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ABSTRACT

Over the past decade, observations of evaporating exoplanets have become increasingly common,

driven by the discovery of the near-infrared helium-triplet line as a powerful probe of atmospheric

escape. This process significantly influences the evolution of exoplanets, particularly those smaller

than Jupiter. Both theoretical and observational studies have aimed to determine how efficiently exo-

planets convert their host star’s X-ray and ultraviolet (XUV) radiation into atmospheric mass loss. In

this study, we employ the open-source atmospheric escape model p-winds to systematically analyze all

publicly available helium triplet spectroscopic detections related to exoplanetary atmospheric escape.

Our findings indicate that the retrieved outflows strongly depend on the ratio of XUV flux to planetary

density (FXUV/ρp), supporting the theoretical framework of energy-limited mass loss. We constrain

population-level photoevaporative efficiencies to 0.34± 0.13 and 0.75± 0.21 for hydrogen-helium frac-

tions of 0.90 and 0.99, respectively. These results offer new insights into exoplanetary atmospheric

evolution and will aid future studies on exoplanet population demographics.

Keywords: Exoplanet atmospheres(487) — Extrasolar gaseous planets(2172) — Infrared astron-

omy(786) — Exoplanet evolution(491)

1. INTRODUCTION

Exoplanet surveys have revealed that a large fraction
of exoplanets orbit at short periods, ranging from hours

to a few days (e.g., Batalha et al. 2013; Morton et al.

2016; Zhu & Dong 2021). One unresolved question posed

during the first years of discoveries was whether hot gas

giants were able to retain their atmospheres given their

proximity to their host stars (Guillot et al. 1996). The

general consensus is that photoevaporation driven by ex-

treme ultraviolet (XUV) irradiation (e.g., Lammer et al.

2003; Lecavelier Des Etangs 2007; Davis & Wheatley

2009; Salz et al. 2016a) in combination with dynami-

cal effects (Owen & Lai 2018; Vissapragada et al. 2022)

are the main engines for the onset of atmospheric es-

cape in hot gas giants. It is now understood that hot
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Jovian planets are resilient against evaporation due to

their higher gravity (e.g., Lazovik 2023; Owen & Lai

2018), but the same cannot be said about smaller exo-

planets (e.g., Fulton et al. 2017).

Atmospheric escape has an important role in changing

the radii of sub-Jovian planets (e.g., Owen & Wu 2013;

Kurosaki et al. 2014; Lundkvist et al. 2016), but we

lack observational constraints on how efficiently XUV

irradiation is converted into an outflow (e.g., Shema-

tovich et al. 2014; Krenn et al. 2021; Caldiroli et al.

2022). Namely, the most important astrophysical pa-

rameter that sets the evolution course of an exoplanet is

its mass-loss rate. With the discovery of the metastable

helium (He) triplet at 1.083 µm as a tracer for atmo-

spheric escape (Seager & Sasselov 2000; Oklopčić & Hi-

rata 2018; Allart et al. 2018; Mansfield et al. 2018; Nort-

mann et al. 2018; Spake et al. 2018), we have begun an

era where observational surveys for evaporating plan-

ets are feasible (e.g., Lampón et al. 2021; Vissapragada
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et al. 2022; Zhang et al. 2023; Lampón et al. 2023; Al-

lart et al. 2023; Masson, A. et al. 2024; Orell-Miquel, J.

et al. 2024). These surveys provide us with an opportu-

nity to measure mass-loss rates that will inform detailed

models of exoplanetary evolution, which in turn will be

crucial for the search of atmospheres of rocky, poten-

tially habitable, exoplanets (e.g., Zahnle & Catling 2017;

Zieba et al. 2023; Krissansen-Totton 2023; Teixeira et al.

2024).

According to Dos Santos (2023), at least 14 exoplanets

have been shown to have metastable helium outflows

detected with high spectral resolution or narrow-band

photometry, as well as five with tentative detections.

Since then, new detections have been reported, such as

those contained in Zhang et al. (2023), Pérez González

et al. (2023) and Bello-Arufe et al. (2023) for HAT-P-

32 b, TOI-1268 b and HAT-P-67 b, respectively.

Early efforts in searching for demographic trends in

evaporating exoplanets suggested that the in-transit he-

lium absorption level, measured in units of scale height,

is roughly proportional to the XUV irradiation that the

planet receives (e.g., Nortmann et al. 2018; Dos Santos

et al. 2020). However, more recent results have shown

that this trend is less clear with larger samples (e.g.,

Kirk et al. 2022; Orell-Miquel et al. 2022; Tyler et al.

2023). In theory, a clearer trend should arise in the

measured mass-loss rates in function of XUV irradia-

tion divided by the planetary density, which is predicted

by the energy-limited formulation (Watson et al. 1981;

Lecavelier Des Etangs 2007; Salz et al. 2016b). Viss-

apragada et al. (2022) studied a sample of seven evapo-

rating gas giants observed in narrow-band photometry,

and found that five of them follow this trend. A study

of spectroscopic detections and non-detections using the

SPIRou instrument found no significant trend between

the XUV irradiation and inferred mass-loss rates (Al-

lart et al. 2023). Finally, a study by Zhang et al. (2023)

reported on a statistically significant trend, although it

relies on equivalent width measurements instead of mass

loss estimates.

We present here a uniform analysis of all public

metastable helium observations with the goal of inves-

tigating the existence of the theoretical relationship be-

tween mass-loss rate and XUV irradiation divided by

the planetary density. Performing a uniform analysis

will remove any discrepancies due to the variety of mod-

eling frameworks used in previous studies, allowing us

to investigate true population trends.

This manuscript has the following structure: in Sec-

tion 2, we describe how we interpreted the transmission

spectra with the p-winds code and Gaussian processes.

Section 3 briefly describes the archival observations. In

Section 4, we discuss the main results of our investi-

gation for each exoplanet in the sample, and Section 5

contains the interpretation of these results. We close

this manuscript with the conclusions in Section 6.

2. METHODS

The purpose of this study is to measure the mass-loss

rates of all exoplanets with detections of escaping helium

(at the time of the analysis) in high-resolution transmis-

sion spectroscopy using a uniform modeling framework

across all observations. However, given that the obser-

vations are sourced from different observatories, we must

address data systematics and the modeling of mass-loss

rates to ensure a uniform analysis.

2.1. Data Sample and Analysis

We retrieved archival exoplanet transmission spectra

available in online databases or by private communica-

tion, outlined in Table 1. We note that the transmission

spectra may be reduced in different ways by the different

teams associated with each observation. While reducing

the data under a uniform framework would be the most

ideal way to approach this analysis, we do not expect

this to have a large impact on our analysis and the work

to re-reduce data is outside of this project’s scope. In

situations where there is more than one observation of a

single exoplanet in helium with either Keck or CAO, we

use the dataset more readily available. However, Kirk

et al. (2020) verified that for WASP-107b, the interpre-

tation of the helium-triplet signature was not signifi-

cantly different between the two observatories.

For 8 of the 12 spectra, we had access to the one-

dimensional transmission spectrum, which required no

further reduction. However, for the planets TOI-560b,

TOI-1430b, TOI-1683b, and TOI-2076b, we reduced the

two-dimensional transmission spectra in the stellar rest

frame to obtain the one-dimensional spectra in the plan-

etary rest frame. Zhang et al. (2023) discusses the full

extent of reducing the spectra and is the process we fol-

low here. For all of the spectra, we ensured that the

wavelengths were all measured in-air, via a correction if

necessary.

The spectral energy distributions (SEDs) used are

shown in Table 1. HD 189733, HD 209458, TOI-1430,

and TOI-1683 had published SEDs that were used in lieu

of proxies. For the stars without SED observations, we

identified best-fit proxies to use in the modeling process.

The proxy identification process consists of matching the

properties of the exoplanet host star to those of a star

that have an EUV SED from the MUSCLES database

(France et al. (2016a), Youngblood et al. (2016), Loyd

et al. (2016), Wilson et al. (2021), Behr et al. (2023),
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France et al. (2016b)). We utilize the spectral type and

activity index or age to match stellar hosts with SED

proxies in the database, then scale the archival SED to

the radius of the stellar host and the semi-major axis of

the planet to yield a best estimate of the SED incident

on the planet.

We note that using proxies in this analysis introduces

uncertainty in the true incident irradiation on the or-

biting planets; propagating this error is difficult to do

and does not significantly contribute to systematic er-

rors (Zhang et al. 2024). However, further study of ex-

oplanetary host stars is critical to our understanding of

mass loss, and thus evolution of extrasolar systems.

Detections of the helium-triplet feature are more

information-rich than non-detections, as we can place

constraints on the mass-loss parameters. However, non-

detections provide an upper-bound on the mass-loss

rate, which are especially useful to constrain the vari-

ability of the helium-triplet line and to add constraints

to population analyses. The difficulty of bounding the

mass-loss rates, recovering useful uncertainties, and in-

terpreting the results led us to remove them from this

analysis. Dos Santos (2021) contains references to all

non-detections reported before that publication, and

other non-detections have since been published (e.g.,

Bennett et al. 2023; Vissapragada et al. 2024; Alam et al.

2024).

2.2. Instrumental Systematics Model

Although the one-dimensional transmission spectra

are reduced, there are obvious sources of correlated noise

in the data that must be accounted for in the modeling

framework (see Figure 1). Unaddressed correlated noise

in transmission spectra has been shown to be a poten-

tial source of bias, causing inferences to extract features

in spectra that are not present (Ih & Kempton 2021).

Furthermore, removing correlated noise aids in creating

a uniform sample of helium triplet observations that are

taken from distinct observatories under distinct condi-

tions. We perform a simultaneous fit of the mass-loss

and systematics models, which will be discussed in Sec-

tion 2.3.

We model correlated noise in our spectra via Gaus-

sian Processes (GPs) – a non-parametric approach that

allows us to capture a wide range of different manifesta-

tions of correlated noise and underlying patterns in data

while accounting for the uncertainty in these fits. Figure

1 displays an example of the need to model correlated

noise, as well as the impacts correlated noise could have

on retrievals. Without an understanding of the corre-

lated noise, a mass-loss model is subject to fitting noise,

not the true signal. The use of Gaussian Processes in

the context of exoplanet transmission spectrum analyses

are becoming more commonly used, including the pub-

lication of Guilluy, G. et al. (2024) during this work’s

analysis.

GPs define a distribution over functions, where any

finite set of function values follows a multivariate Gaus-

sian distribution. This means that GPs provide a way

to estimate the possible functions that could generate

a given dataset, while considering different levels of

smoothness or uncertainty. We use the package celerite
(Foreman-Mackey et al. 2017) to implement GPs into

our model.

The heart of GPs lie in their kernel function, or covari-

ance function, which encodes assumptions about the re-

lationships between the data points. By adjusting kernel

parameters, you can control the trade-off between fitting

the observed data and allowing for flexibility in the func-

tion’s behavior. For this study, we use the Matérn-3/2

kernel which emphasizes smoothness in the functions

drawn while accounting for sharp changes between data

points that we observe in transmission spectra. The

GPs contributes 2 tunable parameters when fitting the

GP models to correlated noise.

Figure 1. Overview of the systematics present in an ob-
served transmission spectrum. In pink is a best fit GP to
the systematics in the sample, and dark red is a best fit of
the helium-triplet using p-winds.

In an effort to minimize any over-fitting of the Gaus-

sian process, we perform a GP fit outside of the helium-

triplet window and use this initial fit to place constraints

on the GP during the simultaneous instrumental and

mass-loss model fit. This means that when using the

Gaussian process inside of the helium-triplet window, we

are confident that we are minimizing the component of

the GP that is fitting the helium-triplet feature instead

of systematics. Provided the biases that come along

with fitting the helium feature by a mass-loss model

alone, we propose this to be a more robust method of

retrieving mass-loss parameters.

2.3. Atmospheric Escape Model



4

Note—SED proxies from the MUSCLES survey (France et al. 2016b) combine X-rays and UV spectra with Differential
Emission Measure to determine the unobservable extreme-UV (EUV) spectrum. The SEDs from the X-exoplanets database

(Sanz-Forcada 2022) also use X-rays and UV observations, but the EUV spectrum is calculated using a coronal model.

Table 1. Sample of exoplanets with archival observations of helium escape.

Object Observatory/Instrument Data Reference SED proxy SED reference

GJ-3470b CAO/CARMENES Lampón et al. (2021) GJ 176 France et al. (2016b)

HAT-P-11b CAO/CARMENES Allart et al. (2018) HD 40307 France et al. (2016b)

HD 189733b CAO/CARMENES Salz et al. (2018) HD 189733 Sanz-Forcada (2022)

HD 209458b CAO/CARMENES Lampón et al. (2020) HD 209458 Sanz-Forcada (2022)

WASP-52b Keck II/NIRSPEC Kirk et al. (2022) eps Eri France et al. (2016b)

WASP-69b CAO/CARMENES Nortmann et al. (2018) HD 40307 France et al. (2016b)

WASP-107b Keck II/NIRSPEC Kirk et al. (2020) HD 85512 France et al. (2016b)

WASP-177b Keck II/NIRSPEC Kirk et al. (2022) HD 40307 France et al. (2016b)

TOI-560b Keck II/NIRSPEC Zhang et al. (2023) eps Eri France et al. (2016b)

TOI-1430b Keck II/NIRSPEC Zhang et al. (2023) TOI-1430 Zhang et al. (2023)

TOI-1683b Keck II/NIRSPEC Zhang et al. (2023) TOI-1683 Zhang et al. (2023)

TOI-2076b Keck II/NIRSPEC Zhang et al. (2023) eps Eri France et al. (2016b)

We utilize the p-winds code version 1.4.6 (Dos Santos

& Vissapragada 2023; Dos Santos et al. 2022) to pro-

duce atmospheric escape models. p-winds is based on

the Parker-wind approximation (Parker 1958) applied

for exoplanet outflows from the upper atmosphere (Ok-

lopčić & Hirata 2018). This code has been used exten-

sively in the literature (e.g., Vissapragada et al. 2022;

Kirk et al. 2022; Guilluy et al. 2023; Allart et al. 2023;

Bello-Arufe et al. 2023; Tyler et al. 2024), so we de-

scribe the framework only briefly here. As fixed input,

p-winds takes the stellar and planetary parameters, as

well as the stellar host spectral energy distribution. The

four free parameters of this framework are: the plane-

tary mass-loss rate ṁ, the outflow temperature T , bulk

line-of-sight velocity of the outflow v, and the helium

abundance. For the latter, we chose to either assume

that the planets have solar helium fraction (10%), or

that their helium fraction is 1%. The reason for the

second choice is that recent studies using self-consistent

hydrodynamic models to fit metastable helium observa-

tions suggest that the outflows of evaporating exoplanets

have low helium abundance, with a He/H number frac-

tion close to 1/99 (Salz et al. 2016a; Rumenskikh et al.

2022; Yan et al. 2024).

The code assumes that the sound speed of the outflow

is constant with distance from the planet, which allows

for a significant simplification of the Euler equations

that describe a hydrodynamic outflow. First, p-winds
calculates the hydrogen ionization fraction as a function

of radius, followed by the density and velocity profiles of

the outflow. Secondly, it calculates the distribution of

metastable helium, and thirdly it uses ray-tracing and

radiative transfer algorithms to calculate the average in-

transit absorption spectrum. We refer the reader to Ok-

lopčić & Hirata (2018), Lampón et al. (2020) and Dos

Santos et al. (2022) for more details on the modeling

framework.

We take the stellar and planetary parameters from

the NASA Planetary Systems Composite Table (NASA

Exoplanet Archive 2024). The stellar high-energy SEDs

are unobserved for most of the stars in the sample, so for

those we adopt proxy SEDs or use their SEDs inferred

from a combination of X-rays + UV observations and

modeling (see Section 2.1 and Table 1).

Simultaneously fitting the helium triplet feature and

correlated noise, we are able account for the dominant

features in the population’s transmission spectra, ensur-

ing quality fits regardless of instrument or object.

2.4. Parameter Fitting – Nested Sampling

With an individual model discussed, we turn to a dis-

cussion of parameter space searches and methods for

best fitting the p-winds + GP model to observational

data.

We utilize nested sampling to constrain the five pa-

rameters’ posterior distributions (2 and 3 contributed by

the GP and p-winds, respectively). Nested sampling is a

robust method of generating posterior samples in com-
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plex parameter spaces and provides accurate estimations

of the marginal likelihood (Bayesian evidence). Nested

samplers use live points from a previously defined prior

distribution and replace the lowest likelihood live point

with a new live point that has a larger likelihood. Con-

vergence is stopped when the change in the Bayesian

inference between iterations crosses a user-defined tol-

erance, which we set as 0.010 for this work. Dynamic

nested sampling is further employed, which dynamically

changes the number of live points, allowing the sampler

to improve on the distribution of samples in the prior

space. We deploy the package dynesty to implement

nested sampling into our analysis.

Nested samplers thoroughly search the prior space to

estimate evidences, meaning the sampling routine can

find true solutions to complex, potentially multi-modal

posterior distributions. For this specific application, we

use nested sampling to find a best fit and define con-

fidence intervals for our model given the transmission

spectra in our population sample. Finally, to retrieve

posterior distributions for the model parameters, we

resample the set of points according to the posterior

weights provided by dynesty.
Bringing these three utilities together, we use p-winds

to fit the helium triplet observation, Gaussian processes

to handle systematics, and nested sampling to adjust

these model parameters and investigate their posterior

distributions. The nested sampling routine provides log-

likelihood values that we can use to provide a best-fit to

the transmission spectrum (quantifying the likelihood

of obtaining the observed data given the model param-

eters).

Across a sample of exoplanets, this model becomes

computationally expensive. We utilize ray to parallelize

the model fits to save computational time.

3. ARCHIVAL OBSERVATIONS

As the number of metastable helium observations con-

tinues to grow, the characteristics of exoplanets studied

becomes more varied and requires attention. This study

utilizes observational data of hot Jupiters, warm Nep-

tunes, and mini Neptunes. Here we describe the popu-

lation and previous studies of each object.

3.1. Jupiters

At the start of this analysis, our population size with

publicly available helium-triplet observations is twelve

from CAO/CARMENES and Keck II/NIRSPEC. This

population includes a diverse range of planet types and

atmospheric escape intensities, making it well-suited to

provide insights into energy-limited mass loss. We uti-

lize the archival observations that are most readily avail-

able and easily obtained.

• HD 189733b is a hot Jupiter orbiting the highly

active K dwarf HD 189733 that highly irradi-

ates the planet, which should cause substantial

atmospheric mass loss. Salz et al. (2018) ob-

served this exoplanet with the CARMENES spec-

trograph, finding that the prominent layers where

the planet is losing its atmosphere is not traced by

the helium triplet. Zhang et al. (2022a) observed

this exoplanet with Keck II/NIRSPEC, identify-

ing significant stellar XUV variability that results

in variable helium absorption. Other observations

include those from Allart et al. (2023) and Mas-

son et al. (2024) with SPIRou and Guilluy et al.

(2020) using GIARPS.

• HD 209458b is one of the most studied hot Jupiter

exoplanets due to the system being bright and

nearby. HD 209458 is a G star that is relatively in-

active and only moderately irradiates HD 209458b

with XUV flux. Alonso-Floriano et al. (2019) and

Lampón et al. (2020) utilized CARMENES to ob-

serve the helium-triplet feature, where the lat-

ter study constrained the thermospheric structure

and mass-loss rate of the planet. Observations of

Lyman-α have also proven important for investi-

gating the evolution of the planet. Lampón et al.

(2020) and references therein outline the extensive

studies of HD 209458b and its high-efficiency es-

cape. Other observations include those from Mas-

son, A. et al. (2024) with SPIRou.

• WASP-52b is an inflated hot Jupiter orbiting a K

dwarf that is both young and active. Kirk et al.

(2022) observed this exoplanet with NIRSPEC,

noting the low surface gravity of the planet as

being a motivating factor for atmospheric escape

study. In conjunction with WASP-69b, Vissapra-

gada et al. (2020) utilized the Wide-field Infrared

Camera on the 200-inch Hale Telescope at Palomar

Observatory to prove that ultra-narrowband pho-

tometry is a viable observing technique to quantify

helium triplet absorption. Other observations in-

clude those from Allart et al. (2023) with SPIRou.

• WASP-69b is an extended hot Jupiter orbiting

a K type star that highly irradiates WASP-69b.

Nortmann et al. (2018) observed this exoplanet

with the CARMENES spectrograph, finding post-

transit absorption pointing to the existence of an

extended evaporating tail. Other observations in-

clude those from Allart et al. (2023) and Masson

et al. (2024) with SPIRou.
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• WASP-107b is an extremely low density warm

Jupiter orbiting a K star and is the host to the

first detection of metastable helium in an exo-

planet atmosphere (Spake et al. 2018) by utiliz-

ing HST. Previous observations include that with

HST and the Wide-Field Camera 3 (WFC3) in-

strument, the CARMENES spectrograph on the

3.5 m telescope at the Calar Alto Observatory, and

the Keck II/NIRSPEC spectrograph (Allart et al.

2019; Kirk et al. 2020). Allart et al. (2019) and

Spake et al. (2021) discovered and characterized a

helium tail.

• WASP-177b is a hot Jupiter orbiting an old K

dwarf. Kirk et al. (2022) observed this exoplanet

with NIRSPEC and found a tentative detection of

metastable helium, with similar motivations of a

low surface gravity. WASP-177b is of specific in-

terest due to it being on the upper edge of the

mass-radius distribution (Turner et al. 2019).

3.2. Neptunes

• GJ-3470b is a warm Neptune orbiting an M type

star. Located close to the sub-Neptune desert,

this object has been the subject of many studies

indicating the presence of a large hydrogen exo-

sphere with a high mass-loss rate (Bourrier et al.

2018). Ninan et al. (2020) detected helium using

the Habitable Zone Planet Finder spectrograph on

the Hobby-Eberly Telescope. Palle et al. (2020)

also observed GJ-3470b with CARMENES, con-

straining the mass-loss rate, outflow temperature,

and the stellar and planetary parameters. Other

observations include those from Allart et al. (2023)

and Masson et al. (2024) with SPIRou.

• HAT-P-11b is a warm Neptune orbiting a K

type star with a predicted low enough mass-loss

rate such that the planet would have only lost a

small portion of its mass over its history. Allart

et al. (2018) and Mansfield et al. (2018) both de-

tected a helium signature using HST’s WFC3 and

CARMENES, respectively. This would be the first

instance in which independent detections of the

helium triplet were made from both ground and

space. Other observations include those from Al-

lart et al. (2023) and Masson et al. (2024) with

SPIRou.

3.3. mini-Neptunes

TOI-560b, TOI-1430b, TOI-1683b, and TOI-2076b

are all young mini-Neptunes in systems with K type host

stars that are younger than ∼ 600 Myr with varying in-

cident XUV fluxes. The mass estimates of each of these

objects are not well constrained, leaving their planetary

densities uncertain. As outlined in Zhang et al. (2023),

the masses of the exoplanets, besides TOI-560b, are de-

rived from a mass-radius relation (Wolfgang et al. 2016).

The ages of the systems were obtained using the host

star rotation period. Zhang et al. (2022b) and Zhang

et al. (2023) observed the young planets with NIRSPEC.

Zhang et al. (2023) outlines that each of these four

mini-Neptunes have primordial atmospheres that are

evaporating and will plausibly become super-Earths. In

our sample and given the proxies used, TOI-1683b is

the most irradiated exoplanet in the XUV by its host

star, providing an interesting comparison of mass-loss

estimates.

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In this Section, we lay out the results of our mass-loss

investigations and discuss these results in the context of

previous interpretations of the same or similar data. In

the context of comparing atmospheric escape retrievals,

Lampón et al. (2020) developed a one-dimensional hy-

drodynamic model paired with a non-LTE model, and

will henceforth be referred to as the Lampón et al. (2020)

model. We also compare our results with those obtained

with the EVE code (Bourrier, V. et al. 2015; Allart et al.

2018), which is a kinematic model with charge exchange.

The paper outlining the Parker wind model used in this

analysis will be referred to as the Dos Santos et al. (2022)

model.

In Table 2, we report the bounds on the peak ex-

cess helium-triplet absorption. We select the 95% and

99.7% upper-bound on peak absorption to demonstrate

the maximum expected depth of the observed helium-

triplet signature for each exoplanet. Table 4 outlines

the results of our modeling efforts including the mass-

loss rate, outflow temperature, and outflow velocity. We

compare our results in these tables to those in literature

in the following subsections. For each exoplanet in this

analysis, the posterior distributions of the model param-

eters we retrieve, as well as the transmission spectrum

fits, can be found in the Appendix.

4.1. GJ-3470b

Lampón et al. (2021) utilized a one-dimensional hy-

drodynamic model and a non-LTE model from Lampón

et al. (2020) to estimate the mass-loss parameters for

this planet, finding a temperature of the outflow of

5100±900K and a mass loss rate of 1.9 ± 1.1 × 1011

g s−1. For H/(H + He) = .90, our results agree with

Lampón et al. (2021), falling inside of their outlined

ranges. For H/(H + He) = .99, our results agree well

with Lampón et al. (2021). Palle et al. (2020) used the
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Table 2. Bounds on the peak excess absorption of the
helium-triplet feature.

Object 95% Bound 99.7% Bound

GJ-3470b 1.88% 2.06%

HAT-P-11b 1.32% 1.42%

HD 189733b 1.18% 1.26%

HD 209458b 0.83% 0.90%

WASP-52b 4.06% 4.42%

WASP-69b 3.38% 3.49%

WASP-107b 8.26% 8.72%

WASP-177b 1.18% 1.46%

TOI-560b 0.67% 0.74%

TOI-1430b 0.68% 0.75%

TOI-1683b 0.70% 0.88%

TOI-2076b 1.06% 1.12%

modeling methods of Lampón et al. (2020) to bound the

temperature and mass loss between 3 × 1010 g s−1 for

T = 6000K and 10 × 1010 g s−1 for T = 9000K. These

results differ from each other potentially due to Lampón

et al. (2021) using Lyman-α observations to derive the

neutral hydrogen density. The disagreement with Palle

et al. (2020) for H/(H + He) = .99 likely results from the

differing modeling framework, specifically the inclusion

of short length-scale correlated noise we are modeling in

this dataset.

4.2. HD 189733b

We find that this planet has the highest outflow tem-

perature in the entire sample, and even higher than

those inferred by Lampón et al. (2021), who report a

temperature of 12400+400
−300K. Lampón et al. (2021) uti-

lized the data from Salz et al. (2018) to infer mass-

loss parameters. The authors report a mass-loss rate

of 1.1±0.1×1011 g s−1. For a H/(H + He) value of .99,

we retrieve a higher mass-loss rate and higher tempera-

ture when compared to Lampón et al. (2021). There is

large-amplitude correlated noise in this dataset (see Fig-

ure 1), which would make our modeling efforts diverge.

Regardless, our results are consistent in identifying an

extremely hot and large outflow from the hot Jupiter. It

is also notable that in Fu et al. (2024), the authors indi-

cate that HD 189733b has a atmospheric metallicity that

is three to five times stellar, meaning mass-loss model-

ing efforts that account for metals in the atmosphere

may perform better and should be further studied (e.g.,

Linssen et al. 2024; Zhang et al. 2024).

4.3. HD 209458b

The Lampón et al. (2020) model was developed in

a paper constraining the mass-loss parameters of this

object, where they report a mass-loss and temperature

range of 0.42−1.00×1011 g s−1 and 7125-8125K, respec-

tively. Within the uncertainties, our results are consis-

tent with Lampón et al. (2020), but our model favors

a lower temperature range. The dataset contains short

length-scale correlated noise that we account for, which

inflates our uncertainties on the retrieved parameters

and makes tight parameter constraints difficult.

4.4. HAT-P-11b

In the original paper describing p-winds, Dos Santos

et al. (2022) retrieved an escape rate of 2.5 × 1010 g

s−1 and a temperature of 7200 K. As expected, this is

consistent with our analysis when assuming solar helium

abundance. Allart et al. (2018) employs EVE to set an

upper bound of the metastable helium mass loss rate at

3 × 105 g s−1 and a temperature normalized to mean

atomic weight bound of T/µ ≥ 24000 K · amu−1 . Our

estimated upper bound of the metastable helium mass-

loss rate of 8×104 assuming solar helium abundance falls

well within consistency with this result. When assuming

H/(H + He) = .99, our upper bound on the metastable

helium mass-loss rate is nearly identical to that of Allart

et al. (2018).

Our temperature constraints of 7600+730
−670 K for .90 and

6500+620
−570 K for .99 correspond to T/µ = 5800+560

−510 K ·
amu−1 and T/µ = 6300+600

−490 K · amu−1 for .90 and .99

respectively.

The relatively large uncertainties in the transmission

spectrum data points makes the constraints on the mass-

loss parameters relatively wide and difficult to tightly

constrain.

4.5. WASP-52b

Using p-winds, Kirk et al. (2022) used NIRSPEC ob-

servations to retrieve a mass-loss rate of 1.4×1011 g s−1

and outflow temperature of 8000K. Assuming a solar he-

lium abundance, our escape rate is consistent with this

result and our retrieved outflow temperature is lower,

but within 3σ of our estimate given the nearly 1000K

errors on the temperature from both retrievals. Given

the use of p-winds with solar composition, as Kirk et al.

(2022) used, we would expect our sub-solar abundance

result to be a mis-match. Furthermore, WASP-52b

contains large-amplitude correlated noise in its helium

transmission spectrum, meaning a comparison with a

pure Parker wind model should differ.

It should be noted that the relatively high escape

rate of WASP-52b is paired with a relatively cool out-

flow temperature. HD 189733b has a similarly high es-

cape rate, but a much hotter outflow. Future study

should investigate the relationship between mass-loss
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rates and outflow temperatures and what could cause a

high-escape rate paired with a cool outflow. It appears

that the low density, extended planets roughly follow

this trend of high escape rates and cool outflows.

4.6. WASP-69b

Vissapragada et al. (2020) utilizing a grid of models

following the methods of Oklopčić & Hirata (2018) to

find mass-loss rates and temperatures consistent with

observations taken with the Wide-field Infrared Camera

on the 200-inch Hale Telescope at Palomar Observatory.

Under their assumption of solar-like hydrogen-to-helium

abundances, our results do not fall in the grid of models

consistent with these observations. The observational

(photometric vs spectroscopic) and modeling differences

in the studies could explain the variability in results,

or there is some time variability in the helium signal

from WASP-69b, perhaps due to the extended helium

tail (Nortmann et al. 2018).

4.7. WASP-107b

Spake et al. (2018) utilized a one-dimensional Parker

wind model from Oklopčić & Hirata (2018) to recover

a mass-loss rate between 1010-3 × 1011 g s−1, which is

consistent with the results presented here. Spake et al.

(2018) utilized WFC3 onboard of Hubble Space Tele-

scope to observe the helium signature. Allart et al.

(2019) used the EVaporating Exoplanet (EVE) code,

finding the escape rate of metastable helium as 8× 105

g s−1, which is significantly larger than our upper-bound

estimation of about 105 g s−1 for solar abundance.

This becomes more consistent with our sub-solar helium

abundance upper-bound estimation of about 2.5 × 105

g s−1. Allart et al. (2019) utilized CARMENES at the

Calar Alto observatory.

4.8. WASP-177b

Using p-winds, Kirk et al. (2022) used NIRSPEC ob-

servations to set an upper-limit on a mass-loss rate of

7.9 × 1010 g s−1 and outflow temperature of 6600 K.

Our escape rate is consistent with this upper bound

and our retrieved outflow temperature is within the er-

ror bounds on the temperature estimate for both abun-

dance assumptions. The significant amount of system-

atics within the NIRSPEC observation makes the con-

straints very difficult to obtain.

4.9. The Mini-Neptunes

For the objects TOI-560b, TOI-1430b, TOI-1683b,

and TOI-2076b, Zhang et al. (2023) utilizes an order

of magnitude estimate outlined in Zhang et al. (2022b)

and the Parker wind model outlined in Oklopčić & Hi-

rata (2018) to constrain the mass-loss rates of the three

mini-Neptunes. Mini-Neptunes could plausibly have

high metallicity atmospheres, which inhibits the abil-

ity of Parker wind models to accurately constrain mass-

loss parameters without a constraint on the atmospheric

metallicity.

There are discrepancies when comparing our results to

the results in Zhang et al. (2023), likely due to the han-

dling of systematics. Each of the young planets have

significant correlated noise features that the Gaussian

Process fit, meaning that the resulting mass-loss rate

and outflow temperatures will be affected when compar-

ing to other Parker wind models. Modeling differences

are the most-likely cause of discrepancies between our

results and those described in Zhang et al. (2023). The

inclusion of Gaussian processes with datasets containing

correlated noise would cause deviations in results, even

when comparing two Parker-wind models.

4.9.1. TOI-560b

Zhang et al. (2023) reports mass-loss rates of 1.6×1011

g s−1 and 2.1 × 1010 g s−1 for the Parker and order

of magnitude estimates, respectively. The authors also

find a median outflow temperature of 9800 K using the

Parker wind model. The Parker wind estimate that

the authors present are consistent with both of our he-

lium abundance values, but the sub-solar abundance re-

trieval’s outflow temperature is much more suppressed

than that presented in Zhang et al. (2023). TOI-560b

contains large-amplitude correlated noise features which

impacted fits.

4.9.2. TOI-1430b

Zhang et al. (2023) reports mass-loss rates of 1.3×1011

g s−1 and 2.7 × 1010 g s−1 for the Parker and order

of magnitude estimates, respectively. The authors also

find a median outflow temperature of 6700 K using the

Parker wind model. TOI-1430b has large-amplitude and

short-length-scale correlated noise that impacts the fit-

ting of an atmospheric escape model.

4.9.3. TOI-1683b

Zhang et al. (2023) reports mass-loss rates of 2.5×1010

g s−1 and 2.2 × 1010 g s−1 for the Parker and order

of magnitude estimates, respectively. The authors also

find a median outflow temperature of 6700 K using the

Parker wind model. TOI-1683b contains relatively well-

behaved correlated noise, but the magnitude of the he-

lium triplet is suppressed by an offset that the GP cor-

rected for, meaning our mass loss rates are understand-

ably suppressed when comparing the solar-abundance

retrievals.

4.9.4. TOI-2076b
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Zhang et al. (2023) reports mass-loss rates of 2.4×1010

g s−1 and 2.8 × 1010 g s−1 for the Parker and order

of magnitude estimates, respectively. The authors also

find a median outflow temperature of 5000 K using the

Parker wind model. TOI-2076b, similarly to TOI-1430b,

has large-amplitude and short length-scale correlated

noise that impacts the fitting of an atmospheric escape

model.

5. INTERPRETATION

Given the utilization of a new modeling technique in

metastable helium triplet analyses in the form of Gaus-

sian Processes, we wish to interpret both the individual

modeling efforts and the results of the population-level

modeling results. Thus, this section is split into two sub-

sections, Section 5.1 will discuss our introduction of GPs

into the modeling efforts and Section 5.2 will discuss the

interpretations of the model results.

5.1. Gaussian Processes

In Section 2.2, we discuss the intricacies of our ef-

forts to mediate the correlated noise in the transmission

spectra via Gaussian Processes. One important ques-

tion to answer is how the GP affects our model results.

We present an example of systematics within a helium

observation and the ability of GPs to fit for the system-

atics. Figure 1 exemplifies the impacts of systematics

within the helium-triplet window.

We use HD 209458b and WASP-69b as examples

of large- and small-amplitude systematics within the

datasets to investigate the difference in model fits ac-

counting for correlated noise fits and not. To compare

model fits, we utilize Bayesian evidences to investigate

whether the GPs are a preferred fit and look at the pos-

terior distributions for any differences. Table 3 outlines

these evidences and posteriors.

Table 3. Comparisons of the Bayesian evidences and poste-
riors of the WASP-69b and HD 209458b retrievals with and
without GPs. We assume .99 for the hydrogen-to-helium
ratio. The uncertainties are reported at the 16th and 84th
percentiles.

GP-Model log ṁ log T v logZ
WASP-69b 11.34+0.04

−0.04 3.67+0.01
−0.01 −2.3+0.4

−0.4 1967

HD 209458b 11.12+0.42
−0.85 3.78+0.11

−0.15 +4.2+0.9
−1.1 5247

No-GP Model log ṁ log T v logZ
WASP-69b 11.35+0.03

−0.03 3.67+0.01
−0.01 −2.3+0.2

−0.2 1954

HD 209458b 11.57+0.10
−0.12 3.89+0.03

−0.03 +3.4+0.6
−0.6 5069

For objects with minimal correlated noise in their

transmission spectrum, such as WASP-69b, we observe

that the posterior distributions are nearly identical, but

with a slight inflation of the uncertainties. This is to

be expected, as Gaussian processes provide more realis-

tic uncertainties on retrieved values. The log-evidences

favor the GP model significantly.

For objects with moderate correlated noise in their

transmission spectrum, such as HD 209458b, we observe

that the posterior distributions diverge, but with a sim-

ilar inflation of the uncertainties. The posteriors are

consistent with one another, but we would expect the

posteriors when including GPs to be more accurate in

retrieving mass-loss parameters. The log-evidences sig-

nificantly favor the GP model, more so than for datasets

with less correlated noise.

Including GPs in our mass-loss parameter retrievals

allows us to present uncertainties from a model that is

fitting for complex correlated noise sources allowing for

more accurate retrieved values with wider uncertainties

that capture the true variation due to this correlated

noise. The evidences presented strongly prefer fits with

the GPs and we can be more confident in the retrieved

median values for the mass-loss parameters.

We present the p-winds fitted transmission spectra

with and without GPs being used. The transmission

spectrum of HD 209458b has larger correlated noise rel-

ative to the depth of the helium-triplet line, and thus

displays a difference in the fitted model when compared

to WASP-69b, which has a relatively small amount of

correlated noise. In the case of WASP-69b, the two

models are essentially indistinguishable visibly.

It should be expected that the difference between the

two models are larger for spectra that have more cor-

related noise, as is the case with HD 209458b. We

conclude that the GP is valuable for fitting correlated

noise and producing more realistic uncertainties (now

accounting for uncertainties from correlated noise) in

the retrieved parameters.

5.2. Model Interpretation

The energy-limited mass loss formulation was initially

theorized by Watson et al. (1981) to model the evolution

of early Earth and Venus, which had H-rich envelopes in

the beginning of their lives. More recently, this formu-

lation has routinely been used to model the evolution of

exoplanets (e.g., Lecavelier Des Etangs 2007; Kurokawa

& Kaltenegger 2013; Lopez & Fortney 2014; Owen &

Wu 2017; Mordasini 2020). This theory poses that the

XUV irradiation from the host star is absorbed in the

upper atmosphere of a given planet, which is converted

to heat, causing the gas to expand and producing an

outflow. The conversion between stellar radiation into
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Figure 2. Comparative figures of models with and without
Gaussian Processes included. The line in green represents
the p-winds fit with the GP included. The line in red repre-
sents the p-winds fit without a GP included. H/(H + He) =
.99.

outflow is a complex process and is usually studied in

the form of an efficiency factor.

Vissapragada et al. (2022) presented a mean energy-

limited outflow efficiency for a restricted population of

exoplanets on close-in orbits using photometry. The au-

thors conclude that the retrieved efficiency of photoe-

vaporation is too low to carve out the upper boundary

of the Neptune desert. With our population of 12 exo-

planets with detections from spectroscopy, we repeat the

analysis to obtain an energy-limited outflow efficiency,

with the inclusion of hot Jupiters and mini-Neptunes.

The energy-limited approximation from Caldiroli et al.

(2022) states:

Ṁ =
3ε

4G

FXUV

ρp
, (1)

where ε is the efficiency with which XUV photons are

converted into escaping material, G is the gravitational

constant, FXUV is the incident XUV flux in the upper

atmosphere and ρp is the planetary density. The effi-

ciency ε factor encapsulates different processes that can

potentially decrease or increase the planetary mass-loss

rate (Shematovich et al. 2014), such as radiative cooling

(Murray-Clay et al. 2009), interactions with the stel-

lar wind (Carolan et al. 2021), magnetic field interac-

tions (Ben-Jaffel et al. 2022), radiation pressure (Bour-

rier et al. 2016), and Roche lobe overflow (Erkaev et al.

2007).

Theory expects a linear relationship between the ratio

of FXUV /ρp and the mass-loss rate, Ṁ . By fitting a line

with the retrieved mass-loss rates and the stellar/planet

properties outlined above, we obtain Figures 3.

Beyond FXUV /ρp ∼ 104, this specific formulation

breaks down (Murray-Clay et al. 2009); we also fit a

piecewise line in the energy-limited regime, then a sep-

arate line beyond the energy-limited regime threshold.

Finally, we fit a flat line to the data for a baseline.

5.2.1. Pure Energy-Limited Mass Loss

Caldiroli et al. (2022) describes a relationship between

the normalized XUV flux and the mass-loss rate, medi-

ated by the efficiency of atmospheric mass loss, denoted

as ε. This efficiency reflects how effectively an exo-

planet’s atmosphere loses mass in response to increasing

XUV irradiation.

For H/(H + He) = .90, we applied a linear fit to the

exoplanet population data, resulting in a mass-loss effi-

ciency of 0.18± 0.04. This value represents the average

efficiency across the sample. For a hydrogen-to-helium

ratio of .99, the linear fit yielded a higher efficiency of

0.67 ± 0.14. As expected, more hydrogen rich escape

models indicate higher efficiencies of converting XUV

irradiation into mass loss.

A visual inspection of Figures 3 suggest that there

may be an ambiguous correlation between increasing

XUV flux and the mass-loss rate for the exoplanets in

our sample. To explore this, we fit a flat-line model, a

purely linear, and a linear model that changes slope at

FXUV /ρp ∼ 104. We hypothesize that the mass-loss ef-

ficiency ε might effectively be zero and seek for evidence

that energy-limited mass loss is supported by these re-

sults.

The assumption of energy-limited mass loss begins to

break down at FXUV /ρp ∼ 104, where the conversion

of XUV flux into mass loss becomes less efficient, as

suggested by Vissapragada et al. (2020). To test this,

we fit the data using a piecewise linear model, which

introduces a change in slope at this threshold.

For a hydrogen-to-helium ratio of .90, the efficiency

before the boundary was 0.34± 0.13, which dropped to

0.10 ± 0.06 beyond the threshold. For a hydrogen-to-

helium ratio of .99, the efficiency prior to the boundary

was higher at 0.75±0.21, decreasing to 0.57±0.19 post-

boundary. The results indicate a significant reduction in
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Figure 3. Mass-loss rate, Ṁ , as a function of the normalized incident flux, FXUV /ρ, for the sample assuming a H/(H +
He) abundance of .90 (top panel) and .99 (bottom panel). The violin plots in grey illustrate the marginalized distribution of
mass-loss rates with the median, 5% lower bound, and 95% upper bound overplotted on the violin plots in black. The dark
green line illustrates the best-fit line for mass-loss rate as a function of the normalized incident flux. The pink line illustrates
the best-fit piecewise model for mass-loss rate as a function of the normalized incident flux. The dark red line illustrates the
fitted flat line.

XUV-conversion efficiency beyond this boundary. Vis-

sapragada et al. (2022) constrained the mean energy-

limited outflow efficiency to ε = .41+.16
−.13, consistent with

our solar-abundance efficiency pre-boundary.

When comparing the models, for an abundance of .90,

the log evidence values for the flat line, linear, and piece-

wise models were −311.69, −306.55, and −306.36, re-

spectively, indicating a preference for models that ac-

count for energy-limited mass loss. For an abundance of

.99, the log evidence values for the flat line, linear, and

piecewise models were −325.58, −321.11, and −321.23,

respectively. Here too, the data support the energy-

limited mass-loss models. No matter the abundances

used, our exoplanet population favors strong evidence of

energy-limited mass loss models. See Benneke & Seager

(2013) for log-evidence model selection criteria, where a

Bayes Factor is matched with a significance value. Table

4 contains the full results of the runs for each abundance

ratio used.

Paramount to the motivation of this work was ques-

tioning whether small, highly-irradiated planets are able

to retain their atmospheres. To investigate this, we uti-

lize the retrieved mass-loss rates to estimate the fraction

of total mass that a planet loses in a Gyr. Figures 4 illus-
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Table 4. Results of the p-winds retrievals outlining each exoplanet’s mass-loss rate ṁ, outflow temperature T , and outflow
velocity, v, assuming H/(H + He) abundances of .99 and .90.

Object Abundance = .99 Abundance = .90

ṁ (g s−1) T (K) v (km s−1) ṁ (g s−1) T (K) v (km s−1)

GJ-3470b 2.0+0.8
−0.6 × 1011 4500+320

−300 −3.0+1.6
−1.6 6.6+2.9

−1.9 × 1010 6600+810
−580 −2.9+1.6

−1.6

HAT-P-11b 1.8+0.5
−0.4 × 1011 6500+620

−570 −1.8+0.9
−0.9 4.7+1.2

−1.1 × 1010 7600+730
−670 −1.8+0.9

−0.9

HD 189733b 4.6+0.9
−0.8 × 1011 15000+700

−670 −2.9+0.9
−0.9 6.3+2.4

−2.2 × 1010 17000+2100
−1500 −2.9+0.9

−0.9

HD 209458b 1.3+2.1
−1.1 × 1011 6000+1700

−1800 +4.2+0.9
−1.1 1.4+5.5

−1.3 × 1010 6800+2600
−1900 +3.5+1.2

−1.2

WASP-52b 5.6+2.0
−1.6 × 1011 4600+560

−500 −2.2+1.1
−1.0 1.7+0.7

−0.5 × 1011 5900+1000
−990 −2.3+1.1

−1.1

WASP-69b 2.2+0.2
−0.2 × 1011 4700+110

−110 −2.3+0.4
−0.4 5.9+0.6

−0.5 × 1010 6200+140
−140 −2.3+0.4

−0.4

WASP-107b 2.1+0.5
−0.4 × 1011 2500+120

−110 −4.9+0.6
−0.7 8.3+2.2

−1.7 × 1010 3600+260
−240 −4.8+0.6

−0.7

WASP-177b 5.9+26
−5.8 × 1010 4900+6300

−2800 +6.0+4.2
−5.4 1.2+6.2

−1.2 × 1010 5600+5300
−2900 +6.5+3.8

−4.3

TOI-560b 1.5+2.6
−0.9 × 1011 5000+1400

−1000 +4.0+2.9
−3.5 5.1+8.7

−3.0 × 1010 6900+3300
−1900 +4.0+3.1

−4.1

TOI-1430b 1.7+2.6
−0.8 × 1010 2500+580

−370 −4.3+1.5
−1.8 3.2+5.9

−1.6 × 109 2600+840
−490 −3.8+1.4

−1.7

TOI-1683b 3.0+14
−2.3 × 1010 3500+2200

−1000 −6.0+3.6
−3.3 4.8+17

−3.6 × 109 3700+2300
−1200 −6.1+3.1

−3.0

TOI-2076b 7.2+3.5
−1.6 × 109 1300+270

−150 −1.0+0.6
−0.6 2.6+1.4

−1.0 × 109 1600+280
−270 −1.2+0.6

−0.6

trate this assuming a constant mass-loss rate throughout

the lifetime of the exoplanet.

Figure 4. Fraction of mass lost for each target in 1 Gyr as
a function of the normalized incident flux, FXUV /ρ, for the
sample assuming a H/(H + He) abundance of .90 (top panel)
and .99 (bottom panel).

Regarding the solar-like hydrogen abundance mass-

loss rates, it appears that small objects, such as the

mini-Neptunes, cannot hold onto their atmospheres for

a significant amount of time, and thus evolve into super-

Earths. However, the mass-loss rates must be better

constrained to provide a complete picture. The mini-

Neptunes could all plausibly lose a percent of their at-

mosphere in a Gyr, which would be a significant portion

of their atmospheres. TOI-2076b is the exception to

this, losing much less than 1% of its atmosphere in a

Gyr.

GJ-3470b and HAT-P-11b are warm Neptunes, while

WASP-107b is an inflated warm Jupiter with an ex-

tended tail. The results indicate that warm Neptune at-

mospheric evolution is significantly impacted by photoe-

vaporative effects, while hot Jupiters are robust against

it, save those with extremely low densities and extended

tails. Mini-Neptunes appear to have unique evolution-

ary paths that evolve them into super Earths, as indi-

cated in the literature (Zhang et al. 2023).

For a sub-solar helium abundance, all targets lose sig-

nificantly more mass than their solar-abundance coun-

terparts. Each object could plausibly lose 1% of its

mass. For warm Neptunes like HAT-P-11b and GJ-

3470b, a near 10% loss in total mass would constitute a

large fraction of its atmosphere. This is less prominent

for the hot Jupiters, with higher mass content being con-

tained in their atmospheres. WASP-69b and WASP-52b

have extended atmospheres and would be expected to

have high mass-loss rates, and thus high fractional mass

loss. WASP-107b’s extreme low density also explains

its high fractional mass loss relative to its hot Jupiter

counterparts.
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Constraining the true hydrogen and helium abun-

dances in exoplanet atmospheres is critical to our under-

standing of atmospheric evolution, leading to differing

understandings of how planets will evolve in their life-

times. While the community is beginning to understand

that super-solar hydrogen abundances are better appli-

cable to exoplanet atmospheres (Lampón et al. 2021), it

is important to fully understand nuances and subtleties

regarding atmospheric abundances.

6. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we performed a uniform mass-loss anal-

ysis of all publicly available spectroscopic helium triplet

observations, allowing us to examine population trends

in atmospheric escape among exoplanets. Atmospheric

mass loss is pivotal to understanding exoplanet evolu-

tion, yet the efficiency with which XUV irradiation is

converted into mass loss has remained ambiguous due

to inconsistencies in previous analyses. Caldiroli et al.

(2022) outlined a theoretical relationship between an

exoplanet’s mass-loss rate and XUV irradiation, gov-

erned by an efficiency factor under the assumption that

the planet is in the energy-limited mass-loss regime (up

to FXUV/ρp ∼ 104). Using the open-source p-winds
model, Gaussian processes, and nested sampling, we

constrained this efficiency for two different hydrogen

fractions, .90 and .99, finding values of ε = 0.34 ± 0.13

for the .90 ratio and ε = 0.75 ± 0.21 for the .99 ratio.

We conclude that the current sample of helium

triplet observations provides strong evidence supporting

energy-limited mass loss. While additional observations

are necessary to refine population trends, our results

lend credence to the theoretical framework underlying

energy-limited escape. The observational capabilities of

JWST offer a unique opportunity to obtain more precise

mass-loss estimates across a broader range of exoplanet

populations (Dos Santos et al. 2023). We also call for

the publication of non-detections of the helium triplet

signature. While non-detections can only provide up-

per bounds on mass-loss parameters, these bounds are

critical for constraining our understanding of planetary

evolution. Each non-detection contributes valuable in-

formation to population-level studies of evaporating ex-

oplanets.

It is also essential to direct future studies toward a

deeper understanding of the host stars of exoplanets un-

dergoing mass loss. A fundamental input for mass-loss

models is the stellar spectral energy distribution (SED),

which remains unconstrained for many of the systems in

this sample. Although using SED proxies is a common

approach, this method introduces uncertainties that are

challenging to quantify. Expanding observations to in-

clude exoplanets orbiting a wider range of stellar types

will help elucidate how mass-loss rates vary across non-

solar-type stars.

One significant limitation of current helium observa-

tions is the bias toward detecting large helium signa-

tures, and thus higher mass-loss rates. Theoretical mod-

els of mass loss do not inherently favor high or low rates,

meaning the population trends outlined in this study

primarily apply to exoplanets with substantial mass loss.

Observations of exoplanets with moderate to slow mass

loss are technically challenging and difficult to secure

telescope time for, but are essential for fully understand-

ing mass-loss population trends.

In our analysis, we identified planets that exhibit high

mass-loss rates, but relatively cool outflow tempera-

tures. Although these objects seem to be low density,

inflated objects, it is worth an investigation into the re-

lationship between mass-loss rates and outflow temper-

atures to understand the physics of this trend.

With our observational evidence of energy-limited

mass loss, we now have a clearer understanding of the

dominant physical processes affecting highly irradiated

exoplanets. This enhances our ability to contextualize

key aspects of atmospheric evolution, such as the exo-

planetary radius gap. However, as Vissapragada et al.

(2022) concluded, energy-limited outflows alone may be

too inefficient to account for the upper edge of the Nep-

tune desert. They suggest that additional mechanisms,

such as tidal disruption, may be required to fully ex-

plain certain features of planetary evolution (Owen &

Lai 2018).

With the growing number of helium triplet observa-

tions and advances in observational capabilities, we are

poised to deepen our understanding of atmospheric es-

cape mechanisms. Continued exploration will not only

clarify the role of energy-limited mass loss, but also pro-

vide a more complete picture of exoplanetary evolution

across a diverse range of systems.
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2023, arXiv e-prints, arXiv:2312.02381,

doi: 10.48550/arXiv.2312.02381

—. 2024, ApJ, 960, 123, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ad11d0

Van Rossum, G. 2020, The Python Library Reference,

release 3.8.2 (Python Software Foundation)

Vissapragada, S., Knutson, H. A., Jovanovic, N., et al.

2020, AJ, 159, 278, doi: 10.3847/1538-3881/ab8e34

Vissapragada, S., Knutson, H. A., Greklek-McKeon, M.,

et al. 2022, AJ, 164, 234, doi: 10.3847/1538-3881/ac92f2

Vissapragada, S., McCreery, P., Santos, L. A. D., et al.

2024, The Astrophysical Journal Letters, 962, L19,

doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/ad23cf

Watson, A. J., Donahue, T. M., & Walker, J. C. G. 1981,

Icarus, 48, 150, doi: 10.1016/0019-1035(81)90101-9

Wilson, D. J., Froning, C. S., Duvvuri, G. M., et al. 2021,

ApJ, 911, 18, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/abe771

Wolfgang, A., Rogers, L. A., & Ford, E. B. 2016, The

Astrophysical Journal, 825, 19,

doi: 10.3847/0004-637X/825/1/19

Yan, D., Guo, J., Seon, K.-i., et al. 2024, A&A, 686, A208,

doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/202348210

Youngblood, A., France, K., Loyd, R. O. P., et al. 2016,

ApJ, 824, 101, doi: 10.3847/0004-637X/824/2/101

Zahnle, K. J., & Catling, D. C. 2017, ApJ, 843, 122,

doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/aa7846

Zhang, M., Cauley, P. W., Knutson, H. A., et al. 2022a,

The Astronomical Journal, 164, 237,

doi: 10.3847/1538-3881/ac9675

Zhang, M., Dai, F., Bean, J. L., Knutson, H. A., &

Rescigno, F. 2023, ApJL, 953, L25,

doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/aced51

Zhang, M., Knutson, H. A., Dai, F., et al. 2023, The

Astronomical Journal, 165, 62,

doi: 10.3847/1538-3881/aca75b

Zhang, M., Knutson, H. A., Wang, L., Dai, F., & Barragán,

O. 2022b, The Astronomical Journal, 163, 67,

doi: 10.3847/1538-3881/ac3fa7

Zhang, M., Bean, J. L., Wilson, D., et al. 2024, arXiv

e-prints, arXiv:2409.08318,

doi: 10.48550/arXiv.2409.08318

Zhang, Z., Morley, C. V., Gully-Santiago, M., et al. 2023,

Science Advances, 9, eadf8736,

doi: 10.1126/sciadv.adf8736

Zhu, W., & Dong, S. 2021, ARA&A, 59, 291,

doi: 10.1146/annurev-astro-112420-020055

Zieba, S., Kreidberg, L., Ducrot, E., et al. 2023, Nature,

620, 746, doi: 10.1038/s41586-023-06232-z

http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201527042
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201833694
http://doi.org/10.1002/asna.20220008
http://doi.org/10.1086/309088
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201423573
http://doi.org/10.1063/1.1835238
http://doi.org/10.1214/06-BA127
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/ac178a
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-018-0067-5
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staa278
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ad0cec
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stz742
http://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2312.02381
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ad11d0
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/ab8e34
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/ac92f2
http://doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/ad23cf
http://doi.org/10.1016/0019-1035(81)90101-9
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/abe771
http://doi.org/10.3847/0004-637X/825/1/19
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/202348210
http://doi.org/10.3847/0004-637X/824/2/101
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aa7846
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/ac9675
http://doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/aced51
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/aca75b
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/ac3fa7
http://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2409.08318
http://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.adf8736
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-astro-112420-020055
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-023-06232-z


18

APPENDIX

We present here the model-parameter posteriors as well as the model-fit transmission spectra.

The appendix figure sets are accessible on Zenodo (McCreery et al. 2025).
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