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ABSTRACT

Context. Out of the more than 5,000 detected exoplanets a considerable number belongs to a category called ’mini-Neptunes’. Interior
models of these planets suggest that they have some primordial, H-He dominated atmosphere. As this type of planet does not occur in
the solar system, understanding their formation is a key challenge in planet formation theory. Unfortunately, quantifying how much
H-He planets have, based on their observed mass and radius, is impossible due to the degeneracy of interior models.
Aims. Another approach to estimate the range of possible primordial envelope masses is to use formation theory. As different assump-
tions in planet formation can heavily influence the nebular gas accretion rate of small planets, it is unclear how large the envelope of
a protoplanet should be. We explore the effects that different assumptions on planet formation have on the nebular gas accretion rate,
particularly by exploring the way in which solid material interacts with the envelope. This allows us to estimate the range of possi-
ble post-formation primordial envelopes. Thereby we demonstrate the importance of envelope enrichment on the initial primordial
envelope which can be used in evolution models.
Methods. We apply formation models that include different solid accretion rate prescriptions. Our assumption is that mini-Neptunes
form beyond the ice-line and migrate inward after formation, thus we form planets in-situ at 3 and 5 au. We consider that the envelope
can be enriched by the accreted solids in the form of water. We study how different assumptions and parameters influence the ratio
between the planet’s total mass and the fraction of primordial gas.
Results. The primordial envelope fractions for small- and intermediate-mass planets (total mass below 15 M⊕) can range from 0.1%
to 50%. Envelope enrichment can lead to higher primordial mass fractions. We find that the solid accretion rate timescale has the
largest influence on the primordial envelope size.
Conclusions. Primordial gas accretion rates onto small planets can span many orders of magnitude. Planet formation models need to
use a self-consistent gas accretion prescription.
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1. Introduction

Currently, more than 5,000 exoplanets have been detected. Many
of these planets have sizes larger than Earth but smaller than
Neptune (Howard et al. 2012; Fressin et al. 2013; Fulton et al.
2017), and are commonly referred to as mini-Neptunes. Despite
the degeneracy in exoplanetary characterization, interior mod-
els indicate that mini-Neptunes consist of non-negligible hy-
drogen and helium (H-He) envelopes (Weiss & Marcy 2014;
Rogers 2015; Wolfgang & Lopez 2015; Jin & Mordasini 2018;
Otegi et al. 2020a; Bean et al. 2021). These H-He envelopes
are thought to be accreted from the protoplanetary disk dur-
ing the planetary growth. These atmosphere are then retained
despite evolutionary atmosphere loss processes such as photo-
evaporation, and therefore can be considered as primordial en-
velopes. Constraining the initial mass of primordial envelopes of
intermediate-mass exoplanets is a key objective in exoplanet sci-
ence. For example, constraining the initial mass of the envelopes
could provide a solution to the conundrum of the ’radius valley’,
which is the lack of observed planets with radii between 1.5 R⊕
and 2 R⊕ (Fulton et al. 2017). In addition, planets with primor-
dial envelopes could be habitable (e.g. Madhusudhan et al. 2021;
Mol Lous et al. 2022), but one of the major concerns is that a
planet must accrete a specific amount of a primordial envelope.

Calculating the primordial envelope mass for a given exoplanet
is extremely challenging. The prevailing exoplanet measuring
techniques only yield radii and masses, through transit measure-
ments and radial velocity detection, respectively. Solving the
interior composition of a planet knowing only the mean den-
sity and irradiation temperature is a highly degenerate problem
(Dorn et al. 2015; Shah et al. 2021; Haldemann et al. 2023). Ad-
ditionally there are large errors in the measurements of radii and
masses of exoplanets as these are derived in relation to stellar
radii and masses, of which the values are not always well con-
strained (Otegi et al. 2020b).
It is likewise difficult to constrain the size of primordial en-
velopes from planet formation models. The standard model for
planet formation is core accretion (Mizuno 1980; Pollack et al.
1996; Alibert et al. 2005; Helled et al. 2014). In this scenario,
planet formation begins with a solid (heavy-element) core and
once this reaches ∼0.1 M⊕ the planet starts to accrete a gaseous
envelope. Often, planet formation models predict larger (i.e.,
more massive) envelopes than the ones inferred for the observed
planetary population (e.g., Rogers & Owen 2021). There are sev-
eral possible explanations, including the large uncertainty in the
opacities of planetary envelopes (Ormel 2014; Mordasini 2014),
underestimating the role of collisions in atmosphere removal
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(Denman et al. 2020) or a boil-off phase during disk disper-
sal (Rogers et al. 2023). Interestingly, three-dimensional models
which include gas-exchange with the surrounding disk predict
smaller accreted envelopes than one-dimensional models at an
orbital distance of 0.1 AU around a sun-like star (Ormel et al.
2015; Cimerman et al. 2017; Moldenhauer et al. 2021) and it
is still unknown whether this inefficiency remains significant at
further radial distances such as 3 or 5 au.
Another physical mechanisms that can greatly alter the accre-
tion of primordial gas in (1D) formation models are the solid-
envelope interactions in the planetary envelope during the plane-
tary growth. As they grow, protoplanets can accrete solid ma-
terial and gas simultaneously. Solid material, in the form of
planetesimals or pebbles, travels through the envelope and can
fragment or ablate. This can enrich the envelope in heavy ele-
ments instead of simply being added to the core (Pollack et al.
1986; Podolak et al. 1988). This process is sometimes referred to
as envelope pollution. This heavy-element enrichment can have
two competing consequences on the planetary growth timescale
and the planetary composition. On the one hand, enrichment can
increase the envelope’s opacity, and therefore delay the plane-
tary contraction and inhibiting the further accretion of nebular
gas. On the other hand, heavy-element enrichment increases the
mean molecular weight of the envelope, which enhances the gas
accretion rate. A schematic overview of envelope accretion with
and without the consideration of solid-envelope interactions is
shown in Figure 1.
Many previous studies have already demonstrated that envelope
enrichment plays an important role in planet formation. Specif-
ically pebbles are quick to ablate and fragment (Ormel & Klahr
2010; Lambrechts et al. 2014; Alibert 2017; Chambers 2017;
Brouwers et al. 2018; Valletta & Helled 2019; Brouwers &
Ormel 2020), but planetesimals have been shown to interact with
the envelope and alter the formation process as well (Stevenson
1982; Hori & Ikoma 2011; Pinhas et al. 2016). Estimates of the
maximum core mass that a planet can grow range from ∼ 0.1 M⊕
to ∼ 5 M⊕ (Pollack et al. 1986; Mordasini et al. 2006; Lozovsky
et al. 2017; Alibert 2017; Brouwers et al. 2018; Steinmeyer et al.
2023). This range is a result of the different assumptions on plan-
etesimal or pebble sizes, composition, and material strength.
Valletta & Helled (2020) simulated the formation of Jupiter and
Saturn, accounting for envelope enrichment where the heavy ele-
ments were represented by water. It was found that including en-
velope enrichment in a self-consistent way (equation of state and
opacity calculation) decreases the growth timescale of Jupiter
and Saturn. This result is in line with previous studies focusing
on giant planet formation (Stevenson 1982; Hori & Ikoma 2011;
Venturini et al. 2015, 2016; Venturini & Helled 2017), but it is
not entirely clear if this can be accepted as a general result. It
remains a possibility that in some cases the planet cannot cool
efficiently enough to trigger runaway gas accretion (see Figure
1). For example, Wang et al. (2023) showed that if icy pebbles
sublimate outside of the accretion radius and enrich the local
gas, this decreases the nebular gas accretion efficiency. Further-
more assumptions on mixing efficiency, the composition of the
accreted solid material and the strength of the grain opacity can
steer the outcome of a one-dimensional planet formation simu-
lation.
The objective of this work is to investigate how the accretion
rates of gas depend on the model assumptions when envelope en-
richment is considered. We follow Valletta & Helled (2020) and
employ a 1-dimensional planet formation model that considers
the ablation and fragmentation of the solid material (represented
by water ice). We focus on the investigation of the envelope’s

composition of the forming planets before they reach runaway
gas accretion. We consider various formation locations, proto-
planetary disk properties, and solid accretion rates. We also in-
vestigate the formation timescales to assess whether the planet
is expected to reach the runaway gas accretion and become a gas
giant planet.
Our paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we present our
model setup. In Section 3 we present our results for the gas ac-
cretion rates for different planets. We distinguish between gas ac-
cretion with and without the enrichment of solid materials. The
distribution of possible H-He envelope masses within the ex-
plored parameter space is given. In this section we also demon-
strate the importance of basic assumptions, such as the mixing
of supercritical water with H-He, on our results. In Section 4
we further test assumptions on mixing and the smoothing of the
deposition profile. In this section we also address the likelihood
that planets form with the required amount of H-He to allow for
surface liquid water. The limitations to our model are discussed
in Section 5. Finally in Section 6 we summarize our findings.

2. Methods

The formation simulations are based on a modified version of
the MESA code1 (Paxton et al. 2011, 2013, 2015, 2018, 2019)
which was properly adapted to simulate planet formation and
evolution (Valletta & Helled 2020; Müller et al. 2020a,b). The
formation model is similar to the one used in Valletta & Helled
(2020), with some modifications as discussed below.
The initial model has a core mass of 0.1 M⊕ and an envelope
of 10−6 M⊕. The initial envelope metallicity is 0.03, but drops
to zero at the beginning of the evolution when pure H-He is ac-
creted and envelope enrichment is not yet significant. Three dif-
ferent solid accretion rate prescriptions are considered to com-
pute the solid accretion rate ṀZ. Based on planetesimal accretion
we use rapid growth (Pollack et al. 1996) and oligarchic growth
(Fortier et al. 2013). We also simulate pebble accretion (Lam-
brechts & Johansen 2014). A summary of these accretion rates
are given in Appendix A. For planetesimals we assume a radius
of 100 km and for the pebbles one of 10 cm.
In the case of planetesimal accretion the simulation starts at 10
kyr. In the pebble accretion case we also assume that the solid
accretion rate starts at 10 kyr, but with a smaller initial model,
namely 0.01 M⊕. Integrating the solid accretion rate of pebbles
(see Appendix A.4) from a mass of 0.01 M⊕ at 10 kyr to 0.1 M⊕
gives us the starting times of our planetary embryo. These start-
ing times (t0, peb) depend on the disk conditions and are given in
Table 1.
In the nominal case we set the lifetime of the disk to 10 Myr.
As solar-like stars should form within 5 - 10 Myr, this is a long
but not unlikely formation time (Pfalzner et al. 2022). We also
consider shorter formation in 3 Myr. We stop our simulations
before runaway gas accretion starts, namely when the crossover
mass is reached, where the envelope and core are of equal mass
(Bodenheimer & Pollack 1986; Pollack et al. 1996).

2.1. Boundary conditions and disk assumptions

The outer boundary conditions of our model planetary envelope
(Pout and Tout) are set equal to the pressure and temperature in
the disk. Following Piso & Youdin (2014) these are given by
scaling relations in distance:

1 Version 10108 of MESA is used and compiled by the MESA SDK
that was released simultaneously.
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Fig. 1: A schematic overview of pre-runaway envelope accretion. When the solid material does not interact with the envelope the
gas accretion is initially determined by the size of the core and the strength of the accretion luminosity (Phase I). The core stops
growing when there is no more solid material available, so that the envelope accretion rate is determined by the cooling timescale
of the protoplanet (Phase II). If Phase II is efficient the planet can reach the critical mass within the lifetime of the protoplanetary
disk. It will go into runaway accretion and become a gas giant. Gas accretion from the nebula is different when the interaction
of the solid material with the envelope is considered. Part of the ice and/or silicates will vaporize rather than reaching the core in
solid form. This increases the envelope metallicity. The increased metallicity can on the one hand inhibit further gas accretion by
increased opacities in the envelope, which hinders cooling. On the other hand the increased mean molecular weight increases the
mean density of the envelope which promotes gas accretion.

Pout = 0.27
( a
5.2 AU

)−45/14
Ba, (1)

Tout = 150
( a
5.2 AU

)−3/7
K, (2)

where a is the orbital distance of the protoplanet. The normal-
ization factors that we apply are higher than the fudicial MMSN
(which would be 0.0085 and 60 for pressure and temperature
respectively). While this is a significant increase, we find
that it does not influence the envelope masses when they are
above ∼ 0.01 M⊕ and saves computation time. These boundary
conditions do play a significant role in the early stages of the
protoplanet and could in theory alter the formation path, for
example through the onset of fragmentation. Similarly, Pout
and Tout are assumed to remain constant in time in this work.
More accurate gas accretion simulations would thus require
an improved disk model, especially for the cases presented

with envelope masses below 0.01 M⊕ after formation. In this
work, however, these simplification suffice to demonstrate the
importance of envelope enrichment on gas accretion.
The planetesimal accretion rates scale linearly with the solid
surface density, ΣZ, at the location of formation (see Appendix
A.1 and A.2). The initial solid surface density ΣZ, 0 is given by:

ΣZ, 0 = C1

( a
5.2 AU

)−1
g cm−2, (3)

The solid surface density decreases as solids gets accreted onto
the planet.
The pebble accretion rate has a linear dependency on the gas
surface density at 1 au, β (see Appendix A.4). β is set by an
initial gas surface density β0 and decreases exponentially in
time (t):

β = β0 exp(−t/τdisk), (4)
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where τdisk is the gas disk lifetime which we fix to 3 Myr. C1 and
β0 are used as free parameters to account for disks of different
masses. We set C1 to 5, 7.5 or 10 g cm−2 for a light, medium or
heavy disk, respectively. Values of β0 for these three disk types
are set to 250, 500 or 750 g cm−2. The corresponding values of
ΣZ,0 and Σg,0 at 3 or 5 au are listed in Table 1.
The inner boundary of the envelope model is the core. The lumi-
nosity at the core-envelope interface is determined by the accre-
tion luminosity:

Lacc =
GMcṀz

Rc
(1 − fabl) , (5)

where G is the gravitational constant and fabl is the fraction of
solid material which is ablated or fragmented in the envelope.
Mc and Rc are the core mass and radius respectively, where the
value of Rc is calculated assuming a constant core density of 3.2
g cm−3, regardless of the composition of the accreted material.
The significance of this simplification is considered in Appendix
C.

2.2. Enrichment from Planetesimals or Pebbles

The interaction between the accreted solids and the envelope is
considered via the fragmentation and/or ablation of the solids
(planetesimals or pebbles). The calculation of the value of fabl
is given in Appendix B. This method also gives the deposition
profile mdep(r) at radius r. The amount of water vapor added to
the envelope is the product of fabl and the solid accretion rate.
We consider two deposition methods. The first is direct deposit.
In this method the mass is deposited at the radial locations where
ablation and fragmentation occur. For example: if a planetesimal
fragments at radius r and there is no prior ablation, the water
mass in layer m(r) is enhanced by the solid accretion rate. This
increases the metallicity.
The second method, homogeneous deposit, is the default in
this work. It assumes that the mass deposition is completely
smoothed over the envelope which has total mass Menv. This
means that the amount of added heavy material is distributed
over all layers, normalized to the layer’s mass, where:

mdep(r) = fabl × ṀZ
m(r)
Menv
. (6)

As an illustration, Figure 2 shows the difference between direct
deposit and homogeneous deposit specifically for a planet grow-
ing by oligarchic growth at 5 au after 47 kyr. The core mass is
still the initial 0.1 M⊕ and the envelope mass is 1.5 ×10−5 M⊕.
The envelope is too small to cause fragmentation of the plan-
etesimals and thus there is only ablation. The fraction of ablated
material increases towards the interior of the envelope. The ho-
mogeneous deposit is completely smoothed over all layers, but
the total deposited material adds up to the same as for direct de-
posit.
While at every timestep the deposition of heavy material is done
homogeneously, this does not necessarily mean that the compo-
sition in the envelope is homogeneous. This is for two reasons.
First of all because there is a gas accretion of pure H-He with
zero metallicity added to the outer layers of the envelope. The in-
ner layers, which are older, will have been exposed to envelope
enrichment for longer and thus have a higher metallicity. This

Fig. 2: The difference between the two deposit models: direct de-
posit (blue) and homogeneous deposit (orange). The x-axis gives
the normalized mass coordinate of the envelope q. This figure
specifically shows the deposit models for Oligarchic growth at
47 kyr when the envelope mass is 1.5 ×10−5 M⊕. There is no
fragmentation yet. The ablation enriches the envelope metallic-
ity up to 10% in the most inner region. The homogeneous deposit
has the same total deposited mass, but smoothed. However, the
actual enrichment is not homogeneous, as shown by the orange
dashed line, due to some layers already being saturated. For dif-
ferent formation conditions and at different times the difference
between the deposition and the actual enrichment changes.

will create a compositional gradient unless the Ledoux criterium
is met, in which case the convective region will become homoge-
neously mixed. Secondly, we consider a maximum metallicity in
each layer and if this is already reached there is no enrichment.
An example of this is shown in Figure 2. The orange solid line
shows the deposit profile, while the dashed orange line shows
the actual enrichment. The difference is due to some layers in
the envelope already being saturated, or close to saturation, so
that it is not possible to deposit all the mass without condensa-
tion. There are two criteria that could limit the amount of water
that can be deposited in a certain layer.
First, we check the material state of H2O based on the tempera-
ture of the layer and from there calculate the maximum number
density of water in layer r:

nH2O, max(r) =
 Psat(r)

P(r)+Psat(r) if T (r) < Tcrit

Zmax if T (r) > Tcrit
(7)

P(r) and T (r) are the pressure and temperature at radius r. Tcrit is
the critical temperature of 647.096 K. In the cases where the tem-
perature is below 647 Kelvin, we apply the vapor-liquid phase
boundary from Wagner & Pruß (2002) to calculate the satura-
tion pressure of water Psat as follows:

Psat(r)
Pcrit

= exp(
Tcrit

T (r)

(
a1ν + a2ν

1.5 + a3ν
3 + a4ν

3.5 + a5ν
4 + a6ν

7.5
)
).

(8)

Here Pcrit is the critical pressure, 220.64 bar. ν =
(
1 − T

Tcrit

)
.

The other variables are a1 = -7.85951783, a2 = 1.84408259,
a3 = -11.7866497, a4 = 22.6807411, a5 = -15.9618719, a6 =
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Rapid accretion
Oligarchic accretion Pebble accretion

ΣZ, 0 (g / cm−2) Σg, 0 (g cm−2) t0, peb (kyr)
Heavy disk 3 au 17.33 250 34.4

5 au 10.4 150 38.7
Medium disk 3 au 13 167 49.2

5 au 7.8 100 56.5
Light disk 3 au 8.67 83 101

5 au 5.2 50 119

Table 1: The assumed initial solid surface density and initial gas surface density in the heavy disk, medium and light disk. ΣZ,0 is
used for the planetesimal accretion, while Σg,0 and t0, peb are used for the pebble accretion.

1.80122502.
If the temperature exceeds the supercritical temperature of water
we impose a limit to the water enhancement, Zmax. Supercritical
water and H-He are expected to be highly miscible (Soubiran &
Militzer 2015), suggesting that Zmax = 1. However in our nom-
inal model we set this value lower to 0.9 to ensure that we do
not artificially create a loss of H-He. This would happen if too
much H-He inside the envelope is replaced by water without a
sufficiently high primordial gas accretion rate. We also want to
investigate the significance of this miscibility and additionally
consider this maximum metallicity to be to 0.5.
The second criterion for water deposition is that the deposited
material can only be as massive as the shell in which it is de-
posited. As MESA uses mass coordinates, this criterion ensures
that there is no Rayleigh–Taylor instability created through the
deposition. While this an artificial limit, we argue that the de-
posited material we calculate in a certain layer using our one-
dimensional model underestimates the smoothing over different
layers. Thus, allowing this smoothing of the water deposition
profile should better represent the three-dimensional structure.
When it is not possible to deposit part of the heavy material in
the envelope, we transfer the leftover water mass to the core.
Thus the enrichment is only equal to the initial deposition if a
layer is not yet saturated, as is demonstrated in Figure 2. In this
specific case for the inner 10% of envelope mass (q < 0.1) the
critical temperature is exceeded, so that the maximum metallic-
ity is much higher than for q > 0.1. Furthermore the outer enve-
lope (q > 0.4) contains newer gas which has not been exposed
to as much enrichment, hence the enrichment increases towards
the outside of the envelope. If the envelope is not convective a
compositional gradient can be created.
Finally, we define the metallicity of the envelope at location r as:

Z(r) =
mH2O(r)

m(r)
. (9)

The change in the envelope’s metallicity alters the opacities and
the equation-of-state of the envelope. The total envelope’s metal-
licity is referred to as Zenv and is defined by the total water mass
fraction in the envelope:

Zenv =
Menv, H2O

Menv
. (10)

The opacities are calculated by adding the molecular opacities
from Freedman et al. (2014) and grain opacities from Alexan-
der & Ferguson (1994), following (Valencia et al. 2013). We use
an equation-of-state that mixes water with hydrogen and helium

Ablation &
fragmentation
of water

Solid
composition Zmax

Case-1 No 100% silicates n.a.
Case-2 Yes 100% water 0.9

Case-3 Yes 50% water
50% silicates 0.9

Case-4 Yes 100% water 0.5

Table 2: Solid-envelope interaction models considered in this
work. All models assume that silicates do not react with the en-
velope and directly reach the core.

taken from Müller et al. (2020b) (see their Appendix A for de-
tails).
Finally the heavy element deposition in layer r has two influence
on the energy. First of all accretion luminosity is added by:

lacc(r) =
GM(r)mdep(r)

r
(11)

with M(r) the cumulative mass at radius r.
Secondly the vaporization of water decreases the energy by (Pol-
lack et al. 1986):

Evap(r) = −(cp × ∆T + E0) × mdep(r) (12)

where cp = 4.2 × 107 (erg g−1 K−1) is the specific heat of water,
E0 = 2.8 × 1010 (erg g−1) is the latent heat of vaporisation and
∆T is the change of temperature to reach vaporization, which we
set to 373 K assuming that the incoming pebble/planetesimal has
temperature 0 K.

In our simulations we distinguish between five types of solid-
envelope interactions which are presented in Table 2. For sim-
plicity, we neglected the thermal ablation or fragmentation of sil-
icates and focus only on water. Therefore, Case-1 is a reference
case without any solid-envelope interactions. All solid material
directly reaches the core-envelope boundary and the envelope
never increases in metallicity. We consider the other extreme in
Case-2. We assume that all the solid material is ice and can en-
rich the envelope.
With Case-1 and Case-2 the most extreme, we use Case-3 and
Case-4 to investigate other aspects related to our fragmenta-
tion and ablation model. Case-3 is a hybrid between Case-1 and
Case-2. Half of the solid material are icy planetesimals/pebbles
which can enrich the envelope. The other 50% of the solid accre-
tion rate consists of rocky material that directly reaches the core
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Fig. 3: Core and envelope compositions under the different solid-
envelope interaction models presented in Table 2. The dashed
black line represents the outer boundary to the envelope and the
solid black line the inner boundary. Everything interior to the
black solid line is considered as the core. The composition of
the core and whether this is mixed is not considered in this work.
Rather a constant core density of 3.2 g / cm3 is used. When en-
velope enrichment is considered this can either create a compo-
sitional gradient or there can (a) mixed convective zone(s), as
shown by the two halves.

and does not interact. Finally, in Case-4 we limit the maximum
allowed metallicity Zmax (see Equation 7) to 0.5 if the temper-
ature exceeds the critical temperature. Figure 3 visualizes the
effects of these cases on the planet’s interior and envelope.

2.3. Gas accretion

Gas accretion can occur at every timestep. Following Valletta
& Helled (2019), gas is added to the planet until the outer
radius of the envelope is within a factor 1.1 smaller or larger
than the accretion radius. We use the accretion radius as

in Lissauer et al. (2009). This formulation is based on the
common assumption that the planet’s accretion radius must be
equal to the smallest of either the Bondi radius or the Hill radius:

Racc =
GMp

c2
s/k1 +GMp/ (k2RHill)

, (13)

where Mp is the mass of the protoplanet, cs is the speed of sound
at the location of formation, RHill is the protoplanet’s Hill radius
and k1 and k2 are reduction factors to account for the limited
availability of gas at the formation location of the planet. For the
small protoplanets considered in this study k1 and k2 can be set
to 1.
The first 10 kyr are used to relax the envelope mass. The initial
model does not automatically satisfy the criterion that the ac-
cretion radius equals the radius of the initial model. How much
these two values deviate depends on the orbital distance. We
smooth this transition by finding k1 and k2 values such that the
initial model radius is close to the accretion radius. Then we in-
crease k1 and k2 linearly in time until these are both 1 at 20 kyr.

3. Results

We perform a grid of simulations with the following variations:
the solid accretion rate is rapid, oligarchic or pebbles. The for-
mation location is either 3 or 5 au and the disk is either heavy,
medium or light as defined in Table 1. An overview of all these
results is given in Appendix D.

3.1. Solid-envelope interaction affecting and H-He gas
accretion

This subsection highlights the effect of all four solid-envelope
interaction models on individual formation cases.

3.1.1. Rapid Growth

Figure 4 shows the in-situ formation of a planet by rapid growth
at 3 au. The initial solid surface density is 17.33 g cm−2 (heavy
disk). The upper panel shows the masses of the core (solid line)
and envelope (dashed line) as time progresses for the various
cases. We find that all the cases include both Phase I and Phase II
of gas accretion, where the transition between them occurs after
∼ 105 yrs at a core mass between 4.4 - 5.2 M⊕. For Case-1 and
Case-3 there is still a small increase in core mass during Phase II
of gas accretion. At this stage the planet grows through envelope
accretion which extends the planetary feeding zone and provides
more solid material that can be accreted by the growing planet.
In Case-2 and Case-4 on the other hand, the maximum core
mass is reached, as any newly accreted planetesimals fragment
and only add water vapor to the envelope. Another distinction is
that Case-2 and Case-4 reach a crossover mass after 3.81 Myr
and 2.5 Myr, respectively, while Case-1 and Case-3 do not reach
crossover mass within 10 Myr. This is because in the former
two cases the ablation-fragmentation transition occurs before
the feeding zone is depleted and solid accretion is high. This
promotes the gas accretion for several reasons. First, the total
accretion luminosity is reduced, as a large fraction of the mass is
deposited at larger radii and meanwhile the evaporation of water
decreases energy locally. Second, the mean molecular weight
of the envelope increases so that a more massive envelope can
be bound. Similar to previous work we find that the increased
opacities due to an increased envelope metallicity do not
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Fig. 4: In-situ formation of a planet at 3 au with rapid growth.
The simulations are run until the envelope and core are of equal
mass or until 10 Myr. The initial solid surface density is 17.33 g
cm−2 (heavy disk). The upper panels shows the mass of the core
and the mass of the envelope over time. The lower panel shows
the same simulations as in the upper panel, but only the envelope
masses over time. Solid lines are the mass from primordial H-
He. The dashed lines are the envelope mass from water vapor. In
Case-1 there is no water vapor as only hydrogen and helium are
accreted from the nebula.

counteract the mechanisms promoting gas accretion. As such
envelope enrichment promotes total envelope accretion.
The lower panel of Figure 4 shows the envelope’s growth,
where the contributions of H-He are separated from the water
vapor. Since Case-3 has a low-metallicity envelope, the total
H-He mass in the envelope is similar to that of Case-1. Note
that there would be a larger difference between Case-1 and
Case-3 if fragmentation occurred before the solid accretion rate
decreases. Case-2 and Case-4 have significantly more massive
H-He envelopes at a given time. After ∼ 105 years it remains a
factor 3 higher than Case-1 and Case-3. We find that for a short
time the water mass in the envelope exceeds the H-He mass.
This occurs during the transition between Phase I and Phase
II. However, since subsequently mostly H-He is accreted, the

Fig. 5: The same simulations presented in Figure 4 but showing
the heavy element fraction of the envelope (upper panel) and
the primordial envelope mass, from pure H-He (lower panel).
Both are shown as a function of the total mass (Mcore + Menv).
The grey dashes lines indicate where primordial envelope mass
fractions would be 0.1%, 1%, and 10% of the total mass.

envelopes final atmospheric composition is dominated by H-He.
During Phase II accretion we find that small amounts of
envelope mass can be lost. For Case-1 and Case-3 this concerns
small oscillations in the envelope mass which are a result of
an oscillating solid accretion rate. These are in turn due to
the changes in capture radius, which depends on the internal
structure of the envelope (see Appendix A.1). In other words,
when the gas accretion rate is large, the capture radius also
increases, promoting a higher solid accretion rate. However,
the increase in luminosity from the gas accretion and the solid
accretion expand the envelope and increase the radius beyond
the accretion radius, which leads to mass loss. While the solid
accretion rate remains small (between 10−8 M⊕ yr−1 and 0) this
is sufficient to influence the envelope. Nonetheless, we do find
that smoothing the change in capture radius during Phase II
gas accretion (by only allowing it to change with 0.1% every
timestep) eliminates these oscillations without altering the final
outcome. In Case-2 we find a single instance of mass loss at 1.42
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Myr. Similarly to Case-1 and Case-3 this mass loss proceeds
from an increase in the capture radius. However, in this case
the increased capture radius is due to a change in the internal
structure of the envelope, as the size of the convective zone
increases.
The top panel of Figure 5 shows the envelope’s metallicity as a
function of the total planetary mass. For all cases the envelope
metallicity peaks when the feeding zone is depleted. The maxi-
mum envelope metallicity in Case-2 and Case-3 peaks at ∼0.8.
This is expected from the maximum metallicity in supercritical
states, Zmax, set to 0.9. Colder outer layers where water can
condense have even lower metallicities which decreases the
total envelope metallicity from Zmax.
The lower panel of Figure 5 shows H-He envelope mass as a
function of the total planetary mass. Grey dashed lines give the
reference fractions of fH-He= 0.1%, 1% and 10%, where fH-He
= Menv, H-He / Mp. When the planet is smaller than ∼ 2 M⊕ the
primordial envelope masses of all cases are similar. At higher
masses the solid accretion rate increases and fragmentation
occurs, so that the envelope has a significant amount of water
vapor which influences the H-He accretion. At a total mass of
5 M⊕, Case-2 has a factor 2 higher Menv, H-He than Case-1 and
Case-4 has a factor 5 higher than Case-1. However, at masses
above 6 M⊕ the primordial envelope mass of Case-1, Case-2
and Case-4 converge, as Phase II of gas accretion sets in.
Interestingly, Case-3 has the transition into Phase II of gas
accretion for a lower mass than the other three cases. Compared
to Case-1, Case-3 has a lower core mass, as there is always a
fraction between 0 and 0.5 of solid material evaporating in the
envelope. Also compared to Case-2 and Case-4 the maximum
core mass is smaller. This is because Case-2 and Case-4 are
more efficient at enhancing the envelope and they reach a
stage where fabl equals 1 before the feeding zone is depleted.
As a result, envelope accretion accelerates and in this larger
envelope planetesimals are captured more easily (i.e. the capture
radius as defined in Appendix A.1 increases). Thus, as the solid
accretion rate increases, the envelope becomes saturated with
water vapor which then allows the core to grow more rapidly
as well. This acceleration of core and envelope formation is
not evoked in Case-3 because of the later onset of fragmentation.

3.1.2. Oligarchic Growth

Figures 6 and 7 demonstrate the effect of envelope enrichment
on the planetary mass and bulk composition as well as the for-
mation timescale for oligarchic growth at 3 au. Similar to the
previously presented rapid growth, the initial solid surface den-
sity is 17.33 g cm−2, corresponding to a heavy disk.
The upper panel in Figure 6 shows that in Case-2 the core
reaches a maximum of 2.7 M⊕. This is notably lower than the
core of the planet formed by rapid planetesimal accretion at the
same location in a heavy disk. The reason for this difference is
that the rapid formation has a high solid accretion rate with a
large accretion luminosity. This makes the total envelope mass
smaller for a given core mass, so that complete fragmentation
is reached for a higher core mass in rapid growth. However, the
core mass presented in these results also contain evaporated wa-
ter that could not be held in the saturated envelope layers. Further
discussion on the impact of our core model assumptions on the
accretion of H-He is presented in Section C. Case-4 has a larger
core accretion rate than any of the other models in the last 3 Myr.
This is because Case-4 has a more massive envelope and thus a
larger capture radius. Furthermore, because Zmax in Case-4 is

Fig. 6: Same as Figure 4 but for a planet forming in-situ at 3 AU
by oligarchic growth in a heavy disk.

lower than those in Case-2 and Case-3, the envelope becomes
saturated earlier.
Since oligarchic growth is much slower compared to rapid
growth, it takes longer before the core is massive enough to ac-
crete an envelope with which the solids will interact. As shown in
the lower panel of Figure 6, the envelopes in Case-2 and Case-3
become water dominated after 2.7 and 1.8 Myr, respectively, and
this compostion persists during the remaining planetary growth.
The H-He mass is unchanged for Case-1, Case-2, Case-3 until 7
Myr, while Case-4 always has more H-He.
The upper panel in Figure 7 confirms that the envelope metallic-
ity increases at a smaller core mass for oligarchic growth com-
pared to rapid growth. The maximum metallicities also occur at
smaller core masses than for rapid growth because there is not
enough time to grow larger cores. The lower panel shows that
Case-1 and Case-2 have very similar H-He envelope fractions
until Case-2 reaches its maximum core mass. Also Case-3 and
Case-4 have similar H-He envelope mass fractions. Overall, we
find that the H-He mass fractions are larger in oligarchic growth
than in rapid growth, since the envelopes for a given core mass
are larger due to the slower formation.
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Fig. 7: Same as Figure 5 but for a planet forming in-situ growth
at 3 AU by oligarchic growth in a heavy disk.

3.1.3. Pebbles

Since pebble accretion is more efficient than planetesimal accre-
tion, we find that most of our pebble simulations reach crossover
mass before 3 Myr even when using a later starting time than for
the planetesimal accretion. Only in the case of a light disk at 5
au we find planets in a pre-runaway state after 10 Myr. As a re-
sult, this is the formation scenario we highlight in Figures 8 and
9. Due to the small size of pebbles, the value of fabl reaches 1
already at the beginning of the simulation. We use the first 3 kyr
of the simulation to smooth fabl from 0 to 1 linearly in time.
Figure 8 shows that Case-1 and Case-3 do not reach a crossover
mass while Case-2 and Case-3 reach it after 7.7 and 9.3 Myr, re-
spectively. In Case-2 the maximum core mass is 3.9 M⊕ and for
Case-4 it is 5.2 M⊕. Case-1 leads to a core mass of 6.3 M⊕ and
an envelope of 0.88 M⊕ after 10 Myr while Case-3 ends with a
5.2 M⊕ core and an envelope of 2.6 M⊕.
There are instances of mass loss in Case-2 and Case-3. Contrary
to the rapid cases, this is not linked to the coupling between the
solid accretion rate and the envelope structure. Instead, this is
due to the small size of the pebbles and their immediate fragmen-
tation. In combination with our model set-up, which allows the

Fig. 8: In-situ formation of a planet at 5 au by pebbles. The initial
disk conditions are light. The upper left panel shows how the
core mass and envelope grow in time. The lower left panel shows
the envelope mass, with the separated mass contributions of H-
He (solid lines) and H2O (dashed lines).

envelope to be considered ’full’ and adds additional water to the
core, this can cause the value of fabl to drop when the metallicity
is close to saturation. This allows temporary oscillations in the
accretion luminosity and possibly, mass loss. These changes in
fabl are unphysical and should be modeled more self-consistently
in future work. It must be noted, however, that the interaction be-
tween icy pebbles and nebular gas can already enhance metallic-
ities at distances further away from the protoplanet than where
the gas is bound. In Section 5.3 we discuss this point and argue
that this interaction needs to be well understood before it can be
incorporated in one-dimensional models.
The envelope’s metallicity and primordial envelope mass for the
pebble cases are shown in Figure 9. The metallicities peak at
masses of 2 - 6 M⊕. We find that all the enrichment models fol-
low roughly the same relation between H-He mass fraction and
total mass, as shown in the lower figure. In comparison to the
planetesimal accretion models in Figures 5 and 7 however these
are less smooth. This is because the instant ablation of the peb-
bles.
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Fig. 9: Same simulations as shown in Figure 8. Dashed grey lines
show H-He envelope mass fractions of 0.1, 0.01 and 0.001.

3.2. H-He mass fractions after formation

Figure 10 summarizes all the nebular H-He mass fractions for the
different formation scenarios presented in this work. This frac-
tion is indicated by fH-He which is the H-He mass in the envelope
divided by the total mass of the planet. All panels show fH-He as
a function of the total mass of the planet. Only masses below
15 M⊕ are shown to focus on mini-Neptune planets and because
post-runaway gas accretion was not taken into account in our
simulations. Planets which reached the crossover mass or had
a total mass above 15 M⊕ were also removed from the figure.
Dashed vertical lines reference where fH-He has values of 10%,
1% and 0.1%.
The left panels show fH-He when the planet forms at 3 au. All the
planetesimal cases (rapid and oligarchic) remain pre-runaway up
to 10 Myr with the exception of Case-2 and Case-4 of rapid
growth in a heavy disk. Rapid growth leads to larger masses and
larger values for fH-He than oligarchic growth. This difference
in composition between the two formation models is most vis-
ible at 3 Myr. If formation times are longer and there is strong
envelope enrichment (Case-2) then oligarchic growth can create
planets with total masses and H-He mass fractions that overlap

those of rapid growth. Overall rapid growth can create planets of
masses 2 - 9 M⊕ with H-He envelope fractions of 0.03 to 0.5 at
3 au. Oligarchic growth creates planets with total masses of 0.5
to 4 M⊕ with fH-He values of 5×10−4 to 0.1.
At 5 au there are not as many datapoints for rapid growth as the
planets are likely to reach the crossover mass quickly. None of
the heavy disk cases remain. The planet forming in a medium
disk under Case-1 remains pre-runaway at 5 Myr and for Case-3
this is past 3 Myr. Planets forming by rapid growth with Case-
2 can only do so in a light disk in 3 Myr. The oligarchic cases
all remain pre-runaway and have smaller H-He mass fractions
than at 3 au. This is because the planets forming at 5 au have
smaller accretion radii due to a smaller Bondi radius. At some
point the accretion radius becomes dominated by the Hill radius,
which increases with distance. This will lead to planets at 5 au
holding more massive envelopes than those at 3 au for the same
total planetary mass. However for the oligarchic growth cases
this transition happens too late to see reflected in H-He mass
fractions at 3, 5 or 10 Myr.
Pebble accretion only forms mini-Neptune planets when there
is a light disk, which is assumed to coincide with a late for-
mation time (relative to a heavier disk). Furthermore at 3 au a
mini-Neptune can only form when Case-3 enrichment applies if
formation lasts longer than 5 Myr. In Case-3 the total mass and
fH-He stay within the same region as the planetesimal accretion
models. Within 3 Myr a 13 M⊕ planet can also form by pebbles
with so that fH-He=0.1 assuming Case-1 or Case-4. In Case-2
there are no pre-runaway planets even after 3 Myr.
At 5 au it is easier to form small planets by pebbles, although
still exclusively for the light disk. This is contrary to planetes-
imal formation which favours smaller planets at 3 au. After 3
Myr there is not yet a distinction between any of the enrichment
models for pebble formation as they all lead to a planet of 2.5
M⊕ and a fH-He of 0.004. After 10 Myr only Case-1 and Case-3
have remained pre-runaway.

3.3. Envelope metallicities after formation

In Figure 11 and 12 the maximum envelope metallicities
(Zenv, max) are shown for the same set of models as in Figure
10, with the exception of Case-1 which by definition evolves to
a zero metallicity envelope. Horizontal lines indicate the maxi-
mum imposed metallicity for supercritical layers, Zmax.
The rapid growth always has the maximum metallicity occuring
before 400 kyr, which is significantly shorter than the shortest
considered formation time of 3 Myr. It is therefore unlikely that
rapid growth at 3 or 5 au can create mini-Neptune planets with
very high metallicity envelopes, i.e. envelope metallicities that
are close to Zmax.
On the other hand, oligarchic growth has maximum metallicities
occuring very late, between 4.6 and 10 Myr. These correspond
to total masses of 0.5 to 3 M⊕. The oligarchic cases never reach
saturation where the envelope metallicity is that of Zmax.
The pebble cases show a wider spread in times when Zenv, max is
reached. For most of the pebble cases, we find that the maximum
metallicity occurs before 3 Myr, but could be delayed to 4 Myr
or even 7 Myr if the disk is light.

4. Discussion

4.1. The effect of mixing and location of deposit

The results presented above assumed a homogeneous composi-
tion of the envelope due to convective mixing at layers where
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Fig. 10: H-He mass fraction after 3 Myr (upper panels), 5 Myr (middle panels), and 10 Myr (lower panels). The left panels show
in-situ formation at 3 au and the right panels at 5 au. The colors indicate the heavy-element interaction models. Case-1, Case-2,
Case-3, and Case-4 are given in red, blue, purple and yellow, respectively. The three different solid accretion rates are distinguished
by different symbols. We also show the light initial disk results by a transparent marker, the medium disk result with a 0.5 opacity
marker, and the heavy disk result with a full opacity marker. The light, medium and heavy results of the same model are connected
by a line, as we would expect that in intermediate disk would produce a final H-He fraction approximately along this line. The total
masses in the figure are limited to below 15 M⊕, focusing on the distribution for mini-Neptune type planets. Planets which reached
the crossover mass (Menv =Mcore) are not shown, even if their total mass is below 15 M⊕.
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Fig. 11: The maximum envelope metallicity that is reached dur-
ing planetary formation (Zenv, max) and the time at which this
maximum metallicity occurs. The horizontal lines indicate the
imposed maximum metallicity for supercritical water (Zmax in
Table 2)

the Ledoux criterium is met. While it is expected that there
is some mixing in protoplanetary envelopes, it is unclear how
efficient mixing is. Simulating the planetary formation with
MESA allows to include mixing via the mixing length theory
(mlt). This, however, requires the knowledge of a dimensionless
parameter αmlt (see Section 2.4 in Valletta & Helled (2020)).
For the formation of Jupiter Valletta & Helled (2020) adapted
αmlt = 0.1 (Vazan et al. 2015; Müller et al. 2020b) and we use
the same mixing in our nominal model. In this Subsection we
investigate the effect of mixing by considering a model in which
mixing is inhibited.
The effect of mixing on the protoplanets core and envelope
mass and composition are shown in Figure 13 for the oligarchic
growth at 3 au for Case-2. The initial solid supply is heavy.
When mixing is included this increases the efficiency of the
deposit of heavy elements. The mixing distributes the H-He
through the envelope, so that there are more layers where the
maximum metallicity is not met. This allows for a larger overall
deposit of heavy elements. As a consequence the mixing model

Fig. 12: Same data as in Figure 11 but instead of the time, the
total mass of the protoplanet is shown when the maximum enve-
lope metallicity is reached.

reaches a point where fabl reaches 1 after 7 Myr. The accretion
luminosity becomes zero and gas accretion increases. The final
H-He envelop mass is an order of magnitude larger and the core
mass is 0.5 M⊕ smaller.

We also investigate the effect of our assumption of a ho-
mogeneous deposition of heavy elements in the envelope. We
compare the homogeneous deposit to the direct deposit as
defined in Section 2.2.
Figures 14 shows the differences between these deposit models
for Rapid growth at 3 au, Case-2. The nominal, homogeneous
deposit is the same as shown in Figure 4. In the case of direct
deposit, is takes longer for the envelope to start growing
significantly. This is because initially only ablation occurs,
which means that in the direct deposit case there are only heavy
elements in the lower layers. In the homogeneous deposit case,
water is added to the outer layers as well, so that the density
increases and that causes fragmentation to occur more quickly
(see Equation B.4 and B.5). Due to this fragmentation almost no
solids reach the core so that the accretion luminosity from solid
accretion decreases and gas accretion increases. The model
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Fig. 13: Oligachic growth at 3 au in a heavy disk. The light blue line indicates Case-2 without mixing and the dark blue line is for
the same conditions but with mixing (αmlt = 0.1). When mixing is included, it distributes the H-He through the envelope. As our
method replaces H-He with water, mixing increases the efficiency of water deposition. As a result, in the mixing cases there are
cases where all the water can be deposited in the envelope. This reduces the accretion luminosity which leads to acceleration of the
envelope’s growth.

with a direct deposit of solids reaches fragmentation later.
Nevertheless, when both models have reached fragmentation
the gas accretion is more efficient in the direct deposit. In that
case the mass can be deposited high in the envelope and ’trickle
down’ to the lower layers. The crossover mass is then reached
after 1.39 Myr instead of 3.81 Myr.
A realistic deposition profile of heavy elements should lie
somewhere in between the two extreme cases that we con-
sidered in this work. Assessing the physical importance of
mixing on planet formation, in combination with envelope
enrichment, would require the following improvements. First,
the one-dimensional deposit profile needs to be smoothed
appropriately to account for the three-dimensional process
(Mordasini et al. 2017). In the case of planetesimal accretion
this initial deposit profile would also need to be improved upon
by using a more realistic size distribution (Kaufmann & Alibert
2023). Second, the treatment of envelope metallicity should be
improved. In this work, the accreted heavy-element mass was
added by increasing the metallicity and changing the energy in
the relevant layers. However, mass in every layer was conserved
during enrichment. Future work should treat mass deposition
and envelope enrichment self-consistently by allowing this

process to directly change the mass of the relevant layers.

4.2. Primordial envelopes and habitability

Planets with a primordial, H-He dominated envelope have re-
ceived increased attention as potentially habitable candidates.
The collision-induced absorption of hydrogen can act as a green-
house effect and thereby create temperate surface conditions
(Stevenson 1982; Pierrehumbert & Gaidos 2011; Madhusudhan
et al. 2021; Mol Lous et al. 2022). Madhusudhan et al. (2021)
coined the term ’Hycean planets’, which host liquid water un-
derneath a hydrogen-dominated atmosphere. It remains uncer-
tain, however, whether any of the currently observed transiting
exoplanets orbit in what can be considered the ’Hycean habitable
zone’. The role of a runaway greenhouse effect (Pierrehumbert
2023; Innes et al. 2023) and atmospheric escape (Wordsworth
2012; Mol Lous et al. 2022) could move the inner habitable zone
boundary in comparison to an Earth-like planet.
Another open question regarding Hycean planets is whether such
planets can accrete the required amount of H-He to enable these
temperate surface conditions in the first place. In Mol Lous et al.
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Fig. 14: Rapid growth at 3 au in a heavy disk. The light blue line shows a homogeneous deposit of heavy elements, which is the
default in our model. The purple line shows how the results change when the heavy elements are directly deposited at the relevant
radial distance in the envelope.

(2022) we showed that planets of sizes 1 - 10 M⊕ that orbit
around a sun-like star could host temperate conditions if they are
beyond 2 au. Their primordial, pure H-He envelope could be of
masses 10−4 - 10−5 M⊕ at this distance, but more massive when
further out. The results presented in Figure 10 show that H-He
envelope below 10−3 are generally difficult to form, and most of
the formed planets consist of much larger H-He mass fractions.
The smallest H-He envelopes are formed by oligarchic growth at
5 au. After 3 Myr years these planets have values for Menv, H-He
ranging from 2.7 ×10−5 M⊕ ( fH-He = 10−4 when the total mass is
0.27 M⊕) up to 2.24 ×10−4 M⊕ ( fH-He = 4 × 10−4 when the total
mass is 0.56 M⊕). These planets are smaller than those consid-
ered in Mol Lous et al. (2022), but still massive enough to hold
onto a H-He envelope at 5 au (Mordasini 2020).
We therefore conclude that the formation of H-He envelopes
which provide temperature surface conditions is probably rare
but possible when the planet forms beyond the ice-line and the
formation timescale is long.

5. Caveats

5.1. Envelope-core interactions and outgassing

Our model does not include interactions between the envelope
and the core. We assume that all the nebular hydrogen and he-
lium remain in the envelope and that none is sequestered in the
core, to be outgassed at later stages. For (super-)Earth this can
play an important role in the development of the atmosphere af-
ter the gas disk has disappeared (Elkins-Tanton & Seager 2008;
Schaefer & Fegley 2010). As silicates in the core are expected to
be in the magma phase there should be a high solubility of hy-
drogen (Hirschmann et al. 2012). That hydrogen would over time
be outgassed and replenish the envelope (Chachan & Stevenson
2018), but that would be accompanied with the atmospheric es-
cape of mostly hydrogen. There could also be a later increase
in atmospheric hydrogen if metal-rich impactors oxidate (Genda
et al. 2017). Thus, some of the H-He mass calculated in this work
could be stored in the core and released gradually.
The envelope-core interactions for H2O, not considered in this
work, should also be mentioned. While we focus on predicting
the mass fraction of H-He after disk accretion, the treatment of
water can be improved, which could lead to different results. Wa-
ter can also be stored efficiently in a magma ocean and outgassed
later (e.g., Dorn & Lichtenberg 2021; Bower et al. 2022; Sossi
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et al. 2023), which can increase the envelope’s metallicity after
formation.

5.2. Ablation and fragmentation of silicates

In this work we only modelled the effect of water enhancement
on the envelope. It is clear that rocky material can also ablate
and fragment. This is especially the case for pebbles (Brouwers
et al. 2018; Brouwers & Ormel 2020; Steinmeyer et al. 2023),
but also for planetesimals (Bodenheimer et al. 2018, e.g.). Simi-
lar to water enrichment, the enrichment with silicates on the one
hand increases the mean molecular weight and promotes gas ac-
cretion and on the other hand enhances the opacities in the enve-
lope (Ormel 2014; Mordasini 2014; Menou & Zhang 2023). The
enrichment of silicates alone can create a composition gradient
which inhibits convection (Ormel et al. 2021; Markham et al.
2022). This silicate enrichment has an effect on the long-term
evolution of mini-Neptunes and not considering this effect can
lead to overpredictions of H-He mass fractions in observed plan-
ets (Misener & Schlichting 2022; Vazan & Ormel 2023).
Future work should consider the enrichment of both water and
silicates in the envelopes of protoplanets. However, accounting
for both species will introduce more free parameters concerning
the mixture of ice and silicates in the solid accretion rate.

5.3. Limitations of a one-dimensional model

The assumption of spherically symmetric gas and solid accretion
that comes with a one-dimensional model does not accurately re-
flect the reality and thus there are some limitations. First of all
there is the recycling of gas that occurs in the outer regions of the
accreting envelope. The nebular gas from the disk has a higher
entropy than the already accreted gas in the envelope and will
mix (Ormel et al. 2015). This will delay the cooling and contrac-
tion, thus prolonging Phase II of gas accretion. Recycling is an
important aspect to planet formation. It can significantly delay
the formation timescale which can help to explain the presence
of super-Earths and mini-Neptunes, when one-dimensional mod-
els would have predicted a transition into runaway gas accre-
tion. This could also possibly help with the formation of Uranus
and Neptune (Eriksson et al. 2023). Three-dimensional gas ac-
cretion simulations remain computationally expensive. Recently
Bailey & Zhu (2023) found a more optimistic comparison be-
tween three- and one-dimensional models. They suggest that
one-dimensional models can improve their accuracy by reducing
the accretion radius to 0.4 times the Bondi radius and consider-
ing two distinct outer recycling layers.
A second limitation revolves around the deposition profile of
heavy elements. In this work we have considered two extremes.
In the nominal case we deposited the heavy elements homoge-
neously and alternatively we solved the deposition profile in the
one-dimensional case and deposit the solids accordingly. The
latter is realistic if the solid accretion rate is isentropic and the
timescales of the impacts is shorter than the azimuthal mixing
(Mordasini et al. 2017).

5.4. In-situ formation

The effect of migration is neglected in this work although in-
situ formation is rather unrealistic. One origin theory of mini-
Neptunes is that they form around the ice-line and migrate in-
wards once they reach a critical mass (Kuchner 2003; Venturini
et al. 2020; Huang & Ormel 2022; Burn et al. 2024). The pre-

cise value of this critical mass remains uncertain (McNally et al.
2019; Paardekooper et al. 2023) though derivations of it can be
found, such as in Emsenhuber et al. (2023). This formation sce-
nario would naturally lead to a diversity in mini-Neptunes (Bean
et al. 2021).
In the rapid growth case some planets in our simulations deplete
their feeding zone and enter Phase II gas accretion. We predict
that if migration is included this will lead to larger planets. How-
ever, our conclusion that different treatments of solid-envelope
interactions can heavily influence the outcome of planet forma-
tion is robust.

6. Summary and Conclusions

We simulated planet formation assuming different solid accre-
tion rates, and calculated the corresponding gas accretion rate
self-consistently. The planetary formation locations were set to
be outside of the ice-line, where the observed mini-Neptunes
could have formed before migrating to shorter orbital distances.
Our study clearly shows that the assumptions used by planet
formation models play a key role in determining the planetary
growth history and therefore also the planetary mass and com-
position. Our key conclusions can be summarized as follows:

– The assumptions of the interaction between solids and the
planetary envelope strongly affect the planetary growth and
can change the primordial gas mass fraction by up to a fac-
tor of 10. Nevertheless, we have also identified cases where
this interaction has no or only little influence on the forming
planet. In the case of oligarchic growth, the envelope remains
small and, although it is metal-rich, it does not alter the rest
of the formation process.

– Forming mini-Neptunes at 3 au is challenging with pebble
accretion due to the high accretion rates. Their formation via
pebble accretion becomes more likely at 5 au when the initial
disk is relatively light. However, we place more caveats to
our pebble result compared to the planetesimals because (1)
pebble growth strongly depends on the start of the growth,
and (2) pebbles could sublimate before reaching the accre-
tion radius, which might influence the results.

– The impact of envelope pollution is complex. The most ex-
treme solid-envelope interaction cases (Case-1 and Case-2)
do not automatically lead to the most extreme outcomes. On
the contrary, we find that our Case-4, which considers half
of the solids to interact, does not necessarily lead to planets
in between the more extreme cases. For example, with Rapid
growth at 5 au we find that Case-4 leads to the smallest plan-
ets for a given time.

– Envelopes of protoplanets during Phase I and II of gas accre-
tion can be dominated by heavy elements.

– Our results are consistent with the observed diversity of ex-
oplanets (e.g., Jontof-Hutter 2019). Variations in the for-
mation location, solid material in the protoplanetary disk,
the composition of the solid material, and the formation
timescale determine the final mass and composition of the
forming planets. We find that fabl can span a range of sev-
eral order-of-magnitudes and that the envelope’s metallicity
can range from 0 to full saturation. Our results clearly imply
that small- to intermediate- mass planets should be diverse
in terms of mass and composition, depending on the exact
formation conditions and growth history.

We find that gas accretion models that include envelope-solids
interactions can significantly influence planet formation even for
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small planetary masses. This has important effects on our un-
derstanding of the formation of mini-Neptunes. We note that as-
suming pebble or planetesimal accretion exclusively could lead
to an overestimation of cases which enter runaway gas accretion.
Kessler & Alibert (2023) showed that giant planet formation can
be suppressed when both pebbles and planetesimals are consid-
ered.
Although the topic is still being investigated, it is often assumed
that the observed mini-Neptunes and super-Earths have a large
water mass fraction (Venturini et al. 2020; Luque & Pallé 2022).
This is further supported by the observation of volatile-rich plan-
ets, e.g. in Kepler 138-c and -d (Piaulet et al. 2023). Furthermore,
there are observations indicating the presence of atmospheric
water vapor (e.g., Mikal-Evans et al. 2023). However, detect-
ing atmospheric water is challenging due to the possible forma-
tion of clouds. Water signatures can also overlap with those of
methane (Bézard et al. 2022). For K2-18b, which became notori-
ous as the first mini-Neptune detected with water vapor in the at-
mosphere (Benneke et al. 2019), JWST data have confirmed that
the measured signature was due to methane, and not water (Mad-
husudhan et al. 2023). For highly-radiated planets JWST should
be able to better constrain the volatile abundances (Acuña et al.
2023; Piette et al. 2023). If future observations can confirm that
mini-Neptunes and super-Earths have water-rich atmosphere, it
would support the idea that they have formed beyond the ice-
line and migrated inward, as we assumed here. Other explana-
tions for water-rich atmospheres of small planets could be a late
volatile delivery (Elkins-Tanton & Seager 2008) or in-situ water
formation (Kite & Schaefer 2021).
Our results demonstrate that primordial gas accretion rates are
not simple. Assumptions in the solid-envelope interaction, the
solid accretion rate and formation location can greatly influence
the fraction of H-He after formation. These assumptions as well
as aspects not considered in this work (migration, grain opaci-
ties) will need to be included in order to explain the observed
mini-Neptune and super-Earth population.

Acknowledgements. We thank Simon Müller for contributing to the re-writing
of the original code used in Valletta & Helled (2020) and for helpful discus-
sions. We also thank the referee for their valuable comments. This work has
been carried out within the framework of the National Centre of Competence
in Research PlanetS supported by the Swiss National Science Foundation un-
der grants 51NF40_182901 and 51NF40_205606. The authors acknowledge the
financial support of the SNSF.

References
Acuña, L., Deleuil, M., & Mousis, O. 2023, A&A, 677, A14
Alexander, D. R. & Ferguson, J. W. 1994, ApJ, 437, 879
Alibert, Y. 2017, A&A, 606, A69
Alibert, Y., Mordasini, C., Benz, W., & Winisdoerffer, C. 2005, A&A, 434, 343
Bailey, A. & Zhu, Z. 2023, arXiv e-prints, arXiv:2310.03117
Bean, J. L., Raymond, S. N., & Owen, J. E. 2021, Journal of Geophysical Re-

search (Planets), 126, e06639
Benneke, B., Wong, I., Piaulet, C., et al. 2019, ApJ, 887, L14
Bézard, B., Charnay, B., & Blain, D. 2022, Nature Astronomy, 6, 537
Bodenheimer, P. & Pollack, J. B. 1986, Icarus, 67, 391
Bodenheimer, P., Stevenson, D. J., Lissauer, J. J., & D’Angelo, G. 2018, ApJ,

868, 138
Bower, D. J., Hakim, K., Sossi, P. A., & Sanan, P. 2022, The Planetary Science

Journal, 3, 93
Brouwers, M. G. & Ormel, C. W. 2020, A&A, 634, A15
Brouwers, M. G., Vazan, A., & Ormel, C. W. 2018, A&A, 611, A65
Burn, R., Mordasini, C., Mishra, L., et al. 2024, arXiv e-prints,

arXiv:2401.04380
Chachan, Y. & Stevenson, D. J. 2018, ApJ, 854, 21
Chambers, J. 2017, ApJ, 849, 30
Cimerman, N. P., Kuiper, R., & Ormel, C. W. 2017, MNRAS, 471, 4662

Denman, T. R., Leinhardt, Z. M., Carter, P. J., & Mordasini, C. 2020, MNRAS,
496, 1166

Dorn, C., Khan, A., Heng, K., et al. 2015, A&A, 577, A83
Dorn, C. & Lichtenberg, T. 2021, ApJ, 922, L4
Elkins-Tanton, L. T. & Seager, S. 2008, ApJ, 685, 1237
Emsenhuber, A., Mordasini, C., & Burn, R. 2023, European Physical Journal

Plus, 138, 181
Eriksson, L. E. J., Mol Lous, M. A. S., Shibata, S., & Helled, R. 2023, MNRAS,

526, 4860
Fortier, A., Alibert, Y., Carron, F., Benz, W., & Dittkrist, K. M. 2013, A&A, 549,

A44
Fortier, A., Benvenuto, O. G., & Brunini, A. 2007, A&A, 473, 311
Freedman, R. S., Lustig-Yaeger, J., Fortney, J. J., et al. 2014, ApJS, 214, 25
Fressin, F., Torres, G., Charbonneau, D., et al. 2013, ApJ, 766, 81
Fulton, B. J., Petigura, E. A., Howard, A. W., et al. 2017, AJ, 154, 109
Genda, H., Iizuka, T., Sasaki, T., Ueno, Y., & Ikoma, M. 2017, Earth and Plane-

tary Science Letters, 470, 87
Greenzweig, Y. & Lissauer, J. J. 1992, Icarus, 100, 440
Haldemann, J., Alibert, Y., Mordasini, C., & Benz, W. 2020, A&A, 643, A105
Haldemann, J., Ksoll, V., Walter, D., et al. 2023, A&A, 672, A180
Helled, R., Bodenheimer, P., Podolak, M., et al. 2014, in Protostars and Planets

VI, ed. H. Beuther, R. S. Klessen, C. P. Dullemond, & T. Henning, 643
Hirschmann, M. M., Withers, A. C., Ardia, P., & Foley, N. T. 2012, Earth and

Planetary Science Letters, 345, 38
Hori, Y. & Ikoma, M. 2011, MNRAS, 416, 1419
Howard, A. W., Marcy, G. W., Bryson, S. T., et al. 2012, ApJS, 201, 15
Huang, S. & Ormel, C. W. 2022, MNRAS, 511, 3814
Ida, S. & Makino, J. 1993, Icarus, 106, 210
Inaba, S. & Ikoma, M. 2003, A&A, 410, 711
Innes, H., Tsai, S.-M., & Pierrehumbert, R. T. 2023, ApJ, 953, 168
Jin, S. & Mordasini, C. 2018, ApJ, 853, 163
Jontof-Hutter, D. 2019, Annual Review of Earth and Planetary Sciences, 47, 141
Kaufmann, N. & Alibert, Y. 2023, A&A, 676, A46
Kessler, A. & Alibert, Y. 2023, A&A, 674, A144
Kite, E. S. & Schaefer, L. 2021, ApJ, 909, L22
Kuchner, M. J. 2003, ApJ, 596, L105
Lambrechts, M. & Johansen, A. 2014, A&A, 572, A107
Lambrechts, M., Johansen, A., & Morbidelli, A. 2014, A&A, 572, A35
Lissauer, J. J., Hubickyj, O., D’Angelo, G., & Bodenheimer, P. 2009, Icarus,

199, 338
Lozovsky, M., Helled, R., Rosenberg, E. D., & Bodenheimer, P. 2017, ApJ, 836,

227
Luque, R. & Pallé, E. 2022, Science, 377, 1211
Madhusudhan, N., Piette, A. A. A., & Constantinou, S. 2021, ApJ, 918, 1
Madhusudhan, N., Sarkar, S., Constantinou, S., et al. 2023, ApJ, 956, L13
Markham, S., Guillot, T., & Stevenson, D. 2022, A&A, 665, A12
McNally, C. P., Nelson, R. P., Paardekooper, S.-J., & Benítez-Llambay, P. 2019,

MNRAS, 484, 728
Menou, K. & Zhang, H. T. 2023, MNRAS, 518, 6114
Mikal-Evans, T., Madhusudhan, N., Dittmann, J., et al. 2023, The Astronomical

Journal, 165, 84
Misener, W. & Schlichting, H. E. 2022, MNRAS, 514, 6025
Mizuno, H. 1980, Progress of Theoretical Physics, 64, 544
Mol Lous, M., Helled, R., & Mordasini, C. 2022, Nature Astronomy, 6, 819
Moldenhauer, T. W., Kuiper, R., Kley, W., & Ormel, C. W. 2021, A&A, 646,

L11
Mordasini, C. 2014, A&A, 572, A118
Mordasini, C. 2020, A&A, 638, A52
Mordasini, C., Alibert, Y., & Benz, W. 2006, in Tenth Anniversary of 51 Peg-b:

Status of and prospects for hot Jupiter studies, ed. L. Arnold, F. Bouchy, &
C. Moutou, 84–86

Mordasini, C., Marleau, G. D., & Mollière, P. 2017, A&A, 608, A72
Müller, S., Ben-Yami, M., & Helled, R. 2020a, ApJ, 903, 147
Müller, S., Helled, R., & Cumming, A. 2020b, A&A, 638, A121
Ormel, C. W. 2014, ApJ, 789, L18
Ormel, C. W. & Klahr, H. H. 2010, A&A, 520, A43
Ormel, C. W., Shi, J.-M., & Kuiper, R. 2015, MNRAS, 447, 3512
Ormel, C. W., Vazan, A., & Brouwers, M. G. 2021, A&A, 647, A175
Otegi, J. F., Bouchy, F., & Helled, R. 2020a, A&A, 634, A43
Otegi, J. F., Dorn, C., Helled, R., et al. 2020b, A&A, 640, A135
Paardekooper, S., Dong, R., Duffell, P., et al. 2023, in Astronomical Society

of the Pacific Conference Series, Vol. 534, Astronomical Society of the Pa-
cific Conference Series, ed. S. Inutsuka, Y. Aikawa, T. Muto, K. Tomida, &
M. Tamura, 685

Paxton, B., Bildsten, L., Dotter, A., et al. 2011, ApJS, 192, 3
Paxton, B., Cantiello, M., Arras, P., et al. 2013, ApJS, 208, 4
Paxton, B., Marchant, P., Schwab, J., et al. 2015, ApJS, 220, 15
Paxton, B., Schwab, J., Bauer, E. B., et al. 2018, ApJS, 234, 34
Paxton, B., Smolec, R., Schwab, J., et al. 2019, ApJS, 243, 10
Pfalzner, S., Dehghani, S., & Michel, A. 2022, ApJ, 939, L10

Article number, page 16 of 23

http://arxiv.org/abs/2310.03117
http://arxiv.org/abs/2401.04380


M. Mol Lous , C. Mordasini , R. Helled : Accretion of primordial H-He atmospheres in mini-Neptunes

Piaulet, C., Benneke, B., Almenara, J. M., et al. 2023, Nature Astronomy, 7, 206
Pierrehumbert, R. & Gaidos, E. 2011, ApJ, 734, L13
Pierrehumbert, R. T. 2023, ApJ, 944, 20
Piette, A. A. A., Gao, P., Brugman, K., et al. 2023, ApJ, 954, 29
Pinhas, A., Madhusudhan, N., & Clarke, C. 2016, MNRAS, 463, 4516
Piso, A.-M. A. & Youdin, A. N. 2014, ApJ, 786, 21
Podolak, M., Pollack, J. B., & Reynolds, R. T. 1988, Icarus, 73, 163
Pollack, J. B., Burns, J. A., & Tauber, M. E. 1979, Icarus, 37, 587
Pollack, J. B., Hubickyj, O., Bodenheimer, P., et al. 1996, Icarus, 124, 62
Pollack, J. B., Podolak, M., Bodenheimer, P., & Christofferson, B. 1986, Icarus,

67, 409
Rogers, J. G. & Owen, J. E. 2021, MNRAS, 503, 1526
Rogers, J. G., Owen, J. E., & Schlichting, H. E. 2023, arXiv e-prints,

arXiv:2311.12295
Rogers, L. A. 2015, ApJ, 801, 41
Schaefer, L. & Fegley, B. 2010, Icarus, 208, 438
Shah, O., Alibert, Y., Helled, R., & Mezger, K. 2021, A&A, 646, A162
Shiraishi, M. & Ida, S. 2008, ApJ, 684, 1416
Sossi, P. A., Tollan, P. M. E., Badro, J., & Bower, D. J. 2023, Earth and Planetary

Science Letters, 601, 117894
Soubiran, F. & Militzer, B. 2015, ApJ, 806, 228
Steinmeyer, M.-L., Woitke, P., & Johansen, A. 2023, A&A, 677, A181
Stevenson, D. J. 1982, Planet. Space Sci., 30, 755
Thommes, E. W., Duncan, M. J., & Levison, H. F. 2003, Icarus, 161, 431
Valencia, D., Guillot, T., Parmentier, V., & Freedman, R. S. 2013, ApJ, 775, 10
Valletta, C. & Helled, R. 2019, ApJ, 871, 127
Valletta, C. & Helled, R. 2020, ApJ, 900, 133
Vazan, A., Helled, R., Kovetz, A., & Podolak, M. 2015, ApJ, 803, 32
Vazan, A. & Ormel, C. W. 2023, A&A, 676, L8
Vazan, A., Sari, R., & Kessel, R. 2022, ApJ, 926, 150
Venturini, J., Alibert, Y., & Benz, W. 2016, A&A, 596, A90
Venturini, J., Alibert, Y., Benz, W., & Ikoma, M. 2015, A&A, 576, A114
Venturini, J., Guilera, O. M., Haldemann, J., Ronco, M. P., & Mordasini, C. 2020,

A&A, 643, L1
Venturini, J. & Helled, R. 2017, ApJ, 848, 95
Wagner, W. & Pruß, A. 2002, Journal of Physical and Chemical Reference Data,

31, 387
Wang, Y., Ormel, C. W., Huang, P., & Kuiper, R. 2023, MNRAS, 523, 6186
Weiss, L. M. & Marcy, G. W. 2014, ApJ, 783, L6
Wolfgang, A. & Lopez, E. 2015, ApJ, 806, 183
Wordsworth, R. 2012, Icarus, 219, 267
Zeng, L., Jacobsen, S. B., Sasselov, D. D., et al. 2019, Proceedings of the Na-

tional Academy of Science, 116, 9723
Zhou, J.-L., Lin, D. N. C., & Sun, Y.-S. 2007, ApJ, 666, 423

Article number, page 17 of 23

http://arxiv.org/abs/2311.12295


A&A proofs: manuscript no. main

Appendix A: Overview of solid accretion rates

Appendix A.1: Rapid Growth

Here we give an overview of how the solid accretion rates were
calculated. In the case of rapid growth we calculate the solid
accretion rate, ṀZ , from Pollack et al. (1996), Eq. 1:

ṀZ = Fg ΩkπR2
capΣZ (A.1)

which uses the gravitational focusing factor Fg. This is calcu-
lated following Greenzweig & Lissauer (1992) (analytical ap-
proximation from Appendix B). Ωk is the orbital frequency. ΣZ
is the solid surface density, described in A.3).
The capture radius (Rcap or ’enhance radius’) is calculated as in
Inaba & Ikoma (2003), by considering the drag of the already
accreted envelope. Using the assumed radius (rpl) and density
(ρpl) of the planetesimals, we find the capture radius Rc in the
envelope where it holds that:

rpl =
3
2
ρ (Rc)
ρpl

RHill, (A.2)

which also uses the Hill radius of the protoplanet (RHill). When
there is no sufficient envelope accreted, the capture radius is
reduced to the core radius.

Appendix A.2: Oligarchic growth

Oligarchic growth is based on the idea that the planetary embryo
can already be massive enough to perturb the planetesimals, in-
creasing the temperature and reducing the solid accretion (Ida
& Makino 1993). It leads to much longer formation timescales
than rapid growth. We adapt the accretion rate from Fortier et al.
(2007), Eg. 10:

ṀZ = F
Σ

2h
πR2

capvrel, (A.3)

where F is an efficiency factor that needs to compensate the fact
that the accretion rate is underestimated when the planetesimals
are assumed to have eccentricities and inclinations all equal to
the rms. In Greenzweig & Lissauer (1992) it is estimated to be
≈ 3.
Following Fortier et al. (2007) we approximate the inclinations
and eccentricities as:

e ≈ 2i̇ (A.4)

and find e by Equation 10 in Thommes et al. (2003).

Appendix A.3: Solid surface density

The initial solid surface density, ΣZ, 0, is calculated by Equation
3. The planet accretes solid materials from its feeding zone. The
extend of this zone reaches

√
12 + (eaorb/RHill)2RHill in both the

inner and outer direction, following Pollack et al. (1996). There-
fore the inner and outer radii of the feeding zone are given by:

Rin = a −
√

12 + (eaorb/RHill)2 RHill, (A.5)

Rout = a +
√

12 + (eaorb/RHill)2 RHill, (A.6)

where e is the planetesimal’s eccentricity. In the case of rapid
growth this is calculated by Equation 6 in Pollack et al. (1996).
While the solid surface density is expected to be lower at Rin and
higher at Rout compared to ΣZ, 0, this will partly cancel out such
that the difference is negligible.
ΣZ does reduce when solid material is accreted onto the planet.
We calculate ΣZ by:

ΣZ = ΣZ, 0 −
Macc

π(R2
out − R2

in)
, (A.7)

with Macc being the already accreted solid material.
Not considered are the scattering of planetesimals by the grow-
ing protoplanet (Zhou et al. 2007; Shiraishi & Ida 2008) which
would decrease the amount of solid material.

Appendix A.4: Pebble Accretion

The solid accretion rate of pebbles is adapted from Lambrechts
& Johansen (2014), Eq. 31. It is given by:

ṀZ ≈4.8 × 10−6
(

Mc

M⊕

)2/3 ( Z0

0.01

)25/18 (
M∗
M⊙

)−11/36 (
β

500 g cm−2

)
×

( r
10au

)−5/12
(

t
106yr

)−5/18 (
ṀZ,3D

ṀZ,2D

)
MEyr−1,

(A.8)

where Z0 is the disk’s metallicity and it is set to 0.010270. β is
given in Equation 4 and τdisk = 3 × 106 yrs.
Furthermore there is a multiplication with a 3D factor from Ven-
turini & Helled (2017) which slightly reduces the mass accretion
rate. This 3D factor is:

ṀZ,3D

ṀZ,2D
=

π
(
τ f /0.1

)1/3
RHill

2
√

2πHpeb

 , (A.9)

with Hpeb = Hgas
√
α/τf . α is the disk’s viscosity which is set to

α = 10−4. Hgas is the scale-height of the gas disk Hgas = cs/Ω.
This is approximated as (h = H/r) with h(r) = h0(r/AU)1/4. In
standard case h0 = 0.036. See Venturini & Helled (2017) Section
2.2 for this. Finally, in Lambrechts & Johansen (2014) Equation
20:

τf ≈

√
3

8
ϵp

η

Σp

Σg
, (A.10)

where we use ϵp=0.5 and η = 0.0015× (a/1au) Pebble accretion
stops when the pebble isolation mass (Miso) is reached. Based on
(Lambrechts et al. 2014) we use that:

Miso = 20
( a
5 au

) 3
4

M⊕. (A.11)
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It is believed that the pebble accretion abruptly halts once the
isolation mass is reached. In this work, however, we smooth the
transition by applying a reduction factor to the pebble accretion
rate. This reduction factor is 1 until the total mass is above half
the isolation mass, and linearly reduces in mass, so that it is 0
when the total mass equals the pebble isolation mass.

Appendix B: Fraction of ablation

The fraction of ablating or fragmenting material ( fabl) is calcu-
lated every timestep and changes as the size and composition of
the envelope change. We follow the semi-analytical approached
derived in Valletta & Helled (2019), which was based on the
mass loss and motion of a planetary envelope derived in Podolak
et al. (1988). The interacting solid material is assumed to be wa-
ter. Therefore, the density of the planetesimals or pebbles is set
to be ρpl = 1 g cm−3. This is similar to previous assumptions
(Venturini et al. 2016; Valletta & Helled 2020) that are justified
by observation of comets which indicate that water is the mayor
volatile specie in the solar-system. Of course in reality, the ac-
creted material is unlikely to be made of pure-water. Below we
refer to the impactors as planetesimals although the same method
is applied for pebbles.
We integrate the planetesimals’ position, mass, and velocity
from the outer boundary of the envelope model to the inner
boundary, or until all the planetesimal mass is ablated or frag-
mented. The assumed initial velocity and location are vinit =10
km sec−1 and rinit = 2Rpl, respectively, with Rpl being the outer
boundary of our model. The planetesimal’s velocity at location r
inside the envelope is given by:

v2
pl = v2

init + 2GMp

(
1
r
−

1
rinit

)
. (B.1)

We neglect the envelope’s mass beyond the location r since the
mass is negligible compared to the core mass and lower part
of the envelope. The mass loss at location r is calculated using
Equation 14 in Valletta & Helled (2019):

dmpl

dr
= −

A
Q

Ch

ρ(r)v2
pl

2
+ ϵσT (r)4 1

vpl

 , (B.2)

where mpl is the mass of the planetesimal, A is the area of the
planetesimal which naturally decreases as the planetesimal loses
mass and ρ(r) is the density at r. Ch and ϵ are efficiency factors
for which the appropriate values are uncertain. Ch is the fraction
of kinetic energy transferred to the planetesimal. ϵ is the product
of the emissivity of the gas and the planetesimal’s impact coef-
ficient. We set both to 0.01. In Valletta & Helled (2019), Ch and
ϵ were left as free parameters and while their value affects the
planetary growth, its effect is smaller in comparison to other as-
sumptions considered in this work, such as the solid accretion
rate and envelope mixing. Unlike in Valletta & Helled (2019),
here we simplify the calculation of the planetesimal’s trajectory
by assuming that it moves straight to the core. In other words, we
assume an impact parameter of 0 and no angular contributions to
the velocity. Q is the latent heat caused upon vaporization and is
given by:

Q = Cp × Tf + E0. (B.3)

Here Cp is the specific heat of water in the liquid phase, set to
4.2×107 erg g−1 K−1. E0 = 2.8×1010 erg g−1 is the latent heat of
vaporisation in the solid phase. The values are taken from Pol-
lack et al. (1986) (Table 1). Tf is the difference between the initial
temperature and the present temperature, which is 373 Kelvin.
The planetesimal can be completely destroyed when two condi-
tions are met (Pollack et al. 1986). First, if the pressure gradient
in the envelope surrounding the planetesimal is larger than the
material strength:

1
2
ρ(r)v2

pl ≥ S (B.4)

with S being the strength of the compressive material, set to
1×106 Ba (0.1 Mpa) for ice (Pollack et al. 1979). Second, if the
planetesimal is sufficiently small so that its self-gravity can not
prevent fragmentation.

rpl <

√√√
5v2

plρ(r)

8πGρ2
pl

(B.5)

If both these criteria are met, fragmentation occurs and fabl is set
to 1.

Appendix C: Importance of the core’s mass-radius
(M-R) relation

In our current model the changes in the core’s composition are
not considered. All the material that reaches the core, whether
that is ice or solids, adds to the core mass in the same way. Us-
ing the total accreted mass and assuming a constant core density
of 3.2 g cm−3 we calculate the core radius and this core radius
sets the lower boundary in our atmosphere model. A more real-
istic model would need to infer the core’s radius with an interior
model based on the assumed accreted material. We evaluate the
influence of the core density on our results by using a gradually
decreasing or increasing core density.
We do not consider the interaction of rocky material, and for
simplicity the rock fraction in the core follows directly from the
solid accretion rate. The water/ice mass fraction can have two
different sources. First, it was directly accreted, which happens
when there is no fragmentation. Second, there could be water
excess since not all the water could be deposited in the envelope.
We also consider this to be part of the core although in reality
this should be added to the envelope mass at the lower layers,
creating an ocean.
The upper panel in Figure C.1 shows the core’s composition for
oligarchic growth at 3 au with Case-2. From the assumption that
in Case-2 there is no rock in the solid accretion rate, the rock
fraction of the core only decreases. The lower panel shows the
core composition for Case-3 which by definition always has at
least 50% accreted rock directly onto the core. The dark blue
represents ice that is directly accreted to the core. The light blue
is also water added to the core, but water that did not fit in the
envelope and was thus moved to lower layers. For both of these
water contributions to the core it is unknown what their thermo-
dynamic properties would be. While the directly accreted water
would reach the core in the solid phase, a subsequent impact
might still vaporize, therefore also adding water vapor to the en-
velope. The water which did not fit in the envelope was either
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Fig. C.1: Core composition during oligarchic growth at 3 au with
a heavy initial disk. The upper panel shows Case-2, where only
water is accreted. As a result, the rock mass fraction, which is the
initial model, decreases. The lower panel shows Case-3, where
50% water and 50% rock is accreted. As all the rock directly
reaches the core, but the water can evaporate in the envelop,
the core always has a rock mass fraction above 50%. The wa-
ter which is added the core can either directly reach the core
(dark blue regions) or be added because the envelope was satu-
rated (light blue).

because outer layers were too cold for water vapor (small enve-
lope) and thus condensed. It is more common that all layers have
reached the maximum metallicity for supercritical water. Figure
C.2 shows the M-R relation of the core with a constant density
of 3.2 g cm−3. For comparison, we also show the mass-radius re-
lationships of planets taken from Zeng et al. (2019). These M-R
relations are for planets including their atmospheres and should
thus not be directly compared to the M-R of the core. Regardless
we apply another core density subscription based on a pure rocky
planet, as our aim is merely to determine whether the core’s ra-
dius can affect the results of our formation model. We find that
scaling the core density as ρc = 3.4 + 2

√
Mc/M⊕ gives a similar

Fig. C.2: The orange, light blue, and dark blue lines are mass-
radius relationships taken from (Zeng et al. 2019), which are (a)
100% made of rock of Earth-like composition (i.e. 32.5% iron
and 67.5% MgSiO3) (b) 50% made of an Earth-like rocky core
and 50 or (c) 100% pure H2O. The purple line shows the M-
R relationship for a constant density of 3.2 g cm−3, the default
used in this work. The Increasing ρ model is a fit to the rocky
core composition. The Decreasing ρ is the minimum decrease in
core density which affects the gas accretion rate. Since the gas
accretion rate is only altered when the core’s density is signifi-
cantly lower than interior models predict, we conclude that our
assumption of a constant core density does not significantly in-
fluence the results.

core radius to the 100% rock planet ( see Increasing ρ in Figure
C.2).
Changing the core’s density has two competing effects. On one

hand, a higher core density leads to a smaller core radius and this
core radius is used as a lower boundary in the atmosphere model.
Meanwhile the accretion radius stays the same so that the volume
which the envelope occupies is slightly larger, thus the envelope
can be more massive. This effect, however, is very small since
the core radius is about two orders of magnitude smaller than
the accretion radius. On the other hand, a higher core density in-
creases the accretion luminosity, which decreases the amount of
gas which can fit within the accretion radius.
We apply this increasing core density to the formation with oli-
garchic growth at 3 au under Case-1, as this is the case that
assumes the solid accretion is of pure-rock. The final envelope
is indeed negligibly larger when using the higher density core,
namely 0.082 M⊕ rather than 0.079 M⊕.
We do a similar study for the water-rich core in Case-2 but
using an arbitrary scaling to the core’s density. Rather than
trying to simulate the core’s M-R realistically, we simply de-
crease the density until we see a significant effect in our results.
This is achieved when we decrease the density as ρc = 3.4 -
2 (Mc/M⊕)1/3. As shown in the Figure C.2 this leads to core radii
that are more than 1 R⊕ larger than pure water planets. Apply-
ing such a low core density to the oligarchic formation at 3 au
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with Case-2 leads to a core mass of 3.45 M⊕ rather than 2.71 M⊕
and an envelope of 0.3 M⊕ instead of 1.36 M⊕. The primordial
envelope mass, Menv, H-He also decreases from 0.43 M⊕ to 0.07
M⊕. This occurs because a low density core eventually leads to
a slightly smaller envelope and the fraction of ablation always
remains low because there is not enough envelope to replace as
water. However, the nominal core density model with a slightly
larger envelope does reach a point where most of the solids can
enrich the envelope and this causes a great reduction in the ac-
cretion luminosity, promoting gas accretion for the final 3 Myrs.
The core’s mean density that we have applied to a water-
dominated core is notably lower than interior models predict (see
Figure C.2 and e.g. (Haldemann et al. 2020)). We therefore con-
clude that an extremely low core density can lead to significantly
different primordial envelopes. However, we note that our varia-
tions in the core’s density is merely a parameter study and is not
based on realistic interior models. A more realistic core model
could be implemented in future work, where it would also need
to be considered that rock and water would be mixed in this core
(e.g., Vazan et al. 2022). At the same time, it should be noted
that the core’s M-R relationship is likely to be less important in
comparison to the effect of the chemical interactions between the
core and envelope (see Subsection 5.1). This would play an im-
portant role in determining how the primordial gas is distributed
within the planet.

Appendix D: Result tables

Tables D.1, D.2, D.3 give the composition of the (proto)planet
when assuming rapid, oligarchic and pebble growth respectively.
The core mass (Mcore), core water mass fraction (xwater), enve-
lope mass (Menv) and envelope metallicity (Zenv) are given at 3
Myr and 10 Myr. If the crossover mass is reached before 3 Myr,
then the planetary composition at the crossover mass is given,
rather than at 3 Myr, and no data is given for 10 Myr. If the
crossover mass is reached between 3 and 10 Myr, the composi-
tion at the crossover mass is given rather than the composition
at 10 Myr. The value of xwater strongly depends on the assumed
solid accretion type, as discussed in Appendix C.
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Rapid growth After 3 Myr or at Mcore =Menv After 10 Myr or at Mcore =Menv
3 au Mcore =Menv? Mcore (M⊕) xwater Menv (M⊕) Zenv Mcore (M⊕) xwater Menv (M⊕) Zenv

Heavy
Case-1 No 5.64 0 1.04 0 6.2 0 2.74 0
Case-2 3.8 Myr 4.89 0.98 4.57 0.31 4.89 0.98 4.89 0.31
Case-3 No 4.58 0.41 0.98 0.14 4.83 0.39 2.49 0.1
Case-4 2.5 Myr 5.15 0.98 5.15 0.22 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

Medium
Case-1 No 3.59 0 0.27 0 3.73 0 0.72 0
Case-2 No 3.45 0.97 0.71 0.09 3.45 0.97 2.24 0.06
Case-3 No 3.38 0.46 0.43 0.11 3.45 0.45 0.82 0.09
Case-4 No 3.43 0.97 0.81 0.09 3.43 0.97 2.77 0.09

Light
Case-1 No 1.97 0 0.09 0 2.0 0 0.16 0
Case-2 No 1.96 0.95 0.22 0.29 1.97 0.95 0.54 0.27
Case-3 No 1.93 0.47 0.1 0.11 1.95 0.46 0.17 0.1
Case-4 No 1.92 0.95 0.23 0.29 1.92 0.95 0.49 0.31

5 au Mcore (M⊕) xwater Menv (M⊕) Zenv Mcore (M⊕) xwater Menv (M⊕) Zenv

Heavy
Case-1 1.98 Myr 15.5 0 15.5 0 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Case-2 0.434 Myr 10.8 0.99 10.8 0.26 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Case-3 2.83 Myr 9.38 0.3 9.38 0.1 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Case-4 0.50 Myr 10.9 0.99 10.9 0.27 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

Medium
Case-1 7.06 Myr 8.18 0 2.48 0 10.1 0 10.1 0
Case-2 1.15 Myr 6.82 0.99 6.82 0.28 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Case-3 4.73 Myr 7.13 0.42 3.63 0.11 7.63 0.39 7.63 0.08
Case-4 1.27 Myr 7.27 0.99 7.27 0.24 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

Light
Case-1 No 4.18 0 0.44 0 4.41 0 1.03 0
Case-2 3.43 Myr 3.95 0.97 3.06 0.27 3.95 0.97 3.95 0.25
Case-3 No 3.15 0.36 0.59 0.14 3.33 0.35 1.33 0.12
Case-4 5.92 Myr 3.99 0.97 1.34 0.28 4.0 0.97 4.0 0.25

Table D.1: Properties of planets grown by rapid growth at 3 or 5 au. Heavy, Medium and Light refer to the disk models presented in
Table 1.

Oligarchic growth After 3 Myr or at Mcore =Menv After 10 Myr or at Mcore =Menv
3 au Mcore =Menv? Mcore (M⊕) xwater Menv (M⊕) Zenv Mcore (M⊕) xwater Menv (M⊕) Zenv

Heavy
Case-1 No 1.02 0 2.4 ×10−3 0 3.53 0 7.9 ×10−2 0
Case-2 No 1.03 0.9 5.35 ×10−3 0.56 2.71 0.96 1.37 0.68
Case-3 No 0.86 0.36 8.5 ×10−3 0.7 2.32 0.31 0.16 0.76
Case-4 No 1.02 0.9 5.7 ×10−3 0.38 3.7 0.97 0.32 0.45

Medium
Case-1 No 0.67 0 9.2 ×10−4 0 2.20 0 2.2 ×10−2 0
Case-2 No 0.67 0.85 1.8 ×10−3 0.47 2.13 0.95 9.1 ×10−2 0.78
Case-3 No 0.64 0.40 1.6 ×10−3 0.48 1.61 0.35 3.5 ×10−2 0.67
Case-4 No 0.71 0.86 1.5 ×10−3 0.25 2.2 0.95 3.3 ×10−2 0.31

Light
Case-1 No 0.41 0 2.9 ×10−4 0 1.17 0 4.6 ×10−3 0
Case-2 No 0.41 0.75 1.1 ×10−3 0.69 1.15 0.91 2.5 ×10−2 0.78
Case-3 No 0.41 0.38 2.9 ×10−4 0.01 0.93 0.36 1.1 ×10−2 0.71
Case-4 No 0.41 0.76 7.3 ×10−4 0.4 1.12 0.91 1.6 ×10−2 0.47

5 au Mcore (M⊕) xwater Menv (M⊕) Zenv Mcore (M⊕) xwater Menv (M⊕) Zenv

Heavy
Case-1 No 0.55 0 1.8 ×10−4 0 2.98 0 2.3 ×10−2 0
Case-2 No 0.55 0.82 1.0 ×10−3 0.77 2.89 0.97 0.13 0.82
Case-3 No 0.49 0.34 1.0 ×10−3 0.81 1.95 0.33 0.04 0.79
Case-4 No 0.56 0.82 2.2 ×10−4 0.14 2.97 0.97 4.5 ×10−2 0.39

Medium
Case-1 No 0.39 0 7 ×10−5 0 1.77 0 5.8 ×10−3 0
Case-2 No 0.39 0.74 2.1 ×10−4 0.66 1.73 0.94 4.4 ×10−2 0.83
Case-3 No 0.37 0.33 3.7 ×10−4 0.78 1.23 0.32 1.4 ×10−2 0.81
Case-4 No 0.38 0.74 7 ×10−5 0.06 1.77 0.94 6.4 ×103 0.21

Light
Case-1 No 0.26 0 3 ×10−5 0 0.91 0 1.0 ×10−3 0
Case-2 No 0.26 0.62 2.9 ×10−4 0.83 0.91 0.89 1.0 ×10−2 0.85
Case-3 No 0.26 0.31 1.4 ×10−4 0.77 0.69 0.32 4.2 ×10−3 0.83
Case-4 No 0.27 0.62 3×10−5 0.16 0.91 0.89 1.9 ×10−3 0.33

Table D.2: Same as Table D.1, but for oligarchic growth.
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Pebble growth After 3 Myr or at Mcore =Menv After 10 Myr or at Mcore =Menv
3 au Mcore =Menv? Mcore (M⊕) xwater Menv (M⊕) Zenv Mcore (M⊕) xwater Menv (M⊕) Zenv

Heavy
Case-1 0.763 Myr 12.4 0 12.4 0 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Case-2 0.686 Myr 9.4 0.99 9.4 0.17 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Case-3 0.793 Myr 11.6 0.48 11.6 0.04 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Case-4 0.84 Myr 11.8 0.99 11.8 0.09 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

Medium
Case-1 1.74 Myr 15.5 0 15.5 0 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Case-2 1.68 Myr 12.8 0.99 12.8 0.15 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Case-3 1.69 Myr 11.9 0.38 11.9 0.22 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Case-4 1.17 Myr 10.4 0.99 10.4 0.07 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

Light
Case-1 3.47 Myr 10.8 0 1.64 0 10.9 0 10.9 0
Case-2 2.38 Myr 7.74 0.99 7.74 0.55 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Case-3 No 1.54 0.01 0.01 0.33 3.18 0.01 0.35 0.33
Case-4 3.72 Myr 9.22 0.99 3.12 0.39 9.28 0.99 9.28 0.15

5 au Mcore (M⊕) xwater Menv (M⊕) Zenv Mcore (M⊕) xwater Menv (M⊕) Zenv

Heavy
Case-1 0.91 Myr 16.6 0 16.6 0 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Case-2 0.96 Myr 14.8 0.99 14.8 0.14 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Case-3 0.89 Myr 15.0 0.46 15.0 0.07 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Case-4 0.85 Myr 15.4 0.99 15.4 0.1 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

Medium
Case-1 1.74 Myr 15.5 0 15.5 0 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Case-2 1.68 Myr 12.8 0.99 12.8 0.15 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Case-3 1.69 Myr 11.9 0.38 11.9 0.22 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Case-4 1.49 Myr 10.7 0.99 10.7 0.20 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

Light
Case-1 No 2.54 0 8.8 ×10−3 0 6.35 0 0.87 0
Case-2 7.69 Myr 2.49 0.96 0.06 0.82 3.99 0.97 3.99 0.46
Case-3 No 2.54 0.48 0.01 0.18 5.27 0.38 2.6 0.42
Case-4 9.31 Myr 2.54 0.96 1.34 ×10−2 0.33 5.22 0.98 5.22 0.23

Table D.3: Same as Table D.1, but for pebble growth.
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