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ABSTRACT

The detection of gravitational waves (GWs) from massive black hole binary (MBHB) coalescence motivates the development of
a sub-grid model. We present RAMCOAL, integrated into the RAMSES code, which simulates the orbital evolution of MBHBs,
accounting for stellar and gaseous dynamical friction (DF), stellar scattering, circumbinary disk interactions, and GW emission at
scales below the simulation resolution. Unlike post-processing approaches, RAMCOAL tracks the real-time evolution of MBHBs
within hydrodynamical simulations of galaxies using local quantities to model dynamics and accretion. This enables more accurate
predictions of both GW signals and the properties of merging black holes. We validate RAMCOAL across isolated and merging
galaxy setups at resolutions of 10, 50, and 100 pc, with and without black hole accretion and feedback. In addition, we test the model
in seven galaxy merger scenarios at 100 pc resolution. These tests demonstrate that RAMCOAL is largely resolution-independent and
successfully captures the effects of DF from stars, dark matter, and gas, loss-cone scattering, viscous drag from circumbinary disks,
and GW emission – all within a realistic galactic environment, even at low resolutions. With RAMCOAL, we can better estimate
MBHB coalescence rates and the GW background, while providing insights into the electromagnetic counterparts of GW sources.
This approach bridges the gap between electromagnetic observations and GW detection, offering a more comprehensive understanding
of MBHB evolution in cosmological simulations.

Key words. quasars: super-massive black holes – galaxies: interactions – galaxies: nuclei – Methods: numerical

1. Introduction

Massive black holes (MBHs), with masses ranging from ∼ 106

to 1010 M⊙, are found in the centers of most massive galaxies
(Soltan 1982; Kormendy & Richstone 1995; Magorrian et al.
1998). When two galaxies merge, their respective MBHs are
brought together, eventually forming a bound system within the
gravitational potential of the merger remnant. Once gravitation-
ally bound, these MBH pairs can evolve into MBH binaries1

and continue decaying to smaller separations, ultimately becom-
ing powerful sources of gravitational waves (GWs). The detec-
tion of GWs from stellar-mass black hole binaries by the Laser
Interferometer Gravitational-Wave Observatory (LIGO; Abbott
et al. 2016) marked the dawn of the GW astronomy era. Within
the next ∼ 10 − 15 years, the Laser Interferometer Space An-
tenna (LISA; Amaro-Seoane et al. 2017) is expected to detect
GWs from merging MBHBs. Additionally, pulsar timing arrays
(PTAs) have already detected GWs in the nHz range, likely orig-
inating from MBHBs (Agazie et al. 2023; EPTA Collaboration
et al. 2024; Reardon et al. 2023).

LISA is expected to detect GWs from MBHB mergers with
masses in the range of 104 − 107 M⊙ out to high redshifts. With
PTAs likely detecting stochastic GWs from the local population
of more massive MBHBs (> 108 M⊙), it has become increasingly

1 We refer to a system of two MBHs as an MBH pair before they are
gravitationally bound, and as an MBH binary (MBHB) after they be-
come bound.

important to interpret these findings and prepare for future LISA
detections. Thus, a dedicated theoretical model for the evolution
of MBHBs is critical for understanding their dynamical behavior
and GW signatures.

The expected detection rate for PTA and LISA is governed
not only by the frequency of galaxy mergers but also by the pro-
cesses within the remnant galaxies that drive MBHs to small
enough separations to form a binary. Understanding the evolu-
tion of MBHs in post-merger galaxies is therefore essential for
predicting the GW signals that will be probed by future GW ob-
servatories.

Begelman et al. (1980) established the framework for model-
ing the orbital decay of MBH pairs following a galactic merger.
Depending on the separation and characteristics of the merg-
ing galaxies, MBH orbital decay can be driven by four primary
physical mechanisms. Initially, when the MBHs are separated by
∼ 1 kpc, dynamical friction (DF) from gas and stars is expected
to dominate their decay. DF arises as a massive object, such as
an MBH, moves through a background medium. Gravitational
deflection of gas (Ostriker 1999; Kim & Kim 2007) or collision-
less particles (e.g., stars or dark matter; Chandrasekhar 1943;
Antonini & Merritt 2012) forms an overdense wake that exerts a
gravitational pull on the MBH, extracting its orbital energy.

The timescale for orbital decay due to DF is determined by
the properties of the MBHs and their host galaxy. Key factors in-
clude the total mass, mass ratio, and initial orbits of the MBHs,
as well as the distribution and kinematics of the surrounding gas
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and stars. Literature shows that, depending on the merger con-
figuration, MBH pairing timescales can vary from ∼ 106 yr to
longer than a Hubble time (De Rosa et al. 2020). Some merger
remnants promote efficient MBH pairing and subsequent coales-
cence, while others may delay this process, potentially leading to
the interaction of triple MBHs in future mergers (Bonetti et al.
2018). In some cases, MBHs may remain stranded, unable to
form binaries at all (e.g., Volonteri et al. 2003).

Once two MBHs become gravitationally bound, stellar loss-
cone scattering is expected to drive further orbital decay (e.g.,
Quinlan 1996; Quinlan & Hernquist 1997; Yu 2002). If the
galaxy is sufficiently gas-rich, drag from a circumbinary disk
may also influence the MBHB’s evolution at separations <∼
0.1 pc (Armitage & Natarajan 2005). At separations below ∼
1000 Schwarzschild radii, GW emission begins to dominate or-
bital decay, leading to coalescence (Thorne & Braginskii 1976;
Begelman et al. 1980).

Previous studies have explored MBH pairing in stellar envi-
ronments using N-body simulations (e.g., Quinlan & Hernquist
1997; Yu 2002; Berczik et al. 2006; Khan et al. 2011, 2013),
hydrodynamic simulations of MBHs interacting with gas (e.g.,
Escala et al. 2005; Dotti et al. 2007; Cuadra et al. 2009a), and
semi-analytic models (e.g., Volonteri et al. 2003; Barausse 2012;
Klein et al. 2016; Izquierdo-Villalba et al. 2020). In cosmolog-
ical simulations, many codes don’t follow MBH dynamics on
the fly and simply reposition MBHs (see Bahé et al. 2022, for
a review). Other codes include gaseous DF (Dubois et al. 2013)
and/or dynamical friction from stars and dark matter (Tremmel
et al. 2015; Pfister et al. 2019; Chen et al. 2021).

The dynamical evolution of MBH pairs at sub-kpc separa-
tions is still challenging to model in most cosmological simu-
lations due to resolution limitations. Up to now, MBHB evo-
lution and GW emission have typically been studied in post-
processing, which disconnects the dynamical evolution from the
evolving galactic environment, introducing significant uncertain-
ties in the predicted GW signatures (see Katz & Larson 2019;
Volonteri et al. 2020; Li et al. 2022). A notable exception is the
KETJU code (Rantala et al. 2017), which follows MBH binaries
down to the GW emission stage in stellar environments (Man-
nerkoski et al. 2023).

To address these challenges, we developed RAMCOAL,
a sub-grid module for MBHB dynamical evolution, inte-
grated within the RAMSES code (Teyssier 2002). Unlike post-
processing approaches, RAMCOAL evolves MBHB dynamics
on-the-fly, incorporating physical processes such as DF from
gas, stars, and dark matter, stellar hardening, viscous torques
in circumbinary disks, and GW emission. RAMCOAL also in-
cludes MBH accretion and feedback.

This paper is organized as follows: In Sect. 2, we introduce
the main features of RAMCOAL for evolving sub-grid MBH
dynamics, accretion, and feedback. Section 3 provides a brief
overview of the RAMSES code in which RAMCOAL is imple-
mented. In Sect. 4, we present the robustness tests of RAM-
COAL in isolated galaxy remnants with resolutions of 10, 50,
and 100 pc. In Sect. 5, we extend the robustness tests to merg-
ing galaxy pairs and explore how galaxy properties influence
MBHB coalescence time. Finally, we discuss the implications
of our findings in Sect. 6 and conclude in Sect. 7.

2. RAMCOAL: RAMSES sub-grid coalescence
model of massive black hole binaries

RAMCOAL is a sub-grid model in RAMSES which simulates
the MBHB evolution all the way to the final coalescence from

the point where the separation between two MBHs become
smaller than 4 times the simulation resolution (4∆x). At this
point RAMSES considers the two MBHs merged, something
generlaly dubbed “numerical merger” (Volonteri et al. 2020).
Before RAMCOAL is activated, MBHs evolve under the DF
model in RAMSES (Dubois et al. 2012; Pfister et al. 2019) which
will be summarized briefly in the next section. RAMCOAL deals
with the dynamical evolution and the separate mass growth of
the two MBHs in the binary. It accounts also for how feedback
affects the dynamical evolution of the binary. Feedback injected
on larger scales is however not modified.

The evolution of MBHs in RAMCOAL can be split into two
stages, the first stage starts when the separation between two
MBHs is 4∆x and ends when two MBH become gravitationally
bounded. Dynamical friction from stars and gas drives the evo-
lution at the stage 1 of RAMCOAL. Stage 2 begins when two
MBHs become gravitationally bounded (when the kinetic orbital
energy of the binary is smaller than its potential energy) and the
total gas and stellar mass enclosed by the binary orbit is smaller
than twice the sum of the mass of the MBH pair, and ends when
the MBHB coalescence happens. At the stage 2 of RAMCOAL,
MBHB evolution is driven by loss-cone scattering, viscous drag
from circumbinary disk, and GW emission. In this section, we
introduce how these aforementioned physical mechanisms are
modeled in RAMCOAL.

2.1. Numerical integration of the orbital parameters

The orbital evolution of the MBHs due to DF is followed until
the MBHB become gravitationally bounded. We solve the equa-
tion of motion for each MBH in the polar coordinates using an
8th-order Runge-Kutta method. The MBHB evolution time step
is sub-cycled with respect to the simulation time step. The time
step in RAMCOAL is adaptive, with a maximum increase in
semi-major axis or eccentricity of 20% per time step, and capped
at a maximum of 5% of the simulation time step. We determined
that the relative error in conservation of energy and angular mo-
mentum corresponding to this time step choice is smaller than
0.5%, which meets our error tolerance criterion.

Over the extent of each simulation, the farthest and clos-
est radial distance between the primary and secondary MBHs
is recorded for every orbit in order to estimate the orbital semi-
major axis, a, and eccentricity, e. As the galaxy potential is not
proportional to 1/r, the orbit of the MBH is neither Keplerian
nor closed. Thus, the computed a and e are only approximate
values used to track the shape and size of the orbits.

2.2. Dynamical friction force due to stars, dark matter, and
gas

At the stage 1 of RAMCOAL, starting from 4∆x, the orbital evo-
lution of MBHs is due to the DF from stars, dark matter (DM),
and gas. We compute the DF force on both MBHs in a pair due
to the collisionless component (stars and DM) following the ap-
proach laid out in equation 30 in Antonini & Merritt (2012). It
accounts for the DF force contribution from particles moving
slower than the MBH (v⋆ < v, where v is the velocity of the
MBH and v⋆ is the velocity of the star or DM particle) and those
moving faster than the MBH (v⋆ > v), hence, leading to

F⋆ = F(v⋆<v)
⋆ + F(v⋆>v)

⋆ . (1)

If we define F = −4πG2M2ρ̄star/DM(r)(u/v3), where ρ̄star(r) and
ρ̄DM(r) are the volume-weighted average stellar and DM den-
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Table 1. Stages of MBH dynamics in RAMSES and RAMCOAL.

Stage 0 Until MBHs are separated by
4∆x

RAMSES dynamical friction

Stage 1 After Stage 0 until MBHs are
gravitationally bound

RAMCOAL dynamical friction

Stage 2 After Stage 1 until coales-
cence

RAMCOAL stellar hardening, migration
in a circumbinary disc, GW
emission

sity2, respectively, then, the stellar and DM DF on the MBH can
be represented by:

F(v⋆<v)
⋆ = F

∫ v

0
4π f (v⋆)v2⋆ ln

[ pmax

GM
(v2 − v2⋆)

]
dv⋆ (2)

and

F(v⋆>v)
⋆ = F

∫ vesc

v

4π f (v⋆)v2⋆

[
ln

(
v⋆ + v

v⋆ − v

)
− 2
v

v⋆

]
dv⋆ , (3)

where G is the gravitational constant, M is the mass of the
MBH, f (v⋆) is the velocity distribution of collisionless parti-
cles (assuming the star and DM particles around the MBHB
have the same velocity distribution, that is σ⋆ and f (v⋆)
are computed from a population of star and DM particles).
vesc(rcom) =

√
2G(Menc(rcom) + M̃12)/rcom is the escape velocity,

where Menc(rcom) is the total star, DM and gas mass enclosed
in the MBH orbit around the center of mass of the MBHB,
M̃12 = M1M2/(M1 + M2) is the reduced mass of the MBHB
(here and in the following M1 > M2), and rcom is the distance
from each MBH to the center of mass of the binary. We set the
maximum impact parameter to be pmax = 4∆x, and the minimum
impact parameter to be pmin = max(GM/(v2 − v2⋆),Rsg), where
Rsg is the radius of a self-gravitating α-disk around the MBH
(Dotti et al. 2013). This action is to avoid the artificial effect of
zero stellar DF due to the unresolved stellar velocity distribution
around the MBH. According to equations 2 and 3, both the col-
lisionless particles moving slower and faster than the MBH will
be deflected into an overdensity wake trailing the MBH, pulling
it backward.

In RAMCOAL neither the velocity distribution of collision-
less particles nor the density profile is resolved, since by def-
inition the subgrid model for MBHB DF is triggered once the
distance between the two MBHs are below a resolution limit of
4∆x. Therefore, in the sub-grid model, we set the velocity distri-
bution of collisionless particles to be Maxwellian:

f (v⋆) =
1

(2πσ2
⋆)3/2

exp
(
−
v2⋆

2σ2
⋆

)
, (4)

where

σ⋆ =

√
G(Msp + M̃12)

Rsp
(5)

is the velocity dispersion of collisionless particles. Msp =
Mgas,sp + Mstar,sp + MDM,sp is the total mass made of the sum
of, respectively, the gas, star, and DM mass within the ‘resolu-
tion sphere’ with a radius Rsp = 4∆x. The size of the resolution
sphere is chosen to encompass the two MBHs: the numerical

2 The density is averaged within a resolution sphere with radius 4∆x
centered at the position r of the MBH

merger happens when the two MBHs separated by 4∆x, which
is therefore considered as the radius of the sphere.

The maximum density in a simulation depends on resolu-
tion, and at the typical resolutions of galaxy simulations it can-
not reach the high densities typical of nuclear star clusters and
molecular clouds. To lessen the impact of resolution, and there-
fore be able to apply this approach to simulations of different
resolutions, we devise the following approach that mimics the
evolution of a MBHB in such environments.

We consider that an MBH in a binary is embedded in an
environment with densities typical of nuclear star clusters and
molecular clouds when the star formation criterion is triggered
within the whole resolution sphere, i.e. when ρ̄i,sp > ρth, where
ρ̄i,sp is the mass-weighted mean (i standing for either gas or star)
density within the resolution sphere, and ρth = n0mp/XH is the
mass density threshold for star formation, mp is the proton mass,
XH = 0.76 if the hydrogen mass fraction, and n0 is a numeri-
cal parameter representing the hydrogen number density thresh-
old above which star formation (SF) is allowed, here chosen3 as
n0 = 23(ℓmax−ℓ0) × 1 H cm−3, where ℓmax is the maximum level of
refinement and ℓ0 = 11 (corresponding to a cell size of 50 pc for
these particular simulation setups).

To model this sub-grid environment, we assume the MBH
finds itself in a region where SF occurs with the typical charac-
teristics of a molecular cloud and where stars follow an (identi-
cal) unresolved density profile. After the corresponding criterion
is met, the sub-grid gaseous or stellar density profile (represented
by i for gas or stars) evolves into a cored-isothermal profile

ρ̂i(r) =


ρi,c if r ≤ ri,c ,

max(ρi,c

( ri,c

r

)2
, ρ̄i,sp) if ri,c < r ≤ 4∆x ,

ρ̄i if r > 4∆x ,

(6)

where the core density is ρgas,c = Nscaleρth, with Nscale = 250 ×
23(ℓ0−ℓmax).

rc is computed using the total gas mass within the resolu-
tion sphere. Nscale is a scaling factor making ρgas,c independent
of resolution, with ρgas,c ∼ 5 × 10−22 g cm−3 at all resolutions.
Once the sub-grid density criteria is met, the core density grad-
ually increases to the final value of ρgas,c within a timescale of
NriseTsp, where Nrise = 2(ℓmax−ℓ0) is a scaling factor, and Tsp =

2π
√

R3
sp/(GMsp) is the orbital period at Rsp = 4∆x. Msp is the

total mass in the resolution sphere.
ρ̄gas,sp and ρ̄star,sp are the mean gas and star density within the

resolution sphere surrounding the center of mass of the MBHB,
so their values change and evolve depending on the position of
the center of mass of the MBHB within the galaxy. During the
time when ρ̄gas,sp > ρth, the gas and stellar sub-grid density pro-
file is updated every NriseTsp. Even if the gas sub-grid density

3 This scaling is constructed to obtain an identical mass resolution,
proportional to n0/23ℓmax , across various spatial resolution runs.
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profile (i.e. equation 6) is already triggered, it can also be de-
triggered within an arbitrarily chosen value of 3 fine time steps4

when ρ̄gas,sp < ρth (usually of the order of ∼ 9 × 104 yr for a res-
olution of 50 pc). After the first triggering of the sub-grid stellar
density, it is is updated at each time step of the simulation. The
sub-grid profile is determined by conserving mass in the reso-
lution sphere, with a proviso for the connection with the outer
region, as expressed in Eq. 6.

The de-triggering of the sub-grid gas density profile is ei-
ther due to the feedback blowing away the gas reservoir or
when the MBHB enters a relatively low gas density region in
the galaxy. Either-way, the gaseous environment within the res-
olution sphere is perturbed and a molecular cloud profile is no
longer suitable for describing the sub-grid gas structure. There-
fore we assume that the de-triggering of the sub-grid gas density
profile is equal to ρ̄gas,sp everywhere in the resolution sphere for
simplicity. Only the gas sub-grid density profile is de-triggered
while that of the stellar component remains as the cored-power
law once triggered. We note that the de-triggering process is
much faster than when the sub-grid structure is triggered, since
the triggering process is dominated by the gravitational collaps-
ing of gas and star formation in the core area, while on the other
hand, the de-triggering process only depends on how fast the
feedback or ram pressure perturbs the gas reservoir in the res-
olution sphere. If the de-triggering condition is met during the
triggering process, the de-triggering would take over the trigger-
ing process, and the gas sub-grid density profile would be de-
triggered. The sub-grid gas structure can be re-triggered if the
criteria is met again, and the stellar sub-grid structure will be up-
dated to the new sub-grid profile from the old sub-grid profile as
well in NriseTsp.

We compute the gaseous DF force exerted onto a MBH fol-
lowing Kim & Kim (2007). It takes into account the contribution
to the DF force of the spiral density wake created by the MBH
orbiting in the gas disk of the host galaxy.

Fgas = −
4π(GM)2ρ̄gas,sp

∆v̄2
(Irer + Iϕeϕ) (7)

where the DF force is expressed in terms of radial (er) and az-
imuthal (eϕ) unit vectors (where eϕ is pointing towards the same
direction than that the MBH orbit velocity). Ir and Iϕ are dimen-
sionless functions

Ir =


M2103.51M−4.22 ifM < 1.1 ,
0.5 ln[9.33M2(M2 − 0.95)] if 1.1 ≤ M < 4.4 ,
0.3M2 ifM ≥ 4.4 ,

(8)

and

Iϕ =


0.7706 ln

(
1+M

1.0004−0.9185M

)
ifM < 1.0 ,

ln
[
330

(
bmax
bmin

)
(M−0.71)5.72

M9.58

]
if 1.0 ≤ M < 4.4 ,

ln
(

bmax/bmin
0.11M+1.65

)
ifM ≥ 4.4 ,

(9)

of the Mach numberM = ∆v̄/c̄s, where ∆v̄ = vBH − v̄gas is the
velocity of the MBH relative to the gas background, and v̄gas and
c̄s are respectively the mass-weighted mean relative velocity and
sound speed within the resolution sphere. bmax/bmin is the ratio
of maximum to minimum impact parameter for the gas inter-
acting with the MBH, which we set to 10 (Binney & Tremaine
4 We have explored the choice of de-trigger time, and found that, as
long as it is a small non-zero number, the results are not affected. We
choose 3 fine time steps because it gives us a short time but not too short
to make the de-trigger process non-physical.

2008). The ratio bmax/bmin provides a relative measure of the
extent of the gaseous wake at any time in the calculation. The
extent of the wake of is bound by the MBH orbit on one end
and by the event horizon of the MBH on the other, but can be
smaller than that if the wake is dynamic and its size fluctuates
in time. We note that the azimuthal component of the DF force
has a weak logarithmic dependence on this ratio, thus, assuming
a constant ratio provides a satisfactory approximation (Binney
& Tremaine 2008). These expressions imply a radial component
of the gaseous DF force that always points towards the center
and an azimuthal component that points in the opposite direc-
tion from the velocity vector ∆u, both contributing to shrinking
the binary separation. Both Ir and Iϕ peak sharply at M = 1.
Furthermore, since the strength of Fgas is proportional to Ir/M

2

and Iϕ/M2 the gaseous DF force is small when the velocity dif-
ference between MBH and the gas is large (i.e. when ∆v >∼ 4cs).

2.2.1. The radiation feedback effect

When the MBHs undergo accretion, the radiation from this pro-
cess can ionize the surrounding gas, and lead to the formation of
an HII region along the orbit (Kim & Kim 2007). Meanwhile,
the radiation pressure can cause a shell of dense ionized gas to
form at the upstream of the MBH motion, generating a positive
azimuthal DF force which speeds up the secondary MBH instead
of slowing it down. The change in gaseous DF force under radi-
ation feedback is:

F′gas,ϕ = −0.6Fgas,ϕ , F′gas,r = Fgas,r. (10)

However, the effect of radiation feedback on DF is only signif-
icant when the system satisfies the following conditions: fEdd >
0.01, M < 4, and (1 + M2) MBH n∞ < 109 M⊙ cm−3, where
fEdd is the ratio of accretion rate onto individual MBH over its
Eddington accretion rate, n∞ is the gas number density unaf-
fected by the gravity of the MBH pair. WhenM ≥ 4, the dense
shell upstream of the MBH becomes gravitationally unstable and
collapses, restoring the DF to the value it would have in ab-
sence radiative feedback. Similarly, when (1 +M2) MBH n∞ >
109 M⊙ cm−3, the gravitational pressure of the gas becomes
stronger than the opposing radiation pressure, and the DF is re-
stored to the value and direction that it would have in the absence
of radiative feedback (Park & Bogdanović 2017; Toyouchi et al.
2020).

2.3. Loss-cone scattering

At stage 2, the MBHB shrinks under loss-cone (LC) scatter-
ing, circumbinary viscous drag, and GW emission. LC scattering
dominates over DF in removing orbital energy (Begelman et al.
1980; Antonini & Merritt 2012). Hardening of MBHB orbits by
LC scattering can be approximately described by(

d forb

dt

)
LC
=

3G4/3

2(2π)2/3

Hρinf

σ⋆
M1/3

bin f 1/3
orb (11)

and(
de
dt

)
LC
=

G4/3

(2π)2/3

HKρinf

σ⋆
M1/3

bin f −2/3
orb , (12)

where forb is the MBHB orbital frequency, e is the eccentricity
(see Sect. 2.1), σ⋆ is the stellar velocity dispersion in the resolu-
tion sphere (see equation 5), ρinf is the stellar density at Rinf (the
influence density), where the mass enclosed in the orbit is twice
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the binary mass Mbin = M1 +M2, and H and K are empirical nu-
merical factors from three-body scattering experiments in tables
1 and 2 of Sesana et al. (2006).

2.4. Viscous drag in a circumbinary disk

We take into account the viscous drag due to the circumbinary
disk when the semi-major axis of the MBHB is below ∼ 1 pc
Haiman et al. (2009), when the MBHB is in a gaseous circumbi-
nary disk, viscous drag5 may significantly contribute or even
dominate the evolution of the binary. Haiman et al. (2009) de-
scribed how the orbit of a MBHB embedded in a circumbinary
Shakura & Sunyaev (1973) α-disk evolves due to viscous drag,
and how this evolution depends on the different physical condi-
tions within the disk.

According to Haiman et al. (2009), there are different
regimes for a MBHB in a gap-opened, α-disk depending on:
(1) whether the radiation pressure or gas pressure balance the
vertical gravity (rgas/rad); (2) whether the opacity is dominated
by electron scattering or free-free absorption (res/ff); (3) whether
the binary is massive enough compared to the local disk mass
(secondary-dominated or disk-dominated). The characteristic
radii are defined as:

rgas/rad = 0.515 M2/21
7 103Rsch (13)

and

res/ff = 4.10 × 103Rsch , (14)

where M7 is the binary mass in units of 107 M⊙ and Rsch =
2GMbin/c2 is the Schwarzschild radius corresponding to the bi-
nary mass.

Based on the region and condition in the disk, it can be di-
vided into three regions (Shapiro & Teukolsky 1983): (a) an in-
ner region (r < rgas/rad) that is dominated by radiation pressure
and electron scattering; (b) an intermediate region (rgas/rad ≤ r <
res/ff) that is dominated by gas pressure and electron scattering;
and (c) an outer region (r ≥ res/ff) that is dominated by gas pres-
sure and free-free absorption.

Within each region, there is the possibility that it is domi-
nated by the secondary MBH (r < rν/s) or by the accretion disk
(r ≥ rν/s). The migration is in general slower when the system
is in the ‘secondary-dominated’ regime. The rν/s radii in three
regions of an α-disk are defined in Haiman et al. (2009) as:

rν/sin = 3.61 M−2/7
7 q2/7

s 103Rsch if r ≲ rgas/rad , (15)

rν/smid = 121 M−6/7
7 q5/7

s 103Rsch if rgas/rad ≲ r ≲ res/ff , (16)

rν/sout = 182 M−24/25
7 q4/5

s 103Rsch if r ≳ res/ff . (17)

Thus, there are six regimes and their orbital frequency evolution
rate are listed below.
(1) Disk-dominated, inner region:(

d forb

dt

)
VD
= 6.0 × 10−8M−2

7 r−5
3 yr−2 (18)

if rν/sin < r < rgas/rad;

5 Throughout the manuscript we refer to this evolution mechanism as
‘viscous drag’, for simplicity. Note however that angular momentum
transport at the inner edge of the circumbinary disk is mostly driven by
gravitational torques from the binary and not the viscous torques.

(2) M2-dominated, inner region:(
d forb

dt

)
VD
= 2.8 × 10−7M−13/8

7 r−59/16
3 q−3/8

s yr−2 (19)

if r < rgas/rad and r < rν/sin ;
(3) Disk-dominated, middle region:(

d forb

dt

)
VD
= 2.9 × 10−5M−11/5

7 r−29/10
3 yr−2 , (20)

if rgas/rad < r < res/ff and r > rν/smid; where forb is the orbital
frequency, r3 is the orbital semi-major axis in units of 103Rsch,
qs = 4q/(1+q)2 is the symmetric mass ratio, and q = M2/M1 < 1
is the mass ratio (Haiman et al. 2009). Note that this prescription
implies that the MBHB orbit always shrinks under the influence
of viscous drag, especially in the presence of stellar hardening
suggested by some most recent simulations (Cuadra et al. 2009b;
Roedig et al. 2012; Bortolas et al. 2021; Franchini et al. 2021;
Amaro-Seoane et al. 2023)
(4) M2-dominated, middle region:(

d forb

dt

)
VD
= 2.3 × 10−6M−7/4

7 r−19/8
3 q−3/8

s yr−2 , (21)

if rgas/rad < r < res/ff and r ≤ rν/smid;
(5) Disk-dominated, outer region:(

d forb

dt

)
VD
= 2.3 × 10−5M−11/5

7 r−11/4
3 yr−2 , (22)

if r > res/ff and r > rν/sout;
(6) M2-dominated, outer region:(

d forb

dt

)
VD
= 1.6 × 10−6M−29/17

7 r−76/34
3 q−3/8

s yr−2 , (23)

if r > res/ff and r ≤ rν/sout .
The eccentricity evolution due to viscous drag can be com-

plex and cannot be trivially reduced to a prescription for a single
dominant regime. Roedig et al. (2011) shows that if the incom-
ing eccentricity of the MBHB on a prograde orbit is > 0.04 then
there is a limiting eccentricity in the range [0.6, 0.8] that the bi-
nary reaches during its interaction with the circumbinary disk.
Thus, if one of our model MBHBs has a prograde orbit with an
eccentricity larger than 0.04 while viscous drag dominates the
evolution, we then randomly assign the eccentricity between 0.6
and 0.8 after one viscous timescale (measured at the separation
where viscous drag begins to dominate the evolution). If how-
ever the eccentricity of the orbit is less than 0.04 when viscous
drag takes over the orbital decay, the eccentricity remains fixed
until GW emission takes over the orbital evolution.

For MBHBs in retrograde orbits, there are three possibilities
for the eccentricity evolution that depend on the value of the ec-
centricity when the MBH reaches this stage (Roedig & Sesana
2014). If the MBHB is in a near circular orbit (i.e. e < 0.04),
then its eccentricity will not change due to viscous drag. How-
ever, if 0.04 ≤ e < 0.8, the eccentricity then increases as
≈ 0.09e − 0.0034 per orbit. Finally, if e ≥ 0.8, a disk-binary
interaction causes the binary to leave the disk plane, tilt, and con-
verge to a prograde orbit with limiting eccentricity in the range
of [0.6, 0.8]. The timescale for this transition corresponds ∼ 10
viscous timescales to reach the final steady state due to the rever-
sal of the orbital direction from retrograde to prograde (Roedig
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& Sesana 2014). More recent works find qualitatively similar re-
sults: that circular binaries remain circular and that eccentric bi-
naries tend to evolve toward a threshold eccentricity, which exact
value depends on the thermodynamic properties of the disk and
was found to be close to 0.4 by D’Orazio & Duffell (2021) and
Zrake et al. (2021).

2.4.1. The radiation feedback effect in the circumbinary Disk

To model the effect of AGN feedback on the dynamical evolution
of MBHB embedded in a sub-grid circumbinary disk (del Valle
& Volonteri 2018), we set a free parameter ηs2 = 10−2. If the
total accretion rate of the MBHB (see Sect. 2.6) is larger than
ηs2ṀEdd, we exclude the contribution from the circumbinary disk
in shrinking the orbit and evolving the orbital eccentricity.

2.5. Gravitational waves

The last stage of orbital decay is dominated by GW emission,
described following Peters (1964)(

d forb

dt

)
GW
=

96 (2π)8/3

5c5 (GMchirp)5/3 f 11/3
orb F (e), (24)

and(
de
dt

)
GW
=

(2π)8/3

15c5 (GMchirp)5/3 f 8/3
orb G(e), (25)

where Mchirp = (M1M2)3/5/(M1 + M2)1/5 is the source frame
chirp mass and the factors F and G are

F (e) =
1 + 73/24e2 + 37/96e4

(1 − e2)7/2 (26)

and

G(e) =
304e + 121e3

(1 − e2)5/2 . (27)

2.6. Accretion in RAMCOAL

In RAMSES, once the two MBHs reach a separation smaller
than 4∆x, a ‘numerical’ merger happens: the two MBHs become
one bigger MBH positioned at the center of mass of the MBHB
and from there on treated as one MBH in the simulation repre-
sented by a sink particle. The accretion rate of this numerically-
merged MBH is:

ṀBHL,bin =
4πG2M2

binρ̄gas,sp

(c̄2
s + v̄

2
rel,CoM)3/2

, (28)

where vrel,CoM is the relative speed between the gas and the cen-
ter of mass of the MBH pair, which is also the position of the
numerically merged sink by definition. In RAMCOAL, the evo-
lution of the MBHB is split into two stages according to whether
or not the DF dominates the decay. The stage 1 is from when
the separation of two MBHs reaches 4∆x to the point when the
MBHs become gravitationally bounded. In stage 1, where DF
dominates the orbital decay, we assume that both MBHs accrete
at the Bondi-Hoyle-Lyttleton rate, and they add up to the accre-
tion rate of the numerically-merged MBHB (i.e. equation 28):

Ṁ j,stage1 = fnorm

4πG2M2
j ρ̂gas(r j)

(c̄2
s + v̄

2
rel, j)

3/2
, j = 1, 2 (29)

where fnorm is a normalisation factor so that Ṁ1,stage1+ Ṁ2,stage1 =

ṀBHL,bin, and ρ̂gas(r j) is defined in Eq. 6.
The stage 2 is from when the MBHB becomes gravitationally

bounded to the final coalescence of the MBHB defined at the
innermost stable orbit (∼ 6Rsch). At stage 2, the stellar scattering,
viscous drag from the circumbinary disk, and the GW emission
dominates over the DF in shrinking the binary. At stage 2 we
adopt the preferential accretion model from Duffell et al. (2020)
which is fitted from simulations of a broad range of mass ratios:

Ṁ2,stage2

Ṁ1,stage2
=

1
0.1 + 0.9q

, (30)

where we still impose Ṁ1,stage2+ Ṁ2,stage2 = ṀBHL,bin. It is imme-
diate to see that accretion during stage 2 will lead to an increase
of the mass ratio q.

The feedback effect on accretion at stage 1 is taken care
of by continuously triggering the gas sub-grid density profile
when the mean gas density is high and de-triggering when it is
low, hence mimicking the feedback regulation of gas reservoir
around the MBHs. At stage 2, the dynamical contribution from
the circumbinary disk is set to be zero (del Valle & Volonteri
2018) when the total accretion rate of the MBHB is larger than
0.01ṀEdd.

3. The RAMSES code

RAMSES is an adaptive mesh refinement code (Teyssier 2002)
which solves the Euler equations using the second order
MUSCL-Hancock scheme. The gas is set to be composed of
monoatomic particles with adiabatic index γ = 5/3. Collision-
less particles including DM, stellar and BH particles are evolved
using a particle-mesh solver for gravity with a cloud-in-cell in-
terpolation. The size of which is that of the local cell for BHs
and stars (∆x). The cloud-in-cell interpolation for DM particles
is larger than that of BHs and stars due to their larger particle
masses in order to smooth their contribution to numerical shot
noise. This usage of cloud-in-cell interpolation solves the prob-
lem of BHs scattering off heavy DM particles as the DM distri-
bution is smoothed in space.

When temperature is higher than 104 K, gas is cooled by
the hydrogen, helium, and metals following cooling curves from
Sutherland & Dopita (1993). When the gas temperature is below
104 K and above the minimum temperature of 10 K, we imple-
ment the fitting functions from Rosen & Bregman (1995). Heat-
ing of the gas comes from a uniform UV background at redshift
0 following Haardt & Madau (1996).

Star formation is triggered in regions where the gas number
density is larger than n0, in a Poisson random process (Rasera &
Teyssier 2006; Dubois & Teyssier 2008) following the Schmidt
relation with a star formation efficiency ε⋆ depending on the lo-
cal gravo-turbulent properties of the gas (see Dubois et al. 2021
for details). Since the star formation model requires drawing a
sequence of pseudo-random numbers, we used different values
of the initial random seed number to estimate the numerical vari-
ance of the results.

The implementation of feedback from supernovae is as de-
scribed in Kimm & Cen (2014). Immediately after star particles
becomes older than 5 Myr, it is assumed supernovae release a
specific energy of ηSN × 1050 erg M⊙−1 for a given star particle
mass, where ηSN = 0.2. The amount of energy and momentum
deposited into gas depends on the local density and metallic-
ity, in order to capture either the Sedov or the snow-plough ex-
pansion phase of the explosion. Additionally we impose that the
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normalisation of the star formation efficiency increases linearly
from 0 to its canonical value within a 100 Myr timescale, to pre-
vent the galaxy from exploding due to the initial peak of star
formation.

The accretion of MBHs in RAMSES is as described in
Dubois et al. (2012), where Eddington-limited BHL accretion
rate is used. The AGN feedback is bi-model, including a kinetic
mode, which is active at a low accretion rate ( fEdd ≤ 0.01) in
the form of a bipolar jet, where all the energy and momentum is
ejected at 104 km s−1 into a cylindrical region of a height that is
twice the radius which size is chosen to be equal to ∆x in this
work. The other mode of AGN feedback is active at high accre-
tion rate ( fEdd > 0.01), this thermal feedback is in the form of
disk winds and radiation, releasing 15% of the bolometric lu-
minosity (with a radiation efficiency εr = 0.1) as thermal en-
ergy into the surrounding gas reservoir within a sphere of radius
rthm which we also set to be ∆x in this work. This accretion and
feedback occur on the sink particle, and mass is then distributed
between the two MBHs as described in Eq. 29.

Before the separation between two MBHs reaches the res-
olution limit, the gas DF is exerted on the MBH as FDF =
fgas4παρ̄gas(GMBH/c̄s)2, where ρ̄gas is the mean gas density
within a sphere of radius 4∆x and fgas is a function of the mach
number that follows the prediction of Ostriker (1999). fgas is in
a range between 0 and 2 for an assumed Coulomb logarithm of
3 (Chapon et al. 2013). In these simulations, the gas DF is not
boosted (contrary to e.g. Dubois et al. 2014) as suggested by de-
tailed turbulent box simulations (Lescaudron et al. 2023). Also
the gas DF in RAMCOAL takes into account the contribution of
the spiral density wake due to the orbital motion of MBHs in the
binary.

Above the simulation resolution limit, the implementation of
DF from collisionless particles (i.e. stars and DM) is described
in Sect. 2 of Pfister et al. (2019). Not only the contribution to DF
from slow moving particles but also that from fast moving parti-
cles is taken into account (Antonini & Merritt 2012; Dosopoulou
& Antonini 2017). All of the quantities needed to estimate col-
lisionless particles DF are measured in a sphere S with a radius
4∆x centered on the MBH, where ∆x is the minimum grid size
and also the resolution limit, consistent with the implementation
of gas DF. The implementation of DF from collisionless parti-
cles for the shrinking of the pair (RAMCOAL part) is treated the
same way as for the dynamical friction applying to the center of
mass of the pair (RAMSES part). The difference is, in RAMSES,
the DF due to each particle is resolved, and velocity distributions
are estimated explicitly on the grid:

4πv2 f (v) =
3

256π∆x3

∑
i∈S

miδ(vi − v) , (31)

where mi is mass of particle i within the sphere S , vi is the parti-
cle velocity, and δ is the Dirac function. The DF due to star and
DM particles is calculated through the same scheme but sepa-
rately due to the difference in particle mass and velocity distri-
bution of star and DM particles.

For the collisionless particle DF above the resolution limit,
the Coulomb logarithm is ln(4∆x/rdef) where rdef is the mini-
mum impact parameter for an orbital deflection of 90 degrees
to happen, which can be approximated by the influence radius
rinf = GMBH/v

2
BH (Pfister et al. 2019). The sub-grid DF is set

to zero when 4∆x ≤ rdef as the force is accounted for directly
(Beckmann et al. 2018).

To summarize, the implementation of gas DF in RAMCOAL
and RAMSES is generally the same. The mean gas density used

in the DF calculation is determined in the same way in both
RAMCOAL and RAMSES. However, the gas DF in RAMCOAL
is more advanced, as it accounts for the spiral shape of the
gaseous wake. As for the collisionless particle DF, the imple-
mentation is identical in both RAMCOAL and RAMSES. The
difference lies in the treatment: RAMSES resolves the mass, rel-
ative velocity, and DF due to each individual stellar and dark
matter particle, while RAMCOAL uses the mean density and
assumes a Maxwellian velocity distribution for particles to cal-
culate DF due to stars and dark matter.

4. Tests of the RAMCOAL implementation in an
isolated galaxy with two massive black holes

In order to test the resolution convergence in RAMCOAL, we
run RAMCOAL on a pair of MBHs in an isolated galaxy em-
bedded in its DM halo with different spatial resolutions.

4.1. Initial conditions and refinement strategy

The galaxy is a composite system of DM, stars, a central MBH,
and gas, which is initialised with the MAKEDISK initial condi-
tions generator (Springel et al. 2005) adapted for RAMSES sim-
ulations (see Rosdahl et al. 2017). The DM halo follows a spher-
ical Navarro-Frenk-White (Navarro et al. 1997) density profile
with a total virial mass Mvir = 1.1×1011 M⊙, a concentration pa-
rameter of 10, and a virial radius of 95 kpc at redshift zero. The
number of DM particles is 106 leading to a DM particle mass of
mDM = 1.1 × 105 M⊙.

The baryonic component of the galaxy contains a stellar
bulge and a gas and stellar disk. The bulge has a total mass of
3.3 × 109 M⊙, and follows a spherical Hernquist density profile
(Hernquist 1990) with a scale radius equals to 293 pc (10% of
the disk scale radius). The disk is described by an exponential
surface density profile in cylindrical radius with a scale radius
of 2.93 kpc, which is sharply cut at a cylindrical radius that is 5
times larger. The profile is proportional to sech2(z/(2Hz)) in the
vertical z-direction, where the scale height Hz = 293 pc, and the
cutoff height is 5 times larger. The total gas mass is 1.1×109 M⊙
which is 14.3% of the total disk mass 7.78× 109 M⊙, with a disk
stellar mass of 6.67 × 109 M⊙. The total number of particles in
the bulge and in the disk are respectively 5×105, and 106 leading
to a star particle mass of m⋆,d = 6.7 × 103 M⊙.

The galaxy is set at the center of a box with size of 100 kpc.
The coarse grid is made of 1283 cells. The grid is continuously
refined or de-refined according to a pseudo-Lagrangian refine-
ment criterion, with mass resolution of 8 × 104 M⊙, down to a
minimum cell size of ∆x ≃ 10, 50, or 100 pc (with correspond-
ing levels of refinement of ℓmax = 13, 11, and 10 respectively).
In addition to the criterion on mass resolution, we also refined in
the dense interstellar medium (n > 5 H cm−3) on the Jeans length
λJ when the cell size is larger than λJ/4. The galaxy is relaxed
for 100 Myr without MBHs at first. A pair of MBHs with the
primary mass of M1 = 3.33× 106 M⊙ and the secondary mass of
M2 = 1.67×106 M⊙ are put into the relaxed galaxy. The primary
is put at the center of the galaxy, and the secondary is in the disk
mid-plane and 500 pc away from the primary with an initial tan-
gential velocity of 10 km s−1 in corotation with the galaxy disk
(the circular velocity in the galaxy at 500 pc is ∼ 130 km s−1).
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4.2. Semi-analytic model

To show the robustness of the predictions of MBHB evolution
with RAMCOAL, we also compare to estimates from the semi-
analytical model (SAM) of Li et al. (2020a, 2022). We briefly
summarize the SAM here.

In the SAM, we assume a galaxy merger produces a single
remnant, with a DM halo, a stellar bulge and a gas disk6, which
includes the MBH pair. The MBHs are set up in the same way
as in the RAMCOAL simulation. The galaxy remnant density
profile used in the SAM intends to be as close to that of the
simulated galaxy as possible for the purpose of comparison. The
DM halo and the non-rotating stellar bulge both follow a cored
power-law density profile (e.g., Binney & Tremaine 2008):

ρi(r) = ρi,0

(
max[r, 10pc]

R0

)−αi

, (32)

where i = b or DM stand for the bulge and DM component
respectively.

The gas surface density profile is fitted by the six-parameter
core-Sersic profile (Graham et al. 2003; Trujillo et al. 2004)

ΣSAM(r) = Σ0

[
1 +

( rbr

r

)α] γα
exp

−b
(

rα + rαbr

rαe

) 1
αn
 , (33)

where Σ0 is the normalisation surface density, rb is the break disk
radius at which separates the inner power law with a logarithm
slope of γ and the outer Sérsic profile with the index n and the
effective radius re, while α controls how sharp the break at rbr is.

To ensure the SAM galactic density profile can represent the
RAMSES galaxy when the MBH pair starts evolving in the sim-
ulation, we perform a shrinking-sphere average to get the mean
density profile of DM, star, and a shrinking-disk average to get
the mean density profile of gas in the RAMSES galaxy at the
output when two MBHs are added. We fit equations 32 and 33
to the density profiles thus obtained to calibrate the SAM den-
sity profile. Figure 1 illustrates the mean density profile of each
component of the RAMSES galaxy and the corresponding fit-
ted SAM density profile. The fitted parameters are: R0 = 293 pc,
ρb,0 = 1.5 × 10−22 g cm−3, ρDM,0 = 7.9 × 10−23 g cm−3, αb = 2.4,
and αDM = 1.8. A 10 pc core is included for the SAM stellar
density profile, and a 200 pc core is included for the DM density
profile to avoid infinite density at the center. The different core
sizes are chosen to match the sub-grid model in RAMCOAL. In
RAMCOAL, we do not assume any sub-grid density profile for
DM; instead, we use the mean DM density within the resolu-
tion sphere (Rres = 200 pc) for the calculation of DF. To ensure
compatibility, the DM density profile in SAM is given a 200 pc
core. The following parameter values are used in equation 33
to fit the mean gas density (averaged using shrinking disks) in
RAMSES outside the resolution sphere: Σ0 = 2.14×10−3 g cm−2,
rbr = 800 pc, α = 4, γ = 0.8, n = 3, and re = 5 kpc. The scale
height of the disk is 293 pc.

The sub-grid density profiles of gas and stars used in the
SAM and in RAMCOAL (equation 6) within the resolution
sphere are plotted in Fig. 1 for the simulation with resolu-
tion 50 pc. As shown in the plot, the stellar density dominates
over that of DM and gas within the resolution sphere of radius
4∆x = 200 pc. The SAM stellar density is slightly higher than
the sub-grid stellar density within the resolution sphere, due to

6 We omit the stellar disk since its impact on the orbital evolution from
DF is negligible (Li et al. 2020a).

Fig. 1. The mean density profile of the isolated galaxy in RAMSES, the
sub-grid density profile in RAMCOAL, and the fitted density profile
used in the semi-analytic model.

the minor difference in core radius of sub-grid and SAM den-
sity profile. The core radius of the sub-grid gas density profile is
calculated using the total gas mass within the resolution sphere
when the star-formation criteria is satisfied, which is 13.7 pc in
this case. Note the decay time from the SAM can change accord-
ingly with the choice of core radius of the density profile.

In the SAM, the orbital evolution of the secondary MBH
due to gas, star, and DM DF is tracked until the influence ra-
dius of the MBHB, at which point the orbital decay is domi-
nated by loss-cone scattering, viscous drag from a circumbinary
disk, and GW emission. The calculation ends when the separa-
tion is smaller than the innermost stable circular orbits of the two
MBHs.

The calculation of the orbital decay due to DF in the SAM is
described in detail by Li et al. (2020a,b). The DF force exerted
by star and DM is calculated using equations (5)-(7) in Li et al.
(2020a), following the work of Antonini & Merritt (2012). The
velocity distribution of collisionless particles is assumed to be
Maxwellian (see Li et al. 2020b, equation 2) with the same ve-
locity dispersion as in RAMCOAL. Since gaseous DF depends
on the Mach number of the moving body (e.g., Kim & Kim
2007), the sound speed of the gas must be defined. The temper-
ature of the gaseous disk is uniformly taken to be 104 K which
is above the minimum temperature required by the Toomre sta-
bility criterion (Toomre 1964). The gaseous DF force on the sec-
ondary MBH is then computed using equations 10–12 of Li et al.
(2020a), which results in a gaseous DF force that is strongest
when the velocity difference between the secondary MBH and
gas disk is close to the sound speed (Ostriker 1999; Kim & Kim
2007).

The hardening of MBHB orbits by LC scattering uses the
same equations as in RAMCOAL (i.e. equations 11 and 12). The
viscous drag from a circumbinary disk and GW emission is also
calculated using the same method as in RAMCOAL (i.e. equa-
tions 13–23 and equations 24–27, respectively).

4.3. Resolution tests

Figure 2 illustrates the MBHB orbital decay simulated using
RAMCOAL with 10, 50, and 100 pc resolution together with the
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Fig. 2. The MBHB orbital decay results of the single isolated disc setup simulated using RAMCOAL at 10, 50, and 100 pc resolution together with
the semi-analytic counterpart without accretion and feedback (with colors as indicated in the top panel). Three runs with different star-formation
random seeds in the galaxy are performed at each resolution to gauge the effect of stochasticity in the galactic environment on the MBHB orbital
decay. The top panel shows the MBH separation time evolution. The second, third, and fourth panels show the stellar, DM, and gas density,
respectively, used to calculate the DF on the secondary MBH. The vertical dotted lines in each panel indicate when the MBHB evolution is handed
over to RAMCOAL from RAMSES at the boundary of the resolution sphere. The black crosses indicate the triggering of sub-grid density profiles.
The black dots indicate the transition from stage 1 to stage 2 in RAMCOAL.

SAM counterpart serving as the lower boundary in the coales-
cence time. For each resolution, three runs with different star-
formation random seed in the galaxy are performed to demon-
strate the effect of randomness in the galactic environment reali-
sation on the MBHB coalescence.

The top panel shows the time evolution of the separation be-
tween two MBHs from the initial 500 pc separation to the final
coalescence. The coalescence time of all three resolution runs
are very close (within a factor of 2), and there is no trend in co-
alescence time with resolution: since it decreases from 100 pc to
50 pc resolution, and it increases from 50 pc to 10 pc resolution.
The star-formation random seed (see Sect. 3), which we varied

to sample the numerical uncertainty of the result, does not lead
to a big difference due to the short simulation time, within which
nearly no star formation happened. Figure 2 also shows the star,
DM, and gas density used in the calculation of DF on the sec-
ondary MBH in the coalescence process.

The vertical lines indicate the entry of the MBHB into the
4∆x resolution sphere, marking the start of the new sub-grid
model for MBHB dynamical evolution. We define this evolution-
ary process in two stages: Stage 1 begins when the MBHB enters
the resolution sphere and continues until the two MBHs become
gravitationally bound. Stage 2 covers the period from when they
become gravitationally bound until their final coalescence.

Article number, page 9 of 20



A&A proofs: manuscript no. main

Fig. 3. The same as Fig. 2, but for the counterpart results with accretion and feedback. The top panel shows the MBH separation time evolution.
The second, third, and fourth panels show the stellar, DM, and gas density, respectively, used to calculate the DF on the secondary MBH. The
black crosses indicate the triggering of sub-grid density profiles. The fifth and sixth panels show the mass growth of the primary and secondary
MBHs, respectively. The black dots indicate the transition from stage 1 to stage 2 in RAMCOAL.

The oscillatory pattern in density at stage 1 is due to the or-
bit of the secondary MBH in the sub-grid density profile, the
triggering of which is indicated by the black dots in stellar and
gaseous density panels. There is no oscillations in the stellar and
gaseous density at 10 pc resolution, because the sub-grid density
profile criteria is not satisfied at this resolution. Since 10 pc res-
olution is already high enough to resolve the inner sub-structure,
there is no need for compensating with sub-grid density profiles.
This however means that the density used in the calculation is the
mean density within the resolution sphere, rather than a profile
with a core and a slope, therefore oscillations within the reso-
lution sphere do not reflect in an oscillating density. Following
the oscillatory structure in density at stage 1, the plateau in den-
sity represents the influence stellar density used in calculation
of loss-cone scattering at stage 2. The stellar density dominates

over the other two components in the entire coalescence process,
and the slightly assumed higher central density in the SAM (cf.
Fig. 1 and related text) explains the shorter coalescence time. As
mentioned before, there is no sub-grid density profile for DM
in RAMCOAL, which is represented by almost flat lines in the
third panel.

With MBH accretion and feedback activated in both the
large-scale RAMSES and sub-grid RAMCOAL simulations, the
results are presented in Fig. 3. There is a greater variation in co-
alescence times across different resolutions. This increased vari-
ation is primarily due to differences in MBH mass growth and
sub-grid stellar density, both of which are influenced by AGN
feedback efficiency, which in turn depends on resolution.

As shown in the fourth and fifth panels of Fig. 3, the sub-grid
gas density profile in the 100 pc resolution runs starts to form
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(indicated by the density rising and the appearance of a zig-zag
pattern). However, this formation is not triggered in the higher-
resolution runs, where the zig-zag patterns reflect the average gas
density within the resolution sphere, which moves with the cen-
ter of mass of the MBHB in the galaxy. In the higher-resolution
runs, feedback is more effective at expelling gas, leading to sig-
nificantly lower sub-grid gas and stellar densities. This, in turn,
results in less mass growth and lower mass ratios in the 50 pc
and 10 pc resolution runs compared to the 100 pc runs. The 100
pc runs exhibit shorter coalescence times due to the less efficient
AGN feedback. As shown in Negri & Volonteri (2017), feedback
efficiency varies with resolution, with lower resolutions requir-
ing higher efficiency. This is because, at lower resolutions, the
number of gas elements affected by the energy injected from BH
feedback is fixed, but the mass of gas to be heated and swept up
is larger, making the heating process less effective. In this plot,
all resolution runs use the same feedback efficiency, resulting
in lower resolution runs being less affected by AGN feedback
compared to higher resolution runs. We will revisit the issue of
resolution-dependent feedback efficiency in the next section.

5. Massive black holes coalescence in merging
galaxies

Through the resolution test in the previous section, we have
proven the robustness of RAMCOAL. In this section, we sim-
ulate the MBHB coalescence in a more realistic environment:
galaxy mergers.

5.1. Numerical setup

To set up the initial conditions for the galaxy merger simulations,
we first generate two individual disk galaxies and their host halos
using the method described in Sect. 4.1. Each galaxy (and their
host halo), containing a central MBH at its center, is then placed
into a co-planar orbit with an initial separation of 1.1 times the
sum of the cut-off radii of the two galaxies. The primary more
massive galaxy is positioned at the center of the simulation box
with zero initial velocity, while the secondary galaxy is given a
prograde tangential velocity equal to two-thirds of the circular
velocity at its position.

A list of the merger parameters is provided in Table 3. In
Sects. 5.2 and 5.3, simulations are performed using 1:2 and 1:10
mass ratios (q = 0.5 and q = 0.1), where the mass ratio scales
the halo, the galaxy, and the MBH masses. For instance, for the
so-called “M1q0.5fg0.1” merger simulation, there is a mass ratio
q = 0.5, M1 = 3.33×106 M⊙, M2 = 1.67×106 M⊙, Mvir,1 = 1.1×
1011 M⊙, Mvir,2 = 5.5 × 1010 M⊙ (with galaxy masses changed
accordingly, as well as halo and galaxy sizes), and a galaxy gas-
to-baryon mass fraction of fg = 0.1, as outlined in Table 3. The
initial tangential velocity of the secondary galaxy is 120 km/s
in simulation M1q0.5fg0.1. In Sect. 5.4, galaxy and MBH mass
ratios, and gas fractions are varied to test the effect of changing
these parameters on coalescence times.

5.2. Robustness tests with 100 pc resolution

To explore the effect of initial star formation locations in the
galaxy, as well as the impact of MBH accretion and feedback,
we run a suite at 100 pc resolution using the M1q0.5fg0.1 setup
(Table 3), with 10 different star formation random seed numbers
(referred to as "seed1-10" in the following text), both with and
without accretion and feedback. In Fig. 4, we present the co-

alescing trajectory of MBHs superimposed on the evolution of
gas and star density from one example of a 100 pc simulation
with accretion and feedback.

The evolution of the separation between the two MBHs,
with and without accretion and feedback, is shown in Fig. 5.
The coalescence time without MBH accretion and feedback is
5.75 × 108 yr with a fractional standard deviation of 0.01 due to
random variations in the gaseous and stellar structures. In con-
trast, the coalescence time with MBH accretion and feedback is
5.67 × 108 yr with a fractional standard deviation of 0.003.

On average, the coalescence time is shorter in the case of
MBH accretion and feedback because accretion increases the
mass of both MBHs as well as the mass ratio between them.
The increase in MBH mass enhances the effectiveness of DF, ac-
celerating the coalescence process. In the simulations with AGN
feedback, it blows away the gas reservoir and periodically dis-
rupts the sub-grid gas density profile, which can reduce the mag-
nitude of gas DF and, in some cases, even reverse its direction,
causing the MBHs to accelerate rather than decelerate. However,
based on our results, this radiation feedback effect is subdomi-
nant because stellar density dominates over gas density, and radi-
ation feedback does not affect stellar DF. Overall, in the compe-
tition between MBH accretion and feedback, accretion shortens
the coalescence time more than feedback slows it down.

The fractional standard deviation of coalescence time in the
case of MBH accretion and feedback is nearly one-third of that
without MBH accretion and feedback. Without MBH accretion
and feedback, encounters with gas clumps along the MBH tra-
jectory are more likely, which can enhance gas DF and accelerate
orbital decay. This phenomenon occurs in the run with the short-
est coalescence time in the MBH no-accretion, no-feedback case
(as shown in the left panel of Fig. 5). The encounter with a gas
clump in this run is also indicated by a sudden drop in eccentric-
ity, as seen in the left panel of Fig. 6. The higher gas density in
the clump increases the gaseous DF, speeding up orbital decay
and circularizing the orbit.

In the absence of AGN feedback, the gas reservoir near the
MBHs is not regulated, making it more susceptible to the ran-
domness in galaxy realization. This leads to greater variation in
both coalescence time and eccentricity (at stage 1) without accre-
tion and feedback. In contrast, the coalescence time in the case of
accretion and feedback shows a smaller sensitivity to variations
in galaxy realization. This is because AGN feedback regulates
the gas reservoir around both MBHs, reducing the presence of
individual dense gas clumps. Furthermore, the sub-grid gaseous
density profile is lower and is primarily determined by the MBH
accretion and feedback parameters, thereby reducing the impact
of random variations in galaxy realization.

The eccentricity evolution with and without MBH accretion
and feedback is shown in Fig. 6. The sharp decrease in eccen-
tricity in the last few time steps before coalescence is caused by
GW emission, which efficiently circularizes the orbit. It should
be noted that the eccentricity value at stage 1 is not precise.
Because the MBH pair is not yet gravitational bounded due to
the large quantity of intervening stellar mass, which causes the
Keplerian definition of eccentricity to oscillate and not instanta-
neously match exactly the actual MBH binary orbit. However,
the overall trend is consistent with the expected orbital geome-
try. In some runs, the eccentricity reaches a turnover point be-
fore the drop caused by GW emission. This temporary increase
in eccentricity is due to viscous drag in the circumbinary disk.
As mentioned in Sect. 2.4, viscous drag in the circumbinary disk
tends to increase the MBHB eccentricity to a converging value
between [0.6, 0.8]. Once GW emission dominates over viscous
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Fig. 4. The galaxy merger and coalescing trajectory of both MBHs on top of the stellar (first and third rows) and gaseous (second and fourth rows)
density in simulation M1q0.5fg0.1 (see Table 3) at 100 pc resolution with accretion and feedback. In the sixth panels in the time sequences, the
center of mass of the binary is not shown coincidentally to the center of mass of the galaxy except at the final time step. This is to more easily
appreciate the orbital evolution of the binary.

drag, the eccentricity decreases again due to circularization. The
eccentricity at coalescence is 1.2 × 10−5 with a fractional stan-
dard deviation of 0.27 without MBH accretion and feedback.
With MBH accretion and feedback, the coalescence eccentric-
ity is 9.1 × 10−6, with a fractional standard deviation of 0.29.

In the case without MBH accretion and feedback, the eccen-
tricity evolves to a smaller value earlier in the process, as shown
by the spread in eccentricity in the left panel of Fig. 6 at around
5 × 108 yr. This is related to gaseous DF, which helps to circu-
larize the orbit. As demonstrated in Li et al. (2020a) (see their
figure 3), in the absence of radiation feedback, gaseous DF re-
duces orbital eccentricity and causes it to converge to a range of

[0.3, 0.5], depending on the relative speed of the gas disk with
respect to the MBH. On the other hand, in the case of MBH ac-
cretion and feedback, the gas around the MBHs is blown away,
reducing the effect of gaseous DF. Consequently, only stellar DF
contributes to circularizing the orbit in the presence of MBH ac-
cretion and feedback, leading to a slower decrease in eccentric-
ity compared to the case without MBH accretion and feedback,
where both stellar and gaseous DF act to circularize the orbit at
stage 1.

Lastly, the evolution of the mass ratio and MBH mass in the
case of MBH accretion and feedback is shown in Fig. 7. The
initial mass ratio is 0.5, and the mass ratio at coalescence is 0.54,

Article number, page 12 of 20



Li et al.: Coalescence of massive black holes in galaxies

Fig. 5. The evolution of the separation between the two MBHs for the two merging disc galaxies setup without (left panel) and with (right
panel) MBH accretion and feedback at 100 pc resolution. Ten runs with different star-formation random seeds in the galaxy are performed at each
resolution to demonstrate the effect of stochasticity in the galactic environment on the MBHB orbital decay. The vertical dotted lines indicate when
the MBHB evolution is handed over to RAMCOAL from RAMSES at the boundary of the resolution sphere. The black dots indicate the transition
from stage 1 to stage 2 in RAMCOAL.

Fig. 6. The evolution of the orbital eccentricity between the two MBHs for the two merging disc galaxies setup without (left panel) and with (right
panel) MBH accretion and feedback at 100 pc resolution. The dashed lines illustrate the evolution in RAMSES above the resolution limit. The
change from dashed lines to dots indicates when the MBHB evolution is handed over to RAMCOAL at the boundary of the resolution sphere.

with a fractional standard deviation of 0.005. Most of the mass
ratio growth occurs before the MBHs enter the resolution sphere
(stage 0). This is in broad agreement with Capelo et al. (2015)
and Gabor et al. (2016), who have shown that during the second
passage of two merging galaxies, merger-induced tidal torques
cause gas to lose angular momentum and flow inward, leading
to enhanced MBH accretion and bursts of star formation. The
mass ratio growth is less significant once both MBHs enter the
resolution sphere for two reasons. First, the sub-grid gas density
profile follows a core-power law, meaning the gas density around
the primary MBH is higher than around the secondary MBH.
Second, even if the sub-grid density profile is not triggered, the
secondary MBH tends to move faster relative to the background
gas, leading to a lower accretion rate onto the secondary MBH.
These factors make accretion less prominent in stages 1 and 2.

Table 2. Results of MBHB coalescence in the merging galaxy
M1q0.5fg0.1 with or without accretion and feedback at various reso-
lutions.

∆x acc. and t̄coa δtcoa q̄ δq
(pc) feedback (Myr)
10 no 550 1.7% 0.5 0
50 no 540 0.7% 0.5 0

100 no 575 1% 0.5 0
10 yes 528 0.7% 0.51 0.1%
50 yes 530 0.9% 0.53 0.3%

100 yes 567 0.3% 0.54 0.5%
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Fig. 7. The evolution of the MBH mass ratio (M2/M1) (left panel) and of their individual mass (right panels) for the two merging disc galaxies
setup with MBH accretion and feedback at 100 pc resolution. The MBH masses are plotted in units of 106 M⊙.

Fig. 8. The separation evolution for the two merging disc galaxies setup M1q0.5fg0.1 without (left panel) and with (right panel) MBH accretion
and feedback at 100, 50, and 10 pc resolutions. 10 runs are shown for each resolution with different initial star formation locations for the purpose
of assessing the influence of small stochastic effects. The vertical dotted lines indicate when the MBHB evolution is handed over to RAMCOAL
from RAMSES at the boundary of the resolution sphere. One additional run with resolution-dependent AGN feedback efficiency at each resolution
is also plotted to illustrate the effect of feedback efficiency on the results.

5.3. Resolution tests

In this section, we present the resolution tests for the merger
galaxy M1q0.5fg0.1 (see Table 3). Figure 8 shows the evolution
of separation at 100, 50, and 10 pc resolutions, with 10 runs for
each resolution, using different initial random seeds for star for-
mation to capture stochastically-driven statistical variations. As
shown in both panels, the coalescence times at 50 and 10 pc are
similar, while the coalescence time at 100 pc is slightly longer
than at the higher resolutions. Therefore, resolution effects in this
merger experiment saturate at a resolution of 50 pc. It is interest-
ing to compare these results to those for the isolated galaxies
discussed in Sect. 4.3. In the isolated case, the trend with reso-

lution is either non-monotonic, as seen in the absence of MBH
accretion and feedback (see Fig. 2), or shows increasing coales-
cence times with better resolution, as in the case with MBH ac-
cretion and feedback (i.e., the opposite trend compared to the
merger setup, see Fig. 3). The main difference is that, in the
merger setup, the interaction between galaxies generates grav-
itational torques that efficiently funnel gas through nuclear in-
flows (see Fig. 4), leading to higher gas densities around the sec-
ondary MBH. In contrast, in the isolated case, AGN feedback
efficiently clears the gas (ngas ≲ 0.1 H cm−3, see Fig. 3), whereas
in the merger case, gas accumulates (ngas ≳ 1 H cm−3, not shown
here) regardless of AGN feedback. This results in a more robust
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Fig. 9. The eccentricity evolution in merging galaxy simulation M1q0.5fg0.1 without (left) and with (right) MBH accretion and feedback at 100,
50, and 10 pc resolutions, 10 runs for each resolution with different star formation random seeds for the purpose of gauging stochastic variations.
The dashed lines illustrate the evolution in general RAMSES above the resolution limit. The change from dashed lines to dots indicates when
the MBHB evolution is handed over to RAMCOAL from RAMSES at the boundary of the resolution sphere. One additional run with resolution-
dependent AGN feedback efficiency at each resolution is also plotted to illustrate the effect of feedback efficiency on the results.

Fig. 10. The mass ratio and individual MBH mass evolution in the merging galaxy simulation M1q0.5fg0.1 with MBH accretion and feedback at
100, 50, and 10 pc resolutions, with 10 runs for each resolution with different star formation random seeds. One additional run with resolution-
dependent AGN feedback efficiency at each resolution is also plotted to illustrate the effect of feedback efficiency. The vertical dotted lines indicate
when the MBHB evolution is handed over to RAMCOAL from RAMSES at the boundary of the resolution sphere.

evolution of the MBH pair driven by gas (viscous drag), lead-
ing to a more consistent trend with resolution. Additionally, the
stellar densities in the merger case show a similar trend with
resolution (not shown here) as in the isolated case, though with
slightly larger values due to enhanced nuclear star formation at a
given resolution. Finally, it is worth noting that despite an 8-fold

change in spatial resolution (equivalent to a 512-fold change in
mass resolution at a given density), the coalescence times vary
by no more than 20% in any of the tested cases.

The spread in coalescence time at 10 pc and 50 pc resolu-
tion without accretion and feedback (see the left panel of Fig. 8)
is due to the same factors that explain the time spread at 100 pc
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resolution, as mentioned previously. Without accretion and feed-
back, the MBH may encounter gas clumps or voids along its
trajectory, which can increase or decrease the gaseous DF, thus
speeding up or slowing down the orbital decay. There are three
runs with relatively longer coalescence times at 10 pc resolution
without accretion and feedback (left panel of Fig. 8). This is be-
cause the sink particle happens to be in a void when the influence
radius is reached, resulting in lower influence density, less effi-
cient orbital decay, and longer coalescence times. In the absence
of AGN feedback, we checked that the gas reservoir near the
MBHs is unregulated, making it more likely to contain clumps
and voids, leading to a wider spread in coalescence times among
different galaxy realizations.

As shown in Fig. 9, the eccentricity at coalescence is gen-
erally higher at 10 pc resolution compared to the other resolu-
tions. Since 10 pc resolution is sufficient to resolve fine struc-
tures, there is little or no need for compensatory sub-grid den-
sity profiles (see second panels of Figs. 2 and 3). As a result,
the stellar and gaseous densities within the resolution sphere at
10 pc (at stage 1 and 2) are lower compared to the other res-
olutions, where sub-grid density profiles are triggered in order
to compensate unresolved densities in low-resolution runs. The
efficiency of orbital circularization is proportional to these den-
sities, so the lower densities at 10 pc lead to slightly higher ec-
centricities throughout the orbital decay process.

Lastly, Fig. 10 illustrates the growth in mass ratio and indi-
vidual MBH masses. There is a noticeable trend in both mass
ratio and mass with resolution, when all runs across resolutions
used the same AGN feedback efficiency (η = 0.15). This is con-
sistent with the findings of Negri & Volonteri (2017) and Lupi
et al. (2019), who suggest that lower AGN feedback efficiencies
are required to achieve the same BH evolution at a better spa-
tial resolution. Biernacki et al. (2017) discuss instead how if the
same energy is injected in a smaller volume where the escape ve-
locity remained the same, a smaller efficiency would be needed
at better spatial resolution. Material accumulating in the resolu-
tion sphere due to better force resolution can push the resolution-
efficiency trend in the other direction, as in our case. In practice,
our simulation results align with decreasing feedback efficiency
trend. At 10 pc resolution, MBH masses grow only minimally
when using the same feedback efficiency as the lower resolution
runs.

These considerations led us to consider a resolution-
dependent AGN feedback efficiency. In the right panels of Figs. 8
and 9, and in both panels of Fig. 10, we also present cases where
the AGN efficiency is reduced based on empirical trends ob-
served in previous simulations. Specifically, we set the AGN ef-
ficiency to η = 0.09, 0.055, and 0.005 for the 100, 50, and 10 pc
resolutions, respectively. The results from these rescaled simula-
tions are overlaid as dashed lines in the left panels of Figs. 8, 9,
and 10. These rescaled runs show better convergence, not only in
terms of coalescence time but also in the mass ratio for the 100
and 50 pc resolutions. However, for the 10 pc resolution, setting
the AGN feedback efficiency to 0.005 appears to be too low, sug-
gesting that further adjustment is necessary for optimal results at
this high resolution. Determining the exact value of η as a func-
tion of resolution is beyond the scope of this paper and will be
addressed in future works.

In the right panel of Fig. 8, when the AGN feedback effi-
ciency η is lowered from 0.15 to 0.005, the feedback effect weak-
ens, and accretion becomes stronger due to a richer gas reser-
voir around the MBHs. Stronger accretion leads to a higher bi-
nary mass and a larger influence radius. Consequently, the binary
crosses the influence radius at a point farther from the center,

where the stellar density is lower. According to the simulations,
the influence stellar density in the η = 0.005 run is nearly half of
that in the η = 0.15 case, resulting in a longer coalescence time
despite the larger mass and mass ratio. In future developments,
we will consider incorporating a time-evolution model for the
quantities at the influence radius that affect binary evolution dur-
ing stage 2.

Quantitative results from the coalescence simulations are
presented in Table 2. The mean coalescence time t̄coa and frac-
tional standard deviation δtcoa = σtcoa/t̄coa for each resolution are
listed in columns 3 − 4. As expected, turning on accretion and
feedback shortens the coalescence time (see column 3), as the
increase in mass and mass ratio enhances DF. While a higher
mass ratio should increase circularization efficiency, the accom-
panying decrease in gas density acts as a counterbalance, leading
to slower overall circularization when MBH accretion and feed-
back are included.

Without MBH accretion and feedback, the mean coalescence
time across all resolutions converges well, showing no signifi-
cant trend with resolution. The largest fractional standard devi-
ation in coalescence time is 1.7% at 10 pc resolution, and the
largest fractional discrepancy between resolutions is 4.5% (be-
tween 10 and 100 pc resolution). With MBH accretion and feed-
back, the largest fractional standard deviation in coalescence
time is 0.95% at 50 pc resolution, and the largest discrepancy
between resolutions is 7% (between 10 and 100 pc resolution).
Notably, the fractional discrepancy between 50 and 10 pc runs is
minor – 1.8% without MBH accretion and feedback, and only
0.04% with MBH accretion and feedback. If we focus on the
RAMCOAL part the fractional deviation of the coalescence time
is between 5% and 35%. Based on these results, we can conclude
that RAMCOAL is robust in modeling the orbital decay and evo-
lution of MBHBs below the resolution limit, all the way to re-
alistic coalescence. Overall, RAMCOAL is largely resolution-
independent, with the remaining resolution dependence primar-
ily due to the dependence of AGN feedback efficiency on reso-
lution, setting which is beyond the scope of this paper.

Finally, the mean mass ratio q̄ and fractional standard devi-
ation δq = σq/q̄ are provided in columns 5 − 6 of Table 2. As
previously mentioned, the feedback efficiency depends on reso-
lution and has a significant impact on the growth of MBH mass
and mass ratio. In this table, a constant feedback efficiency is
used across all three resolutions, resulting in a trend in mass
ratio with resolution. Implementing a reasonable resolution-
dependent feedback efficiency would reduce this trend, as shown
in Fig. 10. We note that the largest fractional standard deviation
in coalescence mass ratio at fixed feedback efficiency is 0.5%,
indicating a minor impact from the randomness in star forma-
tion location on the growth of the mass ratio.

5.4. Coalescence of massive black holes for different
merging galaxies

To test RAMCOAL in different galactic environments, we run
simulations of all 7 pairs of galaxies listed in Table 3 with 100 pc
resolution with accretion and feedback. The coalescence time is
shown in column 6 of Table 3. Figure 11 illustrates the coales-
cence process of these 7 pairs of MBHs in different galaxy merg-
ers.

We mainly focus on the effect of three parameters on the
coalescence time: size of the system, mass ratio, and gas fraction.
The total mass and size of the system is scaled up and down
by changing the halo mass (the second column of Table 3), and
the mass of MBH (and gas and stars) is also scaled to the halo
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Table 3. Merging galaxy simulation parameters

Simulation M200,1 MBH,1 q fg tcoa fDA ∆q/q
(1011 M⊙) (106 M⊙) (Gyr)

M1q0.5fg0.1 1.1 3.3 0.5 0.1 0.57 0.81 0.068
M1q0.1fg0.1 1.1 3.3 0.1 0.1 2.2 1.0 0.17

M0.1q0.5fg0.1 0.11 0.33 0.5 0.1 1.2 0.82 0.038
M0.1q0.1fg0.1 0.11 0.33 0.1 0.1 2.5 1.0 0.02
M1q0.1fg0.5 1.1 3.3 0.1 0.5 2.6 1.0 0.77

M0.1q0.1fg0.5 0.11 0.33 0.1 0.5 4.2 0.94 −0.30
M0.1q0.5fg0.5 0.11 0.33 0.5 0.5 1.0 0.8 0.034

mass (column 3 of Table 3). According to equations 1-5, the DF
from stars and DM is proportional to the MBH mass M2

BH and
inversely proportional to the velocity dispersion σ3

⋆. Since σ⋆ ∝
M1/2

BH (through the BH-to-bulge mass relation), the DF from stars
and DM is proportional to M1/2

BH . Larger MBHs experience larger
DF and coalesce faster. For instance, simulation M1q0.1fg0.1
has a coalescence time twice shorter than that of M0.1q0.5fg0.1,
as the MBHs in the former are ten times more massive.

According to Li et al. (2020b), gaseous DF can reverse into
an acceleration, termed “dynamical acceleration" (DA), due to
AGN feedback under certain conditions (see equation 10 and
the related discussion). Under these circumstances, the MBHs
are accelerated along their orbits, slowing the orbital decay. We
show the fraction of time DA is triggered during stage 1 (where
DF dominates) in column 7 of Table 3. All simulations with
q = 0.5 are less affected by DA ( fDA ∼ 0.8), meaning DA is
triggered for ∼ 80% of their stage 1 evolution time. On the other
hand, the q = 0.1 simulations have their entire stage 1 evolu-
tion dominated by DA. This is because low mass ratio systems
more easily satisfy the criteria for DA. Indeed, in the simula-
tions, the mean MBH velocity and Mach number in low mass
ratio systems are nearly 10 times smaller than their high mass
ratio counterparts.

In these systems, the secondary MBH spends most of its
time at the apocenter, where velocity and Mach number are
low, and the gas density is also reduced. Consequently, sys-
tems with eccentric orbits satisfy the DA conditions (M <
4, and (1 + M2) MBH n∞ < 109 M⊙ cm−3) more easily, lead-
ing to longer coalescence times. Examples include: simulation
M1q0.1fg0.1 having a much longer coalescence time compared
to M1q0.5fg0.1, and simulation M0.1q0.1fg0.1 having nearly
double the coalescence time of M0.1q0.5fg0.1. We recall that,
however, the dynamical evolution is dominated by stellar dy-
namical friction, and this is why MBHs coalesce even when
fDA = 1.

The effect of gas fraction is conditional, depending on
whether DA is on or off. When DA is off, a larger gas fraction in-
creases gas density, leading to larger gaseous DF, and therefore
shorter coalescence times. However, when DA is on, a higher
gas fraction actually prolongs the coalescence time because the
gaseous DF reverses direction, accelerating the MBH. There-
fore, the effect of gas fraction on coalescence time depends on
the DA state. Since low mass ratio systems are more severely
affected by DA, increasing the gas fraction in such systems
leads to longer coalescence times. This is evident in comparisons
like M1q0.1fg0.1 versus M1q0.1fg0.5 and M0.1q0.1fg0.1 versus
M0.1q0.1fg0.5, where higher gas fraction results in longer coa-
lescence times, illustrating the significant role DA plays in the
orbital decay of MBH pairs. In summary, high mass ratio sys-

tems are less affected by DA and generally have a coalescence
time 1/3 that of their low mass ratio counterparts.

M0.1q0.1fg0.5 has the longest coalescence time due to a
combination of low mass ratio and high gas fraction. The mass
ratio at coalescence is 30% smaller than its initial value because
the secondary MBH is too small to retain its gas reservoir and
is stripped during interactions with the primary MBH. As a re-
sult, the secondary MBH does not grow, while the primary MBH
nearly doubles in mass. The high gas fraction also amplifies the
negative effect of DA, further slowing the orbital decay.

We note that although M1q0.1fg0.1 has a total galaxy mass
10 times larger than that of M0.1q0.5fg0.1, the 5 times lower
mass ratio still leads to a longer coalescence time. This sug-
gests that mass ratio has a greater influence on coalescence time
than total galaxy mass. This is further illustrated by the compar-
ison between M1q0.1fg0.1 and M1q0.5fg0.1, where the coales-
cence time of M1q0.1fg0.1 is nearly 3 times longer than that of
M1q0.5fg0.1, due to the 5 times lower mass ratio.

6. Discussion

Our results demonstrate that RAMCOAL, as implemented in
RAMSES, is robust in modeling MBHB coalescence across a
range of scales, from galactic environments down to sub-grid, re-
alistic coalescence events. Currently, RAMCOAL stands out as
the only code capable of tracking MBHB orbits to coalescence
in both gas-poor and gas-rich environments. By enabling the
resolution of sub-grid dynamics of MBHs in large-scale galac-
tic mergers simulations, RAMCOAL fills a critical gap left by
conventional codes, such as RAMSES, which lack the necessary
treatment of MBH dynamics via direct N-body approaches.

The dominant phase of MBH dynamical evolution is gener-
ally the dynamical friction part, which has shown good conver-
gence in both RAMSES (Pfister et al. 2019) and RAMCOAL,
as discussed. Regarding the hardening phase, it depends on the
properties at the sphere of influence, which are currently kept
fixed over time in Stage 2, but we will include time variation in
future updates. Evolution in circumbinary discs has the largest
number of parameters, but it is the lest important in the dynam-
ical evolution of MBHs. We therefore consider that the results
are not strongly dependent on specific parameter choices.

Complementing RAMCOAL, the KETJU code implemented
in GADGET-4 provides a detailed and high-accuracy simula-
tion of SMBH dynamics, particularly in stellar environments,
incorporating post-Newtonian corrections (Mannerkoski et al.
2023). KETJU integrates the dynamics of SMBHs and surround-
ing stars using a regularized algorithm (Rantala et al. 2017,
2020), while the broader particle interactions are computed us-
ing GADGET-4’s fast multipole method (Springel et al. 2021).
The DF from collision-less particles, loss-cone scattering, and
GW emission are taken into account in the MBHB orbital decay
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Fig. 11. The orbital decay process of MBHs in 7 different galaxy mergers listed in Table 3. The vertical dotted lines indicate when the MBHB
evolution is handed over to RAMCOAL from RAMSES at the boundary of the resolution sphere. The panels from top to bottom show the time
evolution of separation, eccentricity, and mass ratio.

process in KETJU. Preferential accretion in circumbinary discs
and AGN feedback are added into KETJU in RABBITS (Liao
et al. 2024a,b). Recently, KETJU has also been used in high
resolution re-simulations of galaxies extracted from cosmolog-
ical simulations (Chen et al. 2024). The dynamical evolution of
MBHB in circumbinary discs is however not included in RAB-
BITS and in the published simulations the gas softening length
is 20 pc, without an explicit gas DF added to account for unre-
solved DF, which typically contributes when the Bondi radius
is not resolved (Beckmann et al. 2018). This emphasizes how
KETJU and RAMCOAL are complementary in treating MBH
dynamics in different environments.

Comparing the orbital decay and eccentricity evolution of
MBHBs between RAMCOAL and KETJU, we find similar
trends. Our results (Figs. 8 and 9) align with the findings in
Mannerkoski et al. (2023) and Liao et al. (2024b), particularly

regarding separation evolution. Notably, our simulations display
an increasing eccentricity driven by viscous drag in circumbi-
nary disks before GW emission begins to circularize the orbit
– an effect not seen in KETJU (figure 9 of Liao et al. 2024a),
where viscous drag from circumbinary disks has yet to be fully
incorporated. This highlights the importance of gas dynamics in
MBHB evolution.

Eccentricity evolution is a key factor in understanding
MBHB mergers, and our findings are consistent with previous
studies. Rawlings et al. (2023) showed that MBHB eccentrici-
ties in equal-mass galaxy mergers can vary significantly due to
parsec-scale variations in the merger orbit, leading to eccentrici-
ties spanning nearly the full range from 0 to 1. We observe simi-
lar variations, with eccentricities strongly influenced by the spe-
cific characteristics of each galaxy, such as nuclear gas and sub-
structures, which perturb the merger orbits. This variability un-
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derlines the sensitivity of MBHB dynamics to initial conditions,
reinforcing the conclusions drawn by Rawlings et al. (2023).

In terms of computational performance, RAMCOAL’s in-
tegration into RAMSES proves efficient. As a sub-grid model,
RAMCOAL retrieves only the galactic properties around the
center of mass from RAMSES, resulting in negligible addi-
tional computational overhead. For instance, in our M1q0.5fg0.1
galaxy merger simulation (Sect. 5.4), the measured CPU time
per coarse time step of the simulation at 100 pc resolution run-
ning with 128 CPU cores is 2.94 seconds in RAMSES before
the two MBHs enter RAMCOAL, and is 3.06 seconds during the
RAMCOAL stage. According to our results, for 100, 50, and
10 pc resolutions, adding RAMCOAL to RAMSES does not sig-
nificantly increase the CPU time of the simulation (only by 4%).
This efficiency would allow RAMCOAL to scale effectively in
large cosmological simulations, ensuring that the simulation of
MBHB coalescence does not hinder the broader computational
demands of cosmological models.

Overall, RAMCOAL and KETJU are complementary tools
that provide a comprehensive approach to modeling MBH dy-
namics. KETJU’s strength lies in its detailed treatment of stellar
dynamics, albeit at a higher computational cost, while RAM-
COAL focuses on gas-rich environments, circumbinary dynam-
ics, and computational efficiency. Together, they offer a multi-
faceted understanding of MBHB coalescence across different en-
vironments.

7. Conclusions

In this work, we introduced the RAMCOAL module for simu-
lating the sub-grid dynamics of MBHBs within the RAMSES
code. We demonstrated that RAMCOAL can track the entire co-
alescence process of MBHBs in real-time simulations without
adding significant computational overhead. At present, RAM-
COAL is the only code capable of realistically simulating the
dynamics of all MBHBs down to coalescence in any environ-
ment, gas rich and gas poor. When introduced in cosmological
simulations, it will allow for a significant advancement for study-
ing MBH evolution in a realistic galactic context.

We tested RAMCOAL in both isolated galaxy and galaxy
merger simulations at resolutions of 10, 50, and 100 pc, with and
without MBH accretion and feedback. Our key findings include:

- The MBHB coalescence times at different resolutions are
consistent, with only a fractional deviation of 4% without
MBH accretion and feedback, and 7% when including these
processes for the full merger, and 5% to 35% for the RAM-
COAL part only. Notably, no strong trend was observed be-
tween resolution and coalescence time, with a difference less
than 20% variation with spatial resolutions varying by a fac-
tor of 8.

- The presence of MBH accretion and feedback shortens the
coalescence time, as these processes increase the mass of the
MBHs and the mass ratio, accelerating the DF and thus the
coalescence.

- Different realizations of galactic environments, such as vary-
ing initial star formation random seeds, have minimal impact
on the MBHB coalescence time, with the largest deviation
being only 1.7%.

- Viscous drag in the circumbinary disk leads to a temporary
increase in eccentricity before GW emission eventually cir-
cularizes the orbit. This eccentricity boost could enhance the
detectability of MBHBs by LISA.

- Eccentricity is highly sensitive to fluctuations in the inter-
stellar gas, showing a fractional deviation of about 30%.

- The mass ratio of the MBHBs is largely unaffected by reso-
lution or small stochastic effects, with deviations of less than
1%.

- AGN feedback efficiency η must be carefully calibrated de-
pending on resolution. Based on our results, for 10 pc reso-
lution, the efficiency parameter η should be within the range
of [0.005, 0.034], while for 50 and 100 pc resolution, η val-
ues of 0.055 and 0.09 respectively lead to convergence in the
MBH mass growth.

These results highlight the robustness and efficiency of
RAMCOAL in simulating the coalescence of MBHBs within
realistic galactic environments. Unlike post-processing ap-
proaches, RAMCOAL predicts key orbital parameters such as
mass ratio and eccentricity on-the-fly, thus reducing uncertain-
ties and allowing for more accurate forecasts of gravitational
waveforms and electromagnetic signatures. This capability is
crucial for preparing future observational campaigns, particu-
larly in the context of the upcoming multi-messenger era of as-
tronomy.

RAMCOAL offers a significant computational advantage,
making it suitable for large-scale cosmological simulations that
require efficient MBHB coalescence tracking. It is capable of
generating MBHB coalescence catalogs, providing essential data
for predicting GW signals and electromagnetic counterparts (see
Dong-Páez et al. 2023, for a post-processing approach).

Future work will focus on expanding RAMCOAL’s capabili-
ties, including adding multiple MBH interactions and coupling it
with the MBH spin evolution model of RAMSES (Dubois et al.
2014, 2021). These enhancements will allow us to better pre-
dict the coalescence rate and GW background in cosmological
simulations, and to further refine our predictions for the electro-
magnetic counterparts of MBH mergers that will be observable
by facilities like LISA and PTAs, bridging the gap between elec-
tromagnetic and GW astronomy.
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Li, K., Bogdanović, T., & Ballantyne, D. R. 2020a, ApJ, 896, 113 (LBB20)
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