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ABSTRACT

We present slick (the Scalable Line Intensity Computation Kit), a software package that calculates

realistic CO, [C I], and [C II] luminosities for clouds and galaxies formed in hydrodynamic simulations.

Built on the radiative transfer code despotic, slick computes the thermal, radiative, and statistical

equilibrium in concentric zones of model clouds, based on their physical properties and individual envi-

ronments. We validate our results applying slick to the high-resolution run of the Simba simulations,

testing the derived luminosities against empirical and theoretical/analytic relations. To simulate the

line emission from a universe of emitting clouds, we have incorporated random forest machine learning

(ML) methods into our approach, allowing us to predict cosmologically evolving properties of CO, [C I]

and [C II] emission from galaxies such as luminosity functions. We tested this model in 100,000 gas

particles, and 2,500 galaxies, reaching an average accuracy of ∼99.8% for all lines. Finally, we present

the first model light cones created with realistic and ML-predicted CO, [C I], and [C II] luminosities

in cosmological hydrodynamical simulations, from z = 0 to z = 10.

1. INTRODUCTION

Star formation occurs within giant molecular clouds

(GMCs), which are mostly composed of molecular hy-

drogen (H2). However, H2 is challenging to observe di-

rectly for multiple reasons. First, H2 lacks a permanent

dipole moment, resulting in weak radiative transitions.

Second, the first excited transition of H2 is at ∼300 K,

which is difficult to excite in the typical temperatures of

10−100 K found in cold, molecular gas (Fukui & Kawa-

mura, 2010; Dobbs & Pringle, 2013; Krumholz, 2014b).

This means that one has to use other trace components

of molecular gas to infer the amount of H2 in observed

GMCs.

Carbon molecules/atoms such as carbon monoxide,

CO, neutral carbon, [C I], and ionized carbon, [C II],

are the most abundant after H2, and they produce rela-

tively strong and easily observable emission lines, which

makes them commonly used tracers of molecular gas

(e.g. Bolatto et al., 2013; Vizgan et al., 2022a), atomic

gas, and the star formation rate (SFR) of galaxies. CO

has many strong transitions in the submillimeter (sub-

mm) range of the spectrum, and has been observed ex-

tensively to understand the chemical and structural evo-

lution of galaxies (e.g. Carilli & Walter, 2013; Hodge &

da Cunha, 2020; Kennicutt & Evans, 2012, and refer-

ences therein). [C I] has been detected routinely (e.g.

Bothwell et al., 2017; Popping et al., 2017), as well as

ionized carbon [C II] (e.g. Brisbin et al., 2015; Capak

et al., 2015; Schaerer et al., 2015; Knudsen et al., 2016;

Inoue et al., 2016), which is a strong coolant in star-

forming regions, and a common tracer of SFR. Carilli &

Walter (2013); Olsen et al. (2017); Tacconi et al. (2018)

present compilations of CO, [C I], and [C II] observa-

tions.

Beyond serving as tracers for the physical conditions

of molecular gas, observations of CO, [C I], and [C II]

also have the potential to constrain cosmological and

the evolution of astrophysical parameters in unexplored

eras (Kovetz et al., 2017; Bernal & Kovetz, 2022). On-

going and upcoming line intensity mapping (LIM) ex-

periments, such as the CO Mapping Array Project

(COMAP, Cleary et al., 2022), the CONCERTO project

(The CONCERTO collaboration et al., 2020), the EX-

periment for Cryogenic Large-Aperture Intensity Map-

ping (EXCLAIM, Pullen et al., 2023), the Fred Young

Submillimeter Telescope (FYST, Collaboration et al.,

2022), the Terahertz Intensity Mapper (TIM, Vieira

et al., 2020), and the Tomographic Ionized-carbon Map-

ping Experiment (TIME, Crites et al., 2014) will make
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large-scale intensity maps of these lines from different

epochs of the universe to study the cosmic evolution.

Many groups have modeled the physics behind CO,

[C I], and [C II] emission from galaxies with different lev-

els of complexity in terms of the galaxy formation model,

simulation, and luminosity estimation method. Analyt-

ical/empirical models (e.g. Dizgah et al., 2022; Yue &

Ferrara, 2019; Zhang et al., 2023) provide a straight-

forward way of making predictions and analyzing the

underlying physics of the studied systems, but they typ-

ically rely on assumptions based on observations of spe-

cific sets of galaxies at low redshifts. Semi-analytic ap-

proaches usually combine N-body simulations, galaxy

formation models, and radiative transfer methods to in-

fer luminosities (e.g. Lagos et al., 2012; Popping et al.,

2014, 2016; Lagache et al., 2018; Popping et al., 2019;

Yang et al., 2021). However, semi-analytic models do

not directly simulate the fluid properties in galaxies, in-

stead relying on simplified geometries and analytic pre-

scriptions to describe the physical conditions in star-

forming gas.

Cosmological hydrodynamic simulations offer an alter-

native for computing line emission across cosmic time.

Cosmological hydrodynamic simulations fall into two

categories: zoom-in simulations, and uniform boxes.

Zoom-in simulations follow the line emission proper-

ties of individual galaxies, cosmologically, at very high-

resolution, though constrain the results to one, or a

few individual galaxies (e.g. Pallottini et al., 2017b; Bis-

bas et al., 2017; Pallottini et al., 2017a; Li et al., 2018;

Lupi et al., 2020; Pallottini et al., 2022; Bisbas et al.,

2022, 2023). On the other hand, uniform boxes provide

large samples of galaxies, though typically have rela-

tively poor resolution compared to zoom-ins; hence sub-

resolution modeling is necessary. Beyond this, the cost

of running radiative-transfer (RT) equations in all gas

particles of such large simulation volumes is significant.

For this reason, some groups have relied on empirical

relations to make luminosity modeling in large hydrody-

namical simulation boxes (e.g. Karoumpis et al., 2022;

Murmu et al., 2023). Others have combined photoion-

ization models such as cloudy with hydrodynamical

simulations to compute the cloud luminosities from cos-

mological simulations (Olsen et al., 2016, 2017, 2021;

Leung et al., 2020; Vizgan et al., 2022a,b).

In this paper, we develop a new, flexible, and multi-

scale method to capture the microphysics of star-

forming clouds in cosmological hydrodynamic simula-

tions. Our framework models line luminosities using a

combination of hydrodynamical simulations and molec-

ular gas modeling based on each gas particle’s local

conditions. We follow the sub-resolution modeling de-

veloped in Popping et al. (2019), combined with the

chemical network by Gong et al. (2017), and the radia-

tive transfer code despotic (Krumholz, 2014a) 1. We

additionally introduce a machine learning (ML) random

forest (RF) framework to apply what we learn from

modeling a subset of individual clouds/galaxies to en-

tire cosmological volumes in a computationally efficient

manner.

This paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we

explain the basics of the hydrodynamical simulations

that we use here, our approach to sub-resolution mod-

eling, and how we compute line luminosities. In Section

3, we introduce slick. In Section 4, we demonstrate

applications of slick via proof-of-concept applications

to the Simba cosmological simulation. In Section 5, we

discuss the importance of our method, its limitations,

and how one could improve upon it. Finally, in Section

6, we conclude. Throughout this paper, we adopt a flat,

cold dark matter cosmology with Ω0 = 0.28, ΩΛ = 0.72,

h = H0/(100 km s−1 Mpc−1) = 0.7, and σ8 = 0.812.

2. MODELING LINE LUMINOSITIES IN

COSMOLOGICAL SIMULATIONS

The main goal of this work is to employ the physical

properties of gas particles (or cells) from galaxy evolu-

tion simulations in calculating the sub-mm line lumi-

nosity of large samples of galaxies. In what follows, we

describe our modeling procedure, and in Section 4 we

apply it to the Simba cosmological simulation, which

is particle-based. However, these methods are general

enough that they can be applied to most galaxy evolu-

tion models, and adapted for any cosmological hydrody-

namical simulation.

First, we describe each gas particle from a hydro-

dynamical simulation snapshot with a sub-resolution

molecular cloud model. The sub-resolution modeling is

necessary because current cosmological simulations do

not have sufficient resolution to model the internal struc-

tures of molecular clouds (though see Feldmann et al.,

2023). Moreover, the majority of cosmological simula-

tions cannot cool to the temperatures relevant for the

molecular ISM (Crain & van de Voort, 2023). This is

because the Jeans mass for molecular clouds (104M⊙ for

a 10 K cloud) is usually much smaller than the mass-

resolution of the simulations (∼ 106 − 107M⊙). Hence,

we need to assume an artificial resolving temperature,

and apply sub-resolution modeling. Our sub-resolution

model follows the methodology developed by Popping

et al. (2019) for semi-analytical galaxy formation mod-

1 https://bitbucket.org/krumholz/despotic
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els. Here we adapt it to be used in hydrodynamical

simulation particles.

We then use despotic to calculate the statistical,

chemical, and thermal equilibria and line luminosities

emitting from each sub-resolution molecular cloud. Be-

low, we first describe how we calculate the input prop-

erties that the molecular clouds require in despotic

(density profile, abundances, impinging UV and CR ra-

diation field); then we briefly describe the workings of

despotic. Table 1 shows a summary of the param-

eters used and calculated in our model, including in-

formation on how/where we get/derive them. For a

more detailed description of the sub-resolution model

and despotic we point the reader to Popping et al.

(2019) and Krumholz (2014a), respectively.

2.1. Sub-resolution modeling

Each gas particle in a snapshot at redshift z, with mass

MC, number density n0, and temperature TC, is directly

extracted from the hydrodynamical simulation. n0 and

TC will be recalculated later during the RT iterations in

our model as in principle these parameters are unreal-

istic for cold molecular gas. At first, however, particle

radii, RC, are calculated based on their mass and the

external pressure, Pext, acting upon them. Following

Faesi et al. (2018); Narayanan & Krumholz (2017),

RC

pc
=

(
Pext/kB

104 cm−3K

)−1/4 (
MC

290 M⊙

)1/2

, (1)

where kB is the Boltzmann constant, and we assume the

equation of state,

Pext = n0 kB TC. (2)

2.1.1. Density Profile

We divide each cloud into 16 different concentric

zones, and use a power-law density distribution profile.

We have confirmed that the results presented here con-

verge with 16 zones. Yang et al. (2021) found that clouds

with a power-law density profile and size determined by

the external pressure, enable more accurate constraints

on the CO, [C I], and [C II] emission when compared to

using a constant, logotropic, or Plummer profiles. The

density, nH, is then given by

nH(R) = n0

(
RC

R

)−α

, (3)

where we adopt α = 2 (Walker et al., 1990).

2.1.2. Chemical Network

The hydrogen and carbon chemistry of each zone

is computed using the Gong-Ostriker-Wolfire (GOW)

chemical network (Gong et al., 2017) already imple-

mented in despotic. This network was built upon

the NL99 network from Nelson & Langer (1999) and

Glover & Clark (2012), allowing for predictions in a

broader range of physical conditions. It includes eigh-

teen species: H, H2, H
+, H+

2 , H
+
3 , He, He+,O,O+,C,C+,

CO, HCO+,Si,Si+,e,CHx, and OHx. Twelve of these

species are independently calculated, and the remain-

ing six (H, He, C, O, Si and e) are derived by ensur-

ing the conservation of total nuclei and charge. The

gas-phase abundance of He nuclei is fixed, while C, O,

and Si abundances are taken to be proportional to the

gas-phase metallicity relative to the solar neighborhood.

The gas-phase metallicity, dust abundance, and grain-

assisted reaction rates vary with the gas metallicity. We

refer the reader to Gong et al. (2017) for more details.

In this work, we set the abundances for carbon (xC),

oxygen (xO), and silicon (xSi) based on the cloud metal-

licities and the scaling relations between metallicities

and these abundances by Draine (2011). However, it

is straightforward to read the abundances directly from

the hydrodynamical simulations. We will assess the ef-

fectiveness of this approach in a forthcoming paper.

2.1.3. Radiation Field

The radiation field impinging upon molecular clouds,

especially the ultraviolet (UV) and cosmic ray (CR)

fields, affect the chemistry within the clouds. Popping

et al. (2019) showed that [C II] luminosities are more

sensitive to the radiation field model than CO and [C I].

This happens because a stronger radiation field ionizes

more carbon on the outskirts of the cloud, but it also in-

creases the temperature and optical depth, consequently

not affecting much CO and [C I] luminosities. Whereas

[C II] only gets stronger with higher temperatures and

ionization rates.

There are different approaches to model the strength

of UV and CR fields. For instance, Narayanan &

Krumholz (2017) scale the strengths with the integrated

SFR of galaxies, and Popping et al. (2019) scale them

with local SFR surface densities. Here we follow Lagos

et al. (2012), and compute a local SFR surface density

by summing up the SFRs of the 64 nearest gas particles

(the same number of particles that Simba smoothes its

mass content over) and dividing it by a cross-sectional

area containing these clouds. To account for attenu-

ation, we compute the dust mass density within this

cross-sectional area and convert it to a UV optical depth,

τUV = κabs ×Rσ × 3Mdust

4πR3
σ

, (4)

where κabs is the mass attenuation coefficient/absorption

cross-section per mass of dust, and Rσ is the radius
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Table 1. Gas particle (cloud) parameters given as input to radiative transfer code

Parameter Symbol Value for each cloud Units

Gas particle’s properties

Redshift z from hydro sim.

Mass MC from hydro sim. M⊙

Metallicity ZC from hydro sim. Z⊙

Star formation rate SFR from hydro sim. M⊙/yr

Radius RC Eq. 1 pc

External pressure Pext Eq. 2 J/cm3

Density profile nH Eq. 3 1/cm3

Radiation field

Ultraviolet radiation field GUV Eq. 6 Habing

Cosmic ray radiation field ξCR Eq. 7 Habing

Ionization rate q 1× 10−17 ×GUV Habing

Dust properties

Dust-to-metal ratio DMR Eq. 8

Dust abundance relative to solar Zd 1× Z ×DMR

Dust-gas coupling coefficient αGD 3.2× 10−34 × Z ×DMR erg cm3K−3/2

Cross-sections

Cross-section to 10K thermal radiation σD10 2× 10−25 × Z ×DMR cm2H−1

Cross-section to 8-13.6 eV photons σDPE 1× 10−21 × Z ×DMR cm2H−1

Cross-section to ISRF photons σDISRF 3× 10−22 × Z ×DMR cm2H−1

Species abundances

Carbon abundance xC 1.6× 10−4 × Z

Oxygen abundance xO 3.2× 10−4 × Z

Silicon abundance xSi 1.7× 10−6 × Z

of the 64-particle sphere. We use κabs = 1.078 ×
105 cm2g−1, which is the median value of the mass

attenuation coefficients within the Habing limit of 91.2

nm to 111.0 nm (range at which CO and H2 photoexci-

tation and/or photoionization usually occur), assuming

a Milky Way (MW) relative variability of Rv = 3.1 2.

The Simba cloud neighborhood’s UV transmission

probability is then (Lagos et al., 2012):

βUV =
1− e−τUV

τUV
. (5)

This is further normalized by the Solar neighborhood

value, which we calculate using a MW gas surface den-

sity of 10 M⊙pc
−2 (Chang et al., 2002), and a gas-to-

dust ratio of 165 2, which gives βUV,MW ≈ 0.5. So the

cloud’s UV radiation field is finally

χ =
ΣSFR,C

ΣSFR,MW
× βUV,C

βUV,MW
, (6)

2 https://www.astro.princeton.edu/∼draine/dust/extcurvs/
kext albedo WD MW 3.1 60 D03.all

where ΣSFR,C is the SFR surface density of the cloud,

and ΣSFR,MW is the SFR surface density of the Solar

neighborhood, equal to 790 M⊙Myr−1kpc−2 (Bonatto

& Bica, 2011).

The CR field is then scaled with the radiation field as

ξCR,C = ζ−16 × ξCR,MW × χ, (7)

where ζ−16 = 0.1 is the CR ionization rate, and

ξCR,MW = 10−16s−1 is the CR field in the Solar neigh-

borhood, both following Narayanan & Krumholz (2017).

2.1.4. Dust Properties

Dust plays an important role in the physics of the

ISM; dust grains act as catalysts for the formation of

molecules and enable the gas to cool more effectively.

Here we highlight the dust property assumptions used

in our model.

The cross-sections (σd,10, σd,PE, σd,ISRF), dust abun-

dance (Zd), and dust-gas coupling coefficient (αGD) of

each cloud are set to scale with the cloud’s dust-to-metal

ratio and metallicity, as shown in Table 1. The dust-to-

https://www.astro.princeton.edu/~draine/dust/extcurvs/kext_albedo_WD_MW_3.1_60_D03.all
https://www.astro.princeton.edu/~draine/dust/extcurvs/kext_albedo_WD_MW_3.1_60_D03.all
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Representation of a galaxy which 
contains multiple gas particles in a 

hydrodynamical simulation

H2

HI

HII Gas particle

Gas particle divided 
into multiple zones

CO
CI

CII

UV

Cosmic
rays

Figure 1. Representation of our model. Gas particle properties and galaxy catalogs come from the hydrodynamical
simulations. Each galaxy may contain a few to thousands of gas particles. Gas particle sizes are set as a function of the
molecular cloud mass and the external pressure acting on the molecular clouds. They are illuminated by a far-UV radiation field
and cosmic rays, based on the gas particles around them. Each gas particle has a radial density profile, and they are radially
divided into concentric zones which must achieve chemical, thermal, and statistical equilibrium within our model.

metal ratio, DMR, follows Li et al. (2019) as

DMR =
DGR

0.44× ZC
, (8)

where

log (DGR) = 2.445× log
ZC

0.0134
− 2.029, (9)

and DGR is the dust-to-gas ratio.

2.2. Computing Line Emission

We use the python package despotic (Krumholz,

2014a) to calculate the spectral line luminosities of the

clouds. despotic takes the set of cloud properties de-

scribed in Subsection 2.1 and Table 1, and simultane-

ously iterates on the thermal, chemical, and radiative

equilibrium equations until convergence is reached in

each of the concentric zones. We illustrate this schemat-

ically in Fig. 1 and describe the luminosity calculation

process in more detail below.

First, despotic assumes statistical equilibrium of the

various level populations. The level populations are de-

termined by the balance between the rate of transitions

of each species into and out of each level, according to∑
j

fj

[
qji + (1 + nγ,ji)Aji +

gi
gj

nγ,ijAij

]
(10)

= fi
∑
k

[
qik + (1 + nγ,ik)Aik +

gk
gi

nγ,kiAki

]
,

(11)

where fi (fj) is the fraction of atoms/molecules in the

state i (j); Aij (Aji) is the Einstein coefficient for ab-

sorption (emission); and gi (gj) represents the degener-

acy of the state i (j). The parameters

nγ,ij =
1

exp (∆Eij/kBTCMB)− 1
, (12)

qij = fcl nH

∑
p

xp kp,ij (13)

are the photon occupation number at the frequency of

the line connecting states i and j, and the rate of colli-

sional transitions between states i and j summed over all

collision partners p, respectively. ∆Eij is the absolute

value of the energy emitted/absorbed, fcl is a clumping

factor, nH is the density of the cloud zone, xp is the

abundance of species p, and kp is the rate coefficient for

collisional transitions.

Thermal equilibrium is reached by setting the rate of

change of the gas energy per H nucleus equal to zero.
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The energy rate is

degas
dt

= Γion + ΓPE + Γgrav − Λline +Ψgd, (14)

where Γion, ΓPE, and Γgrav are the rates of ionization,

photoelectric, and gravitational heating per H nucleus,

Λline is the rate of line cooling per H nucleus, and Ψgd

is the rate of dust-gas energy exchange per H nucleus.

despotic then solves for equilibrium gas temperature

by setting degas/dt = 0.

Finally, we use despotic to integrate the chemical

evolution equations,

dx⃗

dt
= f(x⃗, nH, NH, Tg,Ξ, ...), (15)

where x⃗ is the vector of fractional abundances for the

various species taken into account. The reaction rates

dx⃗/dt can be a function of these abundances, the num-

ber density of H, nH, the column density, NH, the gas

temperature, Tg, the ionization rate, Ξ, or any of the

other parameters despotic uses to define a cloud. This

series of equations is iterated over many times until con-

vergence is reached inside of each zone in each simula-

tion cloud. Finally, the zones are combined to give the

full resulting line emission of different species from the

cloud.

3. SLICK: SCALABLE LINE INTENSITY

COMPUTATION KIT

Obtaining realistic light cones would, at first glance,

require that all the processes explained in Section 2 are

applied to most (if not all) gas particles in full hydrody-

namical simulation snapshots. However, this process of

iterating over thermal, chemical, and radiative equilib-

rium networks for hundreds of millions of gas particles,

each divided into many zones, is computationally expen-

sive, and generally unfeasible in reasonable timescales.

In light of this, we here present slick 3: a framework

that makes use of the exact cloud-by-cloud luminosity

calculation methods described in Section 2, and offer an

additional solution for optimization and scalability of

these computations through ML. slick computes both

cloud and integrated galaxy realistic luminosities for dif-

ferent molecular lines in snapshots of cosmological hy-

drodynamical simulations such as Simba (Davé et al.,

2019) and IllustrisTNG (Nelson et al., 2015; Pillepich

et al., 2018; Donnari et al., 2019).

In detail, slick provides the option to apply the sub-

resolution modeling and the radiative transfer equations

to all gas particles of a snapshot; or to run them only

3 https://karolinagarcia.github.io/slick

on a random subset of gas particles, using an RF model

to predict luminosities for the remaining ones. slick’s

workflow is summarized in Fig. 2. The RF model pre-

dicts gas particle luminosities based on their mass, ra-

dius, metallicity, and radiation field. We found RF to

be the simplest model that can handle complex, non-

linear relationships within our data. Besides optimizing

the time spent on the luminosity computation within

each simulation box, our ML framework also allows for

calculation of entire new snapshots if trained on a box

with the same resolution and cloud assumptions. For

example, one can train the RF on redshifts z = 1 and

z = 2 and predict the results for z = 1.5 if the same

simulation suite is used for both.

We additionally study the ML mapping of galaxy

properties to modeled line emission strengths. In other

words, besides gas particle luminosities, our RF model

can also predict the integrated line luminosities of galax-

ies based on their mass, radius, metallicity, SFR, and

redshift. This allows us to apply our simulation results

to simulations of varying resolutions, and expand the

box sizes in future works in this project. We test slick

on the Simba simulations, showing its application to

Simba 25 Mpc/h boxes, along with validation plots, lu-

minosity functions and light cones in Section 4.

4. SLICK ON SIMBA

Simba4 (Davé et al., 2019) is a suite of galaxy forma-

tion simulations developed on the meshless finite mass

hydrodynamics of Gizmo (Hopkins, 2015), a code orig-

inated from Gadget-3 (Springel et al., 2008). Com-

pared to its predecessor Mufasa, Simba has more re-

alistic sub-resolution prescriptions for star formation,

AGN feedback, and black hole growth (Davé et al.,

2016). Simba’s outputs consist of snapshots and galaxy

catalogs for 151 redshifts from z = 20 to z = 0, for three

separate volumes of 25, 50, and 100 Mpc/h per side.

To test our model, we use the highest resolution Simba

simulations, which are 25 Mpc/h-length cubes contain-

ing 5123 particles, with a baryon mass resolution of

1.4×106 M⊙. The cross-matching between galaxies and

halo physical properties is found on the caesar5 cat-

alogs (Thompson, 2014), which identify galaxies using

6-D friends-of-friends, compute galaxy physical proper-

ties, and outputs Simba galaxies’ information in a HDF5

catalog. This means that Simba and caesar together

provide a mock catalog of clouds, their host galaxies,

and their physical properties, such as: mass, number

density, temperature, metallicity, etc.

4 https://simba.roe.ac.uk
5 https://github.com/dnarayanan/caesar
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Prediction 
Model

Training set parameters:
• Clouds: M, R, Z, 

RadField, Luminosities
• Galaxies: M, R, Z, SFR, 

Luminosities

Random Forest 
Regression Fit

Properties of remaining 
clouds/galaxies:

M, R, Z, RadField / SFR

Luminosity predictions 
for remaining 

clouds/galaxies

Output luminosities for:
CO, [CI], [CII], [HII]…
(for each cloud, and 
integrated for whole galaxies)

From the simulation:
M [M⊙]: cloud’s mass
n: cloud’s number density
T [K]: cloud’s temperature
Z [Z⊙]: cloud’s metallicity
z: snapshot’s redshift
SFR [yr"#]: cloud’s SFR

Subgrid modelling:
• Radius calculation
• Density profile
• Radiation field
• Chemical network
• Dust properties

Multiple zones          
Thermal, statistical,

and chemical equilibria
reached in each zone

CO
CI

CII

Repeat this to all clouds of a random set 
of galaxies to obtain their luminosities

Apply to all snapshots of interest

Figure 2. Schematic representation of the steps involved in our exact luminosity calculation + ML modeling.
The gas particle mass, number density, temperature, metallicity, redshift, and SFR are extracted directly from the simulation.
Cloud radii are calculated using the external pressure, which we calculate based on the cloud number density and mass. The
radiation field depends on the neighboring gas particles. For sub-resolution modeling, we assume the initial densities and
fractions, a density profile that divides each gas particle in many zones, a chemical network, and the dust properties. All of this
information is fed into despotic, which keeps computing abundances until each zone reach thermal, statistical and chemical
equilibria, and outputs the luminosities of interest. This is repeated for all gas particles of a given galaxy. One can choose to
speed up the process by only running this for certain clouds/galaxies, and using the ML framework to predict luminosities for
new clouds/galaxies. A Random Forest model takes clouds’ mass, radius, metallicity and radiation field as input parameters and
outputs new predicted luminosities. For galaxies, the input parameters are galaxy mass, radius, metallicity, and SFR. Finally,
one can apply this to all snapshots (redshifts) of interest to obtain a light cone.
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Figure 3. Random Forest Regression model predicts slick’s cloud luminosities with an accuracy of 99.8%.
We show kernel density estimation (KDE) plots comparing 30,000 real gas particle luminosities to their predictions using our
RF-based ML model. Each plot is for the indicated lines: CO(1-0), CO(2-1), CO(3-2), [C I](1-0), [C I](2-1), and [C II].
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Figure 4. Random Forest Regression model predicts slick’s galaxy luminosities with an accuracy of 99.8%. We
show kernel density estimation (KDE) plots to compare 6,000 real galaxy luminosities to their predictions using our RF-based
ML model. Each plot is for the indicated lines: CO(1-0), CO(2-1), CO(3-2), [C I](1-0), [C I](2-1), and [C II].
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Figure 5. Correlation matrices including our ML model input parameters (which vary depending on the use clouds or galaxies),
and some of the lines we can predict. Mass and metallicity are the features which affect the most all cloud line
predictions. Mass and SFR are the most important when predictions are for whole galaxies. On the left, a sample
of 100, 000 gas particles. On the right, a sample of 2, 500 galaxies.

4.1. Validation Tests

4.1.1. ML Model

As explained in Section 3, our framework provides an

option to predict cloud/galaxy luminosities based on an

ML RF model. Figures 3 and 4 demonstrate the per-

formance of our model in predicting the line luminosity

of new gas particles, and new galaxies, respectively. We

have trained a Random Forest model on 70,000 Simba

25 Mpc/h simulation gas particles randomly picked from

the z = 0, 1, 2, 8, and 10 snapshots, using their mass, ra-

dius, radiation field, metallicity, and redshift as inputs.

We tested this model on 30,000 gas particles that were

not used in the training. Fig. 3 shows the kernel den-

sity estimate (KDE) plot of this distribution. We have

also trained this model on full galaxies. Fig. 4 shows the

result of 2,000 galaxies training tested on 500 galaxies,

using galaxy mass, radius, SFR, metallicity, and redshift

as inputs.

The model’s feature importance analysis provides in-

sights into which input parameters are most influential,

as highlighted in Fig. 5. When we make predictions

for gas particles, all features seem to play an important

role, and line luminosities are most sensitive to mass and

metallicity. In the case of predictions for whole galaxies,

mass and SFR strongly affects all lines, whereas metal-

licity also plays an important role, especially for [C I]

and [C II]. Galaxy radius in our sample is weakly corre-
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Figure 6. Our model (slick) matches observational
constraints for the MH2–L[CO(1−0)] relation. In orange,
slick’s z = 0 galaxy H2 mass mean (points) and standard
deviation (error bars) for different CO(1–0) luminosity bins;
in other colors, observational data of extragalactic GMCs,
relating their virial masses to their measured luminosities.
LMC’s data is from Pineda et al. (2009) and Wong et al.
(2011); nearby spirals’ data is from Meyer et al. (2011),
Meyer et al. (2013), and Rebolledo et al. (2012); and Lo-
cal Group’s data is from Bolatto et al. (2008).
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lated with line luminosities and other physical parame-

ters such as mass, metallicity, and SFR. This is due to

the lack of a representative sample of galaxies in terms

of their sizes in the 25 Mpc/h box.

4.1.2. Comparison to Observations

We have compared our results to observations and

other models in the literature, using the z = 0 snapshots

of the Simba simulations. Following the fluxogram in

Fig. 2, we computed CO and [C II] luminosities of half

of the z = 0 gas particles using our sub-resolution model

and the radiative transfer code despotic, and the other

half using our RF model trained on 70,000 random par-

ticles from different snapshots.

First, we compare our simulated galaxy CO(1–0) lu-

minosities and H2 masses to extragalactic GMC lumi-

nosities and virial masses, as shown in Fig. 6. Obser-

vational data were extracted from Pineda et al. (2009),

Wong et al. (2011), Meyer et al. (2011), Meyer et al.

(2013), Rebolledo et al. (2012), and Bolatto et al. (2008).

Because the slick predictions are for entire simulated

galaxies, whereas observations are of individual GMCs,

the mass range covered is not the same. Our least

massive galaxies overlap with spiral galaxies and Local

Group GMCs, generally presenting a higher molecular

mass average for the same LCO of the observed GMCs.

Nevertheless, the general trend in the MH2
− LCO rela-

tion is consistent.

Fig. 7 shows the CO-to-H2 conversion factor, αCO (de-

fined as αCO = MH2
/L′

CO) as a function of the mass-

weighted metallicity of galaxies. slick’s predictions

are compared to observations (Sandstrom et al., 2013;

Madden et al., 1997; Leroy et al., 2007, 2011; Gratier

et al., 2010; Roman-Duval et al., 2010; Bolatto et al.,

2011; Smith et al., 2012; Israel, 1997; Bolatto et al.,
2008; Moustakas et al., 2010) and theoretical predic-

tions(Narayanan et al., 2012; Feldmann et al., 2012; Is-

rael, 1997; Glover & Low, 2011). The high metallicity

range of slick’s results agree with most observational

data, especially the ones by Sandstrom et al. (2013). On

the other hand, some of the observations at lower metal-

licities yield higher αCO values than our results. This

said, there are significant uncertainties associated with

galaxy αCO estimation from observations, especially at

low metallicities, because they are based on limited em-

pirical calibrations against the metallicity and dust-to-

gas ratio.

Fig. 8 shows the relationship between [C II] lumi-

nosity and SFR of the z = 0 snapshot galaxies. For

comparison, we included the observational data mea-

surements from Brauher et al. (2008), Dı́az-Santos et al.

(2015), Farrah et al. (2013), Graciá-Carpio et al. (2011),
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Rigopoulou et al. (2014), and Swinbank et al. (2012).

Our model at z = 0 is consistent with the observed

galaxies at the same redshift. However, it does not cap-

ture the higher star formation rates and [C II] lumi-

nosities due to the absence of larger structures within

the 25 Mpc/h volume. Besides that, our simulated data

points show a steeper trend than the one from higher-

SFR galaxies. Although consistent with the limited ob-

servational dataset in the low-SFR range, this difference

could be due to increased contributions to the [C II] lu-

minosity from diffuse atomic gas at low SFRs, which we

do not model yet.

4.2. Light cone

We build our light cones based on the code method-

ology developed in Lovell et al. (2021). Initially, a pre-

defined sky area is assumed, which sets the comoving

distance covered by the light cone in each snapshot.

Depending on the chosen sky area and the redshift of

the snapshot, the simulation volume might be too small

to cover the observed area. To address this problem,

we choose a random line-of-sight alignment axis, and

randomly translate the volume along the plane of the

sky direction. Then we stitch each consecutive snapshot

along this line-of-sight.

In Fig. 9 we use an area A = 0.5 deg2, and paint CO(1-

0) (top panel), [C I](1-0) (middle panel), and [C II] (bot-

tom panel) luminosities on each galaxy. In the current

setup, which is intended just for quick visualization, the

comoving distance between each snapshot is larger than

the size of the 25 Mpc/h box, hence we see some gaps

between higher redshifts.

4.3. Luminosity Functions

We compute CO(1–0) luminosity functions using the

full-RT form of slick on all gas particles of the 25

Mpc/h Simba simulation. Fig. 10 shows the CO(1-0)

luminosity functions for z = 0, 1, and 2, where we com-

pare our results to observations and other simulation-

based models. z ∼ 0 observational data is extracted

from xCOLD GASS (Saintonge et al., 2017), z = 1 from

ASPECS (Aravena et al., 2019), and z = 2 COLDz

(Pavesi et al., 2018; Riechers et al., 2019). We show

Davé et al. (2020)’s luminosity functions in all z = 0, 1,

and 2, where they used the 100 Mpc/h Simba simula-

tion, but estimated luminosities based on empirical re-

lations. For z = 2 we also include SIDES simulations by

Béthermin et al. (2022), where SFRs and luminosities

also come from empirical estimations. Error bars for

slick’s data account for sample variance in each lumi-

nosity bin. slick’s CO(1-0) luminosity functions are in

agreement with the empirical models, and most of the

observational data in all redshifts lie within slick’s er-

ror bars. Applying slick to larger boxes will allow for

more precise measurements at higher luminosities.

Because upcoming [C II] line intensity mapping ob-

servations will focus on z > 5, especially closer to the

reionization epoch, we show in Fig. 11 [C II] luminos-

ity functions for redshifts z = 5 and z = 6. Different

from the full RT calculations for the CO(1-0) luminos-

ity functions, we predict the [C II] line luminosities using

our RF model trained on a set of 70, 000 gas particles

picked from the z = 0, 1, 2, 8, and 10 simulation snap-

shots. The top panel of Fig. 11 compares slick’s z = 5

results to ASPECS (Yan et al., 2020; Loiacono et al.,

2021) and other 4 < z < 6 observations (Swinbank et al.,

2012; Capak et al., 2015; Yamaguchi et al., 2017; Cooke

et al., 2018). The comparison here is complicated by

the fact that the observational data remains sparse, and

the 25 Mpc/h box does not contain the large structures

required to probe the high luminosity end. However,

the overall trend of our results is in agreement with ob-

servations. The bottom panel of Fig. 11 shows slick’s

z = 6 results compared to other models in the literature

(Lagache et al., 2018; Yue & Ferrara, 2019; Yang et al.,

2021; Chung et al., 2020; Béthermin et al., 2022). At

z = 6 the box size limitation is even more prominent; so

far slick’s results agree with the other models.

5. DISCUSSION

In this work, we have developed the first-ever method

that calculates exact CO, [C I], and [C II] luminosities

on a cloud-by-cloud basis in full cosmological hydrody-

namical simulations, with flexibility to expand to larger

boxes through ML. We presented an application of slick

to the Simba’s 25 Mpc/h simulation, but we reiterate

that this method can be applied to any simulation or

galaxy formation model. It has already been used on

IllustrisTNG datasets, for which results will come in a

forthcoming paper.

From the modeling point of view, there are some lim-

itations in our method that can be explored further in

future projects. First, Simba cosmological simulations

(as well as many other state-of-the-art cosmological hy-

drodynamical simulations) enforce some form of a tem-

perature (or pressure) floor in order to maintain a stable

multiphase ISM. In our model, this impacts the parti-

cle radius that we input to our model to calculate line

luminosities. This problem is constrained by the reso-

lution of the simulation, and there is always a trade-off

between resolution and achieving cosmological volumes.

Our sub-resolution and molecular line modeling of the

Simba 25 Mpc/h simulation yields results that align well

with observational constraints. To expand the box size,
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Figure 9. Our combination of RT-based cloud luminosity calculations and ML modeling allows for the construc-
tion of entire molecular line light cones. Here we show Simba + slick light cones for CO(1–0) (top), [C I](1–0) (middle),
and [C II] (bottom) over 0.5 deg2, between 0.1 ≤ z ≤ 10. Each point represents a galaxy colored by their line luminosities. The
x-axis shows the redshift range, and the y-axis shows the declination in degrees.

we will adopt solutions such as the ML approach de-

scribed in Section 3 using full galaxies. We can train

the ML model using galaxy luminosities from higher res-

olution boxes and apply to lower-resolution but higher

volume ones.

Another challenge for modeling line emission in simu-

lations such as Simba and IllustrisTNG is to model the

radiation field around each gas particle, which is cur-

rently not performed on-the-fly. Here, we implemented

a varying FUV and cosmic-ray field, depending on gas

particles neighbouring each cloud. Our model could be

improved through a better understanding of the behav-

ior of CR ionization, and by directly modeling the dust

temperature.

LIM experiments require fields of view that can cap-

ture enough of the large-scale structure to constrain cos-

mological parameters. Thus a 25 Mpc/h Simba sim-

ulation box is not representative, especially at higher

redshifts, as shown in Fig. 11. Running slick in its

full radiative transfer form on larger snapshots (such as

the 300 Mpc IllustrisTNG) would be unfeasible, and the

poorer resolution of such larger boxes could affect the ac-

curacy of our luminosity calculations (although this yet

needs to be tested and quantified). The ML approach

implemented on slick makes it possible to calculate lu-
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Figure 10. slick’s CO(1-0) luminosity functions in
agreement with observations. CO(1–0) luminosity func-
tions at z = 0, 1, and 2. In orange, results from slick (ap-
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minosities in these larger boxes independent of observa-

tional empirical relations. However, this process can be

improved by using more representative samples of galax-
ies when training the ML. In a forthcoming paper, we

will broaden the training set with larger sets of input

simulations.

For LIM experiment forward modeling, cosmic vari-

ance will be a challenge. Combining slick with

CAMELS (Cosmology and Astrophysics with MachinE

Learning Simulations; Villaescusa-Navarro et al., 2021)

may provide a solution for that. CAMELS is a suite of

N-body and hydrodynamic simulations, generated us-

ing thousands of different cosmological and astrophysi-

cal parameters. By applying the luminosity prediction

model from slick to many different CAMELS snap-

shots, we plan to reduce sample variance in the mea-

surements, and test the sensitivity of different astro-

physical/cosmological parameters. slick’s scalability

and flexibility will make it possible to explore a universe
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of datasets to better forecast future experiments and

analyze upcoming ones.

6. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we introduced slick (the Scalable Line

Intensity Computation Kit), a software package that

revolutionizes our ability to calculate CO, [C I], and

[C II] luminosities for clouds and galaxies within the

context of full cosmological hydrodynamical simulations.

Our method operates on a cloud-by-cloud basis, and

through ML it offers flexibility to extend its application

to simulations of varying scales, and even to different

galaxy formation models. Leveraging our ML RF model,

we have achieved precise predictions of cloud and galaxy

luminosities, as substantiated by Fig. 3 and Fig. 4.

We have demonstrated slick’s capabilities by apply-

ing it to the Simba 25 Mpc/h simulation. As shown in

Fig. 6, slick’s integrated galaxy parameters generally

follow the LCO–H2 relation derived from GMC observa-

tions, and it agrees with observed galaxy data for the

αCO–Z relation (as seen in Fig. 7), especially at metal-

licities close to solar. Our model underestimates αCO

when compared to part of the sample of lower metallic-

ity observations, however the sample in this regime is

scarce and the estimation of αCO from observations re-
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lies on uncertain assumptions. Furthermore, our results

agree with the L[CII]–SFR relation derived from z = 0

galaxy observations (Fig. 8). In the regime we probe

(SFR ≤ 10) we find a steeper curve for the L[CII]–SFR

relation compared to observations of high-z high-SFR

galaxies. This is consistent with the available low-SFR

data. However, this difference could also be due to in-

creasing [C II] emission contribution from diffuse gas in

lower-SFRs, which is not modeled in this work.

Our modeled z = 0, 1 and 2 CO(1–0) luminosity

functions agree with observational data and other

simulation-based models, with results depicted in

Fig. 10. In the case of [C II], we computed luminosity

functions for z = 5 and 6 with the intent of comparing

it not only to observations but also to LIM predictions

from the literature. Fig. 11 shows that the box size

did not allow us to capture the high luminosity end

from higher redshifts, but highlights the potential of

our models if applied to larger simulations.

With slick, we now have a quick, simple, and ver-

satile way of combining the ISM details provided by

high resolution simulations with the large scale prop-

erties from large simulation boxes, allowing for the con-

struction of entire molecular line light cones with cos-

mological hydrodynamical simulations.
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