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ABSTRACT

Kepler-33 hosts five validated transiting planets ranging in period from 5 to 41 days. The planets
are in nearly co-planar orbits and exhibit remarkably similar (appropriately scaled) transit durations
indicative of similar impact parameters. The outer three planets have radii of 3.5 < R,/Rg S 4.7
and are closely-packed dynamically, and thus transit timing variations can be observed. Photodynam-
ical analysis of transit timing variations provide 20 upper bounds on the eccentricity of the orbiting
planets (ranging from < 0.02 to < 0.2) and the mean density of the host-star (0.397052 ¢/cm?). We
combine Gaia Early Data Release 3 parallax observations, the previously reported host-star effective
temperature and metallicity, and our photodynamical model to refine properties of the host-star and
the transiting planets. Our analysis yields well-constrained masses for Kepler-33 e (6.61%:(1) Mg) and
(8.2715 My,) along with 20 upper limits for planets ¢ (< 19 Mg) and d (< 8.2 Mg). We confirm the
reported low bulk densities of planet d (< 0.4g/cm3), e (0.840.1g/cm?), and f (0.740.1 g/cm?). Based
on comparisons with planetary evolution models, we find that Kepler-33 e and f exhibit relatively high
envelope mass fractions of fen, = 7.0705% and fen, = 10.3 £ 0.6%, respectively. Assuming a mass for
planet d ~ 4 Mg, suggests that it has fon, 2 12%.

Keywords: Unified Astronomy Thesaurus concepts: Exoplanets (498); Exoplanet astronomy (486);
Transit photometry (1709); Exoplanet dynamics (490); Exoplanet systems (484)

1. INTRODUCTION

The Kepler-33 system consists of five short-period
(P < 41.1d) transiting planets with previously reported
radii (derived using Gaia Data Release 2 parallax mea-
surements, Gaia Collaboration et al. 2018) ranging from
1.81 Rg, to 4.65 Rg (Borucki et al. 2011; Lissauer et al.
2012; Berger et al. 2018). The positions of these plan-
ets in the period-radius plane are such that they span
the radius valley and radius cliff (Fulton et al. 2017;
Fulton & Petigura 2018; Hsu et al. 2019): planet b is
positioned below/close to the valley, planet ¢ (2.76 Rg)
falls slightly below the cliff, and planets d, e, and f are
positioned above the cliff (3.47 — 4.65 Rg). Masses pre-
viously reported by Hadden & Lithwick (2016) based on
transit timing variations (TTVs) suggest that planets d,
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e, f, and likely c all host atmospheres characterized by
low mean molecular weights with d exhibiting an anoma-
lously low density of ~ 0.25 g/cm?® (Chachan et al. 2020).
High-resolution spectra of the host-star have been used
to derive a solar metallicity, a mass of ~ 1.1 — 1.3 Mg,
and an age of ~ 4.7 Gyrs implying that Kepler-33 will
soon be evolving off the main sequence (Morton et al.
2016; Lissauer et al. 2012; Fulton & Petigura 2018).
Recently, Hallatt & Lee (2022) simulated the effects of
atmospheric mass-loss for a population of sub-Saturns in
order to compare with empirical planet occurrence rates.
Their simulations were able to successfully model the
majority of known short-period sub-Saturns with avail-
able mass constraints. However, based on planet bulk
densities, periods, and host-star properties reported in
the literature, they identify two planets — Kepler-223 d
and Kepler-33 d — that likely should have had their at-
mospheres entirely stripped away. Understanding how
these planets could have retained their atmospheres
given their host-stars’ advanced ages (2 4 Gyrs, Mor-
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ton et al. 2016) depends crucially on the accuracy of the
adopted planetary and host-star properties.

In this work, we performed a photodynamical mod-
elling analysis (described in Sect. 2) on Kepler-33’s light
curve in order to derive updated/improved constraints
on the radii and masses of the five known planets. This
involved re-deriving the host-star’s mass and radius us-
ing the latest Gaia parallax measurements included in
the Early Data Release 3 (EDR3) catalog (Sect. 3) (Gaia
Collaboration et al. 2021). Updated mass constraints,
presented in Sect. 4.1, were obtained for Kepler-33 c,
d, e, and f. In Sect. 4.2, we use the derived masses,
radii, orbital periods, and host-star properties to esti-
mate the envelope and core masses of planets e and f.
These results, including prospects for further refinement
of planet d’s mass and atmospheric composition, are dis-
cussed and summarized in Sections 5 and 6.

2. PHOTODYNAMICAL MODELLING

Kepler-33’s five transiting planets have orbital periods
ranging from 5.66 d to 41 d (Borucki et al. 2011; Lissauer
et al. 2012). Their highly-compact orbits, analogous to
the five inner planets known to orbit Kepler-11 (Lissauer
et al. 2011), are characterized by low inclination angles,
low impact parameters, and low eccentricities. The peri-
ods of planets ¢ through f place them near various mean
motion resonances (MMRs); as a result, planets d, e,
and f exhibit relatively large TTVs ~ 10— 30 min, which
allowed their masses to be derived by Hadden & Lith-
wick (2016). Only upper mass limits were reported for
planet ¢ while no TTVs associated with planet b were
detected.

Photodynamics is the technique of combining photo-
metric modelling of planetary transits with gravitational
modelling of interaction between known orbiting plan-
ets and the host-star (e.g., Carter et al. 2012). The
gravitational N-body integrator provides time-series 3D
positions of the planets and stars which are then used
to compute the occurrence of transit events and their
photometric properties. Photodynamics has been suc-
cessfully used to solve for masses, radii and orbital con-
figurations for dynamically active systems (e.g., Jontof-
Hutter et al. 2015) or meaningful upper mass limits (e.g.,
Gilbert et al. 2020).

We used photodynamics to model four years of pho-
tometry from NASA’s Kepler Mission. Photometry
products from DR25 (Thompson et al. 2018) were re-
trieved from MAST!. Both short-cadence (1-min) and
long-cadence (30-min) PDC photometry (Stumpe et al.

! https://mast.stsci.edu/portal/Mashup/Clients/Mast /Portal.html

2012; Smith et al. 2012) were adopted, with a preference
for short-cadence photometry when both products are
available. The photometry was normalized by the me-
dian flux level for each Kepler quarter and then stitched
together. The stitched PDF photometric lightcurve had
1,294,087 observations. The photometry was then fur-
ther processed to filter out stellar and instrumental vari-
ability and to remove outliers. A Savitzky—Golay filter,
with a running window of 5-days and a polynomial order
of 3 was used for detrending. The in-transit measure-
ments were excluded from the calculation of polynomial
coefficients. The DR25 best-fit model (Thompson et al.
2018) was then used to identify photometric outliers us-
ing a simple 5-sigma cut with a 5-day running window,
resulting in the removal of 846 measurements. The pro-
cessed light curve was then visually inspected to verify
that identified outliers were not associated with transit
observations or other potential astrophysical sources of
interest.

The photodynamical model uses the TRANSITFITS
transit modelling software (Rowe et al. 2015; Rowe 2016)
and the Mercury6 hybrid N-body integrator (Chambers
1999). The N-body model produces positions of each
known planet at each observation time-stamp. The posi-
tions are then used by the transit model to calculate the
photometric model. The photodynamical model was pa-
rameterized using the mean stellar density p,, quadratic
limb-darkening, ¢1, g» parameterized by Kipping (2013),
and a factor to scale the photometric uncertainty re-
ported for Kepler photometry. In general, the error re-
ported for Kepler PDC photometry underestimates the
observed point-to-point scatter. For each planet, the
model includes the centre of transit time, Tg, defined
as when the projected separation between the star and
planet as seen by the observer is minimized for the tran-
sit closest to the mid-point of the primary Kepler mis-
sion along with the mean orbital period (Pyean) as ob-
served by Kepler, the scaled planetary radius (R,/R.),
scaled planetary mass (M,/M,), the impact parameter
br,, and orbital eccentricity (parameterized by /e cosw
and y/esinw) observed at Ty.

Model parameters and posterior distributions were
calculated using an affine-invariant ensemble sampler
with 400 walkers (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013). Param-
eters were initialized using the DR25 transit model from
Table 7 of Thompson et al. (2018) by drawing random
models from the published MCMC chains (Thompson
et al. 2018). As the DR25 models assume circular, non-
interacting orbits a wide range of orbital eccentricity
and planetary mass was adopted for M,/M,, \/ecosw
and y/esinw. The chains were evolved to produce a
length of 250, 000. The first 20,000 steps were discarded
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Figure 1. O—C diagram for planets c, d, e, and f. Black
points are associated with the measured transit times as re-
trieved from DR25 (Thompson et al. 2018). Green/yellow
lines correspond to the O—C values predicted by the photo-
dynamics analysis.

as burn-in and the resulting chains were used to cal-
culate posterior distributions as reported in Table 2. A
uniform prior for M, /M, for planet b was used (approx-
imately corresponding to M, € (0,50) Mg) in order to
remove clearly unrealistic/non-physical high-mass solu-
tions. Convergence was tested using the Gelman-Rubin
statistic (Gelman & Rubin 1992) applied to each pa-
rameter, which yielded R values ranging from 1.01 to
1.05.

Observed minus calculated (O—C) transit times are
shown for planets ¢, d, e, and f in Fig. 1. The contribu-
tions to the TTVs caused by planets e and f are shown
in Fig. 2. The small amplitude of the theoretical TTVs
of planets e and f when the mass of the other planet is
set equal to zero to zero shows that any TTVs induced
by planet d must be close to or less than the detection
limit. The best-fitting transit models are plotted in Fig.
3 and compared with the observed measurements phased
by the orbital periods.

3. HOST-STAR PROPERTIES

High-resolution optical spectra of Kepler-33 were pre-
viously obtained as part of the California- Kepler Survey
(CKS) (Petigura et al. 2017) using the Keck-HIRES in-
strument. Based on spectroscopic modelling of these

observations, the authors report an effective temper-
ature and iron abundance of T.g = 5947 &+ 60K and
[Fe/H] = 0.142 £ 0.040, respectively. Fulton & Petigura
(2018) derived a stellar radius of REXS = 1.6097051% R,
using the Gaia Data Release 2 parallax (Gaia Collab-
oration et al. 2018) of 0.851 £ 0.015mas (a correction
of +0.053 mas has been applied based on Zinn et al.
2019) in conjunction with the 2MASS K, magnitude
(12.59140.022, Cohen et al. 2003; Skrutskie et al. 2006).

We used the publicly available Gaia Early Data Re-
lease 3 (EDR3) catalog (Gaia Collaboration et al. 2021)
in order to re-calculate R,. This was carried out using
the isoclassify Python package? (Huber et al. 2017;
Berger et al. 2020). The code uses bolometric correc-
tions calculated for the MESA Isochrones and Stellar
Tracks (MIST) grid of stellar evolution models (Choi
et al. 2016) and dust maps to account for reddening
that are incorporated into the mwdust Python pack-
age® (Bovy et al. 2016). Lindegren et al. (2021) provide
zero-points to correct for the Gaia EDR3 parallax bias?,
which, for Kepler-33, is found to be Z5 = —0.026 mas.
Zinn (2021) provide a further refinement of this cor-
rection based on Kepler asteroseismic measurements of
brighter stars, which suggest that an additional correc-
tion of AZ = —0.038 mas is warranted along with an
increase in the uncertainty of 22%. Based on these cor-
rections, we adopt a parallax of Wgprs — Z5 + AZ =
0.802 4+ 0.014 mas, where wgprs = 0.814 + 0.012 mas
corresponds to the raw Gaia EDR3 parallax. Redden-
ing of the K magnitude was estimated using the Green
et al. (2019) dust map. Using the CKS values of T and
[Fe/H], the bias-corrected Gaia EDR3 parallax, and the
Ky = 12.591 £ 0.022 measurement, isoclassify yields
a radius of R, = 1.7211‘818?2 Rg. This corresponds to
an increase of 7% (2.40) relative to R, reported by Ful-
ton & Petigura (2018), while the uncertainties in both
values are comparable.

For this study, additional host-star properties (e.g.,
mass, age, density) were derived by fitting the MIST
grid of stellar evolution models (Choi et al. 2016) to
the CKS T,g and [Fe/H] values along with R,. This
was done using the emcee Ensemble Sampler (Foreman-
Mackey et al. 2013) with 50 walkers taking 100,000 steps
each with the first 10,000 iterations being discarded as
burn-in. The Gelman-Rubin statistic (R) (Gelman &
Rubin 1992) was used to test for convergence; all of the
resulting chains were considered to have converged based

2 https://github.com/danxhuber/isoclassify
3 https://github.com /jobovy /mwdust

4 https://gitlab.com/icc-ub/public/gaiadr3_zeropoint /-
/tree/master
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Figure 2. Same as Fig. 1 but showing the TTV contributions from planet e (left) and planet f (right) by setting the mass of
planet e and f to zero, respectively, and recalculating the models.

on the calculated R < 1.01. The set of model param-
eters associated with each sample were computed us-
ing the isochrones Python package®, which allows the
MIST model grid to be interpolated based on a given
[Fe/H], initial mass, and so-called equivalent evolution-
ary point (EEP). Two priors that are included in the
isochrones package were adopted: for the mass, we
used the Chabrier broken power-law (Chabrier 2003),
and for the age, we used Eqn. 17 of Angus et al.
(2019) (n.b., similar results were obtained using a flat
age prior).

Several variations of the MCMC analysis were carried
out in which either the new R, value derived with @wgpRr3
(REPR3) or the CKS R, value (RCXS) were used. We
find that in both instances, the derived stellar masses
(M) differ with respect to the value reported by Fulton
& Petigura (2018) (MEXS = 1.20870032 M) by ~ 1.6
while the stellar ages (log;o Age“ S /yrs = 9.68704})
agree within ~ 0.8¢. In Fig. 4, we compare the two de-
rived p, posterior distributions with that derived from
the transit modelling (p = 0.39 £ 0.02g/cm3). The
px values derived using REPR? (0.35 £ 0.03g/cm?) and
REKS (0.407052 g/cm?) differ from p* by approximately
2.70 and 0.70, respectively.

5 https://isochrones.readthedocs.io/en /latest/

Table 1. Properties associated with the host-star derived
using T.q and [Fe/H] (CKS, Fulton & Petigura 2018) along
with REPE3 and p!f; the p'*° value corresponds to the
adopted stellar density derived from the isochrone fit (Sect.
3) and pY* is derived from the transit modelling (Sect. 2). u1
and ug are the quadratic limb darkening parameters. Uncer-
tainties correspond to 1lo.

Kepler-33
Kp (mag) 13.988
Tor (K) 5947 + 607
[Fe/H] 0.14 + 0.04
R, (Ro) 1.66 + 0.03
M. (Mo) 1.2675:03
Age (Gyrs) 4.2%33
L. (Lo) 317573
p° (g/cm®) 0.3875. 01
P (g/cm®) 0.39%5:02
u 0.5015 15
Uz 0.040.2

TPetigura et al. (2017)

Considering the high-precision of pl*, we also per-
formed an MCMC fit using the CKS T, and [Fe/H]
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Table 2. Planetary parameters associated with Kepler-33 b, c, d, e, and f derived in this work; uncertainties correspond to
lo while lower/upper limits correspond to 20. The parameters in rows labeled from P, to Mp/Ms are derived from the
photodynamical modelling (Sect. 2); F,, Rp, Mp, and pp are derived using the host-star properties shown in Table 1; the
remaining rows list parameters associated with the H/He envelopes for planet e and f, which are derived using the grid of

models described by Lopez & Fortney (2014).

b ¢ d e f
Por (d) 5.66816 4 0.00005 13.17552 + 0.00005 21.7757415:5090¢  31.7852 + 0.0002  41.0274 4 0.0002
to (BJD — 2454900)  64.887 4 0.006 76.67910-00% 122.641+5:904 68.859 4 0.005  105.604 «+ 0.005
Tigur (hr) 5.040.3 6.7+0.2 8.040.2 8.740.2 9.840.2
Taeptn (PDL) 0.08670 005 0.275 + 0.007 0.80170 %56 0.455 + 0.009 0.57370 008
Vecosw 0.04+0.2 —0.0310:0% —0.0579:08 0.0479355 0.0173:57
Vesinw 0.040.2 —0.027951 0.08+5-04 —0.08%5:97 0.08%5:0
e <02 < 0.05 <0.03 <0.02 <0.02
b <05 <04 <04 0.27+5:07 0.17+5:97
i (deg) > 87.0 > 88.6 > 89.02 89.4+0.1 89.7702
a/R, 87104 15.3192 214704 27.6102 327404
Ry/R. (1072) 0.85 4 0.03 1.51 £ 0.02 2.58 4 0.02 1.967003 2.19 4 0.02
M, /M, (107°) < 46 <20 16.1727 19.87%1
a (AU) 0.067379:50%3 0.118173:59%8 0.16570 003 0.2127950% 0.25270 003
F, (Fa) 697131 226.5140;2 115.9152 70.0151 49.8+22
Ry (Ra) 1.5410:9¢ 2.73 4 0.06 4.67 +0.09 3.5410:09 3.967007
M, (Mg) <19 <82 66711 82719
pp (g/cm®) < 5.1 <04 0.840.1 0.740.1
fenv (%) 70008 10.3 £ 0.6
M. (Mg) 622579 74713

values along with RFPR3 and the p!' constraints. This
yielded the stellar parameter posterior distributions
shown in Fig. 5. We find that with the inclusion of
p'r, the resulting R, posterior distribution inferred from
the MIST models, which yields R, = 1.66 &+ 0.03 R, is
notably narrower than that of either REPR3 or REKS by
a factor ~ 2. In summary, we adopt the parameters de-
rived using the CKS T.g, the CKS [Fe/H], REPR3 and
Pt (reported in Table 1).

The position of Kepler-33 on the Hertzsprung-Russell
Diagram (HRD) is shown in Fig. 5 (inset, top right).
Based on our analysis, we find that Kepler-33 has a mass
of 1.261‘8:82 Mg and an age of 4.21'(1)% Gyr; it exhibits a
fractional main sequence age of 0.937)-0% and is therefore
evolving off of the main sequence as previously noted
(e.g., Chachan et al. 2020). Our results are consistent
with the analysis carried out by Lissauer et al. (2012),
who derive similar bimodal M, and age posteriors (see
their Fig. 5) characterized by two solutions near the ter-
minal age main sequence: a low-M, /high-age solution

(= 1.2 Mg and 5.5Gyrs) along with a more-probable
high- M, /low-age solution (= 1.3 Mg and 4.2 Gyrs). We
found that adopting a flat age prior yields the same bi-
modality with a higher probability also being attributed
to the younger solution.

Gaia astrometry can also be used to obtain stellar
age constraints by comparison of the star’s kinemat-
ical properties with model predictions (Maciel et al.
2011). Almeida-Fernandes & Rocha-Pinto (2018) de-
scribe a method of deriving an age probability distribu-
tion function based on a star’s peculiar velocities (U, V,
and W). We calculated Kepler-33’s U, V, and W pa-
rameters using the Gaia EDR3 position, proper motion,
and parallax along with the barycentric systemic radial
velocity of g = 14.1km/s reported by Petigura et al.
(2017). Applying this UVW method yields a kinematic
age of tyy = 6.521“3:3‘; Gyrs, which is consistent with
either of the bimodal solutions shown in Fig. 5 within
lo.
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Figure 3. Comparison between the best-fitting transit mod-
els (solid lines) and the observed Kepler DR25 measurements
(black points; blue points are binned values). The panels are
ordered from the largest to the smallest planets (from top
to bottom: d, f, e, ¢, b). For each panel, the TTV asso-
ciated with each transit has been removed along with the
contribution from every other planet.
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Figure 4. Stellar bulk density posterior distributions com-
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ting the observed stellar parameters to the MIST grid of
evolution models (Choi et al. 2016): The dot-dashed red dis-
tribution is obtained using the CKS Teg, [Fe/H], and RT¥S
values (Fulton & Petigura 2018), while the dashed blue dis-
tribution is obtained using the CKS T.s and [Fe/H] values
along with the newly-derived RFP™® computed using the cor-
rected Gaia EDR3 parallax.
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4. PLANET PROPERTIES
4.1. Radii and masses

The photodynamical modelling described in Sect. 2
yielded posterior distributions for, among other param-
eters, R,/R, and My/M,. Constraints for R, and M,
were derived using the R, and M, posterior samples
associated with the isochrone model fitting (Sect. 3)
using (1) the adopted stellar posteriors derived using
TEKS | [Fe/H])“"S, REPR3 and pi* (Table 1) and (2) us-
ing the posteriors derived with only T.GKS, [Fe/ H]CKS,
and REPR3 . The planet radii derived in the latter
case are found to be larger by = 3% (corresponding to
~ 0.4 — 0.60 based on the lower/upper uncertainties es-
timated in both cases), while the masses of planets e and
f (i.e., the two planets with well-constrained masses) are
essentially identical. The masses and radii along with
the mass posterior distributions derived for Kepler-33
¢, d, e, and f using the adopted stellar parameters are
shown in the mass-radius diagram in Fig. 6. As noted
in Sect. 2, no TTVs induced by planet b were detected,
and only upper limits in M, were obtained for planets
¢ and d. The radii of planets d, e, and f are found to be
consistent with values previously reported by Hadden
& Lithwick (2016) within 0.2 — 1.10 while ¢ differs by
2.30; the masses of planets e and f agree with the pub-
lished values within 1.0c0. The R, uncertainties for all
five planets are significantly reduced, which can largely
be attributed to the precise parallax measurement pro-
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Figure 6. Colored circles show the masses and radii for
Kepler-33 e and f derived using the adopted stellar parame-
ters, where the color corresponds to each planet’s insolation
flux (S) (bottom panel). The 1o upper mass limit of Kepler-
33 c and d are denoted by the arrows. Gray squares/arrows
indicate the masses and radii reported by Hadden & Lith-
wick (2016). The colored dash-dotted lines are the best-
fitting mass-radius relations for planets e and f derived using
the models published by Lopez & Fortney (2014). The solid
black and dotted blue lines show the two core mass-radius
relations used in this work (Lopez & Fortney 2014; Zeng
et al. 2019). The top panel shows the marginalized posterior
distributions for the masses of planets c, d, e, and f.

vided by Gaia; the estimated uncertainties in M}, . and
M, ¢ are reduced by =~ 20 — 30 %.

Densities of Kepler-33 e and f derived from the masses
and radii are found to be consistent with being equal
with one another within 0.20 (pe = 0.8 +0.1g/cm® and
pr = 0.7£0.1g/cm®). Planet d exhibits a notably lower
density with an estimated 1o upper limit of 0.25g/cm?
— significantly lower than the 0.37g/cm® upper bound
reported by Chachan et al. (2020) based on the mass
measurements of Hadden & Lithwick (2016). A pre-
cise constraint on the relative densities between each of
the planets can be obtained using the posteriors derived
directly from the transit modelling; we obtain lo up-
per limits for the ratio of densities of pq/pe < 0.34 and
pa/pr < 0.31. As with planet d, only upper mass limits
were derived for Kepler-33 c.

4.2. Composition

The precise radii and orbital periods derived for
Kepler-33 d, e, and f place them well above the ra-
dius cliff (Hsu et al. 2019) strongly suggesting that they
host atmospheres characterized by low mean molecular

weights (i.e., u ~ 2.2 for a predominantly H/He atmo-
sphere). Planet c is positioned close to the cliff and well-
above the radius valley (Fulton et al. 2017; Van Eylen
et al. 2018) suggesting that it exhibits a similar compo-
sition. This characterization is also consistent with their
radii and bulk density constraints (e.g., Weiss & Marcy
2014): planets d, e, and f all exhibit p < 1g/cm?® while
planet ¢ has p < 5.1 g/cm?3, which requires light gases.
No TTVs associated with Kepler-33 b were detected
and thus, no mass constraints were obtained; however,
the planet is positioned below the radius valley with
R, = 1.54 Rg and Py, = 5.67d suggesting that it is
likely a rocky super-Earth.

Precise upper/lower radius constraints were obtained
for all five of Kepler-33’s planets while the masses could
be constrained relatively well only for planets e and f.
For planets e and f, we compared the derived proper-
ties with publicly available model grids generated for
low-mass planets hosting H/He envelopes. This allowed
the envelope mass fraction (feny = Menyv/M, where
Meny is the mass of the H/He envelope) associated
with each planet to be derived. The core masses can
also be calculated using the derived fo,, values since
M, = (1 — fonv)Mp.

Two planetary evolution model grids consisting of
planets with solid cores (i.e., a metallic core and rocky
mantle) surrounded by H/He envelopes were used for
the analysis. The sub-Saturn planetary evolution mod-
els calculated by Lopez & Fortney (2014) consist of
R, values given as a function of total mass (1 <
M,/Mg < 20), age (0.1 < Age/Gyr < 10), insolation
flux (0.1 < S/Sg < 1000), and envelope mass fraction
(0.01% < feny < 20%). The models describe the ther-
mal evolution of low-mass planets with H/He envelopes
without including atmospheric mass-loss. Two grids are
provided corresponding to a solar metallicity and an en-
hanced opacity (50x solar metallicity) where the lat-
ter is characterized by a slightly shorter cooling time.
The two grids yielded essentially identical fe,, values
likely due to Kepler-33’s advanced age; therefore, we re-
port only those results derived using the solar metallicity
grid.

Fitting of the interior composition with the pre-
computed model grids was carried out using an MCMC
analysis similar to that applied to the stellar evolution-
ary model fit (Sect. 3). We used the emcee Ensemble
Sampler (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013) with 50 walkers
taking 25000 steps each, and then discarding the first
1000 steps as burn-in. For each step, the total planet
radius is calculated from the adopted model grid by lin-
early interpolating across each grid’s relevant parame-
ter space and comparing with the measured radius. In
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the case of the Lopez & Fortney (2014) grid, tage, Mp,
F,, and fon, are free parameters. Gaussian priors were
adopted for M, F},, and t.ee defined using the previ-
ously derived values (Sections 3 and 4.1) and the aver-
age of the lower/upper 1o errors; a uniform prior was
adopted for fe,, defined by the grid limits. Using the
Lopez & Fortney (2014) grids to fit the measured stel-
lar/planetary properties yield envelope mass fractions
for Kepler-33 e and f of 7.015¢% and 10.3 + 0.6%, re-
spectively, and corresponding core masses of 6.2f(1):8M@
and 7.4ﬂj§M@ (these feny and M. values are also re-
ported in Table 2).

5. DISCUSSION

Based on their core accretion models, Lee & Chi-
ang (2016) predict that, within a given system, plan-
ets found further from their host-stars are likely to have
lower bulk densities and higher envelope mass fractions
relative to their shorter period companions. Similar
to Kepler-79, in which planet d interior to e has a
lower density (Jontof-Hutter et al. 2014), Kepler-33 is
found to be inconsistent with this predicted sequence,
since planet d (a = 0.165 AU, and a 20 upper limit of
p < 0.4g/cm?) is notably puffier (lower in density) than
either planets e (a = 0.212AU, p = 0.8 & 0.1 g/cm?) or
f (a = 0.252AU, p = 0.7+ 0.1g/cm?) (Fig. 7). This
potential conflict is also apparent when comparing the
present-day envelope mass fractions of feny.e = 7.075%%
and feny,s = 10.3+0.6% with those estimated for planet
d: only upper limits on planet d’s mass were able to be
derived (Mp.q < 8.2 Mg corresponding to 20), however,
assuming that Mpq = 3 Mg or Mpq = 5Mg yields
fenv,a values of ~ 12% and =~ 13%, respectively.

It is plausible that outer planets with lower radii
than their shorter period companions may in some
cases undergo more substantial mass-loss due to gi-
ant impacts (e.g., Schlichting & Mukhopadhyay 2018;
Kegerreis 2020). Applying this scenario to Kepler-33 (as
well as Kepler-79) could potentially explain the discrep-
ancy between the predicted and the observed density
trends. Another potential explanation for Kepler-33 d’s
large radii is that magma freezing within the cooling
core may have released volatiles into the atmosphere
(Kite et al. 2020) causing the planet to be re-inflated
(Elkins-Tanton 2011). The potential magnitude of this
effect on the observed radius of planet d is uncertain;
however, work by Schlichting & Young (2022) suggests
that only a negligible fraction of the planet’s total Ho
can be stored within a magma ocean for sub-Neptunes
with H/He envelope mass fractions of fony = 2%, imply-
ing that the impact on the radius of planets d, e, and f
may be insignificant.

Kepler-79

Rp(Re)

-0 -

23 1.2 0.1 g/cm? ]
L 1 L L L 1 L

™20 a0 0 80

Porb(d)

Figure 7. Orbital periods versus radii of Kepler-33’s five
planets. The size of each circle increases with decreasing
density (i.e., larger circles are puffier planets); open cir-
cles correspond to upper p limits, blue circles have well-
constrained p, while no p constraints were derived for the
black circle (planet b). Kepler-79 is shown for comparison
(Jontof-Hutter et al. 2014).

Other mechanisms have also been proposed to explain
the existence of puffy planets like Kepler-33 d. The
presence of high-altitude photochemical hazes have been
shown to plausibly enhance the observed radii of low-
mass planets (e.g., Lammer et al. 2016; Gao & Zhang
2020) thereby yielding lower-than-expected bulk den-
sities. Including additional heat sources in planetary
evolution models has also been shown to lead to larger
planet radii (e.g., Vazan et al. 2018). For instance, Mill-
holland (2019) show that obliquity tides may heat the
interiors of planets that have near-resonance orbits caus-
ing the envelope radius to be significantly increased.

5.1. Future observations
5.1.1. Mass refinement

While we derived relatively precise constraints on the
masses of planets e and f, our analysis was only able
to yield upper limits for planets ¢ and d and no use-
ful mass constraints for planet b. Based on the derived
posteriors, we find that planet d is expected to exhibit
a radial velocity semi-amplitude of < 0.8m/s; achiev-
ing the necessary sensitivity to detect such a signal is
currently challenging but may be feasible with extreme-
precision radial velocity measurements obtained using
instruments such as the Keck Planet Finder (Kassis
et al. 2018).

Alternatively, a more feasible approach to refining the
masses obtained here — particularly that of planet d
— may involve observing additional transits (i.e., addi-



10 SIKORA ET AL.

tional TTVs). In order to evaluate the utility of such
observations, we carried out N-body simulations using
the posteriors derived from the photodynamics analy-
sis, which allow future transit times to be predicted. In
Fig. 8 (top), we show the predicted TTVs for planets c,
d, e, and f up to Feb. 2031 (BJD = 2462900) assuming
low- and high-mass solutions for planet d (< 2 Mg, and
> 2 Mg, respectively). Fig. 8 (bottom) shows the esti-
mated differences between the predicted TTVs in the
low- and high-mass median solutions associated with
each planet. We find that these two scenarios are most
easily distinguished by obtaining future transit observa-
tions of planet e, which exhibit the largest differences
(< 30 min).

Detecting TTVs associated with Kepler-33’s five tran-
siting planets is not feasible using observations obtained
by the TESS mission (Ricker et al. 2014) due to the
star’s low brightness (Kp = 14.1mag, J = 12.9mag)
(e.g., Hadden et al. 2019). However, the upcoming
PLATO mission (Rauer et al. 2014), currently scheduled
for launch in 2026, may be suitable. Transits of planets
e and f are expected to be detectable using ground-based
instruments such as the Wide-field InfraRed Camera in-
stalled on the 5.1 m Hale Telescope at Palomar Obser-
vatory (Wilson et al. 2003) (see Fig. 3 of Vissapragada
et al. 2020). Transits for planet e that are observable
from Palomar having mid-point times coincident with
low airmasses of < 1.3 are shown in Fig. 8 (top).

5.1.2. JWST transmission spectra

Based on their derived masses, radii, and orbital peri-
ods, Kepler-33 d, e, and f likely host thick atmospheres
that may be suitable for detailed characterization using
JWST. Of the three planets, planet d exhibits the largest
transmission spectroscopy metric (TSM 2 29), which
provides an indication of the expected signal strength
(Kempton et al. 2018).

In Fig. 9, we show simulated JWST transmission
spectra for Kepler-33 d. The model atmospheres used
to generate the measurements were calculated using pe-
titRADTRANS (Molliere et al. 2019) assuming a solar
metallicity ([Fe/H] = 0), a solar C/O ratio (C/O =
0.55), and a planet mass of 4 Mg. We adopt an isother-
mal atmosphere with a temperature equal to Kepler-
33 d’s equilibrium temperature of 908 K (calculated with
an albedo of zero and assuming full heat redistribu-
tion). The models include molecular absorption from
H,0, CO, CHy, CO3, and NH3 whose abundances were
estimated assuming chemical equilibrium (Molliere et al.
2017); Rayleigh scattering due to Hy and He and colli-
sion induced absorption due to Ho-Hs and Hs-He inter-
actions are also included in the model. Three model
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Figure 8. Top: O—C diagram showing the predicted TTVs
from BJD = 2456400 (April 2013) to BJD ~ 2462600 (April
2030). Colors correspond to low-mass (< 2 Mg, yellow) and
high-mass (> 2 Mg, green) solutions for planet d. Bottom:
Estimated differences between the predicted TTVs for plan-
ets ¢, d, e, and f if the mass of planet d is < 2 Mg (TTViow)
or > 2 Mg (TTVhyign). Vertical dashed lines indicate transits
of planet e that are observable from Palomar Observatory.

spectra are shown in Fig. 9: one for a clear atmo-
sphere free of clouds/hazes (black line) and two with
gray cloud decks at pressures of 10 mbar (blue line) and
lmbar (green line). The high-altitude cloud deck at
1 mbar was chosen based on modelling of observed trans-
mission spectra of Kepler-51 b and d (Libby-Roberts
et al. 2020). The simulated NIRISS SOSS and NIRSpec
G395M JWST observations shown in Fig. 9 (yellow cir-
cles and red squares, respectively) were calculated using
PandExo (Batalha et al. 2017) assuming three transits.
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Figure 9. Simulated JWST observations of Kepler-33 d
assuming My 4 = 4 Mg and Teq = 908K. Model trans-
mission spectra for one clear (black) and two cloudy atmo-
spheres (blue and green) are shown. The simulated NIRISS
and NIRSpec observations (yellow circles and red squares,
respectively) are calculated for three transits using the clear
atmosphere.

The simulated measurements shown in Fig. 9 suggest
that, in the absence of high-altitude clouds, key molec-
ular absorption features such as that of water (e.g. Ben-
neke et al. 2019) can potentially be detected from JWST
observations of Kepler-33 d. Such observations would be
particularly useful if the mass constraints derived here
are improved with RV/TTV measurements.

6. SUMMARY

The updated constraints of Kepler-33’s stellar and
planetary properties derived in this work provide a
clearer picture of this highly compact system. Com-
bining the Gaia EDR3 catalog with the temperature
and metallicity constraints reported for the California-
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Kepler Survey (Fulton & Petigura 2018), we find that
the host-star is 4.27}3 Gyrs old and will soon be evolv-
ing off the main sequence. The photodynamics analysis
presented here confirms previous findings that Kepler-
33 e and f (R, ~ 3.5 — 4.0 Rg) exhibit bulk densities ~
0.7 g/cm3 while, contrary to Hadden & Lithwick (2016),
only an upper mass of d is obtained (M, 4 < 4.6—8.2 Mg
corresponding to lo and 20, respectively). The mass of
planet d implies a relatively low density of < 0.4g/cm?.
Further refinement of Kepler-33 d’s mass is necessary
to determine whether the planet’s density is compara-
ble to super-puffs like Kepler-79 d (0.08 £ 0.02 g/cm?)
and Kepler-51 b (0.06 £0.03 g/cm?) (Masuda 2014) and
whether it’s age and density can be reconciled with theo-
retical predictions of sub-Neptune/sub-Saturn mass-loss
and core-accretion predictions.
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APPENDIX

Corner plots showing the marginalized posterior distributions associated with the derived radii, masses, impact
parameters, and eccentricities are shown in Figures 10 and 11.
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Figure 10. Marginalized posterior distributions of R,/R. and My /M, for planets c, d, e, and f derived from the photodynamics
modelling (Sect. 2).
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Figure 11. Same as Fig. 10 but for impact parameters (b) and eccentricities (e).
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