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ABSTRACT

We present and confirm TOI-1751 b, a transiting sub-Neptune orbiting a slightly evolved, solar-type,

metal-poor star (Teff = 5996 ± 110 K, log(g) = 4.2 ± 0.1, V = 9.3 mag, [Fe/H] = −0.40 ± 0.06dex)

every 37.47 d. We use TESS photometry to measure a planet radius of 2.77+0.15
−0.07 R⊕. We also use

both Keck/HIRES and APF/Levy radial velocities (RV) to derive a planet mass of 14.5+3.15
−3.14 M⊕,

and thus a planet density of 3.6 ± 0.9 g cm−3. There is also a long-period (∼ 400 d) signal that is

observed in only the Keck/HIRES data. We conclude that this long-period signal is not planetary in

nature, and is likely due to the window function of the Keck/HIRES observations. This highlights

the role of complementary observations from multiple observatories to identify and exclude aliases in

RV data. Finally, we investigate potential compositions of this planet, including rocky and water-rich

solutions, as well as theoretical irradiated ocean models. TOI-1751 b is a warm sub-Neptune, with an

equilibrium temperature of ∼ 820 K. As TOI-1751 is a metal-poor star, TOI-1751 b may have formed

in a water-enriched formation environment. We thus favor a volatile-rich interior composition for this

planet.

Keywords: Radial velocity, Transit photometry, Exoplanet structure, Mini Neptunes

1. INTRODUCTION

The Transiting Exoplanet Survey Satellite (TESS ,

Ricker et al. 2014) has discovered 415 confirmed exo-

planets to date1, and has identified thousands of planet

candidates. These planets join the extensive population

of over 5500 known planets. With this sample, we can

search for demographic trends in planet radii, masses,

compositions, and occurrence, and begin to probe the

mechanisms of planet formation and evolution that gov-

ern the planets in our galaxy.

The most commonly detected exoplanets are those

smaller than Neptune (1 − 4 R⊕, commonly referred

to as sub-Neptunes and/or super-Earths1). TESS has

discovered over 200 such planets, and ≳ 75% of all con-

firmed planets with measured radii are smaller than 4

R⊕
1. Population-level trends offer windows into these

planets’ evolution and formation.

One such feature is the radius gap, a valley in the dis-

tribution of planet radii near 1.8 R⊕ (Fulton et al. 2017).

This feature may be explained by two distinct popu-

lations: primarily rocky planets with H/He envelopes,

and planets with volatile-rich interiors and more volu-

minous envelopes (e.g. Zeng et al. 2019; Izidoro et al.

2022; Venturini & Helled 2017; Venturini et al. 2020).

Lee et al. (2022) suggest the radius gap is imprinted on

the planet population at early times through planet for-

∗ NSF Graduate Research Fellow
† Henry Norris Russell Fellow
‡ NASA Sagan Fellow
§ NSF Astronomy and Astrophysics Postdoctoral Fellow

1

NASA Exoplanet Archive, https://exoplanetarchive.ipac.caltech.
edu/, accessed 31 January 2024

mation in gas-poor disks. Alternatively, Luque & Pallé

(2022) posit that the two populations are distinct in den-

sity, rather than radius, around M dwarfs. In this frame-

work, compositional differences between the populations

are set by the materials available in their formation envi-

ronments, suggesting distinct formation locations within

their protoplanetary disks. Water-rich planets may form

beyond the snow line and then migrate inwards (Léger

et al. 2004; Bitsch et al. 2019). On the other hand, rocky

planets may form in situ from ice-poor pebbles, and ac-

crete primordial atmospheres from their natal disks (Lee

& Chiang 2016; Chiang & Laughlin 2013).

Other mechanisms involving the sculpting of a sin-

gle underlying population to create the radius gap have

also been suggested. These include atmospheric mass-

loss through XUV-driven photoevaporation (Owen &

Wu 2013; Rogers et al. 2021), core-powered mass loss
(Ginzburg et al. 2018), and atmospheric mass-loss and

growth through giant impacts (Wyatt et al. 2020).

In this paper, we present and confirm TOI-1751 b,

a sub-Neptune with a period of 37.47 days, orbiting a

slightly evolved G0 star. TOI-1751 b is at the upper

radius boundary of the sub-Neptune population, where

planet occurrence begins to decrease. While much work

has been done to investigate the mechanism(s) sculpting

the radius gap, there are few models to explain this “oc-

currence cliff” (Dattilo et al. 2023). By characterizing

planets in this regime, we may refine models that encap-

sulate both the radius gap and occurrence cliff. Further-

more, due to the lower transit probability for planets

with longer periods, only about 10% of sub-Neptunes

confirmed by TESS have orbital periods greater than

25 d. TOI-1751 b thus resides in a population that is

challenging to probe with transit surveys.

https://exoplanetarchive.ipac.caltech.edu/
https://exoplanetarchive.ipac.caltech.edu/
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This target was observed by the TESS -Keck Sur-

vey (TKS), a collaboration spanning several institutions

that pools time on the Keck-I telescope on Maunakea.

It was initially selected for radial velocity (RV) obser-

vations under several science cases: searching for dis-

tant giants, probing planets across the radius gap, and

analyzing the diversity of gaseous envelopes (see Chon-

tos et al. 2022 for a comprehensive of the TKS science

cases). In Section 2 we discuss the data collected for this

target. In Section 3 we characterize the stellar host. Sec-

tion 4 presents our photometric and RV analyses and

resulting planet parameters. In Section 5 we put this

system in context and discuss possible planetary com-

positions, and conclude in Section 6.

2. DATA COLLECTED

2.1. Photometric Observations

The TESS mission observed TOI-1751 (TIC

287080092, HD 146757) for a total of 27 sectors (15,

17-26, 40-41, and 47-59) between 15 August 2019 and

23 December 2022 at 120 s cadence. The Science Pro-

cessing Operations Center (SPOC, Jenkins et al. 2016)

conducted a transit search of Sectors 15, 17, 18 and 19 on

24 January 2020 with an adaptive, noise-compensating

matched filter (Jenkins 2002; Jenkins et al. 2010, 2020).

This produced a threshold-crossing event (TCE) to

which an initial limb-darkened transit model was fit (Li

et al. 2019). Diagnostic tests were then conducted to

investigate the planetary nature of the signal (Twicken

et al. 2018). The transit signal passed all of the diagnos-

tic tests. The TESS Science Office (TSO) reviewed the

vetting information and issued an alert on 27 February

2020 (Guerrero et al. 2021). The signal was repeatedly

recovered as additional observations were made in sec-

tors 20-26, 40-41 and 47-59. The final transit search

located the host star within 5.8 ± 3.6′′ of the source of

the transit signal using a difference image centroiding

test. We note that observations taken in sectors 15 and

17-26 were impacted by a bias in the sky background

correction algorithm, which tended to overestimate the

sky background flux. However, the impact on the de-

rived planetary radius of TOI-1751 b is below 0.4% in

all affected sectors and typically between 0.1% – 0.2%,

so this is not a dominant error source in our analysis.

The target was also observed at 1800-s cadence in sec-

tor 16 and processed from Full-Frame Images (FFIs)

through the Quick Look Pipeline (Huang et al. 2020a,b).

During sectors 56-59, TOI-1751 was also observed at 20-

s cadence. This target was part of the following TESS

Guest Observer programs: G04242 (PI: Mayo), G04191

(PI: Burt), G04039 (PI: Davenport), and G05144 (20-

second target, PI: Huber).

2.2. Imaging Observations

Eclipsing binaries with small projected separations

from a putative planet host star can create a false-

positive transit signal. This effect is particularly impor-

tant to consider for TESS Objects of Interest (TOIs),

due to the TESS mission’s larger pixel size (21′′ × 21′′)

compared to that of Kepler (4′′×4′′). The SPOC transit

search of TOI-1751 was able to constrain the location of

the transit event to within a TESS pixel (see Section

2.1), suggesting a blended eclipsing binary was not the

cause of the transit events. However, the flux from com-

panion stars can lead to underestimated planetary radii,

overestimated bulk densities, and erroneous stellar pa-

rameters (Ciardi et al. 2015; Furlan et al. 2017). The

contaminating flux from a nearby star may also inhibit

the detection of shallow transits (Lester et al. 2021).

We thus obtained high-resolution imaging observations

of TOI-1751 to search for nearby companion stars.

2.2.1. Lucky Imaging

We obtained two observations of TOI-1751 with the

AstraLux instrument (Hormuth et al. 2008) installed

at the 2.2-m telescope in the Calar Alto Observatory

(Almeŕıa, Spain) under average weather and atmo-

spheric conditions (seeing around 1′′) on 22 March and

14 September 2021 with the SDSS z filter. AstraLux

uses the lucky imaging technique to obtain thousands of

short exposure frames and selects a few percent of these

frames with the best Strehl ratio (Strehl 1902). We ob-

tained 62,200 frames with an exposure time of 10 ms

each and selected the best 10% for a final effective ex-

posure time of 62.2 s. We used the final stacked image to

obtain the contrast curve by using the astrasens code

(Lillo-Box et al. 2012, 2014). The result provides a con-

trast of ∆z = 6.3 mag for separations above 0.5′′on the

22 March 2021. We found no additional sources in the
field of view of the instrument (3′′ × 3′′) within these

sensitivity limits.

2.2.2. Speckle Imaging

TOI-1751 was observed on 6 June 2020 using the

‘Alopeke speckle instrument on the Gemini North 8-m

telescope (Scott et al. 2021). ‘Alopeke provides simul-

taneous speckle imaging in two bands (562 nm and 832

nm). Three sets of 1000 × 0.06 s exposures were col-

lected and subjected to Fourier analysis in the standard

reduction pipeline (see Howell et al. 2011). The Fourier

transform of the summed autocorrelation of each set of

images is used to make a fringe image of the target,

which is then used to reconstruct the image. We find no

companions fainter than the target star by 4.58 magni-

tudes at 562 nm and by 6.73 magnitudes at 832 nm at

separations of 0.5′′(i.e. 57 AU) or greater.
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2.2.3. Adaptive Optics Imaging

We used the Shane Adaptive optics infraRed Camera-

Spectrograph (ShARCS, Kupke et al. 2012; Gavel et al.

2014) mounted on the 3-m Shane Telescope at Lick Ob-

servatory to collect AO imaging of TOI-1751. We ob-

served the target using the Ks and J band filters. We

conducted observations using a four-point dither pat-

tern with a spacing of 4′′ on each side. We analyzed

the data using the Stellar Image Maturation via Effi-

cient Reduction (SImMER) package (Hirsch et al. 2019;

Savel et al. 2020). We find no stellar companions within

5 magnitudes at separations ≥ 1′′ in Ks band.

2.3. Spectroscopic Observations

2.3.1. Reconnaissance Spectra

We obtained one reconnaissance spectrum with an ex-

posure time of 750 s on 2 March 2020 using the Till-

inghast Reflector Echelle Spectrograph (TRES, Fűrész

2008) as part of the TESS Follow-up Observing Pro-

gram (TFOP) SubGroup 2 (SG2) Reconnaissance Spec-

troscopy program. TRES is a fiber-fed echelle spectro-

graph on the 1.5 m Tillinghast Reflector at the Fred

Lawrence Whipple Observatory (FLWO) in Arizona,

USA, operating between 390 and 910 nm. The spec-

trograph has a resolving power of R ∼ 44,000. We

used the Stellar Parameter Classification (SPC, Buch-

have et al. 2012) tool to derive stellar parameters. SPC

cross-correlates a ∼ 310 Å region of the observed spec-

trum surrounding the Mg b lines against a library grid of

synthetic spectra calculated using the Kurucz (1992) at-

mospheric models to derive effective temperature (Teff),

surface gravity, (log(g)), rotational velocity, (vsin(i)),

and metallicity, ([m/H]). Metallicity is derived using all

available metal lines and is therefore reported as [m/H].

We also obtained follow-up spectra for stellar clas-

sification with Las Cumbres Observatory’s Network

of Robotic Echelle Spectrographs (LCO/NRES, Siverd

et al. 2018). NRES is a network of four identical spec-

trographs located at different observatories spanning a

wide longitudinal range. Each instrument is a fiber-fed

echelle spectrograph operating between 380-860 nm with

a resolution of R ∼ 53,000. Specifically, we obtained

spectra for TOI-1751 at our NRES facility at the Wise

Observatory, Israel, on 4 March 2020 at 23:00 UTC.

The exposure time was 1800 s and the final SNR was

36 at 5500 Å. The wavelength calibrated spectrum was

obtained through the standard BANZAI-NRES pipeline

(Brandt et al. 2020). The resulting stellar parameters

from these observations are reported in Table 1.

2.3.2. Keck/HIRES

The HIgh Resolution Echelle Spectrometer (HIRES)

on the Keck-I telescope on Maunakea operates between

360 and 800 nm. We used Keck/HIRES to collect high-

resolution spectra of TOI-1751 in order to derive preci-

sion RVs. We collected 71 spectra between July 2020

and July 2023. We observed TOI-1751 using the red

cross-disperser, B5 decker (3.5′′× 0.861′′, R = 50,000) or

C2 decker (14′′× 0.861′′, R = 50,000), and a median ex-

posure time of 382 s. We took 69 RV observations with a

warm (50◦ C) iodine cell in the light path for wavelength

calibrations as per Butler et al. (1996). We also took two

further higher-resolution spectra without the iodine cell

in the light path (“iodine-out”) in March and September

2020 in order to obtain a spectral template, one using

the B3 decker (14′′× 0.574′′, R = 72,000) and one using

the C2 decker. The spectra were reduced using the stan-

dard procedures described in Howard et al. (2010). The

RVs, RV errors, and Mount Wilson S-Index (a proxy for

stellar activity derived from Ca II H & K lines) are re-

ported in Table 4, and the RV data are shown in Fig. 1.

We also derived stellar parameters for TOI-1751 using

these data (see Section 3, Table 1).

2.3.3. APF/Levy

The Automated Planet Finder (Radovan et al. 2014)

is a robotic 2.4-m telescope that hosts the Levy spec-

trograph, a high-resolution (R=100,000) echelle spec-

trograph that operates between 374 and 980 nm (Vogt

et al. 2014a). We obtained 129 observations of TOI-

1751 using APF/Levy between April 2020 and January

2023, with multiple observations per night on several

nights. These observations had a median exposure time

of 2100 s. Similarly to the Keck/HIRES observations,

spectra were taken through a warm iodine cell for wave-

length calibration, and RVs were derived using the meth-

ods described in Howard et al. (2010). As with other

faint targets on APF (V ∼ 9), we use the Keck template

splined onto the APF wavelength solution to calculate

precise RVs. We report the APF/Levy RVs in Table 4,

and show the data in Fig 1.

3. STELLAR PARAMETERS

3.1. Spectroscopically-derived Parameters

We used the SpecMatch-Emp2 algorithm (Yee et al.

2017) to characterize TOI-1751. SpecMatch-Emp uses a

library of high resolution (R∼55,000) and high signal-

to-noise (> 100) Keck/HIRES spectra to measure stellar

parameters from optical spectra. This method achieves

accuracies of 100 K in effective temperature, 15% in

2 https://github.com/samuelyeewl/specmatch-emp

https://github.com/samuelyeewl/specmatch-emp
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Figure 1. Top: RV measurements from APF/Levy (green squares) and Keck/HIRES (blue diamonds). For clarity, the RV
offsets determined from the joint RV and transit fit (see Section 4.3) for each instrument have been subtracted from the data,
and the respective jitter terms have been combined with the instrumental uncertainties to produce the error bars. Bottom:
Flattened and normalized TESS PDCSAP flux light curve.

stellar radius, and 0.09 dex in metallicity for FGK

stars. The algorithm takes the observed stellar spec-

trum, shifts it to the rest frame wavelength scale, iden-

tifies the most similar library spectra, and interpolates

between them to derive parameters for the target star.

We measure a stellar mass of 0.90 ± 0.03M⊙, a stellar

radius of 1.17±0.18R⊙, and an effective temperature of

5996±110 K. We also used the SpecMatch-Synthetic3

code (Petigura et al. 2017) to measure stellar parameters

from the iodine-out Keck/HIRES spectrum by interpo-

lating between a grid of model spectra from Coelho et al.

(2005).

Additionally, we report stellar parameters derived

from reconnaissance spectra (described in Section 2.3.1).

However, we do not adopt these parameters in our anal-

ysis due to the the higher resolution of Keck/HIRES.

Some of these parameters (e.g. vsin(i)) are discrepant to

greater than 2σ from those measured using Keck/HIRES

3 github.com/petigura/specmatch-syn

data, likely due to the low-resolution and low-cadence

(often 1 observation per instrument) nature of these ob-

servations. Our adopted parameters are consistent to 1σ

with those derived homogeneously for the TKS sample

in MacDougall et al. (2023).

We find that TOI-1751 is a slightly evolved (log g =

4.24± 0.10), metal-poor ([Fe/H] = −0.40± 0.06), solar-

type star. The spectroscopic v sin i and R⋆ measured

using SpecMatch-Emp imply a projected rotation period

for the star of Prot/ sin i = 46 ± 37 d. We derive ad-

ditional estimates of projected rotation period from the

logR′
HK observations, and using the SED of TOI-1751

(see Section 3.2). We report all calculated stellar pa-

rameters in Table 1.

3.2. Photometrically-derived Parameters

We also performed an analysis of the broadband spec-

tral energy distribution (SED) of the star together with

the Gaia DR3 parallax (Gaia Collaboration et al. 2023),

in order to determine an empirical measurement of the

stellar radius (Stassun & Torres 2016; Stassun et al.

2017, 2018). We pulled the JHKS magnitudes from

 github.com/petigura/specmatch-syn
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2MASS (Skrutskie et al. 2006), the W1–W4 magnitudes

from WISE (Wright et al. 2010), the GBPGRP magni-

tudes from Gaia, and the FUV and NUV magnitudes

from GALEX (Martin et al. 2005). Together, the avail-

able photometry spans the full stellar SED over the

wavelength range 0.2–20 µm.

We performed a fit using PHOENIX stellar atmo-

sphere models (Husser et al. 2013), varying effective

temperature (Teff), metallicity ([Fe/H]), and extinction

(AV ). We limited AV to the maximum line-of-sight

value from the Galactic dust maps of Schlegel et al.

(1998). The resulting fit has a best-fit AV = 0.03±0.03,

Teff = 6075± 75 K, and [Fe/H] = −0.5± 0.2, with a re-

duced χ2 of 1.3. Integrating the unreddened model SED

gives the bolometric flux at Earth, Fbol = 4.98± 0.23×
10−9 erg s−1 cm−2. Taking the Fbol together with the

Gaia parallax directly gives the bolometric luminosity,

Lbol = 2.000±0.094 L⊙. The Stefan-Boltzmann relation

then gives the stellar radius, R⋆ = 1.284 ± 0.044 R⊙.

In addition, we estimated the stellar mass and pro-

jected stellar rotation period using the empirical rela-

tions of Torres et al. (2010) (M⋆ = 1.06 ± 0.06 M⊙,

Prot/sin(i) = 50.9± 40.1 d).

We note that the stellar mass derived from the spec-

troscopic data (0.90 ± 0.03M⊙) is inconsistent to 1.4 σ

with that reported in the TESS Input Catalog (1.15 ±
0.17M⊙, TIC v8.2, Paegert et al. 2022), possibly due to

the slightly evolved nature of the star.

We also do not see any evidence of stellar-rotation-

related signals in the Lomb-Scargle periodogram (Lomb

1976; Scargle 1982) of the TESS light curve. The

strongest power in the periodogram is at 4.46 d, but

given the measured v sin(i) and R∗ of this target (1.27±
1.00 km/s, 1.17±0.18R∗), this is unlikely to correspond

to stellar rotation, and may be due to TESS momentum

dumps. We attribute the lack of photometric rotation

signals to the known challenges with identifying rotation

periods longer than the TESS orbital period of 13.7 d,

or roughly half a sector length (Canto Martins et al.

2020; Fetherolf et al. 2023).

3.3. Constraining Stellar Age and Companions

To further investigate the rotation period and age of

TOI-1751, we use the BANYAN Σ (Bayesian Analysis

for Nearby Young AssociatioNs Σ, Gagné et al. 2018)

analysis tool to investigate whether TOI-1751 is a mem-

ber of any of the 27 known young stellar associations

within 150 pc. We find that TOI-1751 is highly likely

(99.9%) to not be a member of these associations, point-

ing to an older age. This is in line with the reported

surface gravity, suggesting that TOI-1751 is nearing the

end of its time on the main sequence.

We use the empirical activity-age relations of Mama-

jek & Hillenbrand (2008) along with the logR′
HK of TOI-

1751 to find an age of 10.0±1.5 Gyr. This includes both

the measurement uncertainty on logR′
HK and the sys-

tematic error reported for the Mamajek & Hillenbrand

(2008) relation. The same empirical relations of Ma-

majek & Hillenbrand (2008) predict a rotation period

from the logR′
HK of 23.3± 3.2d. This is consistent with

the Prot/ sin i value determined using the Torres et al.

(2010) empirical relations.

Additionally, Gaia DR3 (Gaia Collaboration et al.

2023) does not contain any proper motion companions

within 100′′of TOI-1751. We also used tpfplotter

(Lillo-Box et al. 2014) to search for sources in GAIA

DR3 within the pipeline aperture mask used to generate

the light curve. We found that there were no contami-

nating sources up to 8 magnitudes fainter than TOI-1751

within the aperture mask, and thus likely no substantial

contaminating flux. Furthermore, GAIA DR3 reports a

Renormalized Unit Weight Error (RUWE) of 0.90, indi-

cating that this target does not have a detectable com-

panion (Lindgren 2018).

3.4. Galactic Context

TOI-1751 is a high proper motion star, and we find

that is also metal-poor ([Fe/H] = −0.40± 0.06). These

attributes indicate that it may be a member of the thick

disk of the Milky Way (Bensby 2004; Bensby & Feltzing

2010). Thick disk stars are kinematically hotter, more

depleted in metals, more enriched in alpha-elements,

and older than those in the thin disk. The formation of

the thick disk is still unclear (van der Kruit & Freeman

2011), with possible mechanisms including the merger of

the Milky Way with a dwarf galaxy (Quinn et al. 1993,

e.g.), and radial mixing of gas and stars (e.g. Schönrich

& Binney 2009; Loebman et al. 2011). Planets orbit-

ing thick-disk stars (e.g. Kepler-444, Campante et al.

2015) show that planet formation has occurred for ≳ 11

Gyr. Carrillo et al. (2020) calculated the galactic ve-

locity of TIC stars, and report (ULSR,VLSR,WLSR)

= (106.2± 0.2,−35.5± 0.2, 1.6± 0.2) km/s, with

vtot = (U2
LSR +V2

LSR +W2
LSR)

1
2 ≈ 110km/s for this tar-

get. This result is consistent with that calculated using

the methods in Rodriguez (2016), and may suggest

thick-disk membership (Nissen 2004). TOI-1751 is,

however, still consistent with the low-metallicity tail of

the thin-disk distribution, and is 1.6 times more likely

to belong to the thin disk than the thick disk (Carrillo

et al. 2020). Therefore, we do not conclusively report

its thick disk membership, and defer a detailed discus-

sion of the star’s alpha abundances to a future work

(Polanski et al., in prep).
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Table 1. TOI-1751 Stellar Parameters

Parameter Value Error Source Adopted?

Other Names TIC 287080092 TIC v8.2a -

HD 146757 Henry Draper Catalog (Cannon & Pickering 1921) -

TYC 4192-02025-1 TYCHO (Høg et al. 2000) -

Right Ascension (hh:mm:ss) 16:13:57.31 TIC v8.2a -

Declination (hh:mm:ss) +63:32:03.39 TIC v8.2a -

V magnitude 9.327 0.003 TIC v8.2a -

TESS magnitude 8.80616 0.006 TIC v8.2a -

J magnitude 8.251 0.021 TIC v8.2a -

K magnitude 7.934 0.027 TIC v8.2a -

Gaia magnitude 9.19 - Gaia DR3b -

Parallax (mas) 8.809 0.009 Gaia DR3b -

RA proper motion (mas/yr) 8.60 0.01 Gaia DR3b -

Dec proper motion (mas/yr) -172.84 0.02 Gaia DR3b -

Radius (R⊙) 1.17 0.18 SpecMatch-Empiricalc Y

Radius (R⊙) 1.34 0.03 SpecMatch-Syntheticd

Radius (R⊙) 1.27 0.06 TIC v8.2a -

Radius (R⊙) 1.01 0.11 LCO/NRES -

Radius (R⊙) 1.284 0.044 SED -

Mass (M⊙) 0.90 0.03 SpecMatch-Empiricalc Y

Mass (M⊙) 0.89 0.03 SpecMatch-Syntheticd

Mass (M⊙) 1.152 0.1689 TIC v8.2a -

Mass (M⊙) 0.925 0.044 LCO/NRES -

Mass (M⊙) 1.06 0.06 Empirical relations (Torres et al. 2010) -

Teff(K) 5996 110 SpecMatch-Empiricalc Y

Teff(K) 5918 100 SpecMatch-Syntheticd -

Teff(K) 6114 122 TIC v8.2a -

Teff(K) 5850 50 NOT/FIES -

Teff(K) 5801 50 FLWO/TRES -

Teff(K) 6049 100 LCO/NRES -

Teff(K) 6075 75 SED -

log(g) 4.24 0.10 SpecMatch-Syntheticc Y

log(g) 4.293 0.084 TIC v8.2a -

log(g) 4.1 0.1 NOT/FIRES -

log(g) 4.0 0.1 FLWO/TRES -

log(g) 4.4 0.1 LCO/NRES -

vsini (km/s) 1.27 1.0 SpecMatch-Empiricalc Y

vsini (km/s) 3.74 0.50 NOT/FIRES -

vsini (km/s) 4.29 0.5 FLWO/TRES -

vsini (km/s) 2.49 0.62 LCO/NRES -

Prot/sin(i)(d) 46 37 Calculated using vsini and R∗ -

Prot/sin(i)(d) 50.9 40.1 Empirical relations (Torres et al. 2010) -

Prot(d) 23.3 3.2 Predicted using logR′
HK (Mamajek & Hillenbrand 2008) -

Table 1 continued
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Table 1 (continued)

Parameter Value Error Source Adopted?

[Fe/H] (dex) -0.40 0.06 SpecMatch-Empiricalc Y

[Fe/H] (dex) -0.50 0.09 SpecMatch-Syntheticc -

[Fe/H] (dex) -0.33 0.06 LCO/NRES -

[Fe/H] (dex) -0.5 0.2 SED -

logR′
HK -5.244 0.212 APF/Levy -

logR′
HK -5.149 0.071 Keck/HIRES -

[m/H] (dex) -0.429 0.08 NOT/FIRES -

[m/H] (dex) -0.389 0.08 FLWO/TRES -

AV 0.03 0.03 SED -

Age (Gyr) 10.0 1.5 Empirical relations (Mamajek & Hillenbrand 2008) -

a TESS Input Catalog, Version 8.2 (Paegert et al. 2022)

bGaia DR3 (Gaia Collaboration et al. 2023)

cSpecMatch-Empirical (Yee et al. 2017) applied to Keck/HIRES data

dSpecMatch-Synthetic (Petigura et al. 2017) applied to Keck/HIRES data
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4. DATA ANALYSIS

4.1. TESS Photometry Analysis

We used the lightkurve package (Lightkurve Col-

laboration et al. 2018) to download the 2-minute SPOC

TESS light curves for TOI-1751. We normalized and

stitched together the light curves from each TESS Sec-

tor (see Fig. 1) and computed a box least-squares (BLS,

Kovács et al. 2002) periodogram. We recovered a sig-

nificant periodic signal at 37.468 d with an associated

Signal Detection Efficiency (SDE) of 24.8. This signal

corresponds to the planet candidate TOI-1751.01.

We visually inspected the light curve to confirm the

time of the first transit of TOI-1751.01. Next, we re-

duced the computation time for the subsequent transit

fit using the BLS period to trim data points falling out-

side of a two-day window on either side of each transit

center. We also removed any observations flagged with

a quality flag greater than 0 to exclude scattered light,

cosmic rays, and additional anomalous events.

Next, we flattened each transit individually by first

fitting a second-order polynomial to the out-of-transit

baseline flux spanning 12 to 48 hours before and after

each transit midpoint. We then divided out the best-fit

polynomial from the Presearch Data Conditioning Sim-

ple Aperture Photometry (PDCSAP, Smith et al. 2012;

Stumpe et al. 2012, 2014) flux within the full four-day

window for each transit. To ensure robust flattening, we

required each four-day window to be at least 80% com-

plete (i.e., at least 80% of possible cadences contained

data). This resulted in 13 complete flattened transits.

To constrain the size and orbital properties of TOI-

1751 b, we modeled the transit photometry using the

exoplanet package (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2021). To

remain agnostic to the stellar properties, we defined a

transit model in terms of the planet-to-star radius ratio
(Rp/R∗), time of first transit (T0), orbital period (P),

semi-major axis in units of stellar radii (a/R∗), impact

parameter (b), and quadratic limb-darkening coefficients

(q1, q2, using the parameterization of Kipping 2013).

Our model also included a mean baseline flux term (⟨F ⟩)
and a photometric jitter term (s), which was added in

quadrature to the reported flux uncertainties. Finally,

we assumed a circular orbit for the planet, setting the

eccentricity equal to zero.

We optimized the model parameters using Bayesian

inference, implementing a Hamiltonian Monte Carlo

(HMC) No U-Turn Sampler (NUTS, Hoffman & Gelman

2011) with PyMC3 (Salvatier et al. 2016) to sample the

posterior probability distributions. The prior distribu-

tions we selected for each parameter are given in Table 2.

We set the target acceptance rate to 0.95 (to account for

the higher acceptance fractions returned by HMC sam-

plers compared with Metropolis-Hastings samplers) and

initialized the sampler by adapting a dense mass matrix

from the sample covariances. We then ran the sampler

using a total of 4 chains, each one drawing 20,000 sam-

ples after discarding 5,000 burn-in steps. To check for

convergence, we computed the Gelman-Rubin Diagnos-

tic and visually inspected the sampler trace plot for each

parameter. The median and 68% confidence range for

each parameter are given in Table 2.

4.2. RV Analysis

We analyze the combined Keck/HIRES and

APF/Levy RV observations in order to confirm TOI-

1751.01. The Lomb-Scargle periodogram of the com-

bined Keck/HIRES and APF/Levy RV data (see Fig.

2) shows a significant peak with < 0.1% false alarm

probability at 37.4 d, which we confirm as the exoplanet

TOI-1751 b. We also note a peak at ∼ 400 d. This

second, longer-period signal may indicate the presence

of a non-transiting distant giant planet in the system.

We used the RadVel package (Fulton et al. 2018) which

fits Keplerian models using maximum posterior proba-

bility optimization to model the RV data. In our mod-

els, we allowed several combinations of the orbital period

(P), time of conjunction (tc), mass (Mpl), argument of

periastron (ω), and eccentricity (e) of the planet(s) to

vary. We performed several fits: including or exclud-

ing a linear trend (γ̇), including or excluding a second

planet at ∼ 400 d, and circular or eccentric orbits. In

all cases, we fixed the orbital period (Pb) and time of

conjunction (tc,b) using the precise constraints from our

initial photometric analysis (see Section 4.1).

We find that the mass of TOI-1751 b is consistent to

1σ across all models. Furthermore, the mass is consis-
tent to 1σ when fitting the Keck/HIRES and APF/Levy

data separately. The preferred model using the full data

set is a circular 1-planet model, which returns a mini-

mum mass of 14.5+3.15
−3.14 M⊕ for TOI-1751 b. The ∆BIC

between the circular model and eccentric model is less

than 1, so there is no clear evidence for eccentricity

(Kass & Raftery 1995). We report the circular poste-

riors in Table 2.

4.2.1. Evidence Against a Distant Giant Planet

There is much interest in probing the outer regions

of planetary systems, and investigating the occurrence

of small, inner planets that may depend on the pres-

ence of distant giants (e.g. Van Zandt et al. 2023; Zhu

& Wu 2018). We find that the ∼ 400 d periodic sig-

nal seen in the combined data set is only present in the

Keck/HIRES RVs, and is not seen in the APF/Levy
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Figure 2. Lomb-Scargle periodogram of a) all RV ob-
servations, b) Keck/HIRES RVs, c) APF/Levy RVs, d)
Keck/HIRES window function, e) APF/Levy window func-
tion, and f) S-values. The vertical green line marks the
37d period, and the gray-shaded region marks the 300-500d
range. The long-period peak seen in the periodogram of the
full RV data set is not present in the APF data, and is at
a period similar to that of a significant peak in the HIRES
window function. The dark red dashed line represents the
0.1% false-alarm level. Data consisting of Gaussian noise
with no periodic signal would produce peaks of this height
(or above) in < 0.1% of samples. The red dashed line is the
1% false-alarm level.

data (see Fig. 2). This casts doubt on a planetary in-

terpretation of the 400 d signal.

In order to investigate whether a distant giant planet

would be detected in the APF/Levy data, we simu-

lated observations using parameters for TOI-1751 b and

the putative outer planet determined from a two-planet

Keck/HIRES-only fit. We used M = 14.9 ± 3.8M⊕ for

the inner planet and M = 88±15M⊕ (∼0.9 MSaturn) for

the outer planet to simulate 129 observations, using real

APF/Levy observational time stamps and errors. All

of the simulated observations show a long-period peak

greater than that in the real APF/Levy data (see Fig.

3). This suggests that if such a distant giant planet were

present in the system, its signal would have been cap-

tured by the APF observations. We performed a similar

exercise for simulated APF data assuming lower masses

(10, 35, and 50 M⊕) for a putative distant giant. None of

these scenarios reproduced the periodogram of the APF

data. We used Radvel to model these sets of simulated

observations. The measured planet mass for the outer

planet is inconsistent with the injected values. As such,

we did not find a planetary solution for the 400 d signal

that is consistent with observations of TOI-1751 b, and

conclude that this long-period signal is not planetary in

nature.

A possible cause of this spurious signal is that the stel-

lar template used in reducing the RV observations was

sub-optimal. This would cause a correlation between

the barycentric velocity of the observations and the RV

measurements. However, we would expect such an effect

to impact the APF/Levy observations as well. We also

computed the spectral window function of our observa-

tions, i.e. the Lomb-Scargle periodogram of observation

times. There is substantial power at ∼ 200 d in the

window function of the Keck/HIRES observations, indi-

cating that the periodic signal in the RV data may be

a harmonic of a signal in the window function due to

patterns in observation times. Given that the ∼ 400 d

periodic signal is only present in the Keck/HIRES data,

that it would be detectable in the APF/Levy data as-

suming it was astrophysical, and that there is a corre-

sponding peak in the Keck/HIRES window function, we

conclude that this signal is not planetary in nature. This

highlights the valuable role that the APF, and other

comparable telescopes, can play in large RV surveys.

High-cadence APF/Levy observations of TOI-1751, de-

spite being lower precision than the Keck/HIRES data,

allowed us to identify and remove an alias in our data,

and to gain a clearer picture of this system.

4.3. Joint Photometry and RV Analysis
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Figure 3. Lomb-Scargle periodogram of APF/Levy RV
data (blue), and 100 simulations of APF/Levy observations
of a 2-planet TOI-1751 system. The period of TOI-1751 b
is indicated by a vertical green line. The peaks in the peri-
odogram of the simulated data are consistently higher than
those of the real data at ∼ 400 d.

Using the results from the previous two sections as

a baseline, we performed a joint fit of the 13 flattened

TESS transits described in Section 4.1 and the APF and

HIRES RV measurements described in Section 4.2.

As in Section 4.1, we used the exoplanet package

(Foreman-Mackey et al. 2021). We define the combined

photometry and RV model by a set of 16 free parame-

ters: Rp/R∗, T0, P , b, q1, q2, and ⟨F ⟩ (as in the transit-

only model), as well as stellar mass and radius, M∗ and

R∗, and planet mass Mp. We also included three jitter

terms (one per instrument), which were added to the re-

spective instrument uncertainties in quadrature, as well

as RV offsets, γ, for both APF and HIRES. Finally, we

added an RV acceleration term, γ̇. We also derived the

following quantities from the fit parameters: the stel-

lar density (ρ∗), planet radius (Rp), planet bulk density

(ρp), RV semi-amplitude (K), transit duration (tdur),

and semi-major axis (a). As stated in Section 4.2, the

∆BIC between circular and eccentric is less than 1, indi-

cating no clear evidence for eccentricity, so we adopt the

circular model posteriors. We report both circular and

eccentric model posteriors in Rable 2 for completeness.

Again, we used the HMC NUTS implemented in

PyMC3 (Salvatier et al. 2016) to optimize the model pa-

rameters and sample their posterior probability distri-

butions. The priors we adopted for each of these param-

eters are shown in Table 2. We followed the procedure

described in Section 4.1 to initialize the sampler and

sample the posteriors. The full posterior distributions

for the joint transit and RV fit are shown in Figure 8 in

the Appendix, and the posteriors for the auxiliary pa-

rameters are shown in Figure 9. Finally, phase-folded

plots of the data and models are shown in Figures 4

and 5. The median posterior values for each parameter,

along with 68% confidence intervals, are shown in Table

2. We confirm the planetary nature of TOI-1751 b, and

measure its radius (2.77+0.15
−0.07 R⊕), mass (14.5+3.15

−3.14 M⊕),

and bulk density (3.6± 0.9 g cm−3).
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Figure 4. Top: Phase-folded TESS light curve of TOI-1751
b. The black points with error bars show the flattened PDC-
SAP flux from 13 transits, where the error bars are calculated
by adding the jitter and instrument uncertainty in quadra-
ture. The orange line shows the best-fit (median) transit
model from the joint RV and transit analysis. For clarity,
the data are also shown in 1-hour bins (white circles). Bot-
tom: Residual flux between the best-fit (median) transit
model and the data.

5. DISCUSSION

5.1. TOI-1751 b In Context

Looking to our Solar system, the ice giant planets

Uranus and Neptune are the most similar to TOI-1751 b

in mass. However, their internal compositions, grav-

itational fields, rotation periods, and atmospheric dy-

namics are poorly constrained (Podolak & Helled 2012;

Neuenschwander & Helled 2022; Miguel & Vazan 2023).

These substantial uncertainties about ice giant interiors

inhibit the use of Solar System benchmarks to inform

models of extra-solar planets.
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b, with the instrumental offsets and linear trend removed. The APF data (blue triangles) and HIRES data (green squares) are
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TOI-1751 b has a longer orbital period (37.47d) than

∼ 90% of all confirmed planets with measured radii con-

sistent to 1σ with TOI-1751 b and with well-constrained

masses (
Mpl

σMpl
> 3). Additionally, it has a larger mass

than 94% of this sample, (see Fig. 6). It is also one of

only 5 sub-Neptunes with periods longer than 30 days

orbiting bright (V < 10) stars, representing one of the

best cases for investigating the warm sub-Neptune pop-

ulation.

TOI-1751 b is in a similar region of mass-radius space

to several confirmed planets: TOI-561 d (Lacedelli et al.

2021), TOI-1052 b (Armstrong et al. 2023), TOI-1260 c

(Georgieva et al. 2021), Kepler-48 c (Steffen et al. 2013),

Kepler-107 e (Rowe et al. 2014), K2-199 c (Mayo et al.

2018), and Kepler-276 c and d (Xie 2014). The analyses

of these other sub-Neptunes are hindered by degenera-

cies between volatile-rich and rocky interiors, which are

also present for TOI-1751 b.

Although TOI-1751 is likely a thin-disk star, metal-

poor Neptune-hosting stars are typically enriched in

alpha-elements (Adibekyan et al. 2012). This suggests

that planets orbiting these stars had fewer metals, and

more water, available when forming. We thus favour

a volatile-rich interior composition for TOI-1751 b (see

Section 5.2).

5.2. Interior Composition

The number of exoplanets with radii greater than ∼
3R⊕ declines sharply, with planets between 2.7 and 3.0

R⊕ around FGK stars within 100 d being up to 10 times

more common than planets between 3.3 and 3.7R⊕ (Ful-

ton & Petigura 2018; Hsu et al. 2019). Currently, the

only proposed mechanism for this phenomenon is the

“fugacity crisis”: the increased solubility of hydrogen in

magma at high pressures (Kite et al. 2019). At ∼ 3R⊕,

the pressures at the base of a planetary atmosphere are

sufficient to sequester atmospheric hydrogen in magma.

The associated loss of H2 (and thus, volume) from the

atmosphere during formation may thus decrease the oc-

currence of ≳ 3R⊕ planets. This makes an interesting

case for studying the interior composition of planets with

a radius just below ∼ 3R⊕ such as TOI-1751 b. These

planets may have sequestered hydrogen from their at-

mospheres, which may be observable as low atmospheric

mass fractions.

The radius of TOI-1751 b (2.77+0.15
−0.07 R⊕) implies that

it is unlikely to be a purely rocky planet (Rogers 2015).

Furthermore, the instellation (∼ 75S⊕) and escape ve-

locity (∼ 25km/s) of TOI-1751 b place it firmly on the

right of the cosmic shoreline, implying that this planet

has an atmosphere (Zahnle & Catling 2017).

However, mass and radius measurements alone are

not sufficient to uniquely constrain planet composition

(Adams et al. 2008; Rogers & Seager 2010). The planet’s

bulk density is consistent with both a rocky interior with

a few percent by mass H/He atmosphere and a volatile-

rich interior with a H/He atmosphere (see Fig. 6). This

degeneracy between silicate- and water-rich models is

compounded by the unconstrained albedo and heat re-

distribution patterns, and is an ongoing challenge in

characterizing sub-Neptunes (e.g. Valencia et al. 2013;

Nixon & Madhusudhan 2021; Luque & Pallé 2022).

As shown in Fig. 6, if TOI-1751 b has a rocky inte-

rior, it will have a higher H/He atmospheric mass frac-

tion compared to if it has a volatile-rich interior. A

volatile-rich planet has a lower bulk density than that

of a planet with an iron-rich core, and thus needs a less

massive atmosphere to make up the bulk density. The

models described in Zeng et al. (2019) are also consis-

tent with those described in Lopez & Fortney (2013),

which predict a 0.5-3% H/He atmosphere by mass for

TOI-1751 b.

The relatively low atmospheric mass fraction of TOI-

1751 b may have been sculpted by mass loss during evo-

lution. Ongoing mass loss may be probed through future

spectroscopic observations of Lyman α or meta-stable

helium (e.g. Spake et al. 2018; Kulow et al. 2014), al-

though the planet’s long transit duration will make these

observations resource-intensive. Although this planet

has a low Transmission Spectroscopy Metric (TSM =

20, Kempton et al. 2018), it may yet prove an inter-

esting target for comparative atmospheric studies with

next-generation instruments.

The mass, radius, and instellation of TOI-1751 b are

also consistent with models of putative irradiated ocean

worlds (Aguichine et al. 2021). These models are com-

posed of refractory layers (iron core and rocky man-

tle), a hydrosphere with an equation of state that ex-

tends to the plasma regime, and a steam atmosphere.

Within this framework, TOI-1751 b is consistent with

a ∼ 20 − 50% water mass fraction for irradiation tem-

peratures between 600K and 1000K (Tirr = 700K for

TOI-1751 b, see Eqn. 9 of Aguichine et al. 2021). The

instellation of TOI-1751 b at its current location also lies

above the water vapour runaway greenhouse threshold

(Zahnle & Catling 2017), suggesting that any water in

this planet’s atmosphere may exist as steam.

We used MAGRATHEA4 (Huang et al. 2022) to investi-

gate the composition of TOI-1751 b. MAGRATHEA is a 1D

structure code which assumes fully differentiated planet

4 https://github.com/Huang-CL/Magrathea

https://github.com/Huang-CL/Magrathea
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Family CMF MMF WMF AMF Reference Rp(R⊕)

Earth-like 0.325 0.675 0 0 Seager et al. (2007) 1.97

Kepler-11c-like 0.18 0.49 0.33 0 Acuña et al. (2022) 2.67

Ganymede-like 0.065 0.485 0.45 0 Seager et al. (2007) 2.85

Neptune-like 0.125 0.125 0.62 0.13 Podolak et al. (1995) 4.99

Uranus-like 0.02 0.02 0.92 0.04 Podolak et al. (1995) 4.27

TOI-1751 b best fit 0.36 0.53 0.10 0.01 This work 2.77

Table 3. Compositional “families” of planet interiors that we used as inputs for the default MAGRATHEA mode to model TOI-
1751 b in Section 5.2.1. For each model we include the core mass fraction (CMF), mantle mass fraction (MMF), water mass
fraction (WMF), and atmospheric mass fraction (AMF).

Figure 6. Mass vs. radius diagram showing confirmed planets with masses and radii measured to > 3σ precision (black points)
and TOI-1751 b (orange). Each panel includes different theoretical composition curves from Zeng et al. (2019) . Earth (E),
Venus (V), Uranus (U), and Neptune (N) are also shown for context, with the precise masses and radii for these planets lying
in the center of the letter symbol. TOI-1751 b is consistent with both rocky and water-rich models. Left: The Earth-like
composition is assumed to be 32.5% Fe/Ni-metal plus 67.5% MgSiO3-rock. Curves for 100% H2O, and 100% MgSiO3 are also
shown. Middle: Composition curves assuming an Earth-like planet with the addition of a H2/He atmosphere (made up of a
mixture of 75% H2 and 25% He). These curves are evaluated along interior adiabats at different internal specific entropies,
labelled by the temperature of the corresponding specific entropy at 100-bar level in the gas envelope (2000K is sparsely dashed,
1000K is solid, 700K is dashed, 500K is dotted, 300K is thin solid). Right: Composition curves correspond to an Earth-like
planet with an H/He isothermal envelope at various surface temperatures atop an ice-VII (a cubic crystalline form of ice) layer.

layers: an iron core, a silicate mantle, a steam/water/ice

hydrosphere, and a H/He atmosphere.

We note that these models do not encapsulate the true

complexity of planet interiors, which may also include

mixing between rock and water layers (Kovačević et al.

2022; Vazan et al. 2022). Ice and rock may remain mixed

in planetary interiors for billions of years if no significant

mass loss occurs. The timescale for a planet to lose

its atmosphere via XUV-driven photoevaporation scales

with M2
p (or, more precisely, M2

core) and scales inversely

with instellation (see Eqn. 4 in Lopez & Fortney 2013).

A massive sub-Neptune-sized planet such as TOI-1751 b

may have been able to resist photoevaporative mass-

loss and thereby retain a small but non-negligible H/He

atmosphere, and thus, an ice-rock mixture, in its interior

over its lifetime.

We used two MAGRATHEA modes to model TOI-1751 b:

the default model and a composition solver, which we

discuss in Sections 5.2.1 and 5.2.2, respectively.

5.2.1. Solving for Planet Radius

Given the inherent degeneracies present in modelling

sub-Neptune interiors, we consider several composi-

tional “families” of solutions based on Solar System ob-

jects and confirmed exoplanets in our analysis, differing

in their core, mantle, water, and atmospheric mass frac-

tions (CMF, MMF, WMF, and AMF, respectively). We

summarize the families used in Table 3.

The default MAGRATHEA mode calculates the planet ra-

dius for a given planet mass and distribution of mass be-

tween layers. For each step in enclosed mass, the pres-

sure, density, and temperature are calculated, moving

from M = 0 to M = Mp. This mode takes as input
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Figure 7. Mass vs. radius posterior samples from the joint transit and RV fit for TOI-1751 b modeled with MAGRATHEA. Left:
Models of TOI-1751 b assuming an Earth-like rock/iron ratio, no atmosphere (i.e., AMF = 0%), a supercritical and condensed
water layer, and a water envelope. By allowing the planet’s envelope to be made of water, the WMF required to reproduce the
planet’s radius is substantially reduced. Grey x’s mark mass and radius samples which are too low density to be modeled with
AMF=0%. Right: Models of TOI-1751 b assuming an Earth-like mantle/core ratio, a WMF of 20%, and a non-ideal H/He
atmosphere. The non-ideal atmosphere is less compressible than an ideal H/He envelope, and thus a smaller AMF is needed to
reproduce the measured planet radius. Iso-composition curves for WMF and AMF are shown with dashed lines.

the temperature discontinuities at each boundary layer

(if any), as well as the surface temperature. We assume

thermal equilibrium between each boundary layer and

a surface temperature equal to the calculated equilib-

rium temperature (820 K). We use the default phase di-

agrams and equations of state for the iron core and mag-

nesium silicate mantle. We use an updated version of

MAGRATHEA which includes tabulated equations of state

for water in liquid, solid, vapor, and supercritical forms

in the hydrosphere (Haldemann et al. (2020)) and for a

H/He atmosphere with solar composition (Chabrier &

Debras (2021)).

We find that Uranus-like, Neptune-like, and Earth-like

compositions do not reproduce the measured radius of

TOI-1751 b. We find that a WMF between that of a

Kepler-11c-like and Ganymede-like model most closely

reproduced the measured radius of TOI-1751 b, though

these objects are very different in scale and environment.

We also manually refined the mass distribution be-

tween layers in order to optimize the model. In this, we

set an atmospheric mass fraction of 1%, based on other

models of planet composition (Zeng et al. 2019; Lopez

& Fortney 2013). The model which most closely repro-

duces the radius of TOI-1751 b includes a CMF of 36%,

MMF of 53%, WMF of 10%, and an AMF of 1%. How-

ever, we stress that this is a possible composition rather

than a prescriptive model of the interior of this planet.

5.2.2. Solving for Mass Fractions

The second MAGRATHEA input method used, a compo-

sition solver, calculates a planet’s atmospheric and wa-

ter mass fractions given a fixed planet mass and radius.

Again, we assumed thermal equilibrium between each

boundary layer and calculated the null albedo surface

temperature to be 690 K. We drew 1000 samples from

the planet mass and radius posteriors measured using

RV and photometric data, and used these as inputs for

the composition solver. Our base model used an interior

that has an Earth-like core-to-mantle ratio (32.5% core

to 67.5% mantle). We then found the WMF (including

a water-vapor atmosphere) required to match the radius

of TOI-1751 b. As shown in Fig. 7, we found WMFs

from 21 to 100% with a median WMF of 49%. This me-

dian WMF may suggest the planet formed beyond the

snow line, much further out than its present location.

However, if we include a H/He atmosphere above su-

percritical water, the planet is consistent with a lower

WMF. We now assumed an Earth-like core to mantle

ratio and a WMF of 20%, set by the lowest WMF found

in the previous section. We then redistributed mass

from the interior to form a H/He atmosphere. The

atmosphere has an isothermal temperature profile with

temperature increasing adiabatically at pressures above

100 bar (similar to the models of Nixon & Madhusud-

han 2021). The AMF under this model ranges from

0.04-3.65% with a median of 0.72% (see Fig. 7), much
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smaller than the atmospheric mass fractions of Neptune

and Uranus. These findings are consistent with Section

5.2.1 and demonstrate the range of possible interior so-

lutions for TOI-1751 b.

6. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we study the solar-type star TOI-

1751 using TESS photometry, and Keck/HIRES and

APF/Levy RV observations. We confirm the plane-

tary nature of TOI-1751 b, a transiting sub-Neptune,

and measure its radius (2.77+0.15
−0.07 R⊕) and mass

(14.5+3.15
−3.14 M⊕). From these measurements, we infer a

bulk density of 3.6 ± 0.9 g cm−3. This points to several

possible compositions: a rocky planet with a H/He at-

mosphere, a sub-Neptune with a volatile-rich interior, or

an irradiated ocean planet with a volatile-rich interior

and steam atmosphere.

TOI-1751 is a metal-poor ([Fe/H] = −0.40 ± 0.06)

star, and as such, may have had a water-enriched proto-

planetary disk (Adibekyan et al. 2012). We thus fa-

vor a volatile-rich (i.e. metal-poor) interior for this

planet. We find its bulk density (3.6±0.9 g cm−3) can be

matched by a volatile-rich interior with an atmosphere

mass fraction of ∼ 1%. TOI-1751 b is a relatively long-

period (37.47 d) but highly irradiated (Teq = 820K)

planet, giving us an insight into the small warm Neptune

population with precisely measured masses and radii.

Facility: Keck:I (HIRES, Vogt et al. 1994), APF

(Vogt et al. 2014b), TESS (Ricker et al. 2014)

Software: This research made use of exoplanet

(Foreman-Mackey et al. 2021; Foreman-Mackey et al.

2021) and its dependencies (Agol et al. 2020; Kumar et al.

2019; Astropy Collaboration et al. 2013, 2018, 2022; Sal-

vatier et al. 2016; Theano Development Team 2016). This

research also made use of Lightkurve, a Python package

for Kepler and TESS data analysis (Lightkurve Collabo-

ration et al. 2018), and its dependencies (Astropy Collab-

oration et al. 2013, 2018; Ginsburg et al. 2019; Brasseur

et al. 2019). Additionally, this work made use of the

following Python packages: numpy (Harris et al. 2020),

pandas (pandas development team 2020), matplotlib

(Hunter 2007), corner (Foreman-Mackey 2016), RadVel

(Fulton et al. 2018), SpecMatch-Emp (Yee et al. 2017),

SpecMatch-Synth (Petigura et al. 2017), and CMasher
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APPENDIX

In this Appendix, we present the RV observations used in our analysis, as well as corner plots from the joint

photometry and RV analysis.
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Table 4. TOI-1751 RV and S Value

Time RV RV Error S Value S Value Error Telescope/Instrument

(BJD-2457000) (m/s) (m/s) Error

1967.950094 5.017768 5.730939 0.122338 0.002 APF/Levy

1967.964422 -4.575683 5.527218 0.134032 0.002 APF/Levy

1967.978948 -2.429906 5.696315 0.133791 0.002 APF/Levy

2028.820286 2.559080 1.589164 0.121900 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2046.821867 3.707988 2.554524 0.123700 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2067.831578 0.041008 2.484040 0.124000 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2088.734881 1.607211 1.535046 0.117800 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2092.815251 -0.893631 1.529151 0.123400 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2117.707073 5.236989 1.584269 0.124000 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2120.713800 3.724947 1.564962 0.123600 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2122.733467 6.318717 1.642816 0.126200 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2153.700835 7.780182 1.990264 0.127000 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2268.167963 -0.077914 1.746272 0.139400 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2297.163692 4.810280 2.969652 0.129000 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2299.986968 -4.555499 1.697425 0.137600 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2301.948192 -5.943242 12.029358 0.133047 0.002 APF/Levy

2315.035716 29.038655 25.242176 -0.083370 0.002 APF/Levy

2319.836634 -15.225166 13.325574 0.076023 0.002 APF/Levy

2323.019259 10.611561 12.422581 0.099622 0.002 APF/Levy

2328.974946 -19.033063 11.799784 0.127379 0.002 APF/Levy

2332.872891 -32.112722 20.993940 0.122629 0.002 APF/Levy

2336.960193 -21.378039 11.914451 0.134776 0.002 APF/Levy

2342.002709 134.689850 33.994404 0.196318 0.002 APF/Levy

2346.002758 -8.027158 14.547453 0.185963 0.002 APF/Levy

2358.890727 -1.986562 1.620713 0.138100 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2367.964110 0.165681 2.162707 0.138000 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2368.781398 1.358598 2.365940 0.139700 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2377.061696 -10.119392 1.456894 0.137800 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2379.892405 -7.151634 1.572555 0.136400 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2381.969148 -6.812479 1.651548 0.137300 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2384.908952 -6.832657 1.628575 0.136500 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2385.863678 1.057305 1.537402 0.137800 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2387.881649 -8.906562 1.853298 0.138300 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2389.029752 -3.754111 1.821554 0.138200 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2395.889179 -3.276423 1.539202 0.137500 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2399.877840 0.290966 1.622769 0.136800 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2404.855951 -5.878335 6.827647 0.122974 0.002 APF/Levy

2404.983055 -0.196117 1.460241 0.137000 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2407.884841 -0.949310 1.545025 0.000000 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2411.786829 -8.196623 1.793193 0.137400 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2412.959517 -9.350621 1.625912 0.138000 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2414.003977 -12.236013 8.510894 0.112257 0.002 APF/Levy

2414.968983 -7.469030 1.867751 0.139400 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2419.921674 14.523581 6.515332 0.127170 0.002 APF/Levy

2420.843476 -2.169806 1.716373 0.137500 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2427.886891 -4.590306 6.220817 0.123955 0.002 APF/Levy

2435.812873 2.603392 1.647762 0.137400 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2441.881509 -3.739677 1.483798 0.138000 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2446.892561 -3.117825 2.034989 0.142400 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2450.815713 -1.924462 1.498762 0.138300 0.001 Keck/HIRES

Table 4 continued
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Table 4 (continued)

Time RV RV Error S Value S Value Error Telescope/Instrument

(BJD-2457000) (m/s) (m/s) Error

2452.805114 1.352993 1.438917 0.138000 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2455.738040 -6.254118 1.423055 0.138100 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2465.870699 -10.648689 11.000022 0.158808 0.002 APF/Levy

2466.812847 4.092209 6.834493 0.123571 0.002 APF/Levy

2468.831819 8.989297 8.457207 0.119219 0.002 APF/Levy

2469.730819 2.537741 1.324689 0.137700 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2469.799233 29.879020 5.730486 0.134830 0.002 APF/Levy

2470.725433 -2.017303 1.383176 0.137700 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2470.842261 12.113155 7.543221 0.108196 0.002 APF/Levy

2471.717605 5.593577 1.397789 0.137400 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2472.826884 12.578924 5.993051 0.137314 0.002 APF/Levy

2475.715672 -3.750316 1.575992 0.135200 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2476.714570 2.513236 1.477444 0.138100 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2489.748011 -2.775751 1.744298 0.137800 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2497.710333 2.230133 2.140036 0.121900 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2498.709760 5.294520 1.782478 0.137500 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2502.764471 4.870154 1.705234 0.140300 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2503.757997 5.214706 1.811255 0.139700 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2506.701908 6.818792 1.851065 0.144200 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2508.706566 12.245074 1.769580 0.142200 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2513.710780 6.999444 1.776015 0.142100 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2516.697559 8.130837 1.793256 0.143100 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2527.060108 -10.371655 8.321552 0.121344 0.002 APF/Levy

2542.023432 9.081054 7.249155 0.130074 0.002 APF/Levy

2544.024300 13.435542 6.287968 0.201886 0.002 APF/Levy

2548.004834 0.731266 5.575908 0.111315 0.002 APF/Levy

2551.001521 8.092444 6.440715 0.120030 0.002 APF/Levy

2553.582819 4.227784 6.748294 0.127320 0.002 APF/Levy

2590.888857 6.169268 10.346817 0.126366 0.002 APF/Levy

2592.056426 5.265382 5.732238 0.126658 0.002 APF/Levy

2593.169051 5.937546 1.878051 0.136700 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2593.990826 -6.202685 5.860577 0.128780 0.002 APF/Levy

2595.051170 -5.758683 9.585746 0.274591 0.002 APF/Levy

2595.051170 -5.758683 9.585746 0.274591 0.002 APF/Levy

2596.067670 -21.130907 28.493889 - - APF/Levy

2597.048695 1.958798 7.601473 0.131972 0.002 APF/Levy

2597.981189 3.550994 6.322966 0.135757 0.002 APF/Levy

2599.038639 1.837115 6.185833 0.134869 0.002 APF/Levy

2600.060115 8.172718 5.482867 0.135445 0.002 APF/Levy

2600.863140 8.045893 7.959724 0.143010 0.002 APF/Levy

2603.015851 -5.139369 5.140807 0.128947 0.002 APF/Levy

2604.941903 -5.993106 6.158518 0.140250 0.002 APF/Levy

2606.035683 18.474733 6.284544 0.145013 0.002 APF/Levy

2606.839204 0.440075 6.656321 0.133141 0.002 APF/Levy

2607.843364 -5.041286 7.796099 0.117363 0.002 APF/Levy

2610.023642 -10.503228 6.140399 0.143567 0.002 APF/Levy

2611.014272 11.493749 7.911727 0.123162 0.002 APF/Levy

2617.894850 6.137322 5.560378 0.152855 0.002 APF/Levy

2618.886264 9.769615 5.670396 0.129258 0.002 APF/Levy

2622.079397 15.910851 2.009231 0.143300 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2624.067432 -1.558083 5.490264 0.126063 0.002 APF/Levy

2625.043475 9.483644 5.689345 0.125615 0.002 APF/Levy

Table 4 continued
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Table 4 (continued)

Time RV RV Error S Value S Value Error Telescope/Instrument

(BJD-2457000) (m/s) (m/s) Error

2626.115235 11.031161 1.960640 0.140300 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2631.049307 -3.358169 5.790683 0.132574 0.002 APF/Levy

2632.058612 4.532732 1.858382 0.142900 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2638.934775 -4.127176 6.093731 0.131248 0.002 APF/Levy

2639.914852 -4.024217 5.559092 0.119383 0.002 APF/Levy

2641.012419 -5.012459 5.453372 0.121262 0.002 APF/Levy

2642.042773 -10.061118 8.734130 0.124421 0.002 APF/Levy

2647.006948 8.074206 5.063630 0.134188 0.002 APF/Levy

2648.876391 13.088721 8.273856 0.130011 0.002 APF/Levy

2649.934336 17.319730 6.780447 0.131638 0.002 APF/Levy

2655.005373 7.669171 6.624101 0.134112 0.002 APF/Levy

2655.124910 7.829334 1.786718 0.137800 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2657.108873 5.187839 1.585076 0.138800 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2659.924954 -10.996333 6.670738 0.128516 0.002 APF/Levy

2661.051773 2.548310 1.743180 0.138900 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2662.873567 -4.270035 5.088588 0.129136 0.002 APF/Levy

2663.873695 -0.381093 4.568761 0.126450 0.002 APF/Levy

2669.001235 11.278678 6.360282 0.134961 0.002 APF/Levy

2669.916859 4.973050 8.178942 0.123104 0.002 APF/Levy

2670.947898 -5.991317 5.077427 0.123113 0.002 APF/Levy

2671.866865 -18.742595 5.446438 0.129167 0.002 APF/Levy

2672.005846 -0.682016 1.882599 0.138200 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2674.890709 -4.694932 6.980327 0.139405 0.002 APF/Levy

2677.852501 -24.448137 5.099940 0.134874 0.002 APF/Levy

2678.852936 -10.454044 4.799206 0.128851 0.002 APF/Levy

2681.917363 -5.304394 1.559754 0.138600 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2686.897698 -0.943478 5.158717 0.133215 0.002 APF/Levy

2687.856996 -5.210267 5.362441 0.123747 0.002 APF/Levy

2689.901771 -0.696835 6.252559 0.142686 0.002 APF/Levy

2693.861144 -1.362535 5.006232 0.115349 0.002 APF/Levy

2694.840289 -4.238488 5.493890 0.120752 0.002 APF/Levy

2695.885880 -10.519235 8.561679 0.310315 0.002 APF/Levy

2696.835002 -4.040712 5.772600 0.119838 0.002 APF/Levy

2698.927259 4.005478 5.065654 0.118580 0.002 APF/Levy

2699.826832 -9.413585 5.445652 0.122652 0.002 APF/Levy

2700.860350 4.388364 6.088020 0.126920 0.002 APF/Levy

2700.979191 -0.262092 1.677178 0.139900 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2701.818903 2.291902 5.248309 0.123027 0.002 APF/Levy

2703.828034 2.313856 5.804502 0.153793 0.002 APF/Levy

2704.843576 8.915670 4.829378 0.147600 0.002 APF/Levy

2705.900461 8.175372 4.735982 0.137716 0.002 APF/Levy

2711.829592 -18.952053 6.325415 0.146889 0.002 APF/Levy

2711.953051 -3.213032 1.805574 0.138200 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2713.844574 -8.904660 4.966397 0.121233 0.002 APF/Levy

2714.842557 2.580516 5.792560 0.127062 0.002 APF/Levy

2715.810378 -13.409715 6.517595 0.115936 0.002 APF/Levy

2716.838961 -12.732788 5.676785 0.128701 0.002 APF/Levy

2717.827684 -9.949889 5.413912 0.125470 0.002 APF/Levy

2718.803247 -7.529141 6.957226 0.149397 0.002 APF/Levy

2719.820361 -2.255389 5.416015 0.170752 0.002 APF/Levy

2720.803447 -8.207650 5.289296 0.141908 0.002 APF/Levy

2721.815282 1.041374 4.832710 0.132775 0.002 APF/Levy

Table 4 continued
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Table 4 (continued)

Time RV RV Error S Value S Value Error Telescope/Instrument

(BJD-2457000) (m/s) (m/s) Error

2722.829918 0.200221 4.850303 0.129646 0.002 APF/Levy

2723.802703 0.621059 5.310606 0.134380 0.002 APF/Levy

2724.818773 1.259379 4.681048 0.133453 0.002 APF/Levy

2725.811905 2.620762 5.251647 0.115851 0.002 APF/Levy

2726.821135 -4.503616 6.320291 0.123298 0.002 APF/Levy

2729.806129 0.778730 5.536544 0.153661 0.002 APF/Levy

2731.787888 7.148658 5.123953 0.122040 0.002 APF/Levy

2732.786897 9.807237 6.138739 0.147769 0.002 APF/Levy

2733.978380 15.132094 5.537754 0.124916 0.002 APF/Levy

2737.796134 0.461368 5.656452 0.128683 0.002 APF/Levy

2738.837353 -7.696666 4.891762 0.121002 0.002 APF/Levy

2738.928428 -2.419228 1.671246 0.136800 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2739.787289 1.067751 6.911901 0.127771 0.002 APF/Levy

2740.765268 -3.419261 6.976524 0.106144 0.002 APF/Levy

2740.797131 -1.732072 1.479232 0.137800 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2741.773964 7.188090 6.173003 0.128661 0.002 APF/Levy

2742.787105 -6.602692 6.094021 0.115056 0.002 APF/Levy

2743.910301 -13.453842 5.776292 0.126866 0.002 APF/Levy

2744.804045 -1.905972 4.996543 0.119682 0.002 APF/Levy

2745.782557 0.831002 5.226742 0.131543 0.002 APF/Levy

2746.809157 -17.495799 5.603072 0.124575 0.002 APF/Levy

2750.822390 -3.359310 4.701025 0.119518 0.002 APF/Levy

2752.770245 -5.441301 5.274942 0.118118 0.002 APF/Levy

2753.773339 -3.221144 6.413606 0.131876 0.002 APF/Levy

2759.843638 -0.143953 4.845451 0.124923 0.002 APF/Levy

2760.859845 -2.784372 5.460371 0.111267 0.002 APF/Levy

2761.769746 16.073382 5.176810 0.133473 0.002 APF/Levy

2762.767597 9.436855 4.402338 0.118103 0.002 APF/Levy

2763.836061 4.822846 5.854585 0.124828 0.002 APF/Levy

2764.847928 -1.109111 5.330804 0.123972 0.002 APF/Levy

2765.981170 -6.380672 1.775496 0.138700 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2767.929813 -8.560310 4.931138 0.123475 0.002 APF/Levy

2768.828211 7.918173 5.664408 0.129152 0.002 APF/Levy

2769.822775 13.143110 5.950137 0.153334 0.002 APF/Levy

2769.972333 0.372534 1.526587 0.137900 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2770.765084 1.743069 6.075838 0.120430 0.002 APF/Levy

2771.754382 6.802229 5.701153 0.232347 0.002 APF/Levy

2772.825138 -2.008147 5.038103 0.113421 0.002 APF/Levy

2773.805120 -2.187094 4.883149 0.119301 0.002 APF/Levy

2774.865355 -6.831143 5.155893 0.119926 0.002 APF/Levy

2775.749494 2.609458 5.060140 0.129475 0.002 APF/Levy

2776.751975 -3.608514 4.885476 0.126344 0.002 APF/Levy

2778.752680 -12.085360 5.208640 0.254129 0.002 APF/Levy

2779.779756 -2.924123 5.139664 0.129396 0.002 APF/Levy

2780.754774 5.197845 4.900618 0.127491 0.002 APF/Levy

2781.742742 6.478144 4.858816 0.123557 0.002 APF/Levy

2782.749253 -10.695371 4.863077 0.135994 0.002 APF/Levy

2783.741897 -8.505215 4.956112 0.125596 0.002 APF/Levy

2785.741261 -13.079080 5.663354 0.119900 0.002 APF/Levy

2787.772199 -7.535848 5.967904 0.124651 0.002 APF/Levy

2788.735308 -8.269857 6.430127 0.153984 0.002 APF/Levy

2789.746368 -2.395887 5.312854 0.129404 0.002 APF/Levy

Table 4 continued
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Table 4 (continued)

Time RV RV Error S Value S Value Error Telescope/Instrument

(BJD-2457000) (m/s) (m/s) Error

2790.750727 -4.767741 6.143120 0.130641 0.002 APF/Levy

2800.820008 -13.122384 2.634958 0.136700 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2828.740113 1.537343 2.593053 0.142200 0.001 Keck/HIRES

2972.084400 5.696147 4.716573 0.130909 0.002 APF/Levy

2972.912956 5.916581 6.856952 0.122151 0.002 APF/Levy

3040.082792 -10.693290 2.534608 0.139400 0.001 Keck/HIRES

3070.930568 -7.465276 2.530681 0.140700 0.001 Keck/HIRES

3104.798844 1.547328 2.637302 0.140500 0.001 Keck/HIRES

3138.958952 -7.741875 2.594161 0.140500 0.001 Keck/HIRES
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Figure 8. Posterior probability distributions for the joint RV and transit fit parameters for TOI-1751 b. The orange lines
indicate the median value of the sample distribution, and the dashed black lines indicate 68% interquantile range.
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18, 67, doi: 10.1007/s00159-009-0025-1

Twicken, J. D., Catanzarite, J. H., Clarke, B. D., et al.

2018, PASP, 130, 064502, doi: 10.1088/1538-3873/aab694

Valencia, D., Guillot, T., Parmentier, V., & Freedman, R. S.

2013, ApJ, 775, 10, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/775/1/10

van der Kruit, P. C., & Freeman, K. C. 2011, ARA&A, 49,

301, doi: 10.1146/annurev-astro-083109-153241

Van der Velden, E. 2020, The Journal of Open Source

Software, 5, 2004, doi: 10.21105/joss.02004

Van Zandt, J., Petigura, E. A., MacDougall, M., et al.

2023, AJ, 165, 60, doi: 10.3847/1538-3881/aca6ef

Vazan, A., Sari, R., & Kessel, R. 2022, ApJ, 926, 150,

doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ac458c

Venturini, J., Guilera, O. M., Haldemann, J., Ronco, M. P.,

& Mordasini, C. 2020, A&A, 643, L1,

doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/202039141

Venturini, J., & Helled, R. 2017, ApJ, 848, 95,

doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/aa8cd0

Vogt, S. S., Allen, S. L., Bigelow, B. C., et al. 1994, in

Society of Photo-Optical Instrumentation Engineers

(SPIE) Conference Series, Vol. 2198, Instrumentation in

Astronomy VIII, ed. D. L. Crawford & E. R. Craine, 362,

doi: 10.1117/12.176725

Vogt, S. S., Radovan, M., Kibrick, R., et al. 2014a, PASP,

126, 359, doi: 10.1086/676120

—. 2014b, PASP, 126, 359, doi: 10.1086/676120

Wright, E. L., Eisenhardt, P. R. M., Mainzer, A. K., et al.

2010, AJ, 140, 1868, doi: 10.1088/0004-6256/140/6/1868

http://doi.org/10.1016/0032-0633(95)00061-5
http://doi.org/10.1086/172184
http://doi.org/10.1117/12.2057310
http://doi.org/10.1117/12.2063489
http://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.192159
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stab2897
http://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/801/1/41
http://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/712/2/974
http://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/784/1/45
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/abc47d
http://doi.org/10.1086/160554
http://doi.org/10.1086/305772
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2009.15365.x
http://doi.org/10.3389/fspas.2021.716560
http://doi.org/10.1086/521346
http://doi.org/10.1117/12.2312800
http://doi.org/10.1086/498708
http://doi.org/10.1086/667697
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-018-0067-5
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/aa5df3
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/aa998a
http://doi.org/10.3847/0004-6256/152/6/180
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sts090
http://doi.org/10.1002/asna.19021580604
http://doi.org/10.1086/674989
http://doi.org/10.1086/667698
http://arxiv.org/abs/1605.02688
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00159-009-0025-1
http://doi.org/10.1088/1538-3873/aab694
http://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/775/1/10
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-astro-083109-153241
http://doi.org/10.21105/joss.02004
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/aca6ef
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ac458c
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/202039141
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aa8cd0
http://doi.org/10.1117/12.176725
http://doi.org/10.1086/676120
http://doi.org/10.1086/676120
http://doi.org/10.1088/0004-6256/140/6/1868


30

Wyatt, M. C., Kral, Q., & Sinclair, C. A. 2020, MNRAS,

491, 782, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stz3052

Xie, J.-W. 2014, ApJS, 210, 25,

doi: 10.1088/0067-0049/210/2/25

Yee, S. W., Petigura, E. A., & von Braun, K. 2017, ApJ,

836, 77, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/836/1/77

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

doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/aa7846

Zeng, L., Jacobsen, S. B., Sasselov, D. D., et al. 2019,

Proceedings of the National Academy of Science, 116,

9723, doi: 10.1073/pnas.1812905116

Zhu, W., & Wu, Y. 2018, AJ, 156, 92,

doi: 10.3847/1538-3881/aad22a

http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stz3052
http://doi.org/10.1088/0067-0049/210/2/25
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/836/1/77
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aa7846
http://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1812905116
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/aad22a

	Introduction
	Data Collected
	Photometric Observations
	Imaging Observations
	Lucky Imaging
	Speckle Imaging
	Adaptive Optics Imaging

	Spectroscopic Observations
	Reconnaissance Spectra
	Keck/HIRES
	APF/Levy


	Stellar Parameters
	Spectroscopically-derived Parameters
	Photometrically-derived Parameters
	Constraining Stellar Age and Companions
	Galactic Context

	Data Analysis
	TESS Photometry Analysis
	RV Analysis
	Evidence Against a Distant Giant Planet

	Joint Photometry and RV Analysis

	Discussion
	TOI-1751 b In Context
	Interior Composition
	Solving for Planet Radius
	Solving for Mass Fractions


	Conclusions

