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ABSTRACT

Recent ground- and space-based surveys have shown that planets between Earth and Neptune in

size, known as “super-Earths,” are among the most frequently found planets in the Galaxy. Although

the JWST era has provided high-quality atmospheric data on many such super-Earths, modeling tools

are crucial for understanding their unobservable interiors. Consequently, interior studies represent the

next essential step in gaining a comprehensive understanding of this class of exoplanets. This study

investigates the interior structure, thermal evolution, and atmospheric dynamics of the super-Earth

GJ 486b using SERPINT, a 1-D self-consistent coupled interior structure and evolution model, aiming to

understand the planet’s thermal evolution based on an Earth-like structure. Our results indicate that

GJ 486b’s core is approximately 1.34 times larger than Earth’s, with a core pressure of about 1171 GPa.

The thermal evolution model predicts that the planet’s mantle cools and solidifies over approximately

0.93 million years. As the magma ocean cools, water is released from the melt, forming a water-rich

atmosphere during early solidification. Photolysis of water vapor and subsequent hydrogen escape

lead to oxygen accumulation, forming a water- and oxygen-rich secondary atmosphere. Future high-

sensitivity JWST observations, with improved wavelength coverage and the detection of additional

trace gases, will enable a detailed analysis of the planet’s atmospheric composition, providing crucial

insights into the interior, surface, and subsurface properties of GJ 486b.

Keywords: Extrasolar rocky planets (511); Exoplanet atmospheres (487); Planetary interior (1248);

Computational methods (1965)

1. INTRODUCTION

Since the discovery of the first rocky exoplanet,

Kepler-10b (Batalha et al. 2011), numerous terrestrial

exoplanets have been identified, highlighting the exis-

tence of Earth-sized planets revolving around their host

stars. The TRAPPIST-1 system is one of the few exo-

planetary systems discovered that consists of seven ter-

restrial exoplanets, three of which lie within the habit-

able zone of their host star (Luger et al. 2017; Grimm

et al. 2018; Turbet et al. 2020). Recent work indicates

that TRAPPIST-1b has an atmosphere-less surface

(de Wit et al. 2016). Zieba et al. (2023) ruled out the
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presence of a thick atmosphere on TRAPPIST-1c and

found evidence of a thin CO2 atmosphere. Thanks to

the wealth of rocky exoplanet discoveries and advances

in observing capabilities, the effort to characterize rocky

terrestrial exoplanets has experienced significant growth

within the scientific community (Wordsworth & Kreid-

berg 2022). Analogous to Earth, terrestrial exoplan-

ets provide insights into diverse conditions and poten-

tial habitability that might exist beyond Earth. These

planets are typically characterized by Earth-like densi-

ties and thin atmospheres, with interiors predominantly

composed of rock, silicate melts, and/or liquids (such

as water oceans) (Van Hoolst et al. 2019). Their at-

mospheres typically exhibit radii less than ≈ 1.5 Earth

radii (R⊕) and comprise a thin layer of volatiles, re-

sulting in secondary atmospheres formed by outgassing
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from magma oceans, vaporization of volatiles, and vol-

canic activities (Lopez & Fortney 2014; Unterborn &

Panero 2019).

There are several different types of atmospheres that

can form on terrestrial planets through various mech-

anisms. Some of these include the formation of sec-

ondary atmospheres by volcanic outgassing (Schaefer

et al. 2016; Ortenzi et al. 2020; Krissansen-Totton &

Fortney 2022; Liggins et al. 2022), steam atmospheres

resulting from ice pebbles accumulating around the wa-

ter ice line (Mousis et al. 2019; Krissansen-Totton et al.

2021; Kimura & Ikoma 2022), and the formation of

silicate atmospheres (Schaefer & Fegley 2009; Schaefer

et al. 2012; Zilinskas et al. 2022). These diverse atmo-

spheric compositions are influenced by various interior

compositions, introducing degeneracies in the internal

structure; for instance, planets of identical mass and ra-

dius can differ in interior structure and mineralogy (Sea-

ger et al. 2007; Huang et al. 2022). A planet with a dense

iron core and a light mantle may have the same mass and

radius as a planet with a relatively light core and a dense

mantle. Both types of planets, based on their mineral

compositions, may produce very similar or completely

different atmospheres (Madhusudhan 2012; Dorn et al.

2017; Unterborn & Panero 2019).

During the slow cooling phase of the magma ocean

stage, the structure of the core and mantle develops as

minerals and rocks differentiate based on density gra-

dients (Rubie et al. 2011; Dorn et al. 2018; Schaefer &

Elkins-Tanton 2018; Trønnes et al. 2019). The initially

homogeneous magma separates, with heavier iron con-

tent sinking to the bottom, resulting in the formation

of the metallic core (Brett 1984; Righter 2003; Litasov

& Shatskiy 2016), quite analogous to small bodies like

Ceres, which may not have a fully differentiated inte-

rior due to a short magma ocean stage due to which the

iron did not entirely separate (Zolotov 2009; Neveu &

Desch 2015; Zolotov 2020). Understanding composition,

density gradients, and core characteristics informs mass-

radius relations and planetary classification, aiding pre-

dictions about atmospheric composition, volatile reten-

tion, and geological activity, which impact habitability

assessments (Schaefer & Elkins-Tanton 2018; Van Hoolst

et al. 2019; Nettelmann & Valencia 2021).

Terrestrial planets have diverse surfaces with solids

and liquids vital for complex chemical reactions depen-

dent on surface activation, which atmospheric processes

alone might hinder (Berdyugina & Kuhn 2019). Ad-

ditionally, the composition and dynamics of a planet’s

interior are pivotal in assessing these reactions. Earlier

work by Dorn & Lichtenberg (2021) indicates that water

in the deep mantle and core may contribute up to 16%

uncertainty in the planet’s bulk radius. The interaction

between the atmosphere of a terrestrial planet and its in-

terior is crucial, as its gravity may not be strong enough

to retain primary atmospheres composed of H2-He dur-

ing the early accretion (Kite et al. 2016; Kite & Barnett

2020). Consequently, these planets are unlikely to have

a primary H2-He atmosphere due to insufficient gravi-

tational pull, resulting in secondary atmospheres with

higher molecular masses (Elkins-Tanton & Seager 2008;

Suer et al. 2023). Exoplanets such as 55 Cnc e (Demory

et al. 2016; Crida et al. 2018; Dorn et al. 2019; Hu et al.

2024) and GJ 1132b (Schaefer et al. 2016; Diamond-

Lowe et al. 2018; May et al. 2023) have been extensively

studied for their rocky interiors and high molecular mass

secondary atmospheres.

The unobservability of the interiors of rocky exoplan-

ets highlights the importance of theoretical and numer-

ical models to understand their interior structure and

evolution. While several models exist to study planetary

interiors, recent models such as ExoPlex (Lorenzo Jr

2018; Unterborn & Panero 2019) and Magrathea (Huang

et al. 2022) include different interior compositions to

simulate the structure of the planet. In contrast, ther-

mal evolution models such as VPLANET (Barnes et al.

2020; Barth et al. 2021) and PACMAN (Krissansen-Totton

et al. 2021; Krissansen-Totton & Fortney 2022) incor-

porate parameterized models in conjunction with the

atmosphere. Each model operates in its own region

of parameter space and incorporates slightly different

physics. Studying terrestrial exoplanets involves com-

paring them with rocky planets in our solar system,

including moons and dwarf planets (Greenwood et al.

2005; Elkins-Tanton 2008; Hosono et al. 2019; Salvador

et al. 2023). These comparisons help draw parallels

and discern commonalities, refining our understanding

of planetary system dynamics. Examining constraints

like surface composition and atmospheric dynamics pro-

vides deeper insights into planetary formation and evo-

lution (Turrini et al. 2015).

While previous models have explored the structure

and thermal evolution of rocky interiors, a well-defined

coupling between these two aspects and the formation

of the atmosphere requires further investigation. This

work examines the interior structure, thermal evolution,

and atmospheric development of the rocky planet GJ

486b, which has a mass of 3.00 M⊕ and a radius of 1.343

R⊕, orbiting an M-dwarf star (Caballero et al. 2022).

GJ 486b orbits a bright, weakly active M-dwarf host

star with a short orbital period of 1.47 days and a warm

surface temperature, making it a prime target for at-

mospheric characterization through emission and tran-

sit spectroscopy with JWST (Caballero et al. 2022). For
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instance, it was recently observed using high-precision

photometry and spectroscopy techniques with JWST’s

NIRSpec/G395H instrument. These observations have

provided valuable insights into its structure and at-

mospheric composition (Caballero et al. 2022; Ridden-

Harper et al. 2023; Moran et al. 2023). Specifically, two

transits of GJ 486b were observed using NIRSpec in the

G395H grating mode, covering wavelengths from 2.87

to 5.14 µm at an average native spectral resolution of

R ∼ 2700 (Moran et al. 2023). This dataset was used

to analyze the transmission spectrum of GJ 486b and

investigate the presence of atmospheric features, partic-

ularly water vapor. The data, reduced independently

using three pipelines (Eureka! (Bell et al. 2022), FIRE-

FLy (Rustamkulov et al. 2022, 2023), and Tiberius (Kirk

et al. 2018, 2019, 2021)), consistently revealed a non-flat

spectrum with a slight blueward slope (≤ 3.7 µm), chal-

lenging the notion of a flat spectrum with a confidence

level between 2.2σ and 3.3σ. This could be interpreted

as evidence for either a water-rich atmosphere or stellar

contamination from unocculted cool spots on the host

star (Moran et al. 2023).

Retrieval analyses using the POSEIDON code (Mac-

Donald & Madhusudhan 2017; MacDonald 2023) favor

the presence of a water-dominated atmosphere with a

mixing ratio greater than 10% at 2σ confidence for the

Eureka! reduction (Moran et al. 2023). At the same

time, the possibility of CO2 was also observed to deviate

from the fitting (Moran et al. 2023). The observed spec-

tral slope of GJ 486b could also be due to cool starspots

on the host star, with a spot coverage fraction of about

10%. This suggests that the transmission spectrum is in-

fluenced by H2O absorption in these spots rather than

the planet’s atmosphere (Moran et al. 2023). However,

this JWST dataset cannot definitively rule out either of

these scenarios.

The structure of this paper is as follows: Section 2

describes our model incorporated to understand the in-

terior of rocky planets. In Sections 2.1 and 2.2, we de-

scribe the structural model, detailing the equations of

state and interior physics used in the model. Section

2.3 describes the thermal model, which is coupled with

the atmospheric model discussed in Section 2.4. We then

present our results for GJ 486b in Section 3 and discuss

our findings in Section 4. Finally, we summarize our

results in Section 5 and conclude with our prospects.

2. METHODS

We introduce SERPINT (Structure and Evolution

model for Rocky Planet INTeriors), a 1-D spherical

model designed to simulate both the interior structure

and the coupled thermal-atmospheric evolution of rocky

exoplanets around M-dwarfs. In this section, we present

the various components of SERPINT, summarized in Fig.

1.

Assuming an Earth-like composition with a fully dif-

ferentiated core containing silicon, sulfur, and oxygen

impurities, and a mantle composition similar to that of

Earth, we modeled the interior structure of GJ 486b in

analogy to Earth, which is the most extensively studied

rocky planet. For the secondary atmosphere of GJ 486b,

we assume a pure water composition, based on Moran

et al. (2023). We begin this section by explaining the

model parameters and the governing equations for the

interior structure of GJ 486b, followed by a detailed dis-

cussion of its thermal and atmospheric evolution.

2.1. Structure of the interior

In this section, we describe the interior model and its

various constituents. Seismological data suggests that

the Earth has a two-layered Fe-Ni core and a thick man-

tle comprising 84% of its volume (Dziewonski & Ander-

son 1981). The Earth’s inner core is solid, whereas the

outer core is predominantly liquid. In contrast, the man-

tle is primarily solid.

We used equations of states (EOS) for the core, man-

tle, and crust to model the relation between each layer

and the geological evolution of terrestrial planets. We

use the standard approach to parameterize the planet’s

interior structure based on the densities of interior lay-

ers and solve the hydrostatic equilibrium equations. The

mantle is set up to be in the form of a magma ocean that

evolves to give the interior structure of the planet.

The gravitational acceleration of a planet can be pa-

rameterized by the density profile using the hydrostatic

equilibrium equation

g =

∫ r

0

(
4

3
πGr′

dρ

dr′
+ 4πGρ

)
dr′ (1)

here g is the gravitational acceleration of the planet at

radius r bounded by materials with density ρ(r). G is

the gravitational constant. The interior pressure profile

can be related to density and gravity as

P = P0 +

∫ Rp

δ

gρdδ (2)

where P0 is the atmospheric pressure, δ is the depth

from the planet’s surface and Rp is the radius of the

planet. The planet structure is obtained by solving the

equations of hydrostatic equilibrium numerically, where

m is the mass enclosed within radius r.

dm

dr
= 4πr2ρ (3)
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Structure module Thermal module Volatile module Escape module

Planetary properties, EOS 
parameters, Impurity in core

Calculate the core radius 
and density that match with 

planet properties

Output the interior density, 
gravity and pressure profiles

Radiogenic 
heating

Stellar evolution 
(bolometric & XUV)

Initial values of 
parameters of volatile 

inventory

Greenhouse 
effects and heat 

trapping

Water transfer among 
different reservoirs

Thermodynamic 
properties

Thermal effects on EOS

Temperature evolution and 
radius evolution for each 

interior layer

Ingassing

Oxidization of mantle

Atmospheric escape 
of H and O

OUTPUT

Figure 1. Flowchart of SERPINT illustrating the four different modules of the model: structure, thermal, volatile, and escape
(arranged from left to right), along with the interactions among them.

dP

dr
= −Gρm

r2
(4)

We solve these equations using different EOSs for dif-

ferent layers of the interior, which are described in detail

in section 2.2.

2.2. Interior composition

Works by Pekmezci et al. (2020); Spaargaren et al.

(2023) show refractory materials present in most proto-

planetary disks are comparable to Earth’s internal com-

position. This implies that the interior composition of

terrestrial planets formed from these disks can be as-

sumed to be similar to Earth’s. However, being around

diverse kinds of stars and protoplanetary disks, these

planets may contain other elements too (Hinkel et al.

2024; Helling 2019), and hence can give rise to varia-

tions in the interior structure. Here, we adopt a sim-

ple approach to model the exoplanetary interior using

Earth’s composition. The planet’s interior in our model

comprises the core and a two-layered mantle (upper and

lower mantle) (Seager et al. 2007; Unterborn & Panero

2019). However, contrary to Seager et al. (2007); Un-

terborn & Panero (2019), we have not included any wa-

ter layer in our structure model. The core is believed

to be composed mainly of iron, with small amounts of

nickel and lighter elements, such as sulfur and oxygen.

We have excluded the crust in this model, as the Earth’s

crust is the product of numerous complex processes that

are beyond the scope of this work.

2.2.1. The core

The majority of Earth’s core is in a liquid state, with

approximately 5% of core mass consisting of solid mate-

rial (Dziewonski & Anderson 1981; Yoder 1995). How-

ever, studies by Unterborn et al. (2016) indicate that

the state of the core (solid/liquid), amount of light el-
ements in the core and the composition of the mantle

can produce uncertainties in the core radius. While

modeling liquid-solid state transitions is feasible, stud-

ies like Valencia et al. (2006, 2007b) have demonstrated

the complexity and limitation of simulating geotherms

for other planets. Moreover, they highlighted the poten-

tial ubiquity of liquid cores in super-Earth-sized planets.

Therefore, assuming a 100% liquid core for a basic model

like ours is empirically more consistent. A deficiency in

density within the Earth’s core compared to pure iron

suggests the presence of light elements, including sili-

con, nickel, sulfur, and oxygen (Birch 1964; Anderson &

Ahrens 1994; Poirier 1994). These uncertainties in the

state and composition of the core must be addressed

properly when modeling exoplanets in other planetary

systems. Our model employs a mineralogical system

consisting of pure Fe, FeS, FeO, and Fe2O3. We have
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used a simplified core-mantle boundary rather than a

fully diffused model.

Several EOSs may be utilized to study the pressure-

density relations of the interior. Some of the most com-

mon EOSs include

1. Third order Birch-Murnaghan (BME3) EOS

(Birch 1964, 1988; Seager et al. 2007)

P =
3K0

2

(
ξ7/3 − ξ5/3

)
×

[
1 +

3

4
(K ′

0 − 4)
(
ξ2/3 − 1

)] (5)

2. Vinet EOS (Vinet et al. 1986, 1989; Seager et al.

2007)

P =3K0ξ
2/3

(
1− ξ−1/3

)
× exp

[
3

2
(K ′

0 − 1)
(
1− ξ−1/3

)] (6)

3. Keane EOS (Keane 1954; Zhang & Rogers 2022)

P =
K0K

′
0

K ′2
∞

(
ξK

′
∞ − 1

)
−
(
K0K

′
0

K ′
∞

−K0

)
ln ξ (7)

4. Holzapfel EOS (Holzapfel 1996, 1998)

P = P0 + 3K0ξ
−5/3

[
1 + c2ξ

1/3
(
1− ξ1/3

)]
×
[
1− ξ1/3

]
exp

[
c0

(
1− ξ1/3

)] (8)

where ρ0 = µFe/V0, V0 = 4.28575 cm3/mol, P0 =

234.4 GPa, K0 = 1145.7 GPa, c0 = 3.19 and c2 =

−2.40 (Hakim et al. 2018).

Here ρ0 is the reference density, ξ = ρ/ρ0, K0 =

−V (∂P/∂V )T is the isothermal bulk modulus, K ′
0 is the

first order derivative of bulk modulus defined at the ref-

erence temperature and zero pressure, and K ′
∞ is the

derivative of bulk modulus in the infinite pressure limit.

It is still debatable which EOS governs the interior

properties for Earth best (Wagner et al. 2011). The

SERPINT model defines the core as being composed pri-

marily of ε-Fe liquid, i.e., the high-pressure phase of iron

with a hexagonal close-packed (HCP) crystal structure

called hexaferrum. We utilize the Holzapfel equation

of state (Eqn. 8) for its fewer volume residuals for pres-

sures above 234 GPa compared to Vinet and BME3 EOS

for the iron core (Hakim et al. 2018). The calculated

EOS for liquid ε-Fe suggests a good fit over the Earth’s

core. We added an impurity factor (f) to the core den-

sity assuming S, O and Si impurities by weight, which

reduce the density (ρ0) to ρ0(1− f). This parameter is

used to modify the core’s density and provide a better

empirical fit to the Earth’s core. (Refer Appendix A for

more information.)

2.2.2. The mantle

The mantle surrounds the core and is primarily com-

posed of silicate minerals, such as olivine, pyroxene, gar-

net, perovskite (Pv), post-perovskites (pPv), and oth-

ers. The Earth’s lower mantle, characterized by high

pressure and temperature, contains silicate minerals rich

in magnesium and iron (Hemley et al. 2013). Convec-

tion currents during the magma ocean phase in this

region drive the movement of molten rocks, affecting

heat distribution, magma flow, and volatile transport

(O’Connell 1977). Above the lower mantle, the up-

per mantle extends toward the planet’s surface, where

silicate minerals with lower density and less compact

structures reside. The asthenosphere, a ductile, par-

tially molten layer of the upper mantle just below the

lithosphere, allows the rigid lithospheric plates to move.

Together, these layers facilitate plate tectonics (Ander-

son 1995).

We adopt a simple two-layered mantle structure in

SERPINT, comprising low-density silicates like olivine

in the upper mantle and higher-density peridotites

such as bridgmanite, pyroxene, perovskites, and post-

perovskites in the lower mantle. We employ the

Vinet EOS (Eqn. 6) in the upper mantle, which pro-

vides a better fit for the Preliminary Reference Earth

Model (PREM) than the third-order Birch-Murnaghan

(BME3) EOS. We have used ρ0 = 4105.9 kg m−3,

K0 = 267.7 GPa, and K ′
0 = 4.04 GPa for the lower

mantle and ρ0 = 3213.7 kg m−3, K0 = 125.0 GPa, and

K ′
0 = 5.00 GPa for the upper mantle in our model (Sea-

ger et al. 2007). A pressure limit of 23.5 GPa sepa-

rates the upper mantle from the lower mantle, which

also denotes the olivine-perovskite (Ol-Pv) transition

(Hirschmann 2000; Fei et al. 2004), while pressure limit

of 125 GPa denotes the perovskite-post-perovskite (Pv-

pPv) transition (Murakami et al. 2004; Hirose 2006).

At the beginning of our model, we assume the planet to

be an entirely molten homogeneous mixture of its con-

stituents. The density profile changes as the planet cools

down, and we get a differentiated planet interior.

2.3. Thermal model

This section describes the thermal evolution model in

SERPINT. Terrestrial planets usually have very high tem-

peratures at the time of their formation due to the heat

of accretion, leading to partial or complete melting, re-

sulting in the formation of magma oceans, which is also

the starting point of our model (Chambers & Wether-

ill 1998; Morbidelli et al. 2012). The planet gradually

undergoes cooling, accompanied by exchanges between

reservoirs. Our thermal model is adapted from Schaefer

et al. (2016) and Barth et al. (2021).
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2.3.1. Stellar heating

During planetary evolution, the host stars undergo

significant evolution over large timescales. Most of the

rocky planets discovered so far lie around M-dwarf stars

(Shields et al. 2016). These are red low-mass stars with

a mass between 0.08 to 0.6 M⊙ (Henry et al. 2006,

2018), and commonly emit X-rays and UV radiation,

with much smaller XUV luminosities (Adams et al. 2005;

Baraffe et al. 2015). The XUV luminosity is about

103 times smaller than bolometric luminosity for solar-

like stars after 105 years (Luger & Barnes 2015). Due

to slow fuel consumption, M-dwarf stars can maintain

nearly constant luminosity for about a few million years.

Their luminosity evolution is characterized by saturation

timescale tsat, saturation flux fsat, and the exponential

reduction factor βXUV . VPLANET (Barnes et al. 2020)

based on the Baraffe et al. (2015) stellar model uses

fsat = 10−3, tsat = 109 years, and β = 1.23. PACMAN

(Krissansen-Totton & Fortney 2022) samples these pa-

rameter values randomly from a small range. The model

by Baraffe et al. (2015) consists of a grid of stellar evolu-

tion data with masses ranging from 0.1 M⊙ to 1.4 M⊙.

They calculated the variation of the XUV radiation of

M-dwarfs around their mean lifetimes of ≈ 1010 years.

The details of the stellar grid model can be found in

Baraffe et al. (1998). We use the same grid of models

for our stellar heating part after extrapolating the data

for the initial ages of the star assuming stable illumina-

tion. The XUV luminosity for the host star is given by

(Luger & Barnes 2015)

LXUV

Lbol
=


fsat, t ≤ tsat

fsat

(
t

tsat

)−β

, t > tsat

(9)

Stars with tsat in the 7 to 9 billion years range were

sampled from Birky et al. (2021) as it provides the best

posterior distributions. To determine the star’s age at

the outset, we reference the estimated lifespan of the

protoplanetary disk. Based on observations of the solar

neighbourhood, Ribas et al. (2014) reported that low-

mass star disks typically persist for 4.2 to 5.8 million

years. Therefore, we adopt the host star’s initial age of

5 million years in all simulation scenarios.

2.3.2. Radiogenic heating

A large portion of the Earth’s heat originates from the

radioactive decay of elements inside its interior, which

prolongs the magma ocean phase (Plant & Saunders

1996). These include short- and long-lived radionuclides

such as 238U, 235U, 232Th, 40K, and 26Al. Our radioac-

tive heating scheme is similar to Lebrun et al. (2013).

The radioactive decay equation can be written as

Q =
∑
i

Q0,i exp

(
− ln(2) t

τi

)
(10)

where Q0,i and τi are the initial heat production rate per

unit mass and the half-life of the radioactive species i at

t = 0, respectively. For individual radioactive species i,

we can write Q0,i as

Q0,i = Ni × ci ×Hi (11)

where Ni is the natural abundance, ci is the current

concentration and Hi is the heat production per unit

mass of the radioactive species i. The radio-nuclides

used in our model include 238U, 235U, 232Th, and 40K.

We do not use 26Al due to its comparatively short half

life and uncertainty in the concentration and time of

deposition in the history (Lebrun et al. 2013; Ruedas

2017). Fig. 2 shows the evolution of heating power pro-

duced by the four radionuclides per unit mass for Earth-

like radionuclide concentrations. A complete description

of the mentioned radionuclide half-life, abundance, and

concentration are taken from Lebrun et al. (2013).

2.3.3. Mantle cooling and solidification

The thermal model integrates the atmosphere, inte-

rior, and host star dynamics for analyzing Earth-like

exoplanets. Simulations begin with a molten mantle,

gradually solidifying from the bottom up. The magma

ocean cools by convecting molten rocks towards the sur-

face, eventually dissipating the heat from the interior to

space through radiation. Meanwhile, stellar radiation

heats the surface, with some of it being reflected into

space because of the albedo of the planet.

The heating and cooling of the planet is monitored

through the potential temperature (Tp), the surface tem-

perature (Tsurf), and the solidification radius (rs) at each

time step. Mantle potential temperature (Tp) is the

temperature that mantle material would have if it were

brought to the surface adiabatically. Given the high effi-

ciency of convection within the molten mantle, thermal

equilibrium is maintained between the magma ocean

and the surface, validating the assumption of Tsurf = Tp.

Additionally, the model governs the evolution of melt

fraction (ϕ), solidification radius (rs), and mantle vis-

cosity (η) (Abe 1997; Lebrun et al. 2013). At the begin-

ning of the simulation, Tp and rs are initialized at 5000

K to begin with a largely molten mantle. The adiabatic

temperature structure of the mantle, T (r), is a function

of planet radius as described in Schaefer et al. (2016),

which can be related to the mantle potential tempera-
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Figure 2. Evolution of radiogenic heating power per unit mass for the radionuclides 238U, 238U, 238Th and 40K

(the heating power of 238U have been factored by 10.)

ture Tp as

T (r) = Tp

(
1 +

αgs
Cp

(Rp − r)

)
(12)

where α is the thermal expansion coefficient, gs is the

planetary surface gravity, Rp is the radius of the planet

and Cp is the specific heat capacity of the magma ocean.

To parameterize the solidification, we use the solidus-

liquidus profiles from Hirschmann (2000); Hirschmann

et al. (2009), similar to Barth et al. (2021); Krissansen-

Totton & Fortney (2022). We again simplify this curve

into linear form using the prescription shown in Eqn.

13, which has also been shown in Fig. 3

Tsolidus(P ) =


98.8× 10−9P + 1420, P ≤ 8

17.07× 10−9P + 2073.86, 8 ≤ P ≤ 23.5

26.53× 10−9P + 1851.55, 23.5 ≤ P

(13)

Here P = ρgs(Rp − r) is in GPa. Upon combining

both equations and parameterizing rs, we get

rs = Rp − Tp − b

agsρm − αgs
Cp

Tp

(14)

drs
dt

=
Cp

gs

(bα− aρmCp)

(aρmCp − αTp)
2

dTp

dt
(15)

Schaefer et al. (2016) describe the magma ocean tem-

perature as

VmCp
dTp

dt
=4πr2s ρm

drs
dt

∆Hf − 4πR2
pF + VmQr (16)

where Vm =
4π

3
ρm

(
R3

p − r3c
)
is the volume occupied by

the mantle, ρm bulk density of the mantle, Cp is the

silicate heat capacity (1.2 × 103 J kg−1 K−1), ∆Hf is

the heat generated by the fusion of silicates (4 × 105 J

kg−1), F is the heat flux from the mantle and Qr is the

heat originating from the radiogenic heating.

The melt fraction is the ratio of the planet’s mass

in molten form to the planet’s total mass. Abe (1997)

parameterized the melt fraction as

ϕ =
Tp − Tsolidus

Tliquidus − Tsolidus
(17)

where Tsolidus is the solidus temperature and Tliquidus

is the liquidus temperature of the mantle given by

Tliquidus = Tsolidus + 600 K (Andrault et al. 2011).

While the mantle potential temperature varies with

time, Tliquidus and Tsolidus vary with radius. In order

to show the variation of melt fraction for the mantle,

we chose Tsolidus = 2076.26 K which denotes the mean

solidus for the upper mantle. In this study, we do not

model the evolution of the solidus or liquidus. Tradi-

tionally, the melt fraction has been calculated at the sur-

face (Barth et al. 2021; Krissansen-Totton et al. 2021).

However, we opted to calculate the melt fraction at the

mean solidus due to the substantial temperature dif-

ference (∼ 700 K) between the surface and the mean

solidus. As the melt fraction reaches a critical value

(ϕc=0.4), the viscosity changes drastically (Abe 1997;

Lebrun et al. 2013). The viscosity (η) of the magma

ocean can be parameterized as a function of Tp and ϕ
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Figure 3. Solidus and liquidus profiles used in SERPINT

as follows (Lebrun et al. 2013)

η =



2.4× 10−4 exp

(
4600

Tp − 1000

)
(
ϕ− ϕc

1− ϕc

)2.5 ϕ > ϕc

3.8× 109 exp

(
3.5× 105

RTp

)
ϕ ≤ ϕc

(18)

Below ϕc, the viscosity behaves like a solid, leading the

planet to undergo solid-state evolution.

2.4. Modeling the atmosphere

SERPINT utilizes a grey atmosphere framework in-

spired by Elkins-Tanton (2008), a simple approach for

computing outgoing long-wave radiation. The grey ra-

diative transfer method aggregates the average infrared

opacities of each gas species, adjusted according to

their respective partial pressures, rather than computing

opacity for each wavelength bin individually. The atmo-

spheric net flux is determined by the Stefan-Boltzmann

emission from the thin atmosphere of the planet, which

can be written as (Elkins-Tanton 2008)

F = λσ
(
T 4
p − T 4

eq

)
(19)

Here Tp is the mantle potential temperature and Teq

is the blackbody equilibrium temperature of the planet

heated only by the star, σ is the Stefan-Boltzmann con-

stant, and λ is the emissivity. We have chosen λ = 0.2

for the model (Barth et al. 2021). The planet equilib-

rium temperature can be calculated as follows

Teq =

(
F⋆ (1−AB)

4σ

)1/4

(20)

where F⋆ is the stellar flux and AB is the bond albedo.

F⋆ can be written according to Eqn. 21 (Miller & Fort-

ney 2011)

F⋆ =
L⋆

4πa2
√
1− e2

(21)

where L⋆ is the luminosity of the star, a is the semi-

major axis of the orbit, and e is the eccentricity of the

orbit.

2.5. Solid state evolution

After the melt fraction drops below ϕc, the planet en-

ters solid-state evolution regime. In this regime, the

mantle, despite being solid, behaves like a highly viscous

fluid and convects over geologic timescales (∼few Myrs)

with the adiabatic mantle potential temperature, Tp.

The outgoing flux decreases from the Stefan-Boltzmann

emission flux to solid-state flux (Lebrun et al. 2013),

described as

qs = C
k(Tp − Tsurf)

d

(
Ra

Racrit

)1/3

(22)

Here Tsurf is the surface temperature in equilibrium with

the atmosphere, k is the thermal conductivity of the

mantle (4.2 W m−1 K−1), d is the mantle thickness of

the planet, Ra is the Rayleigh number and C (2.12035,

dimensionless) is a constant. To evaluate this constant,

we considered the case of Earth, in our model, with a

net heat outflux of 0.1 W m−2 from the Earth’s sur-

face (Davies & Davies 2010) when the mantle potential

temperature reaches a reference temperature of 1600 K

(Foley et al. 2020). The value obtained is the constant

which we use to calculate the heat outflux for this planet.

The Rayleigh number (Ra) is a dimensionless parame-

ter that represents the ratio of forces driving convection,

primarily from thermal buoyancy, to the forces resisting
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it, such as thermal diffusivity and viscosity. It is defined

as

Ra =
ρmgsd

3α(Tp − Tsurf)

κη
(23)

where ρm is the mantle density, α is the thermal expan-

sion coefficient (2 × 10−5 K−1), gs is surface gravity, κ

is the thermal diffusivity of the mantle (10−6 m2 s−1)

and η is the viscosity obtained from Eqn. 18. For a

fluid to undergo convection, it must have a Rayleigh

number higher than 1000, which is also called as the

critical Rayleigh number (Racrit) (Trompert & Hansen

1998; Tasker et al. 2020). Finally, this heat flux, qs, can

be substituted for F in Eqn. 16 for the case ϕ < ϕc.

2.5.1. Volatile model

The volatile model regulates water and oxygen ex-

change within the planet’s reservoirs, i.e., the liquid

melt, the solid part, and the atmosphere. We begin

the simulation with 10 earth oceans (EO) of water dis-

solved in the melt. Initially, it is assumed that all the

water dissolves into the magma ocean. The water mass

balance for the system is given by (Schaefer et al. 2016).

Mmagma
H2O

= M solid
H2O +M liquid

H2O
+Matm

H2O (24)

More specifically, we can rewrite this equation as

Mmagma
H2O

=kH2OfH2OM
solid + fH2OM

liquid

+
4πR2

p

g
PH2O

(25)

where M solid
H2O

, M liquid
H2O

and Matm
H2O

represent the water

mass present in the solidified mantle, liquid melt and

atmosphere, respectively. fH2O and kH2O denote the

water mass fraction and mantle-averaged melt-solid wa-

ter partition coefficient, respectively. We have used

kH2O = 0.01, similar to Schaefer et al. (2016). As

the magma ocean cools, solidification begins from the

bottom, which traps water in solid rock, retaining only

a fraction of the dissolved water. At equilibrium, we

model the water mass fraction in the melt as a func-

tion of its partial pressure. We use the Duan (2014)

fit to establish the relationship between the water frac-

tion (fH2O) and partial pressure of water (PH2O) at

higher pressures than commonly used results from Pa-

pale (1999). The fitted equation can be written as fol-

lows

PH2O(GPa) = 31.855(fH2O + 0.0523)2.15 − 0.056 (26)

During solidification, most water moves to the melt,

as solid rocks cannot hold large amounts of water, in-

creasing the water mass fraction of the magma ocean, as

depicted by Eqn. 27 and Eqn. 28 (Schaefer et al. 2016).

dM solid
H2O

dt
= 4πρmkH2OfH2Or

2
s

drs
dt

(27)

dMmagma
H2O

dt
= −

dM solid
H2O

dt
− 4πR2

p Φ1
µH2O

2µH
(28)

where µH and µO are the atomic masses of hydrogen

and oxygen, respectively, and Φ1 is the escape flux rate

of hydrogen.

Water is outgassed into the atmosphere to restore the

pressure equilibrium, raising atmospheric pressure. Due

to stellar XUV radiation, water gets photolyzed into hy-

drogen and oxygen, where all hydrogen and some oxy-

gen escape into space. The escape flux rate of oxygen is

denoted by Φ2. The remaining oxygen present in the at-

mosphere starts dissolving into the magma ocean, lead-

ing to the oxidation of FeO to Fe2O3. Once FeO is

fully oxidized, oxygen accumulates in the atmosphere.

An analogous set of equations regulates the quantity of

oxygen across the reservoirs (Schaefer et al. 2016):

dM solid
O

dt
= 4πρmfFeO1.5r

2
s

drs
dt

µO

2µFeO1.5

(29)

dMmagma
O

dt
= −dM solid

O

dt
+ 4πR2

p

(
Φ1

µO

2µH
− Φ2

)
(30)

We have adopted a zero-dimensional model for our

atmosphere, which assumes that all atmospheric con-

stituents mix uniformly and instantaneously throughout

the entire atmosphere. Consequently, the dissociated

molecules in the upper part of the atmosphere due to

XUV radiation can reach the bottom of the atmosphere

freely and get dissolved back into the melt, oxidizing

the mantle. Similarly, water released from the surface

can access all the XUV radiation at the top of the atmo-

sphere. This allows for its immediate photolysis without

interference from the produced hydrogen and oxygen.

To keep our model simple, we assume that as long

as the magma ocean’s FeO reservoir is not completely

oxidized, no oxygen will accumulate in the atmosphere.

If the mantle initially contains a low amount of volatiles

and the escape is too strong, the planet eventually loses

all its volatiles in a matter of time.

2.5.2. Escape parameterizations

The primary mechanism for atmospheric loss is the ac-

tion of XUV radiation and stellar activity, which washes

away lighter molecules, such as hydrogen and helium,

from the atmosphere. XUV radiation from M-dwarfs is

higher in the first million years, which reduces as the
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star evolves and cools down. The XUV luminosity is

calculated using Eqn. 9. For M-dwarfs, it is observed

to be 1000 times lower than their bolometric luminosity

(Luger & Barnes 2015). Moreover, due to their small

size, stellar activities on M-dwarfs show more signifi-

cant luminosity variations, and often last longer than

higher-mass stars. In such cases, vigorous stellar winds

and outbursts can erode the atmospheres significantly.

However, our model does not have stellar activities due

to their stochastic and chaotic nature. The XUV-driven

hydrodynamic escape flux is given as (Zahnle et al. 1990;

Luger & Barnes 2015)

Φ =
ϵFXUVRp

4GMp
and, Φref

H =
Φ

mH
(31)

where FXUV is the stellar XUV flux, ϵ is the XUV ab-

sorption efficiency, Rp is the planet radius, Mp is the

mass of the planet, mi is the mass of ith atom species,

and Φref
H is the reference hydrogen escape flux calculated

when all the escaping mass is considered only as hydro-

gen. We have taken ϵ = 0.3 for our calculations (Luger

& Barnes 2015). For individual species, one can write

mHΦ
ref
H =

∑
i

miΦi (32)

Considering the escape of only H and O species, we ob-

tain the relation

mHΦ
ref
H = mHΦH +mOΦO (33)

where

ΦO =
XO

XH
ΦH

(
mc −mO

mc −mH

)
(34)

where XO and XH is the molar mixing ratio of oxygen

and hydrogen, respectively (Hunten 1973; Chassefière

1996).

Hunten et al. (1987) demonstrated in their study on

mass fraction associated with hydrodynamic escape that

an escaping species can effectively drag along a heavier

species. This occurs if the latter’s mass is less than the

crossover mass, mc, under the influence of the atomic

hydrogen flow. The crossover mass can be written as

mc = mH +
kBT

bHOgsXH
ΦH (35)

here, bHO is the binary diffusion coefficient for the two

species H and O, gs is the surface gravity (Hunten

1973; Chassefière 1996). We utilized bHO = 4.8 × 1017

(T/K)0.75 cm−1 s−1 (Zahnle 1986). The value T = 400

K denotes the average thermospheric temperature of

the outflowing species (Hunten et al. 1987; Chassefière

1996). The total energy-limited mass loss rate, i.e., the

combined upward escape rates of hydrogen and oxygen,

is defined as

ṀEL = 4πR2
pΦ

ref
H mH (36)

Here, we assume that the net oxygen and hydrogen re-

sult from the photolysis of the atmospheric water. It

also assumes that the dissociation of H2 and O2 occurs

rapidly enough for both species to exist predominantly

in atomic form near the lower region of the flow (Chas-

sefière 1996). More information on the escaping mass

relations can be found in appendix B.

The critical XUV flux is defined as the threshold be-

low which hydrodynamic escape of oxygen is not possi-

ble. It is calculated using the crossover mass mc by the

following equation

Fcrit
XUV =

4GMpbHOgs
kBTϵRp

XH(mc −mH)mH (37)

Species with molecular masses less than the crossover

mass are subject to hydrodynamic escape from the at-

mosphere. For the hydrodynamic escape of oxygen, we

get the crossover mass as mc ≥ mO (Luger & Barnes

2015).

mc =
43

3
mH +

1

6

kBTΦ
ref
H

bHOgs
(38)

By setting mc = mO and solving Eqn. 37 and 38, we

get the lower bound for the reference flux to cause the

hydrodynamic escape of oxygen as

Φref
H ≥ 10mHbHOgs

kBT
(39)

Here, we have employed mO = 16 mH to simplify things.

We also used XH = 2/3 and XO = 1/3, which relates to

the typical molar mixing ratio for a steam atmosphere,

under the assumption that all hydrogen and oxygen are

produced via photolysis.

3. RESULTS

This section presents our findings on the interior struc-

ture, as well as the thermal and atmospheric evolution

of GJ 486b, using the 1-D self-consistent coupled model

SERPINT. By calculating the planet’s core-radius frac-

tion, density profile, and thermal evolution, we provide

insights into the early stages of GJ 486b’s interior and its

subsequent cooling and solidification. Our results offer

a comprehensive understanding of the complex interac-

tions governing the evolution of GJ 486b’s interior and

atmosphere.
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Figure 4. Comparison of the interior structure of GJ 486b (green) with the PREM (red dashed) and Earth (blue). The plots
show variations in density, gravity, and pressure, arranged from left to right. The bluish and brownish background colors denote
the core and the mantle of GJ 486b, respectively.

3.1. Interior structure of Earth

Our structural model assumes a simplified interior

composition similar to that of Earth’s. The hydrostatic

equilibrium equations are used to determine the planet’s

structure, incorporating the EOS for different layers of

the planet’s interior. We initialize the model with a

preexisting iron core containing impurities, allowing the

model to calculate the core radius using the EOS and

then solve for the mantle structure.

Figure 4 presents our model’s results for Earth, val-

idated against PREM (Dziewonski & Anderson 1981).

PREM offers detailed information on Earth’s composi-

tion, density, and physical properties, serving as a fun-

damental reference for understanding Earth’s internal

dynamics.

In our model, we assume a 20% by weight core im-

purity, comprising 12% silicon, 7% oxygen, and 1% sul-

fur. This assumption yields results that align well with
PREM data for density, gravity, and pressure, with only

slight differences observed. Specifically, we determine

Earth’s core-radius fraction to be approximately 0.538

R⊕ (3429 km), whereas PREM suggests about 0.546 R⊕
(3485 km).

The density values from our model are as follows:

12.77 kg m−3 at Earth’s center, 5.50 kg m−3 near the

core-mantle boundary, and 3.69 kg m−3 near the upper-

lower mantle boundary. These numbers show minimal

deviation from PREM’s density profile. The discrep-

ancies can be attributed to our model’s assumption of

a completely liquid core, in contrast to Earth’s actual

structure, which includes a solid inner core and a liquid

outer core. This distinction leads to a density discon-

tinuity at approximately 1220 km, as depicted in Fig.

4(a), and accounts for the slight differences in core ra-

dius and density profile compared to PREM.

Furthermore, minor variations in the upper mantle’s

profile can be attributed to the complex structure of

Earth’s crust and upper mantle, which consist of diverse

materials and minerals formed over billions of years of

tectonic activity. These complexities are not fully cap-

tured in our current model, leading to the observed dif-

ferences.

Based on the density profile, we calculate the gravity

profile using Eqn. 1 and observe that the interior grav-

ity increases initially in the core, reaching up to 10.97 m

s−2, and then decreases in the mantle, reaching a value

of 9.80 m s−2 at the surface, as shown in Fig. 4(b). The

main reason for this is the significant density difference

between the core and the mantle. Similarly, the pres-

sure increases gradually through the mantle, reaching

138 GPa at the core-mantle boundary, and then rises

steeply within the core, reaching a pressure of 371 GPa

at Earth’s center, as shown in Fig. 4(c). Both the

gravity and pressure profiles closely match those from

PREM, validating our model.

3.2. Interior structure of GJ 486b

With an interior structure similar to Earth, our model

predicts that the rocky planet GJ 486b has a core 1.34

times larger than Earth’s core. It presents a core-radius

fraction of 0.537 (Rp), corresponding to 4600 km with a

20% core impurity. Meier et al. (2024) use the planetary

parameters of GJ 486b as 2.81 M⊕ and 1.31 R⊕ with

an Earth-like interior composition (Trifonov et al. 2021),

leading to a core size of 0.586 R⊕, corresponding to 4900

km. The deviation in core size is due to the difference in

the observed mass and radius of the planet. The radial

variations of density, gravity, and pressure structures of

GJ 486b compared to the Preliminary Reference Earth

Model (PREM) can be seen in Fig. 4(a). Due to the
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Figure 5. Evolution of thermal properties of GJ 486b. The two plots at the top denote the stellar luminosity evolution
(bolometric and XUV) and the mantle potential temperature evolution for GJ 486b. The yellow and orange background denote
the time evolution before and after the complete solidification of the planet, respectively. The bottom two plots illustrate the
planet radius, melt fraction, and viscosity evolution till the point of complete solidification. The dotted lines denote the core
radius (rc), upper-lower mantle boundary radius (rulmb) and the planet radius (Rp), all normalized to planet radius.

three times higher mass of GJ 486b, the density at the

center of the planet reaches 17.57 kg m−3, while the den-

sity at the core-mantle boundary and the upper-lower

mantle boundary reaches 6.98 kg m−3 and 3.69 kg m−3,

respectively, as shown in Fig. 4(b). The interior gravity

of GJ 486b initially increases in the core to 20.05 m s−2

and then decreases to reach a final value of 16.30 m s−2

at the planet’s surface. Similarly, the pressure initially

increases to 23.5 GPa at the upper-lower mantle bound-

ary, denoting the olivine-perovskite (Ol-Pv) transition,

then to 125 GPa denoting the perovskite-post-perovskite

(Pv-pPv) transition, and then increases to 390 GPa at

the core-mantle boundary, finally reaching a substantial

value of 1171 GPa at the center of the planet, as shown

in Fig. 4(c).

3.3. Thermal and atmosphere evolution of GJ 486b

The model initializes with the beginning of the evolu-

tion of both the star and the planet. GJ 486, an M3V-

type star with a mass of 0.323 M⊙, begins with a peak

bolometric luminosity of 4.02 × 1026 W m−2 and re-

mains stable for about 0.2–0.3 Myrs before decreasing.

The stellar evolution is governed by the stellar models

from Baraffe et al. (2015). Fig. 5(a) illustrates the evo-

lution of bolometric and XUV luminosity for GJ 486.

The XUV luminosity is 1000 times less than the bolo-

metric luminosity, governed by βXUV . After one billion

years, when it exceeds the saturation time, the XUV
luminosity decreases according to Eqn. 9.

We initialize SERPINT with a mantle potential tem-

perature of 5000 K, ensuring it is entirely molten. Sub-

sequently, the model cools down towards the mantle’s

equilibrium temperature. However, the extent of the

magma ocean depends on the solidus of the planet,

which also depends on its size. Concurrently, heat

sources such as radioactive decay and stellar irradiation

extend the duration of the magma ocean. Fig. 5(b) il-

lustrates how the mantle potential temperature (orange)

evolves with time towards the equilibrium temperature

(blue dashed) of the planet. In this case, the simulation

initially begins with a 14% solid mantle owing to the

high solidus temperature of the core-mantle boundary

region. The mantle then solidifies from the bottom as

the mantle potential temperature decreases with time,
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following the mantle solidus profile. The cooling rate

decelerates as solidification proceeds, primarily because

the latent heat released during crystallization slows the

cooling process. The solidification radius evolves from

rs = 0.68 Rp at Tp = 5000 K to rs = 0.95 Rp at the

Tp = 2600 K where it touches the upper-lower mantle

boundary in a span of 0.59 Myrs. At this point, the

lower mantle gets completely solidified, whereas the so-

lidification of the upper mantle commences significantly

later. This discrepancy arises from the two layers’ dif-

fering mineral compositions and solidification tempera-

tures, as described in 2.2. The solidification radius stays

at the upper-lower mantle boundary till the temperature

cools enough to reach the solidus temperature of the up-

per mantle of 2475 K. Fig. 5(c) (green) shows how the

solidification radius evolves and advances further in the

upper mantle.

Simultaneously, the melt fraction (Fig. 5(c), magenta)

of the planet starts to decrease, and the mantle viscosity

begins to rise (Fig. 5(d)). The melt fraction and viscos-

ity illustrate how the rheology of the planet changes. As

the planet cools, the melt slowly forms crystals of miner-

als that grow in size over time. This causes thickening of

the melt, gradually increasing its viscosity and forming a

mush layer, which solidifies to form rocks. As the melt

fraction reaches the critical value of 0.4, the viscosity

increases drastically from a low-viscosity fluid to a high-

viscosity solid-like state after about 0.93 Myrs. At this

point, we consider the mantle to be primarily solidified,

denoted by the orange shades in the plots of Fig. 5. As a

result, the planet undergoes solid-state convection, and

the heat outflux drops by more than 1000 times. This

slows down the cooling rate, and the mantle potential

temperature takes longer to decrease. This can also be

seen in the form of a sudden increase in the radius of so-

lidification in the upper mantle, as shown in Fig. 5(c).

As the rate of solidification of the planet slows down,

the rate of decrease of the melt fraction also decreases.

The planet continues to cool down thereafter towards its

equilibrium temperature, reaching a minimum of 1574

K by the end of the simulation (10 Gyrs).

3.4. Volatile and escape evolution of GJ 486b

Initially, most of the volatiles on the planet, particu-

larly water in this instance, are assumed to be dissolved

in the melt. We started the simulation with a total of 10

Earth oceans (EO) of water. A small amount of water

remains in the atmosphere due to the melt-vapor equilib-

rium, which is controlled by the pressure from the melt

and solubility relations, as shown in Eqn. 26. During

solidification, water is transferred from the melt to the

solid phase and the atmosphere, resulting in an increase

in the amount of water in the solid and in the atmo-

spheric water pressure. This transfer causes a decrease

in the amount of water in the melt, primarily due to the

reduction in the amount of melt as the planet cools and

solidifies.

Concurrently, atmospheric water dissociates into hy-

drogen and oxygen. Since we assume a simplified model

for the atmosphere, we consider a uniform mixing of

dissociated molecules and atoms. This means that the

oxygen atoms dissociated at the top of the atmosphere

can reach the bottom, where they get ingested into the

melt and oxidize the mantle FeO to Fe2O3. Upon com-

plete solidification, the outgassing of water ceases, and

only atmospheric escape drives the movement of water

within the planet’s reservoirs.

Fig. 6(a) illustrates the distribution of water across

different reservoirs considered in the model. We observe

that the total water summed across all reservoirs equals

the total water present at the beginning of the simula-

tion. As solidification proceeds, the amount of water in

the atmosphere increases, causing the atmospheric pres-

sure of water to rise from 61.5 bars to 1275.8 bars around

105−106 years. As the lower mantle solidifies and the ra-

dius of solidification halts, the water pressure begins to

drop. However, it increases again as the planet starts to

solidify rapidly, forming an M-shape in Fig. 6(b). Simi-

lar set of results have been shown by Barth et al. (2021)

and Bower et al. (2022), where the atmospheric water

pressure increased from a few bars to a few hundred

bars in about 1 Myrs for Earth-sized planets. Bower

et al. (2022) investigated the atmospheres of Earth-like

magma ocean planets for a range of oxygen fugacities,

C/H ratios, and hydrogen budgets. They show that for

equilibrium crystallization of magma oceans, more wa-

ter is retained within the magma ocean leading to a

carbon-rich atmosphere.

Fig. 6(b) also illustrates the pressure buildup of oxy-

gen in the atmosphere. As time passes and more water

gets photolyzed, the water pressure drops and eventu-

ally reaches a nearly stable condition around the time

of complete solidification of the planet, when the XUV

radiation is no longer strong enough to cause further

dissociation of water. The XUV radiation is also in-

sufficient to facilitate the escape of oxygen, leading to

an accumulation of oxygen in the atmosphere. The es-

caping masses of hydrogen and oxygen, along with the

accumulated oxygen mass in the atmosphere, are repre-

sented in Fig. 6(c).

4. DISCUSSION

4.1. New Insights from SERPINT for GJ 486b in the

context of recent JWST Observations
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Figure 6. Evolution of volatiles in different reservoirs of GJ 486b. The plot on the left illustrates the water distribution among
different reservoirs. The middle plot shows the pressure buildup of water and oxygen in the atmosphere. The plot on the right
shows the mass of escaping volatiles from the atmosphere. The yellow and orange background denotes the time evolution before
and after the complete solidification of the planet, respectively.

We simulated the interior structure of GJ 486b

along with its thermal and atmospheric evolution using

SERPINT. Our results predict a core radius 1.34 times

larger than that of the Earth. A higher planet mass and

core size implies a higher interior pressure. We observed

the planet’s central pressures as high as 1171 GPa, which

is more than three times the Earth’s central pressure,

i.e., about 371 GPa. The EOSs used in SERPINT are

based on the presence of ε-Fe at such extreme pressures.

Detailed studies of materials at such high pressures in

laboratories is challenging with the present technology.

Smith et al. (2018) investigated the behavior of solid iron

at pressures reaching up to 1.4 TPa, maintaining a fixed

temperature of 965 K. Kraus et al. (2022) studied the

behavior of both solid and liquid iron across a wide range

of temperatures, extending up to 1 TPa. These studies

have significantly contributed to our understanding of

material behavior at high pressures. Nonetheless, the

validations of SERPINT with PREM provides safeguards

for the assumptions to hold true. Slight differences occur

in the core-radius fraction and density profile for Earth

compared to PREM (Dziewonski & Anderson 1981), pri-

marily due to our assumption of a fully liquid iron core;

whereas PREM accounts for Earth’s solid inner core and

liquid outer core. Despite these variations, the gravity

and pressure profiles generated by our model are con-

sistent with PREM to very good extent, validating our

overall approach.

The thermal evolution model for GJ 486b illustrates

the planet’s cooling and solidification from an initially

molten state. The planet is initialized with a mantle po-

tential temperature of 5000 K and part of the lower man-

tle already solidified. This is because the core-mantle

boundary of GJ 486b is present at a depth of 3966.8

km from the surface, corresponding to a temperature

of 11747 K for the core-mantle boundary region to get

molten. A temperature of 5000 K starts the solidifica-

tion at a depth of 2663.9 km which is 0.689 Rp. The

Earth’s core-mantle boundary on the other hand, which

is at a depth of 2948.6 km starts around the same depth,

with an initially solidified radius of 3569.2 km which is

0.559 R⊕.

The hot mantle slowly cools and the solidification ra-

dius grows towards the surface. The melt fraction de-

creases correspondingly, reflecting the planet’s transi-

tion from a predominantly molten state to a solidified

mantle. The planet undergoes a jump in its viscosity

over a span of approximately 0.93 million years which

denotes the transformation from liquid state to solid

state convection, i.e., its solidification. The upper man-

tle solidifies slowly due to its steeper solidus profile, as

well as reduced cooling rate due to solid-state convec-

tion, which affects the overall thermal evolution. This

discrepancy underscores the impact of compositional dif-

ferences and solidus temperatures on the thermal evo-

lution of the planet. In the context of solid-state con-

vection, the heat outflux experiences a significant re-

duction, thereby extending the cooling duration. The

Earth’s outflux of 0.1 W m−2 (Davies & Davies 2010)

at 1600 K is utilized as a reference to determine the con-

stant (C) in Eqn 22. Lower heat fluxes, such as 0.02 W

m−2 observed in planets like Mars (Parro et al. 2017),

result in a fivefold decrease in C and a substantial re-

duction in cooling rates. Conversely, increasing the heat

flux by a factor of five leads to a notable acceleration in

cooling. However, it is important to note that these

effects are also highly dependent on additional factors,

including planetary mass, size, and composition. The

large size of the planet is also expected to reduce the

increment in solidus temperature with pressure in the

lower mantle (Fei et al. 2021). However, such effects are

beyond the scope of this version of SERPINT. We have

used a no-flux boundary condition at the core-mantle

boundary, which is a common and practical approach
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when focusing on the internal processes and dynamics

without external influences. It simplifies the model by

assuming that there is no exchange of material or heat

across the core-mantle boundary, which is appropriate

for this case, since we do not account for core-heating in

this model.

Being higher in mass, larger in size, and closer to its

host star, it is possible that GJ 486b drives mantle con-

vection patterns and core dynamics very different from

that on Earth, which may lead to a different solidify-

ing timescale compared to Earth. Tackley et al. (2013)

observed that super-Earths may exhibit super-adiabatic

and isoviscous deep mantles. Studies by Van Summeren

et al. (2011); Meier et al. (2021) have demonstrated the

possibility of hemispheric tectonics on hot exoplanets,

such as LHS 3844b, due to differing convection proper-

ties between the dayside and nightside of the planet. A

strong lithosphere is likely to result in downwelling on

one hemisphere and upwelling on the other (Meier et al.

2021, 2024). Larger planets have more volumes com-

pared to surface areas, which enables them to hold more

heat compared to smaller planets (Foley et al. 2020).

This suggests that they should take more time to solid-

ify compared to the Earth. Hamano et al. (2013) showed

this effect on the solidification of the planet due to its

mass and orbital distance. However, due to higher man-

tle potential temperatures, they might also have more

volcanic and tectonic activities causing high rates of heat

outflow, and the solidification time may also be close to

or shorter than Earth’s (Foley 2024). The amount of wa-

ter considered in the system also affects the solidification

rate by affecting the outgoing flux from the surface of the

planet. More water vapor in the atmosphere results in

greenhouse effect which traps more heat, delaying the

solidification. Barth et al. (2021) compared the solid-

ification time for TRAPPIST-1 planets with different

amounts of water in the interior, which reflects in the

atmospheric water vapor. Our simulations for GJ 486b

show that reduction in initial amount of water in the

magma ocean by a factor of 10 causes the solidification

time to reduce by a factor of 10. The effects of changing

initial water on the thermal evolution of GJ 486b have

been shown in Appendix C. Larger planets contain more

water, leading to more water vapor in their atmospheres

which causes extended mantle solidification. The Earth

has undergone several impacts in the early stage of its

formation; our Moon formation is one such event (Canup

2004; Nakajima & Stevenson 2015). These impacts pro-

vide tremendous amounts of energy which is sufficient to

melt a huge part of the mantle and prolong its solidifica-

tion (Sleep et al. 2014), eroding away a large portion of

atmosphere at the same time. All these processes and

their interplay potentially affect the planet’s magnetic

field generation and tectonic activity too. Furthermore,

the elevated pressures and temperatures could influence

mineral phase transitions, contributing to a more com-

plex interior structure, especially towards the deep inte-

rior.

The quantity of water plays a crucial role in the ther-

mal evolution of a planet. Deciphering the initial wa-

ter content on a planet is very challenging. Previous

studies by Nuth (2008); Marty (2012) discuss the ma-

jor volatile concentration and their deposition on Earth.

The Earth is speculated to have more water delivered

by planetesimals during its formation (Morbidelli et al.

2000). However, the amount of water on early Earth

is still in debate. Dorn & Lichtenberg (2021) investi-

gated that magma ocean planets can hold several Earth

Oceans (EO) of water. Simulations by Bower et al.

(2022) show the possibility of higher amounts of wa-

ter retained in the magma oceans in higher C/H ratio

atmospheres. Our simulations for 10 EO initial water

show that the GJ 486b retains a huge amount of water

in its atmosphere at the end of the simulation, which

agree with the water-rich atmosphere observations of

Moran et al. (2023). The gradual buildup of atmo-

spheric water and oxygen results from the limited XUV

radiation available for dissociation and escape of the wa-

ter molecules. The pressure buildup in the atmosphere

reaches a steady state after the planet solidifies in about

3 Myrs; after this, the changes are not significantly vis-

ible on the plots.

The interplay between outgassing, photolysis, and at-

mospheric escape shapes the planet’s volatile inventory,

ultimately influencing its long-term climate and atmo-

spheric composition. These processes could determine

whether the planet retains a substantial atmosphere,

potentially impacting surface conditions such as tem-

perature and pressure. For example, Earth-like plan-

ets with a sustained release of volatiles may maintain

atmospheres capable of supporting liquid water, while

others may lose their atmospheres to space, resulting in

barren, Mars-like conditions. In this work, the loss of

atmosphere is primarily due to XUV-driven photodis-

sociation and hydrodynamic escape. However, there

are several other mechanisms that can lead to loss of

atmosphere. Photodissociation and hydrodynamic es-

cape can still happen after the XUV radiation phase of

the planet has ended. This is because UV (not neces-

sarily XUV) can also dissociate water, similar to XUV

dissociation discussed in the paper (Guo 2019; Muñoz

2023; Tabone et al. 2024). Additionally, thermal escape,

where high temperatures give molecules enough kinetic

energy to escape the planet’s gravity, can also contribute
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to water loss (Tian 2009; Johnson 2010; Koskinen et al.

2014). Solar wind stripping, particularly for planets

without a strong magnetic field and around active stars,

can erode the atmosphere over time, especially during

periods of high solar activity (Rodŕıguez-Mozos & Moya

2019; Owen 2019; Harbach et al. 2021). Impact erosion

from large asteroid or comet impacts can strip away sig-

nificant portions of the atmosphere, including water va-

por (Kegerreis et al. 2020).

Our simplified treatment for the atmosphere does not

differentiate between water-vapor atmosphere and for-

mation of oceans on the planet. Such high pressures of

water in the atmosphere may lead to a reservoir of liq-

uid water on the surface of the planet, causing a huge

decrease in the atmospheric water pressure. However,

in order to include the formation of liquid water oceans,

a line-by-line climate model would be necessary, which

is out of the scope of this paper. While our results sug-

gest a water-rich atmosphere, similar to the water-rich

scenario constrained by JWST observations from Moran

et al. (2023), the current JWST data cannot definitively

distinguish between a water-rich planetary atmosphere

and stellar contamination. Future high-sensitivity ob-

servations, with improved wavelength coverage and res-

olution enabling the detection of trace gases in the at-

mosphere, may help resolve this ambiguity.

4.2. Limitations of the model and future outlook

Both the structure and evolution models involve

several challenges, which are addressed in our model

through simplifications, parameterizations, and assump-

tions. Our structure model is based on a simplified ver-

sion of Earth’s composition; however, in reality, Earth’s

composition is a complex mix of various minerals and

rocks, distributed non-uniformly across different layers.

Changes in mineral forms at different depths can occur

and may be highly sensitive to variations in temperature

and pressure. Determining the exact composition of var-

ious types of rocky exoplanets is challenging, primarily

due to their diversity and limited experimental and nu-

merical data on material properties. This challenge is

compounded when dealing with properties of existing

materials at the extreme pressures found in planetary

interiors, such as the core-mantle boundary pressure of

GJ 486b, which is comparable to the pressure at Earth’s

core. Understanding these variations highlights the di-

versity of rocky exoplanets and emphasizes the need for

models that account for differences in mass and compo-

sition. Studies such as Stixrude & Karki (2005); Mosen-

felder et al. (2009); Sakai et al. (2016); Spaargaren et al.

(2023) have played a pivotal role in expanding these

knowledge barriers.

The evolution model also has a few limitations. We

have considered a simple 1-D convective model for our

interior, whereas in reality, the mantle convects in three

dimensions at varying rates. This could lead to inhomo-

geneities within the mantle, resulting in a varied com-

position. One such example is the case of tidally locked

planets, which can exhibit hemispherical differences in

mantle convection and outgassing (Van Summeren et al.

2011; Meier et al. 2021). Meier et al. (2024) investigated

the possibility of differing hemispheric convection pat-

terns on GJ 486b. The planet is expected to show dif-

ferent surface temperatures, and hence different rates of

mantle cooling and outgassing. As a result, atmospheric

escape would be faster on the dayside than on the night-

side. A nightside-to-dayside wind flow could be antic-

ipated in 3D simulations of this planet. In our model.

several properties, such as mineral compositions, melt-

solid partition coefficients, and mantle density, have

been assumed to be independent of pressure, temper-

ature, and radial distance. In practice, these properties

are dependent on both temperature and pressure and

vary with depth.

While our model currently assumes the presence of

only one volatile, such as water, the inclusion of ad-

ditional volatiles and their coupled interior-atmosphere

evolution in future work may provide further con-

straints from upcoming JWST observations. Validat-

ing the evolutionary timescale remains another signifi-

cant challenge. Many properties in our model are not

well constrained, even for Earth—the planet we know

best—making it highly challenging to draw conclusions

about distant planets whose interiors are impossible to

observe.

A key limitation of our model is its inability to com-

ment on the tectonic behavior of the planet. Earth has

a system of tectonic plates that has played a crucial

role in the evolution of the upper mantle and the for-

mation of its complex crust (Condie 2013; Hawkesworth

et al. 2016, 2020). Deciphering about a planet’s tecton-

ics regime is extremely difficult, which requires a combi-

nation of modeling and observational data from the sur-

face of the planet. While Mercury and Mars are believed

to have stagnant lids, the tectonics regime of Venus is

still not clear. Lourenço & Rozel (2023) have shown a

detailed discussion on the possibility of different types

of tectonics on rocky planets, including the solar sys-

tem planets. Valencia et al. (2007a); Foley et al. (2012)

highlighted the possibility of plate tectonics on super-

Earths. Foley et al. (2014) investigated the mechanism

of origin of plate tectonics on Hadean Earth and specu-

lated similar origin of tectonics on super-Earths. Other

tectonics regimes have also been speculated for super-
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Earth planets (O’neill & Lenardic 2007; Tackley 2023).

However, these studies require more complex modeling,

which is beyond the scope of the present work.

5. CONCLUSIONS

Our study utilizes a 1D self-consistent coupled inte-

rior structure and evolution model, SERPINT, to simu-

late the interior, thermal, and atmospheric evolution of

the rocky exoplanet GJ 486b. The following key points

summarize our findings:

• The structural model, validated against the Pre-

liminary Reference Earth Model (PREM), closely

matches Earth’s core-radius fraction and density

profile, with minor deviations due to the assump-

tion of a fully liquid iron core, whereas PREM ac-

counts for Earth’s solid inner core and liquid outer

core.

• Our model predicts Earth’s core-radius fraction to

be approximately 0.538 R⊕, slightly lower than the

PREM value of 0.546 R⊕, highlighting the simpli-

fications inherent in our model.

• For GJ 486b, the model predicts a core-radius

fraction of 0.537 Rp, with a core radius approx-

imately 1.34 times larger than Earth’s, reflecting

its greater mass and similar internal structure.

• The density at the center of GJ 486b is pre-

dicted to be 17.57 kg/m3, significantly higher than

Earth’s, due to the planet’s higher mass. This is

attributed to a core pressure of 1171 GPa, which

is three times that of Earth’s.

• The thermal evolution model predicts that GJ

486b’s mantle, starting at a potential temperature

of 5000 K, cools and solidifies over approximately

0.93 million years.

• The extended solidification of the upper mantle

compared to the lower mantle is attributed to its

higher solidus temperature, significantly affecting

the overall cooling rate.

• The cooling rate decelerates as solidification pro-

ceeds, due to latent heat release during crystal-

lization, with the solidification radius reaching the

upper-lower mantle boundary at 2600 K.

• As GJ 486b cools, water initially dissolved in the

magma is progressively released into the atmo-

sphere, increasing atmospheric water pressure and

leading to dissociation into hydrogen and oxygen.

• Our models show the presence of a thick water at-

mosphere which is consistent with the observations

of Moran et al. (2023).

• The atmospheric pressure of water increases from

61.5 bars to around 1275 bars during the early

stages of solidification, followed by a steady-state

of 1062 bars as the planet solidifies completely.

• The model shows a gradual buildup of atmospheric

oxygen due to limited XUV radiation available for

further dissociation and escape, with oxygen pres-

sure stabilizing as XUV radiation decreases.

• The interplay between outgassing, photolysis, and

atmospheric escape shapes the planet’s volatile

reservoirs, impacting its long-term atmospheric

composition.
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APPENDIX

APPENDIX A: CORE IMPURITIES

The Earth’s core is primarily composed of liquid ε-Fe. We utilize the Holzapfel equation of state (EOS) due to its

closed form, resulting in significantly fewer volume residuals for pressures above 234 GPa compared to the Vinet and

BME3 EOS (Hakim et al. 2018). The calculated EOS for liquid ε-Fe suggests a good fit for the Earth’s core density

profile. While the Vinet and BME3 EOS are general forms used to describe the behavior of various materials under

high-pressure conditions, they are often applied to pure iron in studies of the Earth’s core.

However, the Earth’s iron core contains various impurities that reduce its density. We use the Holzapfel EOS

to model the Earth’s core density profile more accurately. Additionally, we incorporate a weighted average of the

respective impurities to account for the observed density decrement. A weighted average of impurity is given by

wim =
SiimwSi +OimwO + SimwS

total impurity
(A1)

where Xim and wX are the added impurity percentages and molar mass of species X, respectively. The total impurity

is given by

total impurity = Siim +Oim + Sim (A2)

We took the values wFe = 55.845 g mol−1, wSi = 28.0855 g mol−1,, wS = 32.065 g mol−1, and wO = 15.999 g mol−1,.

The average molar mass of the impure iron core is then defined as

Feim = (1− total impurity )× wFe + total impurity × wim (A3)

Hence, the impurity factor is given by

f = 1− Feim
wFe

(A4)

Hence, the modified Holzapfel EOS for the core becomes

P = P0 + 3K0ξ
′−5/3

[
1 + c2ξ

′1/3
(
1− ξ′1/3

)]
×

[
1− ξ′1/3

]
exp

[
c0

(
1− ξ′1/3

)]
(A5)

where ξ′ =
ρ

ρ0(1− f)
(refer Eqn. 8 for the definition of other terms). This modification has enabled the addition of

lighter elements to the core without the need to change the EOS.

APPENDIX B: ATMOSPHERIC ESCAPE

High-energy ultraviolet photons photolyze water molecules into hydrogen and oxygen atoms (Hunten 1973; Hunten

et al. 1987). We assume that all hydrogen and oxygen originate from water photolysis. Since hydrogen has a lower

atomic mass, it escapes into space more easily through mechanisms, such as Jean’s escape or hydrodynamic escape.

This results in a loss of water mass, which can be quantified by summing the masses of the escaping hydrogen and

oxygen (Luger & Barnes 2015).

ṀEL = ṁ↑
H + ṁ↑

O (B6)

The equations presented describe the steady-state conditions where the escape fluxes of hydrogen (ṁ↑
H) and oxygen

(ṁ↑
O) are balanced by their production rates from water photolysis. Here ṀEL denotes the total mass loss rate of

escaping gases from the planet’s atmosphere. Based on the masses of H and O, and number of atoms in each molecule

of water, we can relate the production rate of hydrogen and oxygen as (Luger & Barnes 2015)

ṁO = 8ṁH (B7)

Partitioning the escaping oxygen and the oxygen being accumulated in the atmosphere gives

ṁ↑
O + ṁatm

O = 8ṁ↑
H (B8)
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Solving these equations results in the final form

ṁ↑
H =

(
ΦH

ΦH + 16ΦO

)
ṀEL (B9)

Here ΦH and ΦO are the photolysis rates of hydrogen and oxygen, respectively. The ratio
ΦH

ΦH + 16ΦO
determines the

fraction of total mass loss attributed to hydrogen escape.

ṁ↑
O =

(
16ΦO

ΦH + 16ΦO

)
ṀEL (B10)

ṁatm
O = 8

(
ΦH − 2ΦO

ΦH + 16ΦO

)
ṀEL (B11)

The differential escape of hydrogen and oxygen can lead to significant changes in the atmospheric composition

over geological timescales. For instance, a planet initially rich in water may experience substantial hydrogen loss,

potentially resulting in an atmosphere enriched in oxygen. By quantifying the escape rates of hydrogen and oxygen,

we gain insights into the long-term stability of water on a planet and the potential for developing an oxygen-rich

atmosphere.

APPENDIX C: EFFECT OF INITIAL AMOUNT OF WATER ON THERMAL EVOLUTION

The quantity of water plays a crucial role in the thermal evolution of a planet. As detailed in Section 2.5.1, water is

released from the planet’s interior during the solidification process, contributing to the formation of a secondary water

vapor atmosphere. An increase in atmospheric water vapor enhances the greenhouse effect, which in turn traps more

heat and delays the solidification process.

Deciphering the initial water content on a planet is challenging. Dorn & Lichtenberg (2021) investigated that

magma ocean planets can hold several Earth Oceans (EO) of water. Additionally, the cores of planets can also

contain substantial reservoirs of water (Li et al. 2020). We examined the effect of varying initial water content on

the thermal evolution of GJ 486b. Our simulations encompassed five scenarios: 0.2 EO, 1 EO, 3 EO, 10 EO, and 20

EO, representing a range from very low to high water content. Fig. 7 shows the thermal evolution and evolution of

solidification radius and melt fraction for GJ 486b for the five cases. Our results indicate that variations in initial

water content lead to significant differences in the solidification time of the planet. Increasing the water content delays

the planet’s solidification by several thousand years.

Fig. 7(a) illustrates the thermal evolution of GJ 486b with 0.2 Earth Oceans (EO) of initial water, representing a

relatively dry scenario. We observe that the planet solidifies as early as 0.02 million years (Myrs), as shown in Fig.

7(b). Initially, the planet cools rapidly until solidification, after which it transitions to a slower cooling rate in the

solid-state evolution regime. Other aspects of the evolution follow patterns similar to those discussed in Section 2.3.

For the case of 1 EO of initial water, the solidification process is delayed by 0.09 Myrs; the planet rapidly cools before

transitioning to the solid-state evolution regime at 0.11 Myrs, as shown in Fig. 7(c) and 7(d). Similarly, for the cases

of 3 EO, 10 EO, and 20 EO, the planet solidifies after 0.3 Myrs, 0.93 Myrs, and 1.82 Myrs, respectively, as shown in

Fig. 7. Further details on the evolution of other properties can be found in Section 2.3.

It was also observed that as the planet enters the solid-state evolution regime, it cools very slowly, resulting in nearly

identical mantle potential temperatures at the conclusion of all simulations. This indicates that the amount of water

does not impact the mantle potential temperature of the planet after a few billion years of evolution.
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Figure 7. Evolution of thermal properties of GJ 486b with 0.2 EO, 1 EO, 3 EO, 10 EO and 20 EO of initial water. The
plots in the left column represent the mantle potential temperature evolution, while the plots in the right column illustrate the
evolution of solidification radius fraction and melt fraction. The dotted lines denote the core radius (rc), upper-lower mantle
boundary radius (rulmb) and the planet radius (Rp), all normalized to planet radius.
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