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ABSTRACT
Water worlds have been hypothesized as an alternative to photo-evaporation in order to explain the
gap in the radius distribution of Kepler exoplanets. We explore water worlds within the framework
of a joint mass-radius-period distribution of planets fit to a sample of transiting Kepler exoplanets, a
subset of which have radial velocity mass measurements. We employ hierarchical Bayesian modeling to
create a range of ten mixture models that include multiple compositional subpopulations of exoplanets.
We model these subpopulations - including planets with gaseous envelopes, evaporated rocky cores,
evaporated icy cores, intrinsically rocky planets, and intrinsically icy planets - in different combinations
in order to assess which combinations are most favored by the data. Using cross-validation, we evaluate
the support for models that include planets with icy compositions compared to the support for models
that do not, finding broad support for both. We find significant population-level degeneracies between
subpopulations of water worlds and planets with primordial envelopes. Among models that include one
or more icy-core subpopulations, we find a wide range for the fraction of planets with icy compositions,
with a rough upper limit of 50%. Improved datasets or alternative modeling approaches may better
be able to distinguish between these subpopulations of planets.

Keywords: methods: statistical - planets and satellites: composition - water worlds
1. INTRODUCTION

The discovery in the Kepler survey of a gap in the
radius distribution of planets between 1.5 − 2.0R⊕ (Fulton et al. 2017) has sparked a flurry of investigations.
This bimodal distribution, a discovery enabled by recent improvements to the characterization of the Kepler
detection efficiency (Christiansen et al. 2015, 2020), as
well as an improved stellar sample with higher precision masses and radii (Petigura et al. 2017), suggests
the existence of a subpopulation of planets below 1.5R⊕
alongside a separate subpopulation of planets between
2 − 4R⊕ . Currently, the most popular explanation for
this radius gap is photoevaporation, with the subpopulation below 1.5R⊕ consisting of planets whose gaseous
envelopes have been evaporated by irradiation from their
host star, and the subpopulation above 2.0R⊕ consisting of planets that have retained their gaseous envelopes
(Van Eylen et al. 2018; Fulton & Petigura 2018; Owen
Corresponding author: Andrew R. Neil
aneil@uchicago.edu

& Murray-Clay 2018). Alternatively, this envelope mass
loss may be explained through the mechanism of corepowered mass loss, which has been shown to equally fit
the Kepler dataset (Ginzburg et al. 2018; Martinez et al.
2019; Gupta & Schlichting 2020; Rogers et al. 2021).
Aside from explanations that rely on mass-loss mechanisms, there are also those that invoke compositional
variation as the sole force responsible for the radius gap.
Zeng et al. (2019) use a growth model and Monte Carlo
simulations to assert that the radius gap can be recreated by the inclusion of a subpopulation of water worlds,
modeled by the authors as planets with compositions
ranging from 12 to 23 water by mass, and radii ranging
from 2 − 4R⊕ , alongside a subpopulation of rocky-core
planets at lower radius. Thus, they argue, mass-loss
from photoevaporation or core-powered mechanisms are
not necessary to explain the Kepler radius gap.
These theories, however, are not mutually exclusive,
as it has also been suggested that water worlds may
form through photoevaporation of mini-Neptunes that
form beyond the snow line and migrate inward (Luger
et al. 2015). Migration plays a large role in the water content of close-in small planets (Kuchner 2003;
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Léger et al. 2004; Raymond et al. 2008; Raymond et al.
2018). Water-rich planetesimals that form at or beyond
the snow line and migrate inward during the early gas
phase of the disk have been shown to have lower final water content than planetesimals that migrate later
during formation (Bitsch, Bertram et al. 2019). The
presence of gas giants in the system can also impact
water delivery, with gas giants outside the snow line
blocking water delivery to planets interior to the snow
line (Bitsch, Bertram et al. 2021). Long-term retention of water is also an issue, although studies have
shown that habitable-zone exoplanets can retain their
surface water on Gyr timescales (Kite & Ford 2018),
and short-period rocky exoplanets can retain waterdominated atmospheres (Kite & Schaefer 2021). An
inherent difficulty in distinguishing between theories of
small planet formation is the degeneracy in their composition, where a wide range of compositions can account for the same density (e.g., Adams et al. 2008;
Rogers & Seager 2010a). For example, water worlds that
are sufficiently irradiated can have supercritical hydrospheres, inflating their radii to the point that they are
indistinguishable by mass and radius alone from miniNeptunes with H/He gaseous envelopes (e.g., Rogers &
Seager 2010b; Mousis et al. 2020).
Neil & Rogers (2020) (hereafter NR20) provides a
framework for accounting for this degeneracy in composition and potential mass-loss of small planets when
fitting the joint 3D mass-radius-period distribution by
employing mixture models. They fit several mixture
models, containing a range of 1 to 3 subpopulations, to
the California-Kepler survey cross-matched with Gaia
data, using radial velocity (RV) mass measurements of
planets where available. Their models considered three
separate planet subpopulations: planets with substantial gaseous envelopes, evaporated rocky cores (resulting
from photoevaporation), and intrinsically rocky planets
that formed without any gas. Through model selection,
they found that models with all three subpopulations
were preferred over simpler models with only a subset
of these subpopulations. However, their models only
considered rocky-core compositions, neglecting the potential for cores with substantial fractions of water-ice.
In order to investigate the mystery behind this radius gap, we incorporate various subpopulations of water
worlds into the existing framework for characterizing the
mass-radius-period distribution of planets established in
NR20. We build a collection of 10 models that include
planet subpopulations of various compositions, as well
as formation history, in different combinations to assess
the evidence for photoevaporation compared to water
worlds in the current Kepler dataset. We then quantify

the evidence for these competing models using model
selection.
This paper is organized as follows. In section 2 we
outline seven mass-radius-period distribution mixture
models which incorporate water worlds into pre-existing
models in different ways. In section 3, we present the
model fits, outline major differences between models,
present degeneracies between subpopulations, and put
constraints on the fraction of icy composition planets.
We compare our models using k-fold cross-validation in
Section 4 and perform simulations to test the accuracy
of our model selection results. We discuss these results,
caveats to our methodology, and future extensions of
this work in Section 5, and conclude in Section 6.
2. METHODS

We build upon the hierarchical Bayesian modeling approach in NR20 in order to include planet subpopulations with icy-core compositions into their joint massradius-period distribution mixture models. We first review the breakdown of the occurrence rate density as
presented in NR20, along with the parametrizations for
each distribution and the envelope mass loss prescription in Section 2.1. We then introduce planet subpopulations with icy-core compositions in Section 2.2, and
use these icy-core subpopulations in combination with
the rocky-core composition subpopulations to formulate
the ten models presented in Section 2.3. We highlight
Model Z in Section 2.4 as a model that includes icy composition planets without including photoevaporation, to
compare to Zeng et al. (2019). Finally, we review the
planet catalog used in this work in Section 2.5, and review the MCMC fitting process and highlight differences
in fitting methodology from NR20 in Section 2.6.
2.1. Equations and Parametrizations
The fundamental quantity that we constrain is the
planet occurrence rate density Γ(P, M, R) as a function
of period, mass, and radius:
Γ(P, M, R) =

dN
dP dM dR

(1)

where this occurrence rate density is defined as the number of planets per star per interval in orbital period
(P ), planet mass (M ), and radius (R). Unless otherwise stated, the orbital period P is expressed in units of
days, and the planet radius R and planet mass M are
expressed in Earth units (R⊕ and M⊕ , respectively).
We take our boundaries in mass-radius-period space to
be 0.3 − 100 days for the period, 0.1 − 10000M⊕ in mass,
and 0.4 − 30R⊕ in radius.
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We incorporate multiple compositional subpopulations of planets using a mixture model and break the
multidimensional distribution into component parts.

Γ(P, M, R) = Γ0

N
−1 X
1
X

p(R|M, v, q) p(v|M, P, q)

q=0 v=0

(2)

· p(P |q) p(M |q) p(q)

p(R|M ) = N(R|µ(M ), σ · µ(M ))

Above, Γ0 is an overall normalization term that gives
the number of planets per star within our bounds in
mass-radius-period space defined above. The N mixture components are indexed by q (0 ≤ q < N ), and
each represent a fraction p(q) of the total planet population within the mass-radius-period boundaries. The
index v (0 ≤ v ≤ 1) indicates whether the subpopulation retains its gaseous envelope (v = 0) or loses
its envelope (v = 1), with p(v) indicating the probability of either scenario, which depends on mass and
period. For the case of mixtures that formed without gaseous envelopes,
the summation over v reduces to
P1
p(R|M, q) =
p(R|M,
v, q) p(v|M, P, q). For each
v=0
mixture, the period distribution p(P ) and mass distribution p(M ) of planets in the mixture are modeled as independent. The distribution of planet radii conditioned
on mass p(R|M, v, q) is characterized by a mass-radius
relation appropriate to the particular compositional subpopulation. All period, mass and radius distributions
are normalized to 1 over their boundaries.
Across all models, and all mixtures within those models, we use a universal parametrization for the period distributions and a separate universal parametrization for
the mass distributions. The orbital period distribution
p(P ) is characterized by a broken power-law with three
parameters: the period break, Pbreak , and the slopes
before and after the break, β1 and β2 :
p(P ) = AP β1 , P < Pbreak
β1 −β2 β2
p(P ) = APbreak
P , P > Pbreak

(5)

For planets with gaseous compositions, we use a double broken power-law mass-radius relation characterized
by 9 parameters: C, γ0 , γ1 , γ2 , σ0 , σ1 , σ2 , Mbreak,1 , and
Mbreak,2 . The two Mbreak parameters (with Mbreak,1 ≤
Mbreak,2 ) define the break points in mass splitting the
mass-radius relationship into three regimes: low mass,
intermediate mass, and high mass. This division is
consistent with previous empirical mass-radius relations
(e.g. Chen & Kipping 2017). The first mass break indicates either the mass below which most planets have
a rocky composition, or where the mass-radius relationship flattens for a given gaseous envelope mass fraction
(Lopez & Fortney 2014). The second mass break at
∼ 100 Moplus accounts for the flattening of the massradius relationship of gas giants stemming from the interplay between Coulomb effects and electron degeneracy pressure. C defines the radius scale, or the radius
of the mean mass-radius relation at a mass of 1M⊕ .
The three γ parameters define the different slopes in the
three regimes of the mass-radius relationship, and the
three σ parameters define the fractional scatter in those
regimes. This double broken power-law mass-radius relation is defined below:

µ0 = CM γ0
γ0 −γ1
µ1 = CMbreak,1
M γ1

µ2 =

(6)

γ0 −γ1
γ1 −γ2
CMbreak,1
Mbreak,2
M γ2

(3)

where A is a normalization factor to ensure that the
distribution is normalized to 1 over the range 0.3 − 100
days. The mass distribution p(M ) is parametrized by a
truncated log-normal distribution with two parameters:
the mean, µM , and the standard deviation, σM :
p(M ) = lnN(M |µM , σM ) [0.1, 10000 M⊕ ]

a mean µ(M ) (where µ depends on the mass M , not to
be confused with the mass distribution parameter µM )
given by a mass-radius relation that is dependent on the
planet’s composition, and a fractional intrinsic scatter σ,
where the scatter is a fixed fraction of the mean massradius relation at any given mass:

(4)

where the limits in the brackets indicate the truncation
bounds.
The radius (conditioned on mass) distribution p(R|M )
is characterized by a truncated normal distribution with

with the subscripts 0, 1, 2 indicating the low mass range,
intermediate mass range, and high mass range, respectively. The fractional scatters σ0 , σ1 , and σ2 then apply
to their respective µ with matching index. In practice,
instead of abrupt transitions at the break points Mbreak,1
and Mbreak,2 , we use a logistic function to smooth between the different power-laws (with a width of 0.2 in
log-mass) and ensure continuity in the first derivatives
of the radius-mass relations (which enables the use of
Hamiltonian Monte Carlo to fit the models to the data,
further described in Section 2.6).
Rather than fit a mass-radius relation to planets with
rocky compositions, these planets instead are modeled
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as following a fixed mass-radius relation of a pure-silicate
composition as calculated in Seager et al. (2007):
1

R = R1 · 10k1 + 3 log10 (M/M1 )−k2

(M/M1 )k3

R1 = 3.90; M1 = 10.55

(7)

k1 = −0.209594; k2 = 0.0799; k3 = 0.413

2.2. Icy-Core Subpopulations

with a fixed 5% fractional scatter to account for the low
amount of scatter exhibited by the current sample of
low-mass planets with mass and radius measurements
(Dressing et al. 2015; Zeng et al. 2016; Dai et al. 2019).
Icy composition planets, which are introduced in this
work but not present in NR20, are discussed in Section
2.2.
For a subset of models, we include a mechanism for
photoevaporation whereby a subpopulation of planets
that formed with a gaseous envelope can follow either
the gaseous or rocky mass-radius relations described
above depending on whether or not the planet has lost
its envelope. We model the probability that a planet retains its envelope, pret , using a Bernoulli process given
by the following equation:

pret



tloss
= p(v = 0) = min α
,1 ,
τ

(8)

Here, the probability that a planet retains its envelope
is pret , the probability that a planet loses its envelope
is pevap , τ is the age of the star, and α is an additional
free parameter in the model. The mass-loss timescale,
tloss , is given by:
2
GMenv
F⊕
3
πRprim FXUV,E100 Fp

Mirroring the three planet subpopulations with rocky
cores introduced in the previous section, we develop
three new subpopulations of planets: intrinsically icy
planets, evaporated icy cores, and gaseous planets with
icy cores. For each of these subpopulations, the period
distribution is characterized by a broken power-law and
the mass distribution is characterized by a log-normal,
as before, with each subpopulation having their own parameters for these distributions.
For the mass-radius relation of the intrinsically icy
and evaporated icy-core subpopulations, we follow the
analytic mass-radius relation of a pure water ice planet
from Seager et al. (2007):
1

R = R1 · 10k1 + 3 log10 (M/M1 )−k2

(M/M1 )k3

R1 = 4.43; M1 = 5.52

pevap = p(v = 1) = (1 − pret )

tloss =

without any gaseous envelope (intrinsically rocky planets). These three subpopulations all assume a rocky
composition for the core, defined by the mass-radius relation in Equation 7. With these three subpopulations,
NR20 created four models that are further discussed in
Section 2.3.

(9)

where Menv is the envelope mass of the planet,  is the
mass-loss efficiency, FXUV,E100 is the XUV flux at the
Earth when it was 100 My old, and Fp is the bolometric incident flux on the planet (Lopez et al. 2012). The
nominal values of , FXUV,E100 and τ we take to be 0.1,
504 erg s−1 cm−2 and 5 Gyr for each star. In order to
account for systematic effects in the overall normalization caused by assuming these values, the α parameter
in Equation (8) allows this retention probability to scale
up or down.
NR20 developed the above equations to encompass
three compositional subpopulations of planets: planets
with significant gaseous envelopes by volume (gaseous
planets), rocky planets that formed with and subsequently lost their envelopes due to photoevaporation
(evaporated rocky cores), and rocky planets that formed

(10)

k1 = −0.209396; k2 = 0.0807; k3 = 0.375
where the form of the equation is the same as in 7, but
with different numerical values for the listed parameters.
We also use a fixed 5% fractional intrinsic scatter for
this icy mass-radius relation, the same fractional scatter
used for the rocky mass-radius relation.
For gaseous planets with icy cores, we treat the massradius relation to be exactly the same as the mass-radius
relation for gaseous planets with rocky cores in NR20,
given by Equation 6. We neglect any potential dependence of the gaseous planet population-level mass-radius
relation on the heavy element core composition. With
the mass-radius relation being identical, this gaseous
subpopulation then differs from the gaseous planets with
rocky cores in that its remnant evaporated cores have icy
compositions with radii determined by Equation 10, as
opposed to rocky compositions with radii determined by
Equation 7.
With these additional three subpopulations of planets,
we are left with a total of six distinct subpopulations:
gaseous planets with rocky cores, gaseous planets with
icy cores, evaporated rocky cores, evaporated icy cores,
intrinsically rocky planets, and intrinsically icy planets.
The subpopulations are differentiated along two axes:
composition and formation. In terms of composition, we
have gaseous, rocky, and icy planets. In terms of formation, planets can either form with and retain a gaseous
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envelope (gaseous), form with and lose a gaseous envelope (evaporated), or form without a gaseous envelope
(what we call intrinsic). Gaseous composition planets
can only belong to the gaseous formation subpopulation,
but icy composition and rocky composition planets can
either belong to the evaporated or intrinsic formation
subpopulations.
Since planets of a given core composition that form
with a gaseous envelope are assumed to share a common
formation history, regardless of what happens to that
envelope, we have four distinct subpopulations in terms
of mass and period. These four initial compositional
subpopulations then comprise the six evolved compositional subpopulations that we have enumerated above.
To distinguish between these initial compositional subpopulations and the evolved compositional subpopulations, we will use the term “mixture” to refer to the
initial compositional subpopulations, and “subpopulation” when referring to the evolved compositional subpopulations. Generally speaking, both “mixture” and
“subpopulation” equally apply to these groupings, and
we are only differentiating these terms as shorthand.
We label these four mixtures the following: “Gaseous
Rocky (GR)”, which includes gaseous planets with rocky
cores and evaporated rocky cores; “Gaseous Icy (GI)”,
which includes gaseous planets with icy cores and evaporated icy cores; “Non-gaseous Rocky” (NR) which includes the intrinsically rocky planets; and “Non-gaseous
Icy” (NI) which includes the intrinsically icy planets.
Note that since the intrinsically icy and rocky subpopulations are assumed to not evolve over time, the initial
compositional mixtures and the evolved compositional
subpopulations are the same. In addition, as noted
above, when we refer to the “gaseous rocky mixture”
we are including evaporated rocky cores alongside the
gaseous compositional subpopulation, but when we refer to the “gaseous rocky subpopulation” we are strictly
referring to the evolved gaseous compositional subpopulation.
Each of these four mixtures entails six parameters:
two mass distribution parameters (µM , σM ), three period distribution parameters (Pbreak , β1 , β2 ), and one
mixture fraction parameter (Q). To distinguish between
these four mixtures, we label these parameters with the
two-letter subscripts listed above. For example, the
gaseous rocky mixture will have the parameters µM,GR ,
σM,GR , Pbreak,GR , β1,GR , β2,GR , QGR . The fraction of
planets belonging to an evolved subpopulation depends
on both the corresponding Q parameter as well as the α
parameter and mass and period distribution parameters
if the mixture is gaseous.
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2.3. Planet Population Models
With the equations and distributions listed in Section 2.1, NR20 created four separate models, labelled
by number which increases with complexity: Models 1,
2, 3 and 4. Their first model, called Model 1, has only
one population, which spans a range of compositions
from rocky to gaseous with rocky cores, and has 13 free
parameters. Their second model, Model 2, accounts for
photoevaporation by introducing a second subpopulation of evaporated rocky cores in addition to a subpopulation of gaseous planets with rocky cores, with both
subpopulations belonging to the same initial mixture.
Model 2 has two subpopulations and 16 free parameters Their third model, Model 3, added a third subpopulation (and second mixture) of intrinsically rocky
planets that formed without gaseous envelopes, for a
total of three subpopulations and 22 free parameters.
Finally, Model 4 added an additional log-normal component to the mass distribution of the formed-gaseous
mixture (gaseous planets with evaporated rocky cores).
In the analysis herein, we revisit Models 1, 2 and 3, but
do not include Model 4. The modification introduced in
Model 4 is relatively minor and does not align with how
we delineate models in this paper, where each model includes a different combination of planet subpopulations.
Building upon the models in NR20, we construct seven
new models that incorporate the three additional icycore compositional subpopulations in various ways. A
graphical summary of each of the ten models in the paper (seven new models plus the three from NR20), and
the subpopulations present in each of them, is shown in
Figure 1. Six of these models build upon Model 3 to include icy composition planets, and are named with the
prefix ”Icy”. The seventh model, called Model Z, was
created in order to respond directly to Zeng et al. (2019),
and includes gaseous planets with icy cores alongside intrinsically rocky planets, without incorporating photoevaporation. Because it is a special case, we will describe
it more fully in Subsection 2.4. The other six models
are described as follows.
Model Icy3a closely emulates Model 3 in NR20, with
the only difference being that the intrinsically rocky
subpopulation is replaced with an intrinsically icy subpopulation. Thus, the three subpopulations included in
Model Icy3a are intrinsically icy, rocky evaporated cores,
and gaseous with rocky cores; a mix of all three compositions and formation pathways. Since Model Icy3a
has the same complexity as Model 3, it also has 22 free
parameters and two mixtures.
Model Icy3b also closely emulates Model 3 in NR20,
but substitutes an icy evaporated core subpopulation
for the rocky evaporated core subpopulation. Thus, the
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three subpopulations included in Model Icy3b are intrinsically rocky, icy evaporated cores, and gaseous with
icy cores. One thing to note is that the subpopulation
of gaseous planets with icy cores is implemented in exactly the same way as a subpopulation of gaseous planets with rocky cores (as in, for example Models 3 and
Icy3a), because we do not make a distinction between
the mass-radius relations of gaseous planets with rocky
versus icy cores. However, because Model Icy3b contains
a single subpopulation of evaporated core planets which
are icy, we can assume the gaseous planets from which
they came also had icy cores. Like Model 3 and Icy3a,
Model Icy3b has 22 free parameters and two mixtures.
Model Icy4a is related to Model Icy3a in the sense
of adding an intrinsically icy subpopulation to Model
3, but in this case alongside the existing intrinsically
rocky subpopulation of Model 3 rather than replacing it.
Thus, the four subpopulations included in Model Icy4a
are intrinsically rocky, intrinsically icy, rocky evaporated
cores, and gaseous planets with rocky cores. Model
Icy4a has 28 free parameters and three mixtures.
In the same vein, Model Icy4b adds a subpopulation of icy evaporated core planets alongside the evaporated rocky-core planets. Thus, the four subpopulations
included in Model Icy4b are intrinsically rocky, rocky
evaporated cores, icy evaporated cores, and gaseous
planets. We include only one subpopulation of gaseous
planets, which are presumed to have a mix of both icy
and rocky evaporated cores. These gaseous planets, icy
evaporated cores, and rocky evaporated cores all come
from the same initial mixture, and thus follow the same
mass and period distributions. However, there is an additional parameter compared to Model Icy3b that determines the fraction of rocky evaporated cores compared
to icy evaporated cores. Model Icy4b thus has 23 free
parameters and two mixtures.
Model Icy5 combines the additions of both Model
Icy4a and Icy4b and has five subpopulations of planets
(belonging to three initial mixtures): one gaseous, both
icy and rocky evaporated cores, and both intrinsically
rocky and icy subpopulations. Thus, the five subpopulations included in Model Icy5 are intrinsically rocky,
intrinsically icy, rocky evaporated cores, icy evaporated
cores, and gaseous planets. As in Model Icy4b, we include only one subpopulation of gaseous planets, which
are presumed to have a mix of rocky and icy cores.
Model 5 has 29 free parameters and three mixtures.
Finally, Model Icy6 has each one of the six subpopulations of planets that we’ve modeled: gaseous planets
with both rocky and icy cores, evaporated cores with
rocky and icy compositions, and intrinsically rocky and
icy planets. In this model, there are two distinct sub-

populations of gaseous planets: one with rocky cores,
and one with icy cores. These two subpopulations arise
from different initial mixtures, and thus have independent mass and period distributions unlike Models Icy4b
and Icy5, in which the single gaseous subpopulation that
encompassed both icy and rocky cores had only one mass
distribution and one period distribution. Model 6 has
34 free parameters and includes all four initial mixtures.
2.4. Model Z
Our final model, Model Z, aims to assess the claim
of Zeng et al. (2019) that planet mass loss through atmospheric escape is not necessary to explain the Kepler
radius gap, and that the radius distribution of Kepler
can be recreated by a mix of icy, rocky, and gaseous
composition planets. Each Icy model listed in the preceding section incorporates photoevaporation alongside
the addition of icy compositional subpopulations. For
our Model Z, we construct a model that includes icy
composition planets but does not invoke photoevaporation.
Model Z thus includes two subpopulations of exoplanets: an intrinsically rocky subpopulation, and a gaseous
with icy-core subpopulation. The intrinsically rocky
subpopulation is implemented the same as in Model 3.
The gaseous with icy-core subpopulation, however, has a
modified mass-radius relation that follows the prescription from Zeng et al. (2019) and is similar to how Model
1 was constructed. The mass-radius relation still follows
a double broken power-law with different fractional intrinsic scatter for each mass regime, but the power-law
at the low-mass end is fixed to an icy composition massradius relation.
Zeng et al. (2019) used the following mass-radius relation for icy planets:
R = f M 1/3.7
f = 1 + 0.55x − 0.14x2

(11)

1
where 3.7
is the power-law slope, and f is a coefficient
that depends on x, the ice mass fraction of the core (with
the remainder of the core composed of silicate rock).
They considered x to vary between 12 and 32 . We take
7
the value of x to be the mean value of these two, 12
,
which leads to f = 1.27. We keep the fractional intrinsic scatter for this segment of the mass-radius relation
fixed to 5% as in other models. This scatter is somewhat higher than the bounds of x = 12 to x = 23 suggest,
but a lower scatter leads to issues with the Hamiltonian Monte Carlo sampler. In total, Model Z has two
subpopulations and 18 free parameters.
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Number of compositional subpopulations:

1
Model 1

2

3

Model 2

Model 3

4

5

6

ß Models from Neil & Rogers 2020
Legend
Gaseous (rocky core):
Model Z

Gaseous (icy core):

Model Icy3a

Model Icy4a

Model Icy3b

Model Icy4b

Model Icy5

Model Icy6

Evaporated rocky core:
New Models à
Evaporated icy core:
Intrinsically rocky:
Intrinsically icy:
Figure 1. A diagram of the models developed in this paper. The legend on the left shows the six planet subpopulations
included in these models, where these subpopulations are distinguished by their core composition (rocky or icy), and formation/evolution history (gaseous, evaporated, or intrinsically rocky/icy). The colored border around each subpopulation in the
legend is consistent with the color scheme used in the following figures in this paper. Models in the table increase in the number
of subpopulations (labeled at the top), and thus the complexity, towards the right. The top row of models, taken from NR20,
only include planet subpopulations with rocky-core compositions. The models introduced in this paper, on the bottom row,
incorporate a mix of rocky and icy-core compositions in different combinations. Our most complex model, Model Icy6, includes
all six subpopulations of planets listed in the legend.

2.5. Data
As in NR20, we use for our dataset the CaliforniaKepler Survey (CKS), a subset of transiting planets
from Kepler with high-resolution spectroscopic followup of their host stars (Petigura et al. 2017; Johnson et al.
2017), cross-matched with Gaia data (Gaia Collaboration et al. 2016, 2018), which reduces the uncertainty
on the planet radius measurements. We follow the cuts
listed in Fulton & Petigura (2018) to ensure high quality data and use the planet radii reported therein, which
were calculated using both CKS spectroscopy and Gaia
parallaxes. Our sample is limited to orbital periods between 0.3 and 100 days, and radii between 0.4 and 30R⊕ .
Our final planet sample has 1130 planets with a median
radius uncertainty of 4.8%.
We use radial velocity mass measurements where
available for planets in our sample. As in NR20, we limit
our mass sample to RV-measured masses only, leaving
the inclusion of TTV-measured masses to future work.
Our mass sample was compiled from the NASA Exo-

planet Archive on July 13, 20191 and each measurement reported was manually verified by checking the
original source. In a departure from NR20, we use
additional mass measurements not previously included.
These mass measurements are not well-constrained and
mostly come from Marcy et al. (2014). Our final sample contains 68 planets with mass measurements, with
a median mass uncertainty of 27%.
Finally, the detection efficiency of the Kepler survey
as a function of radius and period that we use is identical to NR20 and we refer the reader to that work for full
details on how that was calculated. Briefly, the procedure for calculating the detection efficiency follows the
steps listed in Burke & Catanzarite (2017), Thompson
et al. (2018), and Christiansen et al. (2020). We first
apply identical cuts to the Kepler Q1-Q17 DR25 stellar
target sample as were applied to the CKS planet candidate sample. We then use pixel-level injected light
1
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curves to fit a gamma CDF to the probability that a
planet is detected, and properly dispositioned by the
Robovetter, as a function of the expected multiple event
statistic (MES). This fitted gamma CDF is then used in
combination with the KeplerPORTS2 Python package
to calculate the detection efficiency as a function of radius and period for each target star, multiplied by the
transit probability. The final detection efficiency is then
the average over all target stars in our sample.
2.6. Fitting
We broadly follow the methodology of NR20 in terms
of creating the models and fitting them with Stan3 (Carpenter et al. 2017). Stan uses the No-U-Turn Sampler (NUTS) MCMC algorithm (Hoffman & Gelman
2014), an extension of Hamiltonian Monte Carlo, to numerically evaluate hierarchical Bayesian models. The
planet catalog is modeled as draws from an inhomogeneous Poisson process, a technique previously used to
constrain the planet occurrence rate density in radiusperiod space (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2014). In addition
to the population-level parameters, the inhomogeneous
Poisson process likelihood includes as parameters in the
model the true mass and radius of each planet, Mtrue
and Rtrue . These true parameters are sampled in the
model and are conditioned on the observed mass and
radius, Mobs and Robs , as well as their uncertainties,
σM,obs and σR,obs . Evaluating the inhomogeneous Poisson process likelihood (Eq 27 in NR20) involves calculating an integral over mass-radius-period space of the
expected number of detected planets, a challenging computational task. The NUTS algorithm has the ability to
efficiently handle large dimensional spaces, necessary for
modeling the true radius and mass of each planet. In order to improve the performance of the MCMC sampler,
we made several improvements over the methodology of
NR20, which we detail below.
In order to allow for more efficient sampling of parameter space for NUTS, we reparametrize the mass-radius
relation of planets with gaseous envelopes in our models.
This mass-radius relation was originally parametrized
in terms of the power-law slopes: γ0 , γ1 and γ2 ; along
with a normalization, C, and two mass breaks, Mbreak,1
and Mbreak,2 . We now directly sample the mean radius
of the mass-radius relation at the break points and the
lower and upper mass limits, to replace the three power-
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law slopes and the normalization. These parameters are
given by: ρ0 , the radius of the mass-radius relation at
the lower mass limit of 0.1M⊕ ; ρ1 , the radius at Mbreak,1 ;
ρ2 , the radius at Mbreak,2 ; ρ3 , the radius at the upper
mass limit of 10, 000M⊕ . The parameters ρ0 and ρ1
are given identical log-normal priors centered at 2.7R⊕ ,
with a spread of 0.1 dex. The parameters ρ2 and ρ3
are similarly given identical log-normal priors centered
at 12R⊕ , with a spread of 0.1 dex.
This reparametrization changes the parameters that
are directly sampled by NUTS and results in different
priors for the mass-radius relation parameters. However,
the reparametrization is not intended to change the retrieved mass-radius relation itself. The original parameters can be obtained by simple transformations of the
new parameters. These changes were implemented to reduce correlations between the parameters that are sampled, to eliminate problematic sampling behavior, and
to improve the efficiency and speed of the sampling, as
well as the convergence of the MCMC chains.
To further increase the efficiency, speed, and convergence of the MCMC sampler, we made improvements
to the Stan code, particularly to the implementation
of the integral in the inhomogeneous Poisson process
likelihood. Whereas the integral was previously calculated using a fixed grid in period, mass, and radius, the
grids in these three dimensions now adapt to more efficiently sample the regions in mass-radius-period space
that have high posterior density, based on the values of
the hyperparameters at each step in the MCMC chain.
For each of our ten models, we ran 8 MCMC chains
with 2,000 iterations for each chain. The first 1,000 of
these iterations are used for warm up, where the MCMC
algorithm fine-tunes its internal parameters and reaches
an equilibrium distribution. We are then left with 8,000
posterior samples of each parameter. To assess the convergence and independence of each chain, we look at
the Gelman-Rubin convergence diagnostic, R̂. For each
parameter, we ensure that R̂ < 1.01, a standard benchmark for chains mixing well. While the effective sample
size (ESS) varies between parameters, we ensure all parameters have an ESS of at least 500, with most parameters having an ESS of above 1000.
3. RESULTS

3.1. Model Fits
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+0.15
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6.2−0.4
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0.43−0.04

+0.18
−1.36−0.22
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5.1−0.6
+0.06
0.33−0.06
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0.93−0.10
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1.08−0.13
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+0.04
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Note—Numbers reported for each parameter are the retrieved median and 1-σ intervals (15.9% and 84.1% percentiles). Mass
and period distribution parameters are broken into four initial compositional mixtures: Gaseous Rocky (GR), containing both
gaseous planets with rocky cores and evaporated rocky planets, Gaseous Icy (GI), with both gaseous planets with icy cores
and evaporated icy cores, Non-gaseous (intrinsically) Rocky (NR), and Non-gaseous (intrinsically) Icy (NI). Parameters with
units listed as ‘-’ are dimensionless. For priors, N represents a normal distribution with given mean and scatter, lnN represents
a lognormal distribution with given mean and scatter, and D represents a Dirichlet distribution with parameter length equal
to the number of mixture components. For the case of two mixture components, the Dirichlet prior chosen is equivalent to a
uniform distribution between 0 and 1.
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3

a Since all mixture fractions Q must sum to 1, there are only N -1 free parameters, where N is the number of mixture fractions.
b We reparametrized the mass-radius relation to directly parametrize, and place priors on, the radius values at the break and
end points of the mass-radius relation (see Section 2.6). These priors are ln N(1, 0.1) for ρ0 and ρ1 , and ln N(2.5, 0.1) for ρ2
and ρ3 . As a result, the priors on the slopes γ0 , γ1 , γ2 , as well as C, are correlated with each other.
c In Model Z, this prior is changed to ln N(3, 0.25) to account for the change to the mass-radius relation.
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The model fits are summarized in Table 1, with the
posterior median and 1-σ intervals (calculated from the
15.9 and 84.1 percentiles) displayed for each parameter in each of our ten models. We briefly summarize
these results for each model below, in order of increasing model complexity. We then further compare these
models in Section 3.2 and assess the role of degeneracies
between subpopulations in Section 3.3. As a reminder,
when referring to the six evolved compositional subpopulations we will use the term “subpopulation”, whereas
when referring to the four initial compositional subpopulations we will use the term “mixture”.
Our fits for Models 1, 2, and 3 are broadly consistent
with the fits presented in NR20. All parameters are consistent within 2σ, with the majority of parameters consistent within 1σ. The most notable shift is the fraction
of intrinsically rocky planets in Model 3, QNR . This
+0.06
+0.06
fraction increases from 0.20−0.05
in NR20 to 0.33−0.06
here. However, this fraction is not tightly constrained
and is only discrepant by 1.5σ. Given the similarities
in methodology between this work and NR20, any discrepancies must be a result of either the modification of
the dataset explained in section 2.5, or the change to
the model parametrization and Stan code explained in
section 2.6.
Model Z, which includes a subpopulation of intrinsically rocky planets and a subpopulation of icy cores with
gaseous envelopes, is best compared with Model 3. We
find the fraction of intrinsically rocky planets, QNR , to
+0.04
, higher by 1.4σ than the fraction retrieved
be 0.43−0.04
+0.06
. This higher fraction compensates
by Model 3, 0.33−0.06
for the lack of evaporated rocky cores in this model. The
mass and period distribution parameters for this intrinsically rocky mixture are similar to that of Model 3, each
within 2σ. For the gaseous with icy-core subpopulation,
the best comparison is the gaseous with rocky-core subpopulation in Model 3. In Model Z, the mass-radius
relation below the first mass break, Mbreak,1 , is fixed to
an icy composition rather than fitted to a power law as
in Model 3. As a consequence, this mass break is significantly higher than that of the gaseous subpopulation
+2.5
+2.2
of Model 3 at 31.1−2.3
M⊕ , compared to 16.5−2.0
M⊕ .
Finally, due to the lack of evaporated cores linked to
this subpopulation in Model Z, the mean of the lognormal mass distribution, µM,GI , is shifted towards higher
+0.10
+0.15
masses, up to 2.60−0.10
(13.5M⊕ ) compared to 1.82−0.15
(6.2M⊕ ) in Model 3.
Model Icy3a replaces the intrinsically rocky subpopulation in Model 3 with an intrinsically icy subpopulation.
These intrinsically icy planets have larger overlap with
the low-mass gaseous planets; as a result, the intrinsic mass-radius scatter of the low-mass gaseous planets,

11

+0.02
+0.02
σ0 , is lower by 2σ at 0.07−0.01
compared to 0.13−0.02
for Model 3. The other mass-radius parameters for this
gaseous subpopulation are largely unchanged.
Various shifts in the mass distribution and period distribution parameters of the gaseous rocky mixture in
Model Icy3a serve to increase the number of evaporated
planets relative to gaseous planets, to compensate for
the lack of intrinsically rocky planets compared to Model
3. The scaling on the photoevaporation timescale, α,
+1.0
+2.2
is lower by 4σ at 3.0−0.8
compared to 8.5−1.7
, leading
to more evaporated planets. The mean of the mass
distribution, µM,GR , is shifted towards lower masses
+0.16
at 0.31−0.18
(1.36M⊕ ) with a higher scatter σM,GR of
+0.10
+0.15
+0.08
1.96−0.09, compared to 1.82−0.15
(6.2M⊕ ) and 1.37−0.08
for Model 3. The period distribution break Pbreak,GR
+0.4
happens at roughly half the orbital period at 5.5−0.4
,
and the slope past the break β2,GR is steeper by 1.4σ at
+0.10
+0.09
.
, compared to −0.87−0.10
−1.06−0.09
While the fraction of intrinsically icy planets in Model
+0.03
Icy3a, QNI , is 0.36−0.04
and within 1σ of the fraction of intrinsically rocky planets in Model 3, the mass
and period distribution parameters are significantly different. These shifts concentrate the intrinsically icy
planets toward higher masses and longer orbital periods. The mass distribution has a higher mean µM,NI
+0.12
+0.10
of 1.87−0.12
and lower scatter σM,NI of 1.09−0.10
, com+0.24
+0.20
pared to −0.15−0.31 and 1.81−0.17 for the intrinsically
rocky mixture in Model 3. Furthermore, the period
+1.0
compared
break Pbreak,NI is shifted higher, at 12.8−1.0
+0.5
to 5.1−0.6, with a steeper slope before the break β1,NI
+0.27
+0.14
of 1.66−0.25
compared to 1.08−0.13
, and a shallower
+0.13
compared to
slope after the break β2,NI of −0.86−0.13
+0.18
−1.36−0.22.
Whereas Model Icy3a replaces the intrinsically rocky
subpopulation with an equivalent intrinsically icy subpopulation, Model Icy3b retains the intrinsically rocky
subpopulation but modifies the evaporated core subpopulation, giving these evaporated planets an icy composition. Like Icy3a, this model has an increased number
of evaporated planets relative to gaseous planets when
compared to Model 3. Model Icy3b retrieves a lower σ0
+0.02
+0.02
of 0.08−0.01
compared to 0.13−0.02
for Model 3, and an
+0.2
+1.0
even lower α of 0.3−0.1 compared to 3.0−0.8
.
This mixture of planets that formed with gaseous envelopes has similar mass and period distribution parameters to the analogous mixture in Model 3, except
with the mean of the mass distribution µM,GI higher
+0.14
+0.15
by 1.7σ at 2.18−0.15
(8.8M⊕ ) compared to 1.82−0.15
(6.2M⊕ ). The fraction of intrinsically rocky planets
+0.04
QNR is 0.41−0.04
, closer to the value retrieved in Model
Z than that of Model 3. Similarly, the mass and period
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distribution parameters for this mixture are similar to
both Models 3 and Z, although closer that of Model Z.
Similar to Model Icy3a, Model Icy4a introduces an
intrinsically icy subpopulation. However, rather than
replace the intrinsically rocky subpopulation of Model
3, the intrinsically icy subpopulation is added alongside
it for a total of four subpopulations. Compared to Icy3a,
the characteristics of the intrinsically icy subpopulation
are largely the same, but the gaseous rocky mixture is
shifted to accommodate the intrinsically rocky planets.
The fractions of these intrinsically icy planets QNI is
+0.04
0.35−0.04
, a value consistent within 0.2σ of Model Icy3a.
The mass and period distribution parameters of this
mixture are similarly all within 0.3σ of their retrieved
values in Model Icy3a. Thus, the fraction of intrinsically
+0.08
rocky planets QNR , retrieved to be 0.15−0.04
, serves to
reduce the fraction of gaseous and evaporated planets
by an equivalent amount relative to Model Icy3a, with
+0.04
+0.06
QGR changing from 0.64−0.03
in Model Icy3a to 0.5−0.09
in Model Icy4a. This intrinsically rocky mixture has
similar period distribution parameters to Model 3, but
the mass distribution is shifted towards a higher mean
+0.21
µM,NR at 1.02−0.71
(2.8M⊕ ) and a lower scatter σM,NR
+0.20
+0.24
+0.52
in
and 1.81−0.17
of 0.96−0.24, compared to −0.15−0.31
Model 3. Conversely, relative to both Models 3 and
Icy3a, the gaseous rocky mixture shifts toward a lower
+1.01
mean for the mass distribution µM,GR to −0.61−0.78
(0.5M⊕ ), with 2.4σ and 0.9σ shifts relative to Models
+0.32
3 and Icy3a, and a higher σM,GR of 2.52−0.33
, which are
3.4σ and 1.6σ shifts. The retrieved period distribution
parameters are closely similar to those of Model Icy3a,
with all parameters within 1σ.
Model Icy4b introduces evaporated icy cores alongside evaporated rocky cores to Model 3, except the two
subpopulations share the same underlying mass and period distribution. The resulting fit for this model has
a high degree of similarity to the fit to Model 3. The
retrieved values for the mass-radius relation parameters,
as well as the mass and period distribution parameters for both the intrinsically rocky and formed-gaseous
mixtures, are all within 1σ of the corresponding values in Model 3. The fraction of planets that formed
+0.15
gaseous with icy cores, QGI , is 0.15−0.09
, which is low
but is loosely constrained with large uncertainty. In the
case of QGI = 0, Model Icy4b reduces to to Model 3.
The formed-gaseous with icy-core planets mostly replace
formed-gaseous with rocky-core planets, as QGR reduces
+0.09
+0.06
to 0.56−0.14
from 0.67−0.06
in Model 3. The fraction of
intrinsically rocky planets QNR is slightly reduced, but
within 0.4σ of the value in Model 3.
Model Icy5 introduces intrinsically icy planets to
Model Icy4b, or equivalently, introduces evaporated icy-

core planets to Model Icy4a. The resulting model fit
ends up looking similar to another model fit, that of
Model Icy4a. Explicitly, when the fraction of formedgaseous with icy-core planets, QGI , is zero, Model Icy5
reduces to Model Icy4a. Indeed, this mixture is found
+0.03
to have an extremely low fraction QGI of 0.02−0.01
, consistent with zero within 2σ. The mass-radius relation
parameters, together with the mass and period distribution parameters for each mixture, are all retrieved at
highly similar values to those of Model Icy4a, well within
1σ. We find little support for including this subpopulation of evaporated icy-core planets, assuming identical
mass and period distribution to the evaporated rockycore planets.
Finally, Model Icy6 builds upon Model Icy5, where the
formed-gaseous with icy-core mixture is given separate
mass and period distributions from the formed-gaseous
with rocky-core mixture. In the fit to the Kepler data,
this newly independent mixture is concentrated towards
high masses and long orbital periods, and constitutes
the majority of gas giants in the sample. Additionally,
these mass and period distributions result in very low
numbers of evaporated icy cores. The fraction of planets belonging to this formed-gaseous with icy-core mixture QGI increases relative to Models Icy4b and Icy5 to
+0.04
0.08−0.03
, though is still consistent with zero within 3σ.
+0.87
Its mass distribution has a high mean µM,GI of 2.92−1.42
+0.74
(18.5M⊕ ) and a high scatter σM,GI of 2.43−0.05. Its period distribution has a break Pbreak,GI at a short orbital
+1.1
period of 3.7−0.6
, and a shallow slope past the break
+0.18
β2,GI of −0.44−0.22.
The retrieved properties of the remaining mixtures in
Model 6 take on values close to those of the analogous
mixtures in other simpler models, with some minor perturbations. The gaseous rocky mixture remains the mix+0.09
ture with the highest fraction QGR , coming at 0.41−0.07
.
Due to the addition of the separate mass distribution of
the gaseous icy mixture, the gaseous rocky mixture in
Model Icy6 has a mass distribution with a lower scat+0.13
ter of 0.86−0.10
, lower by 3σ relative to Models 3 and
Icy4b. Planets that formed gaseous with rocky cores
are also slightly shifted toward shorter orbital periods,
+0.20
with a steeper slope past the break β2,GR of −1.17−0.25
.
The remainder of the mass and period distribution parameters for this mixture are retrieved at values consistent within 1σ of their values in Models 3 and Icy4b.
For the intrinsically icy mixture, the mass and period
distribution properties are within 1σ of Models Icy3a,
Icy4a, and Icy5, although with a reduced mixture frac+0.08
tion QNI of 0.24−0.11
. Aside from the mixture fraction,
this intrinsically icy mixture has remarkably consistent
retrieved parameters across all models that include it.
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Finally, the intrinsically rocky mixture has properties
most similar to those of Models 3 and Icy4b, which did
not include an intrinsically icy mixture. It has a mix+0.06
ture fraction QNR of 0.27−0.06
. The mass and period
distribution parameters are within 1σ of their values in
Models 3 and Icy4b, except the mean of the mass distribution which is shifted toward a lower mean µM,NR of
+0.51
+0.24
−0.80−0.78
(0.45M⊕ ) compared to −0.15−0.31
(0.86M⊕ )
in Model 3.
3.2. Comparison of Inferred Underlying Planet
Mass-Radius-Period Distributions
In order to illustrate the differences between the underlying planet populations inferred by fitting each of
the models to the Kepler dataset, we present the 2D
projections in radius-period space, shown in Figure 2,
the 2D projection in mass-radius space, shown in Figure 3, as well as the 1D projection in radius space, shown
in Figure 4. These figures show the corresponding 2D
and 1D distributions inferred by each model, separated
by their component subpopulations. For each of the
plots in this section, we sample from the posterior predictive distribution. To do so, we marginalize over the
posteriors by simulating a 1000-planet population using
a posterior sample s of the population-level parameters
θ, with the individual sample denoted by θs . We repeat
this sampling S times, with S = 500 in this case, and
average over these S posterior samples. We summarize
our findings at the end of this subsection.
Compared to Model 3, Model Z lacks photoevaporation and evaporated cores, and fixes the mass-radius relation below the first mass break to an icy composition.
In radius-period space, the intrinsically rocky subpopulation in Model Z looks similar to that of Model 3. The
gaseous subpopulation similarly follows the distribution
in Model 3, except it extends down to lower radii with
the mass-radius relation transitioning to an icy composition. This leads to substantial overlap between the rocky
and icy planets between 1.5R⊕ and 2.0R⊕ , also seen in
the mass-radius distribution and 1D radius distribution
in Figures 3 and 4, which has the effect of washing out
the radius gap seen more clearly in other models.
The intrinsically icy subpopulation, included in Models Icy3a, Icy4a, Icy5 and Icy6, largely overlaps with the
gaseous subpopulations present in these models. Noteworthy differences exist, however, between these two
compositional subpopulations. The intrinsically icy subpopulation extends to lower radii, with the 2σ contours
in Figure 2 extending below 1.5R⊕ , whereas the gaseous
subpopulation is mostly contained above 2.0R⊕ . The
intrinsically icy subpopulation also doesn’t extend to
as short orbital periods as the gaseous subpopulation
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for Models Icy6 and Icy3a. This overlap between the
intrinsically icy and gaseous subpopulations is apparent by the reduced numbers of gaseous planets retrieved
when fitting models that include intrinsically icy planets
compared to fits to models that omit them.
The properties of the evaporated icy-core subpopulation vary significantly depending on the model. The
posterior fit to Model Icy3b has the highest fraction of
these planets compared to other models, as adding in
additional subpopulations in later models tends to reduce the amount of evaporated icy cores. Compared
to the evaporated rocky-core subpopulation in Model 3,
the evaporated icy-core subpopulation in Model Icy3b
is shifted towards larger radii and longer orbital periods. These evaporated icy cores span the radius gap
between 1.5R⊕ and 2.0R⊕ , as well as above and below
it. In Model Icy3b they overlap significantly in radiusperiod space with the gaseous subpopulation, and as
a result the gaseous subpopulation has fewer planets at
low masses compared to Model 3. This overlap also leads
to a complete washing out of the radius gap in Model
Icy3b, apparent in Figure 4, where the overall radius
distribution monotonically decreases from its peak at
around 3R⊕ as you go towards smaller radii. In comparison to the fit to Model Icy3b, in the fits to Models Icy4b
and Icy5, the evaporated icy planets more closely follow
the evaporated rocky planets in radius-period space, except shifted towards higher radii. This is a result of the
two subpopulations sharing the same mass and period
distributions, as well as the same photoevaporation prescription. Including both evaporated subpopulations in
this way, as in Model Icy4b and Icy5, leads to very few
evaporated icy planets overall.
Separating the mass and period distributions of the
planets that formed with a rocky core and gaseous envelope from the planets that formed with an icy core
and gaseous envelope, as in Model Icy6, significantly
changes the distribution of both evaporated core subpopulations. As shown by the radius-period plot in Figure 2, the evaporated icy planets concentrate towards
longer orbital periods, with 1σ contours between 30
and 100 days, whereas the evaporated rocky planets are
shifted towards shorter orbital periods, with the bulk
falling between 8 and 20 day periods. Additionally, the
two subpopulations have a more similar distribution in
radius space compared to when they share a mass and
period distribution as in Models Icy4b and Icy5. The
overall number of evaporated icy planets in Model Icy6
is still very low despite these changes.
Separating these two subpopulations that formed with
a gaseous envelope in Model Icy6 also creates a distinct gaseous subpopulation that have icy cores rather

14

Neil et al.

Radius [R ]

Radius [R ]

Radius [R ]

Radius [R ]

30
Model 2
Model 3
16 Model 1
8
4
3
2
1.5
1
0.7
0.4
30
Model Icy3a
Model Icy3b
16 Model Z
8
4
3
2
1.5
1
0.7
0.4
30
Model Icy4b
Model Icy5
16 Model Icy4a
8
4
3
2
1.5
1
0.7
0.4
0.3 0.5 1 2 4 8 16 32 64100
0.3 0.5 1 2 4 8 16 32 64100
Period [days]
Period [days]
30
16 Model Icy6
Gaseous w/ rocky core
8
Evaporated rocky core
4
Intrinsically rocky
3
2
Gaseous w/ icy core
1.5
1
Evaporated icy core
0.7
Intrinsically icy
0.4
0.3 0.5 1 2 4 8 16 32 64100
Period [days]

Figure 2. Projected 2D radius-period distributions for each of the ten models presented in this work. The contours show
the underlying true distribution in radius-period space for each subpopulation within a model. Contours were generated by
simulating planet populations from the posterior predictive distribution, then using a Gaussian kernel density estimation to
estimate the 2D probability density function (PDF). The inner contour (solid line) contains 25% of planets belonging to a
subpopulation, while the outer contour (dashed line) contains 90%. The scatter points represent one realization of a 1000-planet
sample, marginalized over the posterior samples. Contours and points are colored according to their subpopulation, denoted by
the shared legend in the bottom-left corner.

than rocky cores. The gaseous subpopulation with rocky
cores are compressed in radius and mass space, contained mostly within 2.0R⊕ and 4.0R⊕ , below the first
break in the mass-radius relation as shown in Figure 3.
By comparison the mass and radius distribution of the
gaseous subpopulation with icy cores is broader, and as a
result the gas giants above 8.0R⊕ are entirely composed
of gaseous planets with icy cores. The period distributions are also different, with the icy-core gaseous planets

concentrated towards longer orbital periods compared to
the rocky-core gaseous planets. The overall number of
icy-core gaseous planets is much lower compared to the
number of rocky-core gaseous planets. However, given
the very low number (roughly between 10-40 planets in
a 1000-planet simulated Kepler -like sample) of evaporated icy cores associated with this subpopulation, these
gaseous planets need not physically have icy cores. Instead, the model could be using this population to better
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Figure 3. Projected 2D mass-radius distributions for each of the ten models presented in this work. The scatter points
represent one realization of a 1000-planet sample, drawn from the posterior predictive distribution. The points are colored by
which subpopulation they belong to, according to the shared legend in the bottom-left corner.

fit the most massive gaseous planets that have undergone runaway gas accretion.
Finally, the distributions in mass-radius-period space
of the evaporated rocky planets compared to the intrinsically rocky planets seem to shift depending on the
model. In Models 3, Icy4b, and Icy6, the evaporated
rocky cores are found at higher radii and slightly longer
orbital periods compared to the intrinsically rocky planets, with most planets below 1.0R⊕ belonging to the intrinsically rocky subpopulation. These evaporated planets share mass and period distributions with the gaseous
planets, so if the gaseous planets are concentrated to-

wards longer orbital periods and higher masses, this
would reflect on the evaporated subpopulation. However, in Models Icy4a and Icy5, which include intrinsically icy planets alongside both subpopulations of rocky
planets, but without an evaporated icy-core subpopulation that is independent in mass-period space from the
evaporated rocky-core subpopulation, the distributions
are significantly altered. In these models, the evaporated cores comprise the majority of the low radius planets below 1.0R⊕ , with the intrinsically rocky planets
shifting towards larger radii. Additionally, the evapo-
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Figure 4. Projected 1D radius distributions for each of the ten models presented in this work. The solid black line shows the
overall radius distribution for a given model, while the colored lines show the radius distributions of the component subpopulations, listed in the shared legend in the bottom-left corner. These distributions were generated by simulating planet radii from
the posterior predictive distribution.

rated cores are found at even longer orbital periods than
in the other models.
The shifts in the evaporated rocky-core and intrinsically rocky subpopulations are a consequence of the
addition of the intrinsically icy subpopulation. The intrinsically icy subpopulations in Models Icy4a and Icy5
occupy a similar radius range, between 1.5-4.0R⊕ , to the
bulk of the planets belonging to the gaseous with rockycore and evaporated rocky-core subpopulations in other
models. In order to reduce the occurrence of the gaseous
rocky mixture in this radius range (in compensation for

the presence of the intrinsically icy subpopulation), the
mass distribution of the gaseous rocky mixture in Models Icy4a and Icy5 is shifted towards lower masses, but
with a higher scatter in order to still fit the gas giant
regime. The intrinsically rocky population then shifts
toward higher masses to compensate for the higher occurrence at lower masses of the evaporated rocky cores.
When the formed-gaseous with icy-core mixture is given
its own mass and period distribution in Model Icy6, this
additional flexibility allows this mixture to fit the gas giants without necessitating shifts in the formed-gaseous
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with rocky-core and intrinsically rocky mixtures. These
shifts reveal the degeneracies between these subpopulations, and the issue of labeling planets as belonging to
one subpopulation or the other. This is further discussed
in the next section and in Section 3.4.
We summarize our findings below:
• The radius gap in Model Z is washed-out due to
overlap between rocky and icy planets.
• The intrinsically icy subpopulation overlaps significantly with the gaseous subpopulations in massradius-period space.
• The fraction of evaporated icy-core planets is significantly lower when evaporated rocky-core planets are included in the model as well.
• Including all six subpopulations increases the separation between the two gaseous subpopulations in
mass-radius-period space and the two evaporated
subpopulations in mass-period space.
• The distribution of the evaporated rocky-core and
intrinsically rocky subpopulations shift relative to
one another depending on the inclusion of evaporated and intrinsically icy planets.
3.3. Mixture Fractions and Degeneracies
The relative fractions of planets belonging to each
subpopulation are loosely constrained and vary significantly between models. These fractions are shown for
Model Icy6 in Figure 5. As reflected in the radius-period
and mass-radius distributions shown in Section 3.2, the
gaseous with rocky core, intrinsically rocky, and intrinsically icy subpopulations are the most numerous. Although there are wide uncertainties, these fractions each
fall between 20 and 30% of the total underlying planet
population, within the bounds we set in mass, radius,
and period (see Section 2.1). Of the less numerous subpopulations, the evaporated rocky-core subpopulation
contains slightly over 10%, the gaseous with icy-core
subpopulation includes about 5%, and the evaporated
icy-core subpopulation is the least numerous at a few
percent. Compared to Model 3, which only has rockycore compositional subpopulations, the fraction of intrinsically rocky and evaporated rocky planets are only
slightly reduced. In contrast, the gaseous with rockycore subpopulation is greatly reduced, as it has a large
degree of overlap with the intrinsically icy subpopulation. These mixture fractions, however, are not tightly
constrained and have substantial uncertainties. For example, the intrinsically icy subpopulation ranges from
13% to 32% within the 1-σ confidence interval obtained
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by sampling over the posteriors of the population-level
parameters. The large error bars on the mixture fractions demonstrate the degeneracy between these subpopulations and reflect the overlap seen in the massradius and radius-period distributions.
To further show the degeneracy between these compositional subpopulations, we present the sub-population
membership probabilities of each planet in the Kepler dataset fit to Model Icy6 (Figure 6). The retrieved subpopulation membership probabilities are derived from Equation 2, using samples from the retrieved population-level parameters and the retrieved
true masses and radii. The left-hand ternary plots show
the retrieved membership probabilities divided by formation pathway: planets that formed with and retained
a gaseous envelope, formed with but lost a gaseous envelope through photoevaporation, and formed without
a gaseous envelope (intrinsically rocky/icy). The righthand ternary plots show retrieved membership probabilities divided by present composition - gaseous, rocky,
and icy. The ternary plots on the top have points colored by incident flux, whereas the ternary plots on the
bottom have points colored by the inferred true planet
radius (retrieved by the fit to the Kepler dataset).
In the formation pathway ternary plot, planets are
broadly concentrated into two clusters: one corresponding to “not-evaporated” planets, and a second corresponding to “not-gaseous” planets. The first cluster
of planets, located along the bottom axis, has nearzero probability of belonging to evaporated subpopulations, with between 40% and 80% probability of belonging to currently gaseous subpopulations, and between
20% and 60% probability of belonging to the intrinsically rocky/icy subpopulations. The other cluster is
located along the left-hand axis, with near-zero probability of belonging to the currently gaseous subpopulations, between 25% and 100% probability of belonging
to the intrinsically rocky/icy subpopulations, and between 0% and 75% probability of belonging to the evaporated subpopulations. As expected, given the perioddependent and mass-dependent photoevaporation prescription incorporated in the model, the separation of
these two clusters is dependent on the radii and incident flux of the planets. Less-irradiated and larger planets (on the larger end of the radius gap) tend to belong
to the not-evaporated cluster, whereas highly-irradiated
and smaller planets belong to the not-currently-gaseous
cluster.
While the majority of planets in the formation pathway ternary plot are found in the two clusters described
above, there is a substantial fraction (comprising about
20% of the Kepler sample) that have a non-negligible
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(> 5%) probability of belonging to each of the three formation pathway categories. These planets tend to be
around 2R⊕ in size, with relatively high incident flux of
at least 102 S⊕ . As seen in Figures 2 and 3, these planets
are large enough to be intrinsically icy or small gaseous
planets, but with high enough incident flux to possibly
be evaporated. These planets with substantial probability of belonging to each category do not have significantly higher radius or mass uncertainties than planets belonging to the two clusters. Rather, they belong
to a region of mass-radius-period space where degeneracies between subpopulations is especially high, given our
model parametrization.
Some features in the formation pathway ternary plot
may reflect our choices of model parameterization, especially with regard to the intrinsically rocky/icy subpopulations. Planets trend towards smaller radii as you
go down the left-hand axis toward the corner with 100%
probability of belonging to the intrinsically rocky/icy
subpopulations. This is due to the intrinsically rocky
planets concentrating towards shorter orbital periods
and smaller radii compared to the evaporated rocky
planets in the fit to the Kepler data. As discussed in
Section 3.2, this feature is dependent on the combination
of subpopulations included in the model, and does not
appear in every model. Additionally, there is a dearth
of planets with less than 20% probability of belonging to
the intrinsically rocky/icy subpopulations; planets only
have a low intrinsically rocky/icy membership probability if their probability of belonging to the evaporated
subpopulations is also near 0%. This is a consequence
of the broad lognormal mass distributions of the intrinsically rocky and icy subpopulations; only the largest
planets definitively do not belong to these intrinsically
rocky/icy subpopulations.
Turning now to the categorization of planets based
on their inferred current composition (right-hand side
of Figure 6), we also find planets are clustered with a
clear separation in both planet radius and incident flux.
The first cluster of planets, along the bottom axis, comprises planets with < 5% probability of belonging to the
rocky subpopulations, and substantial probabilities of
belonging to either the gaseous or icy subpopulations.
The second cluster, towards the top corner, comprises
planets with < 5% of belonging to the gaseous subpopulations, > 80% probability of belonging to the rocky
subpopulations, and up to 20% probability of belonging to the icy subpopulations. This separation is highly
radius dependent, with planets in the first “not-rocky”
cluster having radii > 2R⊕ , and planets in the second
“not-gaseous” cluster having radii < 2R⊕ . The separation in incident flux is less sharp, but generally planets

in the first cluster have lower incident fluxes compared
to planets in the second cluster. As with the breakdown
by formation, planets with non-negligible probability of
belonging to each composition category (rocky, icy, and
gaseous) tend to have radii close to 2R⊕ , with moderate
incident fluxes (roughly between 102 and 103 S⊕ ). While
there are many planets with > 90% probability of belonging to the rocky subpopulations, and several with
> 90% probability of belonging to the gaseous subpopulations, there are zero planets with similar high probability of belonging to the icy subpopulations. This is
a consequence of the icy subpopulations occupying an
intermediate position in mass-radius-period space compared to the other two compositions, with significant
overlap, as seen in Figures 2 and 3.
Planets with mass measurements have additional information that may help constrain their formation and
composition membership compared to planets that only
have radius and period information and no mass measurement. However, this does not appear to be the case
for formation membership, as there does not appear to
be a trend in the location of planets in the formation
ternary plot with whether or not the planet has a radial
velocity mass measurement. Having mass measurements
does appear to significantly constrain composition, as
nearly all planets with mass measurements fall along or
close to the three axes in this ternary plot. The lack
of planets with mass measurements in the center of the
ternary diagram, where all three compositions have nonnegligible probabilities, indicates that the presence of a
mass measurement combined with radius and period information is enough to rule out at least one composition
for a given planet. This demonstrates that mass is a
primary driver behind composition, whereas the breakdown of planets into currently gaseous, evaporated, and
intrinsically rocky/icy categories is more dependent on
radius and period.
We summarize our findings below:
• The fraction of planets belonging to each subpopulation is highly uncertain and model-dependent,
demonstrating the degeneracies between subpopulations.
• Categorizing planets by formation or by composition tends to lead to two clusters dependent on
the radius and incident flux of the planet.
• The planets that are most degenerate between the
three compositions or formation scenarios tend to
be around 2R⊕ in size with an incident flux around
102 S⊕ .
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Figure 5. The fraction of planets belonging to each subpopulation in Model Icy6 (shown by the solid lines), as compared
to Model 3 (shown by the dashed lines). The subpopulations
from left to right are: gaseous with rocky core, evaporated
rocky core, intrinsically rocky, gaseous with icy core, evaporated icy core, and intrinsically icy. These fractions were
generated by forward modeling a sample of planets, and sampling over the posteriors. The height of the bar represents
the median of the distribution obtained by sampling over the
posteriors, while the error bars represent the 1-σ (15.9% and
84.1%) percentiles. The errors are not independent and are
correlated with the error bars for the other subpopulations.

• Having a mass measurement puts significant constraints on composition, but not formation.

3.4. The Fraction of Water Worlds
We find the fraction of icy-composition planets for
models that include them to be dependent on the combination of icy and rocky subpopulations included in the
model. Figure 7 shows the distribution of the inferred
fraction of planets belonging to icy compositional subpopulations (for models that include them), marginalized over the model posteriors. On the low end, Model
Icy4b has an icy composition fraction consistent with
zero, with an upper limit around 10%. Model Z has
the highest icy composition fraction, ranging from about
30% to 60%, peaking at around 45%. Models Icy3a,
Icy4a, and Icy5, which all include intrinsically icy planets, have similar distributions, peaking between 35% and
40%, and spanning from 25% and 50%. Model Icy3b,
which includes evaporated icy planets but omits intrinsically icy planets, has a lower fraction which peaks at
25% and ranges from 20% to 40%. Finally, Model Icy6
peaks at 25% but shows a wider range than other models, from 0% to 45%.
Overall, for models that include planets with icy compositions alongside planets with rocky compositions, we
find an upper limit of 50% of planets belonging to these

icy compositional subpopulations. This fraction is not
tightly constrained for any model. When including
all subpopulations considered in this paper in Model
Icy6, the icy fraction becomes even more uncertain compared to most other less complex models, with considerable posterior mass approaching 0%. Thus, for models
that include icy compositional subpopulations, our lower
limit on the fraction of icy planets is 0%.
We now turn to the question of model selection. With
the large range in the fraction of icy compositional planets retrieved by these models, which models are preferred and which of these estimates should we trust?
4. MODEL SELECTION

4.1. K-fold cross-validation
With the introduction of six new models, each including one or several subpopulations of planets with
icy compositions, we require an objective measure of
model performance to assess whether or not the current data support the inclusion of such planets. As in
NR20, we use 10-fold cross-validation to evaluate each
model. Other model selection techniques, such as the
class of information criteria, are not presented here but
are discussed in Section 5.1. Cross-validation estimates
the predictive accuracy of a model when exposed to
new data not used in fitting the model, by withholding
data from the sample to use as a validation set. Crossvalidation penalizes over-fitting, as models with high degrees of freedom will find spurious correlations in the
data that are not present in the general population, and
thus perform worse when exposed to new data. Given
that we have 10 models ranging from one subpopulation
to six subpopulations of planets, our higher complexity
models are plausibly susceptible to over-fitting. Refer
to NR20 and Vehtari et al. (2017) for more details on
cross-validation; we briefly summarize the process below
for one model.
We first divide the sample into ten subsets, labeled
with the subscript j. For each of these subsets, we fit our
model to the dataset with that subset excluded, resulting in a set of posteriors denoted θj (where θ represents
the set of population-level parameters) which has S total
posterior samples, with θj,s denoting an individual sample. Our aim is to calculate the expected log predictive
d a measure of the predictive accuracy of the
density elpd,
posterior predictive distribution when exposed to new
data (the hat indicates that it is a computed estimate
of the quantity). Specifically, we want to calculate the
d for each planet k in the dataset using the model
elpd
k
fit j where that planet was excluded. To start, we draw
Z samples of the planet’s true mass and radius from the
underlying mass and radius distribution for each mix-
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Figure 6. Ternary plot showing the distribution of retrieved subpopulation membership probabilities for planets in the Kepler
sample using Model Icy6. The closer a point is to a corner, the higher the probability of that planet belonging to the corresponding
category (comprised of two subpopulations). Triangles represent planets without RV mass measurements, whereas circles
represent planets with RV mass measurements. The points are colored by their incident flux in the top two panels, and colored
by radius in the bottom two panels. Left: The three membership probabilities represent the three formation scenarios: formed
with and retained a gaseous envelope (gaseous), formed with but lost a gaseous envelope due to photoevaporation (evaporated),
and formed without a gaseous envelope (intrinsically rocky/icy). Each of these categories combines subpopulations of planets
with icy cores and planets with rocky cores. Right: Membership probabilities represent the current composition of the planet:
gaseous, icy, or rocky. Each of these three categories combines two different subpopulations in the model - gaseous planets with
icy or rocky cores, and icy/rocky planets that either formed that way (intrinsic) or formed with and lost a gaseous envelope
(evaporated).

ture q and evaporated/non-evaporated subpopulation v
using individual posterior samples θj,s :
j,s

z,q,θ
Mtrue,k
∼ p(M |q, θj,s )
z,q,v,θ
Rtrue,k

j,s

j,s

z,q,θ
∼ p(R|Mtrue,k
, q, v, θj,s )

(12)

where z indicates an individual mass or radius sample,
and q indicates the mixture that this sample belongs to.
We note that the true mass and radius samples above
are distinct from the true mass and radius implemented

as parameters in the model. Since we are calculating
d of a planet using the model fit where that
the elpd
k
model was excluded, there are no true mass and radius
samples of the corresponding planet from the model fit.
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Figure 7. The distribution of the fraction of icy composition
planets (as opposed to rocky or gaseous composition) for each
model that includes icy composition planets. For Model Z,
this only includes planets belonging to the gaseous with icycores subpopulation whose masses fall below the first mass
break, below which the mass-radius relation is fixed to an
icy (with no gas) composition. For all other models, this
includes either the evaporated icy or intrinsically icy planets, or both when applicable (Models Icy5 and Icy6). These
distributions were generated by repeatedly simulating 1000planet samples, while simultaneously sampling from the posteriors. Sampling uncertainty and posterior uncertainty are
thus both accounted for in these distributions.

We can then use these individual drawn samples of the
d :
true mass and radius of planet k to calculate its elpd
k

"
d = log
elpd
k
·

1
X

S N X−1 X
Z
1 X mix
z,q,θ j,s
p(Mobs,k |Mtrue,k
)
SZ s=1 q=0 z=1
j,s

j,s

z,q,v,θ
z,q,v,θ
p(Robs,k |det, Rtrue,k
) p(det|Rtrue,k
, Pk )

v=0
j,s

z,q,θ
· p(v|Mtrue,k
, Pk , θj,s , q) p(Pk |θj,s , q) p(q|θj,s )

i

(13)
where we average over S posterior samples from the
model fit and Z samples of the true mass and radius.
z,q,θ j,s
The term p(Mobs,k |Mtrue,k
) and the equivalent term
with Robs are calculated using a normal distribution
with σ equal to the measurement error in the mass or
radius. For planets without mass measurements, the
z,q,θ j,s
corresponding term p(Mobs,k |Mtrue,k
) is removed. The
d
total expected log predictive density of the model, elpd,
d
is then the sum of the individual elpd from each planet:
k

d = −2
elpd

K
X
k=1

d
elpd
k

(14)
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Figure 8. Cross-validation results for the Kepler dataset
used in this paper. The points show the computed expected
d the metric calculated by the
log predictive density (elpd),
k-fold cross-validation from Equations (12) to (14), for each
model. Higher scores indicate worse performance, and lower
scores indicate better performance. The error bars show the
standard error, given in Equation 15. The dashed horizontal
d of Model 3, for ease of comparison.
line shows the elpd

where the sum is multiplied by −2 to put the output
on the “deviance” scale, a convention when calculating
information criteria and other model selection metrics.
On this scale, lower numbers (closer to zero) are pred is
ferred over higher numbers. Finally, the error in elpd
given by the standard error:
q


d = 2 K V K elpd
d
se elpd
(15)
k
k=1
where V indicates the variance, and we multiply by 2
again to conform to the deviance scale. Equation 13 differs from Equation 29 in NR20 in that we are more exd is calculated in practice, and have
plicit about how elpd
k
corrected for the detection probability of each planet.
This correction is necessary to properly calculate the
probability of planets in the Kepler sample from the inferred distribution of detected planets, rather than the
inferred distribution of the underlying population. This
has the effect of weighting each planet’s contribution
d by its detection probability, making it
to the total elpd
more beneficial to more accurately predict planets with
a high probability of being detected, i.e. larger planets on shorter orbital periods. The overall effect on the
d with this correction term is small, and does not
elpd
significantly affect the results presented in NR20.
4.2. Cross-validation Results
We present our cross-validation results of the comd of each model
puted expected log predictive density elpd
in Figure 8. As in NR20, we find that Models 1 and 2
perform significantly worse than Model 3, and this extends to every model introduced in this work - they all
have a score higher than Models 1 and 2. The best per-
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Figure 9. Further cross-validation results for the Kepler
dataset used in this paper. Each model is represented by a
violin and is compared to Model 3, the ’standard’ model from
NR20. The violin shows the distribution in the difference in
d ) between
computed expected log predictive density (∆elpd
k
the model in question and Model 3 across all planets in the
Kepler dataset. Negative numbers indicate the given model
is performing better than Model 3. The points within each
d , with the error
violin represent the difference in mean elpd
k
bars representing the standard error in this difference. The
violins are colored according to the fraction of planets which
d , indicating the fraction of planets
have a negative ∆elpd
k
that the model predicts better than Model 3. These fractions
are displayed along the top axis for each model.

forming models are Models Z, Icy3b and Icy6. The error
d of a
bars, representing the standard error for the elpd
model given in Equation 15, indicate large discrepancies
d between planets. As a result, these higherof elpd
k
performing models (Z, Icy3b, Icy6) are all consistent
with Model 3 within error. Model Icy4b performs on
par with Model 3, whereas Models Icy3a, Icy4a, and
Icy5 all perform worse, but again within error of Model
3.
We present a more detailed planet-by-planet picture
of these cross-validation results in Figure 9, where we
compare each model’s performance to Model 3, the default model from NR20 with gaseous planets, evaporated
rocky cores, and intrinsically rocky planets. Additionally, the violin plots in Figure 9 show the distribution of
d , ∆elpd
d , defined below:
the difference in elpd
k
k
AB

d
∆elpd
k


A
B
d − elpd
d
= −2 elpd
k
k

(16)

where in this case B represents Model 3, A represents the
model we are comparing to Model 3, and we multiply the
d
difference by -2 to follow convention. A negative ∆elpd
k

indicates that the model in question predicts planet k
better than Model 3. We show the fraction of planets
that each model predicts better than Model 3 along the
top axis of Figure 9.

d in Figure 8,
Consistent with the results for the elpd
we find that Model Icy6 performs the best, predicting 65% of planets better than Model 3. Models Z
and Icy3b predict 55% and 57% of planets better than
Model 3. On the other end of the spectrum, Models 1
and 2 only predict 24% and 28% of planets better than
Model 3, although Model 1 has a wide distribution in
d with long tails in both directions compared to
∆elpd
k
the other models. Note that the error bars in this figure
are much smaller than in Figure 8, as here we are taking
d bethe standard error in the difference in mean elpd
k
tween two models, rather than the standard error in the
d (Equation 15). Correlations between the elpd
d of a
elpd
k
d
planet in one model and the elpdk in the second model
lead to a tighter variance in this difference than in the
d
raw elpd.
Looking at these results, we can see some interesting patterns. First, due to model degeneracies several more complex models reduce to lower complexity models and obtain similar cross-validation scores.
For example, the posteriors for Model Icy5 show a
low fraction of gaseous/evaporated icy planets, consistent with zero, as shown in Section 3.1. This effectively reduces the model to Model Icy4a, with no
gaseous/evaporated icy subpopulation, and the two
models have very similar cross-validation scores and
d distributions. Similarly, Model Icy4b also has
∆elpd
k
a low fraction of gaseous/evaporated icy planets, effectively reducing to Model 3, and the two have nearly
identical cross-validation scores and consequently a tight
d distribution.
∆elpd
k
The best performing models (Z, Icy3b, and Icy6) all
share the following features: they have an intrinsically
rocky subpopulation, and include planets with icy compositions of some kind. The large difference between
Model 2 and all of the more complex models (including Model Z) suggest this cross-validation score favors
the inclusion of intrinsically rocky planets over evaporated cores. Indeed, Model Z, a model with no photoevaporation, performs on par or better than many of
the more complex models with photoevaporation. This
suggests that a model without photoevaporation is as
consistent with the current dataset as models with photoevaporation, and higher-quality, higher-quantity data
is necessary to resolve this difference. We also note
that Icy6 performs significantly better than its predecessors, suggesting that adding a subpopulation of icy
cores that formed with gaseous envelopes is more supported if those icy cores have a distinct mass and period distribution from the subpopulation of rocky cores
that formed with gaseous envelopes. Alternatively, this
could just be evidence that additional mass and period
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distribution flexibility is required to sufficiently fit the
subpopulation of gaseous planets that have undergone
runaway gas accretion, as discussed in Section 3.2. Models Icy4b and Icy5, which include both subpopulations
of gaseous planets but with common mass and period
distributions, perform on par or worse than Model 3,
and significantly worse than Model Icy6.
Based on these cross-validation results, our main takeaway is not that Models Z, Icy3b and Icy6 are preferred
over the others. Rather, given the large error bars on
d all of these models (with the possible excepthe elpd,
tions of Models 1 and 2) are broadly consistent with
the data, and there is not a single definitive model that
performs best. Models that include photoevaporation
but not icy compositional subpopulations, or models
that include icy compositional subpopulations but not
photoevaporation, or models that include both, perform
comparably. With the mass-radius-period mixture models that we have formulated, the current Kepler dataset
does not have sufficient information to strongly distinguish between models that include different combinations of these compositional and formational subpopulations. We explore the broader nature of the crossvalidation method and the possibility of distinguishing
between these models in the following subsections.
4.3. Simulated Catalogs for Model Selection
In order to better interpret and assess these crossvalidation results, we perform cross-validation on four
sets of simulated planet catalogs. Each set differs in the
properties of the planet catalogs — the total number
of planets, number of planets with mass measurements,
and mass and radius uncertainties — as well as the true
parameters of the models used to generate the catalogs.
For each of these four sets, we generate simulated planet
catalogs from the following four models: Model 1 (as
the simplest model), Model 3 (as the preferred model
from NR20), Model Icy3b (as a model with icy planets
to compare to Model 3), and Model Icy6 (as the most
complex model). Then, with each of these four simulated catalogs, we perform cross-validation using each
of the ten models presented in the paper. With these
cross-validation simulations, we remove model misspecification as a confounding factor, since one of the models
is a perfect parametrization of the simulated planet catalog that we use to fit the models.
The first set of simulated planet catalogs aims to answer the question: if one of our models was a perfect
description of the true planet distribution, would we be
able to distinguish this true “generative” model from the
other models, using a planet catalog that is similar to
Kepler (both in terms of the quantity and quality of the
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dataset, and the properties of those planets)? To generate this set, we use the median model posteriors from
the runs presented in this paper, reported in Table 1,
as the true model parameters for the generative model.
We generate the same total number of planets (1130),
and keep the same number of planets with mass measurements (68). For mass and radius uncertainties, we
randomly sample from the relative uncertainties of Kepler planets, weighted towards planets similar to a simulated planet in mass-radius-period space. For a given
simulated planet, we calculate the Euclidean distance
in log-radius−log-period space between that planet and
each planet in the Kepler sample, where both axes are
normalized to their corresponding range of values. We
then select a random planet in the Kepler sample, where
the probability for a given planet is the inverse of that
distance, normalized so that the probabilities sum to 1.
The simulated planet is then given the same relative radius uncertainty as the chosen Kepler planet. A similar
process is used to choose the mass uncertainty, except
in log-mass−log-period space, and only using planets in
the Kepler sample with mass measurements.
The second set aims to answer the question: If the
data is similar to Kepler in quantity and quality, but
the population-level parameters of the generative model
are chosen to accentuate the differences between subpopulations within a model, and between models themselves, would we be able to distinguish the generative
model from the others? For this set, we use the same
total number of planets, number of planets with mass
measurements, and method for generating uncertainties
as in the first set. However, for the true parameters for
the generative models, we start with the Kepler model
posteriors as a base and modify them to make each
subpopulation within a model more distinct from each
other. For example, we set the mixture fractions to be
more evenly distributed, and change the mass and period distribution parameters so that the differences between subpopulations is greater. This enhanced separation between subpopulations within a model then translates to greater differences between models with different
numbers of mixtures.
The third set aims to answer the question: If we had
a higher-quality dataset from a future survey such as
PLATO, would that improve our ability to distinguish
between these models? For this set, we use the same
true model parameters as the first set of simulations.
However, we increase the total number of planets to
4000, the minimum science goal set by the PLATO team
(PLATO Study Team 2017). We also increase the number of mass measurements to 400, in line with the target
number of radial velocity followup measurements. We
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simulate higher precision mass and radius measurements
to meet the target of a median radius uncertainty of 3%
and a median mass uncertainty of 10% by scaling down
the Kepler uncertainties sampled in the first two simulations by a factor of 1.6 for radius, and 2.6 for mass.
We still use the Kepler detection efficiency function, as
simulating a PLATO detection efficiency is beyond the
scope of this paper.
Finally, the fourth set of simulations aims for a nearperfect dataset, to see what the best case scenario of the
model selection performance would be. While we still
limit the number of planets to 4000 for computational
reasons, we include mass measurements for each of these
4000 planets, and give each planet a radius and mass
uncertainty of 1%. Additionally, we use the modified
input parameters as in the second set of simulations, to
create greater separation between subpopulations.
4.4. Simulated Catalog Results
Overall, each set of simulations that we performed
failed to consistently identify the generative model as the
preferred model. K-fold cross-validation was generally
successful in disfavoring models with lower complexity
than the generative model. However, models with higher
complexity than the generative model performed on par
with the generative model.
The cross-validation method used here remains prone
to overfitting, as models with higher degrees of freedom
were able to emulate lower complexity models without
d score. This tendency to
any penalty to their ∆elpd
k
overfit did not diminish by upgrading to an improved
dataset from PLATO. Modifying the true parameters as
in the second set of simulations did improve the results
for Model 1 simulated catalogs, but not for others. Even
an idealized PLATO dataset with complete mass information and extremely low errors did not resolve these
issues.
The cross-validation simulation results for the first
and third set of simulations (for Kepler and PLATO
planet catalogs, respectively) are shown in Figure 10,
d distribution as in Figure
where we show the ∆elpd
k
9. For the first set of simulations, which emulates
the Kepler dataset used in this paper and uses the retrieved median values of the population-level parameters
recorded in Table 1 as the input values for the generative
model, the cross-validation fails to consistently identify
the generative model. This is shown in the left-hand
side of the violin plots in Figure 10. With the simulated
Model 1 catalog, higher complexity models with three or
more subpopulations perform slightly worse than Model
1, but Model 2 performs significantly better and Models
3 and Icy3a perform about the same as Model 1. With

the simulated Model Icy3b and Model 3 catalogs, the
lower complexity Models 1 and 2 perform significantly
worse, but the higher complexity models with four or
more subpopulations perform on par with the generative model. Finally, for the simulated Model Icy6 catalog, there is no clear pattern and most models perform
on par or slightly better than Model Icy6.
Simulations emulating PLATO, shown by the righthand side of the violin plots in Figure 10, do not fare
d on a planetmuch better when considering the ∆elpd
k
by-planet basis. The results for the Model 1 simulated
catalog are about the same as the Kepler simulations,
except higher complexity models perform slightly better in comparison, on par with the generative model.
Similarly, for the Model 3 simulated catalog, the results are similar but with the higher complexity models performing better than the generative model, rather
than performing similarly. The results for the Model
Icy3b simulated catalog are about the same as the results for the corresponding Kepler simulated catalog.
d distribuSome lower complexity models have ∆elpd
k
tions shifted lower compared to the Kepler simulations,
indicating better comparative performance for the generative model. Finally, Model Icy6 is the only set of
simulations with marked improvement, with the generative model preferred over all other models, albeit slightly
in some cases.
While we have been primarily focused on the planetd when presenting these simulations, we
wise ∆elpd
k
d with this
do note improvements in the summed elpd
d
PLATO dataset. Even if the distributions in the ∆elpd
k
are the same, since the sample size is roughly four times
d will have larger differences between
as large, the elpd
models. Additionally, the relative
error on this total
√
would be lower by a factor of N , or in this case by a
factor of 2. This difference is enough to select the generative model in some cases where it would not be enough
d
for a Kepler -like catalog. However, a similar ∆elpd
k
distribution does indicate that a larger dataset does not
on average result in superior predictions of planet properties.
Modifying the input parameters to create a larger
separation between subpopulations compared to the retrieved parameters from the model fits to the real Kepler data, as in the second set of simulations, leads to
significant improvement in correctly selecting low complexity generative models. For higher complexity generative models, the results are comparable to the first
set of simulations, with no improvement. The fourth
set of simulations, which uses idealized PLATO planet
catalogs, showed improvement over the realistic PLATO
dataset shown in Figure 10 in some cases, and regressed
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performance in others. The main improvements are
that the lower complexity models performed even worse
when the generative model was of high complexity. Conversely, the higher complexity models had distributions
d across all simulated catshifted toward higher ∆elpd
k
alogs, leading to worse ability to rule out higher complexity models.
Our simulations provide valuable context to inform
the interpretation of the model selection results presented in Section 4.2. The simulations confirm the inherent difficult in performing model selection with mixture
models. We discuss this further in Section 5.1.
5. DISCUSSION

5.1. Difficulties with Model Selection
We presented model selection results using k-fold cross
validation in section 4.2. However, simulations presented in section 4.3 showed that k-fold cross validation
was unable to consistently select the generative model
as the preferred model. As a result, our model selection
results are inconclusive.
A comprehensive and systematic study of the performance of k-fold cross validation as applied to Growth
Mixture Modeling was performed by He & Fan (2019).
While there are several notable differences between the
specific models they studied and the models presented in
this paper, the results are applicable to mixture models
in general. They examined five factors and their effects
on the ability of k-fold cross validation to successfully
select the number of classes (i.e. mixtures) used to generate the data: mixing ratio (how evenly the data is split
between the different classes), the size of the dataset, the
number of folds, model parametrization, and class separation (how similar or dissimilar the classes are). For
each permutation of the listed five factors, they generated 100 datasets using a 3-class model, and subsequently fit these datasets to models ranging from 1 to
5 classes. They also investigated four different methods
of selecting the preferred model. The fraction of replications which correctly identified the generative 3-class
model as the preferred model demonstrates how well the
k-fold cross validation had performed.
For nearly all combinations of the five factors, the
results were consistently poor. The 3-class model was
only selected between roughly 20 and 30% of the time.
Depending on the method used to select the preferred
model, models with lower or higher complexity were
predominantly chosen. Consistent with our own simulations, increasing the sample size (in their case from
500 to 2000) had a small but relatively insignificant effect on the performance. The only conditions where the
model selection performed relatively well was the case
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of high class separation, reaching up to 78% of replications preferring the generative model. In the context of our models, class separation is difficult to define.
Between gaseous and evaporated rocky planets, for instance, the two share a mass and period distribution
(no class separation), but are separated in mass-radius
space as a function of the photoevaporation timescale,
which strongly depends on mass and period (high separation). As shown by the ternary diagrams in Figure
6, it is difficult to distinguish between evaporated or intrinsically rocky planets, which indicates low class separation. Rocky and icy planets may appear similar in
mass-period space, but are cleanly separated in massradius space.
There are numerous aspects of our models that distinguish them from the work of He & Fan (2019), preventing a direct comparison. We are working with
three-dimensional data with observational uncertainties,
which is incomplete due to not detecting or lacking mass
measurements for a subset of planets. Standard mixture
models like those presented in He & Fan (2019) have
mixtures that are identical in form and parametrization.
While our mixtures all use a log-normal parametrization
for the mass distribution and a broken power-law for
the period distribution, the mass-radius relation takes
a different form depending on the composition and the
photoevaporation timescale. However, these differences
are additional complexities compared to their simulations, and if the k-fold cross validation fails in even the
simpler case, it is unlikely to be effective here.
While He & Fan (2019) focused on k-fold cross validation, there is no clear alternative that would be effective as a method of model selection for mixture models.
Likelihood ratio test (LRT) methods cannot be applied
consistently to our suite of models, as they rely on comparing two models where one model is a subset of the
other. While this is true for certain pairs of models in
our work, other pairs cannot be compared this way. As
an example, Model Z, which has no photoevaporation,
is not contained within another model nor is any other
model a subset of Model Z.
Another commonly used class of model selection techniques are various information criteria, such as the
Akaike information criterion (AIC) and Bayesian information criterion (BIC) among others. Usami (2014) performed a similar simulation study to assess the performance of various information criteria in estimating the
number of classes in growth mixture models. No one criterion showed consistent performance across the various
factors they tested. As shown in the k-fold cross validation study by He & Fan (2019), they found a strong
dependence of the performance on class separation. Ad-
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Figure 10. Cross-validation results for Kepler and PLATO simulated datasets. These are the first and third sets of simulations
out of the four described in Section 4.3. Each panel shows a different simulated catalog, generated by a different model: Model
1 (top left), Model 3 (bottom left), Model Icy3b (top right), Model Icy6 (bottom right). Within each panel we compare the
cross-validation results for each model compared to the model that was used to generate the data. The results for the Kepler
datasets are represented by the left half of the curve in the violin plots (in teal), and the PLATO datasets are represented by the
right half of the violin (in orange). Negative numbers indicate better performance relative to the generative model, and positive
d . The
numbers indicate worse performance, measured by the difference in the computed expected log predictive density, ∆elpd
k
dashed lines within each violin represent the median, and 15.9% and 84.1% quantiles of the distributions.

ditionally, model misspecification as well as model complexity, both a concern for our models, were shown to
significantly negatively impact performance.
Altogether, model selection applied to finite mixture
models is a problem with no clear solution. This has
been shown in various simulation studies in other fields,
as well as in the simulations presented in this paper. The
specifics of identifying compositional subpopulations in
exoplanet transit survey data — three-dimensional data,
a hierarchical model with observational uncertainties,
non-uniform mixtures, model misspecification — increase the severity of the challenges. With these challenges in mind, care must be taken when first formulating mixture models, implementing physical principles
and constraints wherever possible. Model selection techniques should be considered one aspect of evaluating
models, rather than the end-all and be-all, and validated with simulations where possible. As these simulations have brought to light, data-driven models can

easily lead to overfitting and over-interpretation of results, even when physical principles are implemented.
5.2. Do Water Worlds exist?
Our paper aims to assess the claims of the existence
of water worlds in the sample of Kepler exoplanets, as
put forth by Zeng et al. (2019) and others. In order to
do so, we compile a range of models that either incorporated icy composition planets alongside rocky composition planets, without invoking photoevaporation (Model
Z), or included planets with icy compositions within
models that include photoevaporation (Models Icy3a Icy6).
While we cannot definitively prove the existence of water worlds, we find that both models that include water
worlds and those that do not are valid fits to the Kepler sample. Our model selection results, while subject
to the caveats discussed in Sections 4.3 and 5.1, suggest that Model 1 and 2 are disfavored. The remainder
of the models, however, are all within 1σ of each other
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in terms of their expected log predictive density, with
no clear best model. This suggest that models without
water worlds (Model 3), models with water worlds and
no photoevaporation (Model Z), and models with water worlds and photoevaporation (Models Icy3a through
Icy6) are all valid fits to the data. In fact, if you select
the best model through Method 2 of He & Fan (2019),
discussed in Section 5.1, where you choose the model
with the fewest parameters within 1σ of the model with
the highest score, Model Z would be the selected model,
as it has the fewest parameters among comparable models.
With the validity of both models that include and do
not include water worlds, we assessed the constraint on
the fraction of icy composition planets in Section 3.4.
We found a wide range across all models, with a general
upper limit of 50%, and a lower limit of 0%. Including all compositional and formational subpopulations of
planets in Model Icy6 resulted in a broad posterior distribution of the fraction of icy planets, within the limits
of 0% to 50% and peaking at roughly 25%.
The wide uncertainty in the fraction of icy composition planets is reflected in the large degree of degeneracy
between planet subpopulations, as demonstrated by the
ternary diagrams in Figure 6. While there is a high
density of planets that are definitively rocky, there is
significant overlap between planets that could be rocky
or gaseous, and an even larger overlap between planets
that could be icy or gaseous. This overlap is demonstrated in the radius-period and mass-radius plots of
Figures 2 and 3 as well. Intrinsically icy planets and
gaseous planets below 4R⊕ occupy similar territory in
mass-radius-period space. Distinguishing between these
two subpopulations for planets between 2 and 4R⊕ is
difficult.
This difficulty is primarily due to three different facets:
the dataset, the model, and inherent degeneracies in
composition. The majority of planets in the dataset
lack mass measurements, and only contain radius and
period information. With the high degree of overlap
in radius-period space between intrinsically icy planets and gaseous planets, these planets are extra difficult
to identify as belonging to one subpopulation over the
other. For planets with mass measurements, the uncertainties on the mass and radius measurements are high
enough that this ambiguity in the identification of an
individual planet’s composition still persists. Even for
planets with perfect mass and radius information, our
model parametrization and inherent degeneracies will
make this identification difficult.
In our model parametrization, we have abstracted the
complexity inherent to planet compositions by choosing

27

three broad categories of composition: rocky, icy, and
gaseous, choosing a mean mass-radius relation for each,
and adding intrinsic scatter to simulate compositional
diversity within these subpopulations. The mass-radius
relation for the gaseous subpopulation is retrieved in the
model rather than fixed to a theoretical curve as it is for
the rocky and icy subpopulations. As a result, there
is significant overlap in mass-radius space between the
icy and gaseous subpopulations. While overlap between
these subpopulations is expected, the retrieved scatter
in the gaseous mass-radius relation is likely higher than
physically expected. The envelope mass fraction and
core composition is not directly modeled in the gaseous
subpopulation, and as a result it is possible to have
gaseous planets in the model with higher densities than
pure ice planets. Furthermore, each subpopulation uses
the same functional form for the mass and period distributions. These distributions also tend to be broad, with
the consequence that it is difficult to distinguish between
these subpopulations by mass and period alone.
Regardless of our parametrization, there is also the
fact that overlap between gaseous and icy planets is inherent to some regions of parameter space, leading to
degeneracies in composition when assessing any individual mass-radius-period point. As a result, even with a
perfect model and a perfect dataset, some planets will
necessarily have substantial probabilities of belonging
to either subpopulation when considering mass-radiusperiod alone. The question of compositional categorization is a probabilistic one, given the broad distributions
of these subpopulations in mass-radius-period space.
One possible solution to break the degeneracy (as
much as we can) is to increase the amount of physical
constraints and information into the model, by shifting the framework to model composition directly rather
than purely dealing with the abstractions of mass and
radius. With core composition, core mass, and envelope
mass fraction as fundamental parameters, we avoid the
situation of gaseous planets with higher density than
rocky or icy planets, although some overlap with icy
planets will persist. The three compositional subpopulations will have greater separation in mass-radius-period
space. With this greater separation, we may be able
to better constrain the underlying mass and period distributions of these compositions. Constraining the core
mass and envelope mass fraction distributions will yield
some important insights on their own as well. Incorporating a more sophisticated mass loss prescription may
help break these compositional degeneracies, as lowdensity planets with short mass loss timescales present
a possible region of parameter space to identify water
worlds.

28

Neil et al.
5.3. Model Caveats

As mentioned in the previous section, model misspecification is a significant limiting factor in our ability to
perform model selection on this collection of models.
Metrics such as k-fold cross-validation have a tendency
to over-select high complexity models, and this problem
is exacerbated by model misspecification. Given the nature of our models as three-dimensional mixture models
with up to six subpopulations of planets, the potential
for model misspecification is high.
For each subpopulation, we assume the mass distribution to be characterized by a log-normal distribution,
and the period distribution to be characterized by a broken power-law. While these were chosen based on their
ability to fit the data better than several other alternatives, such as a normal distribution for the mass distribution, and a power-law for the period distribution,
there are many possibilities that we did not explore.
With the log-normal only having two free parameters,
and the broken power-law having only three free parameters, there is the potential for additional complexity
in these distributions that these parameterizations cannot account for. For example, due to the log-normal
distribution having long, symmetric tails in log-space,
the intrinsically rocky subpopulations extend to higher
masses than is physically likely. An exponential cutoff
might be a feature of the mass distribution that could
limit the masses of intrinsically rocky planets, as above a
certain mass these planets will have accreted significant
hydrogen-helium gaseous envelopes. Our assumption of
a period distribution independent from mass and radius
(aside from photoevaporation) may break down if we
extended our period range beyond 100 days.
Additionally, in our models there is the added assumption that each mixture has a mass and period distribution that follows the same form. It could be the case that
a lognormal mass distribution is a decent approximation for one subpopulation, but inadequately describes
another subpopulation. The possibility of different mixture subpopulations being described by distinct distributions compounds the potential for model misspecification.
Our models assume three distinct compositions for exoplanets: rocky, icy, or gaseous. Of course, compositions
are better described by a smooth spectrum rather than
discrete options. In order to account for this spectrum,
we incorporate a scatter in the mass-radius relation, so
that a given mass planet for a given composition can
have a range of radii. This is a convenient abstraction,
but a better way to incorporate the complexities of composition would be to directly model the composition of
exoplanets, rather than the mass and radius.

The prescription we use to incorporate photoevaporation into our models, given by Equations (8) and (9), is
another potential source of model misspecification. This
photoevaporation timescale depends on several factors,
including the typical age of a star, the XUV flux, and
the mass-loss efficiency, for which we choose nominal
values but recognize them to be highly uncertain. To
compensate for this uncertainty, we include a free parameter α to scale the mass-loss timescale. However,
this parameter is strongly influenced by the prior, and
takes disparate values depending on the model, ranging from 0.3 to 8.5. This indicates that this parameter
acting more to scale the number of evaporated planets
rather than modeling a specific physical process.
Core-powered mass loss is an alternative explanation
to the Kepler radius gap that we have not explored in
this work. Rogers et al. (2021) have shown that, similarly to our conclusions with respect to water worlds
versus photoevaporation, the CKS-Gaia dataset is insufficient to distinguish between core-powered mass loss
and photoevaporation. They find that a survey of 5000
planets with sufficient coverage in host star mass and 5%
level uncertainties would be able to distinguish between
the two scenarios by constraining the slope of the radius
gap in radius-host star mass and radius-incident flux
space. The mixture models we presented here could be
adapted to include core-powered mass loss, but model
selection difficulties and dataset limitations would remain a barrier to distinguishing between models.
Finally, as discussed in NR20, the mass-radius-period
distribution of exoplanets is just one 3D projection of
the many-dimensional distribution of exoplanets. Exoplanet occurrence rates can also depend on the multiplicity of planetary systems, host star spectral type and
metallicity, and the galactic location, among other starplanet system parameters. These additional dimensions
will tend to smear out these mass-radius-period distributions even more, adding more sources of model misspecification.
While there remain many avenues for improvement,
this work has made several important steps forward
compared to the models in NR20. We have explored
a much wider range of models, considering models with
up to six subpopulations of exoplanets. We have included subpopulations with icy-core compositions alongside subpopulations with rocky-core compositions, opening the door for a broader range of compositional diversity. Careful tests of model selection using simulated
planet catalogs have shown that overfitting remains a
problem when considering high complexity models. As
a result, several of these models remain viable fits to
the Kepler dataset, and higher quality datasets or im-
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proved modeling techniques may be necessary to distinguish between the competing theories of planet formation processes. Though our results were inconclusive in
ruling a subpopulation of water worlds in or out, our
study presents an in-depth case study on the challenges
of model selection applied to mixture models and the
population-level degeneracies that persist when interpreting a statistical sample of planet mass, radius, and
orbital period measurements.
5.4. Future Prospects
Our ability to fit multidimensional distributions including multiple subpopulations of planets is limited by
the quality of the data that we use. As seen in Section 4.3, the quality and quantity of data is not a complete solution to the difficulties of model selection with
mixture models. However, improving the dataset (as in
our PLATO simulations, compared to Kepler simulations), may help distinguish between models in the case
of high model complexity and large separation between
subpopulations. Improving the dataset will thus allow
us to uncover additional complexities in the mass-radiusperiod distribution, just as improving the Kepler sample with higher precision stellar radius measurements
led to the discovery of the Kepler radius gap (Fulton
et al. 2017). These improvements would include more
transiting planets in the sample, more planets with mass
measurements, lower mass and radius uncertainties, and
improved sensitivity to smaller planets and longer period
planets.
TESS is an ongoing all-sky transit survey looking at
the brightest nearby stars that has identified 2241 exoplanet candidates to date, with over 100 confirmed exoplanets (Guerrero et al. 2021). TESS also aims to have
follow-up radial velocity measurements of 50 small planets below 4R⊕ . With its two-year Prime Mission, its sensitivity is mostly limited to planets with periods shorter
than 100 days. Additionally, it is limited in its ability
to detect smaller planets below 1.5R⊕ , currently having
detected less than 100 candidates out of 2241. Nonetheless, TESS offers a dataset comparable in size to Kepler,
and will add considerably to the sample of small planets
with radial velocity mass measurements. TESS will also
enable more detailed studies of host star dependence for
planet occurrence rates, given the increased fraction of
planets around low-mass stars.
PLATO is a space telescope scheduled for launch
in 2026, that is designed to detect planetary transits
around bright stars. The PLATO mission has a goal of
detecting 7000 transiting systems, with radial velocity
mass measurements of 400 of those planets to a rough
precision of 10%, in addition to TTV mass measure-

ments of an undetermined subset of planets. PLATO
also pushes the bounds in radius and period, with the
goal of detecting 1R⊕ planets orbiting in the habitable
zone of G-type stars to 3% precision (PLATO Study
Team 2017). PLATO’s nominal science mission lifetime
of 4 years, with a possible extension to 8 years, will
enable it to better study long-period planets compared
to Kepler and TESS. PLATO will represent a significant upgrade to Kepler by offering a larger dataset with
higher precision radii, a massively expanded RV sample
with higher precision masses, and improved sensitivity
to smaller planets on longer orbits.
In the future, we will have several high-quality
datasets available to us, from Kepler, TESS, PLATO,
and others. Rather than fitting a mass-radius-period
distribution to each dataset independently, a better way
to leverage these datasets would be to combine them into
one single fit. The inhomogeneous Poisson process we
use to model this distribution offers a possible way to incorporate multiple surveys. Our ability to include multiple compositional subpopulations in our mass-radiusperiod models will thus be greatly improved with the
advent of additional Kepler -like surveys.
6. CONCLUSION

We include various subpopulations of planets with icy
compositions into our joint mass-radius-period distribution modelling. We create a suite of ten mixture
models of varying complexity that combine six fundamental subpopulations of planets - gaseous planets with
rocky or icy cores, evaporated rocky or icy cores, and
intrinsically rocky or icy planets - in different permutations in order to assess the evidence for water worlds
in the Kepler dataset. We find that these icy compositional subpopulations have significant overlap with
existing gaseous and rocky subpopulations, leading to
large degeneracies in identifying any particular planet
as belonging to a specific subpopulation. We apply kfold cross-validation as a form of model selection, and
find that while the lowest complexity models are disfavored, we cannot strongly distinguish between the majority of our ten models. Models that include icy composition planets either with photoevaporation, or without
photoevaporation, or models that include photoevaporation but not icy composition planets, all have support
in the data. We set a rough upper limit of 50% on the
fraction of icy composition planets, although this fraction varies widely between models. We propose that
improved modeling approaches, such as fundamentally
modeling composition, and improved datasets, such as
those from PLATO or TESS, could further probe the
existence of water worlds.
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