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ABSTRACT

Direct detection experiments require information about the local dark matter speed distribution to
produce constraints on dark matter candidates, or infer their properties in the event of a discovery. In
this paper, we analyze how the uncertainty in the dark matter speed distribution near the Sun is affected
by baryonic feedback, halo-to-halo variance, and halo mass. To do so, we harness the statistical power
of the new DREAMS Cold Dark Matter simulation suite, which is comprised of 1024 zoom-in Milky
Way-mass halos with varied initial conditions as well as cosmological and astrophysical parameters.
Applying a normalizing flows emulator to these simulations, we find that the uncertainty in the local
DM speed distribution is dominated by halo-to-halo variance and, to a lesser extent, uncertainty in host
halo mass. Uncertainties in supernova and black hole feedback (from the IlustrisTNG model in this
case) are negligible in comparison. Using the DREAMS suite, we present a state-of-the-art prediction
for the DM speed distribution in the Milky Way. Although the Standard Halo Model is contained
within the uncertainty of this prediction, individual galaxies may have distributions that differ from
it. Lastly, we apply our DREAMS results to the XENONIT experiment and demonstrate that the
astrophysical uncertainties are comparable to the experimental ones, solidifying previous results in the
literature obtained with a smaller sample of simulated Milky Way-mass halos.
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1. INTRODUCTION

A central goal of modern astrophysics and particle
physics is to identify the nature of dark matter (DM).
Direct detection experiments represent a key strategy
in this effort (see, e.g., Misiaszek & Rossi (2024) for a
review). These experiments search for DM particles in-
teracting with Standard Model particles in a terrestrial
target. The scattering rates depend on the accurate de-
termination of the phase-space distribution of DM near
the Sun, in particular its speed distribution. However,
the speed distribution is sensitive to the detailed struc-
ture of the Galaxy, the host halo mass, its formation his-
tory, the location of the Solar circle, and the treatment
of baryonic physics (Bozorgnia & Bertone 2017; Besla
et al. 2019; Bozorgnia et al. 2020; Poole-McKenzie et al.
2020; Anbajagane et al. 2022a; Donaldson et al. 2022;
Smith-Orlik et al. 2023; Staudt et al. 2024; Folsom et al.
2025).

The Standard Halo Model (SHM; see, e.g., McCabe
(2010); Baxter et al. (2021); Aalbers et al. (2023)),
which was first posited by Drukier et al. (1986), is of-
ten assumed for the local DM speeds. It is a Maxwell—
Boltzmann distribution truncated at the Galactic escape
speed (Wasserman 1986; Freese et al. 1988). While a dis-
tribution like the SHM is expected for a virialized halo,
deviations can arise depending on how a halo evolves in
a cosmological setting. To this end, cosmological simula-
tions that track the merger history of Milky Way (MW)-
mass halos play an important role in updating our the-
oretical understanding for the speed distribution.

Initial DM-only simulations of MW-mass halos pre-
dicted speed distributions that were typically slower
than that expected from the SHM (Wojtak et al. 2005;
Vogelsberger et al. 2008, 2009; Green 2010; Kuhlen et al.
2010; Vogelsberger & Zavala 2013). This was largely due
to the omission of a baryonic disk, which would oth-
erwise deepen the gravitational potential and increase
the DM speeds (Gnedin et al. 2004; Tissera et al. 2010;
Pillepich et al. 2014; Lawrence et al. 2023a; Nunez-
Castineyra et al. 2023; Sales et al. 2022; Garcia et al.
To Appear). The next generation of fully hydrody-
namic simulations did indeed find that the DM speed
distributions shifted to higher values, closer to the local
standard-of-rest speed in our Galaxy (Ling et al. 2010;
Butsky et al. 2016; Kelso et al. 2016; Sloane et al. 2016).
That being said, there was still significant uncertainty
comparing the high-speed tails of these distributions
with the SHM expectation—especially with regards to
the impact of different simulation models for baryonic
feedback physics (Ling et al. 2010; Pillepich et al. 2014;
Bozorgnia et al. 2016; Butsky et al. 2016; Kelso et al.
2016; Sloane et al. 2016; Bozorgnia & Bertone 2017; Bo-

zorgnia et al. 2020; Hryczuk et al. 2020; Poole-McKenzie
et al. 2020; Lawrence et al. 2023b; Nunez-Castineyra
et al. 2023).

A main challenge in robustly inferring speed distri-
butions from simulations is the limited statistics, with
studies often focusing on one or a few simulated galaxies
due to computational cost (Ling et al. 2010; Bozorgnia
et al. 2016; Butsky et al. 2016; Kelso et al. 2016; Sloane
et al. 2016; Bozorgnia & Bertone 2017; Bozorgnia et al.
2020; Hryczuk et al. 2020; Poole-McKenzie et al. 2020).
Folsom et al. (2025) studied the largest sample to date,
using 98 TNG50-1 galaxies (Nelson et al. 2019a). Their
study was the first to quantify the degree to which intrin-
sic halo-to-halo variance—which arises from the unique
merger history and evolution of a given halo—affects
predictions for the local DM speed distribution.

Moreover, choosing what is considered a MW analog is
non-trivial. Previous works have attempted to account
for the unique MW merger history by including a satel-
lite like the Large Magellanic Cloud (LMC) or a merger
like Gaia Sausage-Enceladus (GSE) (Besla et al. 2019;
Donaldson et al. 2022; Smith-Orlik et al. 2023; Bozorg-
nia et al. 2020; Folsom et al. 2025). While some find
potential impacts on the high-speed tails of the distri-
butions, others find less notable effects. At this stage, it
is difficult to draw definitive conclusions regarding the
impact of the merger history given the limited statis-
tics involved in these studies. The likelihood of find-
ing a MW-mass galaxy with both an LMC and GSE is
< 1% (Buch et al. 2024), which underscores the com-
putational challenge in generating large-enough samples
that match specific details of the MW’s evolution.

In addition to matching the merger history, one would
also want to ensure that the morphology of the simulated
galaxy is similar to our own. This is particularly im-
portant because the MW is compact compared to other
galaxies of a similar mass (Hammer et al. 2007; Licquia
et al. 2016; Boardman et al. 2020; Tsukui et al. 2025)—
although see Lian et al. (2024). Therefore, naively set-
ting the solar circle in the simulation to its observed
value of 8.3 kpc in the MW (GRAVITY Collabora-
tion et al. 2021; Gravity Collaboration et al. 2024) can
potentially underestimate the DM speeds. Bozorgnia
et al. (2016) addressed this by only considering simu-
lated galaxies with rotation curves that match our own,
which further limited their sample size. In contrast,
Staudt et al. (2024) used an inference procedure to de-
termine properties of the speed distribution consistent
with the MW’s observed circular velocity and Folsom
et al. (2025) set the solar circle by using an energy-
conserving transformation to match the mass enclosed
at 8.3 kpc to that of our Galaxy. These approaches
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are advantageous as they utilize all the simulations in a
given suite.

This paper uses the new DREAMS suite of 1024
MW-mass halos (Rose et al. 2025a) from the DREAMS
project (Rose et al. 2025b) which varies over halo ini-
tial conditions and the TllustrisTNG (TNG; Pillepich
et al. (2018)) baryonic physics parameters. This is one
of the largest simulation suites of high-resolution MW-
mass galaxies in Cold Dark Matter (CDM) and spans a
wide range of merger histories and galaxy morphologies.
This unprecedented dataset allows us to robustly under-
stand the interplay of different uncertainties on the local
DM speed distribution. In particular, using a machine-
learning-based approach, we isolate the effects of feed-
back parameters and halo mass on the DM speeds and
also quantify the degree to which halo-to-halo variance
affects the results. This approach allows us to learn the
relationship between MW properties and the DM speed
distribution, and we are thus able to make a state-of-the-
art prediction for the distribution in our own Galaxy,
which can be used in direct detection studies.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Sec-
tion 2 outlines the simulation suite and methods used
to calculate the speed distributions. Section 3 outlines
the DREAMS result for the speed distribution specified
to our MW galaxy and analyzes how baryonic physics
and halo mass variations, in addition to halo-to-halo un-
certainty, affect the simulation predictions. Section 4
discusses comparisons between DREAMS, TNG50-1,
TNGbH0-2, and FIRE-2 suites and applications to direct
detection experiments. We conclude in Section 5. Ap-
pendix A outlines convergence testing for the procedure
used to recover the speed distributions. Appendix B
details the machine learning architecture used and vali-
dation. Appendix C includes supplementary figures rel-
evant to the main paper.

2. METHODS

This section discusses how to reconstruct a local DM
speed distribution from simulation data and how to ana-
lyze the interplay of halo-to-halo variance and baryonic
parameter variation. We review the CDM DREAMS
suite, including the relevant baryonic parameters, cos-
mological parameters, and galaxy properties. We then
introduce a kernel density estimation procedure for re-
covering the speed distribution, as well as an emulator
approach for studying the contributions of halo-to-halo
variance, halo mass uncertainty, and baryonic parame-
ter variation. Lastly, we discuss the baryonic parameter
space and which regions reproduce results that agree
with observations.

This work uses the SUBFIND (Springel et al. 2001) cat-
alogs at z = 0 when referring to halos and halo masses.
Throughout, the halo mass, Myao, is defined as the total
DM mass gravitationally bound to the halo, excluding
orbiting satellite masses.

2.1. DREAMS Simulations

We use the DREAMS CDM hydrodynamic suite (Rose
et al. 2025a), which includes 1024 MW-mass zoom-in
simulations. This suite uses Music (Hahn & Abel 2011)
to generate initial conditions for the zoom ins at z = 127,
which are then evolved to present day using the moving-
mesh code AREPO (Springel 2010; Springel et al. 2019;
Weinberger et al. 2020). AREPO models DM gravita-
tional interactions using a TreePM method (Bagla 2002)
with a comoving spatial softening. Baryons are mod-
eled using a hydrodynamic prescription where they are
treated as a fluid solved using finite-volume discretiza-
tion of ideal magnetohydrodynamics equations.

The MW-mass zooms are obtained through a multi-
step procedure. For each simulation, we first start from
a random choice of initial conditions and simulate a low-
resolution N-body uniform box. The next step is to sim-
ulate an N-body zoom in at intermediate resolution for
a random halo in this box with virial mass comparable
to the MW. At this stage, we verify that the target halo
is still within the mass range of (0.50-2.00) x 10'2 My,
and that there is no other halo more massive than
1.0 x 10'2 Mg, within 1 Mpec. If this is not the case,
another halo is selected from the uniform box. If these
criteria are satisfied, then we resimulate the zoom in of
this halo at higher resolution and with hydrodynamics.
The DM particle mass resolution for the final simula-
tion is 1.8 x (€,,/0.314) x 105 My, (where Q, is the
matter density), the baryon particle mass resolution is
2.8x10° My, and the gravitational softening is 0.441 kpc
at a redshift of z = 0. Note that, while the isolation
criterion excludes computationally challenging halos, it
also excludes neighbors such as Andromeda (M31). One
should therefore keep in mind that the hosts analyzed
in this work are not exact MW analogs and may have
different environments and/or formation histories.

The DREAMS suite uses the TNG galaxy-formation
and feedback model (Pillepich et al. 2018). The TNG
model includes prescriptions for star formation, super-
novae feedback, active galactic nuclei (AGN) feedback,
black hole formation, DM, gravity, and other astrophys-
ical processes. The DREAMS suite varies three param-
eters of the TNG model that are related to baryonic
feedback. The first two are related to supernova feed-
back through the mass-loading factor

Nw = 5 €w (1 - Tw) ) (1>
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where e, is the specific energy available for generat-
ing winds, v,, is the wind speed, and 7, is the fraction
of thermal energy released. The DREAMS simulations
specifically vary the dimensionless specific energy scal-
ing for supernovae winds, defined through

€w
Cw = ( 10-51 erg_l M@) f(Z) NSN» (2)

where f(Z) is a function that reduces the available en-
ergy as a function of metallicity (Z), and Ngx is the
number of Type II supernovae per formed stellar mass.
€ 1s varied logarithmically between €,, € [0.9,14.4] and
Tw 18 set to the TNG fiducial value of 0.1. The fiducial
value for e, in the TNG model is 3.6.

The speed of the galactic winds created by SN feed-
back is given by

H 1/3
Vyp = Max [Huv Opm (I{(Z)) ; vw,min] ) (3)

where k,, is a dimensionless normalization factor, opy, is
the DM velocity dispersion around the supernova, H(z)
is the Hubble parameter, and vy min is the minimum
wind speed (set to 350 km s™' ). k, is varied loga-
rithmically between &, € [3.7,14.8]; its fiducial value in
the TNG model is 7.4. The two parameters e, and k,,
strongly influence the stellar mass of a galaxy (Pillepich
et al. 2018; Villaescusa-Navarro et al. 2021; Rose et al.
2025a; Garcia et al. To Appear). Therefore, lower val-
ues of these two parameters lead to higher stellar masses,
which deepens the potential well compared to galaxies
with higher values of €, and k.

AGN feedback is scaled using the parameter € pign,
which corresponds to the fraction of energy transferred
to nearby gas. The strength of AGN feedback can im-
pact the DM halos around galaxies (Anbajagane et al.
2022b). The TNG model contains a low-accretion state
and a high-accretion state, however MW-mass galax-
ies spend most (or all) of their lives below the stellar
mass where low-accretion feedback dominates (Wein-
berger et al. 2017). Therefore, the DREAMS suite only
varies over the high-accretion mode. In this state, the
feedback energy released from accretion is given by

Excn = €f high €r My 2, (4)

where ¢, is the radiative efficiency, Mgy is the black
hole accretion rate, and c is the speed of light. € pnign is
varied logarithmically in the range € pign € [0.025,0.4].
Its TNG fiducial value is 0.1.

The DREAMS CDM suite also varies over some cos-
mologies, with 2., the total matter density, and og, the
amplitude of matter fluctuations, being uniformly sam-
pled across all 1024 simulations within [0.274, 0.354] and

[0.780,0.888], respectively. These ranges correspond to
two standard deviations on the Planck 2013 tempera-
ture data (Planck Collaboration et al. 2014). This cor-
responds to a range of seven standard deviations below
the mean to eight standard deviations above the mean
for Q,, and five standard deviations below the mean
and thirteen standard deviations above for og, using
the Planck 2018 full-mission results (Planck Collabora-
tion et al. 2020). The other cosmological parameters,
Hy = 69.1 km s™! Mpe™! and Qp = 0.046, are fixed
for each simulation and are consistent with Planck 2016
values (Planck Collaboration et al. 2016).

All simulation parameters are varied simultaneously
for the 1024 simulations according to a Sobol se-
quence (Sobol’ 1967). The range of supernovae feedback
parameters are consistent with observations of star for-
mation rate densities (Vogelsberger et al. 2013, 2014)
when individual parameters are varied, excluding the
high end of €, and k,, which are not consistent with ob-
servations. See Rose et al. (2025b) for more details on
the choice of parameter variation.

2.2. Dark Matter Speed Distributions

Previous works studying the local DM speed distribu-
tion often take all DM particles within an annulus cen-
tered at the solar circle and then create a histogram of
those speeds (Ling et al. 2010; Bozorgnia et al. 2016;
Butsky et al. 2016; Kelso et al. 2016; Sloane et al.
2016; Bozorgnia & Bertone 2017; Bozorgnia et al. 2020;
Hryczuk et al. 2020; Poole-McKenzie et al. 2020; Staudt
et al. 2024; Folsom et al. 2025). The width and height
of the annulus must be small enough to adequately
approximate the speed distribution near the solar cir-
cle, but large enough to contain a sufficient number
of DM simulation particles. These works typically set
the solar circle to its corresponding value in the MW,
~ 8.3 kpc (GRAVITY Collaboration et al. 2021; Grav-
ity Collaboration et al. 2024). In contrast, Staudt et al.
(2024) and Folsom et al. (2025) use interpolation and
scaling methods to set the location of the solar cir-
cle in a more principled manner, but still use the an-
nulus method at this updated location. Here, we im-
plement a novel approach using kernel density estima-
tion (KDE), which has the advantage of minimizing the
spatial scale over which the speed distribution is deter-
mined, sidestepping the issue of setting the size of the
annulus.

The KDE procedure treats the simulation particles as
realizations of the underlying distribution and weights
them using a smoothing function based on their distance
from the location where the speed distribution is being
calculated. Consider dividing the particle speeds into %
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separate bins, each containing N; simulation particles.
Then the probability density of speed v; at some location
T is given by

fw) =

2=

SOW (It - rol,h). (5)
k=1

where W (|7} — rg|, h) is the kernel function with width
h, and r¥ is the position of the k*® particle in the bin.
The probability density is normalized by

Ntot Ni

N=ad S Wk ol h), (6)

i=1 k=1

where a is the bin width and Ni is the total number
of bins. We use 60 bins in a range of speeds from 0 to
650 km s~ ', so @ = 10.83 km s~ '. The kernel function
is a cubic spline:

1—6(5)2+6(f)3 0<r/h<1/2

)
0 1<r/h,

1/2<r/h<1

(7)
where r is the distance from the particle to the sam-
ple point, and h is the width of the kernel (Monaghan
1992). While there is no one uniquely justified choice
for the kernel function, the cubic spline allows particles
that are spatially farther apart to be down weighted and
introduces a scale h for which particles outside this dis-
tance hold no weight. This allows one to reconstruct a
speed distribution local to the sample point.

The procedure described above calculates f(v) for
a specific spatial location. To obtain the speed dis-
tribution across the entire solar circle, we repeat this
process for many points along it. Therefore, in addi-
tion to h, there are two other free parameters to set:
the number of points at which the speed distribution
is determined (Nsamples) and the number of particles
used to estimate the speed distribution at each sam-
ple point (Npear). Our baseline analyses are performed
with b = 2 kpc, Ngamples = 200, and Npear = 50. After
performing the KDE procedure at these various points,
we combine the results to infer the speed distribution for
the entire solar circle. We set the solar circle to 8.3 kpc
(see Section 2.5 on the justification for this choice and
our approach to “MW analogs”), but find that any ra-
dius from 8.0-8.3 kpc does not significantly change the
results.

For the 1024 galaxies in the DREAMS suite, this pro-
cedure gives effective KDE radii, the average distance
from the farthest particle at each sample point, in the

range of 1-2 kpc around a radius of 8.3 kpc. These
distances are comparable to the range of annulus sizes
used for previous works (Staudt et al. 2024; Folsom et al.
2025), demonstrating that the spatial scales are compa-
rable. However, because this number depends on the
50 nearest particles, this will be resolution-dependent,
and thus lower for higher-resolution simulations. The
effective KDE radius is different for each galaxy be-
cause different galaxy morphologies correspond to dif-
ferent neighbor distances.

Our core results and conclusions are unchanged based
on the choice of h, Ngamples; OF Nnear as long as h is
larger than ~ 3x the softening length of the simula-
tions and Npear > 2. (See Appendix A for more details
and cross-validation.) The KDE approach agrees with
the results of the annulus method where the particle
speeds within the annulus (with height of 2 kpc and ra-
dius from 7.3-9.3 kpc) are binned in a histogram. The
KDE approach is in principle more robust in estimating
the speed distribution, however. The annulus acts effec-
tively as a top-hat kernel with a radius the size of the
kernel width.

2.3. Normalizing Flows Emulator

The 1024 DREAMS galaxies are unprecedented in
scope, providing a first opportunity at adequately sam-
pling uncertainties from simulation parameters. Analyz-
ing how these parameters affect the local speed distribu-
tion is however challenging due to the high-dimensional
nature of this space, which is further complicated by the
fact that each host has a unique formation history. An
additional challenge arises from the fact that the pa-
rameters are discretely sampled and one would ideally
like to interpolate between their values to solidify these
correlations.

To this end, we employ a normalizing flows emula-
tor in this work. The emulator acts as an interpolator
for this large parameter space, taking as input a selec-
tion of simulation parameters and outputting a binned
speed distribution. As we aim to understand how the
baryonic parameters impact the speed distributions, we
include €y, Kw, and €fnignh as input parameters. We ex-
clude the cosmological parameters, 2, and og, as we
find when these are included they have no effect on the
resultant speed distributions. However, because effects
of baryonic physics can be degenerate with different halo
masses, we include My,1o as an input parameter as well.
To infer the parameters between those sampled by the
DREAMS galaxies, we use the normalizing flows pro-
cedure described in Nguyen et al. (2024) and Cuesta-
Lazaro & Mishra-Sharma (2024). This starts from some
probability distribution p(y), for parameters of interest
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y (e.g, f(vi), M,, Mysr). The parameters y then go
through T discrete invertible transformations:

ur = gfl o gfil ...0 gfl(y, €w, Kuws €f high, Mhalo) , (8)

where ur is the final transformed parameter and each g,
is invertible and depends on €, Kuw, €fhigh, and Mpalo
such that

T

p(y) = plur) [|

n=1

99, "
6un— 1

det

, 9)

where u, = gnil ©...0 gl_l(ya €w, Kw, €f high, Mhalo)a and
thus ug = y. By minimizing the log likelihood,

T
Liows(y) = —logp(ur) = ) log

n=1

gt
n 1
det Pu. | (10)

one finds the transformations g,. These functions are
parameterized as neural networks with the weights and
biases obtained through the minimization of the log like-
lihood. The base distribution p(ur) is set to be Gaussian
with mean and standard deviation of the sample data.

With the relationship between p(ur) and p(y) under-
stood, the process can now be reversed. We can in-
put values of &,, Ky, €fhigh, and Mpal, and start from
p(ur) to generate a distribution of p(y). The emula-
tor acts as an interpolator for values of €y, Ku, €/ nigh,
and My, within the DREAMS parameter space. Note
that the distribution p(y) is not the distribution speed
f (v). Tt is the distribution of parameters y across the
1024 DREAMS simulations. For example, we have a
distribution of f(v;) for each bin i and a distribution of
M,.

The emulator is conditioned on €,, Ky, €fhigh, and
Mhalo- Because the DM speed distributions are not de-
pendent on the cosmological parameters, €, and og,
they are excluded as inputs to the emulator. The em-
ulator targets the height of the speed distribution his-
tograms in 60 bins from 0-650 km s~ '.! The emulator
can also predict MW properties, in particular we use the
stellar mass of the MW, M,, and the mass enclosed at
the solar circle, My sg. Thus, the emulator output pro-
vides a binned DM speed distribution, as well as other
MW properties, for any set of &, Kuw, €fhigh, and Mhalo-

To ensure that the emulator is producing accurate re-
sults, we attempt to recreate the DREAMS suite us-
ing the emulator. We generate 1024 samples using the
emulator where we input for each parameter the exact
parameters (€y, Kw, €fhigh, and Mpal,) for the 1024

L In testing, we find that there are virtually no DM particles with

speeds higher than 650 km s~! in the DREAMS simulations.

DREAMS simulations and compare the resultant speed
distributions to the DREAMS simulation output (see
Appendix B and Figure B1). We find that the emu-
lator is able to accurately reproduce the distributions
up to the 84th and 16th percentile, with minor dis-
agreement in the extrema of the 98th and 2nd per-
centiles. To quantify this disagreement, we use the
Earth Mover’s Distance (EMD) which can informally
be thought of as the “cost” or “work” to transform one
distribution into another (Treleaven & Frazzoli 2013).
The median of the emulator result and the simulation
output has an EMD of 0.7 km s~'for the 2nd per-
centiles, the EMD is 4.9 km s™!, the 16th percentiles
2.3 km s™', the 84th percentiles 1.9 km s, and the
98th percentiles 7.8 km s~ *. This suggests that the em-
ulator learns the relationship between the speed distri-
butions and the baryonic feedback parameters within a
few km s™' (smaller than the width of our bins). See
Appendix B for more details on emulator validation.

2.4. Parameter-Space Weighting Scheme

The DREAMS suite varies over a number of simula-
tion parameters and regions of this space can produce
galaxies that are inconsistent with observations, thus
overestimating this theoretical uncertainty. We account
for this using the weighting method described in Rose
et al. (2025a), where regions of parameter space are
weighted with a preference for those close to observed
scaling relations. This allows us to down-weight parts
of the parameter space of &,, Ky, and €7 pjgn Which do
not reproduce the observed scaling relation for popula-
tions of galaxies in our Universe. The scaling relation we
use is the stellar mass—halo mass relation (Wang et al.
2024). This scaling relation is fit with a piecewise linear
function g(X), where X is halo mass and g is piecewise
such that the slopes and intercepts best fit the observed
stellar mass—halo mass relation.

In practice, the ey, kv, and €fpnign parameter range is
sectioned into a 30 x 30 x 30 grid. For 2.7 x 10* astro-
physical parameter combinations, each labeled 6; for the
41 bin, 10 halo samples are generated using a normal-
izing flows emulator (Nguyen et al. 2024). Each sample,
labeled m, consists of a pair of (X3, Y/7'), which corre-
spond to log halo mass and log stellar mass, respectively.
Each parameter bin is associated with a residual

N,
1 - 1m m
Ry, =+ (Vi —a(X70), (11)
) m=1

where N; = 103 is the total number of samples per bin.
The residual is then converted into a weight, w;, follow-
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ing

—Rj
wj o exp( 27_2") , (12)

where 7 is a hyperparameter set to 0.2 dex. This pa-
rameter controls the degree to which we penalize devi-
ations from the observed scaling relation, acting as the
uncertainty. The value of 0.2 dex is set based on the un-
certainty in the observed mean relation (Behroozi et al.
2019). See Rose et al. (2025a) for a more detailed dis-
cussion of this. As our main results are not particularly
sensitive to the weighting scheme overall, 7 in the range
of 0.2-0.3 dex does not change the results of this paper.
The weights are normalized such that the sum over all
bins is 1.

This approach does not reproduce the scaling relations
exactly, but instead returns a preference for regions of
parameter space which reproduce galaxies close to them.
Specifically, simultaneous extreme values of €, and K,
are down-weighted the most as they produce galaxies
with too-low stellar mass or too-high stellar mass.

The weights are applied in Figure 2, Figure 6, Fig-
ure 7, and Figure C2. This is done by emulating many
speed distributions for different values of €,, k., and
€rnigh- Then, we take the median of these distributions
and the weight of each is given by w;. Figure C1 com-
pares the main result of the paper, Figure 2, with and
without weights.

2.5. Restricting to the Milky Way

Even after down-weighting parts of the simulation pa-
rameter space, the DREAMS galaxies exhibit a wide
range of galactic properties and formation histories—
see Rose et al. (2025a). For example, they have dif-
ferent stellar masses, disk scale lengths, and disk scale
heights, as well as differing enclosed masses at the so-
lar radius. Additionally, our Galaxy is uniquely com-
pact for MW-mass systems (Hammer et al. 2007; Licquia
et al. 2016; Boardman et al. 2020; Tsukui et al. 2025),
which has important consequences for the local DM
speeds (Folsom et al. 2025). The DREAMS suite con-
tains galaxies ranging in stellar mass from log M, /Mg =
8.54-11.32 with enclosed masses (at the solar radius)
from log Mpsgr/Mg = 10.17-11.44. The corresponding
values for our own Galaxy are log M, /Mg = 10.7+0.09
and log Mysr/Mg = 11.03 £ 0.055 (Bland-Hawthorn &
Gerhard 2016). In the DREAMS suite, 19% of the sim-
ulations have M, in this range,? 15% have Mi,gr in this
range, and 5% have both in the observed range.

2 This fraction differs slightly from that quoted in Rose et al.
(2025a) as they only refer to the subset of disk galaxies in

DREAMS.

Figure 1 shows four example galaxies from the
DREAMS CDM suite to give a sense of the different
morphologies. The leftmost panel is a galaxy with M,
and Mpgr less than the MW values (log M, /Mg = 10.09
and log Mrsr/Mg = 10.70), the middle-left panel is a
galaxy with M, within the MW uncertainty but not
MLSR (log M*/M@ = 10.66 and log MLSR/MQ = 1086),
the middle-right panel is a galaxy with M, above, but
My sgr within, the MW uncertainty (log M, /Mg = 10.84
and log Mysr/Mg = 11.05), and the rightmost panel is
a galaxy with M, and Mt sr within the MW uncertainty
(log M, /Mg = 10.72 and log M1sg/Me = 10.96). In
other words, the leftmost galaxy does not have enough
stars, the left-middle galaxy is not compact enough, the
middle-right galaxy is too massive, and the rightmost
galaxy is the most comparable to our MW.

To get a speed distribution relevant for direct detec-
tion experiments, we restrict to values of M, within the
MW uncertainty. However, because the MW is compact
compared to other galaxies of similar mass, only speci-
fying stellar mass is not sufficient. Different approaches
have been used in the literature to account for this. For
example, Staudt et al. (2024) used a fitting procedure to
infer the circular velocity at the solar circle, while Fol-
som et al. (2025) rescaled all galaxies to have the same
Misr at the solar circle. We take a different approach
in this work, using an emulator to learn the connection
between the speed distribution and the two mass param-
eters, M, and Mysg. We have verified that restricting
other parameters such as disk scale length and disk scale
height does not change the speed distribution (whether
or not we are also restricting on Mygg).

Beyond restricting to M, and Mysg, we do not make
any further requirements on the MW analogs, such as on
their formation history. As explored in previous work,
the LMC and GSE merger can have potential effects on
the local DM speed distribution (Besla et al. 2019; Bo-
zorgnia et al. 2020; Donaldson et al. 2022; Smith-Orlik
et al. 2023; Folsom et al. 2025). While principled to in-
clude these, the statistics on these analogs are limited.
The number of LMC analogs in the DREAMS suite is
likely low, as Buch et al. (2024) found the fraction of
MW-mass galaxies with LMC analogs is ~ 2%. The
number of GSE analogs in the DREAMS CDM suite is
~ 15, as discussed in Rose et al. (2025a). We leave an
exploration of these effects to future work.

2.6. Contributions to Uncertainty

Throughout this work, we probe three main contri-
butions to the local DM speed distribution. This in-
cludes uncertainty from the simulation parameter vari-
ation, halo mass variation, and lastly the intrinsic pop-
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Figure 1. Three-dimensional stellar light reconstructions of the central galaxies from four of the DREAMS CDM zoom-in
simulations. The images are made from the i,r, g Sloan broadband filters. Each image shows a 70 x 70 x 15 kpc® volume.
The top panels show face-on images and the bottom panels show edge-on images. The DREAMS box number is labeled in
the upper-right corner of each top panel. The leftmost image is a galaxy with M, and Mrsr less than that of the MW, the
middle-left image is a galaxy with M, within the uncertainty of the MW but not Misr, the middle-right image is a galaxy with
Mrsr witin the MW uncertainty but not M,, and the rightmost image shows a galaxy with M, and Mysr within the uncertainty
of our Galaxy. Galaxies such as the rightmost one are what we use for the analysis in Figure 2.

ulation variance at fixed halo mass and fixed param-
eters. This last quantity we consider as “halo-to-halo
variance”. This variance can be reduced by condition-
ing on other variables, such as M, and Mygg, as done
in Figure 2. The uncertainty bands shown in Figure 2
should be understood as a combination of simulation
parameter variation (dominated by baryonic feedback),
halo mass variation, and halo-to-halo variance. Each
uncertainty band in the bottom panel of Figure 3 is the
halo-to-halo variance at a unique halo mass. Whereas
for Figure 4, each uncertainty band at fixed values of e,
(or Ky) is the halo-to-halo variance for different baryonic
parameters at log Myao/ Mg = 12.

3. RESULTS

The key results of the paper are obtained by us-
ing an emulator that takes as input €, Kw, €fhigh, and
Mhalo- It then outputs M., Misr, and the binned
speed distribution for the DM at the solar circle (galac-
tocentric radius of 8.3 kpc) using 10° samples. The
dark blue lines in Figure 2 show the 16-50-84th per-
centiles of the speed distribution obtained after select-
ing galaxies with 10.60 < log M,/M; < 10.78 and
10.975 < log Mrsr/Mg < 11.085, consistent with the
expectations for our Galaxy (Bland-Hawthorn & Ger-
hard 2016). The baryonic parameters and halo mass
are randomly sampled from a uniform distribution in log
space across the full ranges varied over in the DREAMS

simulations.? Selecting on emulated galaxies with M.gr
similar to our own should give speed distributions con-
sistent with the observed local standard-of-rest speed
of v,sg = 238 £ 15 km st (Drukier et al. 1986; Reid
& Brunthaler 2004; Bland-Hawthorn & Gerhard 2016).
Indeed, the emulated speed distribution peaks near
238 km s~ ', which is indicated by the vertical dashed-
gray line.

The light blue lines in Figure 2 show the corresponding
speed distribution when the baryonic feedback parame-
ters are fixed to the fiducial TNG values and halo mass is
varied over as before. There is good agreement between
the emulator with Varied and Fixed baryonic physics,
which suggests that the uncertainty is dominated by
halo-to-halo variance and halo-mass uncertainty. In par-
ticular, the Varied and Fixed datasets have a median
vLsr of 245f§g km s~ ! and vrsg = 258f§§ km s~ !, re-
spectively.

Next, we explore the dependence of the speed distri-
bution on specific feedback parameters (see also Fig-
ure B2). Marginalizing over the other emulator inputs
and excluding M, and Mygg constraints, the median
vLsr varies by ~ 57 km s~ from the lowest to high-
est e, values, while the scatter is ~ 100 km s~ ! across
this range. Similarly, vpgg varies by ~ 71 kms™'

3 The speed distribution is weighted using the scheme described
in Section 2.4. The corresponding result without the weighting
scheme is shown in Figure C1; the overall conclusions are un-
changed.
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Figure 2. Median local DM speed distribution, and 16th—
84th percentile band, for the emulated DREAMS dataset
with Varied (dark blue) and Fixed (light blue) baryonic feed-
back parameters. These distributions are local to the so-
lar radius at 8.3 kpc, and this follows for all other plots
shown in this work. For the Fixed dataset, the parame-
ters are set to their TNG fiducial values. The baryonic
feedback parameters are marginalized over for the Varied
band, while the halo mass is marginalized over for both Var-
ied and Fixed. For each case, we restrict to systems with
10.60 < log M./Mg < 10.78 and 10.975 < log Misg/Mg <
11.085, consistent with observations for our Galaxy (Bland-
Hawthorn & Gerhard 2016). For context, the dashed-gray
line denotes vrsg = 238 km s~ 1, while the dashed-black line
denotes the Standard Halo Model (SHM). The results for
Fixed and Varied baryonic physics are consistent with each
other, suggesting that baryonic feedback uncertainty is sub-
dominant to halo-to-halo variance and halo mass uncertainty
(see also Figure B2). Additionally, the SHM falls within the
ensemble of distributions found in the emulated datasets,
suggesting that it is a good proxy even if it may not exactly
reproduce individual galaxy distributions.

from lowest to highest x, values, while the scatter is
~ 100 km s™' across this range. This uncertainty is
dominated by halo-to-halo variance, as when we fix halo
mass, the overall scatter decreases by only ~ 20%.

In addition to the properties of the peak of the distri-
bution, we also study its high-speed tail. To this end, we
define vgg as the 99" percentile of the speed distribution.
For the Varied and Fixed datasets, vgg is essentially in-
distinguishable with 498752 km s~ " for both. Addition-
ally, the median vgg changes by ~ 45 (83) km s~ ' going
from low to high €, (k.), when marginalizing over the
other inputs and excluding M, and Mrsr constraints. In
comparison, the scatter in the distributions is typically
greater than ~ 110 km s~ ' over the same range. The
uncertainty in vgg is more sensitive to My, than vigg,
as fixing the halo mass decreases the overall scatter by
~ 30%.

The black dashed line in Figure 2 shows the SHM, a
Maxwellian peaked at vpsg = 238 km s and cut off
at the escape speed vese = 544 km s~ The SHM is
consistent with the emulated DREAMS result, falling
within the 16-84'" percentile range across all speeds.
This confirms that the SHM is a good proxy for the
ensemble behavior of speed distributions in MW-mass
galaxies, as discussed in Folsom et al. (2025), even if the
distribution of an individual galaxy may differ from it.
While the SHM is still encompassed within the spread
of the Varied and Fixed bands above ~ 450 km s~ ', the
median of the emulated distributions does fall off faster.
For the SHM wgg is 514 km s~ ', which is greater than the
corresponding values for the Varied and Fixed datasets
(see also Figure C2). These small offsets result in an
EMD between the emulated distribution and the SHM
that is 11.2Jjg km s~ and 11.51‘2 km s~ ! for the Varied
and Fixed datasets, respectively. Figure C2 provides
the full EMD distribution for the emulated DREAMS
datasets assuming Varied and Fixed baryonic physics.

The next two subsections analyze the dependence of
the DM speed distribution with galaxy properties—
specifically halo mass and the baryonic feedback
parameters—in greater detail.

3.1. Halo Mass

Because the halo mass of a galaxy can strongly influ-
ence the shape of its potential well, it can also affect
the local DM speed distribution. Using the emulator
(see Section 2.3), we generate 100 samples in 400 halo
mass bins ranging from log Mya10/Mg = 11.6-12.2 (for a
total of 4 x 10* samples), which encompasses the uncer-
tainty for our own Galaxy (Bland-Hawthorn & Gerhard
2016).* To isolate the effects of halo mass for this com-
parison, we fix the baryonic feedback parameters to their
TNG fiducial values.

Figure 3 shows the median speed distributions in the
top panel, as well as the 16-84th percentile uncertainty
at each speed in the bottom panel. The dark purple
to orange corresponds to the transition from the min-
imum to the maximum range of log My,,,. Increas-
ing the halo mass shifts the DM speed distribution to
higher speeds, since the larger mass deepens the poten-
tial well. The peaks of the distributions, vpgg, range
from 154 km s ' at the lowest masses to 266 km s~ '
at the highest masses. The values of vgg9 range from
329-524 km s~ . These two metrics demonstrate how

4 The choice of 100 samples per bin is intended to marginalize over
the intrinsic halo-to-halo variance. In testing, we confirm that
increasing the number of samples beyond 100 does not impact
the resultant speed distribution.
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Figure 3. Median DM speed distributions (top panel)
and 16th—-84th percentile range (bottom panel) for 400 dif-
ferent halo masses, fixing baryonic feedback parameters to
their TNG fiducial values. The distributions are colored by
halo mass from log Mhaio/Me = 11.6 (Min; dark purple)
to 12.2 (Max; orange). The black line corresponds to the
TNG fiducial values and log Mpalio/Me = 12. As halo mass
increases, the potential well deepens, and the median speed
distribution widens and peaks at higher values. Similarly, the
16-84"™ percentile range (at a given speed) grows at larger
halo masses, especially above ~ 400 km s~ .

widely the peak and the tail of the distribution can vary
based on halo mass.

Note the spread of the 16th—84th percentile range
above 400 km s~ ', implying the high-speed tail of the
speed distribution is very sensitive to the halo mass com-
pared to the lower-end of the distribution. Quantifying
how much it takes to transform the speed distribution
with the smallest halo mass to that with the largest, we
find the EMD between the two median distributions to
be 117 km s~ .

See Appendix C for a similar analysis on the stellar
mass. The dependence of the speed distribution on stel-
lar mass is sub-dominant to halo mass. The result mir-
rors that for e, and k,,, presented in the next subsection,
as the changing supernovae parameters affect the stellar
mass of a galaxy.

3.2. Baryonic Feedback

This subsection focuses on trends between the galaxy-
formation model and DM speed distributions. In gen-
eral, €, and k,, (which scale the specific energy for su-
pernovae winds and the supernovae wind speeds, respec-
tively) have the strongest impact on the DM speed dis-
tributions, while €/ high, {2m, and og do not significantly
impact the results. We thus primarily focus on the re-
sults from the supernova feedback variations here.

The median speed distributions as a function of e,
and k,, are shown in the top panel of Figure 4. In each
case, all other feedback parameters are set to their TNG
fiducial values while log Mya1./ Mg = 12. High/low val-
ues of €, are shown in green/blue while high /low values
of k,, are shown in purple/cyan. The 16-84'" percentile
range, at a given speed, is provided in the bottom panel.
Overall, the variation in the speed distributions is much
smaller compared to the case of varying halo mass.

The peak speed, wvrsr, decreases from 241 to
164 km s~ (261 to 176 km s~ ') moving from the min-
imum to maximum of &, (k,). Additionally, the 99t}
percentile of the speed distribution, vgg, decreases from
460 to 399 km s~' (491 to 398 km s~') moving from
the minimum to maximum of €, (k). For the median
distribution, the EMD between the distribution for the
lowest €, value and that for the highest is 58 km s
For the scaling of wind speeds, k,, the EMD between
the distribution for the lowest value and the highest is
74 km s~'. Note how these values compare to the previ-
ous subsection discussing halo mass. The work required
to transform a distribution from the low end of e,, to the
high end is significantly less than the work to transform
from the low end of M, to the high end, further rein-
forcing that the range of distributions that result from
varying baryonic physics is much smaller compared to
varying halo mass. This further strengthens the conclu-
sion that the uncertainty of the emulated Varied dataset
in Figure 2 is dominated more by halo-to-halo variance
and uncertainty in halo mass and not uncertainty in the
baryonic parameters.

As the supernova feedback parameters increase, the
distributions shift towards lower speeds. The underly-
ing reason for this is that the stellar masses of galaxies
decrease as &, and k, increase—see Garcia et al. (To
Appear) for a more detailed discussion. Due to the non-
linear nature of supernovae feedback, it is difficult to
pinpoint the exact explanation for these trends. Possi-
ble explanations can be found in Pillepich et al. (2018):
increasing e,, increases the specific energy for supernovae
winds, which increases the effective pressure for outflow
of gas from the host potential and leads to less star-
forming gas and lower stellar masses. Increasing k., in-
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Figure 4. Median DM speed distributions (top panel) and 16th-84th percentile range (bottom panel) over 100 emulated
samples each at 400 values of the supernovae parameters. In the left panel e, is varied from 0.9 (dark blue) to 14.4 (light green).
In the right panel &, is varied from 3.7 (light purple) to 14.8 (cyan). The black line shown uses the TNG fiducial values and
log Mhalo/M@ = 12 and is the same as that in Figure 3. As €, increases, the speed distributions peak at lower values. The right
panel shows a similar result for k,,. When these two supernova parameters increase in value, the galaxy’s stellar mass decreases,
which makes a shallower potential well, corresponding to lower DM speeds.

creases the supernova wind speeds. Larger speeds en-
able gas to flow more easily and escape the host halo;
gas recycling is reduced, and the available gas for star
formation is lower.

As mentioned previously, we do not explicitly show
variations with the other input parameters to the em-
ulator. Briefly, varying the AGN feedback parameter,
€fnigh, does not change the DM speed distribution.
Specifically, we find EMD values of 4.9 km s~ between
the median speed distribution for the lowest and high-
est €7 nigh value. For the cosmology parameters, the cor-
responding EMD values are 1.25 km s~ ' for Q, and
3.34 km s™! for 0.

4. DISCUSSION

Throughout this section, we compare the DREAMS
results against previous studies in the literature, in par-
ticular those using TNG50 and FIRE-2 galaxies. We
then propagate these findings to direct detection con-
straints and discuss how different samples lead to differ-
ent constraints on the scattering cross section.

4.1. Comparison to Previous Simulation Results

This subsection contextualizes the results of this pa-
per with previous literature. Specifically, we compare
to Folsom et al. (2025), which used the TNG50 simu-
lation volume, and Staudt et al. (2024), which studied
12 FIRE-2 galaxies. The former is an important valida-
tion of the results from Section 3 as both DREAMS and
TNG50 are built on the same subgrid model. The com-
parison with FIRE, on the other hand, tests the extent
to which the detailed implementation of physics within
the TNG model impacts the core results of this work.

4.1.1. TNG50 Comparison

The TNG50-1 volume (Nelson et al. 2019b,a; Pillepich
et al. 2019) employs the same sub-grid model as
DREAMS and is at a similar resolution (~ x2 higher).
Folsom et al. (2025) selects 98 MW-mass galaxies from
the volume by requiring them to have stellar mass be-
tween (4-7.3) x 10'° Mg, be more than 500 kpc from
any halo with larger mass, and be more than 1 Mpc
from any halo with mass greater than 10'® M. Their
speed distributions are determined for DM in an annulus
that extends 2 kpc in radius and 2 kpc in height, cen-
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Figure 5. DM speed distributions and 16th—84th ranges compared between DREAMS and TNG50. The top panels show Folsom
et al. (2025) TNG50-1 results unscaled (left panel) and rescaled (right panel) alongside those of a new emulated DREAMS dataset
where the number of galaxies, halo masses, stellar masses, and baryonic physics are matched exactly to the TNG50-1 galaxies
(see discussion in Section 4.1.1). The bottom panels show the equivalent results for TNG50-2 galaxies, excluding any with
log Mhaio/Me > 12.2 because DREAMS does not have halo masses this large and cannot emulate them reliably. For the
rescaled galaxies, TNG50-1 has a smaller uncertainty band compared to DREAMS and TNG50-2 has a larger uncertainty band
compared to DREAMS. The rescaling procedure rescales DM positions and velocities so the mass enclosed at the solar circle

matches the mass enclosed for our MW.

tered at a galactocentric radius of 8.3 kpc. However, this
alone does not reproduce the correct peak speed of the
MW. To correct for this, Folsom et al. (2025) employ an
energy-conserving transformation to both positions and
velocities to scale them based on the radius at which the
enclosed mass matches that of our MW at 8.3 kpc.

To make a meaningful comparison with Folsom et al.
(2025), we must account for differences between the two
sets of simulations. As shown in Figure 3, the halo mass
affects the speed distribution. The halo masses of the
TNGH0-1 galaxies used by Folsom et al. (2025) fall in
the range log Mpa0/Mg € [11.8,12.2], with the distri-
bution peaking around 11.9. Meanwhile, the DREAMS
distribution is uniform in the range of log Mya0/Me €
[11.6,12.2]. To emulate a DREAMS dataset that is anal-
ogous to the Folsom TNG50 sample, we fix the baryonic

physics to the fiducial TNG values (see Section 2.1).°
We generate 98 samples with halo masses correspond-
ing to the halo masses of the 98 TNG50 galaxies. For
each of these realizations, we select galaxies that match
the stellar mass of each TNG50 halo (within a toler-
ance of ~ 3%). We also repeat this procedure for the
TNGb5H0-2 volume, which has the same initial conditions
as TNGH0-1 but at ~ 8x coarser resolution. This en-
ables us to get a sense of resolution-based differences in
the resulting speed distributions.

The top-left panel of Figure 5 compares the TNG50-
1 speed distributions with those of the emulated
DREAMS sample. In this case, the TNG50-1 speeds
are unscaled and the emulator is also trained on the un-

5 Here, we use the KDE method on both sets of data. However,
the results shown are not sensitive to doing this or the annulus
approach.
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scaled DREAMS speeds (i.e., the standard simulation
output). While the speed distributions are for the solar
circle, there is no requirement that the simulated galax-
ies have a morphology that reproduces the Mygg of the
MW. This means that some of the galaxies may be too
compact and others not enough. The DREAMS distri-
butions peak at a higher speed than those in TNG50-1
and exhibit a wider spread. Specifically, for DREAMS
we find vpsg = 232737 km s~ and for the TNG50-1
galaxies, 21577 km s~'. These differences likely arise
from the different galaxy morphologies between the two
samples.

To better match galaxy morphologies, we use the pro-
cedure described in Folsom et al. (2025), which rescales
galaxies to have the same enclosed mass at the solar
radius as the MW (see Scaling phase space and Ap-
pendix A of Folsom et al. (2025)). The right panel
of Figure 5 shows the rescaled TNG50-1 results. To
compare to these results, we generate a new emulated
DREAMS dataset that is trained on the rescaled ve-
locities of the simulated galaxies (rather than the raw
simulation outputs). In every other way, this emulator
is the same as what we used previously. The results of
the rescaled dataset are also shown in the right panel of
Figure 5. With the rescaling procedure, DREAMS and
TNGH0-1 agree very well, with the peaks of the distri-
butions coming into alignment: visg = 258738 km s~
for DREAMS and vpsg = 247755 km s™' for TNG50-
1. Note that the 16-84*" range for DREAMS tightens,
but is still larger than that for TNG50-1, with a percent
difference of about 20% around the peak speeds.

The bottom panel of Figure 5 shows the corresponding
results, except using TNG50-2. This uses the same isola-
tion criteria as Folsom et al. (2025) but on the TNG50-2
volume: this includes a total of 57 host galaxies.® After
the rescaling, the peaks of the TNG50-2 and emulated
DREAMS dataset are in alignment; the 16-84'" range
for DREAMS is however smaller than that for TNG50-2,
with a percent difference of about 30%.

The comparisons in Figure 5 allow us to account for
the major differences in halo mass, stellar mass, baryonic
physics, sample size, and morphologies between TNG50
and DREAMS in an even-handed way. The rescaled
emulated DREAMS dataset has a smaller spread in dis-
tributions than TNG50-2, and TNG50-1 has a smaller
spread than DREAMS. Recall that DREAMS has ~ 2x
lower resolution than TNG50-1 and TNG50-2 has ~ 8x

6 We remove any TNGH50-2 galaxies with log Mya10/Me > 12.2
because the DREAMS training parameter space does not include
this region and therefore would be unable to compare to these
galaxies.

lower resolution than TNG50-1. Thus, the higher the
resolution of a suite, the smaller the width of the spread
in the DM speed distribution. While it is not clear what
causes resolution to increase the spread, it is possible
that it can affect the disk morphology as stellar mass is
a resolution-dependent quantity (Pillepich et al. 2019).
However, this explanation is likely not the sole cause
because we would expect a systematic shift in the dis-
tributions to higher/lower speeds. Another possible ex-
planation is the numerical exchange of energy between
DM and baryons (see Ludlow et al. (2019, 2020, 2021))
where DM takes angular momentum from gas particles.
This may add velocity to DM particles and increase the
spread in the distributions. In order to further probe
these questions, an approach that varies over resolu-
tion is necessary. This would include either simulating
the same galaxy multiple times at varying resolution, or
a new DREAMS suite where resolution is a parameter
that is varied over alongside baryonic physics.

The environment and formation history of the MWs
in the DREAMS and TNG50 samples could also play
a role. DREAMS has an order-of-magnitude more
galaxies than TING50-1, which are found in individual
145 Mpc boxes rather than one 50 Mpc box for TNG50-
1. The isolation criteria of DREAMS (see Section 2.2)
and Folsom et al. (2025) are different. For example,
Folsom et al. (2025) requires that galaxies are more
than 500 kpc from any halo with larger mass and are
more than 1 Mpc from any halo with mass greater than
103 Mg. DREAMS requires that there are no galaxies
with mass greater than 1.0 x 102 M within 1 Mpc.

4.1.2. FIRE Comparison

As with the comparison to TNG50, we now compare
our results to Staudt et al. (2024) in a systematic man-
ner. This comparison tests the impact of different feed-
back models (FIRE versus TNG). Staudt et al. (2024)
uses 12 FIRE-2 (Hopkins et al. 2018) galaxies to infer
the local speed distribution with parameters that de-
pend on the local circular speed of the galaxy. They
use a MW circular velocity of 22947 km s~ and define
circular velocity as the average azimuthal velocity of gas
particles with temperatures below 10* K. As shown by
Staudt et al. (2024), this has a one-to-one relationship
with the spherical approximation for the circular veloc-
ity, defined as

_ [GM(R)
Vcirc = R ) (13)

where G is Newton’s constant, M (R) is the mass en-
closed at R, and R is the radius from the center of
the galaxy. To select a similar subset of galaxies within
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Figure 6. Speed distribution for FIRE-2 results from Staudt
et al. (2024) (including their one standard deviation uncer-
tainty band, which includes uncertainty propagated from the
MW circular velocity and the root mean square of the differ-
ence between their model and their simulation data) com-
pared with DREAMS results when matching the circular
velocities between the two suites. The dark blue emulated
DREAMS curve includes 10° samples and shows the me-
dian speed distribution and 16th-84th band. The FIRE-2
result is contained within the uncertainty of the DREAMS
result and peaks at higher speeds, hinting at some differ-
ence due to e.g., resolution, sub-grid physics, or sample
size. The DREAMS dataset corresponds to log Mnaio/Ma €
[12,12.2] and 10.60 < log M,/Mg < 10.78 and 10.972 <
log Misr/Me < 11.027. The SHM is shown in dashed black
and vrsr is denoted by the gray-dashed line. The FIRE-2
results falls within the DREAMS band, but the spread of the
latter is much larger.

DREAMS, we use Equation 13, since there are no gas
particles with temperatures below 10* K.” Specifically,
we convert the circular velocity used by Staudt et al.
(2024) to a range of Mygr to compare to DREAMS.
This corresponds to log Misr/Mg € [10.972,11.027].
In detail, we use the emulator trained for the
DREAMS suite with Varied baryonic physics, intro-
duced in Section 3. Note that this is not the same as
the emulator used in Section 4.1.1, which is specific to
TNG50. We generate 105 realizations, restricting the
halo masses to the range log My.1./Mg € [12,12.2] (con-
sistent with the range of masses of the Staudt et al.
(2024) sample) and log MLsg/Mg € [10.972,11.027],

7 In the DREAMS suite, the average stellar speeds as a function of
mass enclosed coincide strongly with a spread around the spher-
ical approximation with ~ 68% of galaxies having a difference
between average stellar speed and the spherical approximation
of less than 13.85 km s™! and ~ 95% of galaxies having a dif-
ference of less than 40.15 km s—!. This justifies our use of the
spherical approximation (Equation 13).

and varying over the full range of DREAMS baryonic
feedback parameters.

Figure 6 shows the emulated DREAMS result in dark
blue and the FIRE-2 result in purple. The speed dis-
tributions for the emulated DREAMS dataset peak at
lower values compared to those of Staudt et al. (2024).
Their 12 galaxies have DM speed distributions that are
peaked to the right of the stellar circular velocities, but
this is not the case for the DREAMS suite. The 16-84"
range is also notably larger for the DREAMS result,
encompassing the entirety of the Staudt et al. (2024) re-
sult. There are several possible explanations for these
discrepancies.

The first is the difference in the number of galaxies
included in the band: Staudt et al. (2024) studies 12
galaxies while the emulated DREAMS dataset includes
108. Subselecting the emulated DREAMS dataset by 12
galaxies and plotting the distribution, the results typ-
ically fall within the dark blue band. Indeed, if we
take many realizations of 12 subsamples and plot the
resulting 16-50-84'" percentiles, we essentially recover
the dark blue band in Figure 6. This strongly suggests
that the spread of the FIRE distribution undersamples
halo-to-halo variance. By construction, the DREAMS
dataset does sample over the initial conditions of a much
larger number of MW-mass systems, and the overall un-
certainty on the speed distribution increases.

That being said, there are several other factors that
can also contribute to the difference in uncertainty and
it is not possible to fully disentangle these effects at
this stage. For example, there is a resolution difference
between the two suites. Six of the FIRE-2 galaxies have
a DM particle mass resolution of 3.5 x 10* Mg, and six
have 2 x 10* Mg (almost the difference in resolution
between DREAMS and TNG50, but at two orders-of-
magnitude higher resolution than DREAMS). As the
FIRE-2 galaxies have a lower resolution, and given the
discussion of Section 4.1.1, it is possible that the FIRE-
2 result has a tighter uncertainty band as a result of
using higher- resolution simulations. Further analysis of
resolution effects, using a suite where resolution is varied
for example, is necessary to understand the difference
that resolution makes here.

Additionally, the different sub-grid model can poten-
tially be contributing to the differences. This can be
tested in future work by generating a new MW-mass
zoom-in suite for DREAMS that uses the FIRE-2 model.
Such a suite, which would be generated for a large range
of halo initial conditions, would also help to disentangle
the effects of different MW environments.



SPEED DISTRIBUTIONS IN DREAMS 15

4.2. Applications to Direct Detection

The local DM speed distribution feeds into the scat-
tering rates predicted for direct detection experiments.
This subsection explores this dependence in further de-
tail for the DREAMS predictions, focusing on the ex-
ample of elastic DM-nucleon scattering. We compute a
mock recoil spectrum for each DREAMS halo using the
wimprates (Aalbers et al. 2023) package. Following Fol-
som et al. (2025), the recoil spectrum is passed through
an approximate likelihood model for the XENONI1T
analysis (Aprile et al. 2022) which constrains the spin-
independent DM-nucleon scattering cross section, ogg,
to the value that would exceed the modeled detector
background at 90% confidence level (CL).

There are two key updates to the emulator used in
this subsection. First, we train it to predict the binned
heliocentric speed distribution, as this is the input taken
by wimprates. In particular, the emulator predicts the
speed in 90 bins, from 0-975 km s, using the same bin
width as the distribution for the galactic frame. Sec-
ond, the emulator also outputs the local DM density,
ppM, which also affects the scattering rate. Appendix B
provides validation for this emulator; see Garcia et al.
(To Appear) for a more in-depth discussion of the DM
density profiles of the DREAMS MW-mass halos.

The top panel of Figure 7 shows the cross-section limit
for DM—nucleon scattering for the XENONIT experi-
ment, as a function of the fundamental DM mass, mpy.
These curves show the direct detection constraint at 90%
confidence with 16-84*" uncertainty bands for three dif-
ferent sets of samples. The limits are shown for the
emulated DREAMS data with Varied baryonic physics
in dark blue (corresponding to Figure 2), as well as
the rescaled TNG50-1 result and emulated DREAMS
TNG50-1 result in red and cyan, respectively (corre-
sponding to Figure 5). The gray band corresponds to the
direct detection constraint assuming the SHM and vary-
ing over the experimental uncertainty of ppy. The bot-
tom panel of Figure 7 shows the limit from each dataset
normalized to the SHM with the local DM density set
to ppm = 0.4 GeV em 3,

For DM masses greater than 25 GeV ¢2, the dom-
inant uncertainty on the scattering rate comes from
ppMm- Therefore, the differences between the limits
can be explained by the differences in the local DM
density. The emulated DREAMS dataset with Var-
ied baryonic feedback has ppy = 0.381'8:82? GeV cm ™3,
which falls within observational uncertainties for the
MW (de Salas 2020). For comparison, the rescaled
TNGH0-1 galaxies have ppy = 0.51f8:(1)§ GeV cm~? and
the emulated rescaled DREAMS dataset has ppy =
0.49701% GeV cm™®.  The limits become slightly (<
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Figure 7. The top panel shows DM-nucleon spin-

independent cross-section limits as a function of fundamen-
tal DM mass, mpwm, for the XENONIT experiment. The
limits are provided for the TNG50-1 result (see also Fol-
som et al. 2025) shown in Figure 5 (red), the emulated
rescaled DREAMS result shown in Figure 5 (cyan), and the
emulated DREAMS dataset with Varied baryonic physics
shown in Figure 2 (dark blue). The curves correspond to
the constraint at 90% confidence with 16-84'" uncertainty
bands. We also show the SHM result with ppum varying from
0.3-0.6 GeV cm~2. The bottom panel shows the normal-
ized residual to the SHM at ppm = 0.4 GeV cm™? (black).
Comparing the red and cyan bands underscores that the sim-
ulation resolution can affect sensitivity projections. From
low mpwm to high mpwm, the uncertainty band widths vary
from ~ 0.23-0.08 dex, ~ 0.19-0.06 dex, and ~ 0.15-0.12 dex
for DREAMS Varied, TNG50-1 rescaled, and DREAMS
rescaled, respectively. At low masses, mpy < 10 GeV ¢ 2,
the limit for the DREAMS Varied baryonic physics result is
weaker compared to the other two datasets as the high-speed
tail is suppressed, due to baryonic physics variations, simula-
tion resolution, halo-to-halo variance, and halo mass uncer-
tainty. The DREAMS result falls within the 20 XENON1T
sensitivity band in Aprile et al. (2018).

10% at high mpy) weaker moving from the TNG50-
1 set to the emulated DREAMS Varied set because the
ppum values become correspondingly smaller.

At the low DM masses, mpy < 10 GeV ¢=2, only
high-speed DM particles are detected and thus the main
uncertainty on the limit comes from the tail of the DM
speed distribution. Comparing the rescaled TNG50-1
and emulated DREAMS dataset (red and cyan bands,

respectively), the latter is shifted towards higher values
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of og1 and with a larger uncertainty. This follows from
the speed distribution in the upper-right panel of Fig-
ure 5, where the 16*" percentile of the DREAMS rescaled
result falls faster than that of TNG50-1 towards high
speeds. Recall that the main difference between these
two datasets is the resolution of the simulations on which
they are based. This therefore demonstrates how reso-
lution effects in speed distributions derived from simula-
tions can propagate to sensitivity projections for direct
detection experiments.

The emulated DREAMS dataset for Varied baryonic
physics (blue band) yields the weakest limit at low
mpum. This leads to a < 20% weaker constraint at
low masses relative to TNG50-1. This is because the
varied baryonic feedback result has a tail that is sup-
pressed compared to the other two results, as seen in
Figure 2. Specifically, the Varied DREAMS result has
vgg = 498732 km s, compared to the value for the
TNGH0-1 rescaled, vgg = 505f§i km s~'. This differ-
ence is likely due to a combination of halo mass uncer-
tainty, halo-to-halo variance, varying baryonic physics,
and resolution compared to the TNG50-1 speed distri-
butions.

The three datasets considered here lead to sensitivity
projects that are all comparable to the projected sensi-
tivity bands for XENONIT (Aprile et al. 2018). Specif-
ically, the TNG50-1 and emulated DREAMS rescaled
datasets are consistent within 1o and the emulated
DREAMS Varied dataset is consistent within 2. This
reinforces the conclusion of Folsom et al. (2025), which
set the astrophysical uncertainties on direct detection
analyses on the same footing as the experimental ones
for the first time.

5. CONCLUSIONS

This paper used the DREAMS CDM suite of 1024
MW-mass zoom-in simulations to analyze the DM speed
distribution near the solar position. We utilized a novel
KDE method to recover the distribution, and imple-
mented machine-learning approaches to disentangle the
impact of halo-to-halo variance, halo-mass uncertainty,
and baryonic feedback modeling on the final result. We
obtained a state-of-the-art prediction for the local DM
speed distribution for the MW, comparing it to prior
studies in the literature and studying its impact on lim-
its for the XENONI1T direct detection experiment.

Specifically, we presented a speed distribution and un-
certainty band for simulated MW-mass halos (Figure 2)
accounting for uncertainties in the halo mass (Figure 3)
and galaxy-formation model (Figure 4). The distribu-
tion restricts to galaxies with stellar masses consistent
with that of the MW. To account for the compactness

of the MW, we also restricted the mass enclosed at the
solar radius, 8.3 kpc, to within the uncertainty on the
MW value. Increasing halo mass shifts the speed dis-
tributions to higher values, as expected because of the
deeper potential. The effects are considerably weaker
when varying the baryonic feedback parameters within
the TNG model. Increasing supernovae feedback tends
to decrease the stellar mass of galaxies, which shifts the
speed distributions to lower values. However, the mag-
nitude of these shifts are smaller than what is observed
with shifts in host halo mass. Black hole feedback, as
well as variations on cosmological parameters, have no
significant impact.

Across the four parameters Myalo, €y, Kw, a0d €fhigh,
the uncertainty in our MW result is dominated primarily
by halo-to-halo variance and uncertainty on the value of
M a10 over contributions from feedback modeling. Over-
all, halo-to-halo variance is the primary contributor to
uncertainty on the speed distribution, with halo mass
contributing only O(10%) to the overall scatter in quan-
tities like vpeax and vgg (Figure B2). This suggests that
observational improvements on the MW halo mass can
help decrease, but will not ameliorate, the uncertainty
on the local DM speed distribution.

We compared to two other TNG-based sets of sim-
ulations, TNG50-1 and TNGH0-2, and the results of
Folsom et al. (2025). Once differences between bary-
onic physics, sample size, halo mass, stellar mass, and
galaxy morphology were accounted for, we found good
agreement with the DREAMS results. This comparison
demonstrated how particle mass resolution can impact
the DM speed distributions recovered from simulations,
with lower resolutions inducing larger scatter in the pre-
dictions (Figure 5). We also compared our results to the
work of Staudt et al. (2024), which analyzed 12 FIRE-2
galaxies. The DREAMS results are consistent with the
FIRE results, albeit with significantly larger scatter be-
cause they better sample the halo-to-halo variance by
including nearly 100x more galaxies. Other effects such
as resolution and choice of sub-grid physics may also
play a role, but are not possible to disentangle at this
stage.

To illustrate the applicability of these results to di-
rect detection experiments, we demonstrated that the
DREAMS speed distribution can be used to obtain pro-
jected limits for the XENONIT experiment (Figure 7).
The uncertainty on the limit, which is dominated by
halo-to-halo variance, falls within two standard devia-
tions of the XENONIT sensitivity band (Aprile et al.
2022). This is larger, but still comparable, to the un-
certainty predicted using the TNG50-1 speed distribu-
tion (Folsom et al. 2025). The difference is likely due to



SPEED DISTRIBUTIONS IN DREAMS 17

the fact that the DREAMS simulations are run at lower
resolution, marginalize over baryonic feedback uncer-
tainty, have different halo-mass distributions, and better
sample halo-to-halo variance.

There are three concrete extensions to the current
DREAMS framework that can be undertaken to further
solidify the predictions for the local DM speed distribu-
tion in the MW. The first is to better quantify the ef-
fects of simulation resolution on these predictions. This
can be achieved by generating a new suite of MW-mass
zoom ins where resolution is included as a varied pa-
rameter, similar to the cosmological and astrophysical
parameters currently considered. An emulator can then
be used to learn the connection between resolution and
the local DM speed distribution.

The second extension regards restricting the sim-
ulation suite to MW-mass galaxies with e.g., LMC
analogs or GSE mergers to study whether these known
events bias the predictions in certain directions. (See
Rose et al. (2025a) for a discussion of GSE mergers in
DREAMS.) Similarly, due to the isolation criteria of the
current DREAMS suite, the MW-mass galaxies do not
have large neighbors like Andromeda; future work could
lift these requirements to allow for massive neighbors.

The third extension is to vary the baryonic feedback
prescription. The current DREAMS suite uses the TNG
feedback physics, but models such as FIRE (Hopkins
et al. 2018) are an interesting counterpoint, as they pro-
duce bursty feedback which is not seen in TNG. Re-
peating the analysis on these simulations could further
elucidate the uncertainty between feedback models and
how it compares to the uncertainty from varying indi-
vidual model parameters.

The speed distributions procured in this work and the
code used to produce them are publicly available. These
results can be utilized in sensitivity projections or ex-
perimental analyses to robustly propagate theoretical
uncertainties on the local DM phase space into direct
detection results.
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APPENDIX

A. KERNEL DENSITY ESTIMATION

In this work, we use Kernel Density Estimation (KDE) to determine the dark matter (DM) speed distribution for a
simulated Milky Way (MW)-mass halo. This method weighs simulation particles based on their distance to the solar
circle. As described in Section 2.2, Scipy.spatial.KDTree (Gommers et al. 2025) is used to calculate any number of
nearest particles to a sample point and their distance from that point. These distances are then put into the kernel
function W (r, h), defined in Equation 7, and the output of the kernel function is the weight of that particle in the
speed histogram. This is done for many points around the solar circle and then summed to produce the histogram of
total speeds.

The KDE parameters used in this paper are the number of sample points along the solar circle, Nyamples, the number
of nearby particles used for each sample point, Npear, and the width of the kernel function, h. Figure Al provides
the median speed distributions (top row) and 16-84th ranges (bottom row) across the 1024 DREAMS simulations for
different values of Ngamples (left panels), Nyear (middle panels), and h (right panels). The left panel shows the speed
distributions and 16th-8th percentile uncertainty bands for different values of Ngampies, Whereas the middle and right
panels show the same except varying over different values of Ngampies and h, respectively. Values of h outside of ~ 3x
the softening length of the simulations lead to equivalent results. Similarly, values of Nycar and Ngamples @above 2 and
25 particles, respectively, lead to equivalent results. The values we adopt in this paper are h = 2 kpc, Nyear = 50, and
Nsamples = 200 (highlighted in brown in the figure panels).

To ensure that the fiducial values are reasonable and minimize generalization error, we cross-validate the results using
the Kolmogorov—Smirnov test. For any individual galaxy, we split the points along the solar circle randomly (referred
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Figure Al. Median DREAMS simulation KDE (top row) and 16th—-84th uncertainty range (bottom row) for different values of
the KDE parameters. From left-to-right, the columns correspond to variations in Nnear, Nsamples, and h, respectively (holding
the other parameters fixed). Across all three columns, the median distributions converge before the width of the uncertainty
does. The fiducial values used in this work correspond to the brown curve in each panel with Npcar = 50, Nsamples = 200, and
h = 2 kpc.
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to as sample points in Section 2.2) into training (80%) and validation (20%). We calculate two speed distributions for
the training points and the validation points and then compute the Kolmogorov—Smirnov statistic, D:

D= sup |Ftrain(v) - Fval(v)‘ s (Al)

where Fipain(v) is the cumulative distribution function for the training speed distribution and Fy,(v) is the cumulative
distribution function for the validation speed distribution. We then calculate this for various values of h, Nyjear,
and Ngamples and look where D is minimized. We further repeat this through 10-fold cross-validation; this includes
repeating the calculation of D 10 times for a random set of training and validation points, and then taking the median
and 16th—84th percentile to get an uncertainty on the the values of h, Nyear, and Ngamples- For example, for the first
DREAMS galaxy, h = 2.341%'3 kpe, Npecar = 49J_r§?5’7 and Ngamples = 367J_r§23. All DREAMS galaxies are consistent
with the fiducial values of h = 2 kpc, Npear = 50, and Ngamples = 200.

B. NEHOD EMULATOR VALIDATION

The NeHOD emulator (Nguyen et al. 2024) includes a Normalizing Flows model and a Variational Diffusion Model.
This work utilizes the Normalizing Flows model, described in Section 2.3, which can generate speed distributions and
MW properties for any set of &, Ky, €fnigh, and Myal,. The emulator uses PyTorch (Paszke et al. 2019) to convert
the dataset to PyTorch tensor objects. zuko (Rozet et al. 2024) is used to define the Normalizing Flows Model and
PyTorch Lightning (Falcon et al. 2020) trains and validates the model and contains the AdamW gradient descent
optimizer (Loshchilov & Hutter 2017; Kingma & Ba 2014). A weight decay coefficient of 0.01 and a peak learning rate
of 0.0005 is used for the AdamW optimizer. For these two parameters, no hyperparameter tuning is done.

The galaxies are partitioned between (1) training (80% of the galaxies), where the emulator is learning the parameters
for the model; (2) validation (10% of the galaxies), where the emulator performance is assessed and tuned; and
(3) testing (10% of the galaxies), where the emulator is compared to a subset of the data it has not seen before.
Training is done over 250 epochs with a maximum of 5000 training steps. Testing is not used to update parameters,
but to see how the emulator performs on unseen data. The hyperparameters are the number of transforms (4), the
number of projection dimensions (32 per transform), the number of hidden dimensions (16 per transform), and the
dropout rate (0.1). When these values are varied in the ranges [4, 8], [32, 64],[16, 32], and [0.05, 0.2], respectively, the
conclusions of our analysis are unchanged.

The benchmark emulator used in this paper inputs values of €., Kw, €/ nigh, and Myal, and outputs 60 histogram bins
for speeds from 0 km s™! to 650 km s~!. The emulator does not inherently normalize the histogram results, but they
can be normalized after they are output. To validate the results, we generate an emulated dataset that matches the
Mpa10 and feedback parameters for each galaxy in the DREAMS suite. The left panel of Figure B1 shows the resulting
speed distribution for the DREAMS simulation suite in green, marked by the N = [2,16, 50, 84, 98] percentiles. The
blue lines show the corresponding percentiles for the emulated sample of galaxies. The distributions agree well with
each other, except at the N = 2 and N = 98 percentile level, where there are visible deviations in the peak and tails
of the distribution. As a separate validation test, we also compare the speed distribution of the emulated DREAMS
Varied dataset (from Figure 2) to the direct simulation output. The right panel of Figure B1 shows their agreement.

Figure B2 demonstrates how the peak speed, vrsr, and the 99th-percentile speed, vgg, depend on &, , Ky, and €fnigh
(while marginalizing over all other parameters) for both raw simulation output (green) and the emulated DREAMS
Varied dataset (dark blue). The emulated results adequately follow the median and 16-84'" percentile spread seen
in the data, as desired. Additionally, we show how the emulated DREAMS Varied dataset changes when fixing
log Mya10/ Mg to 11.9 (pink). When fixing halo mass, the uncertainty band tightens. In particular, while the spread
in vpgr and vgg is largely dominated by halo-to-halo variance, there is a subdominant contribution from uncertainty
in halo mass that can induce as large as a ~ 30% difference.

Section 4.2 uses the emulated DREAMS speed distribution to present results for direction detection experiments. For
this calculation, we also emulated the local DM density, ppuy, which is needed to determine experimental scattering
rates. Figure B3 compares the distribution of ppy taken directly from the DREAMS simulations with the results
emulating the exact My, and baryonic parameters as the 1024 galaxies. The EMD between the actual distribution
and the emulated distribution is 0.010 GeV cm™3. The emulator is clearly able to reconstruct the simulation results
except in the extreme values of ppyp.
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Figure B1. (Left) DM speed distributions for the raw simulation outputs in green compared to the emulator output in blue
when matching the exact DREAMS halo masses and feedback parameters for each simulated galaxy. The distribution is shown
for the N = [2, 16, 50, 84, 98] percentiles. The emulator reproduces the simulation results with the most disagreement at the peak
and tail of the lowest/highest percentile. (Right) The 16-50-84th percentiles for the raw simulation outputs in green, compared
to the emulated DREAMS Varied dataset from Figure 2 in dark blue. Note that the simulated galaxies are required to satisfy
10.60 < log M, /Mg < 10.78 and 10.975 < log Mrsr /Mg < 11.085 (53 galaxies). There is excellent agreement between the two.
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Figure B2. Peak speed visr (top panels) and 99th percentile speed vgg (bottom panels) as functions of &, (left), s, (middle),
and €fnigh (right). The median and the 16th-84th uncertainty band for the simulation output is shown in green and the
DREAMS Varied dataset (which marginalizes over halo masses) is shown in dark blue. In pink, we also show the DREAMS
Varied dataset except restricted to log Mhuaio/Mg to 11.9. This value is chosen as it is the midpoint of the DREAMS mass range.
The emulator is able to learn the proper relationship between the speed distribution parameters and the baryonic parameters.
The dominate source of uncertainty is halo-to-halo variance, however the uncertainty in halo mass can contribute up to a ~ 30%
difference.
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Figure B3. Comparison of the local DM densities, ppm, for the raw simulation output (green) and an emulated dataset that
is matched to the Myaio and feedback parameters of the original 1024 galaxies (blue). The EMD between the two distributions
is 0.010 GeV cm™?.
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C. SUPPLEMENTARY FIGURES

This appendix provides supplementary figures that complement the discussion in the main text.
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Figure C1. Similar to Figure 2, except comparing the emulated DREAMS Varied dataset with (dark blue) and without (peach)
the weighting scheme of Section 2.4. The weighting scheme slightly increases the distribution towards the highest speeds, but
overall the results are insensitive to the choice of weights.
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Figure C2. Distribution of EMD values (between the DREAMS result and SHM), peak speeds vLsr, and 99th-percentile
speeds vgg. The results are shown for the emulated DREAMS Varied dataset (dark blue) and the emulated DREAMS Fixed
dataset (light blue). The SHM expectation is shown by the vertical dashed-gray line in the middle and right panel.
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Figure C3. Same as Figure 4, except binned in terms of the logarithm of the host stellar mass, log M.. We consider 100
emulated samples each at 400 values of stellar mass. The stellar mass used is the mean stellar mass across the 100 emulated
samples as we cannot fix its value given that it is an output parameter of the emulator. As the stellar mass increases, the speed
distributions shift to higher values. The size of the shift is roughly comparable to that observed for €, and x,. This is likely
because supernova feedback is correlated with stellar mass (stronger feedback leads to less stellar mass).
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