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ABSTRACT

We show with Gaia XP spectroscopy that extremely metal-rich stars in the Milky Way (EMR;

[M/H]XP ≳ 0.5) – but only those – are largely confined to a tight “knot” at the center of the Galaxy.

This EMR knot is round in projection, has a fairly abrupt edge near ∼ 1.5 kpc, and is a dynamically

hot system. This central knot also contains very metal-rich (VMR; +0.2 ≤ [M/H]XP ≤ +0.4) stars.

However, in contrast to EMR stars, the bulk of VMR stars form an extended, highly flattened distri-

bution in the inner Galaxy (RGC ≲ 5 kpc). We draw on TNG50 simulations of Milky Way analogs for

context and find that compact, metal-rich knots confined to ≲ 1.5 kpc are a universal feature. In typ-

ical simulated analogs, the top 5-10% most metal-rich stars are confined to a central knot; however, in

our Milky Way data this fraction is only 0.1%. Dust-penetrating wide-area near-infrared spectroscopy,

such as SDSS-V, will be needed for a rigorous estimate of the fraction of stars in the Galactic EMR

knot. Why in our Milky Way only EMR giants are confined to such a central knot remains to be

explained. Remarkably, the central few kiloparsecs of the Milky Way harbor both the highest concen-

tration of metal-poor stars (the ‘poor old heart’) and almost all EMR stars. This highlights the stellar

population diversity at the bottom of galactic potential wells.

1. INTRODUCTION

The global formation history of a galaxy is encoded in

the orbit–age–elemental abundance distribution of its

stars (e.g., Freeman & Bland-Hawthorn 2002; Binney

2010; Rix & Bovy 2013; Minchev et al. 2013; Hayden

et al. 2015; Belokurov et al. 2018; Weinberg et al. 2019;

Belokurov et al. 2020; Xiang & Rix 2022; Rix et al. 2022;

Chandra et al. 2023; Horta et al. 2024). This present-

day distribution reflects the combined effects of the hi-

erarchical agglomeration of material, the successive star

formation with its entailed feedback and enrichment,

and any subsequent impulsive or secular orbit changes.

While age and abundance are (largely) immutable “birth

tags” of the stars, the observable present-day orbits may

greatly differ from the stars’ birth orbits. Our Milky

Way has long been recognized and used as a unique

laboratory to observe and then interpret this distribu-

tion (e.g., Gilmore et al. 1989; Rix & Bovy 2013; Bland-

Hawthorn & Gerhard 2016). The last decade has seen

both the arrival of transformational data from the Gaia

mission (Gaia Collaboration et al. 2016, 2023) and an

exponential growth of high-quality stellar abundances

from a variety of ground-based spectroscopic surveys

(e.g., APOGEE and GALAH; Majewski et al. 2017; De
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Silva et al. 2015). These data have made it ever more

clear that our Galactic orbit–age–abundance distribu-

tion is richly structured, where at least five dimensions

of this distribution play an important role: the stars’ an-

gular momentum (Lz), orbit circularity (η ≡ Lz/Lc(E),

(e.g. Chandra et al. 2023)), age, metallicity, and α-

enhancement. Much attention has been paid to the old

and metal-poor end of this distribution, as it encodes

information about early star formation and merging of

sub-components, the transition from a dynamically hot

to a disc-dominated system, and the physical processes

of early element enrichment (e.g., Arentsen et al. 2020;

Youakim et al. 2020; Naidu et al. 2020; Sestito et al.

2020; Chiti et al. 2021; Belokurov & Kravtsov 2022; Rix

et al. 2022).

By comparison, the distribution of the most metal-

rich stars in galaxies such as the Milky Way has re-

ceived much less attention. Several basic facts about

very metal-rich stars in our galaxy ([M/H] ≳ +0.2) seem

observationally established: they are flattened and pref-

erentially within RGC ≲ 4 kpc (e.g., Ness & Freeman

2016; Lian et al. 2020; Queiroz et al. 2021; Johnson et al.

2022). And stars in the innermost galaxy with super-

solar metallicities have a wide range of ages (Bensby

et al. 2017).

Very recent work (Horta et al. 2024) points towards

a central ‘knot’1 of stars that are predominantly metal

rich. The truly most metal-rich stars, with [M/H] al-

most +1, have only been found in the immediate vicin-

ity (∼ 100 pc) of the Galactic Center (Feldmeier-Krause

2022). However, absolute metallicity calibrations –

needed to compare different works – are largely untested

at [M/H] > +0.5, making such comparisons difficult

(e.g. Soubiran et al. 2022). These metal-rich stars show

a wide range of ages (from ≲ 1 Gyrs to ∼10 Gyr; e.g.,

Bernard et al. 2018; Hasselquist et al. 2020) and their

detailed abundance ratios are comparable to the solar

values (e.g., Zasowski et al. 2019; Nepal et al. 2024).

Finally, the metallicity distribution function seems to

fall off very steeply beyond [M/H] > +0.3 (eg. Rojas-

Arriagada et al. 2020), which means that these ex-

tremely metal-rich (“EMR”) stars are rare.

Qualitatively, there is a good understanding in the

context of galaxy formation of what circumstances lead

to very metal-rich stars. Producing such stars takes

many generations of stars; it requires the ability to

1 While the ’knot’ recently discovered by Horta et al. (2024) is
defined somewhat differently, it is likely that there is extensive
overlap between the chemo-dynamical sub-population discovered
by these authors and the stars in the focus of this paper. There-
fore, we adopt their terminology ’knot’ here.

retain the metals produced by previous generations of

stars, which is most effective deep in a gravitational po-

tential well; and it presumably helps to be in the waning

phase of an intense star formation episode, where the en-

richment is still high, but there is little fresh gas supply

to dilute the enrichment (e.g. Weinberg et al. 2017). But

the current literature is rather muted on quantitative

detail: when, where, and under what detailed circum-

stances should EMR stars form? In addition, is there

an upper limit to the stellar metallicity distribution in

any galaxy; and if so, what processes or galactic prop-

erties determine the maximal metallicity?

Here, we provide an empirical starting point for un-

derstanding the creation of EMR stars in Milky Way-like

galaxies by mapping the spatial distribution of the most

metal-rich stars in our Galaxy (§2). The central point

of this paper will be to highlight that the spatial distri-

bution of increasingly metal-rich subpopulations show

quite a dramatic change in morphology at the extreme

end (EMR stars, taken here to have [M/H] ≥ +0.5): it

shifts from a predominately flattened and rotating struc-

ture to a tightly confined (RGC ≲ 1 kpc), seemingly

round “knot”, with stars on radial orbits with modest

net rotation. While this compact knot seems dominant

in the EMR regime, there are stars with similar spatial

and orbit distributions also at lower metallicities, from

0 < [M/H] < +0.6 with a peak at [M/H] ∼ +0.3. We

used the Milky Way analogs of the TNG50 simulation

suite (Nelson et al. 2019; Pillepich et al. 2019) to provide

an initial context for the discovery of this EMR stellar

knot in the Milky Way (§3). Finally, we point out av-

enues for follow-up work to understand this remarkable

structure, in particular with SDSS-V, but also eventu-

ally with MOONS (Cirasuolo et al. 2020) and 4MOST

(de Jong et al. 2019).

2. THE DISTRIBUTION OF THE MOST

METAL-RICH STARS IN THE MILKY WAY

2.1. Metallicities for Giants from Gaia XP Spectra

To make all-sky maps of stars at a given metallic-

ity, the Gaia XP spectra (De Angeli et al. 2023; An-

drae et al. 2023c,a) are currently the data set of choice;

the higher-fidelity, all-sky spectroscopic survey SDSS-

V (Kollmeier et al. 2017; Almeida et al. 2023) is not

yet completed. Although Gaia XP spectra have rather

low spectral resolution, they have proven to be remark-

ably precise and accurate in determining basic stellar

parameters and abundances (Teff,XP, log gXP, [M/H]XP,

[α/M]XP). This is true at least for red giant stars that

have prominent metallicity-dependent spectral features,

even at low resolution (Andrae et al. 2023b; Zhang et al.

2023; Li et al. 2024). At present, this quality of stellar
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Figure 1. On-sky density distribution of very (and extremely) metal-rich giant stars, with [M/H]XP ≥ +0.3 from Gaia DR3
XP spectra, in three different [M/H]XP bins. The top panel (containing ∼ 85% of all these stars) shows a flattened, disk-like
distribution, concentrated towards the inner Galaxy. This central concentration increases toward higher metallicity (middle
panel). The bottom panel, showing the distribution of extremely metal-rich (EMR) stars with [M/H]XP ≳ 0.5, shows a striking
change in morphology compared to the bin with 0.3 < [M/H]XP < 0.4: the distribution is dominated by a central knot with a
sharp cut-off at RGC ∼ 1.5 kpc. The relative prominence of this knot increases by an order of magnitude from the previous bin
(see also Fig. 2). Note that in all three panels, the imprint of dust extinction is apparent at the lowest latitudes; and the bar
may contribute to the slight ±l asymmetry. Foreground stars closer than 4 kpc from the Sun have been removed (see sample
selection criteria at the end of Section 2.1

labels from XP spectra has so far (only) been achieved

with data-driven approaches that link these stellar la-

bels to high-fidelity stellar surveys, such as SDSS-IV’s

APOGEE (Majewski et al. 2017). However, with these
approaches, the precise spectrophotometry and Gaia’s

exceptional data consistency across the sky yield sam-

ples of precise metallicities (σ[M/H] ≲ 0.1 dex) for sam-

ples of tens of millions of giants. It has also been shown

that the rate of spurious [M/H]-estimates is exception-

ally low, which permits the identification of rare subpop-

ulations — for example, Rix et al. (2022) demonstrated

that metal-poor stars can be relatively cleanly identified

in the inner Galaxy.

An inherent and currently inevitable aspect of data-

driven stellar labels such as [M/H]XP is that they can

only be trusted in the regime that is well covered by

the training set. At and beyond the edges of the stellar

label regime that is well-populated by the training set,

the inferred stellar labels tend to have some systematic

inaccuracies but often still preserve the relative rank-

ing of, say, the metallicities. For example, stars that

are truly exceptionally metal poor are identified as such

by data-driven analyses of XP spectra; however, the in-

ferred [M/H]XPvalues are closer to the bulk [M/H] than

those inferred by high-resolution analyses (Andrae et al.

2023b, Fig.4.a). This aspect of the data-driven [M/H]XP

matters in our application at hand: we are looking for

the most metal-rich stars on the sky. Given that the

Gaia set is ∼ 100× larger than the SDSS-IV training

set, the most metal rich stars in Gaia data are at —

and slightly beyond — the training-set regime. A di-

rect cross-validation comparison with APOGEE DR17

shows that for stars with [M/H]APOGEE > +0.27, the

scatter is 0.07 dex, but [M/H]XP metallicities are sys-

tematically underestimated by 0.04 dex at the EMR end

([M/H] ≥ +0.5). Therefore, one can trust the relative

[M/H] ranking (which can identify e.g. the ’most metal-

rich stars’), but should take the accuracy of the actual

[M/H]XP values with grains of salt.
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Figure 2. The longitudinal number density profile of the
very metal-rich stars towards the center of the Milky Way.
These are the same stars as shown in Fig. 1, but integrated
over Galactic latitude (excluding ±3◦ because of the severe
dust extinction). The dashed line just illustrates a Gaussian
of σ = 10◦ centered on |l| = 0 in order to illustrate the
level of asymmetry induced by dust extinction. While for
the least metal-rich bin (0.3 < [M/H]XP < 0.4) the density
peak of the central knot is only ∼ 3× above the surrounding
(in projection) disk-like distribution, this contrast has grown
to 100× in the EMR bin ([M/H]XP > 0.5): EMR stars are
basically only found in the ≲ 1 kpc knot.

Here, we simply adopt the [M/H]XP values from An-

drae et al. (2023b) for a data-quality-cleaned RGB sub-

sample and explore the extremely metal-rich end of the

sample’s metallicity distribution. The following data

quality cuts were made here : G ≤ 16 mag, δϖ/ϖ <

1/4, Teff ≤ 5200 K; logg < 3.5. We also eliminated

foreground stars, closer than 4 kpc from the Sun, by

requiring ϖ + δϖ < 0.25. All subsequent plots and

analyses start with this underlying sample.

2.2. On-Sky Distribution of Very Metal-Rich Stars in

the Galaxy

For the stars in the sample defined at the end of Sec-

tion 2.1 (e.g. gianst with D⊙ > 4 kpc), Figure 1 shows

a set of three maps of very metal-rich stars ([M/H]XP ≥
+0.3) across the Galactic low-latitude sky that high-

light our basic observational result. Each of the three

panels shows the density of RGB stars in bins of in-

creasing [M/H]XP. The top panel, showing the most

metal-poor subset of our sample (Sec. 2.1) still consti-

tutes the ∼ 2.5% most metal-rich members of the entire

Gaia sample of giants with XP metallicities from An-

drae et al. (2023b). These already very metal-rich stars

are concentrated towards the inner Galaxy in a thick

disk-like configuration; the details of the morphology

and structure in the very midplane are of course obfus-

cated by the dust extinction. The next higher metallic-

ity bin (middle panel; 0.4 < [M/H]XP < 0.5) shows a

qualitatively similar picture, with important differences

apparent: the concentration towards the inner Galaxy is

more manifest, and there is clear evidence for a central

concentration, or knot, that appears round in projec-

tion. In continuing these trends, the bin of EMR stars

([M/H]XP ≳ +0.5) shows an on-sky distribution that ap-

pears strikingly different: it is fully dominated by a cen-

trally confined round knot, with only a small minority of

stars in a disk-like structure. This EMR core seems quite

sharply confined within the central 10◦, corresponding

to 1.4 kpc at the distance of the Galactic center. We

focus here on the angular (rather than 3D) distribution

of these stars to constrain the Galactocentric extent, as

many parallaxes of the sample stars have large (∼ 20%)

uncertainties.
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Figure 3. Central concentration of different mono-
abundance population in the inner Milky Way, shown as the
angular distance from the Galactic center, ΘGC that includes
the bulk (68%) of the stars, as a function of [M/H]XP. At
the Galactic center, 10◦ correspond to a projected distance of
1.5 kpc. The dramatic change in appearance seen in Fig. 1 is
reflected here as a large drop of ΘGC([M/H]XP) that is rather
abrupt given [M/H]XP uncertainties. The initial sample de-
fined at the end of Section 2.1 was used, but only stars within
90◦ of the Galactic Center were considered. Obviously, dust
extinction affects this distribution in complex ways, but its
effect should be similar for populations of different [M/H]XP.

As shown in Figure 1, this dramatic change in knot-

to-disky contrast can be quantified by considering the

sample density along Galactic longitude after integrat-

ing over Galactic latitude (after we have excluded the

regime |b| < 3◦ where dust extinction is prohibitive).

In the EMR stars (bottom panel of Figure 1), the peak

near l ∼ 0◦ is nearly 100× higher than the density at

l ± 20◦ (Fig. 2). This knot-to-disky contrast is almost
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an order of magnitude higher than seen in the adjacent

metallicity bin (0.4 < [M/H]XP < 0.5).

In interpreting the bottom panel, it must be kept in

mind that the [M/H]XP precision is comparable to the

separation of the bins, which implies that some frac-

tion of the stars in the bottom panel, including those

more than 10◦ from the Galactic Center, are expected

to be lower-metallicity contaminants. However, taken

together, Figures 1 and 2 imply that the most metal-

rich stars (comprising 0.035% of the sample) are found

almost exclusively in a tightly confined (RGC ≲ 1.4 kpc)

EMR stellar knot.

Figure 3 represents this metallicity-dependent change

in structure in a different way that is useful for com-

parison with simulations. It shows the angular distance

from the Galactic Center, ΘGC , that encloses 68% of

the stars in different mono-[M/H]XP populations. At

[M/H]XP ≈ +0.45 this 68% enclosing angle drops by al-

most a factor of 4, from 45◦ to just above 10◦. This drop

is basically as abrupt as can be expected in the presence

of finite [M/H]XPuncertainties.

1.50 1.25 1.00 0.75 0.50 0.25 0.00 0.25 0.50
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0.0
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0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

p(
 [M
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] X

P )

|l| < 10
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Figure 4. Metallicity distribution function (MDF) of stars
within |l|, |b| < 10◦ of the Galactic center (black), compared
to those 20◦ further out in Galactic longitude (lavender).
The central MDF shows a distinct peak of very metal rich
stars, reflecting the presence of a tightly confined knot in all
metallicity bins of Figure 1. The EMR stars ([M/H]XP ≥
+0.5) are exclusively present at the center. This illustrates
that the central knot does not only contain EMR stars (which
are confined to it), but also other, and more, very metal rich
stars [M/H]XP > +0.2, with a peak at [M/H]XP = +0.35

.

Both Figure 1 and Figure 2 also reveal that the metal-

licity bins [M/H]XP ≤ +0.4 have a portion of their stars

in the same geometry of the EMR knot. This implies

that this knot is not made exclusively of EMR stars with

[M/H]XP ≥ +0.5. We explore and quantify the metallic-

ity distribution of this metal-rich knot by comparing the

metallicity distribution of the stars within |l, b| < 10◦

to the stars somewhat further away, 20◦ < |l| < 30◦

& |b| < 10◦, in Figure 4. This figure shows that

p
(
[M/H]XP

)
at the very center has a distinct peak at

[M/H]XP = +0.35, seen before (eg. Rojas-Arriagada

et al. 2020). Figure 4 shows that this is not present

further away from the Galactic center. This implies two

things: First, EMR stars are almost exclusively con-

fined to a central knot(Rprojcted
GC ≲ 1.5 kpc). Second,

this knot does not contain only EMR stars. Indeed, it

appears to be predominantly made up of stars that are

still very metal rich presumably ([M/H]XP ≥ 0.2), but

with a peak at [M/H]XP = 0.35. The bulk of these stars

may be part of – or even constitute – the central ’knot’

of stars recently discovered by Horta et al. (2024) in an

orbit-space analysis of the APOGEE sample.

2.3. Kinematics of the Most Metal-Rich Stars in the

Galaxy

This EMR knot, identified in position–[M/H]XP space,

deserves a thorough kinematic or orbital analysis, which

is beyond the scope of this article. But some initial

kinematic considerations are illuminating, as shown in

Figure 5. A significant subset of stars with [M/H]XP

have radial velocities from Gaia RVS, and hence es-

timates of their motions. For this kinematic analysis

we consider a slightly more inclusive definition of EMR

knot ([M/H] > 0.45), to obtain a larger sample, while

still maintaining a high knot-to-disky contrast.

The upper left panel of Figure 5 shows that the EMR

knot has little net rotation (∼ 30 km/s) at l ± 10◦.

Its vertical velocity dispersion is ∼60 km/s, three times

higher than at longitudes ≥ 30◦. The line-of-sight ve-

locity dispersion, σLOS , at 5 − 10◦ from the GC is

∼ 70 km s−1. From Gaia XP data the LOS dispersion

closer to the Galactic center cannot be measured because

of dust. However, the dust-penetrating APOGEE spec-

tra from SDSS-IV can do this much better, despite their

uneven spatial sampling and smaller sample size. They

show that the LOS velocity dispersion of these EMR

stars rises steeply towards the Galactic center, reach-

ing ∼ 120 km/s, consistent with earlier findings by Ness

et al. (2016); Zasowski et al. (2016). Qualitatively, such

a steep increase in σLOS is expected from systems with

radial orbits (e.g. Binney & Tremaine 2008). Taken to-

gether, these observations imply that the EMR knot is

a dynamically hot system with little rotation, with its

stars are on seemingly radial orbits.

These results are broadly consistent with earlier mea-

surements, such as Rojas-Arriagada et al. (2014) and

Valenti et al. (2018), although those lacked either metal-

licity differentiation or extensive spatial coverage.

2.4. The Age Distribution of the EMR Knot
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Figure 5. Kinematics of the EMR knot of the Galaxy (here taken as [M/H]XP > 0.45 to slightly enlarge the sample). Top left:
Mean line-of-sight (LOS) velocity. Top right: vertical velocity dispersion projected onto the sky. Bottom left: LOS velocity
dispersion, of stars with radial velocities from Gaia. Bottom right: LOS dispersion from SDSS/APOGEE DR17, which also
cover the cey center that is too extincted to be “seen” by Gaia. There is modest mean rotation of 35 km/s at |l| ∼ 7◦ from the
Galactic center. The line-of-sight velocity dispersion rises rapidly from ∼ 75 km/s at ∼ 7◦ from the Galactic center to nearly
120 km/s towards the Galactic Center, only seen in the SDSS/APOGEE DR17 data. The knot appears to be dynamically hot
system with little rotation. The steep central rise of the LOS velocity dispersion points towards radial orbits.

We also briefly explore what the data indicate about

the age distribution of these most metal-rich stars in

the Milky Way. Figure 6 shows these EMR stars with

[M/H]XP > +0.45 in a reddening-insensitive version of

the CMD: the absolute magnitude in the WISE 1 band

versus the effective temperature of the catalog of XP

spectra (both from the Andrae et al. 2023b). The main

limitation of this CMD is the precision of the paral-

laxes for these stars, typically with δϖ/ϖ > 0.1, which

leads to ∼ 0.2 mag uncertanities in MW1. Isochrones

of [M/H] = +0.3, +0.5 and +0.7 for three different ages

(2.2, 4.5, and 8.9 Gyr) are overlaid. While the data qual-

ity does not warrant a detailed analysis, the CMD shows

that these very metal-rich stars appear to be of interme-

diate age in terms of Galactic evolution, between 3 and

10 Gyrs. These results are very much in line with the

earlier findings about the age distribution of super-solar

main sequence stars by Bensby et al. (2017).

3. GALAXY FORMATION SIMULATIONS AS

CONTEXT

We now turn to cosmological simulations to explore to

which extent this metallicity-dependent structure is ex-

pected from current simulations. In the TNG50 galaxy

formation simulation, Pillepich et al. (2023) recently

identified and published a set of galaxies that at z = 0

resemble our Milky Way in terms of galaxy stellar mass,

disky stellar morphology and 1 Mpc-scale environment.

Among the overall set of 138 galaxies, a handful of them

(with IDs 516101, 535774, 538905, 550149, 552581, and

566365) may serve as particularly suitable Milky Way

analogs, in that they exhibit stellar disk scale length and

scale heights similar to those inferred for our Galaxy.

Many of these also resemble the Milky Way in terms

of the bulge-to-disk ratio2 (Zana et al. 2022). Boecker

et al. (2023) has studied the central (≲ 0.5 kpc) stellar

populations in TNG50 Milky Way analogs. They found

that these stars are metal rich, have a range of ages, and

were predominately born in-situ or migrated inward.

Which subset is ’most analogous’ somewhat depends

on the science question at hand (see e.g. Chandra et al.

2023). For example, Semenov et al. (2024) considered a

different subset among all the galaxies simulated within

TNG50 to be Milky Way analogs, based on their total

halo mass, kinematic properties, and present-day star

2 Given that there is no consensus what exactly constitutes the
“bulge” of our own Milky Way, it is hard to match simulated
galaxies to our Galaxy in this respect. The TNG simulations
that we use have a median bulge-to-disk ratio of ∼ 0.25 (Zana
et al. 2022).
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Figure 6. Color-magnitude distribution of the EMR giants
(with [M/H]XP > +0.45) within 15◦ of the Galactic center,
shown in grey as the (reddening-insensitive) Teff,XP vs. the
absolute magnitude in the WISE W1 band, MW1. Overlaid
are three sets of Padova isochr ones (Bressan et al. 2012) for
ages of 2–9 Gyr, and for metallicities of +0.3,+0.5 and +0.7.
The CMD positions implies that the stars have a consider-
able range of ages (∼ 3 − 10 Gyrs). More detailed fitting is
precluded by the limited distance (parallax) precision, which
lead to MW1 uncertainties of ∼ 0.2 mag; typical Teff uncer-
tainties are ≲ 50 K (Andrae et al. 2023b).

formation rate, resulting in 61 galaxies. We will consider

both of these TNG50 subsets here.

We start by asking how centrally concentrated the

most metal-rich stars are in the simulated galaxies. This

is illustrated in the left panel of Figure 7, which shows

the Galactocentric radius, RGC that encloses 68% of

stars in bins of increasing [M/H]. While for metallici-

ties [M/H] ≲ 0 this 68%-percentile radius is ∼ 5.5 kpc,

it drops in all cases quite dramatically to < 1 kpc at

high metallicities ([M/H] ≳ +0.2). Both the metallicity

at which the spatial extent drops so precipitously and

the radius to which it drops, vary somewhat among the

inspected systems: e.g., in half the cases the bulk of the

highest metallicity stars is enclosed within 500 pc. This

implies that we should indeed expect the most metal-

rich stars in Milky-Way-like galaxies to be almost ex-

clusively found at the very center. In these simulated

galaxies, the metal rich stars of compact spatial extent

form dynamically hot systems, with orbital circularities

of η ≡ Lz/Lcirc ∼ 0.4− 0.6 (Naidu et al. 2020; Chandra

et al. 2023), in at least qualitative agreement with the

observations.

However, TNG50 offers no indication that the spatial

distribution of the very- and the extremely-metal-rich

stars differs, as seen in our Galaxy. In the TNG50 Milky

Way analogs, stars over a much wider metallicity range

are found predominately in a compact central core, typ-

ically within ∆[M/H] = 0.4 of the maximal metallicity

reached. As the right panel of Figure 7 shows, these

metal-rich knots in the simulated systems also contain

a much larger fraction of stars, typically 5-10%, as op-

posed to ≤ 0.1% seen in our Milky Way sample with

XP metallicities. For each simulation, we considered

narrow mono-metallicity bins and calculated the radius

that enclosed 68% of all such stars (whithin 15 kpc).

Then we asked what the lowest metallicity bin is for

which this radius is ≤ 1.5 kpc, and calculated the frac-

tion of the stellar metallicity distribution (MDF) that is

higher than value. We take this to be the fraction of the

stellar MDF that is “predominately confined to a metal-

rich core” in the simulations. The gray histogram in the

right panel of Figure 7 shows the distribution of this

MDF fraction across all simulations considered. This

fraction varies across simulated analogs by an order of

magnitude, from 2.5% to 25%. However, in none of the

simulations is this fraction as minute as in the Gaia XP

data. Considering the fraction of the most metal-rich

stars in the data-simulation comparison (rather than the

absolute [M/H]) has the advantage of minimizing the

impact of any systematic differences in the metallicity

scales.

We can also ask when the most metal-rich stars in

these simulations formed. This is illustrated in Figure 8,

which shows the 16th − 84th percentile age range of the

stellar populations at different metallicities. This figure

shows that in all systems the EMR stars formed over an

extended period that ranges from 4 to 11 Gyrs among

the subhalos. This matches the preliminary analysis of

the ages of the Galactic EMR knot (§2.4). And, it im-

plies that several episodes, typically near the peak of the
overall star-formation rate for such galaxies (at z ∼ 1)

contributed to the central VMR and EMR population.

TNG50 Milky Way analogs (e.g. Figure 12) in Pillepich

et al. 2023) seem to make it plausible that several EMR-

formation episodes occurred in the life of a single galaxy.

4. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

We have examined the spatial distribution of the

most metal-rich stars in the Milky Way by making stel-

lar mono-abundance maps of giants with metallicities,

[M/H]XP from Gaia XP spectra. We have found that

the extremely metal-rich (EMR, [M/H]XP ≳ +0.5) stars

in the inner Galaxy – but only those – are tightly and

predominately confined to a spheroidal stellar knot at

RGC ≤ 1.5 kpc; only a small fraction of them seems to be

at larger radii. Stars just slightly less metal rich (VMR
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Figure 7. Radial extent of different mono-abundance stellar populations for Milky Way analogs from the TNG50 simulation
(Pillepich et al. 2023). The left panel shows the radius RGC that encloses 68% of a mono-abundance population as a function of
[M/H]for a handful of example galaxies. This left panel shows that for (at least these) simulated galaxies the most metal-rich
stars are very centrally concentrated, forming a knot of ≲ 1 kpc. This is in qualitative agreement with our analysis of the Milky
Way (see Fig. 3). However, in these simulated galaxies the central confinement encompasses stars within ∆[M/H] = 0.4 of the
maximal metallicity, whereas in our Galaxy the stars in the knot are within 0.1 dex of the maximal metallicity. To eliminate
issues revolving around metallicity systematics, we also consider which fraction of the stars’ MFD is part of this central knot.
The right panel shows, for a much larger set of TNG50 Milky Way analogs, the (most metal rich) fraction of the MDF that is
confined to within RGC = 1.5 kpc: typically between 5% and 15% of all stars within 20 kpc. By comparison, the face value
fraction of stars in the Milky Way’s knot (i.e. in the Gaia XP sample as defined in Section 2) is dramatically lower, only 0.1%
(Fig. 3). However, this observed fraction constitutes a lower limit, as the most centrally concentrated populations in the Milky
Way are inevitably most extincted, and hence most underrepresented in the Gaia XP sample.
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Figure 8. Age distribution of different mono-abundance
stellar populations for a handful of Milky Way analogs se-
lected from the TNG50 simulation (Pillepich et al. 2023).
Specifically, we show the 16th and 84th percentiles of the
stellar ages as a function of [M/H]. According to TNG50,
the stars in the metal rich knot have a wide range of ages,
2Gyr ≲ τ ≲ 10Gyr, just as indicated by the data for the
Milky Way (Fig. 6 and Bensby et al. (2017)).

stars with 0.2 ≤ [M/H]XP ≤ 0.4) have a distinctly differ-

ent spatial, or on-sky, distribution. A fraction of them

still have the same centrally concentrated distribution

as this knot of EMR stars, forming an overall metal-rich

compact knot with stars 0.2 ≲ [M/H]XP ≲ 0.6, with

p( [M/H]XP) peaking at +0.35. This knot is presumably

much the same as the component recently pointed out

by Horta et al. (2024). Our results here simply provide

clearer evidence for the spatial distribution of these cen-

tral VMR stars, discussed previously (Ness et al. 2016;
Queiroz et al. 2021; Johnson et al. 2022). However, the

majority of these VMR stars form a flattened configu-

ration of several kpc extent.

We also find that the stars of the EMR knot form a dy-

namically hot system with only modest net rotation and

presumably radial orbits. Moreover, the very metal-rich

stars in that knot appear to have a wide range of ages,

from 2-10 Gyrs. Higher parallax precision or spectro-

scopic age indicators would be needed to make a more

definitive determination of the age distribution.

A first comparison in Figure 7 with Milky Way analogs

in the TNG50 simulation shows that some, but not all,

of these properties should be expected. In simulated

Milky Way-like systems, the most metal-rich stars are

almost exclusively found at the very center, in the inner

1-2 kpc. These metal-rich knots are dynamically hot
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systems with typical orbit circularities of η ∼ 0.4 − 0.6

(as defined in Chandra et al. 2023). And these stars have

a range of ages (a few Gyrs, Figure 8), as they formed

over multiple star-formation episodes. These aspects re-

alized by the TNG50 simulation are in accordance with

what we see in the Milky Way.

However, there is one important feature in which the

TNG50 simulated Milky Way analogs differ markedly

from what we have uncovered in the Milky Way with this

paper. In TNG50, metal-rich populations confined to

the central knot (RGC ≲ 1.5 kpc for 68% of them) invari-

ably encompass a significant fraction of the total stellar

mass (Figure 7, right), typically 5-10%, and seemingly

never < 2%. This is in contrast to the only ∼ 0.1% of

most metal rich stellar populations (i.e. the EMR stars)

that are confined to such a knot in our Galaxy3. For

comparison between the simulation and the Milky Way,

we use here the percentiles of stars metal rich enough

so that their mono-abundance population is confined in

a central knot, as this measure may be less sensitive to

systematic differences in the [M/H] scale.

Just to reiterate: in the subset of TNG50 galaxies

that we deem to be reasonable analogs of our Galaxy,

the 5-10% most metal-rich populations are confined to a

≲ 1.5 kpc knot , while in the Milky Way the 5-10% most

metal rich populations (with [M/H]XP of ≥ +0.25 and

+0.2, respectively) form mostly a much more extended,

flattened configuration. As a consequence, none of the

simulated galaxies shows a dramatic change of structure

within the few percent of most metal-rich stars, as the

Milky Way does between its VMR and EMR stars. It

seems unlikely that any differences in the bulge-to-disk

ratios between the simulated galaxies (e.g. Zana et al.

2022) and the Milky Way (they are at best modest Zana

et al. 2022) can explain this discrepancy.

A similar picture emerges if we look at the actual

metallicity ranges: in TNG50, the populations within

∆[M/H] ∼ 0.4 dex of the maximum metallicity are typ-

ically confined to a central ≲ 1.5 kpc knot(see Figure 7);

this is a much larger range than seen in the Milky Way

(Figure 3).

It must be noted that the ∼0.1% value quoted above

and based on the Gaia XP data (Figure 7) presumably

constitutes a lower limit on the true fraction in the Milky

Way. Clearly, the most centrally confined populations in

the Milky Way will suffer a higher level of line-of-sight

extinction that precludes their membership in the Gaia

XP sample. But even if the Milky Way’s EMR popu-

3 More explicitly: the only mono-abundance sub-populations in the
Gaia XP sample that are predominately confined to the ≲ 1.5 kpc
knot are the 0.1% most metal-rich sample members.

lation was 5× underrepresented in the Gaia XP sam-

ple compared to the VMR populations, the Milky Way

would remain exceptional (vis-a-vis the TNG50 simula-

tions) in the tiny fraction of most metal-rich stars con-

fined to the knot.

In summary, the discovery of an EMR knot, almost

exclusively confined to near the Galactic center, is the

most striking observational result presented here. How-

ever, the fact that the slightly less extreme VMR stars

have such an extended distribution in our Galaxy is the

most surprising, or at least most discrepant aspect, in

comparison with the TNG50 simulated galaxies.

This state of affairs suggests a variety of follow-up

observations and considerations.

Gaia data are severely limited by dust extinction,

and new observations by SDSS-V (in conjunction with

SDSS-IV data) will allow us to probe the very center

of this knot within a few degrees of the Galactic Cen-

ter. The SDSS-V data will also allow us to link these

data to existing studies with near-IR spectroscopy in the

≤ 50 pc of the Galactic center (eg. Feldmeier-Krause

et al. 2017; Feldmeier-Krause 2022).

Orbit and CMD analyses are currently limited by dis-

tance precision and dust extinction, and better spec-

trophotometric distances will help here. Spectroscopic

giant ages (e.g. from their [C/N] ratio) would be im-

portant for better and independent constraints on the

ages. But these indicators are currently not calibrated

for stars of supersolar abundances. Finally, detailed

abundances from SDSS’s APOGEE spectra may eluci-

date the circumstances under which such high metal-

licities were reached. The reason why the distribution

of EMR stars in the Milky Way is so much more com-

pact than that of slightly less metal-rich stars could be

sorted out with specially designed high-resolution for-

mation simulations.

Here, we have only considered one set of formation

simulations. It would be interesting to use these face-

value results to see whether they shed light on different

star formation modes or of different numerical imple-

mentations of star formation and enrichment, along the

lines of much existing and ongoing work on the Milky

Way’s particular formation history (eg. Amarante et al.

2022; Debattista et al. 2023).

The existence of the Milky Way’s EMR knot offers a

laboratory for studying the most metal-rich end of star

formation in galaxies like ours. Is there a sharp cutoff

in the stellar metallicity distribution and, if so, what

sets its value? Why were such high metallicities reached

across a wide range of epochs? Why can these EMR

values only be reached in the inner 1 kpc? Why does

the Milky Way have so many VMR stars far beyond
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1.5 kpc, while typically the most metal rich 10% of stars

in TNG50 Milky Way analogs are confined to the central

1.5 kpc?
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of Arizona, University of Colorado Boulder, University

of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, University of Toronto,

University of Utah, University of Virginia, Yale Univer-

sity, and Yunnan University. NF acknowledges the sup-

port of the Natural Sciences and Engineering Research

Council of Canada (NSERC), [funding reference number

568580] through a CITA postdoctoral fellowship, and

acknowledges partial support from an Arts & Sciences

Postdoctoral Fellowship at the University of Toronto.

REFERENCES

Almeida, A., Anderson, S. F., Argudo-Fernández, M., et al.

2023, ApJS, 267, 44, doi: 10.3847/1538-4365/acda98

Amarante, J. A. S., Debattista, V. P., Beraldo e Silva, L.,

Laporte, C. F. P., & Deg, N. 2022, ApJ, 937, 12,

doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ac8b0d

Andrae, R., Rix, H.-W., & Chandra, V. 2023a, ApJS, 267,

8, doi: 10.3847/1538-4365/acd53e

—. 2023b, ApJS, 267, 8, doi: 10.3847/1538-4365/acd53e

Andrae, R., Fouesneau, M., Sordo, R., et al. 2023c, A&A,

674, A27, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/202243462

Arentsen, A., Starkenburg, E., Martin, N. F., et al. 2020,

MNRAS, 491, L11, doi: 10.1093/mnrasl/slz156

Belokurov, V., Erkal, D., Evans, N. W., Koposov, S. E., &

Deason, A. J. 2018, MNRAS, 478, 611,

doi: 10.1093/mnras/sty982

Belokurov, V., & Kravtsov, A. 2022, MNRAS, 514, 689,

doi: 10.1093/mnras/stac1267

Belokurov, V., Sanders, J. L., Fattahi, A., et al. 2020,

MNRAS, 494, 3880, doi: 10.1093/mnras/staa876

Bensby, T., Feltzing, S., Gould, A., et al. 2017, A&A, 605,

A89, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/201730560

Bernard, E. J., Schultheis, M., Di Matteo, P., et al. 2018,

MNRAS, 477, 3507, doi: 10.1093/mnras/sty902

Binney, J. 2010, MNRAS, 401, 2318,

doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2009.15845.x

Binney, J., & Tremaine, S. 2008, Galactic Dynamics:

Second Edition

Bland-Hawthorn, J., & Gerhard, O. 2016, ARA&A, 54,

529, doi: 10.1146/annurev-astro-081915-023441

Boecker, A., Neumayer, N., Pillepich, A., et al. 2023,

MNRAS, 519, 5202, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stac3759

Bressan, A., Marigo, P., Girardi, L., et al. 2012, MNRAS,

427, 127, doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2012.21948.x

Chandra, V., Semenov, V. A., Rix, H.-W., et al. 2023,

arXiv e-prints, arXiv:2310.13050,

doi: 10.48550/arXiv.2310.13050

Chiti, A., Mardini, M. K., Frebel, A., & Daniel, T. 2021,

ApJL, 911, L23, doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/abd629

Cirasuolo, M., Fairley, A., Rees, P., et al. 2020, The

Messenger, 180, 10, doi: 10.18727/0722-6691/5195

De Angeli, F., Weiler, M., Montegriffo, P., et al. 2023,

A&A, 674, A2, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/202243680

de Jong, R. S., Agertz, O., Berbel, A. A., et al. 2019, The

Messenger, 175, 3, doi: 10.18727/0722-6691/5117

De Silva, G. M., Freeman, K. C., Bland-Hawthorn, J., et al.

2015, MNRAS, 449, 2604, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stv327

https://www.cosmos.esa.int/gaia
https://www.cosmos.esa.int/gaia
https://www.cosmos.esa.int/web/gaia/dpac/consortium
https://www.cosmos.esa.int/web/gaia/dpac/consortium
www.sdss.org
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4365/acda98
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ac8b0d
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4365/acd53e
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4365/acd53e
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/202243462
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnrasl/slz156
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sty982
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stac1267
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staa876
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201730560
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sty902
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2009.15845.x
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-astro-081915-023441
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stac3759
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2012.21948.x
http://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2310.13050
http://doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/abd629
http://doi.org/10.18727/0722-6691/5195
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/202243680
http://doi.org/10.18727/0722-6691/5117
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stv327


11

Debattista, V. P., Liddicott, D. J., Gonzalez, O. A., et al.

2023, ApJ, 946, 118, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/acbb00

Feldmeier-Krause, A. 2022, MNRAS, 513, 5920,

doi: 10.1093/mnras/stac1227

Feldmeier-Krause, A., Kerzendorf, W., Neumayer, N., et al.

2017, MNRAS, 464, 194, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stw2339

Freeman, K., & Bland-Hawthorn, J. 2002, ARA&A, 40,

487, doi: 10.1146/annurev.astro.40.060401.093840

Gaia Collaboration, Prusti, T., de Bruijne, J. H. J., et al.

2016, A&A, 595, A1, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/201629272

Gaia Collaboration, Vallenari, A., Brown, A. G. A., et al.

2023, A&A, 674, A1, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/202243940

Gilmore, G., Wyse, R. F. G., & Kuijken, K. 1989, ARA&A,

27, 555, doi: 10.1146/annurev.aa.27.090189.003011

Hasselquist, S., Zasowski, G., Feuillet, D. K., et al. 2020,

ApJ, 901, 109, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/abaeee

Hayden, M. R., Bovy, J., Holtzman, J. A., et al. 2015, ApJ,

808, 132, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/808/2/132

Horta, D., Petersen, M. S., & Peñarrubia, J. 2024, arXiv
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