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ABSTRACT

We focus on two key diagnostics of stellar physics in red giant branch (RGB) stars: the first dredge-
up (FDU) of nuclear processed material and the location of the red giant branch bump (RGBB).
We compare asteroseismic and spectroscopic APOKASC-3 data with theoretical MESA models. Our
FDU predictions have similar mass and metallicity trends to the data, but the observed magnitude
of the change in [C/N] in data is smaller than theoretical predictions by [0.1615 £ 0.0760 (obs) =+
0.0108 (sys)] dex. These results are insensitive to the input physics, but they are at a level consistent
with systematic uncertainties in the abundance measurements. When we include observed trends
in birth [C/Fe] and [N/Fe] in our models, it modestly increases the metallicity dependent difference
relative to the data. We find a well-defined empirical RGBB locus: log g = 2.6604 — 0.1832(M /Mg —
1) + 0.2824 [Fe/H]. Our model RGBB loci have mass and composition trends that mirror the data,
but we find that the observed RGBB is [0.1509 4 0.0017 (obs) £ 0.0182 (sys)] dex higher than predicted
across the board, similar to prior literature results. We find that envelope undershooting, proposed
solution to reconcile theory with data, increases Li destruction during the FDU at higher metallicities,
creating tension with depletion observed in GALAH data. We propose Li in the FDU as a sensitive
test of the RGBB and FDU, and discuss other potential solutions.

Keywords: Red giant stars (1372) — Stellar evolutionary models (2046) — Dredge-up (409) — Red
giant bump (1369) — Galaxy chemical evolution (580)

1. INTRODUCTION

The theory of stellar structure and evolution natu-
rally predicts fundamental observed properties of stars.
For example, the luminosity-temperature trends on the
main sequence (MS) are naturally explained by the de-
pendence of stellar structure on mass. However, stellar
theory goes deeper, and makes many detailed predic-
tions about how evolutionary changes in stellar interi-
ors can manifest themselves. With the advent of large
surveys, the degree of data about stars has grown enor-
mously. As a result, we can now test stellar theory in
unprecedented detail. In this paper, we study two key
aspects of the red giant branch (RGB): the first dredge-
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up (FDU) and the red giant branch bump (RGBB). Our
goal is to test the predictive power of stellar models.

1.1. Theoretical understanding

During the core H burning main sequence, the CNO
cycle processes 2C into 3C and C into N in stellar
cores. The light element Li is destroyed at tempera-
tures of order 2.5 x 10°K, so Li can survive only in
the cool outer layers of stars. After core H exhaustion,
stars enter the RGB stage and develop a H burning shell
surrounding an inert He core and expand in radius, be-
coming large and cool. A deep surface convection zone
develops during this transition and reaches its maximum
extent on the lower RGB. The He core then grows in
mass, which pushes the lower boundary of the convec-
tive envelope out in mass fraction. During the FDU, the
incorporation of CNO-processed and Li-depleted mate-
rial into the convection zone causes observable changes
in the abundances of C, N, and Li. The carbon to ni-
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trogen abundance ratio [C/N], the 2C/*3C ratio, and
the surface Li abundance all decrease. Of these three,
the [C/N] ratio is particularly important because it can
now be measured for hundreds of thousands of evolved
red giant stars. More massive stars have more extensive
nuclear processing in their cores, so the post-FDU sur-
face [C/N] depends on mass and birth composition in
theoretical models (Iben 1965; Salaris et al. 2015) and is
therefore a potent age indicator (Martig et al. 2016; Ness
et al. 2016). Strong correlations between post-dredge-
up [C/N], mass, and composition are seen in stars with
masses inferred directly from asteroseismology. For a
recent discussion, see Roberts et al. (2024).

The FDU also imprints a distinctive signal in the lu-
minosity evolution of stars. This feature was recognized
in the first generation of stellar models of giants; see
Refsdal & Weigert (1970) for an insightful physical dis-
cussion. Christensen-Dalsgaard (2015) also examined
this question, with updated models. As stars ascend
the RGB, the hydrogen-burning shell moves outwards
in terms of enclosed mass as the helium core grows,
and the surface convection zones extend inwards, sink-
ing unprocessed material to deeper layers. When the
advancing hydrogen-burning shell approaches the basis
of the chemically uniform and hydrogen-rich envelope,
the lower mean molecular weight i impacts the pressure
at fixed temperature, causing a drop in nuclear reaction
rates and leading to a short period where the luminos-
ity decreases and the surface temperature slightly in-
creases. This short period of “retrograde motion” on
the Hertzsprung-Russell diagram is recognized as the
RGBB (e.g., Hekker et al. 2020), another over-density
region of stars near the red clump (RC), which corre-
sponds to the more advanced core helium-burning stage
of the post-MS evolution, but at a lower temperature. A
related concept, the asymptotic giant branch bump, has
been investigated by Bossini et al. (2015). The RGBB
has been revealed by many modern photometric obser-
vations. The amplitude of the bump reflects the initial
helium abundance of stars (e.g., Nataf et al. 2013); how-
ever, the RGBB is not in the place predicted by models
(Lattanzio et al. 2015; Christensen-Dalsgaard 2015).

To address this problem, prior works have invoked
envelope undershooting (e.g., Alongi et al. 1991; Khan
et al. 2018) to effectively deepen the convective zone, so
that it meets with the growing He core earlier. This is
a reasonable hypothesis in principle, as some degree of
convective penetration must occur into the radiatively
stable layers below a turbulent convection zone. Fur-
thermore, convective core overshooting is almost uni-
versally used in stellar models to reproduce the observed
width of the the main sequence in massive stars (see for

example Demarque et al. 2004; Pietrinferni et al. 2004;
VandenBerg et al. 2006; Choi et al. 2016). However, un-
dershooting below a surface convection zone' is different
physically and creates some known problems in other as-
trophysical contexts. Convective core overshooting oc-
curs in a domain with high radiative flux, and it tends to
reduce p gradients that would formally inhibit convec-
tion. Envelope undershooting, however, must maintain
a sharp lower boundary with a steep p gradient, to per-
mit the RGBB to exist, while deepening the convection
zone significantly in a regime with a much lower flux
(see Christensen-Dalsgaard 2021, for a discussion).

Additionally, pre-MS stars are located in a similar part
of the HR diagram as RGB stars. During their early
evolution, they burn Li in deep convective envelopes
(Bodenheimer 1965), and this Li depletion is known
to be highly sensitive to envelope undershooting (Pin-
sonneault 1997). Envelope undershooting sufficient to
change the location of the RGBB induces severe pre-MS
Li depletion in severe contradiction with the data (Fu
et al. 2015; Chanamé et al. 2022; Nguyen et al. 2025).
This is evident as well in the MESA Isochrones and Stel-
lar Tracks (MIST; Choi et al. 2016). No physically com-
pelling proposal to explain the difference between the
severe Li depletion predicted and the modest depletion
that is observed. We do note high stellar activity can
alter stellar structure and reduce pre-MS Li depletion
significantly (Somers et al. 2020). As we demonstrate
in this paper, Li destruction during the FDU is another
important test of envelope undershooting.

1.2. New observational regime

Fortunately, the advent of large, modern surveys —
spectroscopic, astrometric, and asteroseismic — has en-
abled astronomers to study RGB stars in greater de-
tail. Spectroscopic surveys yield detailed information
about stellar abundances, as well as log g and Teg. Ma-
jor recent examples include the Apache Point Obser-
vatory Galactic Evolution Experiment (APOGEE; Ma-
jewski et al. 2010, 2017), the LAMOST Experiment
for Galactic Understanding and Exploration (LEGUE;
Zhao et al. 2012; Deng et al. 2012), and the GALactic
Archaeology with HERMES (GALAH; De Silva et al.
2015; Buder et al. 2018, 2021). Astrometry supplements
spectroscopy by providing parallax and apparent bright-
ness, from which we can derive intrinsic luminosities and

1 We consider boundary layer mixing above the core and below the
envelope to be different cases. We therefore prefer to use differ-
ent words (undershooting for envelope, overshooting for core) to
distinguish between them.
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radii of stars of known Teg (Gaia Collaboration et al.
2016, 2023).

Time domain surveys are also powerful. Turbulence
in the envelopes of cool stars induces waves. For dis-
crete frequencies a standing wave pattern can be cre-
ated, causing periodic brightness variations. The study
of these oscillations, asteroseismology, is now a flour-
ishing field (see Chaplin & Miglio 2013, for a review).
Asteroseismic oscillations are highly visible in pho-
tometry obtained in space-based time domain surveys,
such as COnvection, ROtation and planetary Transits
(COROT; Baglin 2003), Kepler (Borucki et al. 2010;
Koch et al. 2010) and K2 (Howell et al. 2014), and Tran-
siting Exoplanet Survey Satellite (TESS; Ricker et al.
2015). There are also upcoming missions, such as PLAn-
etary Transits and Oscillation of stars (PLATO; Rauer
et al. 2014) and the Nancy Grace Roman Space Tele-
scope (Roman; Huber et al. 2023; Weiss et al. 2025). All
of these observational projects were designed to study
exoplanets, yet they are also valuable sources of astero-
seismic data.

APOKASC (Pinsonneault et al. 2014, 2018, 2025) is
an effort to compile APOGEE spectroscopic data and
Kepler asteroseismic data? into large data sets, enabling
detailed population studies. The first APOKASC cata-
log (Pinsonneault et al. 2014) includes spectroscopic and
asteroseismic properties of 1916 red giants observed in
the Kepler fields. As an upgraded version, the sample
size was enlarged to 6676 evolved stars in the second
APOKASC catalog (Pinsonneault et al. 2018). Using
the APOKASC data, astronomers have been able to de-
rive other important quantities of the stars, including
but not limited to age (Martig et al. 2015), distance and
extinction (Rodrigues et al. 2014), and chemical abun-
dance (Hawkins et al. 2016). Various other interesting
studies can also be conducted, for instance researching
the population of rapidly rotating, low-mass giant stars
(Tayar et al. 2015), calibrating the mixing length pa-
rameter in theoretical models (e.g., Tayar et al. 2017;
Salaris et al. 2018), and confirming the Gaia Data Re-
lease 2 (Gaia Collaboration et al. 2018) parallax zero-
point offset (Zinn et al. 2019). This work uses the third
APOKASC catalog (Pinsonneault et al. 2025), which
contains 15,808 targets, including 12,573 high-quality
detections with mass and radius measurements. We
choose this source because it empirically combines 10
independent asteroseismic pipelines, and is calibrated
to an absolute system by using Gaia radius (from lumi-
nosity and spectroscopic temperature) as reference.

2 KASC stands for the Kepler Asteroseismic Science Consortium.

1.3. Testing theory with data

The FDU and the RGBB are both measurable in data
and predicted by theoretical models. This paper con-
ducts systematic studies on the FDU modeling and the
RGBB location, using the state-of-the-art APOKASC-3
measurements of red giant properties and MESA (Pax-
ton et al. 2011, 2013, 2015, 2018, 2019; Jermyn et al.
2023) numerical simulations. As we demonstrate be-
low, these two diagnostics provide contradictory infor-
mation: The observed FDU indicates less mixing while
the RGBB location necessitates more mixing to explain.
This combination may require some mechanism beyond
our current understanding of stellar structure and evo-
lution. This paper is structured as follows. We describe
our observational data and theoretical models in Sec-
tions 2 and 3, respectively, focusing on how the stellar
properties are measured or derived, and what physical
assumptions and numerical schemes are adopted. In
Sections 4 and 5, we study first dredge-up (especially
surface abundances of carbon and nitrogen) and red gi-
ant branch bump location as a function of surface grav-
ity, respectively. We contrast our benchmark predictions
to observed samples, and explore how different physical
and numerical choices change the answer. Finally, we
summarize and discuss our main results in Section 6.

2. OBSERVATIONAL DATA

Precisely mapping out the dependence of the FDU
and RGBB properties on mass and birth composition re-
quires large, homogeneously analyzed data sets. For this
purpose, we use the APOKASC-3 catalog (Pinsonneault
et al. 2025), a compilation of effective temperatures and
surface abundance ratios from APOGEE spectroscopy
with masses and surface gravities from Kepler asteroseis-
mology for 15,808 targets. We describe how the stellar
properties are measured or derived from these observa-
tions in Section 2.1, and discuss our sample selection
process in Section 2.2. In addition, in Section 2.3, we
introduce a sample of 398 stars in the APO-K2 cata-
log with Li data from GALAH, which will be used in
Section 5.3 to test FDU models.

2.1. The APOKASC-3 catalog

The APOKASC-3 data represent the full overlap be-
tween data from the spectroscopic APOGEE survey
(Majewski et al. 2010, 2017) and time domain data
from the Kepler survey (Kjeldsen et al. 2010; Gilliland
et al. 2010). APOGEE, an important portion of the
Sloan Digital Sky Survey (SDSS; York et al. 2000;
Eisenstein et al. 2011; Blanton et al. 2017), is a high-
resolution (R ~ 22,000) H-band spectroscopic survey
optimized to study all components of the Milky Way
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galaxy (e.g., Hayden et al. 2014; Weinberg et al. 2022).
The APOGEE Stellar Parameter and Chemical Abun-
dances Pipeline (ASPCAP; Garcia Pérez et al. 2016)
derives (via a multi-dimensional least squares fit) stellar
properties including the effective temperature Teg, the
(logarithmic) spectroscopic surface gravity log gspec, and
a detailed heavy element mixture.

For our purposes, the key data are contained in four
surface abundance ratios: [M/H] (“metallicity”), [c/M]
(“alpha enhancement”), [C/Fe], and [N/Fe], where M
denotes all the metals (elements heavier than He) and
a denotes the a-capture elements (defined as O, Mg,
Si, S, Ca, and Ti). [M/H] is closely tied to [Fe/H] in
practice, and we therefore use it as a [Fe/H] proxy. The
SDSS survey publishes regular data releases that incor-
porate new data and improvements in analysis tech-
niques. APOKASC-3 adopts Data Release 17 (DR17;
Abdurrouf et al. 2022) data where available. For
a minority of stars, APOKASC-3 uses Data Release
16 (DR16; Ahumada et al. 2020), which also serves
as a measure of systematic measurement uncertainties.
Since DR17 random errors are likely underestimated,
APOKASC-3 has recommended errors in Teg, [Fe/H],
and [a/Fe] in the APOKASC-3 catalog (see Section 3.4
of Pinsonneault et al. 2025); in this work, we rescale
[C/Fe] and [N/Fe] errors in Appendix A.

The Kepler mission obtained 4 years of almost contin-
uous data, sampled at 30-minute intervals. Non-radial
oscillations have been detected in thousands of evolved
red giants, including almost 16, 000 stars with APOGEE
data. The frequency pattern is collapsed down to two
figures of merit, the frequency of the maximum power
Vmax and the large frequency spacing Av (Chaplin &
Miglio 2013; Miglio et al. 2021), which can be combined
with spectra and stellar models to infer mass, radius,
and age (see Pinsonneault et al. 2025, for details). The
15,808 targets are classified into several samples based
on the number of pipelines which produce consistent re-
sults for each star: “gold” (five or more Av detections),
“silver” (two to four Av detections), “detect” (at least
tWo Vmax detections), and “non-detect” (others).

2.2. Sample selection

For this work, we select APOKASC-3 “gold” sample
RGB data. These stars have consistent measurements
from 5 or more methods, and they have the highest pre-
cision and accuracy. We use asteroseismic and spectro-
scopic data to remove core He-burning stars and stars
on the upper RGB, which are a mix of first ascent red
giants and double shell source asymptotic giant branch
(AGB) stars. Core He burning stars have much lower
central densities than shell H burning stars. This differ-

ence can clearly be seen in the asteroseismic frequency
patterns (Bedding et al. 2011). As a result, evolutionary
states can be inferred from asteroseismology (Elsworth
et al. 2019; Vrard et al. 2025), and we refer to these as
asteroseismic states.

It is now recognized that stars in general do not have
the same mixture of heavy elements as that of the Sun.
Most of this variation can be measured by the ratio of
a-capture elements, primarily from core-collapse super-
novae, to iron, which comes from a mix of Type Ia super-
novae and core-collapse source, [a/Fe]. The APOGEE
stars can be roughly grouped into an a-poor population
and an a-rich one (see Hayden et al. 2015), which can
be thought of as the chemical thin and thick disks. This
work focuses on the a-poor population, or the chemical
thin disk, which samples a wide range of ages and there-
fore masses. The a-rich stars, by comparison, are mostly
old, with a minority of either truly young stars or merger
products. Furthermore, many of these stars are metal-
poor, and extra mixing on the RGB is known to mod-
ify the [C/N] measurements in evolved RGB stars (see
Shetrone et al. 2019, for a discussion in the APOGEE
context). The extra mixing occurs in luminous giants
and in RC stars, so the FDU can be measured in a-rich
stars. However, bias from RC and AGB contamination
of the sample is a larger issue in this case than for the
a-poor sample, where there is little evidence for extra
mixing impacting the [C/N] ratios. We therefore exclude
a-rich stars from our sample. Following Pinsonneault
et al. (2025), we apply the [a/Fe] cut as

[ae/Fe] < 0.14, [Fe/H] < —0.4,
[or/Fe] < 0.08 — 0.15 [Fe/H], — 0.4 < [Fe/H] < 0.2,
[a/Fe] < 0.05, [Fe/H] > 0.2.

(1)
Further treatment for a-enhancement (e.g., Salaris et al.
1993) is outside the scope of the current paper.

Since our main interest is the precise and accurate
characterization of the FDU and RGBB, we prioritize
the domain where we have a sufficient sample to explore
mass and metallicity trends. Specifically, we select the
stars in the metallicity range —0.45 < [Fe/H] < 0.45 and
the mass range 0.9 Mg < M < 1.8 Mg. These ranges
are justified as follows:

e Our sample below [Fe/H] = —0.45 is small (77,
or 2.03%, out of 3801 a-poor “gold” RGB stars),
with a narrow age range, and has the same issues
as the a-rich population discussed above.

e Only 2 (i.e., 0.05%) APOKASC-3 “gold” RGB
stars have [Fe/H] > 0.45. Domains that contain
few or no stars would only yield weak statistical
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Figure 1. Observational sample of RGB stars used in this
work. The cuts we apply, shown as red or blue dashed lines,
are explained in the text. Top panel: [«/Fe] versus [Fe/H],
color-coded by mass; we select the 3801 a-poor stars from
the 4997 “gold” RGB stars. Middle panel: [Fe/H] versus
mass, color-coded by [c/Fe]; we use the 3513 stars within the
metallicity range —0.45 < [Fe/H] < 0.45 and the mass range
0.9Mg < M < 1.8Mg. The green dotted lines show the 5
and 95" percentiles in mass at each metallicity within the
3513 selected stars. Bottom panel: Kiel diagram (log g versus
Tosr) of selected stars, color-coded by metallicity; we select
the 1261 lower RGB stars (well below the RGBB) for RGB
mixing length calibration purposes and FDU comparisons.

significance, and are therefore excluded from our
comparisons.

e For our metallicity range, the 15 (i.e., 0.39%) stars
below 0.9Mg are unlikely to be the products of
single star evolution, and our models therefore do

not apply to them. Instead, they are very likely
to have experienced a binary interaction, which
makes their current mass an unreliable measure of
their age.

o Relatively high-mass (M > 1.8 M) RGB stars are
less common (199, or 5.24%), as the lifetime of the
RGB phase drops rapidly as mass increases. Since
they span a wide range of masses (up to 3.2 My),
their distribution is sparse and insufficient to pro-
vide reliable statistics.

For our core sample, prior studies have found that there
is little to no evidence for extra mixing. However, these
studies were not performed at our level of detail. To
avoid any issues with theoretically possible extra mixing
on the upper RGB, we only use stars below the RGBB
for RGB mixing length calibration purposes (see Sec-
tion B.4) and FDU comparisons (see Section 4). Specif-
ically, we apply a cut at Tog/K 4+ 1000logg > 7500.
Figure 1 visualizes our sample selection procedure.

2.3. APO-K2 sample with GALAH Li data

The APO-K2 catalog (Zinn et al. 2022; Schonhut-
Stasik et al. 2024; Warfield et al. 2024) is a recent effort
similar to APOKASC, but with asteroseismic data from
K2 (Howell et al. 2014) instead of Kepler (Borucki et al.
2010; Koch et al. 2010). In addition to spectroscopic
data from APOGEE, among 4661 RGB stars, 662 have
lithium abundance measurements from GALAH (De
Silva et al. 2015; Buder et al. 2018, 2021). We perform
a sample selection process similar to that described in
Section 2.2: For the [a/Fe| cut, we exclude a-rich stars
indicated by the APO-K2 'ALPHA RICH FLAG'; other-
wise the sample selection process is exactly the same.
Thus we obtain 398 a-poor stars on the RGB, ready for
Li comparisons (see Section 5.3). Since APO-K2 has
larger uncertainties in asteroseismic measurements, we
mainly use this catalog in the context of Li depletion
during the FDU. Because GALAH is in the southern
hemisphere, there is no overalap between APOKASC-3
and GALAH.

3. THEORETICAL MODELS

We use the Modules for Experiments in Stellar Astro-
physics (MESA; Paxton et al. 2011, 2013, 2015, 2018,
2019; Jermyn et al. 2023), specifically MESA 122.11.1,°
to calculate a suite of stellar models, focusing on their
predictions for the FDU and the location of the RGBB.

3 There has been a serious bug in the reverse triple-alpha process
rate in MESA r22.05.1 and r22.11.1. However, this does not affect
our simulations, which end before core helium ignition.
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Table 1. Summary of initial condition and input physics
variations explored in this work. See the text for further
explanations and references.

and N abundances of APOGEE stars are different from
those of the Sun, and characterized median trends of
a-poor subgiants as

[C/N] = —0.118 x [Fe/H]? — 0.344 x [Fe/H] — 0.0343,

Parameter Benchmark Variation(s)
AGSS09
Solar mixture GS98
varying C and N
Reaction rates NACRE II MESA default
High-T' opacities OP OPAL
Low-T' opacities ASOPUS 1.0 Ferguson
Opacity interp. cubic linear
Atmosphere Eddington photosphere
. . no overshooting
Mixing core overshooting

envelope undershooting

[C/Fe] = 0.268 x [Fe/H]? + 0.0258 x [Fe/H] — 0.00983,
[N/Fe] = 0.373 x [Fe/H]* + 0.373 x [Fe/H] + 0.0260.
(3)

In a dedicated variation grid, var_chem_r24cn, we pos-
tulate that these are the same as the “birth” trends of
RGB stars, and superimpose them onto standard GS98.
This grid is of particular interest for FDU studies (see
Section 4). Note that mixture variation requires cus-
tomized opacity tables to be made (see Section B.1).

We start by setting a benchmark grid of simulations and
then explore the sensitivity of our results to the choices
for input physics. Our simulations are modified versions
of the MESA test case 1M_pre ms_to_wd.*

Table 1 summarizes different options explored in this
work. Each variation grid is a perturbation of the bench-
mark grid with one major input physics ingredient var-
ied. Below we briefly introduce the key ingredients of
our grids; for further explanations, numerical choices,
calibration of models, and synthesis of tracks, see Ap-
pendix B. To validate our models, we will compare our
results to literature data from Silva Aguirre et al. (2020).

Chemical composition—To characterize the stellar birth
mixture, we adopt a reference solar mixture and heavy
element to hydrogen ratio Z/X, and use [Fe/H] as a
global scaling factor for all the metals. We further as-
sume that Y scales linearly as

Y5 birth — YBBN

Y = YgeNn + - Z, (2)

25 birth
where Yppn = 0.24709 is the primordial helium abun-
dance taken from Cyburt et al. (2016), while Y5 pirth
and Zg pireh are the solar values at birth (see Section B.4
for how we calibrate these). In this paper, we explore
two standard solar compositions: GS98 (Grevesse &
Sauval 1998), which is adopted for our benchmark grid
and most variations, and AGSS09 (Asplund et al. 2009),
which is only used for the corresponding variation grid,
var_chem_agss09.

The change in the C to N ratio is known to depend
strongly on mass and birth composition (Iben 1965;
Salaris et al. 2015), and we use it as our primary di-
agnostic of the FDU. Roberts et al. (2024) found that C

4 https://docs.mesastar.org/en/release-r22.11.1/test_suite/
1M_pre_ms_to_wd.html

Equation of state (FOS)—We adopt the MESA EOS,
which is a blend of the OPAL (Rogers & Nayfonov
2002), SCVH (Saumon et al. 1995), FreeEOS (Irwin
2004), HELM (Timmes & Swesty 2000), PC (Potekhin
& Chabrier 2010), and Skye (Jermyn et al. 2021) EOSes,
for all grids.

Nuclear reactions—To keep track of the major pp
chain and CNO nuclear burning reactions, we adopt
'pp-and_cno_extras.net' for all our simulations. By
default, MESA nuclear reaction rates are from JINA
REACLIB (Cyburt et al. 2010) and NACRE (Angulo
et al. 1999). These do not include the more recent,
and lower '*N proton capture rate, which is crucial for
setting the nuclear equilibrium [C/N] in stellar interi-
ors and which can impact FDU predictions. Ergo we
use Nuclear Astrophysics Compilation of REactions II
(NACRE II; Xu et al. 2013) rates for our benchmark
grid and most variations; for comparison purposes, we
also study MESA default rates in a variation grid,
var_rates_default.

Radiative opacities—For high-T opacities, we use ta-
bles from the Opacity Project (OP; Badnell et al. 2005)
for our benchmark grid and most variations, and us-
age of the default OPAL (Iglesias & Rogers 1993, 1996)
tables is one of the variations, var_kap_opal. In the
low-T regime, this work adopts ASOPUS 1.0 opacities
(Marigo & Aringer 2009), which include CNO varia-
tions as additional dimensions,® for the benchmark grid
and most variations, while the default Ferguson et al.
(2005) tables are used as a variation, var_kap_fa05. We
adopt cubic interpolations (Farag et al. 2024) for our

5 Customized ASOPUS 1.0 tables can be made at http://stev.
oapd.inaf.it/cgi-bin/aesopus_1.0. ASOPUS 2.0 (Marigo et al.
2022) has become available during the preparation of this work
and is not explored here.
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benchmark models and most variations, and study lin-
ear interpolations (MESA default) in a specific variation
grid, var_kap_linear, for comparison purposes.

Surface boundary conditions—Qur benchmark grid and
most variations adopt the MESA default 'Eddington'
grey atmosphere. A dedicated grid wusing the
'photosphere' boundary condition (Hauschildt et al.
1999a,b; Castelli & Kurucz 2003), var_atm_phot, is in-
cluded to test the impact of the choice of surface bound-
ary conditions on model predictions.

Convection and convective zones—T10 model convective
energy transport, the mixing length theory (MLT;
Henyey et al. 1965; Cox & Giuli 1968) is useful in 1D
stellar evolution codes. By default, MESA implements
MLT as time-dependent convection based on the Kuh-
fuss (1986) model. We adopt core overshooting for our
benchmark models and most variation grids; we turn
this off in the no-overshooting grid, var mix noos. En-
velope undershooting has been considered as a viable
explanation for previously found disagreement between
observed and predicted RGBB locations (Christensen-
Dalsgaard 2015; Lattanzio et al. 2015). This possibil-
ity is also explored in a dedicated grid, var mix_envos.
When included, both of core overshooting and envelope
undershooting are set following MIST (Choi et al. 2016).

4. FIRST DREDGE-UP

In this section, we examine the first dredge-up mod-
eling by comparing our theoretical predictions to ob-
served surface composition changes. Our models include
mass loss and gravitational settling. As a result, both
the current mass and the current surface metallicity do
not match the birth values in the tracks. We there-
fore interpolate between tracks to obtain a grid of fixed
observed metallicity and current mass, as described in
Section B.4.

4.1. FDU: benchmark results

Figure 2 presents predicted change in surface C to N
ratio A[C/N] as a function of log g for selected models.
The degree of dredge-up depends sensitively on mass
(right panel), but weakly on metallicity (left panel). The
FDU is nearly complete by logg = 3.2, the lower edge
(on a Kiel diagram) of the APOKASC-3 sample, but
there is some small dependence of the surface C and N
abundances on surface gravity predicted by the models
at lower surface gravity. Motivated by these features,
we then examine the observational data to check for
evidence of a log g dependence within the APOKASC-
3 sample, which could be evidence for an incomplete
dredge-up. However, as illustrated in Figure 3, our ob-

Table 2. Some discrepancies extracted from the right col-
umn of Figure 7 (at cyan crosses). All Af[x/%] values are
post-FDU minus birth; “disc.” means fitting to observations
minus predictions by the benchmark grid. Note that 1.085
and 1.685 Mg, are the 5*® and 95" mass percentiles near solar
metallicity, respectively, while 1.295 M, is the median mass
of our entire APOKASC-3 lower RGB sample.

M/Mg 1.085  1.685  1.295  1.295

[Fe/H] 0.00 0.00 —-0.30  40.30
A[C/N] disc.  0.1555  0.1851  0.1292  0.1841
A[C/Fe] disc.  0.0823  0.0706  0.0779  0.0910
A[N/Fe] disc. —0.0747 —0.1161 —0.0507 —0.0944

servational sample does not show a statistically signifi-
cant trend at high gravity. We therefore treat the lower
RGB sample as all being post-dredge-up, and average
the measurements accordingly. Our conclusion is con-
sistent with Liagre et al. (2025), who obtained new data
for less evolved giants in the Kepler sample. We measure
the theoretically predicted FDU abundances and abun-
dance ratios at the middle of the RGBB. This ensures
that the FDU is complete for all models and that it is
being measured at a consistent location.

Figure 4 is a summary of our FDU comparisons at
solar metallicity. Note that our benchmark predictions
for A[C/N] values at M = 1.0 and 1.5 Mg, are —0.2258
and —0.4783, respectively, in reasonable agreement with
those reported in Silva Aguirre et al. (2020): about®
[—0.095, —0.235] (see their Figure 4) and [—0.35, —0.46]
(Figure 10). Theoretical predictions largely replicate the
relative mass and metallicity trends, yet there are signif-
icant zero-point shifts between theory and data. To test
observational systematics, we compare three different
observational samples in Figure 5, still at solar metallic-
ity. In general, the APOKASC-3 RGB and RC samples
agree with each other at the 0.01 dex level (within 1o in
most cases), implying a potential lack of extra mixing.
However, the APO-K2 RGB sample only agrees with
APOKASC-3 around 1.4 Mg, and differs at the 0.1 dex
level at 0.9 or 1.8 M, which we attribute to small num-
ber statistics in the APO-K2 sample for these domains.

Figure 6 explores A[C/N] discrepancies at all metal-
licities, using only the APOKASC-3 lower RGB sample.
In most regions of the mass-metallicity space, all our
grids predict more negative A[C/N] values, indicating
more mixing during first dredge-up. Roughly speaking,
the discrepancies are between 0.1 and 0.2 dex; specifi-
cally, some typical values are extracted and tabulated

6 These ranges are extracted from figures via visual inspection.
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Figure 2. Predicted A[C/N] (change from birth value) as a function of log g according to our benchmark models. Left panel:
tracks at and stars near M = 1.10 Mg, color-coded by metallicity; right panel: tracks at and stars near [Fe/H] = 0.00, color-
coded by mass. End of FDU and center of RGBB are marked with red crosses and orange plus signs, respectively. Note that
the curves begin where A[C/N] values start to change; in other words, A[C/N] values are constantly zero at higher log g.

in Table 2. The mass dependence is relatively weak, ex-
cept in the highest-metallicity bin; the latter is under-
standable, as the non-uniformity of mass distribution is
the most serious in that bin (see also the middle panel of
Figure 1). The metallicity trend is also weak but notice-
able: APOKASC-3 data manifest larger A[C/N] values
in metal-rich stars, but theoretical models do not repli-
cate this trend. Varying the birth C and N abundances
following Roberts et al. (2024), the var_chem_r24cn grid
(green dashed curves) has similar mass dependence, but
introduces an interesting stretch in metallicity space.
Compared to the benchmark results, the agreement with
observational data is not as good at low [Fe/H], but
is better at high [Fe/H]. Such differences suggest that
birth mixture is crucial for surface abundance studies.
To further compare our benchmark FDU predictions
to APOKASC-3 data, Figure 7 visualizes observed and
predicted A[C/N] as bivariate functions, and decom-
poses it into A[C/Fe] and A[N/Fe]. From the left col-
umn (observational results), we see clearly that low-
mass, high-metallicity stars have A[C/Fe] > 0. This
is implausible, as the net effect of the CNO cycle is to
convert carbon into nitrogen (see Section 1). We ten-
tatively conclude that there are some zero-point shifts
in the data, either in APOGEE abundance measure-
ments or in the assumption that the C and N trends
observed in subgiants (Roberts et al. 2024) are the same
as the birth trends of RGB stars. Comparing the three
rows (three abundance ratios), A[N/Fe] has a larger
contribution to A[C/N] than A[C/Fe] in both observa-
tional and theoretical results — note that by definition,
A[C/N] = A[C/Fe] — A[N/Fe]. Another interesting as-
pect of this figure is that, contour lines are mostly verti-
cal in the middle column (benchmark predictions), but

significantly tilted in the left column (APOKASC-3 re-
sults). This supplements the lack of predicted metallic-
ity dependence in Figure 6. Such an effect could be in-
duced by metallicity-dependent systematics in the abun-
dance measurements.

When we examine the tracks in Figure 2 in more
detail, at low mass, A[C/N] rises by a small amount
at the beginning of FDU before dropping to the final
value. This is because '3C is dredged up before N. We
therefore include a brief discussion about the predicted
post-FDU surface 12C/'3C ratio, which is shown in Fig-
ure 8. Theoretically, 12C is processed into '3*C before
13 is processed into N, so the 2C/13C ratio changes
at lower temperatures than the [C/N] ratio does. There-
fore, 13C is dredged-up before “N (Pinsonneault et al.
1989). In addition to our benchmark predictions, we also
include var_rates_default results and the discrepan-
cies between these two grids. Among all the variation
grids, this is the one which differs from benchmark at
the 1dex level; other variations only differ at the 0.1
or 0.01dex level. Fitting coefficients for all the grids
are tabulated in Table 7. Since the APOKASC-3 data
catalog does not include isotopic ratios, we stop this dis-
cussion here, but warn the readers that nuclear reaction
rates (see Section B.1) are important when isotopic ra-
tios are of interest. For example, Karakas & Lattanzio
(2014) reported much lower 2C/*3C ratios (~ 20-25)
as they used different rates.

4.2. FDU: variations

We then compare FDU predictions yielded by our
variation grids to the benchmark predictions. Figure 9
shows discrepancies in predicted A[C/N]. While the
maps display interesting patterns, most variations only
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Figure 3. Gravity dependence of observed A[C/N] (RGB
value minus birth value, which is assumed to be Equa-
tion (3)). In each panel, lower RGB stars used in FDU
comparisons are shown in pink, while other RGB stars are
shown in gray; blue points and error bars are medians and
dispersions in 10 bins of equal widths. Upper panel: ob-
served A[C/N] values as a function of log g; middle panel:
we fit observed A[C/N] as a function of mass and metallic-
ity, but not gravity, and plot the residuals as a function of
log g; lower panel: we subtract benchmark predictions in the
middle of RGBB at given masses and metallicities from ob-
served values, and again plot the residuals as a function of

log g.

introduce differences at the 0.01 or 0.001 dex level, ev-
idently insufficient to account for the zero-point shift
between theoretical predictions and observational data
(see Section 4.1). Fitting coeflicients for observed and
predicted A[C/N] trends are tabulated in Tables 8. We

444 APOKASC lower RGB stars
with —0.10 <[Fe/H] < +0.10 [

_0.54 — benchmark
{1 --- var_chem _agss09

--=- var_chem_r24cn
--- var_rates default
--- var_kap_fa05

-0.154 . -
1 --- var_kap opal
-0.20 +r————
0.4 .
] var_kap_linear
0.3 -
©
s
= 0.2 -
g .
--- var_atm_phot
0.1 ) B
var_mix_noos
] --- var_mix_envos
0.0 . . T 1
1.0 1.2 1.4 1.6 1.8
M/Me

Figure 4. Comparisons between the APOKASC-3 lower
RGB sample (black dots) and theoretical predictions (curves)
regarding FDU at solar metallicity. Changes in three abun-
dance ratios from birth values (Equation (3) assumed for ob-
servational data) to RGB, A[C/N], A[C/Fe], and A[N/Fe]
are shown in the upper, middle, and lower panels, respec-
tively. Solid blue curves present our benchmark predictions,
and dashed curves are variations (see Section 4.2).

omit similar maps and tables for A[C/Fe] and A[N/Fe],
but note that the latter is still the dominating compo-
nent of A[C/N]. Below we comment on some individual
variation grids.

var_chem_agss09 —Although the Asplund et al. (2009)

solar composition leads to a substantially lower cal-
ibrated Zg pirtn than Grevesse & Sauval (1998) (see
Table 5), this variation grid only differs from the
benchmark case at the 0.01 dex level in terms of A[C/N]
at fixed mass and [Fe/H].



[t
o
g
Q
>
o

0.200

(=)

—_

~

o
L

0.150

0.125

0.100

0.075- 444 APOKASC lower RGB stars |

with —0.10 <[Fe/H] < +0.10

A[C/N] (obs) —A[C/N] (pred)

0.10 —— benchmark |

--- variations

578 APOKASC RC stars with |-
—0.05 <[Fe/H] < +0.05 I

= =

=3 =3

> ®
L L

AIC/Fe] (obs) —A[C/Fe] (pred)
o ;
in

_0_02_: 219 APO-K2 lower RGB stars |

with —0.10 < [Fe/H] < +0.10 _
~0.04 \%\ -

—-0.061

—-0.08-

—-0.10

-0.12

A[N/Fe] (obs) —A[N/Fe] (pred)

10 11 12 1.3 14 15 16 17
M/Mo
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3 lower RGB, APOKASC-3 RC, and APO-K2 lower RGB
samples are shown in blue, orange, and green, respectively.
We subtract predicted A[C/N], A[C/Fe], and A[N/Fe| values
as functions of mass and metallicity from individual obser-
vations, fit the residuals, and visualize the results based on
our benchmark grid (other grids) as solid (dashed) curves.
The curves start (end) at the 5™ (95"") mass percentile of
each sample. In addition, we plot medians and dispersions
in several (depending on the number of stars) bins of equal
sizes as points and error bars.

var_chem r24cn—In subgiant data there is a strong ob-
served trend of birth C and N abundances as a function
of [Fe/H], which is not accounted for in a fixed mixture
model. It is therefore not surprising that accounting for
this effect causes the largest change in FDU predictions,
at the 0.1 dex level. As seen in Section 4.1, there is a con-

& PINSONNEAULT

sistent metallicity stretch (positive discrepancy at high
metallicity and negative discrepancy at low metallicity)
at all masses, although the stretch is more significant
at low mass. Note that the best agreement (0.0 discrep-
ancy) between var_chem r24cn and benchmark grids oc-
curs at [Fe/H] =~ —0.1, where the birth mixture variation
Equation (3) is the smallest. This stretch indicates that
post-FDU [C/N] depends on birth C and N abundances
in a non-linear manner, and there is an important de-
generacy between mass and birth mixture that needs to
be accounted for to interpret observed [C/N] values in
red giants.

var_rates_default —This grid uses MESA default nu-
clear reaction rates instead of NACRE II; the most im-
portant difference for our purpose is that the '*N proton
capture rate is lower by a factor of ~ 2 compared to mod-
ern measurement. This only yields positive discrepancy
in A[C/N] (and negative discrepancy in A[N/Fe]), again
manifesting the importance of nuclear reaction rates for
FDU predictions.

var mix_noos —Core overshoot has a large effect on the

main sequence lifetime of massive stars, but neglecting
it induces only small changes, mostly at the 0.001 dex
level, in the FDU. This effect is somewhat larger at
higher mass, reaching ~ 0.01dex at M = 1.8 Mg, so-
lar metallicity; however, it is still small overall.

Other variation grids only differ from benchmark at
the 0.001 dex level.

To conclude this section, we report measured zero-
point shifts between data and theory. For each star in
our sample (see Section 2.2), we use its mass and metal-
licity to derive its expected changes in abundance ratios,
and study the distribution of discrepencies between ob-
served values and theoretical predictions (observed mi-
nus theoretical). The results are tabulated in Table 3.
To prevent these numbers from being biased by outliers,
the central values are the medians, and the dispersions
are half the differences between upper and lower 1o per-
centiles. In addition, we estimate theoretical system-
atics by summing up squares of half the discrepancies
between variations and benchmark, and then taking the
square roots. In summary, the zero-point shifts are:

o A[C/N]: 0.1615 £ 0.0760 (obs) £ 0.010787 (sys);
o A[C/Fe]: 0.0891 £ 0.0420 (obs) £ 0.003322 (sys);
o A[N/Fe]: —0.0748 = 0.0531 (obs) = 0.006472 (sys).

By comparing several high-resolution spectroscopic sky
surveys, Heged(is et al. (2023) found that observational
systematics can be at the 0.1dex level. Therefore, the



—0,45 < [Fe/H] < —0.35

MODELING APOKASC-3 RED GIANTS I

—0,35 < [Fe/H] < —0.25

11

—0,25 < [Fe/H] < —0.15

9

£ 0.30 + +

) 1 — benchmark ¥ --- var_chem r24cn ¥ - var_kap_ fa05 [
= 0.257 var_chem_agss09 + --- var_rates_default + --- var_kap_opal 3
©,0.20 ] : .

< ] ]

L0157 : : >£

20.10 : 1

EO 05_ _:.. _:..

G 0P ] 61 stars 1 140 stars ¥ 191 stars

Z‘ T T T T T T T T

s _—015<[Fe/H]<-0.05  _ —005<[Fe/H]<+0.05 _ ___ +0,05<[Fe/H]<+0.15

(<] - - ]

EO.SO ] var_kap_ linear ] var_mix_noos E

'2‘025‘; --- var_atm_phot + --- var_mix_envos E

1 228 stars

¥ 191 stars

+0,15 < [Fe/H] < +0.25

+0,35 < [Fe/H] < +0.45

q 135 stars

T 75 stars

E' 20 stars

1.2 1.4
MM,

T
1.2

1.4 1.6

M/M,

1.2 1.4 1.6
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Table 3. Zero-point shifts of FDU results. Reported are medians and dispersions of discrepancies between observed values and
theoretical predictions (observed minus predicted) based on mass and metallicity.

Grid name

A[C/N] shift

A[C/Fe] shift

A[N/Fe] shift

benchmark

var_chem_agss09
var_chem_r24cn

var_rates_default

var_kap_fa05
var_kap_opal

var_kap_linear

var_atm_phot
var_mix_noos

var_mix_envos

0.161464 £ 0.076008
0.163929 £+ 0.075197
0.173292 £ 0.097525
0.145031 £ 0.075250
0.161939 £ 0.075745
0.162589 £+ 0.076241
0.161208 £ 0.075852
0.161688 £+ 0.075797
0.165650 £ 0.074896
0.166965 £+ 0.075913

0.089125 £ 0.042050
0.090217 £ 0.041607
0.090583 £ 0.042146
0.083394 £ 0.042224
0.089265 £ 0.042020
0.089730 £ 0.042058
0.089026 £ 0.042048
0.089138 £ 0.042016
0.090684 £ 0.042132
0.091392 £ 0.042085

—0.074765 £ 0.053136
—0.076193 £ 0.052882
—0.080630 £ 0.078020
—0.064280 £ 0.052852
—0.075218 £ 0.052839
—0.075450 £ 0.053457
—0.074579 £ 0.053019
—0.074854 £+ 0.052963
—0.077627 £ 0.052163
—0.078270 £ 0.053080
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Figure 7. Comparisons between observed and predicted A[C/N] (top row), A[C/Fe] (middle row), and A[N/Fe] (bottom row);
A means post-FDU minus birth. Each panel visualizes a bivariate function of mass and metallicity as a map with contours;
panels involving observations only show the function within the contour derived in the middle panel of Figure 1, which is also
displayed as red dotted line in purely theoretical panels. Bivariate quadratic fits to APOKASC-3 data are shown in the left
column, MESA predictions (benchmark grid) are shown in the middle column, and the discrepancies (observed minus predicted)
are shown in the right column. The coloring scheme is unified for the first two panels in each row, but is not unified across rows.
Values at cyan crosses are extracted and tabulated in Table 2.
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Figure 8. Predicted post-FDU *2C / 13C. Each panel visualizes a bivariate function of mass and metallicity as a map with
contours. Our benchmark (var_rates_default) predictions are shown on the left (middle) panel, while the discrepancy is shown
on the right panel. Note that the coloring scheme is unified for the first two panels.

zero-point shifts listed above could be caused by obser-
vational systematics. That said, an alternative explana-
tion on the theoretical side would be that the maximum
extent of convective envelopes in current models extend
too deep into the stellar interiors.

5. RED GIANT BRANCH BUMP

In this section, we examine the RGBB location by
comparing our model predictions to observations. Fol-
lowing Nataf et al. (2013), we use an exponential back-
ground plus Gaussian bump model to fit the distribution

P(logg) = N{ exp(klog g)

o[- (222 ]
(4)

where N is the normalization factor so that P(3.0 >
logg > 2.0) = 1, k is the slope of the exponential back-
ground, hp, wp, and ¢, are the relative height, width,
and center location of the RGBB, respectively. The
range 3.0 > logg > 2.0 is chosen because it includes
the entire RGBB but excludes the edges of our sam-
ple (see the lower panel of Figure 1) so that our sta-
tistical results below are not affected by selection bias.
We note that since the APOKASC selection function is
complex (see Pinsonneault et al. 2014), the exponential
background (i.e., the slope parameter k in Equation (4))
of the APOKASC-3 may not be a perfect match for the
overall population. However, the asteroseismic sample
is nearly complete in the RGBB regime (Pinsonneault
et al. 2025), and the selection effects become more sig-
nificant in giants well above the RGBB, which were se-
lected against for planet transit studies. As a result, we

+

believe that selection effects do not bias this measure-
ment. The relative height hy, is principally a function of
the helium abundance Y of the model, but because we
are working with a field sample that has a wide metal-
licity range, it is difficult to quantify this diagnostic at a
precise enough level to be an interesting measurement.
We therefore do not infer it here.

To start with, we explore the mass and metal-
licity trends of the observed RGBB location in the
APOKASC-3 sample (see Section 2.2) in Figure 10. For
each subsample, we select APOKASC-3 stars in the sur-
face gravity range 3.0 > logg > 2.0, fit Equation (4)
to them, and plot the probability density function. It
is clear that the RGBB location depends on both mass
and metallicity; however, due to our limited sample size,
fitting results in each bin are noticeably noisy. There-
fore, to investigate how the RGBB location shifts with
mass and metallicity given our relatively limited sample
size (a few thousand stars in 100 bins), we implement a
holistic method.

Specifically, we assign a shift in surface gravity
space as a function of mass and metallicity, i.e.,
Alogg(M,[Fe/H]), and try to maximize the ratio
of the second term in Equation (4) to the first
term, both evaluated at the bump center ¢, i.e.,
(h,/wpv/27)/ exp(klogey). Note that a different shift
function Alog g(M, [Fe/H]) results in a slightly differ-
ent sample selection, as logg cuts at 3.0 and 2.0 are
applied to shifted logg. Figure 11 presents the RGBB
location derived from this stacking technique. After try-
ing various functional forms of this shift, including a lin-
ear dependence on mass (blue) or metallicity (orange),
a linear dependence on both (green), and a cross term
in addition (red), we find that the RGBB location de-
pends on both mass and metallicity, but the marginal
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Each panel visualizes a bivariate function of mass and metallicity as a map with contours. Note that different panels have

different coloring schemes.

benefit of introducing a cross term is limited. Therefore,
we adopt the green results as our benchmark observa-
tional results: log g = 2.660418 —0.183181(M /Mg —1)+
0.282392 [Fe/H]. Since the relationship between logg
and Teg can be well approximated by a linear function
in the vicinity of the RGBB (see the lower panel of Fig-
ure 1), we do not separately address the latter in this
context.

Instead of introducing quadratic or higher-order terms
in the above method (which could lead to overfitting),
on the right panel of Figure 11, we use benchmark
predictions as theoretical prior (see Section 5.1) for
Alog g(M,[Fe/H]). After accounting for mass and
metallicity dependence in this way, we see that an addi-
tional Alogg term (different colors on the right panel)
only makes minor differences. We conclude that our the-
oretical predictions successfully replicate the observed
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Equation (4) to stars in each bin.
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Figure 11. Observed RGBB location in the APOKASC-3 sample in terms of probability density functions, which are all
normalized to P(3.0 > logg > 2.0) = 1. Each color represents a set of results: Solid histogram is the data, dashed curve is the
exponential background plus Gaussian bump fit Equation (4), and vertical dashed line is the bump center ¢,. On each panel,
black does not involve any (further) logg correction, blue and orange assume a linear dependence on mass and metallicity,
respectively, while green assumes a linear dependence on both, and red assumes a cross term in addition to green. The left
panel shows results based on raw APOKASC-3 log g values, and while right panel “correct” them using a theoretical prior for
mass and metallicity trends based on benchmark predictions. In addition, on the right panel, theoretical predictions for RGBB
location at M = 1.0Mg, [Fe/H] = 0.0 are shown as vertical lines: The benchmark (var_mix_envos) prediction is shown as a
purple (brown) dash-dotted line, while other variations are shown as gray dotted lines.

trends in RGBB location, although the zero-point is sig-
nificantly off.

5.1. RGBB: benchmark results

Figure 12 illustrates the predicted RGBB shapes in
our benchmark evolutionary tracks. Qualitatively, the
metallicity and mass trends of the RGBB location agree
with those displayed by the observed sample (see Fig-
ure 11). However, the bump shape is clearly non-

Gaussian, with a sharp edge at the beginning of the
“retrograde motion.” This is caused by the fact that the
evolutionary speed on the Kiel diagram is significantly
slower when the hydrogen-burning shell and the outer
convective zone are about to converge (see Figure 3 of
Christensen-Dalsgaard 2015).

Interestingly, the RGBB is much wider at 1.85Mg
than at 1.65 M. Figure 13 compares the RGBB width
predicted by our benchmark and var mix noos grids in
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Figure 12. Predicted RGBB shapes according to the benchmark grid, again in terms of probability density functions normalized
to P(3.0 > log g > 2.0) = 1. Left panel: RGBB shapes at M = 1.00 Mg, color-coded by metallicity; right panel: RGBB shapes
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step functions are based on solar mixing length parameter amur,o (see Table 5); with RGB calibration (see Table 6), the shapes
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Figure 13. Predicted RGBB width in terms of log g discrepancy between the two turning points (see Section 5.1 for definition).
Each panel visualizes a bivariate function of mass and metallicity as a map with contours. Our benchmark (var mix noos)
predictions are shown on the left (middle) panel, while the fractional discrepancy is shown on the right panel. Note that the

coloring scheme is unified for the first two panels.

terms of the log g discrepancy between the two turning
points, i.e., where log g stops decreasing and starts to in-
crease (first turning point) and where log g stops increas-
ing and restarts to decrease (second turning point). Fit-
ting coefficients for all grids are tabulated in Table 10. It
is clear that without core overshooting, the RGBB width
is much less sensitive to the mass, and the quadratic de-
pendence is inverted: At around 1.20 Mg, the RGBB
width reaches its minimum (maximum) with (without)
core overshooting. The “widening” effect is only signif-
icant at relatively high mass, where the APOKASC-3
sample is small, so we cannot directly test it with this
data set.

The RGBB location depends on the mixing length
parameter appr. This does not impact our results
because the choice of mixing length is fixed by the
requirement that our models reproduce the observed
APOKASC-3 locus in the Kiel diagram. As a valida-
tion of our predictions, we note that for a M = 1.0 Mg,
[Fe/H] = 0.0 track, the RGBB center in luminosity space
is at L = 31.03Lg according to our benchmark grid, in
good agreement with Figure 5 in Silva Aguirre et al.
(2020). For a 1.5Mg, [Fe/H] = 0.0 track, our predic-
tion is L = 62.31 L, relatively high but still within the
cohort of their Figure 9.

To facilitate systematic comparisons with the obser-
vational data, we take the arithmetic mean of the two
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Figure 14. Comparisons between observed and predicted at RGBB locations. Each panel visualizes a bivariate function of
mass and metallicity as a map with contours. Bivariate linear fits to APOKASC-3 data are shown on the left panel, while
discrepancies (observed minus predicted) between observational results and benchmark (var_mix_envos) predictions are shown
on the middle (right) panel. All three functions are only shown within the contour derived in the middle panel of Figure 1.

Note that the coloring scheme is unified for the last two panels.

log g values at the two RGBB turning points as the
“predicted bump location.” Figure 14 compares our
benchmark and var mix_envos predictions to observa-
tional results. Since the observed RGBB location as-
sumes a linear dependence on mass and metallicity, con-
tours on the left panel (observations) are simply uni-
formly spaced straight lines, while those on the mid-
dle and right panels (discrepancies) are non-uniformly
spaced curves. This difference produces a non-linear
pattern on the discrepancy panels. However, as shown
on the right panel of Figure 11, calibrated benchmark
models can largely replicate the trends in both mass and
metallicity, and the overall offset is significantly larger
than the modest trends seen in the central panel. This
supports the idea that the difference can be explained by
a zero-point shift in the locus of the RGBB. According
to the right panel, MIST envelope undershooting is not
sufficient to account for this zero-point shift; a quanti-
tative quote is included in the discussion below.

5.2. RGBB: variations

Figure 15 shows discrepancies in the predicted log g
at the RGBB location. Fitting coefficients for observed
and predicted log g at the RGBB location are tabulated
in Table 9. Like in Section 4.2, below we comment on
some of the variation grids.

var_chem agss09—Using the Asplund et al. (2009) so-

lar composition leads to modest differences, of order
0.05dex compared with using the Grevesse & Sauval
(1998) mixture. However, in most regions of the map
([Fe/H] < 0.3), the discrepancy only makes the disagree-
ment with observational results worse.

var_rates_default —This grid leads to slightly better
agreement with observational results than benchmark.
We still trust NACRE IT (Xu et al. 2013) nuclear reac-
tion rates (adopted by most grids) more than the MESA
default, but it is worth keeping in mind that the choice
of rates can have a significant impact on RGBB location.
We leave in-depth investigation to future work.

var kap-opal and var_kap-linear —Interestingly, both
high-T" opacity and opacity interpolation scheme mat-
ter at the 0.01 dex level.

var mix_noos —This grid also differs from benchmark at

the 0.01 dex level. Lack of core overshooting changes the
abundance profiles, causing the “retrograde motion” to
happen at higher gravity. Although this pulls theoreti-
cal predictions towards the “right” direction at relatively
high mass, core overshooting is favored by MS observa-
tions. Hence we do not think excluding core overshoot-
ing is a promising solution to the RGBB tension between
theory and observation.

var_mix_envos —This is the only grid which differs from
benchmark at the 0.1 dex level — and yes, in the “right”
direction. Figure 14 displays the better agreement be-
tween this grid and observational results. Although the
agreement is still not perfect, it is possible to make it
still better by fine-tuning the overshooting parameter.
However, in the next section, we argue that envelope un-
dershooting creates tension with Li data in RGB stars.
This is in addition with complications for pre-MS Li
depletion that have been previously discussed in the lit-
erature. Here we emphasize that, according to the a
column of Table 4, the envelope undershooting param-
eter from MIST (adopted for this grid) probably needs
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Figure 15. Similar to Figure 9, but for log g at RGBB location.

to be multiplied a factor of 1.7076 to replicate observed
RGBB location, which would destroy even more Li.

Other variation grids only differ from benchmark at
the 0.001 dex level. Table 4 summarizes RGBB fitting
results with different grids as theoretical priors. Like
at the end of Section 4, we estimate theoretical sys-
tematics by summing up squares of half the discrepan-
cies between variations and benchmark, but we exclude
var mix_envos here. The zero-point shift of RGBB lo-
cation in log g space is:

e RGBB center: 0.150940.0017 (obs)+0.0182 (sys).

5.3. Enwvelope undershooting and post-MS Li depletion

In this section, we investigate envelope undershooting
as a proposed solution to the RGBB tension by consid-
ering post-main sequence lithium data.

There are strong trends in MS Li depletion as a func-
tion of mass and age. Cool stars experience severe
depletion; as an example, the current solar Li abun-
dance is more than 100 times lower than the mete-
oritic one. Sestito & Randich (2005) reported that in
Messier 67, MS stars within the temperature range of
6050 K < Teg < 6350 K at the age of 4 Gyr are observed
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Table 4. Fitting coefficients for the observed RGBB with different grids as theoretical priors. N, k, Nhp, cb, and wp are
parameters in Equation (4); Acy, is the discrepancy between ¢, and predicted RGBB center at M = 1.0 Mg, [Fe/H] = 0.0
(observed minus predicted).

Grid name N k Nhy, cp wy Acp

benchmark 0.0310 £20.0096 1.2509 £0.1146 0.2511 +0.0113 2.6706 £ 0.0016 0.0356 4+ 0.0017 0.1509
var_chem_agss09 0.0300 4 0.0098 1.2551 £0.1199 0.2671 +0.0134 2.6745 £ 0.0022 0.0443 +0.0023 0.1712
var_chem_r24cn 0.0307 £ 0.0102 1.2557 £0.1229 0.2502 4 0.0121 2.6719 £0.0017 0.0352 4+ 0.0018 0.1509
var_rates_default 0.0319 £0.0102 1.24164+0.1178 0.2494 +£0.0117 2.6674 +0.0017 0.0356 = 0.0018 0.1254
var_kap_fa05 0.0312 £ 0.0098 1.2485 +0.1158 0.2528 4 0.0116 2.6760 £ 0.0017 0.0361 +0.0018 0.1537
var_kap_opal 0.0320 £ 0.0103 1.2385 £ 0.1188 0.2533 & 0.0117 2.6677 £0.0017 0.0357 & 0.0018 0.1395
var_kap-linear 0.0314 £ 0.0105 1.2413 £0.1239 0.2611 £ 0.0130 2.6742 £ 0.0020 0.0397 +0.0021 0.1583
var_atm_phot 0.0312 £ 0.0096 1.2489 +£0.1137 0.2517 4+ 0.0112 2.6751 £0.0016 0.0355 4+ 0.0017 0.1535
var_mix noos 0.0350 £ 0.0115 1.2028 £0.1216 0.2548 4 0.0122 2.6615 £ 0.0018 0.0366 4+ 0.0019 0.1431
var_mix_envos 0.0297 £ 0.0097 1.2675+£0.1211 0.2518 £ 0.0124 2.6749 £ 0.0019 0.0377 & 0.0020 0.0625
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Figure 16. Sample selection for post-MS Li depletion comparisons. Each panel visualizes a bivariate function of mass and
metallicity as a map with contours based on our benchmark predictions. Upper left panel: stellar age at TAMS (in Gyr).
Lower left panel: effective temperature at the age of 4 Gyr, MS stars only; see the text for explanation for the 6050 K and
6350 K contours. Right panel: among 398 a-poor red giants with lithium data in the APO-K2 catalog, 101 are within the
mass-metallicity band found in the first two panels; the data points are color-coded by observed lithium abundance, with filled
and empty dots representing detections and upper limits, respectively. In addition, on the right panel, the green dotted curve
represents where Teg = 7000 K at the age of 1 Gyr, and the blue solid (orange dashed) curve corresponds to post-MS A(Li) = 0.55
(assuming TAMS A(Li) = 2.55) according to our benchmark (var_mix_envos) grid; see the text for discussion.
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to preserve an A(Li) value of 2.55 + 0.18. For hotter
stars, there is a window in T where Li is severely de-
pleted, which is referred to as the Li dip. At least some
hotter stars preserve much more of their Li, through a
mechanism that is still being debated. To establish a
reliable comparison between theory and data, we locate
the mass-metallicity domain of stars within the range
of main sequence Teg where Li is preserved in MG67.
The sample selection process is performed using our
benchmark results and is illustrated in Figure 16. On
the upper left panel, we set the right boundary of the
band by identifying stars which reach their maximum
T before 4 Gyr. The maximum Teg is usually reached
right after the terminal age main sequence (TAMS), i.e.,
core H exhaustion, and the change in A(Li) in between
is negligible. Then on the lower left panel, we set the up-
per left and lower right boundaries by considering the
surface temperature at 4 Gyr. Finally, we apply these
boundaries to our APO-K2 sample (see Section 2.3) on
the right panel, obtaining a subsample of 101 stars se-
lected from 398.

We note that the precise location of the Li dip is
only measured close to solar metallicity, so hotter stars
can still preserve Li at a level comparable to the M67
plateau. There is evidence for this in GALAH subgiant
data (Smedile et al. 2025, in preparation). As a sec-
ondary test, we therefore include stars with an MS ef-
fective temperature hotter than the M67 plateau. We
truncate this range at an MS T of 7000 K. Hotter than
this, stars do not spin down from magnetized winds and
they can leave the MS with much higher Li than cool
stars (Gao et al. 2020); however, there are also many
such stars that leave the MS with severe depletion. This
requires a different treatment of the turnoff Li for the
FDU.

In addition, we use three curves to divide the mass-
metallicity space into four regions. On the right, stars
are predicted to have Tog > 7000 K at the MS age of
1Gyr; 35/92 = 38.04% of these stars have preserved
Li. As discussed above, this may be traced in part to a
different MS depletion pattern, so we do not use them
to test the FDU. No Li detections are expected beyond
the two solid curves according to our benchmark and
var_mix_envos models, respectively. In the upper left
region, only 16/176 = 9.09% of the stars have Li detec-
tions, which require post-main sequence Li production.
There is an extensive literature discussing this interest-
ing background population (see Martell et al. 2021, for
a discussion); however, the vast majority of stars are
in good agreement with standard theory. In the lower
left region, 21/43 = 48.84% of the stars have Li detec-
tions, in agreement with both our grids. The middle left
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< ]
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Figure 17. Predicted post-MS lithium abundances as func-
tions of log g. Following Sestito & Randich (2005), the TAMS
value is set to A(Li) = 2.55. Solid and dashed curves cor-
respond to our benchmark and var mix_envos grids, respec-
tively. These curves are arithmetic means of maximum and
minimum A(Li) values within the mass range at each metal-
licity (see the middle panel of Figure 16), which are shown
as shaded regions. Metallcities of the curves are annotated
at the end of each curve. Starting (i.e., bottom of RGB) and
end points of FDU are marked with green and red crosses,
respectively.

region corresponds to where Li detections are expected
by benchmark models but not var mix_envos models;
actually, 21/87 = 24.14% of stars therein have Li detec-
tions, showing how envelope undershooting deteriorates
the agreement with observations.

Figure 17 visualizes predicted post-MS A(Li) =
log,o(nwi/nu) values as functions of log g. We presume
that A(Li) = 2.55 for stars within the mass-metallicity
band found in Figure 16. At each step on the osculat-
ing tracks given by each grid, we derive the maximum
and minimum A(Li) values at each given metallicity, and
plot the arithmetic mean of these two extrema to avoid
cluttering. With starting and end points of the first
dredge-up marked on each curve, we see that differences
in post-MS Li depletion mostly occur during FDU: Be-
fore FDU (i.e., on the subgiant branch), the Li depletion
is largely insensitive to both metallicity and whether we
include envelope undershooting; after FDU, the Li abun-
dance basically remains constant on each curve.

Figure 18 compares our benchmark and
var mix_envos grids in terms of post-MS Li deple-
tion, defined as change in surface Li abundance A(Li)
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Figure 18. Predicted post-MS surface lithium abundance change AA(Li). Each panel visualizes a bivariate function of
mass and metallicity as a map with contours; the upper left corners correspond to artifacts and are omitted. Our benchmark
(var_mix_envos) predictions are shown on the left (middle) panel, while the discrepancy is shown on the right panel. Note that
the coloring scheme is unified for the first two panels. Boundaries of the mass-metallicity band found in Figure 16 are shown
as a red dashed contour; the green dotted, blue solid, and orange dashed curves are the same as those in the right panel of

Figure 16.

values from TAMS” to RGBB; fitting coefficients for all
grids are tabulated in Table 11. Positive AA(Li) values
at the low-mass, high-metallicity corner are artifacts
and are omitted from the maps. In most regions of
the mass-metallicity space, envelope undershooting de-
stroys more Li between TAMS and RGBB by about an
order of magnitude, which would substantially reduce
the chance of any Li detection on the RGB.

In Figure 19, we compare observed and predicted Li
abundances by plotting A(Li) versus metallicity. The
APO-K2 sample and both our grids agree on the state-
ment that A(Li) decreases with metallicity. Both grids
predict severe Li depletion at metallicities above ~ —0.3,
in agreement with the data. However, Li is detected
between —0.3 and —0.4, in agreement with standard
models but in conflict with the envelope undershoot-
ing ones. In Figure 20, we recast these comparisons
by plotting the discrepancy between observed and pre-
dicted A(Li) for each star versus mass, and consider the
impact of the percent-level temperature uncertainties
in the APOKASC-3 catalog. During the RGB mixing
length calibration process (see Section B.4), we found
that A(Li) values predicted for low-mass stars are highly
sensitive to aypr, with about an order of magnitude
less (more) destruction if aypr is smaller (larger) by
0.3. Therefore, Li predictions are related to tempera-
ture measurements. Although A(Li) uncertainties at the

7 MESA defines this as when the central hydrogen mass fraction
reaches X = 0.1, which is not quite “terminal” yet. However, this
does not affect our results, as A(Li) basically does not change on

the final segment of MS in our models.

0.1 dex level are not large enough to explain the discrep-
ancies between APO-K2 and benchmark, we note that
var mix_envos has much larger discrepancies as well as
a mass trend, and thus is harder to justify.

If envelope undershooting is not a promising solution,
how to address the mismatch between observed and pre-
dicted RGBB locations? We think physicists may need
to resort to other components of stellar interiors. For
instance, different surface boundary conditions or al-
ternative models for degenerate material (e.g., Caplan
et al. 2022) could make the He core grow faster, so that
it would meet the bottom of the convective envelope
earlier, even the latter is not deeper than currently pre-
dicted. We leave such investigation to future work.

6. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

The first dredge-up is a deep prediction of stellar the-
ory, and we are now in a position to test this theory
rigorously. In this work, we have modeled APOKASC-
3 (Pinsonneault et al. 2025) a-poor red giant branch
(RGB) stars with MESA (Paxton et al. 2011, 2013, 2015,
2018, 2019; Jermyn et al. 2023) r22.11.1. We have sys-
tematically explored different input physics options (see
Sections B.1 and B.2), and calibrated Solar composi-
tion and RGB mixing length for all our models (see Sec-
tion B.4).

The overall change in the surface C to N abundance
ratio as seen in the data is systematically smaller than
that predicted in models, but has relative mass and birth
composition trends similar to theoretical predictions
(see Section 4). This is surprisingly resilient against
changes in the input physics, but does depend on the
assumed birth C to N. Unfortunately, adopting the ob-
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Figure 19. Lithium abundance A(Li) at lower RGB as a function of metallicity [Fe/H]. The data points are stars in the
APO-K2 catalog with Li detections (filled) or upper limits (empty) from GALAH (see Section 2.3), color-coded by mass. Blue
solid (orange dashed) curves shows maximum and minimum A(Li) values as functions of metallicity given by the benchmark
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Figure 20. Discrepancies between observed and predicted lithium abundances. Results based on the benchmark and
var mix_envos grid are shown in the left and right panels, respectively. In each panel, Li detections and upper limits in
the APO-K2 catalog are shown in filled and empty dots, respectively. Systematics due to temperature uncertainties propagated
though mixing length calibration (see Section B.4) are represented as solid (if Teg is lower) and dashed (if Teg is higher). Both
dots and curves are color-coded by metallicity.
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served pre-dredge-up C to N trends with Fe to H par-
tially worsens agreement with the data. However, the
magnitude of this effect is comparable to systematic er-
rors in the absolute abundance scale, so we conclude
that it is too early to use this as evidence for a seri-
ous defect in our stellar interiors models. Instead, we
encourage further work constraining the absolute abun-
dances, which could yield powerful insights and chal-
lenges to theory if they can be improved to better than
the 0.1 dex level.

This pattern — a zero-point offset between theory and
data, but good agreement on mass and birth composi-
tion trends — is replicated in the location of the RGBB,
but in the opposite sense: The true RGBB is fainter
than the predicted one (see Section 5). Our result here
is similar to that obtained by prior studies in the lit-
erature. There is an interesting tension between these
two results. Relative to theory, the FDU results suggest
less nuclear processed material has been mixed into the
envelope, while the RGBB results imply that the sur-
face convection zone reached deeper into the star. The
standard explanation for the RGBB in the literature is
to add envelope undershooting, which moves the RGBB
while having only a small effect on the predicted surface
C to N. This appears at first glance to solve the problem.
But, as established in the prior literature, envelope un-
dershooting causes significant problems in other, related
astrophysical contexts. Of these, the most severe is that
it predicts greatly increased pre-MS destruction of Li in
stars with a mechanical structure similar to evolved red
giants. Our work adds another, and more direct, chal-
lenge to envelope undershooting as an explanation. Li is
not merely dredged-up in low-mass and high-metallicity
giants: It is also directly destroyed in the envelope in
addition to passive dilution. This creates a “forbidden
zone” where any Li detections require Li production dur-
ing the post-MS, most likely through interactions with
companion stars or giant planets. We see clear evidence
for such a boundary in GALAH Li data, and standard
models without envelope undershooting are consistent
with the data. Envelope undershooting models, how-
ever, predict that this zone should reach much further
down in metallicity than is supported by the data.

We caution that the observed Li depletion pattern is
complex, and that Li predictions are more sensitive to
model input physics than CN ones are. A deeper di-
rect investigation of Li depletion, destruction, and pro-
duction in red giants would therefore be of great value.
However, the physical problems with envelope under-
shooting lead us to question whether another physical
effect, not included in current models, might be respon-
sible instead for the clear challenges to theory that we

find. Such a mechanism could include, for example, a
significant change in the mapping between core mass and
surface gravity, or a change in the rate of core growth
relative to the deepening of the envelope. At minimum,
our work indicates that envelope undershooting should
be carefully re-evaluated and tested against the full set
of data before being adopted as a convincing physical
explanation for the clear mismatches that we see with
theoretical expectations.

In general, we think self-consistent stellar models are
preferred for making reliable predictions for RGB stars
in the era of precision asteroseismology. Thenceforth,
we are working on a public release of the Yale Rotat-
ing Stellar Evolution Code (YREC; carefully described
in van Saders & Pinsonneault 2012, Pinsonneault et al.
2025, in preparation). Meanwhile, a follow-up paper
with MESA (Cao & Pinsonneault 2025, in preparation)
will measure mass loss using APOKASC-3 data and
make age predictions based on the resulting synthetic
models.
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APPENDIX

A. RESCALING [C/FE] AND [N/FE] ERRORS IN
APOKASC-3

As mentioned in the APOKASC-3 catalog paper (Pin-
sonneault et al. 2025), spectroscopic errors in APOGEE
DR17 (Abdwrro'uf et al. 2022) are underestimated.
While we have adopted a set of more sensible uncertain-
ties for Tem, 10g gspec, [Fe/H], and [a/Fe] (see Table 3 of
Pinsonneault et al. 2025), [C/Fe] and [N/Fe] errors are
simply DR17 values, with medians of 0.0147 and 0.0179,
respectively. In this appendix, we rescale these two er-
rors to reproduce the observed random scatter in abun-
dance and investigate the correlation between them.

For [X/Fe], where X = C, N, we perform a bivariate fit
to our APOKASC-3 lower RGB sample (see Section 2.2)

[X/Fe]ay (M, [Fe/H]) = a + by (M/Mg — 1) + bo(M /Mg — 1)2
+c1[Fe/H] + co[Fe/H)? + d(M /Mg — 1)[Fe/H]

(A1)

and compute the reduced x? as

[X/Fe] — [X/Felo(M;, [Fe/H]:)|*

ex/F) = Lo 3|

JIX/Fe]O[X /Fel,i
(A2)

where n is the number of stars, 6 is the number of param-
eters in our fitting function, 7 is the star index, fix re
is a global scaling factor, and o[x/pe) is the DR17 er-
ror. By tuning fix pe so that X[QX /rg) = 1, we obtain
f[C/Fe] = 3.0278 and f[N/Fe] = 2.7109, resulting in me-
dian errors of 0.0445 and 0.0485, respectively. These
scaling factors are recommended for users interested in
[C/Fe] and [N/Fe] uncertainties in APOKASC-3.

Since [C/N] = [C/Fe] — [N/Fe|, the associated uncer-
tainty can be written as

U[2C/N],i = G[QC/Fe],i + O'[QN/FeLi — 2P0, NO(C/Fe],iO[N/Fe],i-
(A3)

Assuming no correlation between [C/Fe] and [N/Fe]
(i.e., pcn = 0), we would have x?([C/N]) = 1.0941.
This indicates that [C/Fe] and [N/Fe] errors are actu-
ally negatively correlated, which agrees with the under-
standing that both carbon and nitrogen abundances are

largely based molecular spectral features. By tuning
poN so that x2([C/N]) = 1, we obtain pc n = —0.0946,
giving a median [C/N] error of 0.0658.

We have applied results in this appendix to both
APOKASC-3 and APO-K2 samples for deriving error
bars in Section 4.1.

B. DETAILS OF MODELING

In this appendix, we provide additional details of mod-
eling to supplement Section 3. In Sections B.1 and B.2,
we discuss the key ingredients for models: reference solar
mixtures, nuclear reaction rates, radiative opacities, sur-
face boundary conditions, and mixing settings. Then in
Sections B.3 and B.4, we present our numerical choices,
calibrate our models, and synthesize tracks used in com-
parisons.

B.1. Chemical composition and nuclear reactions

The relative abundances of heavy elements in the Sun
are well-constrained in meteorites, but the light species
(CNO and Ne) and the Z/X ratio require stellar atmo-
spheres theory. As a result, there are ongoing contro-
versies related to the solar mixture: Anders & Grevesse
(1989); Grevesse & Noels (1993); Grevesse & Sauval
(1998); Holweger (2001); Lodders (2003); Grevesse et al.
(2007); Lodders et al. (2009); Asplund et al. (2009); Caf-
fau et al. (2011); Asplund et al. (2021); Magg et al.
(2022). Recent papers have converged on two distinct
families of solutions: a “high scale” (e.g., GS98 and
MBS22) and a “low scale” (e.g., AGSS09 and AAG21).
The high scale is in better agreement with helioseismic
data (see Magg et al. 2022), so we adopt it as our base
case.

For theoretical purposes, the reference solar composi-
tion is used to: i) set the initial composition of the mod-
els, ii) make the high-T" opacity tables, and iii) make the
low-T opacity tables. In principle, these should be con-
sistent with each other, yet exact consistency is hard to
achieve for technical reasons. Therefore, we simply use
reference mixtures adopted by MESA developers and
opacity providers (see Section B.2), which can be slightly
different. An exception to this approximate consistency
is that Opacity Project tables for standard GS98 com-
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position are used for the variation grid following Roberts
et al. (2024), as the CNO abundances have a small im-
pact on high-T" opacities (Bahcall & Ulrich 1988).

Our focus is on H-shell burning stars. As for nu-
clear reaction network, the default 'basic.net' only
provides a reasonable approximation in the scenario
where the temperature is so low that advanced burning
and hot CNO issues can be safely ignored. Therefore,
we adopt 'pp-and_cno_extras.net' for all our simula-
tions. MESA’s default nuclear reaction rates are from
JINA REACLIB (Cyburt et al. 2010), NACRE (An-
gulo et al. 1999) and additional tabulated weak reaction
rates (Fuller et al. 1985; Oda et al. 1994; Langanke &
Martinez-Pinedo 2000). Screening is included via the
prescription of Chugunov et al. (2007). Thermal neu-
trino loss rates are from Itoh et al. (1996).

B.2. Alternative physics routines

In addition to chemical composition and nuclear re-
actions, this work systematically tests the input physics
in terms of radiative opacities, surface boundary condi-
tions, and treatment of convection and convective zones.

For high-T' opacities, we note that OPAL (Iglesias &
Rogers 1993, 1996) fully considers the collective effects
in atomic physics but adopts simplified models for in-
dividual species, while OP (Badnell et al. 2005) models
the ionization states in a more sophisticated way but has
a more simplified treatment of collective plasma effects.

In the low-T regime, variations in CNO abundances
are important for opacity calculations, as these ele-
ments are abundant and can form a wide variety of
molecules. Therefore, this work adopts ASOPUS 1.0
opacities (Marigo & Aringer 2009) for most grids. Ac-
cording to Diaz Reeve & Serenelli (2023); Diaz Reeve &
Serenelli (2023), ZSOPUS 1.0 and the default Ferguson
et al. (2005) are intrinsically different at the 10% level
for solar models.

Different surface boundary conditions, may lead to
large differences in the internal structure of stars. Most
of our grids adopt the MESA default 'Eddington'
grey atmosphere. To accompany this choice, we set
atm_T_tau_opacity to 'varying', which is 'fixed' by
default. Full model atmosphere calculations can also
be used to infer the relationship between pressure and
temperature at the base of the atmosphere. In MESA,
this is enabled with the 'photosphere' boundary con-
dition, which is based on a combination of PHOENIX
(Hauschildt et al. 1999a,b) and ATLAS9 (Castelli & Ku-
rucz 2003) models. This is used in our var_atm phot
grid.

In MLT (Henyey et al. 1965; Cox & Giuli 1968; Kuh-
fuss 1986), the dimensionless mixing length parameter,

amyr, defined as the mixing length divided by the pres-
sure scale height, is a free parameter in the theory that
we can calibrate to obtain a first-order agreement with
observations (see Section B.4).

B.3. Numerical choices

We adopt stringent (in MESA terms, “gold”) toler-
ances for numerical convergence. The numerical res-
olutions are set to establish a reasonable balance be-
tween precision and time consumption. We found that
the combination of time_delta coeff = 0.3d0 and
mesh_delta coeff = 1.0d0 yields a absolute relative
error in post-FDU surface [C/N] of ~ 0.002 compared
to a counterpart with time_delta_coeff = 0.1d0 and
mesh _delta_coeff = 0.2d0, but takes ~ 15 times less
time. Therefore, we adopt these resolution parameters
for all the models.

We initialize our models at central deuterium exhaus-
tion in the pre-main sequence phase of evolution. We
infer the solar helium and mixing length by requiring
that solar models match the solar luminosity and ra-
dius at the age of the Sun, which we take as 4.568 Gyr
(Soderblom 2010; Desch et al. 2023). We end our RGB
models when the surface log g reaches 1.0.

To match our observational sample selection (see Sec-
tion 2.2), for each set of MESA settings, we run a 3D
simulation grid of RGB models in mass, metallicity, and
mixing length parameter aypr. Through testing, we
found that the configuration of nodes (i.e., parameter
combinations) with initial M/Mg values {0.90, 1.00,
1.15, 1.30, 1.45, 1.65, 1.85} and initial [Fe/H] values
{-0.48, —0.32, —0.16, 0.00, 0.15, 0.30, 0.45} is a rea-
sonable sampling of the mass-metallicity space.® For
each grid, the mixing length dimension has three nodes,
{amLr,0 —0.3, amLT, 0, @MLT,0 1+ 0.3}; see below for the
solar calibrated amrT,@-

B.4. Calibrations and synthesis

We calibrate the initial solar composition (in terms of
helium abundance Y5 piren and metallicity Ze piren) and
the mixing length parameter ampr,e, so that the so-
lar model yields the solar effective temperature Tog o =
5772K, the solar luminosity L = 1.0Ly = 3.828 x
1033 erg/s (Mamajek et al. 2015), and the solar Z/X
ratio (0.02292 for GS98 and 0.01812 for AGSS09) at so-
lar age. Note that the birth mixture of solar models
described above do not correspond to [Fe/H] = 0.0 be-
cause of gravitational settling (e.g., Souto et al. 2019).

8 In the rare cases where a model fails due to numerical glitches,
we manually “nudge” the corresponding node to produce a sub-

stitute very close to the desired model.
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Table 5. Solar calibration results. These include birth
metal (Zo birth) and He (Y@ birth) mass fractions, and op-
timal mixing length parameter (amrr,o) of the solar model.
The var_chem_r24cn grid does not include a solar model,
hence benchmark results are used.

Grid name
benchmark

var_chem_agss09

Zobirth  YO,birth  QMLT,®
0.01857 0.2696  1.7547
0.01500 0.2642  1.7533
var_chem_r24cn — — —

var_rates_default 0.01857 0.2697  1.7547
0.01859 0.2698  1.8202
0.01855 0.2711  1.7453
0.01864 0.2684  1.7518
0.01858 0.2697  1.8399
0.01857 0.2696  1.7546
0.01835 0.2686  1.7438

var_kap_fa05
var_kap_opal
var_kap_linear
var_atm_phot
var_mix_noos

var_mix_envos

The calibrated Yo birth, Zo,birth, and amrr,o are tabu-
lated in Table 5. We then use Equation (2) to calculate
the initial Y for any given Z.

It is standard practice to use a solar-calibrated mixing
length for isochrones. However, with asteroseismic data,
we have higher precision and require a calibration consis-
tent with the observed HR diagram location of stars as a
function of mass and metallicity. Therefore, we perform
a separate mixing length calibration for the advanced
stage of our models. For comparison purposes, we define
two key equal evolutionary points (EEPs): the starting
point of the first dredge-up, defined as when the surface
[C/N] starts to change, and the first turning point of
the RGBB, which is a local minimum in surface logg.
Between these two EEPs (including both ends), we use
the helium core mass as a coordinate, and extract other
quantities via linear interpolation. Then for each star
in our RGB calibration sample (see Section 2.2), we use
its mass, surface metallicity, and surface gravity to find
an “optimal” mixing length parameter which gives the
observed effective temperature.

There is a subtle issue involved here. In light of the
deep surface convection zones, the gravitational settling
(see Paxton et al. 2018, for implementation) during the
MS stage is largely undone, and the surface mixture of
red giants is close to their birth mixture, except for el-
ements affected by the first dredge-up. However, the
birth and post-FDU metallicities (in terms of [Fe/H])
of a model are slightly different, mainly because the
dredge-up of helium dilutes hydrogen, while the iron
abundance is largely recovered through mixing. To com-
pare theoretical predictions to observational data, we
need to use the “current” [Fe/H] of each model instead
of the birth value; similarly, the “current” mass is also

Table 6. RGB mixing length calibration results. For an
RGB model, the optimal mixing length parameter amrr is
written as a polynomial of mass M and metallicity [Fe/H]:
amrr (M, [Fe/H)) = a + b1 (M/Mg — 1) + b2(M/Mg — 1) +
c[Fe/H].

Grid name a b1 bo c

benchmark 1.7316 0.2303 —-0.3616 0.1101
var_chem_agss09 1.7566 0.2046 —0.3496 0.1633
var_chem r24cn 1.7383 0.2003 —0.3383 0.1031
var_rates_default 1.7554 0.2148 —0.4064 0.1232

var_kap_fa05 1.8356 0.2409 —0.4226 0.1579
var_kap_opal 1.7317 0.2326 —0.3824 0.0830
var_kap_linear 1.7416 0.2061 —0.3476 0.1278
var_atm_phot 1.8227 0.2290 —0.3878 0.0887
var_mix_noos 1.7139 0.2572 —0.3224 0.1168
var_mix_envos 1.7421 0.1740 —0.3013 0.1158

different from the birth value due to mass loss, although
it is not significant until upper RGB. To avoid biases
that would be introduced by comparing birth proper-
ties of theoretical models with observed properties of
evolved stars, here we introduce the concept of “osculat-
ing tracks”: We combine multiple models to synthesize
tracks with constant observed mass and metallicity, so
that they are directly comparable with observed stars.
Figure 21 visualizes the motivation for osculating tracks.

We perform bivariate fits to the optimal ayr values
of all stars in our calibration sample (see Section 2.2).
Based on chi-squared tests, the combination of a linear
dependence on metallicity and a quadratic dependence
on mass provides a reasonable balance between x? and
the degrees of freedom. The resulting coefficients are
tabulated in Table 6. Note that for each grid, the zeroth-
order term a is close to ampT,e in Table 5, but slightly
different.

Finally, we use the aypr (M, [Fe/H]) polynomials and
further interpolations to synthesize a grid spanning the
mass range 0.9 Mg < M < 1.8 Mg and the metallicity
range —0.45 < [Fe/H] < 0.45, both in steps of 0.05.
To testify to the effectiveness of our RGB calibration
and synthesis pipeline, in Figure 22 we plot some of our
benchmark synthetic RGB tracks on the Kiel diagram,
together with corresponding stars in the APOKASC-3
sample. Note that our tracks are only calibrated using
lower RGB stars (below red dashed lines), while most
outliers on the upper RGB are likely AGB stars.

C. FITTING COEFFICIENTS

This appendix tabulates fitting coefficients for the-
oretical predictions — post-FDU 2C/13C, A[C/N],
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Figure 21. Motivation for osculating tracks. Each panel visualizes a bivariate function of mass and metallicity at birth as a
color map with associated contours. Left and middle panels: mass loss fractions (fractional differences between “current” masses
and birth masses) at red giant branch bump and log g ~ 1.0, respectively; right panel: change in surface metallicity induced by
first dredge-up. See the text for further explanations.
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Figure 22. Synthetic RGB tracks of the benchmark grid (curves) on Kiel diagrams, compared to corresponding APOKASC-3
samples (data points). The format of the curves is the same as in Figure 2. The lower RGB cut (same as that in the lower
panel of Figure 1) is shown as red dashed lines.

log g(RGBB), RGBB width, and post-MS AA(Li) —
for reference.
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Table 7. Fitting coefficients for post-FDU 2C/*3C. For an RGB star, the post-FDU surface carbon isotopic ratio *2C/'3C is
predicted to be a polynomial of mass M and metallicity [Fe/H]: 2C/"*C(M, [Fe/H]) = a + by (M /Mg — 1) + ba (M /Mg — 1) +
c1[Fe/H] + co[Fe/H)? 4+ d(M /Mg — 1)[Fe/H].

Grid name a b1 bo c1 ) d

benchmark 33.753896 —18.872825 12.046570 1.065588 —0.979091 —0.321176
var_chem_agss09 33.902498 —19.048381 11.955210 1.721946 —0.550412 —1.156475
var_chem_r24cn 33.735232 —18.806002 12.012956 0.989056 —0.898037 —0.084608
var_rates_default 30.603291 —18.154721 11.950051 1.166664 —0.890989 —0.156170

var_kap_fa05 33.753227 —18.815450 11.972712 1.045977 —0.982529 —0.287422
var_kap_opal 33.657018 —18.954118 12.180246 0.872715 —1.033285 —0.193558
var_kap_linear 33.726958 —18.817124 12.011608 1.256854 —0.913317 —0.543882
var_atm_phot 33.761083 —18.837626 11.989942 1.054647 —0.990961 —0.314932
var_mix noos 33.792362 —18.012779 11.004356 1.080486 —0.968091 —0.261694
var_mix_envos 33.779515 —18.900845 12.042190 1.118480 —0.949710 —0.373363

Table 8. Similar to Table 7, but for A[C/N], the change in surface C to N abundance ratio from birth to post-first dredge-up.

Grid name a b1 bo c1 Ca d
APOKASC-3 —0.074176 —0.665410 0.405058 0.325135  0.275523  —0.261910
benchmark —0.229264 —0.658554 0.327720 0.026453 —0.036522  0.097472
var_chem_agss09 —0.227594 —0.670046 0.325442 0.049640 —0.021314 0.072916
var_chem_r24cn —0.217437 —0.637150 0.315126 0.140420 —0.006651  0.213751
var_rates_default —0.218515 —0.629249 0.302218 0.034416 —0.028879  0.100077
var kap_fa05 —0.229404 —0.662996 0.335763 0.029651 —0.034985  0.090795
var _kap_opal —0.231177 —0.653720 0.320787 0.023739 —0.041677  0.100580
var kap_linear —0.229098 —0.657151 0.325426 0.030956 —0.036130 0.091885
var_atm_phot —0.229384 —0.661233 0.334077 0.027692 —0.037739  0.093137
var_mix_noos —0.231272 —0.687270 0.383615 0.034423 —0.042901 0.080585
var mix_envos —0.238928 —0.638929 0.311983 0.028968 —0.034915 0.094706

Table 9. Similar to Table 7, but for log g(RGBB), the logarithmic surface gravity at RGBB center. Second-order coefficients
are not included in our analysis of observational data.

Grid name a b1 bo c1 co d

APOKASC-3 2.660418 —0.183181 — 0.282392 — —

benchmark 2.522144 —0.122316 —0.189352 0.341392 —0.188581 —0.056193
var_chem_agss09 2.502833 —0.113736 —0.234694 0.388369 —0.125810 —0.026268
var_chem r24cn 2.522779 —0.128605 —0.184822 0.349434 —0.159290 —0.084085
var_rates_default 2.544669 —0.091059 —0.247818 0.335761 —0.196380 —0.074462
var_kap_fa05 2.522630 —0.137827 —0.182909 0.339822 —0.171332 —0.053777
var_kap_opal 2.530425 —0.107057 —0.196605 0.333268 —0.203381 —0.054096
var_kap_linear 2.516380 —0.127384 —0.190307 0.364442 —0.171884 —0.032362
var_atm_phot 2.520833 —0.131511 —0.186713 0.339148 —0.154205 —0.071708
var_mix_noos 2.518021 —0.073159 —0.220889 0.340494 —0.167384 —0.044817

var_mix_envos 2.612386 —0.105984 —0.263292 0.352256 —0.170093 —0.065354
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Table 10. Similar to Table 7, but for RGBB width in terms of log g discrepancy between the two turning points (see Section 5.1

for definition).

Table 11. Similar to Table 7, but for post-MS (from TAMS to RGBB) surface lithium abundance change AA(Li).

Grid name a b1 bo c1 co d

benchmark 0.070700 —0.256496  0.552080  0.023836 —0.013497 —0.079390
var_chem_agss09 0.070700 —0.243736  0.571289  0.019035 —0.026214 —0.063866
var_chem_r24cn 0.071125 —0.255896  0.551287  0.019718 —0.025215 —0.070895
var_rates_default 0.065505 —0.362975 0.764073 0.022435 —0.011432 —0.091324
var_kap_fa05 0.070507 —0.226609 0.506472  0.008615 —0.036904 —0.044788
var_kap_opal 0.068731 —0.270899  0.581471  0.023123 —0.005357 —0.085270
var_kap_linear 0.070920 —0.260102 0.564430  0.024767 —0.017406 —0.080592
var_atm_phot 0.071526 —0.241531 0.523029  0.020094 —0.021796 —0.062363
var_mix noos 0.076399  0.049361 —0.112393 0.009129 —0.011908 —0.054942
var mix_envos 0.066960 —0.284638 0.608137  0.022118 —0.015340 —0.072940

Grid name a b1 bo c1 co d
benchmark —2.059759 —3.113070 4.664477 —1.468260 —2.173902 —2.179916
var_chem_agss09 —1.961407 —2.576188 3.847494 —1.130959 —2.396550 —2.486363
var_chem_r24cn —1.964800 —3.950974 5.479746 —0.669844 —1.372084 —3.824105
var_rates_default —2.280181 —4.657660 6.848860 —0.922657 —0.408014 —4.106396
var kap_fa05 —2.132856 —2.904310 4.546059 —1.507022 —2.168068 —2.253347
var kap_opal —2.059132 —3.320437 4.930581 —1.475721 —2.150590 —2.271006
var_kap_linear —1.965837 —3.360778 4.866838 —1.462410 —2.494166 —2.264241
var_atm_phot —2.413563 —1.283567 3.032487 —2.910830 —3.119726 0.564136
var_mix_noos —2.039085 —2.699709 3.998840 —1.378211 —2.222036 —2.258632
var_mix_envos —1.941593 —8.940382 10.926829  2.806889 4.609324  —11.201532
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