our numerical model. Moreover, since
the total energy available for cooling estimated in Eq.
31 is only valid when the thickness of the envelope is
comparable to or smaller than the physical size of the
core, extrapolating beyond this regime may lead to an
evolutionary uncertainty. Therefore, the fully-analytical
model may not appropriately model the population.

To overcome the downside of the fully-analytical ap-
proach, we investigated a semi-analytical approach as
described in Section 4.6.3. We set the initial mass
fractions by interpolating in the post-boil-off results
from our numerical boil-off model (Table 2). We then
start the analytical evolution at the beginning of the
long-lived bolometric-driven escape phase with boil-off
properly incorporated. The initial radius is set by im-

posing an initial Kelvin-Helmholtz thermal contraction
timescale of 50 Myr, which is the post-boil-off conditions
found in Section 3.3.

Additionally, we ran a grid of evolution calculations
based on our numerical model with self-consistent phys-
ical conditions incorporating both boil-off and the long-
lived escape, and record the final mass fractions and
20 mbar optical radii at 3 Gyr as a function of planet
core masses and bolometric fluxes. We then interpo-
late within the grid of evolution models for those 10,000
randomly generated planets to compute the final distri-
butions, which represents our fully numerical approach.

In Figure 20, we compare the distributions of the final
planet radii and envelope mass fractions at 3 Gyr from
our fully numerical model (blue), the fully-analytical ap-
proach (red, which was the blue distribution in Figure
19) and the semi-analytical approach (black). Note that
our numerical model employs a different core mass func-
tion, which does not have the high mass tail of GSS18
but a simpler Rayleigh distribution. As a comparison,
we also show the final distributions without any long-
lived escape for both the semi-analytical approach (yel-
low) and the fully-analytical approach (gray), finding
no significant changes compared to the black and red
distribution with the long-lived wind, suggesting its in-
significance.

Importantly, we find no clear radius gap between
1.5 — 2Rg for the numerical distribution but a flat
distribution down to 1Rg, which we argue mostly re-
sults from boil-off. The planets that are on the left of
the peak, in the range of 1.0 — 2.0Mg, however, are
a mixture of low-mass planets with very little H/He
mass and bare cores (super Earths) with a relatively
smaller super-Earth population compared to the ana-
lytical models. Furthermore, the analytical approaches
have a much greater population with high initial mass
fractions > 10% largely contributing to the sub-Neptune
population and constituting the radius cliff, which is a
result of too many heavy planets > 8Mg concentrated
in the high mass tail of the core mass function, as most
of them remain intact after boil-off.

Additionally, the numerical model without the high
mass tail for the core mass distribution exhibits a cut-
off at 5Rg, shifted to a higher radius compared to the
radius cliff feature in Fulton & Petigura (2018). This re-
quires other mass loss mechanisms to shrink planetary
radii further, which suggests a role for XUV-driven es-
cape. The radius cutoff we found is not a result of the
massive planets > 10Mg, as is needed in the analyti-
cal models, but a consequence of our numerical boil-off.
Lastly, we find most sub-Neptunes have an intermediate
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H/He mass fraction in the range of 1073 — 107! after
boil-off and by 3 Gyr.

Also in Figure 20, we find the semi-analytical ap-
proach (black) cannot form a radius gap but a peak
around 1.5 — 2.0Rg. It produces a H/He mass fraction
distribution more similar to the numerical one, which
has a larger population of planets that have intermediate
H/He mass fraction 1073 — 107! compared to that from
the fully-analytical model. This population of planets
corresponds to the peak at 1.5 — 2.0Rg. As a compar-
ison, the semi-analytical approach still has the feature
from the massive planet > 10Mg tail, which forms an-
other minor peak around 2.5Mg. However, we argue
that the peak around 1.5 — 2.0Rg accounts for the sub-
Neptune peak around 2.0—2.5Rg from observations Ful-
ton & Petigura (2018) but is shifted to a smaller radius
by about 30 % due to the lack of radiative atmospheres
in the analytical model. Lastly, below 1.5Mg the super-
Earths do not form a clear peak, but a gentle slope.

In summary, each of our models suggests that there
is no significant long-lived bolometric-driven escape
(“core-powered escape”). Boil-off is a powerful mass
loss process that greatly sculpts the planet population
(blue) somewhat into the shape that we see today but
it alone is not able to reproduce the exact shapes of
the observational features including the deep radius gap
and the more contracted radius cliff. Other mass loss
mechanisms such as XUV-driven escape are required to
further shrink planet radii, deepen the radius gap, and
shift the radius cliff to smaller sizes. Since the plan-
ets that are right beyond the observed radius cliff in the
range 4—5Rg are sub-Saturn planets with more massive
core masses > 5Mg, their mass loss is only subject to
strong XUV heating (Hallatt & Lee 2022). We expect
the hot (with an orbital period ~ a few 10 days) and
less massive < 10Mg planets to eventually shift below
the radius cliff, with the cold and more massive objects
constituting the observed sub-Saturn population, which
can be readily tested in future studies.

5.4. Core mass distribution effect and radiative
atmosphere

In Section 4.7 and Section 5.3, we show the importance
of the radiative atmosphere and the role of the core mass
distribution. In this section, we evaluate the impact on
the population distribution from these two choices.

In order to replicate the radius cliff, the cutoff in the
frequency of planets with radii above 4.0 Rg, GSS18 used
a power-law high mass tail for the core mass distribution
with a relatively large population of core masses > 5Mg),
concatenated to the right of a Rayleigh core mass dis-
tribution. However, in our numerical model, we find
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Figure 20. The distributions of the final planetary ra-
dius and envelope mass fraction by 3 Gyr from the mod-
els discussed in the text. The fully numerical model with
a Rayleigh core mass distribution in blue shows a flat dis-
tribution in < 2.0Mg with no significant radius gap. The
semi-analytical model in yellow uses initial conditions from
our numerical boil-off calculation and the GSS18 core mass
distribution that has a high mass tail. It does not exhibit
a radius gap but instead a peak at 1.5 — 2.0Mg. The fully-
analytical model that calculates both the boil-off and long-
lived mass loss (bolometric-driven) phases self-consistently
is shown in red. As a comparison, similar model setups but
with the long-lived escape turned off are shown in dashed
black and dashed gray for both analytical and semi-analytical
models, showing no significant long-lived mass loss. All of
the analytical models have the radius defined at the RCB,
while the numerical model has a radiative atmosphere.

that a 20Mg core by 10 Gyr has a large radius far be-
yond the “radius cliff.” Moreover, these massive planets
that are modeled remain unaffected after boil-off with
a massive H/He envelope > 15%. These larger-radius
planets should be regarded as Neptune-class or larger
and therefore excluded from a small planet population
study.

In Figure 21, we show the distributions from our nu-
merical model in blue and the original GSS18 version of
the analytical model in yellow. Our numerical model
does not need the high mass tail of core masses to
present a radius cliff feature. On the contrary, includ-
ing the high-mass tail in our numerical setup (shown in
black) fails to replicate a radius cliff and unrealistically
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extends a flat radius distribution beyond 5Rg, which
suggests that the massive planets with H/He mass frac-
tion > 10% are unnecessary in our model while it is
important to the analytical models. Additionally, we
demonstrate that the radiative atmosphere is a key to
properly determining the shape of the planet distribu-
tion, due to its significant contribution of the physical
size of a low-mass planet (see section 4.7). As a compari-
son, we show a distribution of the RCB radii without the
radiative atmosphere calculation based on the blue nu-
merical model, which is shown in red. The radius peak
shifts significantly to a smaller radius at 1.5 — 2.0Mg.
This peak location is consistent with that from the semi-
analytical model that does not a have radiative atmo-
sphere (see black in Figure 20). It exhibits a similar
cutoff at 4Rg as also seen in the analytical models (yel-
low) but without the need for the high mass tail of core
masses in the numerical work.

Lastly, in Figure 22, we include the radiative atmo-
sphere in the semi-analytical model (black) and com-
pare the distributions to the one without it (blue, the
same as black in Figure 20). We find that with the
radiative atmosphere the peak shifts to a reasonable lo-
cation at a larger radius with a radius gap feature shown
in the range of 1.3 — 1.7Rg, although the envelope-free
population < 1.3Mg seems small compared to the ob-
servation. This is different from our numerical results
that show a flat distribution (blue in Figure 20). The
discrepancy is likely caused by the fact that the semi-
analytical model lacks the population with intermedi-
ate envelope mass 1074 — 1072, which in comparison
smooths out our numerical distribution. Therefore, the
improved semi-analytical model indicates that boil-off
alone can not reproduce the observed radius gap, con-
sistent with our numerical results. Another mass loss
mechanism is required to further deepen the gap and
shape the distribution into the one from observations.

6. DISCUSSION

6.1. Need for coupling current model to a
state-of-the-art hydrodynamic wind model

In our model, the boil-off atmospheric escape is as-
sumed to be a non-energy-limited isothermal Parker
wind at the planet’s equilibrium temperature through-
out the entire radiative atmosphere (see Eq. 4). As we
discuss in Section 3.1, in the case of an energy deficiency,
the internal energy of the wind that is quickly dissipated
by the adiabatic expansion would lead to a cooler and
lower density deep atmosphere (below 75,), and would
therefore hinder the hydrodynamic outflow. To tackle
this problem in our model, the energy-limited prescrip-
tions in Eq. 22 and 27 are employed to assess the mass
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Figure 21. To demonstrate the importance of the radiative
atmosphere, we show a comparison between the distribution
of 20 mbar radii in blue (the same blue distribution in Figure
20) and RCB radii in red. Without a radiative atmosphere,
the red model has a radius peak that is greatly shifted to a
much smaller radius at around 1.5 — 2.0Rg, without any ra-
dius gap feature, which is reminiscent of the semi-analytical
model in Figure 20. The radius cutoff also shrinks by 20%,
coincidentally similar to that from the analytical model that
has a different core mass distribution and no radiative at-
mosphere (orange, with GSS18 setup). We then illustrate
the core mass distribution effect by incorporating the high
mass tail into our numerical model (black), which leads to
an unrealistic flat distribution that extends outside 5Mg.

loss rate, where the ratio of energy being turned into us-
able work is assumed to be 100%. Although it is shown
to not significantly impact the post-boil-off mass frac-
tion and therefore the later evolution after boil-off, this
might introduce uncertainty into the early stage evolu-
tion. This calls for a real hydrodynamic calculation to
further study this issue.

Moreover, in reality, the wind is not completely
isothermal as we assumed, such that the modestly
warm deeper atmosphere has more bolometric energy
deposited whereas the optically thin region is a cooler
isotherm known as the “skin temperature” region. Es-
pecially at a late age when the mass loss rate has been
greatly reduced, the wind base is pushed to a higher al-
titude, mostly located in the colder “skin temperature”
region, resulting in a less efficient wind. This requires a
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Figure 22. We show the importance of the radiative atmo-
sphere for the GSS18 analytical model by attaching a layer
of isothermal radiative atmosphere on top of the RCB and
calculating the distribution of 20 mbar radii in black. As
a comparison, the radius distribution without it is shown
in blue, the same as the black in Figure 20, which exhibits
a shape far from the observations. We find that the exis-
tence of the radiative atmosphere enlarges the planet radii
for low-mass planets by 20-30%, which shifts the peaks from
1.5 — 2.0Rg to a more reasonable 2.0 — 2.5Rg,.

detailed energy transfer model integrated into a hydro-
dynamic code to capture the physics discussed.

6.2. Need for more sophisticated core thermal evolution

A wide range of sub-Neptune evolution models have
assumed a simplified isothermal core that is set to have
the same temperature as the bottom of the adiabatic
envelope (Nettelmann et al. 2011; Lopez et al. 2012;
Ginzburg et al. 2016) over the entire evolution, which
we term a coupled core evolution, which corresponds to
a perfectly conducting core. This simplification, how-
ever, can leads to a large uncertainty for the core evo-
lution as it may lead to different core cooling timescales
(Vazan et al. 2018a), which can potentially impact our
model results. This is another assumption that needs
more attention and we discuss three points below.

First, we discuss the consequence of our coupled core
evolution. In reality, the core energy transport is limited
by convection in the silicate outer layer (the geophysi-
cal “mantle”) instead of conduction. The efficiency of
energy transport depends on the physical conditions at
the thermal boundary layer at the top of the mantle,
e.g. the temperature contrast between the core tem-
perature T, and the temperature at the bottom of the
envelope Ty, as well as the mantle viscosity. Therefore,
our current coupled core evolution can potentially over-
estimate the core luminosity by instantly releasing all of
the core thermal energy for cooling available, especially
when the temperature at the bottom of the envelope
T, rapidly declines as a results of the vigorous boil-off

mass loss. Note that such an overestimation typically
does not affect our boil-off evolution, as the core lumi-
nosity can hardly impact the mass loss process due to
the decoupling between the thermal evolution and the
mass loss as demonstrated in Section 3.1.5.

Second, in the numerical model, we do not allow the
core luminosity L.,r.to exceed the intrinsic luminosity
Lint (see Section 2.1, 3.1.5), which may underestimate
its role of thermally inflating a planet, potentially im-
pacting the boil-off mass loss. This impact would typ-
ically occur in the transition phase when the core lu-
minosity can thermally inflate a planet faster than the
mass loss decreases planetary radius in Eq. 29 and with
Leore > Lint (ie. 8 > 1). This would couple the mass
loss with the thermal inflation, leading to more mass
loss. We find such thermal inflation can potentially af-
fect a low-mass < 4Mg and highly irradiated > 100Fg
planet, which are the ones more vulnerable to boil-off.
To capture this behavior requires more sophisticated
core evolution physics in future work, with a proper
choice of the decoupled Parker wind as we suggested
in section 3.1 because of the coupling behavior. Ad-
ditionally, we argue that the thermal inflation can only
last for a brief period of time during boil-off, as vigorous
mantle convection rapidly brings down the temperature
contrast, terminating the thermal inflation. With the
mantle convection considered, we expect a factor of or-
der unity change of the final mass fraction after boil-off,
rather than meaningfully affecting the evolutionary fate
of a planets (e.g. super-Earths or sub-Neptunes) that
would otherwise correspond to an exponential change
of the final mass fraction. Our treatment in this work
therefore does not qualitatively impact our numerical
results.

Third, if the initial core temperature is higher than
that at the bottom of the envelope at the beginning of
boil-off (~ 8,000 K), compared to what we assumed, this
leads to a large thermal energy reservoir to cool and po-
tentially more mass loss during the core-enhanced tran-
sition phase (see Section 3.1.5). We assess the conse-
quence of using such a potentially underestimated ini-
tial core temperature (dictated by the initial tempera-
ture at the base of the envelope), by starting the evo-
lution with a higher core temperature assessed with a
decoupled core evolution such that T, > T,. We evalu-
ate the maximum possible mass loss enhancement with
the highest core temperature T ,,q, that is theoretically
allowed, such that the thermal energy kT, ,,q, is com-
parable to the gravitational binding energy of the core
GM./R.:

(36)
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which yields Tt mae ~ 18,000K (Such a scenario as-
sumes no core cooling or energy loss during planet for-
mation and corresponds to an initial Bondi radius as
small as the core size.)

In Figure 23, we examine a decoupled core evolu-
tion (black) with a T¢ ma. start and show the evolu-
tion of temperature, H/He mass fraction, and the RCB
radius. The results are compared to the coupled core
evolution (red) that starts with the lower core tem-
perature assessed at the base of the envelope. To de-
couple the core evolution without implementing a con-
vective/conduction transport scheme within the core
(which is beyond the scope of this work), and to max-
imize the core-enhanced mass loss effect without ther-
mally inflating a planet and therefore the total mass
loss, we assume that the core heating keeps the enve-
lope at constant specific entropy, and what would be a
constant planet radius, meaning any radius evolution is
due only to boil-off mass loss. Under this assumption,
the envelope is unable to thermally contract until the
core temperature equals that at the bottom of the enve-
lope (after which the core evolution transitions to being
coupled). In this case, the core luminosity simply equals
to the envelope cooling luminosity Leore = Lens-

In the presence of such an extreme initial core tem-
perature, we find the transition phase (which starts after
the dotted black, assessed with Eq. 7, 29) between boil-
off and the long-lived Parker wind is prolonged to at
most 10 Myr. In the top panel, we show that before the
transition phase, the core temperature remains nearly
constant, essentially meaning negligible core-enhanced
effect. The core temperature under the decoupled core
evolution quickly declines and converges back to the
temperature at the bottom of the envelope (gray) within
the prolonged transition phase. This leads to a cou-
pled core evolution thereafter with only a small amount
(~ 0.1%) of mass loss enhancement shown in the mid-
dle panel. As a comparison, our fully coupled evolu-
tion for the same model planet has a negligible mass
loss enhancement within the transition phase (middle)
and a faster contraction rate (bottom) within 1-10 Myr
as it exits the boil-off phase (the transition times are
denoted with circle shapes, see Eq. 7, 9) due to the
thermal contraction. We note that such a mass loss en-
hancement under the decoupled evolution and high ini-
tial core temperature is even smaller for a more massive
planet and for a planet with a lower core mass as boil-off
would already remove its entire envelope. A similar be-
havior applies to a colder or hotter planet, respectively.
Therefore, we argue such decoupled core evolution with
a much higher core temperature does not significantly
affect our numerical model results.

In future work, a more detailed treatment of energy
transport and core cooling is needed to better under-
stand the interior and evolution of sub-Neptunes (Vazan
et al. 2018b). For instance, an inner iron core could be
partially liquid or solid, and could crystallize over time.
Similarly, parts of the rocky mantle could be liquid or
solid, necessitating convective and or conductive energy
transport. Furthermore, there could be heat production
from crystallization as well as decompression as a result
of boil-off. These processes can be better modeled in the
future.

6.3. Relation to other core-powered mass loss work

In a wide range of work, with mutually similar initial
conditions and physical assumptions (Ginzburg et al.
2018; Gupta & Schlichting 2019, 2020, 2021; Gupta et al.
2022), a significant role for core-powered mass loss was
found. We find that the results are in contrast with our
model because their initial conditions would correspond
to a boil-off condition, which was taken as core-powered
mass loss. With an improvement of initial conditions,
including a boil-off phase to self-consistently calculate
the initial conditions for core-powered mass loss, and
interior physics, Misener & Schlichting (2021) still found
an efficient long-lived core-powered mass loss phase, as
a result of both the wind assumption, which is similar
to that from GSS18 (Eq. 12), and the lack of the Ey,q,
term. Those treatments makes their mass loss sensitive
to the core luminosity and lead to an overestimation of
the mass loss, discussed in Section 4.4.

In Rogers et al. (2023a), this key assumption for the
core-powered mass loss, however, was not assumed. But
they instead used a similar non-energy-limited (decou-
pled) isothermal Parker wind assumption for both boil-
off and core-powered mass loss with similar initial en-
tropies to those from our work. The energy source for
the Parker wind was argued, without a detailed valida-
tion, to be from the interior cooling, which ultimately
releases the gravitational binding energy when a planet
contracts. However, this must correspond to a cooling
timescale comparable to the mass loss timescale, which
we have shown to be unlikely to happen with these ini-
tial conditions (Section 3.2). In Figure 5 and 6 of Rogers
et al. (2023a), they still found a “core-powered” mass
loss phase. However, this phase was shown to be very
short-lived < 1 Myr.

According to these authors, the “core-powered” phase
results in a mass loss enhancement by a factor of two
(as seen in the top panel of their Figure 5) due to the
core luminosity. This effect is more significant than what
our model predicts but less impactful compared to other
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Figure 23. We show the temperature of the isothermal
core T, and at the bottom of the envelope T} (top panel),
H/He mass fraction (middle) and RCB radius (bottom), in
the presence of a coupled (red) and decoupled core evolu-
tion (black). This is for a planet with a 3.6 Mg core initially
with 10% envelope mass receiving 100Fg stellar flux. The
decoupled core evolution ceases once the core temperature
drops to match the temperature at the bottom of the enve-
lope, leading to a coupled subsequent core evolution. In the
top panel, the core temperature (black) under the decoupled
evolution declines quickly and connects to the temperature
at the bottom of the envelope (gray) within the transition
phase (which starts after the dotted line) until the boil-off is
ended (with circles) and therefore switches to a coupled core
evolution. The prolonged transition phase of 10 Myr, which
is regarded as the core-enhanced part of the late boil-off,
leads to a slight enhancement of the mass loss, after which
the long-lived Parker wind is inefficient due to the efficient
thermal cooling and contraction, similar to the behavior of
red.

studies on core-powered mass loss that used the GSS18
energy-limited wind model.

We argue, however, that the reported difference is not
solely due to core luminosity. The reasons are as fol-
lows: (1) The core-enhanced mass loss effect should oc-
cur when the core luminosity maintains a larger plan-
etary radius compared to the model without it. How-
ever, the planetary radii for the two model planets, with
and without core luminosity, remain identical through-
out the mass loss phase, as shown in their bottom panel.
(2) The second panel from the bottom indicates that
the cooling timescale is much longer than the mass loss
timescale, suggesting that thermal evolution is ineffi-
cient, and thus the core luminosity is decoupled from the
mass loss process. (3) The initial mass fractions between
the two models differs by a few percent despite having
the same initial radii. This suggests that the two planets
have different initial envelope entropies, with the model
including core luminosity being initially hotter. We sug-
gest that the difference in final mass fraction is due to
the initial entropy effect, as demonstrated in our work,
rather than a core-enhanced effect. (4) Similarly, at the
end of boil-off, these two planets should have the same
entropy due to the decoupling effect if they start with
the same initial entropy. Our model predicts that, with
the same planetary parameters, their 2% model (without
core luminosity) should be at least 20% larger in radius
than the 1% model (with core luminosity). However,
they found identical radii for both planets, implying dif-
ferent entropies. With the initial entropy properly set to
the same value, we would expect a much smaller mass
loss enhancement in their model’s predictions.

Therefore, we consider this mass loss phase as part
of boil-off, which we termed the transition phase, due
to this insensitive behavior to the core luminosity.
More importantly, the previous work argued that core-
powered mass loss can be separated from boil-off by
two other characteristics, i.e. the energy to lift H/He
mass and the relation to the thermal evolution. From
these aspects, as demonstrated and reevaluated in Sec-
tion 3.1, we do not think such a mass loss phase as found
by Rogers et al. (2023a) should be interpreted as core-
powered mass loss, given their non-energy-limited wind
assumption.

In spite of differences in the treatment of physics
(i.e., core cooling, disk dispersal, and accretion) used
in Rogers et al. (2023a), they found qualitatively simi-
lar results to our model that are modestly different in
the quantitative details. First, they used a different core
luminosity formulation than ours, with a constant core
cooling timescale over time to parameterize the core lu-
minosity. Following the discussion in Section 6.2, a dif-
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ferent core luminosity treatment did not qualitatively
affect our evolution in boil-off, given the decoupling be-
tween the thermal evolution and mass loss.

Their model has a real disk dispersal phase and accre-
tion phase, compared to our model, which we argue only
slightly impacts our model results. In fact, a different
disk dispersal time in their Figure 4 only changes the
final mass fraction linearly, compared to the exponen-
tial behavior of the boil-off mass loss. The mass loss is
controlled more by the initial entropy if the disk disper-
sal timescale is shorter than 1 Myr. Our initial entropy
treatment yields a very comparable boil-off duration of
1 Myr and initial radius (entropy), to those from their
work. In Section 3.2, we showed that our boil-off model
is not sensitive to the initial mass fraction, and therefore
the compositional (but not thermal) evolution history of
the accretion phase is largely erased for a planet that has
experienced a boil-off phase. Therefore, we find that the
uncertainty from these different treatments is small.

6.4. Internal energy advection in the deep radiative
atmosphere

Another physical process that needs additional atten-
tion is that of the internal energy advection. In Section
3.1.2, we suggested that the energy transport through
the advective bulk motion is a consequence of the mass
loss when the interior material is transported from a
deep part of the envelope adiabat to a shallower region,
which is eventually converted into the gravitational en-
ergy for the lifted material, instead of leading to an inte-
rior cooling. Even if such a cooling is assumed, we have
demonstrated that it does not impact boil-off in Sec-
tion 3.2. Here we discuss its potential role as an energy
source to power the outflow in the radiative atmosphere.

This advective energy transport is completely ineffi-
cient in the assumed isothermal outflow in the radia-
tive atmosphere. However, in reality, the deep radiative
atmosphere is not completely isothermal, which gradu-
ally transitions from the adiabatic envelope T-P profile,
rather than the sharp transition between the adiabatic
profile and the isothermal radiative atmospheric profile
that is assumed in our model. The deepest part of the
escaping radiative atmosphere below the critical optical
depth to visible photons 75, where it requires an addi-
tional energy source rather than the stellar heating, can
be possibly located on a temperature gradient. In this
case, the energy advection by the outflow can poten-
tially play a role in draining the local internal energy to
power the wind in this bottleneck region. Note that the
energy advection in this case does not cool the interior
as well. The efficiency of the advective energy trans-
port depends on the temperature gradient between the

RCB radius, where the H/He material is taken from,
and the 73, radius. Note that the discussion here is rel-
evant only if 7, occurs above the RCB in radius, which
we find commonly happens to super-Earth mass planets
> 1Mg.

This effect would assist in the atmospheric escape in
the bottleneck region. Therefore, given the total amount
of the internal energy advection and the intrinsic cool-
ing energy is sufficient in the deep atmosphere to fuel
the wind, the bottleneck of the boil-off mass loss then
is the total stellar energy available to the radiative at-
mosphere (what we call bolometric-limited, Eq. 22),
instead of being intrinsic luminosity limited (Eq. 27).
Understanding the relative importance of the internal
energy advection and the radiative intrinsic cooling in
the deep radiative atmosphere below 7, requires a cou-
pling between a radiative-transfer model and a hydro-
dynamic wind model.

In our model, our treatments of the temperature pro-
file of the radiative atmosphere and RCB always cor-
respond to an intrinsic-limited boil-off that converges
to common final physical conditions that are found at
the end of boil-off. The subsequent long-term evolu-
tion is therefore unaffected if we switch between the dif-
ferent decoupled wind assumptions as discussed in Sec-
tion 3.1.4. Consequently, our discussion above does not
quantitatively affect our results.

6.5. Simulating a population

We have shown that the decoupled isothermal Parker
wind starts to transition into the XUV-driven phase
right after boil-off, when the planet starts to efficiently
thermally contract. At this same time the post-boil-off
bolometric-driven escape comes to be inefficient and be
completely quenched shortly later. As discussed above
(Section 5.3), boil-off alone generates a planet occur-
rence distribution that is somewhat similar to, but can-
not match the observed radius valley. A better match
requires XUV-driven escape to further deepen the gap
and shrink planetary sizes.

Moreover, in the next few Myr after the transition
time, there should exist a period when the post-boil-
off Parker wind and XUV-driven escape are compara-
bly efficient. In this phase the hydrodynamic wind is
launched by the absorption of intrinsic cooling energy
from the deep atmosphere and then stellar bolometric
energy above 73, and the wind is accelerated further
and therefore the mass loss is enhanced by the heat de-
posited in the form of photoionizing high-energy flux at
nbar pressure. Remarkably, such an enhanced isother-
mal Parker wind is coupled to the thermal evolution. We
propose that these physical processes including boil-off,
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photoevaporation, and the enhanced escape should be
further studied together, with a real hydrodynamic code
and more complex energy transfer models in the core.
This should also be integrated into the planetary ther-
mal evolution framework in future generations of sub-
Neptune evolution models.

With all of the improvements and physics discussed
above included, one could generate a population of sub-
Neptune models. The modeled demographics of the
formed sub-Neptunes and super-Earths can be com-
pared to the observed population and shed light on main
physical processes sculpting their evolution.

7. CONCLUSIONS

We developed a new one-dimensional python-based
sub-Neptune interior and evolution model that incor-
porates both boil-off and core-powered escape, which
allows us to assess core-powered escape with self-
consistent physical conditions. We find that when con-
sidered outside of the boil-off phase, (the long-lived)
core-powered escape is not able to drive significant mass
loss more than 0.1% of envelope mass fraction over 10
Gyr. The energy source for both boil-off and core-
powered escape are reevaluated. The GSS18 analyti-
cal model is reproduced and compared to our numerical
model, as a means to identify the physical assumptions
that cause differences in results. Here are a number of
key takeaways that we summarize from our study:

1. Boil-off and core-powered escape are primarily
powered by stellar bolometric energy deposited in
the radiative atmosphere above a certain optical
depth to visible photons 7. The energy and mass
re-equilibration in the envelope is driven by con-
vection, which does not require additional energy
input. Instead, the energy source to overcome the
gravitational force is the envelope internal energy
that is released as a result of the mass loss. How-
ever, the energy supply of the deep radiative at-
mosphere where it is optically thick to bolomet-
ric radiation, can only be from a planet’s envelope
cooling energy (intrinsic luminosity). At a younger
age, boil-off can be energy-limited by a scarcity of
intrinsic luminosity before 104 yr rather than stel-
lar bolometric radiation that becomes freely avail-
able after only 10?2 yr. However, such an intrinsic-
limited boil-off always converges to a common evo-
lution track from the non-energy-limited isother-
mal Parker wind model, due to the decoupling
with the thermal evolution. Therefore, we argue
that the non-energy-limited isothermal Parker is
a good approximation for modeling boil-off. The

post-boil-off mass loss happens late and therefore
is not energy-limited.

. We prefer the term (post-boil-off) bolometric-

driven escape over core-powered mass loss, as the
Parker wind mass loss is not sensitive to core lu-
minosity. It cannot be modeled alone without self-
consistent initial conditions from a boil-off phase.
With the better assessed physical conditions, we
find that the post-boil-off mass loss is inefficient
on a long timescale of 10 Gyr. As boil-off removes
significant H/He mass from the planetary enve-
lope within ~ 1 Myr and therefore significantly
reduces a planet’s physical size, at the transition
time when the thermal evolution timescale starts
to be longer than the mass loss timescale, the mass
loss rate is lowered by many orders of magnitude.
Consequently, we find that it has no impact on
exoplanet demographics.

. Boil-off is an efficient mass loss mechanism that

can possibly remove a planet’s entire convective
H/He envelope if the core is not massive enough,
or the atmosphere is highly irradiated, or both.
The final mass fraction after boil-off depends pri-
marily on the initial entropy and insensitively on
the initial mass fraction if the initial physical con-
ditions are properly assessed. We advocate that to
quantitatively determine a planet’s initial entropy
and therefore radius, its initial Kelvin-Helmholtz
contraction time should be comparable to the disk
lifetime of ~ Myrs. This generally corresponds to
a RCB radius of < 20% of its sonic radius.

. The wind-driven energy advection in the convec-

tive envelope is found to be a result of mass loss
instead of driving envelope cooling. Although the
advective cooling assumed in Owen & Wu (2016)
can be many orders of magnitude greater than the
radiative cooling at the early times of the boil-
off it barely affects the thermal evolution during
boil-off. Consequently, the cooling assumption is
generally inefficient in impacting the post-boil-off
mass fraction and entropy for an initial mass frac-
tion smaller than 20%, unless the initial envelope
entropy is unreasonably high.

. Once the photoionization energy deposition region

penetrates below the sonic point, boil-off switches
into the photoevaporation-dominated phase. We
find for all planet models that have a boil-off
phase, the transition happens very slightly before
the end of boil-off. The subsequent atmospherics
escape is therefore XUV-driven, if there is one.
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6. The previous GSS16+GSS18 analytical model
finds an efficient long-lived mass loss, because their
“core-powered escape” from their coupled wind as-
sumption comprises boil-off as part of the long-
lived mass loss phase, namely bolometric-driven
escape, as a result of simplified initial radii and
H/He mass fractions. This should be disentangled
by properly involving a boil-off phase that self-
consistently provides the initial conditions for the
later evolution. An appropriate criterion for the
transition is crucial. We find that dividing the as-
sumed coupled Parker wind into a boil-off phase
and a long-lived “core-powered” phase with their
criterion for the transition such that R,., = 2R,
introduces a large uncertainty in evaluating the
role of the long-lived wind. This is because the
transition phase between the two stages is greatly
prolonged, leading to slowly varying physical be-
haviors, e.g. the degree of coupling between the
mass loss and thermal evolution and the mass loss
enhancement from the core luminosity. Therefore,
we propose that the transition should be set by
the relative timescale between the mass loss and
thermal evolution.

7. We prefer a decoupled Parker wind (non-energy-
limited, bolometric-limited or intrinsic-limited) to
the coupled Parker wind assumed in GSS18, after
reexamining the energy supply of the wind. The
wind assumption largely impacts the behavior of
the mass loss and thermal evolution. A number of
other assumptions have led to an overestimation
of the mass loss in the GSS18 analytical model,
including a lack of energy flux that advects out of
the interior through winds, no efficient shrinkage
as a planet loses mass, and a pure Hy composition
(unreasonably low mean molecular weight) of the
atmosphere.

8. With self-consistent initial conditions and im-
proved physics applied, our numerical model finds
a flat demographic feature between 1.5 —2.0Rg as
a consequence of the vigorous boil-off mass loss,
implying the potential role of XUV-driven escape
in explaining the observed radius gap. A decrease

in sub-Neptune occurrence above 5Rg can be ex-
plained by a boil-off based on the numerical model
without the need for the high mass tail for the
core-mass distribution. To match the observed ra-
dius cliff at 4 Rg, other subsequent mass loss mech-
anisms are required to further decrease the plane-
tary radius. The radiative atmosphere is required
in all planet models, as it increases the physical
sizes of planets by 20-30% above the RCB. Addi-
tionally, any version of what we believe are im-
proved implementation of the GSS18 analytical
model with different combinations of physical con-
ditions with and without the radiative atmosphere
does not show a radius gap similar to observations.

9. Our results contrast with several more recent mod-
eling studies that incorporate improved physical
assumptions beyond GSS18 and similar models
(Gupta & Schlichting 2019; Gupta et al. 2022) and
report significant core-powered mass loss. How-
ever, we propose that this discrepancy arises from
either other critical physical assumptions not ac-
counted for in those models (Misener & Schlichting
2021) or from what we believe are misinterpreta-
tions that overestimate the role of core luminosity
(Rogers et al. 2023a).

With our numerical model, the thermal and mass loss
evolution history of a sub-Neptune in the presence of
boil-off and the long-lived Parker wind escape is deter-
mined under self-consistent initial conditions, with what
we find is an appropriate decoupled Parker wind. In the
future, other physical effects, e.g. photoevaporation and
convective evolution of the rock/iron core, can be read-
ily integrated into our model, enabling us to study these
small planets on a population level in a more compre-
hensive way.
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APPENDIX

A. ASSESSMENT OF THE ENERGY NEEDED TO EXPAND THE ENVELOPE

The most general form of Bernoulli’s principle for irrotational and barotropic flow can be derived from the Euler

equations of conservation of mass, momentum and energy, leading to the following expression:

0B 19p 0¢

— 4+v-VB=-—+ —+T+A Al

ot pot Ot (A1)
where B = e+p/p+v?/2+ ¢ represents the Bernoulli constant (which is constant along flowlines in a steady-state flow).
The external heating and cooling rates per unit mass, denoted by I" and A, are negligible in an adiabatic envelope at
a single timestep. The gravitational potential ¢ is primarily determined by the core mass and changes slowly over a
convection timescale as the envelope mass decreases, resulting in 9¢/90t ~ 0 compared to the other terms in Eq. Al.
The barotropic condition is satisfied in isentropic envelopes. The above equation therefore simplifies to:

DB dp
Dt T ot
where DB/Dt = 0B/0t + v - VB is the Lagrangian time derivative of B.

Using the numerical model described in Sections 2.1-2.2, we conducted differential calculations throughout the entire
boil-off phase and across the envelope, confirming that B varies radially by less than 5% for all of the model planets
we checked, so that VB small, and pdB/dt =~ Op/0t. As discussed in Section 3.1.2; we ignored the kinetic energy term
in the Bernoulli constant in these calculations because its contribution is small.

To further verify the assumption that pv - VB is smaller than the other terms in Eq. 14 (or, equivalently, smaller
than the other two terms in Eq. 15), leading to Eq. 16, we explicitly calculate and compare the individual terms in
Eq. 14. We find that pv - VB is several orders of magnitude smaller than 0E;/0t and h;0p/0t, with the latter two
terms being equal. For the purposes of this test, we calculate the fluid’s velocity v using the mass loss rate, accounting
for the fact that the mass loss rate is not constant across the envelope. This suggests that in an adiabatic envelope
with time-varying envelope mass, the Bernoulli constant B readjusts itself radially on a fast enough timescale that it
can be treated as radially constant.

We also showed analytically in Eq. 17 that the total energy needed for an adiabatic envelope to lose H/He mass
equals the Bernoulli constant B times the mass loss AM. We numerically calculated the structures and energy budgets
of hydrostatic adiabatic (with constant adiabatic index) envelopes with the same RCB boundary conditions (pressure
and temperature) but different envelope masses, assessed without the self-gravity. We decrement the envelope mass
fraction from 10% to 1%, and record the difference between the total energy E at each step:

so-a|- (2 1)

(A2)

where m;, T; and r; are the mass, temperature and radius of each envelope mass shell, respectively. This is compared
to the analytical estimate (h+ ¢)AM, where AM is evaluated as the envelope mass difference between adjacent steps.
A good match is shown in Figure A1, verifying that lifting mass from an adiabatic envelope to infinity (approximately
the sonic point) does not require additional energy injection into the envelope other than the amount needed to expand
the radiative atmosphere.

B. INITIAL ENTROPY EFFECT AND ADVECTIVE COOLING EFFECT FOR PLANETS WITH AN
EXTREME INITIAL RADIUS

In a setup similar to Owen & Wu (2016) with extreme initial conditions, we model two 3Mg, planets initially starting
with the RCB radii R,,0 the same as their sonic point radii Rs and both without any core luminosity. This leads to
timescale ratio teoor,ad/ty; ~ 1. We examine the evolution of the mass loss rate, H/He mass fraction, radius, energy
budget, entropy and relevant timescales, displayed in Figure B2. Before 1072 yr, the advective cooling is not efficient
even though the cooling timescale t.,o; is comparable to the mass loss timescale ¢,;, due to the lack of time for cooling.
Since a significant mass loss is guaranteed during boil-off for this initial setup, the advective cooling that has an equally
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Figure Al. By varying the envelope mass fraction, we show the total energy difference (black) of adiabatic envelopes between
steps and compare it to the analytical estimate that corresponds to the energy needed to lift H/He mass from the surface of the
planet (RCB). The agreement between the two quantities is consistent with our analytical assessment in Eq. 17.

efficient timescale as the mass loss (for both the 10% and 30% models) always becomes effective at the same time when
the H/He mass fraction starts to decline (after 1072 yr in this case), which significantly enhances the post-boil-off
fraction. Therefore, the advective cooling is always important with such an enormous initial radius Rye0 ~ Rs, as
found in Owen & Wu (2016). We warn that under these extreme initial conditions, our adiabatic and hydrostatic
assumptions for the envelope discussed in Section 3.1 likely becomes invalid.

We suggest that the elevated post-boil-off mass fraction from the setup above is not only from the advective cooling
itself as described in Owen & Wu (2016) but also in part from the initial entropy effect, for the reason that the 30%
model always needs a smaller initial entropy than the 10% model to inflate planets to the certain physical size Rs. To
separate these two effects and evaluate their strength, we set up two model comparison experiments for the initially
10% and 30% models with the same 3Mg core mass. In Figure B3, we show the evolution tracks of the planets with
the initial RCB radii the same as the sonic point radii Rs; but with the advective cooling switched off, which finds
an enhancement of the final mass fraction at the end of boil-off by a factor of 2. In Figure B4, starting both models
with the same initial entropy (but different initial radii, still comparable to R;) to eliminate the initial entropy effect,
we find advective cooling results in another factor of 2 difference in the final mass fraction. Therefore, the mass loss
enhancements in Figure B2 and Owen & Wu (2016), where both the 10% and 30% models start with the same initial
RCB radii as their sonic radii, are from a combined effect due to both the advective cooling and the initial entropy.
We find these two effects are equally important for planets with an extreme initial radius, which corresponds to a high
entropy (> 11k;,/atom) and high mass fraction (> 20%).
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Figure B2. We show a comparison between two 3 Mg models (30% in black and 10% in gray) initially having substantially
larger RCB radii (compared to Figure 9) that are the same as the sonic point radii, both without core luminosity, similar to
the setup shown in Owen & Wu (2016). The advective cooling timescale is always comparable to the mass loss timescale.
Consequently, advective cooling starts to efficiently remove the planetary interior energy at the time that the H/He mass
fraction begins to decline after 10~2 yr, resulting in a more pronounced enhancement in the post-boil-off mass fraction between
models with different initial mass fraction, compared to the models that initially have a smaller radius. However, we suggest
in Appendix B that the final mass fraction difference is also due to the initial entropy effect (Figure B3), rather than only the
advective cooling effect (Figure B4). We argue that those cases with the extreme initial radii discussed here do not occur given
self-consistent initial entropies (~ 10ky/atom) and initial mass fractions (< 20%).
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Figure B3. We examine the importance of the initial entropy effect in affecting the final mass fraction at the end of boil-off
by switching off advective cooling from the setup in Figure B2, with other conditions the same. This eliminates the advective
cooling effect. In the top right panel, we find the initial entropy effect accounts for a factor of 2 difference, implying that it
is another important physical effect, in addition to advective cooling, in explaining the different final mass fractions found in
Owen & Wu (2016). The same physical quantities are plotted in each panel, as in Figure 9.
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Figure B4. We evaluate the importance of advective cooling by getting rid of the initial entropy effect from the setup in Figure
B2. We start both planets with the same initial entropy (bottom left), which gives different initial radii (middle left) with the
30% model larger, same as the sonic point radius. In the top right panel, we find advective cooling generates an enhancement
by another factor of 2, compared to the initial entropy effect, demonstrating that both effects are equally important with such
an extreme initial radius. However, we argue that the advective cooling effect is typically minor if planets are born smaller,
only 10%-20% of the sonic point radius Rs with the self-consistent initial conditions. The same physical quantities are plotted
in each panel, as in Figure 9.
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