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ABSTRACT

We introduce a new chemical kinetic code FRECKLL (Full and Reduced Exoplanet Chemical Ki-

netics distiLLed) to evolve large chemical networks efficiently. FRECKLL employs ‘distillation’ in

computing the reaction rates, which minimizes the error bounds to the minimum allowed by double

precision values (ε ≤ 10−15). FRECKLL requires less than 5 minutes to evolve the full Venot2020

network in a 130 layers atmosphere and 30 seconds to evolve the Venot2020 reduced scheme. Pack-

aged with FRECKLL is a TauREx 3.1 plugin for usage in forward modelling and retrievals. We

present TauREx retrievals performed on a simulated HD189733 JWST spectra using the full and re-

duced Venot2020 chemical networks and demonstrate the viability of total disequilibrium chemistry

retrievals and the ability for JWST to detect disequilibrium processes.

Keywords: kinetic chemistry — exoplanet atmosphere — code

1. INTRODUCTION

In the last decade, observations from space using

mainly the Hubble Space Telescope (HST) and the

Spitzer Space Telescope (Spitzer) and from the ground,

have allowed to characterise the atmospheric properties

of a handful of planets from their transit (Tinetti et al.

2007; Kreidberg et al. 2014; Sing et al. 2016; Sedaghati

et al. 2017; Wakeford et al. 2017; Tsiaras et al. 2018;

Fisher & Heng 2018; Anisman et al. 2020; Edwards et al.

2021; Gressier et al. 2022; Wong et al. 2022; Saba et al.

2022; Changeat et al. 2022), eclipse (Swain et al. 2008;

Crouzet et al. 2014; Haynes et al. 2015; Line et al. 2016;

Edwards et al. 2020; Line et al. 2014; Changeat & Ed-

wards 2021; Fu et al. 2022) or phase-curve observations

(Stevenson et al. 2017; Arcangeli et al. 2019; Changeat

et al. 2021; Changeat 2022; Mikal-Evans et al. 2022;

Chubb & Min 2022). Due to the low resolution and
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narrow wavelength coverage of older generation space-

based instrumentation, however, degeneracies can often

lead to multiple interpretations of exoplanet spectra, de-

pending on model and prior assumptions (e.g. Changeat

et al. 2020b). To explore the information contained in

these spectra, exoplanet teams have developed sophisti-

cated methods to invert the information content in the

spectra of exoplanets. These methods, often called spec-

tral retrieval techniques (Irwin et al. 2008; Madhusud-

han & Seager 2009; Benneke & Seager 2012; Line et al.

2013; Waldmann et al. 2015; Min et al. 2020; Mollière

et al. 2019; Al-Refaie et al. 2021b) require the evaluation

of thousands to millions of forward models, therefore re-

quiring significant computing resources. Often, the com-

puting requirements imply that simplified atmospheric

models have to be employed, for instance, by assuming

1-dimensional geometries and other idealized assump-

tions on the thermal structure, the chemistry and the

cloud properties. Since the information extracted from

current spectra is low, assumptions are commonly used

throughout the literature. These assumptions include

isothermal thermal structure, constant chemical profiles
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or equilibrium chemistry, and fully opaque cloud opaci-

ties.

In retrieval schemes, the chemistry is often recovered

using profiles that are constant with altitude; a single

free parameter then represents each molecule. While not

representative of an entire atmosphere, current observa-

tions mostly probe small pressure regions where chemi-

cal variations remain small. An alternative assumption

is thermochemical equilibrium (White et al. 1958; Eriks-

son et al. 1971), which requires computing the chemistry

state by minimizing the Gibbs free energy of the sys-

tem. Such an assumption has gained popularity due to

the reduced degrees of freedom. Furthermore, it often

only requires two free parameters for metallicity and the

C/O ratio chosen for their natural links to planetary for-

mation and evolution processes. Equilibrium chemistry,

however, is a strong assumption with little justification,

given that our knowledge of exoplanetary atmospheres is

still in its infancy. Furthermore, simulations employing

kinetics methods and thus taking into account disequi-

librium processes such as mixing and photochemistry

have proven that chemical equilibrium is inadequate in

many scenarios (e.g. Moses et al. 2011, 2013, 2016;

Venot et al. 2012, 2014, 2020a,b; Molaverdikhani et al.

2019; Tsai et al. 2021). With future telescopes, accurate

representation of the chemical processes will be essential

to ensure unbiased interpretation of the observations as

discussed in the first analyses of JWST data (The JWST

Transiting Exoplanet Community Early Release Science

Team et al. 2022).

In this paper we present the first implementation of

a full chemical kinetic scheme into an atmospheric re-

trieval framework. We use the flexibility of the plu-

gin system in TauREx 3.1 to integrate this new scheme

and explore the use of chemical kinetic models in at-

mospheric retrievals. In particular, we focus our study

on quantifying the impact of the equilibrium chemistry

assumption in interpreting atmospheres exhibiting dise-

quilibrium processes. Section 2 presents our implemen-

tation of the chemical kinetic code and the steps carried

out in this work. In Section 3, we present the results of

our simulations. Finally, Section 4 discusses our findings

and provides the main conclusions of our exploration.

2. KINETIC MODEL

2.1. Description of chemical kinetic model

As opposed to thermochemical equilibrium models,

which predict the chemical state of a planet’s atmo-

sphere by minimising the Gibbs free energy of the sys-

tem, chemical kinetic models necessitate integrating the

system of differential equations representing each con-

sidered reactions until a steady-state is reached. The

continuity equation (Equation 1) describes the temporal

evolution of the abundance of each species i, considering

a one-dimensional plane-parallel atmosphere.

∂ni
∂t

= Pi − Li −
∂φi
∂z

(1)

where ni, Pi and Li are the number density (cm−3),

production rate and loss rate of species i (cm−3.s−1), z

is the vertical coordinate of the atmosphere, and φi is

the vertical flux for species i which has the form of a

diffusion equation given in Equation 2.

φi = −niDi

(
1

ni

∂ni
∂z

+
1

Hi
+

1

T

∂T

∂z

)
− niKzz

∂ni
∂z

(2)

Here, Di is the molecular diffusion coefficient (cm2.s−1),

Hi is the scale height for species i (km), T is the tem-

perature (K) and Kzz is the eddy diffusion coefficient

(cm2.s−1).

At t = 0 s, an initial abundance is set. FRECKLL can

accept any initial atmospheric abundance, either user-

supplied or from an external code. As the default, the

system is initialised with the abundance of each species

assumed to be at thermochemical equilibrium. This ini-

tial state is computed using the ACE code (Agúndez

et al. 2012) and, subsequently, Equation 1 is evolved

using a stiff ODE solver such as VODE (Brown et al.

1989) or DLSODES from the ODEPACK (Hindmarsh

1983) package until steady state is achieved or a user-

defined condition is reached. Metallicity, C/O and N/O

ratios can be set to determine the initial abundance pro-

duced by ACE. In addition to those parameters, the

model also allows for the definition of the eddy diffusion

parameter Kzz, this given as a constant value or layer-

by-layer. For a 100 layer atmosphere, FRECKLL takes

roughly 4–5 minutes to reach a steady-state, using the

full chemical network of Venot et al. (2020a) involving

108 species, 1906 reactions and 55 photodissociations.

The model also included the reduced network of Venot

et al. (2020a), which includes 44 species and 582 re-

actions, speeding-up the convergence of the model to

roughly 30 seconds.

2.2. The importance of Numerical stability

Improving numerical stability is of utmost importance

in ensuring a solution can converge and, moreover, con-

verge quickly. One of the challenges with chemical ki-

netics is the inherent stiffness of the equations. This

stiffness arises from the chemical timescales and abun-

dances, which involve an extensive range of magnitudes.

Integration requires stiff ODE algorithms such as Back-

wards differentiation formula, Rosenbrock and back-

wards Euler methods which can vary the time steps over
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large orders of magnitude. Additionally, an overlooked

aspect involves the computation of sums. With double

precision we generally expect the upper bound of rela-

tive errors from rounding to be εm ≈ 10−6. Assuming a

function implemented with algorithm f(x) and the true

function f̃(x) the relative error for an algorithm ε is

computed as:

ε =
|f(x)− f̃(x)|
|f̃(x)|

(3)

Here, the true function is f̃(x) =
∑n

xi where summa-

tion is performed at infinite precision. We must also

consider the condition number C:

C =

∑n |xi|
|
∑n

xi|
(4)

which represents the intrinsic sensitivity of summation.

For naive summation such as the inbuilt python sum

function, the error is bounded as:

ε ≤ nεmC (5)

where n is the number of elements. The error for

pairwise summation used by the numpy.sum function is

bounded by:

ε ≤ εmlog2n

1− εmlog2n
C (6)

Generally, well-conditioned problems are those where

C ≈ 1, one such case is where all values are non-negative

(i.e xi > 0). For 10,000 elements, the error from naive

summation is ε ≤ 10−12 and for pairwise we expect an

error ε ≤ 10−15.

The problem comes when dealing with extensive mag-

nitudes and a mixture of negative and non-negative

values. To illustrate, lets us take an array of val-

ues x = [1016, 1030, 1, 5, 10, 104,−1030,−1016], where∑
x = 10016. Attempting to use the native sum we

get:

>>> sum( [1e+16, 1e+30, 1, 5, 10,

10000.0, -1e+30, -1e+16])

-7638326771712.0

the error is in the order of ε ≈ 108. Pairwise summation

performs a little better:

>>> numpy.sum( [1e+16, 1e+30, 1, 5,

10, 10000.0, -1e+30, -1e+16])

0.0

here ε = 1. The problem is ill-conditioned with a con-

dition number of C = 1026 which is extremely large.

This arises from catastrophic cancellation where preci-

sion limits for floating points mean dbl(1030 + 1) = 1030

where dbl is an operation under double-precision. For

kinetics calculations, this is problematic, as summing

production and loss rates for a molecule can suddenly

become zero, change sign or magnitude. In the Jaco-

bian, these appear as sudden discontinuities and can

cause stiff ODE methods to oscillate at certain times

and continually reduce the time-step, which will drop

the integration efficiency. To avoid these problems in

FRECKLL, we instead employ the K-fold summation

method (Ogita et al. 2005). This method first performs

an error-free transformation of an array:

def twosum(a,b):

x = a + b

z = x - a

y = (a - (x-z)) + (b-z)

return x,y

def vecsum(x):

for i in range(1, len(x)):

a,b = twosum(x[i], x[i-1])

x[i] = a

x[i-1] = b

return x

The twosum computes the resultant floating point sum

and residuals from the summation. For each element i,

the result is stored at i and the residual at i − 1. For

an array x the algorithm produces a resultant array y

where y = vecsum(x) which has the property:

n∑
yi =

n∑
xi (7)

assuming infinite precision. This is often referred to as

‘distillation’ (Kahan 1987). For low condition numbers,

elements i = 1...n−1 will be zero and i = n will contain
the resultant sum (i.e yn =

∑n
xi). For higher condi-

tion numbers this takes the form
∑

n−1 yi + yn =
∑
xi.

Distillation has the effect of reducing the condition

number and indeed, applying it to our original array

x = [1016, 1030, 1, 5, 10, 104,−1030,−1016], the condition

number falls to C ≈ 109. As distillation preserves the

original sum and reduces the condition number, we can

apply it K−1 times until we reach our desired condition

number before applying the summation; this is K-fold

summation in its essence:

def kfold(x, K):

v = x

for k in range(K-1):

v = vecsum(v)

return sum(v[:-1]) + v[-1]
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>>> kfold( [1e+16, 1e+30, 1, 5, 10,

10000.0, -1e+30, -1e+16], K=2)

10016.0

Applying this algorithm for K = 2 we indeed get

the correct result. The error bounds for K = 2 are

εK=2 ≤ 104. Increasing to K = 4 gives an error bounded

εK=4 ≤ 10−15 which is the maximum possible with dou-

ble precision. K-fold summation is significantly slower

than numpy.sum; 10,000 elements takes roughly 7-10x

longer than numpy. However, as we will demonstrate,

the increase in precision greatly benefits convergence.

We employ K-fold summation in computing the produc-

tion and loss rates of molecules. To maximise computa-

tional efficiency and precision we combine the rates into

a single array. For molecule i and reaction r we com-

bine the production rate P i
r and loss rate Li

r into a total

molecule rate Ri. If we have p production reactions and

l loss reactions then:

Ri
1...p = P i

1...p

Ri
p+1...p+l = −Li

1...l

(8)

The total rate for molecule i is given as:

Ri = k(Ri
r,K = 4) (9)

where k is our K-fold function. We can rewrite Equation

2 as:
∂ni
∂t

= Ri −
∂φi
∂z

(10)

We demonstrate the benefit of k-fold summation by solv-

ing a benchmark system. We compute a HD 209458 b

model between 10−5–102 bar, using the thermal and

vertical mixing profiles from Venot et al. (2020a) dis-

played in Figure 1. The model consists of 130 layers,

108 molecules, 1906 reactions and 55 photodissociations

from the Venot2020 network (Venot et al. 2020a). We

evolve the system with a relative tolerance of 10−3 and

absolute tolerance at 10−25 until t = 1010 s with steady-

state occurring at t = 108 s.

Figure 2 shows the initial abundances at equlibrium

computed using ACE and the final steady state solution

achieved by FRECKLL at t = 1010 s. Using piecewise

summation implemented by numpy.sum takes roughly

128 minutes to evolve until t = 1010 s requiring 467335

function evaluations and 2179 jacobian evaluations. The

issue is that the solver is unable to take larger time steps,
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Figure 1. Temperature and vertical mixing (Kzz) profiles
of HD 209458 b taken from Venot et al. (2020a).

especially at t ≈ 108 s where ∆t ≈ 104 s. As disconti-

nuities appear more often, the solver is forced to use

small timesteps in order to ensure smoothness in the

function. This effect becomes more pronounced as the

system approaches steady state as the solver has diffi-

cultly integrating certain |∂ni

∂t | below 10−10.

Solving the same system using K-fold summation un-

til t = 1010 s takes 5 minutes, 2,682 function evaluations

and 158 jacobian evaluations. As we stated previously,

K-fold summation is significantly slower than piecewise

summation but we manage to gain a 25x reduction in

solver time as well as a 175x reduction in function eval-

uations. The improved precision means that |∂ni

∂t | can

reach 10−15 and the solver is choosing larger time-steps

that skip from 108s−1010 s. In fact, solving further to

1012 s takes only 10 extra function evaluations.

There is always a trade-off between raw performance

and precision. When dealing with stiff non-linear sys-

tems, convergence can be hampered by the underlying

precision of algorithms. It is sometimes easy to forget

that summation is also an algorithm and not an intrinsic

feature of computation. We demonstrate that choosing

a slower, more precise summation algorithm can lead to

significant performance gains from faster convergence.

3. FORWARD MODELS

FRECKLL includes a plugin for TauREx 3.1 (Al-

Refaie et al. 2021b,a) for generation of synthetic spec-

tra and retrievals using the chemical kinetic code. We

demonstrate its forward modelling capabilities by sim-

ulating HD 189733 b with parameters taken from the

literature which are given in Table 1. Note that we
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Figure 2. Chemical abundances for a benchmark HD 209458 b atmosphere using temperature and mixing profiles from Venot
et al. (2020a). The left plot is the initial state of the system at equilibrium abundances and right is the final steady state
solution at t = 1010s.

simulate HD 189733 b with a constant Kzz of 4×108

cm2.s−1, meaning that we can expect vertical mixing to

be important in this scenario. For simplicity, the tem-

perature profile for those simulations is modelled using

an isothermal profile, even if radiative transfer models

predict variations with altitude, as well as with longi-

tude and latitude (e.g. Drummond et al. 2020). In the

model, we include absorption using the ExoMol line-

lists (Tennyson & Yurchenko 2012; Chubb et al. 2021;

Tennyson et al. 2020) from the species H2O (Polyansky

et al. 2018), CH4 (Yurchenko & Tennyson 2014), CO (Li

et al. 2015), CO2 (Yurchenko et al. 2020), NH3 (Coles

et al. 2019), HCN (Harris et al. 2006), C2H2 (Chubb

et al. 2020), C2H4 (Mant et al. 2018) and H2CO (Al-

Refaie et al. 2015). We also include Collision Induced

Absorption and Rayleigh Scattering. The atmosphere

is modelled in plane-parallel geometry with 100 layers

spaced between 10 bar and 10−5 bar in log space.

The spectra obtained from the reduced and full

scheme are presented in Figure 3 while the correspond-

ing chemical profiles are shown in Figure 4.

From the chemistry predictions, we observe large dif-

ferences between the two chemical schemes. In partic-

ular, while the predictions at the bottom of the atmo-

spheres are consistent, large differences in the predicted

abundances can be seen for the top of the atmosphere

Parameter Value

HD 189733

Rs 0.76 R�

Ts 5050.0 K

Kmag 5.541

Ds 27 pc∗

Zs 0.01 Z�

Ms 0.82 M�

HD 189733 b

Rp 1.12 RJ

Mp 1.16 MJ

Semi-major axis 0.031 AU

tperiod 2.219 days

ttransit 1.84 hours

T 1200 K

Z Z�

C/O 0.5

Kzz 4x108 cm2/s

Table 1. Planetary and parent star parameters from Addi-
son et al. (2019) used to generate the simulated HD 189733 b
JWST transit spectra. ∗ we’ve elected to move the star fur-
ther away to prevent saturation of the JWST NIRISS instru-
ment.

(below 0.1 bar). Those differences are likely due to

the inclusion of reactions for photo-chemistry in the full

scheme. We note, in particular, that the abundances of

CH4 and NH3 decrease very rapidly for pressures above

10−3 bar, while the C2H2 profile is significantly affected.

This translates in large differences in the observed spec-
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Figure 3. TauREx Forward models of HD 189733 b using
parameters from Table 1.
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Figure 4. Vertical abundances profiles for the main con-
stituents of HD 189733 b computed with FRECKLL using
the Full Venot2020 scheme (top) and the Reduced Venot2020
scheme (bottom). Planetary and star parameters used are
from Table 1.
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Figure 5. Contribution of methane to the spectra of
HD 189733 b for both full and reduced schemes using param-
eters from Table 1.

Parameter Prior Range

Rp Uniform 0.8–2.0 RJ

T Uniform 700.0–2500 K

Z log-Uniform 10−1–103 Z�

C/O Uniform 0.1–2.0

Kzz log-Uniform 103–1013 cm2/s

Table 2. Retrieval priors and ranges. The log prefix de-
scribes fitting the ranges in log-space

trum at the wavelengths that are probing those alti-

tudes. For instance, the 2.3µm and 3.6µm methane fea-

tures in Figure 3 and highlighted in Figure 5 are muted

in the full scheme scenario as its strongly photolysed

in the upper atmosphere, with differences of the order

of 200ppm. Given the size of these features, and that

these wavelength regions are covered by facilities such as

JWST (Gardner et al. 2006), Twinkle (Edwards et al.

2019) and Ariel (Tinetti et al. 2018, 2021), these differ-

ences should be observable.

4. RETRIEVALS

We now examine the viability of using a chemical ki-

netic solver in the context of retrievals and evaluate the

biases introduced by the use of a reduced scheme or

the assumption of chemical equilibrium. To our knowl-

edge, this is the first time a full disequilibrium kinetic

retrieval including vertical mixing and photo-chemistry

is attempted. Due to the large number of samples evalu-

ated in atmospheric retrievals, numerical stability across

the full range of parameters explored is key, highlight-

ing the importance of the improvements described in the

Methodology section. We now use the forward model

employing the full scheme from the previous section to

simulate the observations. The high resolution spectrum
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is convolved with the JWST instrument response for

one observation of HD 189733 b with NIRISS GR700XD

and one with NIRSpec G395M. The error bars are ob-

tained using the ExoWebb instrument simulator (Ed-

wards et al. in prep), which is based upon the radiomet-

ric model from Edwards & Stotesbury (2021). Normally

HD 189733 would saturate the NIRISS instrument which

necessitates moving the star to 27 parsecs to prevent

non-linearity in the detector response. The observed

spectrum is shown in Figure 6.

We fit the JWST simulation using the full and reduced

chemical networks as well as the equilibrium chemistry

to evaluate the biases introduced by chemical assump-

tions. The results of these retrievals are shown in Figure

6. We utilize the same priors for all cases, which are de-

scribed in Table 2. The Kzz parameter, in particular, is

fitted in the reduced and full schemes cases to uniform

priors between 103–1012 cm2.s−1 inclusive in log-space.

For benchmark purposes, and to provide comparisons

with our previous works (Al-Refaie et al. 2021b,a), we

highlight below the details of our hardware setup and

computing use for this work. The retrievals performed

in this work do not exploit GPU acceleration, which was

introduced in Al-Refaie et al. (2021a), as the chemical

kinetic solver is the dominant computational bottleneck.

However, this allows us to mitigate the long computa-

tion time by exploiting large CPU-only nodes with sig-

nificantly higher core counts. For our retrieval case, we

use the DIRAC facility dedicating 180 cores per run.

The retrievals utilised the MultiNest optimizer (Feroz

et al. 2009; Buchner 2016), with 750 live points and an

evidence tolerance of 0.5 resulted in around 40,000 sam-

ples. The disequilibrium runs took 8 and 24 hours to

complete for the reduced and full schemes, respectively.

The equilibrium chemistry run took around 20 minutes.

Regarding the results of our retrievals with reduced

and full schemes, the best-fit spectra are provided in

Figure 6, the posteriors are provided in Figure 7 and

the chemistry profiles are provided in Figure 8. From

the inspection of the best-fit spectrum, we observe that,

as expected, the full scheme matches the observations.

Additionally, the recovered free parameters are close to

the chosen true value (see Figure 7), and the recovered

chemical profiles match the inputs within the uncertain-

ties (see Figure 8). Notably, the Kzz is well defined and

retrieved accurately by the full scheme on the simulated

JWST observations, implying that disequilibrium pro-

cesses are observable with JWST. This was also shown

in previous works (e.g. Greene et al. 2016; Blumenthal

et al. 2018; Molaverdikhani et al. 2019; Drummond et al.

2020; Venot et al. 2020b).

For the reduced scheme, the best-fit spectrum is at

most wavelengths able to reproduce the observations,

but we observe large discrepancies at certain bands. For

instance, the 3.6µm methane band is not well fitted by

the reduced scheme, which, in our case, predicts too

much methane. Due to the lack of flexibility and the as-

sumptions introduced by self-consistent chemistry, the

reduced scheme is likely unable to deduce the abundance

of CH4 without affecting the other important molecules

of the atmosphere. This is confirmed in Figure 8. In

most cases, the true value in this atmosphere is outside

the 1σ predictions of the reduced retrievals. The metal-

licity, for instance is found to be about Z = 6 when the

input metallicity was solar (Z = 1). This is problematic

as this could lead to incorrect interpretations, especially

as such parameter is commonly used to link atmospheric

composition to planetary formation (Öberg et al. 2011;

Moses et al. 2013; Madhusudhan et al. 2016; Line et al.

2021).

Regarding the chemical equilibrium run, we find sim-

ilar results. The retrieved parameters are most of the

time outside the true values by more than 1σ. To com-

pare the recovered metallicity again, assuming equilib-

rium chemistry it is found to be about Z = 32. In gen-

eral, we find that using a chemical equilibrium assump-

tion or a reduced scheme to recover the information con-

tent of a more complete full kinetic model that include

photo-chemistry lead to strong biases. The recovered

chemical profiles as seen in Figure 8 present large de-

partures from the input with the main molecules being

often different by more than two orders of magnitude.

The predictions, for both equilibrium and reduced runs

are overconfident and do not reflect the raw information

content in the spectrum. This is due to the assumptions

(equilibrium chemistry or pre-selected list of reactions)

introduced in those models. This raises questions on the

use of heavy assumptions in retrievals, such as equilib-

rium composition or reduced kinetic models (Changeat

et al. 2019, 2020a; Al-Refaie et al. 2021a) or even one-

dimensional retrievals (Feng et al. 2016; Caldas et al.

2019; Taylor et al. 2020; Changeat & Al-Refaie 2020;

MacDonald et al. 2020; Skaf et al. 2020; Pluriel et al.

2020).

5. CONCLUSION

We present FRECKLL a novel new code for fast com-

putation and retrieval of chemical kinetics of exoplanet

atmospheres. FRECKLL makes use of a distillation al-

gorithm to significantly improve convergence to steady

state. Using the FRECKLL and TauREx plugin we have
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Figure 6. Simulated JWST observations of HD 189733 b (blue) with retrieval best-fit models (orange) for the full scheme (top
panel), reduced scheme (bottom-left panel) and equilibrium (bottom-right).

successfully coupled chemical kinetics to a retrieval code

and performed disequilibrium retrieval with a full ki-

netic model. We have shown that the use of strong as-

sumptions about chemical composition (such as chem-

ical equilibrium) or the use of reduced schemes could

considerably bias the interpretation of observations.
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7. APPENDIX 1: POSTERIOR DISTRIBUTIONS FOR THE SIMULATED JWST SPECTRUM

Figure 7 shows the posterior distributions for the simulated JWST retrievals.
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Figure 7. Posteriors from the retrieval of a simulated JWST spectra of HD 189733 b using full and reduced chemical network
of Venot et al. (2020a) and equilibrium chemistry (Agúndez et al. 2012) with parameters given by Table 1. Blue and red are
the posteriors using the full and reduced schemes with FRECKLL respectevly and green are the posteriors using equilibrium
chemistry.
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8. APPENDIX 2: MOLECULAR PROFILES OBTAINED IN RETRIEVALS

Figure 8 shows the abundance profiles of the main chemical species in the retrievals.
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Figure 8. Chemical abundances profiles recovered by the reduced (red), full (blue) and equilibrium (green) retrievals in our
simulations of HD 189733 b.


	1 Introduction
	2 Kinetic Model
	2.1 Description of chemical kinetic model
	2.2 The importance of Numerical stability

	3 Forward Models
	4 Retrievals
	5 Conclusion
	6 Acknowledgments
	7 Appendix 1: Posterior distributions for the simulated JWST spectrum
	8 Appendix 2: Molecular profiles obtained in retrievals

