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ABSTRACT

Three methods for computing the total star formation rate of the Milky Way agree well with a

reference value of 1.65 ± 0.19 M⊙ yr−1. They are then used to determine the radial dependence of

the star formation rate and face-on map for the Milky Way. First, the method based on a model of

star formation in Hi-GAL-defined dense clumps, adjusted for an increase in the gas-to-dust ratio with

Galactocentric radius, predicts 1.65 ± 0.61 M⊙ yr−1. Second, the method using the 70 µm emission,

commonly used in other galaxies, with a technique to assign distances to the extended emission, predicts

1.42+0.63
−0.44 M⊙ yr−1. Finally, a method based on theoretical predictions of star formation efficiency as a

function of virial parameter, with masses corrected for metallicity dependence, applied to a catalog of

molecular clouds also predicts a value in agreement at 1.47 M⊙ yr−1. The three methods predict the

radial variation of the star formation rate, with remarkably good agreement from the CMZ out to about

20 kpc. More differences were seen in face-on maps with a resolution of 0.5 kpc made with the three

approaches and in comparisons to the local (within 3 kpc) star formation rate, indicating limitations

of the methods when applied to smaller scales. The 70 µm star formation rate follows very closely

the surface density of molecular gas, corrected for a metallicity-dependent CO conversion factor. A

molecular gas depletion time of 1 Gyr is consistent with the data, as is a molecular Kennicutt-Schmidt

relation with a power-law slope of 1.10± 0.06.

Keywords: interstellar medium, molecular clouds, star formation

1. INTRODUCTION

One of the fundamental properties of a galaxy is its

rate of star formation (Madau & Dickinson 2014; Tac-

coni et al. 2020). Consequently, several observational

quantities have been used to estimate the star forma-

tion rate in other galaxies (e.g., Kennicutt & Evans

2012). All of these quantities used for other galaxies are

ultimately tied to indicators, like Hα, that trace only

massive stars, making the results sensitive to assump-

tions about the initial mass function and timescales (Hu

et al. 2024). Many more methods, some of which are
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less biased toward massive stars, can be used in the

Milky Way (Chomiuk & Povich 2011), and a remark-

ably precise value has been determined by Licquia &

Newman (2015). If certain technical problems can be

overcome, the Milky Way can provide a calibration for

methods used for other galaxies. In this paper, we focus

on extending the use of the 70 µm extragalactic esti-

mator to the Milky Way. As a bonus, we add another

method for calculating the star formation rate (SFR) of

the Milky Way as a function of Galactocentric radius

(RGal), produce a top down view of the SFR surface

density, and compare them to other calculations. These

results provide a unified, global picture of star forma-

tion in the Milky Way, comparable to those available

for other galaxies.
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The Hi-GAL survey of the plane of the Milky Way

(Molinari et al. 2010) provided a data set that allows us

to see the Milky Way in the context of other galaxies.

The products include images in five photometric bands

from 70 to 500 µm (Molinari et al. 2016), and the catalog

of compact sources (typically corresponding to physical

scales of clumps) with associated distances, masses, and

luminosities (Elia et al. 2021). By “clumps”, we mean

objects (with typical sizes in the range 0.3-3 pc, Bergin

& Tafalla 2007) generally associated with the formation

of a group of stars, as opposed to a “core,” which would

form a single stellar system (McKee & Ostriker 2007).

Elia et al. (2022) applied to the Hi-GAL data set the

method described by Veneziani et al. (2013, 2017) to

compute SFRs based on clump masses (SFRmc), accord-

ing to the relationship,(
SFRmc

M⊙ yr−1

)
= 5.6× 10−7

(
Mcat

M⊙

)0.74

, (1)

where Mcat is the catalog value for the clump mass

(the element of the calculation). With this approach,

depending on the selected sky area, one can estimate

the SFR of single regions, or of the entire Milky Way.

Elia et al. (2022) obtained a total star formation rate

for the Milky Way of (1.74 ± 0.65) M⊙ yr−1 by in-

cluding every Hi-GAL star forming clump with an es-

timate of its heliocentric distance , increasing to (1.96±
0.73) M⊙ yr−1 if the contribution from sources without

distance information is taken into account based on rea-

sonable assumptions. These values are consistent with

other recent estimates in the literature, as for exam-

ple (1.9 ± 0.4) M⊙ yr−1 (Chomiuk & Povich 2011) or

(1.65± 0.19) M⊙ yr−1 (Licquia & Newman 2015)1.

The clump masses used by Elia et al. (2022) in Eq. 1

were obtained by Elia et al. (2021) by converting dust

masses to total masses through a constant gas-to-dust

ratio, γ = 100, commonly assumed for the Solar neigh-

borhood. Recent evidence suggests that γ increases with

Galactocentric radius, so we will reconsider the masses

and SFR estimates from Elia et al. (2022).

While Hi-GAL clump masses, and thus SFRmc, are

obtained from a multi-wavelength approach, namely a

modified black body fit of their spectral energy distri-

bution (SED), a monochromatic approach to the cal-

culation of the SFR, at least for extragalactic sources,

has been proposed too. Lawton et al. (2010) found

1 In this work, previous SFR estimates were statistically combined
through a hierarchical Bayesian approach to obtain this value.
We use this result as a reference throughout this paper, and, for
comparison with it, we express the obtained SFR estimates with
two decimal digits as well.

that the 70 µm band is the most suitable indicator of

the SFR because it accounts for IR emission from both

H II regions and embedded star formation. Calzetti

et al. (2010) found a relationship between SFR and

70 µm luminosity, based on 189 whole galaxies, cali-

brated on their previous SFR estimator using a com-

bination of 24 µm and Hα luminosities (Calzetti et al.

2007). Their relation was applicable for oxygen abun-

dances, 12 + log[O/H] > 8.1, but became suspect for

low (total galaxy) SFR < 0.1 − 0.3 M⊙ yr−1 or low

70 µm luminosity, L70 < 1.4× 1042 erg s−1. Using 40

galaxies in the SINGS survey (Kennicutt et al. 2003),

Li et al. (2010) extended the relationship to regions

within galaxies, finding good correlations down to 70 µm

fluxes, Σ(70) ≈ 1040 erg s−1 kpc−2, surface densities

of SFRs, ΣSFR > 1× 10−3 M⊙ yr−1k̃pc−2 and oxygen

abundances, 12+log[O/H] > 8.4. We use Li et al. (2010)

for this investigation:(
SFR70

M⊙ yr−1

)
=

(
L70

1.067× 1043 erg s−1

)
. (2)

We will explore the possible extrapolation of these re-

lations to lower Σ(70) and lower metallicity, using Hi-

GAL data as estimators of the SFR, for comparison to

the previous estimates and to provide perspective to ex-

tragalactic studies.

The paper has a threefold aim:

• To revise the SFRmc obtainable from Eq. 1 by

correcting upstream the input clump masses by

taking into account a gas-to-dust ratio that varies

with the Galactic location of the clump (e.g., Gi-

annetti et al. 2017).

• To evaluate the applicability to the Milky Way

of the prescription given by Li et al. (2010) for

external Galaxies, based on the emission at 70 µm.

• To use the 70 µm emission from Hi-GAL to com-

pute the star formation rate and distribution over

the Milky Way and compare them to the results

from other methods.

In §2, we summarize the data used in our analysis.

§3 considers the effects of a gas-to-dust ratio that varies

with Galactocentric radius on our previous estimates of

SFRs. In §4, we show that the star formation rate is

extremely under-estimated when the 70 µm emission of

cataloged sources is used. §5 presents a solution by as-

signing distances to the extended emission. In §6 we

compare the predictions from §5 for the total and distri-

bution of SFRs to those of other methods. A summary

of key results is provided in §7.
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2. DATA

We used data from Hi-GAL, an Open Time Key

Project of the Herschel satellite (Pilbratt et al. 2010)

which delivered a complete and homogeneous mapping

of the Galactic plane in five continuum far-infrared

(FIR) bands: 70 and 160 µm with the PACS camera

(Poglitsch et al. 2010) and 250, 350, and 500 µm with

the SPIRE camera (Griffin et al. 2010), respectively.

The data that play a central role in this article are the

Hi-GAL 70 µm maps (Molinari et al. 2016). We also use

the photometry of Hi-GAL compact sources at 70 µm

obtained by Molinari et al. (2016) and Elia et al. (2021).

To apply the method of calculating the SFR from the

clump masses, we also use the physical properties quoted

by Elia et al. (2021). Starting from the Hi-GAL com-

pact source photometry in five bands, they built band-

merged SEDs, and selected a a sub-sample of ∼ 1.5×105

of them, having a shape regular enough to undergo mod-

ified black body fitting (e.g., Elia & Pezzuto 2016), es-

sentially a concave-down shape with fluxes available in

at least three consecutive bands at λ ≥ 160 µm(see Elia

et al. 2017, for details). The fit procedure was performed

on the portion of SEDs at λ ≥ 160 µm, since fluxes at

70 µm are found to generally depart from a modified

black body behavior. The presence of a 70 µm detec-

tion is used, instead, to establish a first classification

between star forming (70-µm bright) and quiescent (70-

µm dark) clumps, respectively. Heliocentric distances

were provided by Mège et al. (2021) for ∼ 80% of the

clumps. In particular, for the SFR calculation, only

star forming clumps provided with a distance (around

30000 objects) are considered directly. Elia et al. (2022)

showed a way to include clumps without distance (by

assigning them random distances following the distribu-

tion of the available ones), that we applied as described

in §3.

3. EFFECTS OF ADOPTING A NON-CONSTANT

GAS-TO-DUST RATIO

The derivation of the SFR through clump masses

(Eq. 1) requires a few assumptions to estimate the

masses, as discussed by Elia et al. (2022). Among those,

the assumption of a gas-to-dust ratio that is constant

(γ = 100) across the Milky Way, rather than a function

of the Galactocentric radius, certainly affects the global

Galactic SFR, and even more its radial profile and its

2D distribution in the Galactic plane. Therefore, be-

fore evaluating the utility of the 70 µm emission as a

SFR indicator, we reconsider the SFR derived by Elia

et al. (2022) from the clump masses through Eq. 1 in

light of evidence that the gas-to-dust ratio γ varies with

RGal (Giannetti et al. 2017). Similar conclusions have

been reached in studies of other galaxies (Aniano et al.

2020a,b; Lee et al. 2024).

The detailed considerations are contained in Appendix

A. We conclude that the strong dependence on RGal

found by Giannetti et al. (2017) would imply that the

median surface density of clumps increases with RGal.

Because that result seems very unlikely, we adopt the

following function, which produces a constant mean sur-

face density of clumps:

log(γH) = (0.051± 0.001)

(
RGal −R0

kpc

)
+ 2 , (3)

where γH indicates the function based on the full Hi-

GAL sample, normalized to 100 at the solar circle (R0).

This gradient (0.051) is very consistent with the gradient

in the elemental abundance of oxygen, as documented

in Appendix A.

In the rest of this paper, when comparing meth-

ods for estimating the SFR, for the clump mass-based

method we will adopt the correction given by Eq. 3.

We use this relation to re-compute the total SFR of

the Galaxy from the clump mass method, SFRmc =

(1.46 ± 0.54) M⊙ yr−1, and its radial dependence. As

done by Elia et al. (2022), a 2D view of the SFR density

in the Galaxy can be obtained too from the clump mass

method. By applying the gas-to-dust ratio in Eq. 3, we

obtain maps comparable to the uncorrected map (Fig-

ure 5 of Elia et al. 2022) with a cylindrically symmetric

exponential pattern described in those equations. We

will discuss the corresponding SFR density map in §6.3.
All these determinations are obtained by consider-

ing Hi-GAL star forming clumps with a known mass,

thanks to an available heliocentric distance estimate.

Elia et al. (2022) described an approach for estimat-

ing a realistic contribution also from sources without a

distance (∼ 16% of the total) to the whole Milky Way

SFR (not applicable, however, to 1D or 2D mapping

of SFR density). It consists in running Monte-Carlo

realizations of virtual distances following the distribu-

tion of available distances. Assigning such distances to

distanceless clumps, the corresponding masses were de-

rived, and hence their individual contributions to SFR

through Eq. 1, as well as the total of these contributions.

The average of this total over a number of realizations

provides a reasonable additional term for the total SFR.

Here we repeated the same procedure, but estimating

also the simulated RGal from the combination of source

longitude (known) and distance (simulated), which en-

ables us to apply Eq. 3. In 10000 realizations carried out,

the computed additional SFR term ranges from to 0.17

to 0.23 M⊙ yr−1, with an average of 0.19 M⊙ yr−1and

a standard deviation of 0.005 M⊙ yr−1. This average
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value can be assumed, finally, as the term required for

accounting for the distanceless clumps as well. A typ-

ical uncertainty of 0.07 M⊙ yr−1(estimated as in Elia

et al. 2022, and dominating over the intrinsic variability

of the SFR) is found to be associated to these additional

terms, and we assign it as the error bar for the average

value.

4. A FIRST ATTEMPT: ESTIMATING THE SFR

FROM 70 µm COMPACT SOURCE

PHOTOMETRY

The Li et al. (2010) method computes the SFR from

the luminosity at 70 µm through Eq. 2. A first attempt

was made to apply this formula to the fluxes at 70 µm

of Hi-GAL compact sources quoted in the catalog of

Elia et al. (2021), converted to luminosities through the

distance (where available), according to

L70 = νS70 × 4πd2, (4)

where S70 is the flux density (per Hz), ν is the frequency

corresponding to λ = 70 µm, and d is the heliocentric

distance.

Adding up the SFRs of all the individual catalog

sources using Eq. 4 produces a total Milky Way SFR =

2.4× 10−2 M⊙ yr−1, nearly two orders of magnitude too

low. In fact, Veneziani et al. (2013), who focused on only

two ∼ 2◦ × 2◦ Hi-GAL fields around ℓ = 30◦ and 59◦,

already found that such an approach leads to an under-

estimation, with respect to the clump mass method.

To understand this discrepancy, we then checked for

possible systematic mistakes in the calibration of Hi-

GAL maps at 70 µm, by comparing them with IRAS

ones at 60 and 100 µm. These considerations are de-

tailed in Appendix B. We concluded that there is no

calibration problem.

As also detailed in Appendix B, we then checked

whether the underestimations depended on the star for-

mation rate, since the 70 µm tracer is known to fail for

low emission levels. Instead, we found that the underes-

timation persisted over the full range of star formation

rates, as measured by the clump mass model.

We concluded that the 70 µm emission assigned to

individual sources drastically underestimates the SFR

when a standard formula used for other galaxies is ap-

plied. This result is similar to what was found for 24 µm

emission by Vutisalchavakul & Evans (2013).

5. ESTIMATING THE SFR FROM THE WHOLE

EMISSION IN 70 µm MAPS

Once it is established that considering only the emis-

sion from 70 µm compact sources leads to a severe un-

derestimation of the SFR, we tried to get closer to the

spirit underlying the approach of Li et al. (2010), which

is applied to the emission from large regions of external

galaxies, or even whole galaxies in the case of Calzetti

et al. (2010). In this respect, we applied such a method

to entire Hi-GAL maps, namely by counting both com-

pact and diffuse emission (hereafter the “whole” emis-

sion) from all pixels in the 70 µm maps.

To do that, the Hi-GAL 2.◦2× 2.◦2 tiles at 70 µm were

re-projected onto 72 mosaics, each one extending over 5◦

in longitude (and the full extent in latitude), to avoid

counting twice the pixels in the overlap zone between

the original tiles (typically ∼ 20′, Molinari et al. 2016).

The pixel size was kept at 3.′′2. The pixel intensities of

these mosaics were converted into fluxes by converting

units from MJy sr−1 to Jy pixel−1.

In terms of observed fluxes, it can be seen (Figure 1)

that, in general, the amount of flux contained in compact

sources present in a given mosaic represents a minority

compared to the total emission from all map pixels, but

it generally correlates with it. The statistics shown in

Figure 1 are built with sources present in the “filtered”

physical catalog of Elia et al. (2021) and provided with

a heliocentric distance (d); for them, the fraction rep-

resented by the total flux in compact sources over that

of the total map has a mean of ∼ 2%. Taking also into

account the sources without distance information this

fraction does not increase significantly. Even consider-

ing the totality of compact sources detected at 70 µm

by Molinari et al. (2016), which were partially filtered

out by Elia et al. (2021), the median ratio between their

total flux and the whole emission in the mosaic is ∼ 4%.

The fact that these strong differences in flux are simi-

lar to the gap observed between the SFR obtained from

70 µm photometry of compact sources (§4) and typ-

ical SFR estimates in the literature (Licquia & New-

man 2015, and references therein) further encourages us
towards testing the approach based on considering the

emission from all pixels of the 70 µm maps. Of course,

this presents the non-trivial problem of assigning a he-

liocentric distance to each pixel.

The procedure we adopted can be illustrated with

the help of Figure 2. The pixel intensities in the top

panel were converted to fluxes, and then to luminosities

through Eq. 4, by assigning to each pixel the heliocen-

tric distance of the closest (in terms of pixels) Hi-GAL

70 µm source provided with a distance (Figure 2, mid-

dle). However, the presence of high-|b| sources with very

large distances can produce exceedingly large estimates

of the total luminosity, since those portions of the maps

are poorer in compact sources, so that very large areas

are entirely assigned to such a large distance. The prob-

lem of these sources was addressed by Mège et al. (2021),
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Figure 1. For each of the 72 mosaics (5◦-wide in longitude)
into which we have rearranged the Hi-GAL observations at
70 µm of the whole Galactic plane, the total flux contained in
the compact sources is plotted vs the flux given by the whole
emission in the mosaic. In particular, light blue diamonds
and dark blue triangles represent the total flux from 70 µm
sources provided with a heliocentric distance, and from all
70 µm sources, respectively. The solid line represents the 1:1
relation.

who took into account the criterion of Solomon et al.

(1987), namely that a source cannot lie more than 140 pc

above or below the midplane, as a possible method to

solve the near/far distance ambiguity. However, they

placed this criterion at the bottom of their decision tree,

so that in many cases the far distance is definitely as-

signed before going all the way to invoking this criterion.

On the contrary, we gave maximum priority to this re-

quirement, bringing to the near distance estimate those
sources not fulfilling it due to a far distance assignment

(this applied to 1180 sources).

The contribution of each pixel to the total SFR of the

tile was evaluated through Eq. 2 (Figure 2, bottom).

Summarizing, the conversion of the original intensity

at 70 µm (I70) into the corresponding SFR per pixel

(SFR70pix) can be simply written, by combining all the

conversion coefficients in Eqs. 2 and 4, as

(
SFR70pix

M⊙ yr−1

)
= 4.8× 10−16

(
I70

Jy pixel−1

)(
d

pc

)2

.

(5)

We point out that, for accurate use of this equation, it

may be necessary to first convert the units of the 70 µm

map to Jy/pixel.

Figure 2. Example of the application of the SFR estimation
method based on considering the whole emission in Hi-GAL
70 µmmaps. Top: 70 µmmosaic in the 335◦−340◦ longitude
range, obtained by combining the original Hi-GAL tiles ℓ354,
ℓ352, and ℓ349. Middle: map of the heliocentric distances
assigned to pixels in the mosaic, based on the association
to the closest (in the 2D map) Hi-GAL 70 µm-bright source
provided with a distance. Bottom: SFR map obtained by
combining the two previous panels, through Eq. 5. Galactic
coordinates are shown in the bottom panel.

All the 70 µm emission in each tile was assigned the

distance of the nearest catalog source and converted to

a SFR for that source (SFR70).

This operation was repeated on the entire set of 72

re-projected Hi-GAL mosaics, together with the calcu-

lation of the SFR through clump counts (Eq. 1) in the

same areas. The comparison between the two estimates

obtained for all the Hi-GAL mosaics is shown in Fig-

ure 3. The whole emission at 70 µm now accounted
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Figure 3. Comparison of SFR obtained for Hi-GAL mo-
saics (72 in total) through two different techniques. The ra-
tio of the SFR70 predicted by 70 µm calculated by assigning
the extended 70 µm flux to the nearest source, to the SFRmc

from the clump mass model applied to all sources in the area
is plotted versus the SFRmc. The symbol color is encoded by
the characteristic longitude (the lower end of the longitude
interval covered by each mosaic), according to the color bar
shown on the top. The logarithms of the average and median
ratio are represented as a grey dashed and dotted horizontal
line, respectively.

for, the two SFR estimates are now quite comparable:

the median of SFRmc/SFR70 is 0.64, and the average is

0.86. As expected, the mosaics containing higher SFR

are those located towards the inner Galaxy (see also

Figure 4 of Elia et al. 2022), and among these there are

a few notable cases for which SFRmc is found to be re-

markably larger than SFR70. The opposite result is seen

in many mosaics corresponding to the outer Galaxy, but

at considerably lower values of SFR (≪ 10−2 M⊙ yr−1).

6. COMPARISON OF SFR METHODS

From the results above, it is quite clear that using the

luminosities in the Hi-GAL compact source catalog to

compute SFRs will severely underestimate the star for-

mation rate obtained from the clump mass model. The

70 µmmethod will work only if the whole (extended plus

compact) emission is used. Our method of assigning the

70 µm emission a distance works well enough to get gen-

eral agreement. We now proceed to compare the results

of the two methods for the total, radial dependence, and

2D distributions of the star formation rate.

6.1. Total SFR of the Galaxy

Adding all the SFR based on 70 µm emission for

the entire Hi-GAL area now yields a total SFR70 =

(1.42+0.63
−0.44) M⊙ yr−1. Following Li et al. (2010), the er-

ror bar estimation is not based on the uncertainty on the

factor 1.067 in Eq. 2 (which amounts to 0.017, i.e. 1.6%),

but rather on the dispersion of data in their diagram of

70 µm brightness vs SFR, namely 0.16 dex (increasing

to 0.18 dex when they consider low-metallicity galaxies

as well), which corresponds to an asymmetric relative

error bar of +44% and −31%.

This total SFR is in remarkable agreement with

that from the clump mass model: SFRmc = (1.46 ±
0.54) M⊙ yr−1. However, this value of SFRmc has been

obtained using only clumps with a heliocentric distance

estimate. As explained in Section 3, an estimate of the

possible contribution to the SFR by sources with un-

known distance would further increase the total SFR to

(1.65 ± 0.61) M⊙ yr−1. In contrast, the SFR based on

70 µm emission is calculated using all pixels of the sur-

vey. In this case, adding distance information for more

clumps would not translate necessarily to additional star

formation (as in the clump mass method), but rather in

a re-assignment of distances for groups of pixels, which

in turn can produce a decrease (/increase) of the SFR

if the newly assigned distance is closer (/farther) than

the one previously assumed. Therefore it is more ap-

propriate to compare SFR70 = (1.42+0.63
−0.44) M⊙ yr−1

with SFRmc = (1.69± 0.62) M⊙ yr−1, which still agrees

within the error bars.

The value of 1.42 M⊙ yr−1is also very close to the to-

tal Galactic star formation rate of 1.65 M⊙ yr−1 by Lic-

quia & Newman (2015), which encloses and summarises

all the main results achieved up to that point. In this

respect, to calibrate our result on this estimate, we sug-

gest to correct to 0.915× 1043 erg s−1 the factor in the

equation in Li et al. (2010) (Eq. 2 in this paper). This

change is well within the uncertainties.

To enable the comparison among different estimates

of the Milky Way SFR obtained in this paper, as well

as with values in the literature, they are reported in

Table 1.

6.2. SFR of the Galaxy as a function of Galactocentric

radius

A common characteristic of the two methods, the one

using the 70 µm emission and the one using the clump

masses, is that both are based on summing the contribu-

tions from “basic” elements (which is the pixel intensity

at 70 µm for the former, and the clump mass in the

latter). This feature allows us to map the SFR density

throughout the Galactic plane, and to obtain Galacto-

centric profiles for it. In Figure 4, the SFR surface den-

sity (ΣSFR) is plotted versus RGal for both the 70 µm

method and the method based on clump masses (Elia
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Table 1. Comparison among Milky Way star formation rates derived in this paper and values from the literature.

Method SFR SFR Ref.

(Sources w/ distance) (Sources w/+w/o distance)

[M⊙ yr−1] [M⊙ yr−1]

Clump masses 1.74± 0.65 1.96± 0.73 Elia et al. (2022)

Clump masses corrected by Eq. A1 1.76± 0.66 2.06± 0.77 This work (Appendix A)

Clump masses corrected by Eq. 3 1.46± 0.54 1.65± 0.61 This work

Whole 70 µm emission 1.42+0.63
−0.44 This work

EKO with new distances 1.47 This work

Reference value 1.65± 0.19 Licquia & Newman (2015)

et al. 2022), using the results in §3. The two estimates

agree remarkably well, especially for 3 < RGal < 8 kpc.

Both are normalized to a total SFR of 1.65 M⊙ yr−1, so

that only the shapes are compared. Inside RGal = 3 kpc,

the estimate from 70 µm is significantly larger. Because

both are normalized to the same total SFR, the dif-

ferences at very small and large RGal are compensated

by slightly lower predictions from SFR70 at intermedi-

ate RGal. Beyond ∼ 10 kpc, we are outside the range

of star formation rate surface density calibrated by Li

et al. (2010) of ΣSFR > 1× 10−3 M⊙ yr−1 kpc−2, and

below the metallicity limit, so we are extrapolating in

both. Nonetheless, the two methods agree rather well to

at least 14 kpc, suggesting that the 70 µm method may

work on average even to lower flux levels. Even beyond

14 kpc, there is some agreement on average despite the

small number statistics.

6.3. SFR of the Galaxy in Two Dimensions

Again thanks to the parcelling inherent in the SFR

calculation method, we can obtain 2D maps of the SFR

surface density (ΣSFR). In the left panel of Figure 5

the SFR surface density obtained through 70 µm inten-

sities, binned in 0.5 × 0.5 kpc boxes, is shown. Qual-

itatively speaking, it is not much different from that

obtained with the clump mass method by Elia et al.

(2022), shown in the middle panel of Figure 5. This is

not surprising, since the two methods share the same set

of distances and longitudes (hence Galactic locations),

those of the star forming (70-µm bright) clumps of Elia

et al. (2022). What clearly differentiates the two, how-

ever, is the independent and complementary way of cal-

culating the SFR in those positions: in the former case

by integrating the emission at 70 µm from all the pixels

surrounding the clump, while in the latter by consider-

ing the clump mass obtained from the fit of the portion

of the SED at λ ≥ 160 µm, so not involving at all the

70 µm photometry. In this respect, the observed overall

similarity of the maps further supports the general con-
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Figure 4. Comparison of SFR obtained from Hi-GAL
data binned in, and plotted versus, RGal (blue). The green
points are the SFR calculated from the model of clump star
formation in Elia et al. (2022), but corrected for a gas-to-dust
ratio given by Eq. 3. The distributions are both normalized
to a total star formation rate of 1.65 M⊙ yr−1 (Licquia &
Newman 2015), so that only the shapes can be compared.

sistency of the two methods discussed up to this point.

Minor differences can be noticed in the first two panels

of Figure 5, and they are expressly highlighted in the

right panel, showing the logarithm of the ratio of the

two maps. On average, the 70 µm-based method gives

higher SFR surface densities in some locations in the

outer Galaxy, while the inner Galaxy and the portion

of the third quadrant closer to the anti-centre are dom-

inated by the prominence of the output of the clump

mass-based method.

6.4. Caveats

While the agreement between SFR70 and SFRmc in

Figure 4 is remarkably good, we point out a few dif-

ferences. The predictions of SFR70 inside about 3 kpc

exceed those from SFRmc. A similar trend may be vis-
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Figure 5. Face-on mapping of the Milky Way SFR surface density (logarithm). Left : map obtained with the method involving
the whole Herschel 70 µm emission. Middle: map obtained from the method considering Herschel clump masses, corrected
through Eq. 3. For this panel and for the previous one, a common color bar is displayed on the top. Right : logarithm of the
ratio of the two maps shown in the previous panels. The Sun position is marked with a green cross in all panels, while the Solar
circle is displayed in the right panel as a dotted line).

ible in the outer Galaxy beyond ∼ 12 kpc, though the

data are noisy there. Because 70 µm emission can arise

from dust in the diffuse ISM, heated by older stars (Ken-

nicutt & Evans 2012; Li et al. 2010), over-prediction of

SFRs can be expected in regions of low star formation

rate. The outer Galaxy is clearly one such region, and

the part of the Galaxy inside 4 kpc, which is affected by

the stellar bar (Benjamin et al. 2005), is another.

On the other hand, SFR70 will underestimate the star

formation rate in regions where the IMF is not well sam-

pled (da Silva et al. 2014). That will be the case in

clouds and clumps of low mass, which are more easily

detected by Hi-GAL when they are nearby. This effect

can be seen in the orange tint in the right panel of Fig-

ure 5 for a region a few kpc in radius around the Sun.

This problem is not apparent in Figure 4 because the

more distant parts of the Galaxy overwhelm the local

regions in the average for RGal ∼ 8 kpc.

Our choice for the dependence of the gas-to-dust ratio

on RGal is not well established, and may require revi-

sion in the future. In particular, the trend in metal-

licity and thus gas-to-dust ratio inside RGal = 4 kpc

is uncertain (Méndez-Delgado et al. 2022; Pineda et al.

2024). In addition, the choice of 100 for the gas-to-

dust ratio for the Solar neighborhood metallicity may

be too low for very distant clumps, where Hi-GAL sam-

ples more diffuse cloud material, but ices do accumulate

by AV = 3.2 mag (Whittet et al. 2013). Variations

with extinction thresholds are probably less than those

caused by the primary metallicity dependence.

6.5. SFR of the Galaxy Compared to Methods using

Stars

A direct comparison can be made, in terms of Galacto-

centric profile, between the SFR density obtained with

the two techniques adopted in this paper and the one

elaborated by Zari et al. (2023). These authors pro-

duced a map of the stellar age distribution across a

6 kpc × 6 kpc portion of the Galactic disk centered

on the Sun by using a sample of ∼ 500000 candidate O-,

B-, and A-type (hereafter OBA) stars. They were able

to obtain a total SFR (see Zari et al. 2023, for details).

Soler et al. (2023) compared the radial ΣSFR profiles of

Zari et al. (2023) and Elia et al. (2022), highlighting the

similarity of the two in qualitative terms. They also sug-

gested explanations for the fact that the method using

OBA stars predicts a higher SFR than the clump mass

method at each RGal. Similarly to them, in Figure 6

we provide an updated comparison between the data

of Zari et al. (2023) and those obtained in this paper.

The SFR density profile obtained from clump masses

remains qualitatively similar after the correction given

by Eq. 3, but it is still lower than that derived from

OBA stars, as in Soler et al. (2023). The discrepancy

is larger if only clumps in the 6 kpc × 6 kpc box cen-

tered on the Sun are considered, with the exception of

radii around 6 kpc, where it exhibits a bump which is
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Figure 6. Comparison between profiles of SFR density. The
yellow curve represents that obtained by Zari et al. (2023),
in bins of RGal = 0.5 kpc, from modeling of the popula-
tions of high-mass stars in the age interval 5 < τ < 10 Myr
in a 6 kpc × 6 kpc portion of the Galactic plane centered
on the Sun. The green solid line is obtained from clump
masses (Eq. 1) corrected by Eq. 3, and the blue solid curve
is the ΣSFR profile obtained from 70 µm emission. The
green and blue dashed lines are computed as are the solid
lines of the same color (see above), but considering only the
6 kpc × 6 kpc box of Zari et al. (2023).

similar (although lower) than that seen in the profile of

Zari et al. (2023). Finally, the SFR density profile ob-

tained from the 70 µm maps appears to have a similar

decreasing trend with RGal and is lower than SFRmc.

The prediction of SFR70 is even lower if restricted to

the local 6 kpc × 6 kpc region. While the predictions

over the whole Galaxy and restricted to the local re-

gion are similar for SFRmc, they differ substantially for

SFR70, with the local region below the Galactic aver-

age for these radii. This is presumably caused by the

fact that Hi-GAL picks up lower mass clumps in the lo-

cal region, which do not completely sample the IMF, as

discussed in §6.4.

6.6. Comparison to Method Using CO Cloud Catalogs

and Theory

The star formation surface density versus RGal can

also be compared to that predicted by Evans et al.

(2022), hereafter denoted EKO. This prediction used

the cloud catalog from Miville-Deschênes et al. (2017),

along with some theoretical predictions described below,

a very different set of inputs from either of the methods

described above.

For the sake of consistency, the cloud heliocentric dis-

tances of Miville-Deschênes et al. (2017) were recalcu-

lated, starting from the velocity with respect to the

local standard of rest (vLSR) and Galactic longitude

they quoted, but by applying the same rotation curve

adopted by Mège et al. (2021) for the Hi-GAL clump

distances, namely that of Russeil et al. (2017). We

kept the same solution of the near/far distance ambi-

guity proposed by Miville-Deschênes et al. (2017), ex-

cept for those far distances implying a violation of the

|z| < 140 pc condition we imposed in §5, for which we

chose the near distance. Finally, for 11 sources close

to the Galactic center for which there is incompatibility

between the longitude, vLSR pair and the rotation curve

of Russeil et al. (2017), we adopt the distance quoted by

Miville-Deschênes et al. (2017), decreased by 0.16 kpc,

namely the difference between the values of R0 used in

the two rotation curves. The cloud sizes and masses

were rescaled to the newly calculated distances. Then,

the masses were adjusted as a function of RGal, using

the same formula for the luminosity-to-mass conversion

factor favored by EKO:

αCO = 4.50Z−0.80, (6)

where Z is the metallicity in solar units, with a radial

gradient of −0.044 dex/kpc, and αCO has the units,

M⊙(K km s−1 pc2)−1. Densities and free-fall times

were calculated from masses and sizes, and Eq. 9 from

EKO (with a core-to-star efficiency of 0.30)

ϵff = 0.30 exp(−2.018αvir
1/2), (7)

was used to calculate ϵff , the star formation efficiency

per free-fall time, and finally the SFR for each cloud in

the catalog of Miville-Deschênes et al. (2017). A new

catalog, based on the catalog of Miville-Deschênes et al.

(2017), but with the distances used here, along with

updated cloud properties and the calculated SFRs, is

provided and described in Appendix C.

The resulting star formation rate for the entire Galaxy,

SFREKO, is 1.47 M⊙ yr−1, again in remarkable agree-

ment with the observational values (see Table 1). While

the uncertainties are mostly systematic and hard to

quantify, we estimated some uncertainties for the radial

distribution based simply on the number of clouds in a

bin. For the largest radius plotted (RGal = 19.5 kpc),

the number of clouds in a bin is only 6. Comparing to

figures in EKO, the change to the new distances made

no discernible difference in the radial dependence and

the total SFR changed only by 0.01 M⊙ yr−1.

Both observational methods (the 70 µm and clump

mass) show excellent agreement with the EKO pre-

diction of the radial distribution of SFR (Figure 7),
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Figure 7. Comparison of the SFR obtained from a EKO
prediction (Evans et al. 2022) based on a molecular cloud cat-
alog and an efficiency per free-fall time (orange) with those
obtained from the 70 µm emission in Hi-GAL tiles binned in
and plotted versus RGal (blue) and the SFR (green) calcu-
lated from the model of clump star formation in Elia et al.
(2022). The EKO predictions are labeled EKO New Dis-
tance to indicate that they are based on the new distance
estimates. The distributions are all normalized to a total
star formation rate of 1.65 M⊙ yr−1 (Licquia & Newman
2015), so that only the shapes are compared.

all normalized to 1.65 M⊙ yr−1 total to focus on the

radial dependence. The SFR based on 70 µm emis-

sion matches the EKO prediction slightly better, as re-

flected in the slightly smaller figure of merit, defined by

FOM = ⟨|(obs/EKO)− 1|⟩. In particular, the match in

the innermost RGal makes the two lines indistinguish-

able in the figure. The clump mass model agrees better

with the EKO predictions around 2 kpc, where both pre-

dict a lower star formation rate. The most notable dis-

agreement occurs around 8 kpc, where the EKO method

predicts a jump of about a factor of 3 that is not seen

in either of the observational distributions, perhaps in-

fluenced by local clouds2. However, given uncertain-

2 In general, the SFR estimates based on Hi-GAL data may be
affected by the limited coverage in latitude (a strip of ∆b = 2◦) of
this survey, which excludes the contributions to SFR from high-|b|
star forming regions. However, the impact of this effect appears
to be relatively minor in the context of the entire Galactic plane,
as it involves a limited number of clouds at a relatively small d.
For example, Lada et al. (2010) report the SFRs of 11 nearby
star forming regions, with the highest being that of Orion A at
7× 10−4 M⊙ yr−1; the combined SFR of all 11 regions does not
even reach twice this amount. Nonetheless, this effect may not
be negligible when estimating SFR on more localized scales and
could contribute to the observed discrepancy between the two
radial SFR density profiles highlighted here, because the cloud
catalog of Miville-Deschênes et al. (2017) covers |b| ≤ 5◦.

ties, both agree well with the EKO predictions. This

agreement is rather remarkable because the EKO predic-

tions were based on a completely different data base and

method. The cloud catalog was based on CO J = 1 → 0

data with lower spatial resolution (Dame et al. 2001)

and a different cloud identification algorithm (Miville-

Deschênes et al. 2017). The agreement between all of

these methods gives support to each.

The CO-traced clouds cataloged by Miville-Deschênes

et al. (2017) can be also used, after conversion to the

same model of Galactic rotation, to obtain the corre-

sponding face-on ΣSFR map (Figure 8, left), analogous

to the Herschel-based maps shown in Figure 5. A com-

parison of this map with the ΣSFR map obtained from

the diffuse 70 µm emission is shown in the form of pixel-

to-pixel ratio in the middle panel of Figure 8. A trend

to contain a less prominent spiral-arm structure and to

show a higher ΣSFR in the Solar vicinity appears in

the CO cloud-based map. This trend is further high-

lighted in the comparison of this map with that obtained

from clump masses (Figure 8, right panel). The de-

tailed agreements of this map with the other two are

less impressive than the agreement of the clump mass

and 70 µm methods. SFR estimates may differ substan-

tially in individual regions while agreeing when averaged

over sufficiently large scales. While the radial distri-

butions predicted by the EKO model agree very well

with the clump mass and 70 µm methods, the face-on

maps show substantial disagreements within individual

0.5 kpc boxes (Figure 8). Disagreements are especially

common at large RGal, where small numbers of clouds

and clumps limit the benefits of averaging.

6.7. Star Formation Relations

The excellent agreement of three methods to obtain

the radial distribution of the star formation rate pro-

vides the opportunity to update Figure 7 of Kennicutt

& Evans (2012). We computed the radial dependence

of the molecular cloud mass surface density (Σmol) from

the new catalog, using the same rotation curve as the

Hi-GAL project used and αCO(Z). The result is plotted

in Figure 9, along with the ΣSFR based on the 70 µm

method, as this is the estimate of SFR most based on

pure observational data. Unlike Figure 7 of Kennicutt

& Evans (2012), the data for both molecules and star

formation are now much better determined and agree

extremely well over the full range of RGal from the CMZ

to the far outer Galaxy. By plotting the SFR per Gyr

on the y-axis, we can immediately see the depletion time

(tdep = Mmol/SFR70) variation in any offset between it

and the mass distribution. The good agreement shows

that the depletion time for molecular gas in the Milky
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Figure 8. Left : face-on mapping of the Milky Way SFR surface density (logarithm) using the EKO method and the CO clouds
cataloged by Miville-Deschênes et al. (2017), with the distances assigned in this paper. The color bar on the top shows the
range of the mapped values. Middle: logarithm of the ratio between the map in the left panel of this figure and the one in the
left panel of Figure 5 (SFR map obtained from the whole Herschel 70 µm emission). Right : logarithm of the ratio between
the map in the left panel of this figure and the one in the middle panel of Figure 5 (SFR map obtained from Hi-GAL clump
masses). The middle and right panel share a common color bar displayed on the top. The Sun position is marked with a green
cross, while the Solar circle is displayed in the right panel with a dotted line.
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Figure 9. The radial distribution of surface densities of
atomic gas (black, from Nakanishi & Sofue 2016), molecu-
lar gas (magenta, from Miville-Deschênes et al. 2017, but
after distance correction carried out in this work), and SFR
derived in this work through the 70 µm method (blue).

Way is about 1 Gyr at all RGal. More precisely, the

total molecular mass within 20 kpc is 1.34× 109 M⊙.

With a star formation rate from the 70 µm emission

of 1.42 M⊙ yr−1, the depletion time is 0.94 Gyr, about

half the average for nearby galaxies (Bigiel et al. 2011;

Schinnerer & Leroy 2024). The surface density of atomic

gas (Σatomic) from Nakanishi & Sofue (2016) has a com-

pletely different and relatively flat distribution, as also

highlighted by Elia et al. (2022).

The plots of log(ΣSFR) versus RGal show a mostly

linear behavior for RGal well beyond the radii affected

by the bar, indicating an exponential model: ΣSFR ∝
exp(−RGal/a), where a is the scale length. However, fits

restricted to ranges of RGal show that the slope steep-

ens beyond RGal ∼ 14 kpc. Measurements of the scale

length for the stellar disk vary substantially, but Bland-

Hawthorn & Gerhard (2016) give an average value of

a = 2.6 ± 0.5 kpc. Recent studies of the stellar distri-

bution favor a flat distribution, a linear region, and a

steepening (Lian et al. 2024), also beyond 14 kpc. They

show that the distribution of all stars between 7.5 and

14 kpc agrees with an exponential of scale length 2.6 kpc.

Because the SFR density does not show the flat region

(affected by the stellar bulge), we fit linear slopes be-

tween 5.0 and 14 kpc for the best comparison to the

stars. These fits lead to the following scale lengths: for

the clump mass model, a = (2.03 ± 0.10) kpc; for the

70 µm method, a = (2.47 ± 0.16) kpc; for the EKO

method, a = (1.94± 0.26) kpc. The average of all three

yields ⟨a⟩ = (2.15 ± 0.28) kpc, marginally shorter than

the stellar scale length. Elia et al. (2022), using the

clump mass method but with uncorrected masses, also

found a decreasing exponential trend, steeper than the
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aforementioned ones (see Appendix A), and whose slope

can be translated in terms of the scale length used here,

as (1.55 ± 0.06) kpc. These can be compared to the fit

for smoothed surface density of molecular gas (Σmol),

with a 2.0 kpc scale length (Fig. 9 of Miville-Deschênes

et al. 2017). With the new distances and CO luminosity

to mass conversion factor that varies with Z, the scale

length of Σmol is (2.26± 0.14) kpc.

Figure 10. SFR surface density calculated through the
70 µm emission method (Figure 5, left panel), averaged in
2×2 kpc2 bins, versus the smoothed surface density of molec-
ular gas, from Miville-Deschênes et al. (2017), averaged in
the same bins. The colors of the symbols are encoded based
on the Galactocentric distance, as indicated by the color scale
shown in the bar on the right. The dotted line represents the
power-law fit to data, highlighting a Kennicutt-Schmidt be-
havior of the plot, with power-law exponent n = 1.10± 0.06.

Since both ΣSFR and Σmol show an exponential be-

havior with respect to RGal, a power-law is expected

between the two, which corresponds to the Kennicutt-

Schmidt (KS) relation (Schmidt 1959; Kennicutt 1998)

applied to molecular gas: ΣSFR ∝ Σn
mol. In Figure 10

the plot of ΣSFR, derived through the 70 µm emission

method, versus Σmol is shown, where Σmol is the surface

density averaged over a 2 kpc square box. A power-

law fit to the data returns a slope n = 1.10 ± 0.06,

a nearly linear dependence of SFR on molecular cloud

mass, suggested by studies in other galaxies (Bigiel et al.

2011). In the outer Galaxy, we probe Σmol as low as

∼ 2× 10−2 M⊙ pc−2, more than an order of magnitude

lower than in Figure 1 of Bigiel et al. (2011), allowing an

extension (albeit noisy) in the range of the KS relation.

We emphasize that the quantity represented on the x-

axis in Figure 10 is not the average surface density of

a cloud, but the smoothed-out mass surface density of

clouds obtained by dividing the sum of masses of clouds

lying within a spatial bin by its area, in this case 4 kpc2.

The level of scatter in the plot in Figure 10 surely de-

pends on the physical size adopted for the spatial bins, as

the effect of local fluctuations is expected to be attenu-

ated by a coarser binning. Indeed, doubling for instance

the bin size, we obtain a globally narrower distribution

of points around the best-fit power law, whose exponent

remains n = 1.10. Contrarily, halving the bin size cre-

ates more scatter, dominated by local fluctuations, in

which an overall increasing trend is still seen, but not

enough to describe it as a power-law behavior.

6.8. Why does it work so well?

Both the EKO method, based on molecular clouds,

and the clump mass method, based on dense gas, predict

the total and radial distribution of the star formation

rate based on the 70 µm emission remarkably well, even

for very small RGal. In this subsection, we consider some

aspects of this agreement, centered on three questions.

Why do we correctly predict the SFR in the CMZ?

The innermost point of Figures 7 and 9 includes the

inner 500 pc, one definition of the Central Molecular

Zone (CMZ). This point is consistent with the over-

all exponential decrease in star formation rate defined

by the data for RGal > 5 kpc. In addition, Fig-

ure 10 indicates no departure from the overall KS re-

lation for the smallest RGal. This agreement seems

contrary to expectations that the SFR is anomalously

low in the CMZ. In fact, the value of SFR70(CMZ)

is 0.064 ± 0.001 M⊙ yr−1, completely consistent with

the average value favored by Henshaw et al. (2023) of

0.07+0.08
−0.02 M⊙ yr−1, which we take as the standard value

for further comparisons. The EKO method (Evans et al.

2022) predicts 0.062±0.006 M⊙ yr−1, in excellent agree-

ment. Previous work indicated that the SFR was con-

sistent with predictions from molecular gas from studies

of other galaxies (Kruijssen et al. 2014). The claim of

low SFR in the CMZ is based on the dense gas relations

(Gao & Solomon 2004; Heiderman et al. 2010; Lada et al.

2010, 2012). In this context, the prediction of the clump

mass model is the most interesting. In fact, our predic-

tion is SFRmc = 0.033± 0.013 M⊙ yr−1, lower than the

value of Henshaw et al. (2023) by two standard devi-

ations. Thus, we find no support for the common idea

that the SFR in the CMZ is low per amount of dense gas,

as measured by the masses of Hi-GAL compact sources,

with our adopted correction for gas-to-dust ratio.

In fact, Elia et al. (2022) already found substantial

agreement between the results from the clump mass

method and previous estimates of the SFR in the CMZ
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from the literature (Crocker et al. 2011; Immer et al.

2012; Barnes et al. 2017). The only exceptions were the

findings of Longmore et al. (2013), who underestimated

the SFR, and of Yusef-Zadeh et al. (2009), who overesti-

mated it. For these two cases, Elia et al. (2022) provided

well-supported justifications. We recalculated the SFR

using the methods introduced here, based on the whole

70 µm emission and clump masses corrected for variable

gas-to-dust ratio, respectively, within the [ℓ, b] bound-

aries of the sky areas investigated by those authors. The

results are quantitatively consistent with those of Elia

et al. (2022), therefore confirming their conclusions.

The original CMZ puzzle began with Longmore et al.

(2013), who estimated that there were 107 M⊙ of dense

gas in the CMZ from strong, extended ammonia emis-

sion. In contrast, the catalog of Elia et al. (2021) finds a

total of 1.56× 106 M⊙ in dense clumps (both prestellar

and protostellar) within RGal = 0.5 kpc. If we cor-

rect for the lower gas-to-dust ratio in the CMZ (39 at

RGal = 0.25 kpc), this mass drops to 6.03× 105 M⊙.

The Lada et al. (2012) relation would then predict a star

formation rate of 0.028 M⊙ yr−1, in agreement with the

prediction by the clump mass method. The issue comes

down to the definition of “dense”. With the gas-to-dust

ratio at 0.25 kpc of 39, the average surface density of

clumps within 0.5 kpc is 0.36 g cm−2, and the average

volume density is 5.0× 104 cm−3, considerably higher

than the average density sampled by ammonia emission

of 7.6× 102 cm−3, the effective density at TK = 20 K

(Shirley 2015), which in turn is considerably lower than

the “several ×103 cm−3”, assumed by Longmore et al.

(2013). Over-estimation of the density “traced” by so-

called dense gas tracers is a common problem (see dis-

cussion in Evans et al. 2020), and the mass of gas traced

by these lines includes much gas at rather low densities

(Evans et al. 2020; Patra et al. 2022).

Why is the prediction of SFR from the compact

sources so low? The star formation rate computed from

the 70 µm emission from all the compact sources in the

catalog of Elia et al. (2021) is about 100 times less than

that computed from the whole 70 µm emission. This

is interestingly similar to the ratio of energy injection

rates from fusion and accretion by the approximate end

of a star formation event in a model cluster, as seen in

Figure 5 of Grudić et al. (2022). These ratios could be

related if the accretion luminosity is captured locally,

while the fusion-powered luminosity is more distributed

over the clump and resulting cluster. If so, the whole

70 µm emission from a clump is averaging over a longer

time, as the luminosity from fusion exceeds that from

accretion by 3 Myr in the simulation and reaches the

factor of 100 by about 6 Myr.

Does all the diffuse 70 µm emission trace recent star

formation? The assignment of all the extended 70 µm

emission to the nearest compact source, while neces-

sary to assign a distance, can be challenged. Simula-

tions of the creation and propagation of far-ultraviolet

light (FUV) in large sections of galaxies indicate that it

contributes about twice the dust heating as do optical

photons, which can arise from older stars (Kim et al.

2023; Linzer et al. 2024). Contributions from diffuse

70 µm emission far from the compact source can be due

to heating by older stars. To check the importance of

this effect, we assessed the contribution to the whole

emission as a function of separation from the compact

source. We find that less than 15% of the total 70 µm

emission from the Milky Way arises more than 32 pc

from a compact source, the average size of a CO cloud

in the catalog of Miville-Deschênes et al. (2017).

7. SUMMARY

In this paper, two independent techniques for estimat-

ing the Galactic star formation rate from Herschel data

have been originally elaborated and applied. We have

also re-calculated the star formation rates from a third

method (EKO). The total star formation rates based on

the three methods are in excellent agreement (Table 1).

Our further results can be summarized as follows:

• We explored the consequences of correcting Hi-

GAL clump masses, used as input of the SFR cal-

culation algorithm of Elia et al. (2022), by a gas-

to-dust ratio variable with RGal. Using the profile

suggested by Giannetti et al. (2017) emphasizes

the contribution of the outer Galaxy at the ex-

pense of that of the inner Galaxy, producing a

global SFR very close to the “uncorrected” one,

but it predicts a clump surface density increasing

with RGal for quiescent clumps.

• We instead propose a weaker dependence of the

gas-to-dust ratio on RGal, based on assuming a

constant surface density of Hi-GAL clumps. By

applying this gas-to-dust ratio to the SFR calcu-

lation, we obtain a profile which is quite similar

to, but somewhat flatter than, the “uncorrected”

one.

• Using the 70 µm method by Li et al. (2010) with

only the compact sources in the Hi-GAL catalog to

calculate the star formation rate of the Galaxy fails

by two orders of magnitude. This failure arises

because most of the 70 µm emission is extended.

• Using the whole emission in maps rather than us-

ing only fluxes of compact sources, the 70 µm
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method predicts a total star formation rate and a

distribution over the Galaxy that agrees very well

with the predictions of the clump mass model.

• The Galactic star formation rate obtained with the

whole 70-µm emission is 1.42 M⊙ yr−1, a factor of

0.86 less than the precise value of 1.65 M⊙ yr−1

found by Licquia & Newman (2015). The residual

discrepancy can be interpreted as a correction to

the calibration factor of Li et al. (2010).

• The “modular” approach followed for the calcu-

lation of the Galactic SFR from 70 µm emission

allowed us to map it across the Galactic plane, and

to carry out position-to-position comparisons with

the method based on the masses of the clumps by

Elia et al. (2022). The shapes of the Galactocen-

tric profiles of ΣSFR given by the two methods are

very similar.

• The Galactocentric radial profile of ΣSFR obtained

from both methods are in very good agreement

with the theoretical predictions of Evans et al.

(2022), even in the outer Galaxy.

• The agreement of all three methods provides

a solid description of star formation across the

Galaxy, facilitating comparison to other galaxies.

• Regions of the Galactic plane, chosen as 2 kpc ×
2 kpc boxes, follow the Kennicutt-Schmidt relation

between SFR density and molecular gas density,

with a slope of 1.10± 0.06.

• The 70 µm and EKO methods both predict the

generally accepted value of the star formation rate

in the CMZ, while the clump mass method slightly

under-predicts it. We find no evidence for a deficit

of star formation in the CMZ in the dense gas

traced by the clumps in the Hi-GAL catalog.
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APPENDIX

A. RADIAL VARIATION IN THE GAS-TO-DUST RATIO

An exponential variation of γ with RGal was proposed by Giannetti et al. (2017):

log(γG) = 0.087+0.045
−0.025

RGal

kpc
+ 1.44+0.21

−0.45 , (A1)

where the uncertainties are systematic. Much smaller statistical uncertainties of ±0.007 and ±0.03 were also assigned

to the first and second terms, respectively. Examples of the application of this formula are γG values of ∼ 28, 146,

and 556 for RGal = 0, 8.34 (i.e., the solar circle radius (R0) assumed here to derive clump distances), and 15 kpc,

respectively. The value of 146 for the Solar circle is correct for the diffuse ISM when all the gas components are included

(Draine et al. 2007). However, because of depletion of gas phase species into ices in molecular clouds (Pontoppidan

et al. 2014), the traditional gas to dust ratio of 100 is actually more correct for the conditions in regions that dominate

the Hi-GAL catalog (Patra et al., in prep.). Urquhart et al. (2024) already used Eq. A1 to correct masses and surface

densities of Hi-GAL clumps.

Applying Eq. A1, instead of Eq. 3, to compute the total Milky Way’s SFR as described in §3, we obtain (1.76 ±
0.66) M⊙ yr−1, which increases to (2.06± 0.77) M⊙ yr−1 if the contribution from clumps without a distance estimate

is also taken into account (see Table 1).

Elia et al. (2021) noticed a definite decreasing trend of the median surface density Σcl of Hi-GAL clumps with RGal,

at all radii for the sub-class of quiescent clumps, and starting at RGal ∼ 2 − 3 kpc, even for the star forming ones.

This might be due to intrinsic variation of physical conditions from the inner to the outer Galaxy, or to the use of a

constant γ rather than one increasing with RGal (as, for example, in Eq. A1), or to a combination of the two.

In Figure 11 we plot the median of Σcl (calculated in bins of 0.5 kpc) for the entire population of Hi-GAL quiescent

clumps used in the analysis of Elia et al. (2021). We also show how it would appear if corrected by the inverse of γG
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given in Eq. A1. This correction predicts an increase of the surface density of clumps with RGal, which seems unlikely

at large RGal. We conclude that the γG given in Eq. A1 has too strong a dependence on RGal for the full Hi-GAL

sample.

If instead we assume that the median surface density should remain nearly constant, we follow an alternative approach

to constrain the gas-to-dust ratio across the whole RGal range of the Galaxy. The behavior of the quiescent clumps

appears to us the most suitable for this analysis. Firstly, they cover the entire range of Galactocentric distances.

Secondly, they have the simplest structure in terms of temperature (having no strong internal heating source) and

density, thus reducing the uncertainties connected with their modeling. Finally, they provide the highest-fidelity

picture of the initial conditions of clumps (so more genuinely mirroring a possible bias introduced by the choice of

a constant gas to dust ratio), before part of their mass is transferred into stars or dispersed by the star formation

process.

The systematically decreasing behavior of the median of the surface density shown in Figure 11 encourages us to

fit an exponential law, analogously to Giannetti et al. (2017). The best fit is found for the following combination of

parameters:

log

(
Σcl

g cm−2

)
= (−0.051± 0.001)

(
RGal

kpc

)
− 0.47± 0.01 . (A2)

In this fit, we have excluded the region with RGal < 1 kpc because both clouds (Oka et al. 2001) and clumps

(Battersby et al. 2020) appear to have much higher surface densities in the Central Molecular Zone, as reviewed by

Henshaw et al. (2023). While corrections for metallicity effects will lower these estimates, they will not remove the full

effect. The radial gradient of −0.051 dex/kpc in Eq. A2 is similar to gradients in elemental abundances. For example

Méndez-Delgado et al. (2022) derived a gradient in [O/H] of −0.044 ± 0.009 dex/kpc based on observations of H II

regions. The nitrogen abundance gradient for 4 < RGal < 17 kpc is somewhat larger, at −0.068±0.005, but the [N/H]

relation appears to flatten for RGal < 4 kpc (Pineda et al. 2024). The similarity of all these suggests a nearly linear

dependence of the dust fraction on metallicity.

Figure 11. Surface density Σcl vs Galactocentric distance RGal of pre-stellar (i.e. quiescent and gravitationally bound) Hi-
GAL clumps. The red line represents the median of Σcl in RGal bins of 0.5 kpc, while the pink-shaded area corresponds to the
uncertainty, calculated as in Elia et al. (2022). The green dashed line represents the best exponential fit to the data (not to the
median) for RGal > 1 kpc. The blue line represents the median of Σcl if this quantity was rescaled by applying a gas-to-dust
ratio variable with RGal as suggested by Giannetti et al. (2017).

Assuming that the declining surface density of clumps in Figure 11 is completely due to having adopted a constant

γ ratio, as described above, this result can be translated into a prescription for the gas-to-dust ratio dependence from

RGal expected to have the inverse behavior. Imposing the exponential law to assume the value of 100 at the Sun’s

Galactocentric distance R0 = 8.34 kpc, we derived Eq. 3.
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Eqs. A1 and 3 can be used to rescale clump masses used as the input of the SFR calculation, and obtain the

corresponding Milky Way SFR estimates, which are SFRG = (1.76±0.66) M⊙ yr−1 and SFRH = (1.46±0.54) M⊙ yr−1,

respectively. These estimates are reported also in Table 1, which summarizes all SFR values obtained in this paper,

allowing immediate comparisons among them and with literature values. Because these global numbers are fully

consistent with the value of SFRmc = (1.74± 0.65) M⊙ yr−1 found by Elia et al. (2022) (involving only clumps with

a heliocentric distance estimate), it is interesting, given the different analytic dependence of these two corrections, to

see how the Galactocentric profile varies for these two ways of deriving SFRs.

Figure 12. Top: Galactocentric radial profile of SFR density (in bins of 0.5 kpc). The black curve represents the SFR density
ΣSFR as calculated from clump masses through Eq. 1 (already shown in Elia et al. 2022), while further corrections accounting
for a variable gas-to-dust ratio suggested by Eqs. A1 and 3 are represented with a blue and a green curve, respectively. The
green curve is also represented in Fig. 4, where it is possible to appreciate typical error bars associated to values. Uncertainties
on the other two curves are similar, so error bars are omitted for clarity. Bottom: cumulative curves of profiles displayed in the
top panel (same color coding).

The top panel of Figure 12 shows, on the one hand, how the radial profile of ΣSFR obtained from uncorrected Eq. 1

differs from those obtained by applying the correction in Eqs. A1 and 3: the first profile predicts higher star formation

rates in the inner Galaxy, while the other two predict higher rates in the outer Galaxy. In particular, the profile

corresponding to Eq. A1 is the most distant from the uncorrected one, although the strong differences both in the

inner and in the outer Galaxy get compensated in the global estimates of the SFR that they produce.

On the other hand, the radial profiles given by Eqs. 1 and 3 are more similar in the outer Galaxy, which, given the

imbalance between the two in the inner Galaxy, finally determines the lower value of the SFRH.
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Table 2. Test fields (center coordinates and size) used to check possible incongruity between Hi-GAL 70 µm map calibration
and IRAS 60 and 100 µm maps, and corresponding integrated flux at 60, 70, and 100 µm, respectively.

ℓc bc Size F60 F70 F100

(◦) (◦) (◦) (105 Jy) (105 Jy) (105 Jy)

Field 1 19.2 0.2 1.7 3.7 5.2 12.9

Field 2 70.3 1.1 1.9 0.8 1.3 2.5

Field 3 330.0 -0.2 2.0 4.2 5.7 15.8

These behaviors can be also appreciated by looking at the corresponding cumulative curves shown in the bottom

panel of Figure 12: the estimates based on the corrections given in Eqs. A1 and 3 are almost indistinguishable up to

RGal ∼ 6 kpc, after which the former steepens and finally (RGal ≳ 15 kpc) reaches the cumulative value given by the

uncorrected method.

B. CHECKING FOR SYSTEMATIC ISSUES

In this appendix, we consider possible calibration errors and other systematic explanations for the severe underesti-

mate of the SFR using the catalog values of the 70 µm flux. In general, Hi-GAL maps were cross-calibrated just with

IRAS and PLANCK (Bernard et al. 2010); however we wanted to make sure that there is no numerical glitch causing

the systematic discrepancy that we noticed. To do that, we made a test by considering three coordinate square boxes

in different Galactic locations, with sizes ranging from 1.7◦ to 2◦, and integrated the emission within them in the

corresponding Hi-GAL map at 70 µm, and IRAS maps at 60 and 100 µm, respectively. Integrals were converted into

Jy by taking into account different map pixel sizes. Locations and sizes of the boxes, together with total calculated

fluxes at the three wavelengths reported in Table 2. It can be seen that the total flux at 70 µm is always comparable,

within a factor of two, with the IRAS 60 and 100 µm fluxes, and lies between these two. This clearly demonstrates

that there is no wrong scaling affecting photometry of Hi-GAL 70 µm maps.

The next step was to compare source by source within the Hi-GAL catalog, to check, for example, whether the

two estimates of the star formation rate agree when the star formation rate is high, or the 70 µm method severely

underestimates it when the star formation rate is low. This effect was seen for the 24 µm method by Vutisalchavakul

& Evans (2013), who found that both the 24 µm and total far-infrared methods underestimate the star formation rate

in nearby clouds with low SFRs by a factor of 480 (median ratio).

Figure 13. The ratio of the SFR predicted from the molecular cloud model (SFRmc) to the SFR predicted by 70 µm (SFR70cat)
is plotted versus SFRmc. The blue dashed line indicates SFRmc >5× 10−6 M⊙ yr−1 (see text).
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Considering Hi-GAL clumps classified as star forming and provided with a distance estimate, there are 29,996 sources

to compare. The star formation rate (SFR70cat) based on the 70 µm flux (from the catalog) was computed from Eq. 2,

while the one based on clump mass SFRmc was computed from Eq. 1.

The ratio SFRmc/SFR70cat is plotted versus SFRmc in Figure 13. The median of the ratio is 441. The large scatter

of points in the plot does not suggest the presence of any trend. Vutisalchavakul & Evans (2013) found a very good

correlation between radio continuum and total infrared estimates for SFRs greater than 5× 10−6 M⊙ yr−1. If we

consider the corresponding portion of the plot in Figure 13 (SFRmc > 5× 10−6 M⊙ yr−1), which corresponds to 80%

of points, no clear trend is seen, and a median ratio of 420 is found.

C. NEW CATALOG OF MOLECULAR CLOUDS

A machine readable table is supplied with this paper, with columns described in Table 3. It reproduces the original

catalog from Miville-Deschênes et al. (2017) but with distances assigned in this paper, as described in §5. These new

distances also change the columns for mass, height above the plane, physical area, and size. The masses are then further

adjusted to account for the metallicity dependence of the luminosity-to-mass conversion factor, αCO. We use equation

6 for αCO(Z) and use the gradient in Z (relative to the solar circle) from the [O/H] gradient of Méndez-Delgado et al.

(2022):

logZ = −0.044(RGal − 8.34) . (C3)

We add to the original table of Miville-Deschênes et al. (2017) two columns for SFR at the near and far kinematic

distance, computed from the mass, free-fall time, and the ϵff from equation 7, again following EKO. We follow the

example of Miville-Deschênes et al. (2017) in supplying values for both near and far kinematic distance, while the flag

shows our choice between them. This convention allows others to make different choices for resolving the kinematic

distance ambiguity. To summarize, all the clouds identified by Miville-Deschênes et al. (2017) are still in the catalog,

and columns 1 to 17 are identical to those in their catalog, columns 18 to 30 are modified by the new distance

assignment, columns 27 to 30 are affected also by αCO(Z), and columns 29 to 30 are newly added.

Several precautions should be considered in using this table. Some of the clouds in the original catalog with very low

surface density are unlikely to be real (Lada & Dame 2020). In addition, some distance assignments for clouds with

anomalous velocities can be wrong, and this problem may erroneously place some clouds at very large RGal. There

are 29 clouds assigned an RGal beyond 30 kpc, many in the direction of Galactic longitude between −143◦ and −153◦,

most with low surface density (< 6 M⊙ pc−2) but very large size, and consequentially, mass, that are dubious. Most

do not contribute much to the SFR, but one in particular, catalog number 7787, claims a SFR of 1.69 M⊙ yr−1, larger

than all the rest of the clouds combined! This cloud was assigned a distance of 88 kpc by Miville-Deschênes et al.

(2017) and reassigned to a distance of 50 kpc by us. Its nominal mass of 6.7× 107 M⊙ would be extreme for the far

outer Galaxy. For reasons like this, we limit the summation over masses to 30 kpc, as noted in the main text. For

continuity, we do not remove any clouds from the table, but reasonable cuts in RGal will remove the dubious clouds

from consideration. We follow Miville-Deschênes et al. (2017) in the format of table entries; we have no independent

information on the precision with which the entries are known.
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Table 3. Entries of the Molecular Cloud Catalog.

Entry Units Description

Cloud ... Cloud number

Ncomp ... Number of Gaussian components

Npix ... Number of pixels on the sky

A deg2 Angular area

l deg Barycentric Galactic longitude

el deg Galactic longitude standard deviation

b deg Barycentric Galactic latitude

eb deg Galactic latitude standard deviation

θ deg Angle with respect to b = 0◦

WCO Kkms−1 Integrated CO emission

NH2 cm−2 Average column density

Σ M⊙ pc−2 Surface density

vcent km s−1 Centroid velocity

σv km s−1 Velocity standard deviation

Rmax deg Largest eigenvalue of the inertia matrix

Rmin deg Smallest eigenvalue of the inertia matrix

Rang deg Angular size

Rgal kpc Galactocentric radius

INF ... Near or far distance flag

Dn kpc Near kinematic distance w R17 distance

Df kpc Far kinematic distance w R17 distance

zn kpc Near Distance to Galactic midplane w R17 distance

zf kpc Far Distance to Galactic midplane w R17 distance

Sn pc2 Near derived physical area w R17 distance

Sf pc2 Far derived physical area w R17 distance

Rn pc Near derived physical size w R17 distancee

Rf pc Far derived physical size w R17 distancee

Mn M⊙ Near derived mass w R17 distance1

Mf M⊙ Far derived mass w R17 distance1

SFRn M⊙ Near SFR from EKO w R17 distance2

SFRf M⊙ Far SFR from EKO w R17 distance2

Notes. For clouds located in the inner Galaxy, two values are given for z, S, R, M , and SFR corresponding to the near and
far kinematic distances. The index INF indicates which distance is used in this paper.

1 Uses CO luminosity to mass conversion of αCO = 4.5Z−0.8 and log(Z) = −0.044(RGal −R0).

2Based on SFR = ϵffM/tff with ϵff = 0.30exp(−2.018α0.5
vir).
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