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ABSTRACT

Stellar streams from disrupted globular clusters are dynamically cold structures that are sensitive

to perturbations from dark matter subhalos, allowing them in principle to trace the dark matter

substructure in the Milky Way. We model, within the context of ΛCDM, the likelihood of dark matter

subhalos to produce a significant feature in a GD-1-like stream and analyze the properties of such

subhalos. We generate a large number of realizations of the subhalo population within a Milky Way

mass host halo, accounting for tidal stripping and dynamical friction, using the semi-analytic code

SatGen. The subhalo distributions are combined with a GD-1-like stream model, and the impact of

subhalos that pass close to the stream are modeled with Gala. We find that subhalos with masses in

the range 5× 106M⊙ − 108M⊙ at the time of the stream–subhalo encounter, corresponding to masses

of about 4× 107M⊙ − 8× 108M⊙ at the time of infall, are the likeliest to produce gaps in a GD-1-like

stream. We find that gaps occur on average ∼1.8 times per realization of the host system. These gaps

have typical widths of ∼ (7− 27) deg and fractional underdensities of ∼ (10− 30)%, with larger gaps

being caused by more-massive subhalos. The stream–subhalo encounters responsible for these have

impact parameters (0.1 − 1.5) kpc and relative velocities ∼ (170 − 410) km/s. For a larger host-halo

mass, the number of subhalos increases, as do their typical velocities, inducing a corresponding increase

in the number of significant stream–subhalo encounters.

Keywords: Milky Way dark matter halo (1049) — Milky Way dynamics (1051) — Dark matter distri-

bution (356) — Stellar streams (2166)

1. INTRODUCTION

In the Λ-Cold-Dark-Matter (ΛCDM) cosmological

paradigm, structure formation in the early Universe pro-

ceeds hierarchically, implying the existence of bound

DM substructures well below the threshold of galaxy

formation (e.g., Moore et al. 1998). Alternative DM

paradigms often instead predict different subhalo mass

functions, with no expected substructure (or at least

significantly depleted number density) below some mass

scale. For example, warm dark matter (WDM) erases

power on small scales in the early universe (e.g., Bode

et al. 2001) and self- or other interacting dark mat-

ter (SIDM) may experience similar free-streaming ef-

fects along with late-time evolution that changes the

internal structure of SIDM subhalos relative to CDM

counterparts (e.g., Spergel & Steinhardt 2000; Adhikari

et al. 2022; Roy et al. 2023). Identifying and charac-

terizing the existence and population properties of low-

mass DM subhalos would therefore provide an impor-

tant test of DM models. However, low mass subhalos

(i.e., M ≲ 108–109 M⊙ in peak halo mass) are not

expected to contain luminous matter because of a va-

riety of effects that impact their ability to retain gas

and form stars (predominantly reionization, gas cool-

ing, and tidal stripping; e.g., Quinn et al. 1996; Bullock

et al. 2000; Okamoto et al. 2008; Finlator et al. 2017;

Grand et al. 2021). To detect and study DM subhalos

below this threshold for galaxy formation, one therefore

has to rely on indirect methods. Two promising paths

towards astrophysical characterization of low-mass DM

subhalos are gravitational lensing and gravitational in-

teractions with stars and gas. In the context of lensing,

DM subhalos may be detectable through perturbations

to strong lensing images of background galaxies (Vegetti

& Vogelsberger 2014; Minor et al. 2021b,a; Vegetti et al.

2023; Zhang et al. 2023), flux ratio anomalies in lensed
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quasar systems (Dalal & Kochanek 2002; Gilman et al.

2024), through weak lensing effects on background stars

(Van Tilburg et al. 2018; Mondino et al. 2020, 2024), or

in future high-resolution cosmic-microwave-background

lensing measurements (Nguyen et al. 2019; Aiola et al.

2022; MacInnis & Sehgal 2024).

In the context of gravitational interactions with stars

and gas, various ideas have been proposed such as as

the heating of the galactic disk of stars or gas Carr &

Sakellariadou 1999; Velazquez & White 1999; Ardi et al.

2003; Hayashi & Chiba 2006; Kazantzidis et al. 2008;

Hopkins et al. 2008; Kazantzidis et al. 2009, heating of

stars in ultrafaint dwarfs Dalal & Kravtsov 2022; Gra-

ham & Ramani 2024, survival of weakly-bound stellar

binaries (Penarrubia et al. 2010) and perturbations of

stellar streams.

The typical velocity impulse imparted by a single pass-

ing subhalo is small. Using the impulse approxima-

tion and assuming subhalos with a Navarro-Frenk-White

(NFW) (Navarro et al. 1996) mass profile, the expected

velocity signal is

∆v ∼ 1 km s−1

(
Msub

107 M⊙

)2/3 ( vrel
100 km s−1

)−1

(1)

for a direct impact of a subhalo of mass Msub and rela-

tive velocity vrel, assuming a typical impact parameter

equal to the scale radius of the subhalo (see, e.g., Erkal &

Belokurov 2015a; Bonaca & Price-Whelan 2024). This

means that subhalos are only expected to be detectable

in dynamically cold systems like wide binary stars (Yoo

et al. 2004; Brandt 2016; Peñarrubia 2019) and stellar

streams (Ibata et al. 2002; Johnston et al. 2002). In

this article, we focus on the impact of DM subhalos on

stellar streams.

Stellar streams form from tidally disrupted globular

clusters or dwarf galaxies as they orbit within the Milky

Way’s (MW’s) gravitational potential (see, e.g., Bonaca

& Price-Whelan 2024). Streams originating from globu-

lar clusters (“thin” stellar streams) have small velocity

dispersions and widths, making them sensitive to pertur-

bations from DM subhalos (Johnston et al. 2002; Ibata

et al. 2002; Yoon et al. 2011; Bovy et al. 2017; Carlberg

et al. 2024). For example, models of thin streams pre-

dict that typical velocity dispersions can be in the range

∼ (0.1–1) km s−1, comparable to the velocity disper-

sions of the outskirts of globular clusters (Baumgardt &

Hilker 2018) and to the expected velocity perturbations

from low-mass subhalos. Interactions between streams

and subhalos can produce characteristic features such as

density variations or “gaps” (under-densities) along the

stream (Carlberg 2012; Erkal & Belokurov 2015b; Erkal

et al. 2016; Sanders et al. 2016), as well as “off-track”

features such as spurs (Yoon et al. 2011; Bonaca et al.

2019b), depending on the properties of the perturber

and the geometry of the interaction. Weak encoun-

ters with subhalos (i.e., larger relative velocity, lower

mass, or larger impact parameter) generally produce

gaps, whereas strong encounters (i.e., smaller relative

velocity, higher mass, or smaller impact parameter) can

produce more dramatic features that split a stream or

spray stars out of the main track of the stream.

Although photometric surveys yielded the first clues of

non-trivial density structures in streams (Odenkirchen

et al. 2003; Grillmair & Dionatos 2006), astrometric

data from the Gaia Space Telescope revealed clear gaps

and off-track features in GD-1 (Price-Whelan & Bonaca

2018). Furthermore, follow up spectroscopy on specific

streams (e.g. Aliqa-Uma) (Bonaca et al. 2019a; Li et al.

2021) has revealed a diverse landscape of morphological

features in stellar streams, motivating a need to better

understand the rates of stream–subhalo encounters and

their effects on stream morphology.

In particular, connecting the underlying subhalo pop-

ulation of the host galaxy (e.g., the MW) to concrete

predictions for gap formation rates and expected gap

properties has not been fully solved. Analytic estimates

(Yoon et al. 2011) suggest that O(10) close encounters

with subhalos with masses between 106M⊙−109M⊙ are

expected for streams such as GD-1. However, not all

close encounters lead to significant gaps, and by com-

bining models for gap growth based on circular orbits

with analytic subhalo distributions, Erkal et al. (2016)

estimated an O(1) number of gaps in GD-1. To refine

these estimates, models of streams that account for ec-

centric orbits must be combined with more realistic sub-

halo populations. In particular, semi-analytic models

are well suited to this task, since they are capable of

rapidly producing many realizations of subhalo popula-
tions, while zoom-in simulations currently do not reach

resolutions required to reliably predict subhalo popula-

tions for masses below ∼ 106M⊙. Semi-analytic sub-

halo populations were applied to study Pal-5 in Menker

& Benson (2024), however that study assumed circu-

lar orbits and did not perform detailed simulations of

stream–subhalo encounters.

Motivated by these considerations, as well as the

wealth of diverse stream morphologies observed in the

MW, the aim of this work is to develop a robust sta-

tistical understanding of the subhalo properties that al-

low for gap formation in a GD-1-like stellar stream, as

well as the frequency of such gaps. We combine semi-

analytic modeling of MW subhalo populations together

with simulations of a GD-1-like stellar stream, to quan-

tify distributions of the salient properties of stream–
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Figure 1. A schematic representation of our implementation and analysis workflow emphasizing the modularity of our approach
in this study. We first use SatGen to generate subhalo populations for MWmass galaxies. Simultaneously, we use the streamdf
module in Galpy to generate the orbital history of a GD-1-like stream. Taking these outputs, we then compute impulse curves
and use them as a preliminary criteria to identify potential stream–subhalo encounters of interest, i.e. those that may produce
sizable gaps in a GD-1-like stream. Finally, we simulate these events in Gala and isolate gap properties such as width and
depth, as well as encounter properties such as the subhalo’s instantaneous and infall masses, the impact parameter and relative
velocity, and the time of impact. Each of these modules is largely self-contained, and as a result, this analysis workflow is easily
amenable to changes within each module, e.g., using a different stream model. The steps of this analysis workflow are described
in further detail in Section 2.

subhalo encounters that can form significant gaps. Our

method can easily be extended to other streams or non-

MW host galaxies. Additionally, while this study con-

siders the case of collisionless CDM, the approach can

be straightforwardly adapted to other DM paradigms

including those with self-interactions or dissipative pro-

cesses.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 discusses

the methods employed and our analysis, including the

semi-analytical treatment of stream–subhalo encounters

as well as the detailed analysis of gap formation. Sec-

tion 3 presents our results, focusing on the properties

of encounters that form significant gaps as well as their

expected frequencies. Section 4 discusses our main re-

sults, compares it to other work in the literature, men-

tions some of its limitations and future improvements,

and also discusses future applications. Section 5 con-

cludes this paper. Three appendices provide additional

information.

2. METHODOLOGY

The goal of this work is to provide a robust frame-

work to estimate statistical properties of stream fea-

tures while accounting for uncertainties in modeling of

the host galaxy (in our case the MW) and the prop-

erties of the stream–progenitor system. The approach

presented here is to initially sample a probability dis-

tribution of relevant MW subhalo properties, such as

their masses and concentrations, together with the loca-

tions and velocities of the subhalos and stream stars at

a given time, and then to identify which stream–subhalo

encounters are capable of producing a sizable perturba-

tion to the stream’s density profile. While this study

focuses predominantly on gap formation, the formal-

ism could straightforwardly be extended to additional

features such as the formation of spurs or more subtle

effects that would appear in the stream density power

spectrum.

We sample the initial properties of subhalos using the

SatGen (Jiang et al. 2021; Green et al. 2022) semi-

analytical satellite generator, which is able to rapidly

create large ensembles of MW mass systems and vary

modeling assumptions. This is useful to understand

the systematics that can affect statistical properties of

stream features, which is a goal of this study. For each

sampled subhalo, we calculate the impulse curve along

a mock stream that has also been evolved in a sim-

plified MW potential and project this impulse curve

onto the direction parallel to the stream’s orbit. This

“parallel impulse curve” allows one to identify the most

likely events that could cause sizable gaps in the stream,

and those events are then simulated using the Gala

code (Price-Whelan 2017) in order to identify detailed

properties of the gap formation. Events that are deemed

interesting are saved and collected for statistical analy-

sis. A schematic of the pipeline is shown in Figure 1 and

presented in further detail in the subsections below.

2.1. Subhalo Sampling from a Semi-Analytic Satellite

Generator

The SatGen software package (Jiang et al. 2021;

Green et al. 2022) is used to create realizations of the

CDM subhalo population around a MW mass host. The

package combines semi-analytic prescriptions for galaxy
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evolution encompassing merger trees, subhalo structural

evolution, and dynamical effects such as tidal stripping,

tidal tracks, and dynamical friction. The SatGen code

populates the initial subhalo catalog via a merger tree

as detailed in Parkinson et al. (2008). Given the host

halo’s final mass (and the required mass resolution), the

algorithm constructs a mass assembly history in a series

of redshift intervals using the extended Press-Schecter

formalism (Bond et al. 1991; Bower 1991; Bower et al.

2006) to determine when subhalos above the mass res-

olution merge into the host. It then recursively repeats

this procedure to construct a mass assembly history for

each subhalo on the same set of redshift intervals.

The output is a merger tree with subhalo infall masses

and redshifts. For each subhalo, an infall concentration

is determined based on its accretion history following the

prescription in Zhao et al. (2009), and orbital parame-

ters are assigned using the distributions from Li et al.

(2020). The orbital and mass loss history of each sub-

halo is captured via an orbit integration scheme wherein

each subhalo is evolved in the potential of its parent,

but can also become unbound as a result of tidal forces

from the grandparent. The orbit integration accounts

for dynamical friction, tidal stripping, and tidal tracks.

Subhalos undergoing mass loss are modeled using the

Green profile (Green & van den Bosch 2019) whose pa-

rameters are the instantaneous (time-dependent) sub-

halo mass Msub, its concentration csub, and a truncation

radius rt that sets the mass truncation from the profile’s

outer region.

The host potential (in our case a MW mass system)

is modeled as the sum of an NFW DM halo with virial

mass Mh and concentration ch determined from the as-

sembly history using the results of Zhao et al. (2009),

together with a Miyamoto-Nagai stellar disk (Miyamoto

& Nagai 1975),

ΦMN(R, z, t) = − GMd(t)√
R2 +

(√
z2 + bd(t)2 + ad(t)

)2
,

(2)

with time-dependent mass and scale factors that are

power-laws with respect to Mh(t), see Green et al.

(2022),

Xd(t)

Xd(t0)
=

[
Mh(t)

Mh(t0)

]βX

, (3)

where X ≡ {M, a, or b}, and t0 corresponds to redshift

zero. The values of the parameters used in this study are

given in Table 1. Appendix A presents rotation curves

for the SatGen hosts used in this study and a discussion

regarding how the disk mass was chosen.

Parameter Value Description

Mres 105.8M⊙ Merger tree mass resolution

Mh(t0) 1 (2)× 1012M⊙ Host halo virial mass at t0

Md(t0) 8.6× 1010M⊙ Disk mass at t0

ad(t0) 3.6 kpc Disk horizontal scale at t0

bd(t0) 0.29 kpc Disk vertical scale at t0

βM 1.0 Disk mass growth index

βa 1/3 Horizontal scale growth index

βb 1/3 Vertical scale growth index

Table 1. Parameters used in our sample of SatGen Milky
Way realizations. The mass of the Milky Way halo is chosen
to be representative of the halo masses reported in Table 8 of
Bland-Hawthorn & Gerhard (2016). We also create a sample
of high-mass Milky Way halos whose halo mass value at t0
is given in parentheses.

This work uses a “fiducial” set of 400 MW mass halos

created by SatGen with the model parameters speci-

fied in Table 1. An additional “high-mass” sample of

185 halos, with the same set of parameters as the fidu-

cial sample except for a MW halo mass that is twice as

large, is used as a comparison point to bracket uncer-

tainties in MW halo modeling and to study systematic

effects on the results.

The left panel of Figure 2 shows subhalo number den-

sities versus distance from the Galactic Center for both

the fiducial and high-mass runs averaged from redshift 0

to redshift 0.15. Each color in the figure corresponds to

a different range of subhalo masses. Notably, in the re-

gion where a GD-1-like stream resides throughout its

lifetime, the subhalo number densities are weak func-

tions of distance, and the difference between the fiducial

and high-mass runs is of order ∼ 30%. Within 50 kpc of

the Galactic Center, these densities on average yield ap-

proximately 250 (350) subhalos between (106−107)M⊙,

30 (40) subhalos between (107−108)M⊙, and 4 (5) sub-

halos greater than or equal to 108M⊙, in the fiducial

(high-mass) samples. The right panel of the figure shows

the speed distributions of subhalos in the same subhalo

mass bins for both the fiducial and high-mass runs. The

main effect of increasing the mass of the MW is ad-

ditional support at high speeds, as would be expected

from a MW halo with increased virial velocity, since

Vvirial ∝ M
1/3
virial. Results of the high-mass run are dis-

cussed further below and also shown in Appendix B.

Figure 2 highlights the simplicity of the final result,

despite the highly non-trivial inner workings of the Sat-

Gen code. The procedure developed in this work re-

quires the multidimensional distribution function of sub-

halo properties (such as masses, density profile parame-
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Figure 2. Left: Subhalo number density versus distance from the center of a MW mass host galaxy, averaged over realizations.
Solid curves and shaded bands represent the means and standard deviations of the fiducial sample of halos, respectively; dashed
curves represent the means of the high-mass sample. The shaded vertical region indicates the approximate range where the
GD-1 stream orbits within the MW. These curves are computed by counting the number of subhalos within spherical shells of
width 5 kpc centered at a radial distance from the Galactic Center and dividing by the corresponding shell volume, mirroring
the definition in Barry et al. (2023). Right: The distribution of the speeds of the subhalos in the galactic rest frame, with
the same notations as the left panel. Curves are computed by counting the number of subhalos within spherical shells of width
100 km/s.

ters, positions, and velocities) in a small region of phase

space where the stream resides. Using this language

is useful for developing intuition. For example, it is

straightforward to estimate the expected change in gap

properties in a GD-1-like stream due to an increase in

the host halo mass. A larger halo mass corresponds to

a slight increase in the number of subhalos in the re-

gion where GD-1 resides, which implies more potential

perturbers and an increase in the number of expected

gaps. Additionally, these perturbers have, on average,

larger typical velocities (due to the larger virial veloc-

ity), leading to an additional increase in the encounter

rate, which is linear in the velocity dispersion of per-

turbing subhalos (Yoon et al. 2011). Both effects can

easily be understood in terms of the average encounter

rate being proportional to the number density times ve-

locity of perturbers. In principle, the larger velocity dis-

persion can also reduce the expected size of gaps, since

the impulse onto the stream stars is inversely propor-

tional to subhalo velocity. However, we find that the

expected gap properties are not significantly altered (see

Appendix B), consistent with what was shown in Bovy

et al. (2017).

2.2. Stream–Subhalo Encounters and Event Selection

Given the probability distribution of subhalos from

the SatGen code, we simulate a mock stream around

the MW that is synchronized with SatGen’s cosmic

time. In this study, the mock stream is generated to

mimic a GD-1-like stream using the streamdf module

from the Galpy package (Bovy 2015). Given a host

potential, a globular cluster progenitor orbit, the pro-

genitor velocity dispersion, and the time elapsed since

disruption began, streamdf computes and outputs the

positions and velocities of 2002 test particles along the

stream track, as a function of time. Note that these test

particles do not simply evolve along their orbit between
timesteps, since the stream changes length throughout

its evolution. Instead, the particles should be thought

of as proxies for the phase-space configuration at various

points along the stream.

The GD-1-like stream in this study is modeled follow-

ing the work of Bovy (2014). The progenitor is a glob-

ular cluster with velocity dispersion σv = 0.365 km/s,

which began tidally disrupting 5.011 Gyr ago, with or-

bital parameters at redshift zero given in cylindrical co-

ordinates by

{R,Rϕ, z}={12.492, 1.501, 7.098} kpc (4)

{vR, Rvϕ, vz}={77.179,−254.059,−104.969} km/s.

The stream is evolved in a logarithmic halo poten-

tial (Binney 1981) of the form,

Φ(R, z) = V 2
c ln

(
R2 + z2/q2

R2
0

)
, (5)
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where Vc = 229 km/s, R0 = 8 kpc, and q = 0.9. This

choice of potential is made for computational simplicity

given the way the package is written, but is inconsis-

tent with the form of the MW potential within SatGen.

However, this inconsistency is not expected to qualita-

tively change any results of this study given the results

of Figure 2, which show that the probability distribu-

tion for subhalo values of interest is extremely flat in

the region where a GD-1-like stream resides. Therefore,

changes that affect the GD-1 orbit by small amounts

would result in tiny changes to gap formation proper-

ties.

The stream is evolved and the 3D locations of the

stream test particles are obtained for each SatGen

snapshot, which are approximately 60 Myrs apart.

Then, a cubic spline function is fit for each particle

across all snapshots, and the resulting interpolation

function is used to evaluate test particle locations on

a much finer time grid. To obtain the subhalo locations

on the same time grid, we take two consecutive Sat-

Gen snapshots and compute the subhalo orbital trajec-

tory between them by solving the equations of motion

assuming that the host potential does not change dur-

ing the 60 Myrs, which is an excellent approximation.

This procedure, performed in the range (0.5–4.5) Gyrs

ago, provides subhalo and stream locations and veloci-

ties over a finely sampled grid in time, enabling accurate

tracking of close encounters.

Crude initial cuts are then placed to identify the most

interesting encounters for further analysis. A subhalo

is selected for further analysis if it approaches within

a distance of five times its initial (infall) scale radius.

This cut is particularly useful in removing unwanted en-

counters, since it is dynamically scaled for each subhalo

given that more massive subhalos, with correspondingly

larger scale radii, can more easily impart larger velocity

kicks on stream particles. For each close approach we

determine the duration of the encounter in units of Sat-

Gen snapshots by linearly interpolating the subhalo’s

position between snapshots to find the time at which it

enters and exits the distance threshold specified above.

We then define two times, tpre at the start of the en-

try snapshot and tpost at the end of the exit snapshot.

Furthermore, to remove encounters which adiabatically

change the orbit, we require (tpost − tpre) ≤ 250 Myr.

The next step in the analysis is to identify stream–

subhalo encounters that have higher probabilities of cre-

ating stream gaps. This is done by calculating impulse

curves along the stream and projecting them onto the di-

rection parallel to the stream (Erkal & Belokurov 2015b)

(at this point in the analysis, the stream is modeled as a

1D curve, and therefore this procedure is well defined).

~rsub

~rj

O

Progenitor

`j

Normal

Parallel Perpendicular

{Msub, csub}

~vsub

Dark
Subhalo

Figure 3. A schematic diagram of a stream–subhalo en-
counter and notations used in this study. Each dark subhalo
is modeled by a Green profile (Green & van den Bosch 2019)
with instantaneous mass Msub and concentration csub (each
subhalo also has a mass loss fraction parameter that sets
mass truncation from the outskirts of subhalo, not shown
here). Subhalo locations and velocities are denoted by rsub
and v⃗sub relative to the Galactic Center (denoted O). Lo-
cations along the stream (for each test particle j) are given
by vectors r⃗j , and the arclength between the progenitor and
location j is denoted by ℓj . The red arrow shows the di-
rection locally parallel to stream particle j, used to project
the local impulse from the encounter in the direction paral-
lel to the stream. Also shown are perpendicular and normal
directions, which can be used to analyze other stream fea-
tures, such as spurs. The black curve is a schematic of the
stream track. Note that the leading and trailing arms are
not necessarily equal in length due to orbital modulation of
the stream length.

A schematic diagram of a stream–subhalo interaction

and the corresponding coordinate system we defined is

shown in Figure 3. Other features, such as spur for-

mation, could be studied by also considering impulses

in the perpendicular directions; however, this is beyond

the scope of the current work and will be considered

in follow-up studies. The shape of this parallel impulse

curve provides additional information that can be used

to select the most interesting events.

For each stream–subhalo encounter that passes the

initial cuts, the impulse curve is calculated for each

stream test particle j, by integrating the gravitational

acceleration over time as follows,

δv⃗j =

∫ tpost

tpre

G
Msub,enc(r)

r2
r̂dt , (6)

where G is Newton’s constant, Msub,enc(r) is the sub-

halo’s enclosed instantaneous mass within radius r, and

r⃗ ≡ r⃗j − r⃗sub is the vector pointing between the sub-

halo’s center and stream test particle j’s location. The

δv⃗j values are then projected onto the direction paral-

lel to the stream at location r⃗j , and the r⃗j location is



7

−10 0 10
` [kpc]

−0.6

−0.4

−0.2

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

δv
||

[k
m

/s
]

∆δv||,ext

∆`ext

Figure 4. Representative example of δv|| as a function of
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caused by a close stream–subhalo encounter. As discussed in
the main text and in considerable detail in Erkal & Belokurov
(2015b), the shape of this curve determines the rate of gap
growth and the location of the gap along the stream. Also
shown are the peak-to-trough difference in velocity ∆δv||,ext,
and the arclength between the peak and trough ∆ℓext.

associated with an arclength, ℓj , along the stream track

(from the progenitor to the test particle j at the time

of closest approach). The final result is a curve of the

form δv||(ℓ). Note that Equation (6) is frame indepen-

dent. Also note that an assumption at this stage in the

analysis is that subhalo acceleration does not alter the

stream’s trajectory throughout the encounter; this as-

sumption is relaxed in Section 2.3. The final result of

the procedure is a curve such as that shown in Figure 4,

which can be used to estimate gap-formation properties.

Intuitively, a stream–subhalo encounter forms a gap

because stars on either side of the point of closest ap-

proach get pulled towards each other. The prograde

(retrograde) acceleration increases (decreases) the or-

bital period of affected stars, leading to a secular drifting

apart of stars near the impact site. Figure 4 shows an

example δv||(ℓ) curve for a candidate stream–subhalo

encounter. Such curves were studied in detail in Erkal

& Belokurov (2015b) for idealized systems, and much of

the intuition from that paper carries over to this study.

The characteristic shape of δv||(ℓ) curves that lead to

significant gap formation have two extrema at ℓext,1
and ℓext,2 with relatively small separation in arclength

∆ℓext ≡ |ℓext,2 − ℓext,1|, and large absolute values of

impulse difference ∆δv||,ext ≡ |δv⃗||(ℓext,2) − δv⃗||(ℓext,1)|.
∆ℓext sets the initial size of the gap region, while

∆δv||,ext sets the rate of secular gap growth (the gap size

varies as the stream orbits due to interstellar distances

between stream members compressing and stretching

throughout the orbit). We place additional cuts on

stream–subhalo encounters, requiring the δv||(ℓ) curve

to exhibit exactly two extrema, with ∆ℓext/ℓstream ≤ 0.4

(where ℓstream is the total arclength of the stream at the

time of closest approach) and ∆δv||,ext ≥ 0.1 km/s. En-

counters satisfying these additional cuts are then ana-

lyzed in further detail using dedicated N-body stream

simulations.

2.3. Final Event Selection and Gap Properties

Stream–subhalo encounters that pass both sets of cuts

described above are then simulated using the Gala

package, details of which can be found in Price-Whelan

(2017). Essentially, a far more realistic version of the

stream is recreated by using the Chen et al. (2024) parti-

cle spray method wherein the globular cluster progenitor

releases test particles while orbiting the host potential.

Initially, the stream evolves from a set of initial condi-

tions chosen to roughly reproduce the position of GD-1

on the sky at redshift zero. At tpre, the subhalo is initial-

ized into the simulation with its proper phase space coor-

dinates and structural parameters. While SatGen uses

a truncated Green profile for the subhalo density profile,

Gala uses a Plummer sphere. The mass of that Plum-

mer sphere is chosen to be equal to the total mass of

the SatGen subhalo at the start of the encounter, and

its scale radius is chosen to be equal to the truncation

radius of the SatGen subhalo at that time. This pro-

vides a good approximation to the enclosed mass profile

of the truncated Green profile beyond the truncation ra-

dius. For almost all stream–subhalo encounters, the dis-

tance of closest approach is larger than the scale radius,

and therefore this is an excellent approximation. The

stream–subhalo system is then evolved in time from tpre
to tpost within the gravitational potentials of both the

host halo (taken to be the logarithmic profile of Equa-

tion (5)) and the subhalo.

Beyond tpost, the effect of the subhalo on the stream is

negligible, and it is removed from the simulation while

the stream continues to evolve forward until t0. As a

point of comparison, for each encounter, we also create

a simulated stream without the subhalo perturber. The

result is an unperturbed stream that is used as a baseline

for analyzing each event.

The output of each simulation is the 6D phase-space

information for each of the member particles of the

stream in galactocentric coordinates. We convert each

of these positions and velocities to International Ce-

lestial Reference System (ICRS) coordinates assuming
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Figure 5. Output of the Gala stream simulation for the candidate event whose δv|| curve is shown in Figure 4. All results
are shown as functions of ϕ1, the angular coordinate along the stream trajectory, and binned into 0.1 deg intervals in ϕ1. First
Panel: Density of the hypothetical, unperturbed stream, ρ0(ϕ1). Second Panel: Density of the perturbed stream, ρ(ϕ1).
Third Panel: Ratio of these densities, ρ(ϕ1)/ρ0(ϕ1), together with error bars propagated forward assuming the error bars on
the numerator and denominator are the square root of the number of entries in the respective bin. Also shown in orange is
the best fit top-hat function which is used to extract the gap width (∆ϕgap) and depth (fgap) values of this stream–subhalo
encounter. Details of the error propagation and fitting procedure can be found in Appendix C. Fourth Panel: Sky projection
of the stream as a function of ϕ1 and ϕ2. A clear underdensity can be seen around ϕ1 ≈ 50 deg, corresponding to the location
of the gap in the above panels.

that the sun is at the galactocentric Cartesian coor-

dinates: r⃗⊙ = (8.122, 0, 0.021) kpc with a velocity

v⃗⊙ = (12.9, 245.6, 7.78) km/s. We then transform to

the stream coordinates, ϕ1 and ϕ2, defined such that

the progenitor is at the origin and its velocity is entirely

along the ϕ1 direction. To make the effect of the sub-

halo passage on the stream quantitative, we compute

the density of the stream, ρ(ϕ1), binning the number of

test particles in 0.1 deg intervals along ϕ1.

To isolate the effect of the subhalo on the density

structure of the stream, we take the ratio of the den-

sity of the perturbed stream to the density of the un-

perturbed stream along ϕ1. Taking the ratio divides out

density features in the stream that are inherent to the

phase-space distribution of the stream progenitor and

density features caused by the background gravitational

potential, so that observed features are due to the effects

of the subhalo alone. To actually find gaps and estimate
their depths and widths, we use a modified version of the

BoxLeastSquares method first developed for detecting

exoplanet transits (Kovács et al. 2002). Full details of

the gap finding procedure are given in Appendix C. To

summarize, we fit an inverted top-hat function to the

ratio of perturbed to unperturbed densities using a χ2

analysis. This inverted top-hat function has two free

parameters, ϕgap and ∆ϕgap, which are the central lo-

cation and width of the underdense region, respectively.

The depth of the best-fit top hat function is denoted

fgap. An example is shown in Figure 5. The first panel

shows the unperturbed density of a stream, the second

panel shows the perturbed density of the same stream,

and the third panel shows the ratio of these densities

together with the fit of an inverted top-hat function. In

the fourth panel, we show a sky projection of the per-
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turbed stream, where the underdensity manifests as a

clearly visible gap.

3. RESULTS

This section provides the main results of the study, fo-

cusing on statistical properties of gaps and the stream–

subhalo encounters that cause them, as well as the fre-

quency of gaps expected for a GD-1-like stream in MW

mass host halos.

3.1. Gap and Stream–Subhalo Encounter Properties

Figure 6 summarizes the gap properties and the sub-

halo and collision geometry properties of potentially

significant stream–subhalo encounters. In particular,

these are encounters whose signal-to-noise ratio (SNR)

is greater than 5 together with some additional mild

quality cuts to filter out spurious gaps (see Appendix C

for more details). Shown in the figure is a corner plot

of the distribution of gap widths, ∆ϕgap, and depths,

fgap. Also shown is the distribution of instantaneous

subhalo mass, Msub (i.e., the mass of the subhalo at clos-

est approach to the stream), as well as stream-subhalo-

encounter kinematics, including the impact parameter

of the subhalo, b, its velocity relative to the stream at

the point of closest approach, vrel, and also the lookback

time of closest approach, tlb. Note that variables other

than the lookback time and relative velocity are plotted

on a logarithmic scale.

The one-dimensional distributions have distinct

peaks. Of particular interest is the instantaneous sub-

halo mass distribution that peaks around 107 M⊙ and

has support down to 5 × 106 M⊙. This highlights the

potential strength of using observed gaps in objects such

as GD-1 to probe dark subhalos and luminous satellites,

as will be discussed further below.

The distinct peaks in the one-dimensional distribution

of tlb correspond to pericenter passages of the stream.

The encounter rate is expected to be largest near peri-

center because the stream is both longest (due to its or-

bital modulation) and fastest at those times. Both these

effects cause the stream to encounter a larger volume of

potential subhalo perturbers, and increase the proba-

bility of significant stream–subhalo encounters. Addi-

tionally, the encounter rate exhibits secular growth as

the stream grows in length, and streams are sensitive to

subhalo perturbations throughout their entire age.

A number of correlations are also visible in the corner

plot. First, Msub correlates positively with vrel and with

b. Secondly, gap width correlates positively with Msub,

b, and tlb. While subtle effects that are not fully under-

stood could be at play, these correlations can partially

be explained by first principle arguments, which we now

discuss.

The first set of correlations (Msub with vrel and b)

can be understood by considering that significant gaps

can only form when ∆v ∼ GMsub/(b vrel) is above some

threshold. If the impulse is approximately constant for

most events that pass our cuts, this forces a correlation

of the form Msub ∝ bvrel which is approximately consis-

tent with the corner plot.

The second set of correlations (gap width with Msub,

b, and tlb) is more involved, but can be partially under-

stood by considering the simplified picture of gap growth

presented in Erkal & Belokurov (2015b) (which consid-

ered an infinitely narrow stream on a circular orbit at ra-

dius r0, impacted by a Plummer sphere with scale radius

rs). In that study, it was shown that the growth of a gap

over time can be separated into three regimes. The first

regime, governed by the orbital timescale, corresponds

to the initial formation of the gap within the stream.

In the next phase, the gap grows over time because of

particles drifting away from the impacted region, even-

tually forming caustics (beyond the caustic timescale de-

fined in Erkal & Belokurov 2015b), which sets the final

phase of stream evolution. We find that the majority of

stream–subhalo encounters in our sample have lookback

times that are smaller than the caustic timescale, and

a minority of events have larger timescales. For those

with smaller lookback times, the gap width should para-

metrically scale as ∆ϕgap ∝ (vrel/vrel,⊥)
√

(b2 + r2s)/r
2
0,

where vrel,⊥ is the projection of the relative velocity onto

the direction perpendicular to the stream. The subhalo

scale radii, rs, scale positively with Msub, and typical

impact parameters, b, are also of order rs. Thus, w

should scale positively with both b and Msub. Addition-

ally, since gaps grow with time beyond the first phase,

a positive correlation is expected between w and tlb, al-

though we are not able to explain the precise scaling

using the results of Erkal & Belokurov (2015b).

Appendix B shows a similar corner plot for the high-

mass realizations. Results for distributions of gap and

stream–subhalo-encounter properties are similar to the

fiducial run (although the peak of the subhalo instan-

taneous mass distribution is at a slightly larger value).

This similarity in distributions highlights the insensitiv-

ity of gap properties to small changes in host virial mass

discussed above and predicted by Bovy et al. (2017).

Figure 7 shows the joint distributions of instantaneous

subhalo mass, Msub, and truncation radius rt,sub, as

well as infall mass, Minf , and infall scale radius rs,inf .

These quantities are all positively correlated. The dis-

tribution of infall masses, which is in the 1σ range

∼ 4× 107− 8× 108 M⊙, is of particular interest, since it

provides a direct connection to the (nonlinear) matter

power spectrum and also determines the likelihood that
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Figure 6. Joint distributions of gap, subhalo, and collision geometry properties for subhalo–stream encounters in our fiducial
run (with a MW halo mass of 1012 M⊙) that created gaps and passed the quality and SNR cuts defined in Appendix C. The
plot variables are: gap width (∆ϕ), gap depth (fgap), instantaneous subhalo mass at the time of closest approach to the stream
(Msub), impact parameter (b), relative velocity (vrel), and time of collision (tlb). The three contours show the regions in which
63%, 86%, and 95% of events are contained, respectively. The distributions contain 857 subhalo–stream encounters from 400
realizations of a MW mass host halo.

the subhalos are luminous (dwarf satellite galaxies) or

dark. The former point is important for testing DM

models that predict the power spectra different from

that in the CDM model. The latter point highlights

that stream gaps are potential probes of both luminous

and dark substructures, since subhalos with peak masses

(which are similar to infall masses) below ∼ 108 M⊙ are

likely to be inefficient at forming stars. This is also con-

sistent with constraints from the census of MW satellites

on the infall masses of halos that host the MW satel-

lites (Jethwa et al. 2018; Nadler et al. 2020), although

this may change if the Vera Rubin Observatory discovers

more satellite galaxies (Nadler et al. 2024).

3.2. Gap Frequency

The top row of Figure 8 shows histograms of the num-

ber of gaps found in each realization for our fiducial run

that are above a specified depth threshold. This quanti-
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Figure 7. Joint distributions of the instantaneous subhalo mass (i.e., the subhalo mass at the time of closest approach to
the stream, Msub), the tidal truncation radius (rt,sub), the subhalo infall mass (Minf), and the scale radius of the subhalo at
infall (rs,inf) for the same events as Figure 6. The three contours show the regions in which 63%, 86%, and 95% of events are
contained, respectively. The orange dashed line at Minf ≈ 108M⊙ corresponds to the approximate subhalo infall mass below
which the subhalos are expected to be dark based on the current census of MW satellites.

fies the expectation for how likely gap formation is in the

stream, and is a key result of this work. We find that gap

occurrence distributions are well fit by Poisson distribu-

tions, and show the best fit as orange curves in the fig-

ure. For a depth threshold of 0.1, we find that the mean

number of gaps for a GD-1-like stream is ⟨N⟩ ≈ 1.8

(the average of the best-fit Poisson distribution) for the

fiducial halos. Gaps with depths above approximately

fgap ≳ 0.2 are comparatively rare.

The bottom row of Figure 8 shows the same his-

tograms for the high mass sample. We find ∼ 60% in-

creases in gap formation rates for the higher mass sam-

ple. This is consistent with the increase in collision rate

from the ∼ 30% increase in the subhalo number density

and the ∼ 25% increase in virial velocity of the heav-

ier halo, indicating that the amount of gaps in stellar

streams is sensitive to the mass of the host halo both

through the increase in number density and the typical

velocity of perturbers.

Taking the observed gap near the spur in GD-1

(Bonaca et al. 2019b) to be roughly 9 deg with a depth of

∼ 0.25, it is interesting to make a rough estimate of the

fraction of events that produce similar gaps in the fidu-

cial sample. Choosing the events that produced a final

gap between (7–9) deg and a depth between 0.15–0.35,

we find 85 gaps in the 400 realizations, corresponding

to 0.2 events per realization producing a gap similar to

the gap in GD-1. Of course, this criteria does not select

for the presence of a spur, model the stellar population

of the stream, nor quantify how observable these gaps

would be in real data. Neglecting these complications, if

we focus on the existence of the gap in GD-1, our study

predicts that such gaps are uncommon but not in a sta-

tistically significant way. The presence of the spur is

likely to further narrow the parameter space of possible

perturbers.

4. DISCUSSION

This section compares the results of the current study

to previous literature. It also discusses a number of limi-

tations of the technique, some of which will be addressed

in future work. Finally, it discusses future applications

of the techniques developed in this study.
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Figure 8. Distributions of the number of gaps that are formed in each Milky Way-like system for various thresholds of
gap depth (fgap). The results approximately follow Poisson distributions with the best fits shown in orange and mean values
denoted by ⟨N⟩. Top row: Results for the fiducial sample (with a MW halo mass of 1012 M⊙). Bottom row: Results for the
high-mass sample (with a MW halo mass of 2× 1012 M⊙).

4.1. Comparison to Previous Work

Many previous studies have attempted to quantify

the expectation of gap formation (e.g., Siegal-Gaskins

& Valluri 2008; Ibata et al. 2002; Johnston et al. 2002;

Yoon et al. 2011; Carlberg 2009; Banik et al. 2018;

Bonaca et al. 2019b; Menker & Benson 2024). Here we

focus on comparing our study to results from an analy-

sis of the FIRE simulation suite (Barry et al. 2023). We

also briefly comment on results of an analytic study of

gap formation done by Erkal et al. (2016).

The work of Barry et al. (2023) presented a compre-

hensive study of the dark subhalo population within

FIRE, together with an analysis of expectations for sub-

halo encounters with a GD-1-like stream. In that study,

GD-1 was modeled as a 15 kpc cylinder, and encounter

rates were found for subhalos above masses 106 M⊙,

107 M⊙, and 108 M⊙ (with varying impact parameter

thresholds for each group of masses). Table 2 shows

a comparison between encounter rates found in Barry

et al. (2023) and those found in this work using the

same selection criteria in terms of subhalo mass thresh-

olds and impact parameters. We find similar stream–

subhalo encounter rates. One result of our work, that

was not evaluated with the FIRE subhalo catalog, is the

rate of significant gap formation following an encounter.

This is shown in the last column of Table 2.

Two points are worth noting. First, the encounter rate

is significantly larger than the rate of gap formation,

since not every encounter that passes the selection cri-

teria leads to the formation of a significant gap. Second,

the encounter rate itself is larger in our analysis than in

FIRE, especially for the mass bin >106 M⊙. Comparing

the left panel of Figure 2 to the middle panel of Fig-

ure 1 in Barry et al. (2023), we find that the number

density of subhalos predicted by SatGen is larger than

FIRE by about a factor of 2 in the region of GD-1’s

orbital radii. This discrepancy in subhalo counts was

previously reported in Jiang et al. (2021).

A number of phenomena previously discussed in the

literature could account for the discrepancy between the

encounter rates of our analysis and that in FIRE. One

possibility relates to the modeling of the MW’s disk.

For example, (Garrison-Kimmel et al. 2017) showed that

while modeling baryons in the MW with only a disk po-

tential does fairly well at reproducing the subhalo deple-

tion observed in full hydrodynamical simulations, it does

not fully account for it. Another phenomenon previously

discussed is artificial disruption. In (van den Bosch et al.

2018; van den Bosch & Ogiya 2018), it was shown that

low-mass subhalos within simulations are subject to ar-

tificial disruption, whereby they are destroyed due to

limited mass resolution. The authors of Barry et al.

(2023) demonstrated that their subhalo populations in

the > 107M⊙ and > 108M⊙ subhalo populations should

be robust, but that the > 106M⊙ population is likely to

be under-predicted by roughly a factor of 2 due to arti-

ficial disruption. An additional effect is related to issues

regarding halo finding algorithms. Recent work such as

Mansfield et al. (2024) has suggested that the rockstar

(Behroozi et al. 2013) halo finder could miss an O(1)
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Subhalo Impact param. FIRE This Work This Work

mass range cut Encounter rate Encounter rate Gap rate

> 106 M⊙ < 0.58 kpc 4-5 Gyr−1 3.5 Gyr−1 0.31 Gyr−1

> 107 M⊙ < 1.6 kpc 1-2 Gyr−1 2.1 Gyr−1 0.31 Gyr−1

> 108 M⊙ < 4.5 kpc 0-1 Gyr−1 1.3 Gyr−1 0.08 Gyr−1

Total Rate — — — 0.54 Gyr−1

Table 2. Comparison of the flyby rates between this work and those reported in (Barry et al. 2023). For each threshold in
subhalo mass, we consider the rate at which subhalos come within the specified impact parameter. We then determine which
of these close flybys lead to the formation of a gap of depth larger than 0.1 and estimate a gap formation rate for each of these
thresholds. Notably, the gap formation rate is much lower than the flyby rate. The bottom row shows the total gap formation
rate for the fiducial set of realizations. Note that it is larger than the other rates, since collisions with impact parameters larger
than the ones used as cuts can still form gaps.

fraction of subhalos in the inner parts of galactic halos.

A further study of differences between semi-analytical

codes such as SatGen and simulations such as FIRE is

warranted.

A number of analytic studies of stream perturbations

have also been performed. In (Erkal et al. 2016), the

authors combined a numerical model of stream density

evolution based on orbital perturbation theory with an-

alytic subhalo number densities and velocity distribu-

tions. The authors modeled a GD-1-like stream on a

circular orbit of radius 19 kpc, and found an expected

number of gaps of 0.6 for a depth threshold of 0.25, and

0.3 for a depth threshold of 0.5. These results are similar

to ours and are shown in Figure 8. However, it is worth

noting that the depth thresholds used by (Erkal et al.

2016) and by us are not directly comparable, since their

modeling of the stream evolution does not account for

“filling in”, the phenomena where star particles released

from the progenitor after the collision can occupy the

gap region, making the underdensity less extreme.

4.2. Advantages and Limitations of this study

The approach taken in this study has many notable

advantages. One key feature is our ability to sample over

a large number of realizations and easily quantify and

account for effects such as halo-to-halo variance. Sat-

Gen is particularly useful for this because the package

enables the user to easily vary the density profiles of

both DM and baryons or the mass-concentration rela-

tion. Such variations can be used to study systematics

within our results; our high-mass run in this work is an

example. The modular nature of our technique also al-

lows the user to easily change any aspect of the analysis.

For example, it would be straightforward to rerun our

entire pipeline while varying the MW potential in which

GD-1 orbits, or to model a different stream.

Our technique also has a number of limitations. One

important drawback is related to differences between

our stream modeling and real data. For example, to

smoothly sample the modeled stream phase space, we

run Gala releasing ≈ 5 × 105 test particles, which is

about two orders of magnitude more than the number

of real stars observed in GD-1. In addition, our tech-

nique for gap detection relies on the use of a baseline

unperturbed stream model for each encounter. Dividing

the binned density of perturbed streams by their coun-

terpart unperturbed models removes unwanted features

that have nothing to do with stream–subhalo encoun-

ters. However, this technique also loses contact with

real data and makes the gap definition dependent on

the simulations. We note that this is the standard prac-

tice in the literature and that there isn’t a demonstrably

better technique to use. There is also no agreed upon

definition of gaps in streams.

While the algorithm we presented in Appendix C

serves as a provisional definition of gaps for this study,

it is overly simplistic for the reasons discussed above.

An important caveat of our study is that we treat

each stream–subhalo encounter independently. Namely,

streams within our modeling do not encounter multi-

ple subhalos and effects of one encounter do not affect

any subsequent encounter. Thus, changes in stream tra-

jectories due to subhalo encounters are not taken into

account. This is a reasonable approximation, since im-

pulsive encounters (which are those responsible for gap

formation) do not significantly deflect the trajectory of

a stream. Additionally, our technique does not account

for cases where the stream has multiple gaps from mul-

tiple stream–subhalo encounters. These simplifications

can be relaxed in future studies within the framework

we have set up in this study.

4.3. Further Applications of this Framework

Spurs and other features. A similar analysis to

that done in this study can be performed for the case

of other features beyond the gap. For example, events
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that can potentially produce spur-like features could be

initially evaluated by considering the impulse curve per-

pendicular to the stream (as opposed to the currently

evaluated δv||). Events with curves that predict both

sizable spurs and gaps can then be simulated and the

probability of forming both types of features can then

be evaluated.

Stream population studies. This work considers

stream–subhalo encounters for the case of a single, GD-

1-like stream model. Instead, one could perform a simi-

lar analysis for a population of streams at various loca-

tions in phase space within a MW mass system. Such a

study could indicate the types of streams most suscep-

tible to gap (or spur) formation. Of particular interest

would be a quantitative evaluation of the number of fea-

tures expected for the entire stream population of the

MW. This could inform us about the types of streams

that are most or least susceptible to gap or spur forma-

tion, and those that can potentially be used to probe

substructure below the star formation threshold and to

probe deviations from the ΛCDM paradigm.

Dark sector physics. A natural extension of this

work is to use the techniques developed in this study

to probe the underlying particle theory of DM and the

dark sector in which it resides. For example, the sup-

pression of the matter power spectrum at small scales

in models of warm or fuzzy DM can reduce the number

count of subhalos in the mass range to which streams are

sensitive. Another example involves effects of subhalo

density profiles on gap (and spur) properties. Specifi-

cally, if subhalos are either more or less centrally dense

than CDM predictions, this could have significant and

potentially observable effects on gap width and depth,

and on gap frequency.

Comparing such predictions to observations could

probe various dark sector models. One classic example is

models of self-interacting DM, which predict significant

evolution of subhalo density profiles throughout cosmic

time. Dominated by efficient heat flow, these subhalos

initially form large low-density cores at their centers,

which later contract into extremely high density central

regions driven by gravothermal core-collapse (Balberg &

Shapiro 2002; Balberg et al. 2002; Koda & Shapiro 2011;

Nishikawa et al. 2020; Zeng et al. 2022; Outmezguine

et al. 2023; Slone et al. 2023; Jiang et al. 2023; Palubski

et al. 2024). Including dissipation in such a dark sec-

tor (with self interactions) has been shown to increase

the rate of core-collapse even further (Essig et al. 2019).

Both stages of this evolution are substantially different

from the CDM expectation and should result in signifi-

cant variations to gap properties and production rates.

Building such effects into our technique will be done in

future work.

5. CONCLUSIONS

We have developed a robust framework for modeling

the impact of dark subhalos on stellar streams based

on a combination of semi-analytic methods to generate

subhalo populations and dedicated stream–subhalo sim-

ulations. Our framework relaxes some assumptions used

in previous studies, and was also developed in a modular

fashion, with the merger tree, the subhalo orbital evolu-

tion, and the modeling of the stream each being handled

separately. This facilitates marginalization over model

parameters and assumptions. Our framework will also

allow studies of gap formation and evolution in models

of dark matter other than cold dark matter.

Our main results are the following.

• We find that an O(1) number of sizable gaps are

expected to form in a GD-1-like stream over its

lifetime, approximately ∼ 0.2 of which roughly re-

semble the actual gap observed in GD-1. However,

we do not address here how easy it is to identify

such gaps in real data, and instead our gap identi-

fication relies on having access to the unperturbed

stream, which allows us only to very roughly quan-

tify the size and depth of an observed gap. Addi-

tionally, we do not model other morphological fea-

tures observed in real streams, such as spurs and

kinks.

• We find that subhalos with masses Msub ∼ 5 ×
106M⊙ − 108M⊙ at the time of closest approach

with a stream are the likeliest to form significant

gaps. This corresponds to subhalo masses at the

time of infall of Minf ∼ 4× 107M⊙ − 8× 108M⊙.

Subhalos with masses below ∼108M⊙ at infall are
expected to be dark based on the current census of

MW satellites (Nadler et al. 2020), so this suggests

that gap formation in streams can be caused by

both luminous and dark substructures.

• Increasing the host halo mass by a factor of two in-

creases the number density of subhalo perturbers

in the region of GD-1 by about 30% and also in-

creases the typical velocity of these perturbers by

about 25%. The increase in gap formation scales

roughly linearly with both these quantities, since

the overall rate is proportional to the number den-

sity of perturbers multiplied by their typical veloc-

ities. This is a major driver of the gap formation

frequency.

• The actual properties of the gaps that are formed,

namely their depth and width distributions, are
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only mildly affected by the increased MW mass.

This is consistent with the findings of Bovy et al.

(2017).

• We find a positive correlation between gap width

and subhalo mass (both the instantaneous mass

when the subhalo encounters the stream, and the

subhalo’s mass at infall), impact parameter, and

the lookback time, but weak to no correlations be-

tween gap depth and these values. This could in-

dicate that gap depth has degeneracies with the

subhalo and collision-geometry properties of the

flyby that created the gap.

• We find non-trivial structure in the lookback time.

The pericentric passages of the stream correspond

to the largest instantaneous stream–subhalo flyby

rate. We additionally observe a secular growth in

the encounter rate commensurate with the grow-

ing length of the stream as it orbits in the host

halo. We also find that most subhalos whose per-

turbations cause gaps survive until redshift zero,

with only a handful being disrupted.

The modular approach developed in this work to

quantify stream–subhalo encounters can be adapted and

used to quantify expectations of the effect of a subhalo

population on multiple stellar streams, to study stream-

density power spectra observables, and to understand

the statistics of gap properties in other DM models.

In the next decade, a large amount of stream obser-

vations are expected from the Vera Rubin Observatory,

the Nancy Grace Roman Space Telescope, and the Via

survey. The approach presented here is a necessary step

in developing the tools and methodology to maximize

the science gain from these observations.
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APPENDIX

A. ROTATION CURVES

We have selected a value of disk mass that produces a

circular velocity of∼ 229 km/s at a galactocentric radius

of 8 kpc for the mean halo properties of our SatGen

ensemble. The top panel of Figure 9 shows the rotation

curves of the fiducial ensemble. We are able to get a

good match to the results of (Eilers et al. 2019). The

bottom panel of Figure 9 shows the results of the high-

mass run, with parameter choices made such that we

match the circular velocity value at 8 kpc. We find a

worse match overall, which is expected since the heavier

halo makes it impossible to match the shape of the curve

past 10 kpc with just a simple disc potential.

B. HIGH HOST HALO MASS RESULTS

Figure 10 shows the joint distributions for our high-

mass sample. The correlations are qualitatively similar

to those observed in the fiducial sample, which are dis-

cussed in further detail in Section 3.1.

C. GAP FINDING

To automatically find gaps in the output of the N-

body simulations, we use an algorithm based on the

BoxLeastSquares method from (Kovács et al. 2002).

First, we define the binned linear densities, ρi,0(ϕ1) and

ρi(ϕ1), for the unperturbed and perturbed streams, re-

spectively, as the number count of test particles within
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Figure 9. Rotation curves for the ensembles of halos defined
in the main text. The solid line denotes the rotation curve for
the mean halo properties and the blue shading around the
solid line represents the halo-to-halo variance of the sam-
ple. The vertical dashed line is at 8 kpc and the horizontal
dashed line at 229 km/s, corresponding to the measured dis-
tance and velocity of the Sun around the Galactic Center.
Top: Results for the fiducial sample (with a MW halo
mass of 1012 M⊙), showing a good match to the measure-
ments of (Eilers et al. 2019). Bottom: Results for the
high-mass sample (with a MW halo mass of 2 × 1012 M⊙).
Unlike the fiducial run, the shape of the rotation curve de-
viates from the results of (Eilers et al. 2019), especially at
larger distances.

the i’th ϕ1 bin. Assuming each of these bins is indepen-

dent, we take δρi,0 =
√
ρi,0 and δρi =

√
ρi as errors. We

then restrict attention to bins in which both ρi and ρi,0

are greater than 10, so that we can model the errors as

Gaussian, and compute the ratio fi =
ρi
ρi,0

with error

δf2
i = f2

i

[
(δρi/ρi)

2
+ (δρi,0/ρi,0)

2
]
.

Next, we turn to the gap finding procedure. We first

define the null hypothesis by evaluating the weighted

average of the bins,

f̄ =

∑
i fi/δf

2
i∑

i 1/δf
2
i

, (C1)

and computing,

χ2
null =

∑
i

(f̄ − fi)
2

δf2
i

. (C2)

We model the gap as a family of piecewise functions

with two free parameters: the central location of the gap

ϕgap and the width of the gap in degrees ∆ϕgap. The

functional form is given by

f(ϕ1) =

fout |ϕgap − ϕ1| > ∆ϕgap/2

fin |ϕgap − ϕ1| < ∆ϕgap/2.
(C3)

The parameters fout and fin are estimated from the

weighted means of the fi outside the gap region and

inside the gap region, respectively. We then scan over

a grid where ϕgap can be centered on any of the mid-

points between the bins, and the width can be between

0.2 deg and 30 deg, in steps of 0.1 deg. For each of these

putative gaps, we compute

χ2
gap =

∑
i∈gap

(fin − fi)
2

δf2
i

+
∑
i/∈gap

(fout − fi)
2

δf2
i

, (C4)

and record the model parameters of the gap model with
the smallest χ2

gap. We then define the depth of the gap

as fgap = fout − fin and δfgap =
√
δf2

out + δf2
in. Finally,

two cuts are placed on the gaps that are found. First, we

require ∆χ2 = χ2
null−χ2

gap to be larger than the number

of bins included in the gap region. Second, defining a

“signal-to-noise” ratio for the gap as SNR = fgap/δfgap,

we require SNR > 5.0. We have confirmed that these

effectively filter out spurious gaps from our sample.
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Figure 10. Joint distributions of gap, subhalo, and collision geometry properties for encounters in the high-mass run (with a
MW halo mass of 2 × 1012 M⊙) that created gaps and passed the quality and SNR cuts defined in Appendix C. See Figure 6
for the definitions of all variables. We find similar sets of correlations as in the fiducial run, with very similar distributions of
gap properties, consistent with (Bovy et al. 2017). We find that the mass distribution peaks at a slightly higher value than the
fiducial run, and that the relative velocity distribution is wider and peaked at a higher value, as expected from the increased
virial velocity due to a heavier host mass.
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