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ABSTRACT

Understanding the circumgalactic medium (CGM) distribution of galaxies is the key to revealing
the dynamical exchange of materials between galaxies and their surroundings. In this work, we use
DESI EDR dataset to investigate the cool CGM of galaxies (0.3 < z < 1.7) with stacking the spectra
of background QSOs to obtain Mg1r absorption of foreground galaxies. The equivalent width of Mg11
absorption strongly correlates to stellar mass with EW(Mg11) oc M2-® for star-forming galaxies with
log M. /Mg < 10, but is independent with mass for galaxies above this mass. At given stellar mass,
EW(Mg1) is larger for galaxies of higher star formation rate with impact parameter less than 50
kpc, while showing little dependence on galaxy size. By studying the dependence on azimuthal angle,
we find EW(Mg11) is strongest at the direction near the minor axis for star-forming galaxies with
log M, /Mg < 10.0, while no dependence on azimuthal angle is seen for luminous red galaxies. This
indicates that the outflow associated with star formation enhances the Mg 11 absorption. However, for
galaxies with log M. /Mg > 10.0, the EW(Mg11) at the minor axis is largely suppressed with respect
to low mass galaxies. This suggests that the competing processes, such as stellar feedback and gravity,

play a key role in shaping the distribution of outflowing gas.

Keywords: quasars: absorption lines, galaxies: halos, circumgalactic medium

1. INTRODUCTION

The circumgalactic medium (CGM) surrounding
galaxies plays a crucial role in driving the formation
and evolution of galaxies (e.g. Tumlinson et al. 2017;
Péroux et al. 2020). In recent years, simulations and
observations of this component of galaxies are going on
like wildfire (e.g. Nelson et al. 2020, 2023; Lim et al.
2021; DeFelippis et al. 2024). High-resolution “zoom-
in” simulations of Eris2 have demonstrated that galax-
ies can produce large-scale galactic outflows, which is
crucial for generating realistic dwarf galaxies and large
late-type spiral galaxies (Governato et al. 2010; Guedes
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et al. 2011). Shen et al. (2013) found that about one-
third of all the gas within Ry, is outflowing and inflows
bring in material along optically thick “cold” streams
in their simulation of z ~ 3 massive galaxies. More re-
cently, there are increasing evidences in simulations that
the inflowing gas is almost co-planar and more or less
co-rotating with the gas disk (e.g. Danovich et al. 2015;
Stewart et al. 2017; Péroux et al. 2020; Trapp et al. 2021;
Hafen et al. 2022; Gurvich et al. 2022; Faucher-Giguere
& Oh 2023), while the outflowing gas driven by stellar
feedback is preferentially along the direction that is per-
pendicular to the disk (Nelson et al. 2019; Péroux et al.
2020; Wang et al. 2022; Weng et al. 2024).
Observationally, the technique of absorption line spec-
troscopy is a powerful tool to extract the properties
of CGM. By observing the spectra of distant quasi-
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stellar objects (QSOs), we can detect absorption fea-
tures within the CGM of these foreground galaxies,
thereby obtaining valuable information about the sur-
rounding galactic environment. By stacking the spectra
of background QSO at the redshift of foreground galax-
ies, Zhu & Ménard (2013a) studied the Ca1ir H and K
line absorption of galaxies at z ~ 0.1, and discovered
that bipolar outflows induced by star formation must
have played a significant role in producing Ca 11 in galaxy
halos. Liang & Chen (2014) found differential covering
fraction between low- and high-ionization gas based on
observations of Lyc, C11, C IV, Si1i, Si1il, and Si1v ab-
sorption transitions. More recently, Zou et al. (2024a)
detected nine high-redshift (z > 6) absorbers in quasar
spectra, including O1, Mgi, C11, C1v, Siit and Felr ,
and found that the absorbing gas with a higher [a/Fe]
is possibly associated with a less overdense region.

Among all the detected metal lines, the most exten-
sively examined is the Mg 11 AA2796, 2803 doublet. Berg-
eron & Stasinska (1986) first discovered the Mg11 dou-
blet absorption lines in a pair of galaxies, and claimed
that this metal absorber is a crucial indicator of enriched
cold gas. The Mgl absorption originally arises from
photo-ionized gas with temperatures of approximately
T ~ 10*K (Bergeron & Stasinska 1986; Charlton et al.
2003) at the neutral Hydrogen column densities ranging
from N(H1) ~ 10'¢ — 10?2 cm~2 (Churchill et al. 2000;
Rao et al. 2006). Mgu absorption is ubiquitously de-
tected in the gaseous halo in and round galaxies. This
absorption line provides a unique opportunity for us to
study the properties of gaseous environment surround-
ing galaxies, such as gas density, temperature, flow ve-
locity, and chemical composition within the CGM.

By associating the Mg 11 absorption systems with the
locations of galaxies, Dutta et al. (2020) obtained the
absorption strength of the CGM of galaxies at different
impact parameters’ (R), and found a trend of stronger
Mg11 absorption being associated with more massive
galaxies, and to a lesser extent, with higher star form-
ing galaxies. Anand et al. (2021) calculated the ex-
cess surface density of MgII absorption systems around
galaxies of different types and found there is a weak
evolution of EW(Mg11) with galaxy redshift and emis-
sion line galaxies (ELGs) have 24 times higher cover-
ing fractions than luminous red galaxies (LRGs) within
R [kpc] < 50. Using strong intervening absorption sys-
tems in the near-IR spectra of 31 luminous quasars, Zou
et al. (2021) found the line density of strong MgI1 ab-

I The impact parameter is defined as the projected distance be-

tween the absorber to the galaxy at the galaxy redshift.

sorbers decrease toward higher redshifts at z > 3. Us-
ing deep JWST/NIRCam slitless grism spectroscopy of
quasar J01004-2802, Bordoloi et al. (2024) discovered
the Mg 11 radial absorption profile falls off sharply with
radius, extending out to 2-3 Ry of the host galaxies.

However, the study of individual absorbers usually re-
quires high signal-to-noise spectra and strong absorption
features (e.g. Chen et al. 2017; Zou et al. 2021; Davies
et al. 2023; Napolitano et al. 2023; Bordoloi et al. 2024;
Sebastian et al. 2024; Zou et al. 2024b), which may be
biased to trace dense and metal-rich gas in CGM. This
therefore calls for the spectra stacking technique to ob-
tain the mean or median absorption features of CGM gas
at given impact parameters. By stacking the SDSS spec-
tra, Ménard et al. (2011) showed that Mg1r absorbers
trace a substantial fraction of the [O11] luminosity den-
sity in the host galaxy (also see Joshi et al. 2017). By
using co-added spectra of more than 5000 background
galaxies from zCOSMOS Redshift Survey (Lilly et al.
2007), Bordoloi et al. (2011) found a clear correlation be-
tween Mg 11 absorption line strength and the host galaxy
stellar mass for the blue galaxies. Later Bordoloi et al.
(2014b) found that the blue galaxies are associated with
a much stronger outflowing component as compared to
the red galaxies in terms of their rest frame equivalent
widths (also see Lan & Mo 2018).

In this paper, we aim at revisiting the Mg11 absorp-
tion features in the CGM of foreground galaxies from
the background QSOs, using the largest on-going spec-
troscopy survey, Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument
(DEST; DESI collaboration et al. 2016a,b). DESI aims
at mapping the nature of dark energy with spectroscopic
measurements of 40 million galaxies and quasars. Com-
pared to other notable large programs such as MUSE
Analysis of Gas around Galaxies (MAGG; Lofthouse
et al. (2020); Dutta et al. (2020); Fossati et al. (2021)),
MusE GAs FLOw and Wind (MAGAFLOW; Schroet-
ter et al. (2016); Zabl et al. (2019); Schroetter et al.
(2019); Zabl et al. (2020)), The Mg1r Absorber-Galaxy
Catalog (MAGIICAT; Nielsen et al. (2013b,a); Churchill
et al. (2013); Nielsen et al. (2016)), and MUSE-ALMA
Haloes Survey (Hamanowicz et al. 2020; Szakacs et al.
2021; Péroux et al. 2022), DESI has unique advantages
in terms of the volume of data that will be released in
the future. The DESI Early Data Release has released
437,664 ELGs, 227,318 LRGs, and 76,079 QSOs. These
large mount spectra enable us to explore the Mgi1 ab-
sorption with stacking technique to unprecedented de-
tails. As the first paper of this series, we mainly in-
vestigate the dependence of the EW(MgIr) on a set of
parameters, such as stellar mass (M,), star formation
rate (SFR), half-light radius (R.) and inclination of host



galaxies. We also investigate EW(Mg11) at different im-
pact parameters (R) as well as different azimuthal angles
from the host galaxies.

This paper is structured as follows. We introduce the
DESI survey, the galaxy sample of DESI EDR, and the
spectral stacking technique in Section 2. In Section 3.1,
we focus on discussing the impact of stellar mass on the
EW(Mg) for ELGs and the variation of EW(Mg11)
with impact parameter. In Section 3.2, we examine the
evolution of MgI1 absorption strength, with controlling
stellar mass of galaxies. We also investigate the influ-
ence of SFR and effective radius on the EW(Mg11), as
well as the angular distribution in the CGM, in Section
3.3 and 3.4. In Section 4, we discuss the covering frac-
tion of MgIl in galaxies and the mass integral of HI
in CGM. Finally, we summarize our results in Section
5. We adopt a flat ACDM cosmology with h = 0.677,
Qn = 0.309 and Qpampaa = 0.691 using the Planck15b
package (Planck Collaboration et al. 2016).

2. DATA ANALYSIS

In this work, we perform a positional cross-matching
between QSOs and galaxies in DESI EDR. The QSO-
galaxy pairs we investigated are mostly within 200 kpc,
which results in roughly 10,000 QSO-ELG pairs and
6,000 QSO-LRG pairs. In the work, we do not exclude
the duplicated observations of QSOs on different dates,
but treat them as different observational samplings in
the stacking technique. We then stack the spectra of
the background QSOs at redshift of foreground galaxies
to obtain a high signal-to-noise ratio stacked spectrum,
from which we extracted statistical information about
the CGM of the foreground galaxies. The detailed steps
will be introduced in Section 2.3.

2.1. DESI EDR

DESI Survey (DESI collaboration et al. 2016a,b) is
the largest multiobject spectrograph survey constructed
to date and was designed to efficiently conduct a com-
prehensive spectroscopic exploration into the nature of
dark energy (DESI collaboration et al. 2022). As one
of the latest and most important dark energy survey
projects, DESI has unique advantages in terms of obser-
vational scale, depth, and efficiency. DESI’s large sur-
vey in a short time is enabled by substantial instrument
development, allowing it to record up to 5,000 spectra
in a single exposure, with high throughout and oper-
ational efficiency (Levi et al. 2019). A comprehensive
description of the completed instrument can be found
in DESI collaboration et al. (2022).

Being the first public release of DESI survey, the DESI
Early Data Release (EDR) includes the spectra for 1.8
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million unique targets from Survey Validation observa-
tions taken from December 2020 through June 2021, as
well as a few commissioning and special tiles observed
during the same time period (DESI collaboration et al.
2023). The EDR comes from the “Survey Validation”
(SV) phase prior to the main survey, aiming to refine
target selection and observing procedures (DESI col-
laboration et al. 2023; Myers et al. 2023). The initial
SV1 used relative looser cuts (see Guy et al. (2023)) to
build truth samples and optimize signal-to-noise require-
ments. This was followed by operation phase (SV2) and
a “One-Percent Survey” (SV3) that further improved
observing efficiency and fiber assignment completeness
over a small area.

2.2. Datasets

Galaxies in DESI EDR can be categorized into three
classes (Myers et al. 2023): Emission Line Galaxies (Rai-
choor et al. 2020, 2023), Luminous Red Galaxies (Zhou
et al. 2020, 2023), and Bright Galaxy Survey (BGS)
(Ruiz-Macias et al. 2020; Hahn et al. 2023). We uti-
lize the SPECTYPE from the zcatalog of DESI project
to distinguish between QSOs (Yeche et al. 2020; Chaus-
sidon et al. 2023) and galaxies.

The redshift estimation algorithm for galaxies in this
catalog is known as redrock. The stellar masses of
galaxies are also taken from the EDR value-added cat-
alog, which are estimated using the CIGALE SED fit-
ting code (Boquien et al. 2019). The continuum SNR
especially for ELGs is low, which maks it hard to con-
strain the stellar mass by only using full spectral fit-
ting techniques. So the SED fitting procedure com-
bines broad-band photometry (g, r, z, W1, W2) from
the DESI Legacy Imaging Surveys and spectrophotom-
etry of 10 synthetic bands derived from DESI spectra.
These 10 synthetic bands are obtained by convolving
the optical spectra with self-defined 10 contiguous broad
bands, which start from 3,650 A and have bandwidths of
about 615 A (see Zou et al. (2024)). The main optical
emission lines are measured by single Gaussian fitting
without continuum modeling (Zou et al. 2024). The
ELGs/LRGs in DESI EDR have a typical stellar mass
of about 10°81 M, /10131 M. We also adopt the half-
light radius, ellipticity component 1 (e1), and ellipticity
component 2 (ez) from this catalog. We convert them
into the minor-to-major axis ratio (b/a) and position
angle (0) of galaxies using the methods provided on the
DESI Legacy Survey website, as shown in the following
Equation 1, 2 and 3.

a—1b ) .
=T exp(2i0) = €1 + ieq; (1)
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We use the luminosity of [O11] AX3726,3729 doublet
to estimate the SFR of galaxies, following the formula
(Schroetter et al. 2019):

SFR([O11]) = 4.1 x 107*3(L[O 1] ergs™*) Mg yr—*. (4)

To correct both the Milky Way (Schlegel et al. 1998) and
intrinsic galaxy extinction, we adopt the dust extinction
law of Calzetti et al. (2000). Following the approach of
Schroetter et al. (2019), we calculate the E(B — V) of
DESI galaxies employing the M, — E(B — V) relation
for Chabrier (2003) initial mass function established by
Garn & Best (2010), which can be written as:

EB - V) = (0.93+0.77X +0.11X%-0.09X3) /kta, (5)

where X = log(M,/Mg) — 10 and kg, = 3.326 for the
Calzetti et al. (2000) extinction law.

In Figure 1, we show the stellar mass-SFR diagram
and the mass-redshift diagram of galaxies that are in
QSO-galaxy pairs with impact parameter less than 1200
kpc. The BGS galaxies are located at low redshift
(2 < 0.5), and includes both star-forming and quenched
galaxies. The ELGs are located on a narrow range on
stellar mass-SFR, diagram, which is known as star for-
mation main sequence (SFMS; Brinchmann et al. 2004;
Noeske et al. 2007; Daddi et al. 2007; Speagle et al.
2014). And LRGs are more massive than ELGs, but
most are believed to be passive galaxies with low SFR
(Wu et al. 2024). The median uncertainty of SFR mea-
surements, based on the uncertainties of [O11] fluxes, is
indicated with blue error bar in the bottom panel of
Figure 1. As shown in Figure A of Appendix A, we
compare the SFMS of DESI ELGs with those from pre-
vious works in the literature and find good consistency,
validating the method of measuring SFRs.

The redshift range of ELGs is broader than that of
LRGs, extending up to redshifts as high as 1.7, while
the highest redshift of LRGs is approximately 1.2. We
selected galaxies with z > 0.3 to ensure that the Mgir
absorption line wavelength is greater than the blue end
of the DESI spectrum (3600 A).

2.3. Method

By matching the positions of QSOs and galaxies, we
obtain all the QSO-galaxy pairs within an impact pa-
rameter of 1200 kpc. In the matching, we require that
the redshift of QSOs is higher than galaxies by at least
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Figure 1. Top panel: redshift vs. stellar mass for galaxies
in QSO-galaxy pairs with impact parameter less than 1200
kpc. Bottom panel: SFR vs stellar mass for the same galax-
ies as above. The blue erorrbar represents the median errors
of SFR for ELGs. The solid lines represent their respective
iso-density contours. The proportion of scattered points en-
closed by each line forms an arithmetic sequence from 5%
to 95%. The SFR for LRGs are not shown here due to the
significantly larger uncertainties of [O11] fluxes for LRGs in
DESI compared to ELGs.

0.02, to avoid the potential contamination of absorption
from QSOs themselves. According to Napolitano et al.
(2023), the velocity offset between the absorber and the
QSO is defined as vog = c%, and considering
the redshift range of our foreground galaxies and the
typical outflow velocity of QSOs, |zmg 11 — 2qQso| > 0.02
is a relatively safe criterion for exclusion. The number
density of QSO-galaxy pairs is proportional to the im-
pact parameter, since there is no expectation that the
positions of background QSO correlate with the fore-
ground galaxies. In Figure B of Appendix B, we have
examined the impact parameter distribution of QSO-



galaxy pairs, confirming the validity of our matching
method.

Before the spectral stacking, the QSO spectra need to
be well-processed to exclude the intrinsic features. To
do this, we first fit the QSO spectral with the fitting
program provided by Guo et al. (2018). Then, we nor-
malize the observed QSO spectra with the fitted ones,
to remove global features. To further remove the small
scale features (in wavelength), we applied a median fil-
ter with a window size of several pixels. We choose to
adopt the same window size of 71 pixels as used by Zhu
& Ménard (2013b) for SDSS spectra, because the reso-
lution of DESI spectra at 2800 A is comparable to that
of SDSS after redshifting (z ~ 0.8). While doing so,
we have masked the wavelength range containing Mg 11
absorption lines to prevent its influence on the median
filtering. In Appendix C, we show normalized spectra
as well as our median filter and the spectra after ap-
plying the median filter. After removing the small scale
and large scale features of QSO spectra, the normalized
spectra (shown in blue in Figure C of Appendix C) are
the ones that are used in spectral stacking.

Finally, we stack the normalized QSO spectra at the
rest-frame wavelength of the foreground galaxies and
take the arithmetic median of the flux at each wave-
length point to obtain the co-added spectrum. We em-
ploy the bootstrap method to estimate the error at each
wavelength with 100 times of sampling. For the stacked
spectra, the wavelength pixel interval is set as 0.8 A,
which is the same as the DESI released spectra. In ap-
pendix D, we have examined that the single-to-noise ra-
tio of our stacked spectrum is proportional to the N9;°
as expected, where Ny is the number of spectra used
in stacking.

We perform a double-Gaussian fitting on the Mg 11 ab-
sorption line component in the stacked spectrum using
emcee (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013). For each individ-
ual stacked spectrum, we measure the EW(Mg11) (the
equivalent width of the Mg 11 AA2796, 2803 doublet) and
its error with the following two approaches:

e One approach is to directly obtain the measure-
ment of the equivalent width from the fitted Gaus-
sian profile, and calculate its error using the mod-
els of MCMC at the final 5000 steps;

e The other approach is to directly integrate the
Mg 11 absorption across the wavelengths that are
located within 3-0 of the fitted Gaussian model,
and the root-mean-square (RMS) of the area er-
rors for these wavelength points as the error of the
equivalent width.

5

When the absorption signal is relatively strong, the
results from the two approaches are almost identical.
In this work, we present the results with the second
method, because when the signal is weaker, the pro-
file of Mg11 doublet may not be well characterized as
Gaussian functions. We have examined that using the
measurements from Gaussian fittings does not change
the main results of this work. Additionally, we also per-
form a visual inspection for each co-added spectrum. In
case that the absorption signal is overwhelmed by the
uncertainties in the co-added spectrum, reliable mea-
surements of EW(Mg11) are not possible. We therefore
take the RMS of the error values (i.e., 1-0) over a fixed
wavelength range that covers the Mg11 absorption line
as an upper limit. In Appendix E, we show some exam-
ples of co-added spectra, and the above two approaches
to obtain EW(Mg1), as well as the case of only present-
ing the upper limit of EW (Mg 11) measurements. All the
co-added spectra images used in this work are available
on our Google Drive.

3. RESULTS

In this work, we mainly focus on the MgII absorption
of ELGs, since ELGs are expected to be continuously
accreting cool gas, forming stars and stripping gas away
by stellar feedback all along their life time. This active
exchange of gas with surrounding environments may im-
print on the distribution of CGM (e.g. Tumlinson et al.
2017).

3.1. Mgt absorption for galazies of different stellar
mass

Stellar mass, as one of the most important parame-
ters of galaxies, are expected to correlate with the prop-
erties of the CGM of host galaxies. The existence of
SFMS indicates that more massive galaxies should ac-
crete cool gas at a higher rate to sustain the stronger
star formation activities (Lilly et al. 2013; Stewart et al.
2017; Hafen et al. 2022; Wang et al. 2019; Wang & Lilly
2023). The stronger star formation activities may cause
stronger gas outflow (Nelson et al. 2019; Péroux et al.
2020; Weng et al. 2024), further imprinting on the prop-
erties of CGM.

To understand the variation of Mg1l absorption with
the M, of galaxies, we show the Mgil absorption
strength as a function of the impact parameter for ELGs
in Figure 2 with separating galaxies into three mass in-
tervals. These three stellar mass bins are labeled in Fig-
ure 2, with the average stellar masses being 10833 M,
(blue), 10%7Mg (orange) and 10'0-51My (red). For
comparison, we show the results of Lan & Mo (2018)
in gray shaded regions, which are based on the ELGs of
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Figure 2. The EW(Mg11) as a function of impact parameter for ELGs of different stellar masses. The average stellar masses
for the three mass bins are 103*3 My (blue), 10°7°Mg (orange) and 10'°-°' My (red) in ascending order. The straight lines
represent the corresponding linear fits at R < 100 kpc, arranged in ascending order of stellar masses, which are log(EW[A]) =
—2.38log(R[kpc]) + 3.34 (blue), log(EW[A]) = —1.71log(R[kpc]) + 2.77 (orange) and log(EW[A]) = —1.84log(R[kpc]) + 3.22
(red), respectively. The dashed lines represent the average virial radius (Rvir) of galaxies in three different stellar mass bins.

The shaded gray area represents the results obtained by Lan & Mo (2018) using eBOSS DR14.

eBOSS survey (Dawson et al. 2016; Myers et al. 2015;
Prakash et al. 2016; Raichoor et al. 2017). In Figure 2
and throughout this work, the data points with errors
represent the good measurements of EW(Mg11), while
the data points with downwards arrows represent the
upper limit of EW(Mg11).

It can be seen that the Mgil absorption strength
around ELGs decreases monotonically with R. For
galaxies of intermediate and high masses, the rela-
tion follows a broken power law with EW(MgII)
R™96 at impact parameter greater than 100 kpc, and
EW(Mgir) o R™*7 at R less than 100 kpe. For low-
est stellar mass bin, ELGs show a similar relation at
small impact parameter, although the Mg 11 absorption
features at radius between 60-100 kpc are within the un-
certainties of stacked spectra. By comparing our results
to the work of Lan & Mo (2018), we find general agree-
ment in the observed trends of EW(Mg11) decreasing
with impact parameter. Since eBOSS survey is shal-
lower than DESI survey, the ELGs in eBOSS are biased
to massive galaxies (~ 3x 1019 M) with respect to DESI
ELGs. This is also the reason why the result of Lan &

Mo (2018) is in best agreement with our result for the
galaxies in highest stellar mass bins.

We emphasize that for both DESI and eBOSS ELGs,
the EW(Mg11) as a function R exhibit a shape of broken
power law with the broken radius of 100-200 kpc. Specu-
lating that this effect might be related to the size of host
dark matter halos, we then estimate the average virial
radius with Ry;, = 200 kpe (M, /10193 M) 1/5, provided
by Zhu & Ménard (2013a).

We indicate the virial radius of these galaxies with
dashed lines in Figure 2 and find that the break radius
of the power law approximately corresponds to the virial
radius of the galaxies. This indicates that the distribu-
tion of cool gas inside and outside the dark matter halos
exhibits different patterns. Inside halos, the density of
cool gas decreases sharply with increasing radius, while
outside halos, the distribution of cool gas is relatively
sparse and relatively uniform and shows little depen-
dence on stellar mass of host galaxies. It is also possible
that the Mgir absorption at R > 200 kpc is related
to galaxy groups (Dutta et al. 2021; Zou et al. 2024a),
while central galaxies usually dominate the galaxy pop-
ulation at the mass range we considered (e.g. Wang et al.
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Figure 3. The EW(MgI1) as a function of stellar mass measured in three impact parameter bins (20 < R [kpc] < 50 ,
50 < R [kpc] < 100, 100 < R [kpc] < 300) for ELGs. The fitted line is the result of a broken power law fit applied to the
data points. For the grey and green fitted lines, we both identify a break point near 10'°Mg, while the orange line does
not have a break point. The expressions for the linear portions on the left side of the grey and green lines, as well as the
orange line, are as follows: log(EW[A]) = 0.44log(M.[Mg]) — 4.11 (grey), log(EW[A]) = 0.50log(M..[Mg]) — 5.36 (green) and

log(EW[A]) = 0.08log(M[Mg]) — 1.84 (orange).

The background colors in the figure indicate the three mass bins in Figure 2.

2018). Further investigations are needed in the future
with larger samples to figure out the reason of this bro-
ken power law of EW(Mg11).

A significant difference between this work and Lan
& Mo (2018) is that the deep DESI survey enables us
to push the investigation of cool CGM to galaxies of
lower stellar mass. We specifically show the EW(Mg1r)
of ELGs as a function of stellar mass at three given
intervals of impact parameter, in Figure 3. As we can
see, within 100 kpc, there is a noticeable break in the
power law at 10'° M, while beyond this range, no break
point appears. The equivalent width of Mg 11 absorption
strongly depends on the mass of star-forming galaxies
with EW (Mg 1) oc M for galaxies of log M, /Mg < 10
and R < 100 kpc, but becomes independent of mass
for galaxies above this mass threshold. The flatten of
EW(Mg11) at high mass end is interesting and we will
further study the possible origin of it in Section 3.4.
At impact factor greater than 100 kpc, the EW(Mg11)
appears to be nearly independent of stellar mass across
the full range of mass we considered. This supports the
idea that the Mg11 absorption beyond 100 kpc may not
be closely related to the host dark matter halos.

Using individual Mg11 absorbers, Anand et al. (2021)
found that the ELGs do not exhibit an increase in

Mg 11 covering fraction with stellar mass at small scales
and even show a slight decreasing trend, while the
EW(Mg11) for ELGs does not seem to depend on stel-
lar mass (or may slightly increase with it). They tend
to conclude that Mg II absorption remains constant or
changes little with stellar mass. Given that the median
stellar mass for the their three bins are approximately
1099 Mg, 10193 My, and 10" M, and all fall near or
on the flat section to the right of the turnover point in
Figure 3, their finding that EW (Mg 11) shows little vari-
ation with stellar mass is actually consistent with our
results.

For completeness, we also study the EW(Mg11) of
LRGs as a function impact factor, shown in Figure 4.
Huang et al. (2016) proposed that the presence of Mg11
absorbers surrounding LRGs can be accounted for by
a mix of cool clouds that form within thermally un-
stable LRGs halos and the accretion of satellite mate-
rial through filaments. Therefore, the differences in the
CGM properties from ELGs are expected.

We separate the LRGs into two stellar mass bins
with the averaged values being 10'116M (black) and
1011460 (grey). For comparison, we show the result
of ELGs of highest stellar mass bin (in Figure 2) in pur-
ple data points. Overall, the EW(Mg11) tends to de-
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Figure 4. The EW(Mgn) as a function of impact param-
eter for LRGs of different stellar masses. The average stel-
lar masses and the fitting line for the two subsamples are:
10'15M, log(EW[A]) = —0.94log(R[kpc]) + 1.45 (black);
10'45M, log(EW[A]) = —0.62log(R[kpc]) + 0.72 (grey).
The shaded orange area shows the result obtained by Lan &
Mo (2018). The purple dot represents the result of ELGs in
the highest stellar mass, as shown by the red point in Figure
2.

crease with increasing R for LRGs as well, following a
power law, R~994 (black) or R~%52 (grey). In contrast
to ELGs, the Mg 11 absorption of LRGs is weaker at im-
pact parameter less than 70 kpc, while becomes stronger
at impact parameter greater than 100 kpc. We note that
the comparison here should be with caution, due to the
different stellar mass ranges.

Comparing with the result of Lan & Mo (2018), the
DESI LRGs appear to show stronger MgIl absorption
than eBOSS LRGs across the full range of impact pa-
rameter we considered. This is not due to the method-
ologies, since we have reproduced the results of Lan &
Mo (2018) with eBOSS dataset as shown in Appendix
F. Therefore, the difference with Lan & Mo (2018) in
Figure 4 is likely from the different properties of LRG
samples, such as stellar mass, redshift and etc.

3.2. FEvolution with redshift

Whether the Mgi1 absorption in CGM evolve with
redshift or not is still under debate. According to Mate-
jek & Simcoe (2012), the general structure of MgII-
bearing halos was put into place early in the process of
galaxy assembly and have evolved fairly little. Recently
by using individual Mg 11 absorbers, Anand et al. (2021)
found that a weak evolution in EW(Mg11) with galaxy
redshift. By separating individual absorbers into strong
and weak populations (Wya796 > 14 or not), Lan (2020)
found that the cover fraction for weak absorbers is con-
sistent with being no redshift evolution, while strong
absorbers around both star-forming and passive galax-
ies evolves significantly with redshift. In this subsection,

we for the first time examine the redshift dependence of
EW(Mg11) based on the stacked spectra, which is likely
an unbiased tracer of CGM with respect to individual
Mg 11 absorbers.

To do this, we divide the ELGs into two subsamples
of nearly equal number of galaxies with two redshift in-
tervals, which are 0.3 < z < 0.98 and 0.98 < z < 1.7,
respectively. The stellar mass distribution of these two
subsamples are shown in the left panel of Figure 5. We
then control the stellar mass distribution of two sub-
samples, by only selecting the overlapped regions in the
mass distribution of Figure 5. In the overlapped regions,
the average stellar mass is 10989 M. We then show the
EW(Mg1) as a function impact factor for the two ELG
subsamples of different redshifts, in Figure 5. As can be
seen, after eliminating the effect of mass, we find that
the Mg absorption show no evolutionary trend with
redshift, at least for the redshift range we considered
here. However, Wu et al. (2024) have used DESI-Y1
data to investigate the evolution of Mg1I absorbers with
redshift, and found stronger absorption in the higher
redshift bin in their stacking detection, especially for
R < 1 Mpc. Considering that the stellar mass of ELGs
in DESI increases with redshift (as shown in Figure 1),
this evolutionary trend may actually be driven by the
difference of M,, as the stellar mass distribution of sam-
ples within their same mass bin at different redshifts
is not identical. And the median stellar mass in their
higher redshift bin is clearly larger than that in lower
redshift bin.

3.3. Dependence on SFR and R, for ELG

Apart from M,, SFR is also a key factor that influ-
ences the properties of Mg absorption lines (e.g. No-
terdaeme et al. 2010; Kacprzak et al. 2012; Rubin et al.
2018; Huang et al. 2021; Zou et al. 2024b), which is
directly linked to the gas outflow associated with star
formation. Indeed, as shown in Figure 2 and 4, we
have shown that there are significant differences in the
Mg 11 absorption properties between star-forming galax-
ies (ELGs) and quenched galaxies (LRGs). In consistent
with this, quasar spectra with stronger absorption sys-
tems are more closely linked with bluer, star-forming
galaxies (Zibetti et al. 2007).

To provide a clear perspective on the influence of SFR
on the behavior of Mg 11 absorbers, we divided ELGs into
two groups according to the fitted SFMS, as shown in
the red line of the bottom-left panel in Figure 6. The
dividing line is obtained from fitting the median SFR
values at different M, bins using the method of least
squares. For each group, we further divide the ELGs
into a set of stellar mass bins, ensuring that the number
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100). Bottom Right: The sample definition of the top-right panel with the color-coding of EW(Mg11) (20 < Rlkpc] < 100).

of spectra available for stacking is nearly equal in each
bin, and is still enough to obtain a reliable signal in
spectral stacking.

In the bottom-left panel of Figure 6, the colors in-
dicate the average EW(Mg11)(20 < Rlkpc] < 100) for
galaxies that located on the different positions of SFMS.
As shown, overall, EW(Mg11) increase with stellar mass,
and at given stellar mass, the EW(Mg11) is higher for
galaxies of higher SFR. To intuitively demonstrate the

differences in EW(Mg11) between this two groups, we
provide a concise visual representation in the top-left
panel of Figure 6.

The positive correlation between MgIl absorption
strength and SFR is consistent with the previous find-
ings of Lan & Mo (2018) and Anand et al. (2021). How-
ever, due to the limitations of sample size and the range
of stellar mass of galaxies, they did not explore the im-
pact of SFR with controlling M,. As shown on the M,-
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Figure 7. The EW(Mg1) as a function of impact parame-
ter for samples with different SFR (top panel) and R. (bot-
tom panel). The ELGs are separated according to the fitted
SFMS and mass-size relation as shown in Figure 6. Here we
only use the ELGs with 9.2 < log(M.[Ms]) < 10.2.

SFR diagram, ELGs with larger SFR tend to have larger
stellar mass, making it difficult to separate the influ-
ences of SFR and M, as individual parameters. Thanks
to the larger and deeper DESI survey, we are able to rig-
orously investigate the influence of SFR, on Mg 11 absorp-
tion within several narrow mass bins. This pronounced
absorption in ELGs of higher SFR reflect their more
active gas outflow and richer gas supply, which is con-
sistent with the predictions of simulations (e.g. Muratov
et al. 2015; Nelson et al. 2019; Wang & Lilly 2023).

We also examine whether the properties of Mgil ab-
sorption in CGM of ELGs depend on the size of host
galaxies or not. Similar to above approach, we sepa-
rate ELGs into a set of stellar mass bins with larger
and smaller R,, shown in the top/bottom-right panel of
Figure 6. As can be seen, overall we do not find clear ev-
idence that the ELGs of different sizes show significantly
different Mg 11 absorption features.

Apart from the disparities in absorption between
ELGs with high and low SFRs, we are also interested
in where these distinctions may persist in CGM, as this
essentially defines the scope of the influence of star-
forming activity. In Figure 7, we explore the EW (Mg 11)
as a function of impact parameter for ELGs of higher

SFR and lower SFR, as classified in the bottom-left
panel of Figure 6. Considering the signal-noise-ratio of
the data points, we only consider the ELGs that located
in the stellar mass range of 1020 — 1019290/, and do
not further separate ELGs into smaller mass bins.

We find that the influence of SFR on EW(Mg1) is
limited, typically within a range of approximately 50
kpc. Beyond this range, the absorption strengths start
to converge for the two subsamples in the top panel of
Figure 7. Moreover, this 50 kpc range is in agreement
with the previous findings (Heckman et al. 2000; Grimes
et al. 2005; Rubin et al. 2011; Martin 2005), suggesting
that galactic outflows have velocities comparable to the
escape velocity only at distances roughly 5-50 kpc from
the starburst. This implies some correlation between
SFR and outflows, which we will further explore in Sec-
tion 3.4 by jointly considering the distribution of Mg11
absorption on azimuthal angle.

We also show the EW(MgII1) as a function of im-
pact parameter for ELGs of different sizes in the bottom
panel of Figure 7. Again, there is no clear evidence that
the strength of Mg 11 absorption significantly depends on
the size of host galaxies.

3.4. Dependence on azimuthal angle

The azimuthal angle (¢) of the absorber, defined as
the angle between the line connecting the absorber to
the galaxy center and the major-axis of host galaxy, is
a critical parameter for understanding the overall struc-
ture and dynamics of the gas circulation of galaxies. The
work of Bouché et al. (2013) indicated that gas accretion
along the major axis plays a significant role in galaxy
growth because the estimated accretion rate is compa-
rable to the SFR. Bordoloi et al. (2014a) found signif-
icant variations in the distribution of cold gas within
40 kpc, depending on the azimuthal angle. Meanwhile,
when gas is pushed out from a galaxy due to stellar
feedback, it tends to align more with the galaxy’s mi-
nor axis (e.g. Nelson et al. 2019). Consistent with this,
the strongest Mg 11 absorption occurs in bipolar regions
that align with the poles of the disks (Kacprzak et al.
2011; Bordoloi et al. 2011), which could be evidence of
gas outflowing along the minor axis of the galaxy. Based
on MEGAFLOW survey, Schroetter et al. (2019) found
the strong bi-modal distribution of MgIr absorbers in
the azimuthal angle, suggesting a scenario in which out-
flows are bi-conical and co-exist with a coplanar gaseous
structure extending at least up to 60 kpc.

To further explore the anisotropic distribution of cool
gas, we show the EW(Mg11) as a function of azimuthal
angle in Figure 8, by dividing ELGs into two subsam-
ples with b/a > 0.5 (close to face-on) and b/a < 0.5
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Figure 8. The EW(Mg11) (20 < Rlkpc] < 100) as a

function of azimuthal angle for samples of different types, as
indicated in the top-left corner. In presenting the results, we
separate ELGs (and LRGs) into two subsamples according to
their minor-to-major axis ratio, b/a > 0.5 or b/a < 0.5. The
fitted lines for ELGs are: EW[A] = 0.023 < |®| >[]+0.03
(black) and EW[A] = 0.006 < |®| >[]4+0.53 (grey).

(close to edge-on). As shown, for ELGs the strength
of Mg11 absorption is stronger towards the minor axis
of host galaxies. Further more, this anisotropic distri-
bution is more pronounced in ELGs with smaller b/a
with respect to those of larger b/a as expected. This
trend, however, has not been observed in LRGs (shown
in green and orange), indicating that the dependence on
azimuthal angle is originally from the star formation sta-
tus of galaxies, such as galactic gas outflow as proposed
in previous works (e.g. Kacprzak et al. 2011; Bordoloi
et al. 2011; Nelson et al. 2019; Schroetter et al. 2019).It
is worth noting that the uncertainty of the position an-
gle for weakly inclined galaxies (with larger b/a) will be
larger compared to highly inclined galaxies (with smaller
b/a), which may partially contribute to the isotropic dis-
tribution of absorption for galaxies with b/a > 0.5.
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Figure 9. The angular distribution of EW(Mg1) (20 <
Rlkpc] < 100) for LRGs and ELGs of three different stellar
mass bins, as denoted at the top-left corner.
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In Section 3.1, we find that the EW(Mg1I) increases
with stellar mass at low mass end, but flattens at the
stellar mass above ~ 101°M. Here, we try to explore
the possible reason for the flattening of EW(Mg1I) at
high mass end. We therefore investigate the EW (Mg 11)
as a function azimuthal angle, by separating the ELGs
into several stellar mass bins. As illustrated in Figure
9, there are three mass bins. The most massive bin is
designed to facilitate the study of the angular distribu-
tion of EW(Mg11) for ELGs with masses greater than
the break point (10%%° M) in Figure 3. And the other
two bins are selected to ensure reasonable signal strength
with comparable S/N ratios at the low-mass end. As can
be seen, there is an excess of MgIl absorption close to
the minor axis of ELGs with M, < 1099 M, while this
is not seen for ELGs of stellar mass above this thresh-
old. This suppression of MgIIl absorption near the mi-
nor axis of massive ELGs likely explain the flattening of
EW(Mg1r) at the high stellar mass end in Figure 3.

The reason of the suppression may due to two things.
One is the decreasing mass-loading factor with increas-
ing stellar mass, since deeper gravitational potential
would suppression the gas outflow at minor axis. The
other is that the outflowing gas may not in neutral
phase, which can be heated by the feedback of AGN
with increasing stellar mass. More analyses are needed
in the future with larger dataset to further figure this
out.

Additionally, we explore the azimuthal distribution of
EW(Mg11) for galaxies of different SFRs by categorizing
ELGs (shaded area) into two groups based on whether
their SFRs are greater (or less) than the median values
in each azimuthal angle bin. The results are shown in
Figure 10, from which we can read out the following in-
teresting things. ELGs of higher SFRs show stronger
Mg11 absorption at all spatial orientations, suggesting
that they are more gas-rich in their gas reservoirs with
respect to ELGs of lower SFR (and LRGs). ELGs of
higher SFRs show excess Mg I1 absorption nearly the mi-
nor axis even out to 50-100 kpc, confirming that higher
SFR causes stronger galactic ouflow of cool gas. It is
worth noting that LRGs (and ELGs of lower SFR at
impact parameter of 50-100 kpc) appear to show an ex-
cess of MgII absorption at the azimuthal angle near 45
degree. This feature is potentially interesting, and the
reason of it needs further investigation.

Overall, we conclude that our result supports that the
azimuthal dependence of cool CGM is primarily deter-
mined by the orientation of inflow and outflow of galax-
ies, as proposed by many previous results (Kacprzak
et al. 2012; Bouché et al. 2012; Chisholm et al. 2015;
Schroetter et al. 2019). In this work we quantify this
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Figure 10. Angular distribution of EW(Mg11) measured at
20 < R [kpc] < 50 (top) and at 50 < R [kpc] < 100 (bottom).
In each panel, we show the results of ELGs (orange shaded
region), and the two ELG subsamples with higher SFR (blue)
and lower SFR (red). For comparison, the result of LRGs is
shown in black.

effect by looking at the median Mg I1 absorption around
galaxies with big sample, which provides important con-
straints in the feedback processes of hydro-dynamic sim-
ulations.

4. DISCUSSION

4.1. Comparison with individual absorbers

In this section, we compare the Wi@%& (the equiva-

lent width for only the Mg 11 A2796 line) in our co-added
spectra for ELGs with individual Mg11 absorbers asso-
ciated with galaxies (Dutta et al. 2020; Nielsen et al.
2013b). In the same way as in Section 3.1, we show
the results by separating ELGs into three different stel-
lar mass bins, as labeled in Figure 11. For comparison,
the results of Lan & Mo (2018) are also annotated with
shaded areas. As shown, the WI)@%G decreases with in-
creasing impact parameter, and with decreasing stellar
mass of host ELGs.

Note again that the Wg/gg?gfs with co-added spectra bet-
ter represent the overall distribution of Mgir absorp-
tion, which is primarily contributed by weaker MgiI
absorbers at large impact parameter. The individual
Mg11 absorbers may be biased to strong absorbers set

by the detection limits of individual spectra. In Fig-
ure 11, we present the MgIl absorbers from different
studies with different shapes (x: this work; x: Nielsen
et al. (2013b); O: Dutta et al. (2020); ©: DESI EDR),
with color-coding of the stellar mass of their host galax-
ies (blue: M, < 10%2Mg; orange:10°92My < M, <
10192 My; and red: M, > 10'%2M). The circles (O)
represent the Mgil absorbers that we have matched
to the DESI’'s Mg 11 catalog (Napolitano et al. 2023)
around all ELGs from DEST EDR. When conducting this
matching, we utilized a |Az| = |zgLg — Zabs| < 0.01 as
the redshift criterion. Moreover, we display best-fitting
relationships of these absorbers in the literature indi-
cated by black lines of various styles (Chen et al. 2010;
Nielsen et al. 2013a, 2018; Rubin et al. 2018; Dutta et al.
2020).

As shown in Figure 11, in cases where the M, of
the host galaxies is approximately the same, our results
are consistent with those of Dutta et al. (2020), while
the W%%Iﬁ results from DESI’s Mgi1 catalog show a
general offset toward higher values. This may be due
to the lower signal-to-noise ratio of the DESI spectra,
which results in only absorbers with higher absorption
strengths being detectable. And this also reminds us
that for studies of individual absorbers, the selection ef-
fects differ from survey to survey and source to source, so
such comparisons should be made with caution. How-
ever, the stacking technique provides quite consistent
results, based on different surveys and different groups.
This suggests the superiority of the spectral stacking ap-
proach in studying the absorption of CGMs, although
this is more complicated than studying individual Mg 11
absorbers.

4.2. Mg11 cover fraction and mass of circumgalactic
neutral hydrogen

Mg 11 covering fraction (f.) is defined as the fraction
of QSO sightlines in a given radial bin R that have one
or more absorbers satisfying a chosen W o796 thresh-
old. In our co-added spectra, we can calculate the Mg11
absorption fraction by measuring the EW of the absorp-
tion line at 2796 A in the Mg doublet, following the
relation (Lan & Mo 2018):

(Wia5o6) (1) = fo(Wisas > 0.4 A, 1) x Wiska,  (6)

where <W/\1\g%lﬁ> (rp) represents the average profile we are
examining, while Wi\g%% denotes the average of Wi@g}&
values derived from individual absorbers along random
QSO sightlines. And the f.(Wysss > 0.4A,r,) here
refers the covering fraction of absorbers with Wi\g%% >
0.4 A within a narrow ring at a distance r, from the

galaxy. To calculate W)l\\g%%, we utilize the incidence
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2013a, 2018; Rubin et al. 2018; Dutta et al. 2020).

rate, d?N /dW dz, of individual Mg1r absorbers sourced
from Zhu & Ménard (2013b). For absorbers with
WYED. > 0.4 A, the resulting Wyiss: hovers around
1A

With the covering fraction obtained above, we can
further estimate the amount of hydrogen mass around
galaxies following the work of Lan et al. (2014):

R

NHIfc(Tp)Tp drp, (7)
10kpc

Mu,(rp < R) ~ 2mmy

where Ny, is the neutral hydrogen column density
traced by the Mgl absorbers and the f.(rp) is the
same one (fC(W)l\\g%gé > 0.4A,7,)) that we obtained from
Equation 6. Adopting the empirical relation between
the rest equivalent width of Mgl and Ny derived by
Lan & Fukugita (2017), we obtain Ny, ~ 3 x 10%m—2
for W)l\\g%% ~ 1A at redshift 0.8.

Our investigation reveals that within a distance of 200
kpc, the My in the CGM demonstrates a positive cor-
relation with the M, of the ELGs. However, for LRGs,
as shown in the bottom of Figure 12, this result is ex-
actly the opposite, as more massive LRGs have less My
within this distance. This could be explained by Wang
et al. (2018), who suggested that quenching mechanisms
become more prominent in higher-mass galaxies, which
may lead to a reduction in Myi1. As depicted in the

top of Figure 12, the Myt within the lowest mass bin
notably differs from the other two bins in R < 200kpc.
However, with increasing the impact parameter, the dis-
tinctions among the three bins rapidly diminish beyond
200 kpc. This observation suggests that at larger spa-
tial scales, the My of the CGM may predominantly be
influenced by the surrounding environment rather than
solely by the galaxies themselves.

In fact, galaxy environment plays a crucial role in de-
termining the large-scale structure of CGM. Bordoloi
et al. (2011) found that Mg11 absorption around group
galaxies is more extended than that for isolated galaxies,
and interestingly, these effects can be satisfactorily mod-
eled by a simple superposition of the absorption profiles
of individual member galaxies. In light of this, it worth
to further explore the CGM of galaxies with considering
galaxy environment in the future, such as being centrals
or satellites.

5. SUMMARY

This work investigates the CGM properties of galax-
ies using Mg1I absorption lines from background QSOs
through a spectral stacking technique. We utilize EDR
of the largest on-going spectroscopy survey DESI, fo-
cusing on the CGM of ELGs. With the large amount of
high-quality spectra, we are able to gain detailed insights
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Figure 12. The cumulative My calculated from

fc(W)l\vé%g > 0.4A,r,) as a function of impact parameter for
ELGs (top) and LRGs (bottom) of different stellar masses.
The colors and symbols here are the same as those in Figure
2 and Figure 4.

into the distribution of Mg11 absorbers in the CGM of
galaxies. The main findings are listed as follows:

e For ELGs, the EW(Mg11) strongly correlates to
the stellar mass following EW(Mg11) oc M2%® for
galaxies of log M, /Mg < 10 and R < 100 kpc, but
becomes independent with M, for galaxies above
~ 10'° Mg, (Figure 3). The EW(Mg11) as a func-
tion of impact parameter can be characterized as
a broken power-law at the radius of 100-200 kpc
(Figure 2). This radius can serve as a dividing line
between the CGM associated with host galaxies
and that associated with the surrounding environ-
ments. Different with ELGs, LRGs do not show
this broken radius in EW(Mg11) as a function of
impact parameter.

e We examine the dependence of the EW(MgIr)
on redshift, and find that after controlling stellar
mass, no clear evidence for significant evolution is
seen in the redshift range we considered (Figure
5).

e We explore the dependence of Mg 11 absorption on
SFR and size of host ELGs. At given stellar mass,

EW(Mgn) is larger for ELGs of higher SFR at the
impact parameter of less than 50 kpc, while shows
little dependence on galaxy size (Figure 6).

o ELGs show stronger Mg 11 absorption near the mi-
nor axis especially for strongly-inclined galaxies
(Figure 8), while LRGs show little dependence of
EW(Mg11) on azimuthal angle. This indicates the
connection with the gas outflow associated with
star formation. For ELGs with stellar mass above
~ 10'% M, the Mg 11 absorption at the minor-axis
is largely suppressed, suggesting that the cool out-
flowing gas is suppressed or even disrupted. This
is likely related to the flattening of EW(Mg11) for
ELGs at the high mass end in Figure 3.

Overall, our result indicates that the CGM distribu-
tion of ELGs within 100 kpc are strongly linked to the
properties of host galaxies, likely in terms of gas accre-
tion and bi-polar gas outflow. However, both processes
are directly related the stellar mass of host galaxies.
For instance, more massive star-forming galaxies tend to
have higher inflow rate of cool gas, due to deeper grav-
itational potential. More massive star-forming galaxies
also tend to have higher SFR, further leading to stronger
gas outflow. However, the deeper gravitational potential
will suppress this process. Therefore, the gas outflow at
the minor-axis of galaxies is determined by these two
competing effects.

For impact parameter greater than 200 kpc, the CGM
of ELGs appears to be more closely related to the sur-
rounding environment out of the dark matter halos,
rather than the host galaxies. This is different to LRGs,
where Mg1l absorption does not appear to be closely
linked to the host galaxies, but to the host dark mat-
ter halos (Zhu et al. 2014), even at small impact pa-
rameter. Here we only present a possible explanation
to link these observational facts, while the up-coming
larger datasets would help us to understand the distri-
bution of cool CGM of galaxies in more details.
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APPENDIX

A. SFRS OF DESI GALAXIES

We calculate the SFRs of the galaxies using the lumi-
nosity of [O 11] emission line as described in Calzetti et al.
(2000); Schroetter et al. (2019), assuming an empirical
relation of intrinsic dust extinction (see Equation 5).
We compare the SFMS of DESI ELGs obtained in the
present work with the recent result obtained by Speagle
et al. (2014) in Figure A. The solid lines represent the
median SFRs of the DESI ELGs, separated into three
redshift bins: 0.25 < z < 0.75 (blue), 0.75 < z < 1.25
(orange), and 1.25 < z < 1.75 (red). The dotted lines
indicate the evolutionary trends of star-forming galax-
ies provided by Koprowski et al. (2024). As can be seen,
the two are in broad agreement, indicating that the mea-
surements of SFR in this work are reasonable.
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Figure A. The star formation main sequence of DESI ELGs
at different redshift intervals. The solid line represents
the median SFR of the DESI ELGs, while the dotted line
shows the evolutionary trend of star-forming galaxies given
by Speagle et al. (2014).

B. THE DISTRIBUTION OF IMPACT
PARAMETER FOR QSO-GALAXY PAIRS

In Figure B, we show the number distribution (Npq;)
of the QSO-galaxy pairs as a function of impact param-
eters. As shown, the number Np,; linearly correlates
with the impact parameter up to 1200 kpc. This is
the nature prediction assuming that the distributions
of background QSO have no correlation with the fore-
ground galaxies. Therefore, the number of QSO con-
tained within each annulus is proportional to the area

of the annulus. This also confirms that the matching of
QSO and galaxies are right.

ELG
BGS
LRG

il (L] |
200 400 600 800 1000 1200

R [kpc]

Figure B. The distribution of the impact parameters for
the QSO-ELG pairs (blue), QSO-LRG pairs (red), and QSO-
BGS pairs (orange).

C. THE PROCESS OF HANDLING A SINGLE
SPECTRUM

Here we illustrate the detailed process of processing
individual spectra in C, starting from the original QSO
spectrum and ending up with a normalized spectrum
that is used for stacking. In the top panel of Figure
C, we show a QSO spectrum in black, while the fitted
spectrum in blue. As can be seen, the fitted spectrum
can very well characterize the overall features of the ob-
served spectrum. We also present the residuals between
the original spectrum and the QSOfit (purple) and zoom
in on some absorption lines (Fe1r & Mg1r) and QSOfits
at that location. In the bottom panel of Figure C, we
show the normalized spectrum in gray, by dividing the
original spectrum with the fitted spectrum. This step is
crucial for removing the intrinsic features of QSO and
isolating the absorption features. However, we still see
some small-scale features in the normalized spectrum.
We then apply a median filter to further smooth out the
high-frequency noise. The red line in the bottom panel
shows the result of this median filtering, and the blue
line show the final residual spectrum used for stacking.

D. THE SIGNAL-TO-NOISE RATIO OF
CO-ADDED SPECTRA

We quantify the increase of signal-to-noise ratio (S/N)
of stacked spectra with increasing the number of spectra
used in stacking (Ngpec). Figure D show the average
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Figure C. An example to illustrate how to obtain the final residual spectrum used for stacking. The gray line in the bottom
panel represents the normalized spectrum, which is the ratio of the original spectrum to the QSOfit one (black and blue lines
in top panel). The residuals between the original spectrum and the QSOfit are represented by the purple line. Some absorption
lines (Fe1r & Mg11) and their fits at that location are also zoomed in on. The red line represents the smoothed spectrum with
median filter. By further dividing this smoothed spectrum, we obtain the final residual spectrum for stacking (the blue line in
the bottom panel). For easy viewing, we shift the blue line downward by 0.25 (see the reference y-axis on the right).

S/N of single wavelength point in the co-added spetrum
as a function of the number of spectra in stacking.

As shown, the relationship between the Ngpee and the
resulting average S/N is well determined, and it follows
a power-law relation: log(S/N) = 0.521og(Ngpec) +0.65.
This shows that the process of stacking spectra is effec-
tive in achieving higher SNR, which is consistent with
theoretical expectation: S/N oc N3
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Figure D. The S/N of co-added spectra as a function of the
number of spectra used in stacking.

E. EXAMPLES OF CO-ADDED SPECTRA

In figure E, we present examples of stacked spectra,
and employ a double Gaussian fit for Mg 11 absorption
lines of the stacked spectra. We integrate the wavelength
region that located within 3-o of the Gaussian fittings,
indicated with the blue shaded region of Figure E. For
the poorly fitted spectrum (the middle-right panel), we
integrate over the fixed range indicated with the gray
shaded region. We show the uncertainties of stacked
spectrum at each wavelength point within the fitting
range in gray shaded regions. If the absorption signal is
buried within the uncertainties of stacked spectra, such
as the stacked spectrum in the middle-right panel, we
then estimate the upper limit of the equivalent width
based on the spectral uncertainties in that range. We
examine all the stacked spectra in the present work, and
select the stacked spectra without clear Mg 11 absorption
features by eye. Due to limitation of the pages, here in
Figure E we only show six examples of stacked spectra,
and we put all the stacked spectra used in this work on
our Google Drive for those who are interested in.


https://docs.google.com/presentation/d/1jF6wtoihM-P7Dg6m74fkX0zbfMV2tt88/edit?usp=share_link&ouid=101552872223175249144&rtpof=true&sd=true
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Figure E. Six examples of the stacked spectra. We adopt a double Gaussian fitting (green & orange) approach for absorption
lines and calculate the integral within a 3-sigma wavelength range as the estimated EW (Mg 11) (blue shaded region, with negative
area when flux is greater than 1). For co-added spectra with low signal-to-noise ratio, we employ a fixed wavelength interval for
error (black) integration to provide an upper limit estimate for EW(Mg11).

F. VALIDATION OF OUR METHOD WITH EBOSS
DATA

In Figure 4, we find the strength of Mg 11 absorptions
of DESI LRGs are systematically higher than those mea-
sured with eBOSS LRGs from Lan & Mo (2018). There-
fore, we propose that this is due to the difference of the
LRGs samples, rather than the difference of methods.
To examine this, we apply the our method to eBOSS
DR17, and obtain the EW(Mgi) for the ELGs and
LRGs. The results are shown in Figure F. For com-
parison, the results from Lan & Mo (2018) are shown in
shaded regions.

There is a slight difference in the samples of Figure
F that we use the data from SDSS DR17, while Lan &
Mo (2018) use the DR14. In comparing with Lan & Mo
(2018), here we adopt the measurements of EW(Mg11)
using the fitting method (i.e., the first method described
in Section 2.3), rather than an integration method. De-
spite this difference, both methods yield near the same
results for both ELGs and LRGs when applied to the
samples. The good consistency validates the whole pro-
cesses in our method.
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Figure F. The EW(Mg11) as a function of impact parameter
for e BOSS ELGs and LRGs with our method. For compar-
ison, we show the results of Lan & Mo (2018) in the orange
and grey shaded regions.
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