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ABSTRACT

We report the physical characterization of four CO emitters detected near the bright submillimeter
galaxy (SMG) SSA22-AzTEC26. We analyze the data from Atacama Large Millimeter /submillileter
Array band 3, 4, and 7 observations of the SSA22-AzTEC26 field. In addition to the targeted SMG,
we detect four line emitters with a signal-to-noise ratio > 5.2 in the cube smoothed with 300 km
s~ FWHM Gaussian filter. All four sources have NIR counterparts within 1. We perform UV-to-
FIR spectral energy distribution modeling to derive the photometric redshifts and physical properties.
Based on the photometric redshifts, we reveal that two of them are CO(2-1) at redshifts of 1.113 and
1.146 and one is CO(3-2) at z = 2.124. The three sources are massive galaxies with a stellar mass
> 1019° M, but have different levels of star formation. Two lie within the scatter of the main sequence
(MS) of star-forming galaxies at z ~ 1—2, and the most massive galaxy lies significantly below the MS.
However, all three sources have a gas fraction within the scatter of the MS scaling relation. This shows
that a blind CO line search can detect massive galaxies with low specific star formation rates that still
host large gas reservoirs and that it also complements targeted surveys, suggesting later gas acquisition
and the need for other mechanisms in addition to gas consumption to suppress star formation.

Keywords: Galaxy evolution(594), CO line emission(262), Molecular gas(1073), High-redshift galax-
ies(734)

1. INTRODUCTION

The cosmic star formation rate (SFR) density in-
creases from early times to its peak at z ~ 2, called
cosmic noon, then decreases progressively to the present
day (for a review, see Madau & Dickinson 2014). Across
cosmic history, the most massive galaxies (stellar mass
M, > 10" M) have formed the bulk of their M, around
or earlier than the cosmic noon and ceased star forma-
tion in late epochs (e.g., Thomas et al. 2010; Muzzin
et al. 2013; Tomczak et al. 2014; McDermid et al. 2015;
Davidzon et al. 2017), while the formation of less mas-
sive galaxies continues for a longer period. Molecular

gas is a key factor in shaping the history of galaxy as-
sembly, as it is the immediate material of star formation
(for a review, see Carilli & Walter 2013). It has been
suggested that galaxies acquire molecular gas via ac-
cretion from the intergalactic medium (e.g., Dekel et al.
2009; Narayanan et al. 2015) or mergers to fuel their star
formation and central black hole growth (e.g., Hopkins
et al. 2008). Observations of molecular gas content in
local and distant galaxies thus provide important clues
about galaxy formation and evolution.

CO rotational transition lines are commonly used
to trace the molecular gas content of galaxies because
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molecular hydrogen is a poor emitter and CO is the sec-
ond most abundant molecule in the interstellar medium
(ISM). Numerous observations of CO line emission have
been conducted to obtain statistical samples of galax-
ies at intermediate and high redshifts (z ~ 1 — 3) to
study the relation between gas and other properties of
galaxies, such as M, and SFR. CO observations of high-
redshift galaxies typically select massive normal star-
forming galaxies (SFGs; e.g., Daddi et al. 2010a; Tacconi
et al. 2010) or the most extreme starbursting galaxies
(e.g., Neri et al. 2003; Engel et al. 2010; Bothwell et al.
2013). These surveys have successfully established scal-
ing relations that describe how galaxy properties evolve
with the gas mass (e.g., Genzel et al. 2015; Tacconi et al.
2018, 2020).

Observations of a large sample of galaxies have re-
vealed a tight correlation between M, and SFR called
the main sequence (MS; e.g., Elbaz et al. 2007; Daddi
et al. 2010a; Wuyts et al. 2011; Whitaker et al. 2012;
Speagle et al. 2014; Schreiber et al. 2015). SFGs on
the MS dominate the cosmic star formation (Rodighiero
et al. 2011; Sargent et al. 2012), implying the existence of
mechanisms that regulate star formation from gas and
the steady buildup of galaxies (e.g., Lilly et al. 2013).
Below the scatter of the MS, there is another popula-
tion of passive or quiescent galaxies (QGs), with little
or no ongoing star formation (e.g., Strateva et al. 2001;
Kauffmann et al. 2003; Baldry et al. 2004; Chang et al.
2015). Many physical processes have been proposed to
explain the shutdown of star formation, including the
starvation of gas, either due to the removal of cold gas
by stellar and supermassive black hole feedback (e.g.,
Hopkins et al. 2006; Hopkins & Elvis 2010) or rapid gas
consumption by vigorous star formation (e.g., Gao &
Solomon 1999; Man et al. 2019), and the inability of the
conversion of gas into stars due to changes in the ISM
condition (French et al. 2018) or stabilization against
collapse and fragmentation (e.g., Martig et al. 2009).
In order to understand the roles of these processes in
galaxy quenching, it is essential to characterize the gas
properties such as the gas fraction, depletion timescale,
and kinematics.

In the case of massive galaxies, this requires detecting
CO emission at z 2 1, which corresponds to the epoch
when many of them are undergoing formation and sub-
sequent quenching. Most of the aforementioned high-
redshift CO observations target preselected MS galax-
ies or starbursts, thus current scaling relations (e.g.,
Tacconi et al. 2018) only account for SFGs. Whether
these relations are still valid when extrapolated to pas-
sive galaxies remains unknown. Recent targeted obser-
vations of CO emission from QGs have shown a mixed

picture (e.g., Belli et al. 2021; Williams et al. 2021).
An unbiased CO survey of galaxies in various stages of
star formation is needed to investigate the evolution of
gas content before and after galaxy quenching. By de-
tecting both low and medium to high J transitions, it
is also possible to study the redshift evolution of the
molecular gas in galaxies. Several studies have used
the Atacama Large Millimeter /submillimeter Array and
JVLA to perform blind line searches toward deep cosmo-
logical fields or ALMA calibrators (Walter et al. 2016;
Gonzalez-Lopez et al. 2019; Riechers et al. 2019, 2020;
Hamanowicz et al. 2023). However, because of the large
amounts of telescope time needed, the surveyed area and
the number of detected sources are still very limited.

In this paper, we present serendipitous detections and
physical properties of four CO emitters in the vicin-
ity of the bright submillimeter galaxy (SMG) SSA22-
AzTEC26 from ALMA band 3 observations. In Section
2 we describe the ALMA observation and data analysis.
In Section 3 we present the extracted galaxy proper-
ties utilizing multiwavelength data in the SSA22 field.
In Section 4, we discuss the gas content of CO-selected
galaxies in the context of galaxy evolution, and then we
summarize in Section 5.

Throughout this paper, we adopt the Chabrier (2003)
initial mass function and Planck 2018 cosmology (Hy =
67.4 km s~' Mpc~!, Q, = 0.315 and Q, = 0.685;
Planck Collaboration et al. 2020).

2. SAMPLE AND DATA ANALYSIS

2.1. CO Emitters from ALMA Band 8 Observations
2.1.1. ALMA data

SSA22-AzTEC26 is a bright SMG first discovered
by the AzZTEC/ASTE 1.1 mm extragalactic survey in
the SSA22 field (Tamura et al. 2009; Umehata et al.
2014). The ALMA band 3 spectral scan observations
(Project ID: 2019.1.01102.S; PI: Umehata) were con-
ducted from 2020 March 20 to 2020 April 3, toward the
sky position of SSA22-AzTEC26 (R.A. 22:17:13.34, decl.
00:26:51.66). The observations had a maximum baseline
of 313.7 m and continuously covered the sky frequency
range from 84.5 to 113.7 GHz with five tunings. The to-
tal integration time was 6.2 hr. J2217+0220 and J2206-
0031 were observed for phase calibration. To calibrate
the flux and bandpass, J0006-0623, J2253+1608, J2258-
2758, and J1924-2914 were observed.

We use the CASA package (CASA Team et al. 2022) to
reduce the data and perform imaging. A spectral cube
is created using the tclean task with natural weighting
and a 100 km s~! channel width. The resulting band 3
spectral cube has a ~ 1/5 arcmin diameter field of view
(FOV) with a minimum primary beam (PB) response
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of 20% of the field center. The synthesized beam size
is 3780 x 2745 with a position angle (PA) of 57°7 to
4738 x 3765 awith PA of 81°2 degrees, depending on the
sky frequencies. The RMS noise level range is 0.06—0.18
mJy beam ™! before PB correction.

We also include band 4 and band 7 data (Project ID:
2021.1.01207.S; PI: Umehata) in our analysis. The band
4 observations cover the frequency ranges of 143.0-146.7
GHz and 154.9-158.7 GHz with a single tuning and total
integration time of 2.5 hr. We process the data in a
similar manner as for band 3. The resulting band 4
cube has a synthesized beam size of 0787 x 0”79 to 0//96 x
0”788 with PA of ~ 61 degrees, and RMS noise level of
0.05 — 0.09 mJy beam~! in a ~ 40” FOV. The band 7
data cover the frequency range 340.4-356.2 GHz with the
beam size of 0763 x 0752 with a PA of 88°8 and an RMS
noise of 0.09 mJy beam~! in the 860 pm continuum
map.

2.1.2. Source detection and line measurements

Inspired by Walter et al. (2016), we smooth the band
3 cube with a 300 km s~! FWHM Gaussian filter and
use the DAOStarFinder routine in the photutils pack-
age to detect all positive and negative peaks above a
peak signal-to-noise ratio (S/N) of 1.5 in the smoothed
cube. The central AzTEC source is masked because its
continuum emission is visible in the smoothed cube and
contaminates source statistics. We show the number of
detected peaks as a function of peak S/N in the left panel
of Figure 1. No negative peak is found above S/N= 5.2.
The purity of detection as a function of S/N is defined
as N

negative ) (1)

Purity =1 —
Npositive

We fit the measured purity as a function of S/N with

P(S/N) = %erf <S/Nb_“) +0.5, (2)
and determine the free parameters a = 4.72 and b =
0.71, which gives a purity of 83% at S/N=5.2. Using
this as a detection threshold, we find four sources with
S/N> 5.2 (Figure 2). We have also tested other filter
FWHM values from 100 to 500 km s~! with 100 km s—!
steps but do not find any new detection.

For each source, we fit a single Gaussian profile to the
1D spectrum to derive the observed line frequency and
FWHM (the bottom row in Figure 3). The velocity-
integrated fluxes are measured by fitting a 2D Gaussian
profile to the zeroth-moment map, which sums along
the spectral axis over a velocity range FWHM from
the line center. The measured properties are listed in
Table 1. Sources 1, 2, and 4 are covered by the band 4

observation, so we also report the 2 mm continuum flux
densities for these three sources. Source 1 has a second
line detection at 157.548 GHz in the band 4 cube, and
we will show that this is the redshifted [CI] line in the
next section.

2.2. Ancillary Data
2.2.1. Optical and NIR data

The SSA22 field has rich multiwavelength data cov-
erage. We collect ground-based optical-to-NIR images
from the uw to K bands from archives and literature.
The thumbnails of the sources are shown in the top row
of Figure 3. The astrometry is corrected by stacking
cutout images at the positions of 1.1 mm continuum
sources detected by ALMA in the SSA22 field (B. Hat-
sukade, private communication) and fitting a 2D circular
Gaussian profile to the stacked image to determine the
average positional offset between the ALMA source and
its counterpart in each band. Sources 1, 2, and 4 have
a coincident K-band counterpart with a centroid offsets
of 0727, /23, and (14, respectively, comparable with a
position uncertainty of ~ 0.2” of the line detection. The
NIR counterpart of source 3 lies 0762 southeast of the
CO position, ~three times of the uncertainty of the line
position.

We measure the flux densities using a 2” diameter
circular aperture placed at the CO position in bands
shorter than IRAC. The errors are estimated by tak-
ing the standard deviations of fluxes from 1000 ran-
domly placed apertures at blank positions. Then we
aperture correct the fluxes using the point spread func-
tion (PSF) and correct for galactic extinction using the
Schlegel et al. (1998) dust map and Cardelli et al. (1989)
Milky way extinction curve. PSFs are generated using
the PSFEx (Bertin 2011) code from unsaturated point
sources with S/N> 20.

As shown in Figure 3, the aperture flux of source 4
is contaminated by two blue neighboring sources. At
this moment, we simply assume the two blue sources
are foreground galaxies and subtract their contributions
using 2D image modeling. We use a single Sérsic pro-
file convolved with the PSF to model each galaxy and
then perform Bayesian inference using the dynesty code
(Speagle 2020) to derive posterior probability density
functions (PDFs) of the model parameters. Flat pri-
ors of [0, 6] and [0.1, 5Gimage] pixels are adopted for
the Sérsic index n and half-light radius R, respectively,
where aimage ~ 2 pixels is the semi-major axis sigma
value given by photutils and the pixel size is 072. We
first model the central source using the K-band image
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Figure 1. Left: the number of detections as a function of positive or negative peak S/N. The S/N> 5.2 detection threshold is
marked as a vertical dotted line. Right: purity as a function of peak S/N. The best-fit relation of Equation 2 is shown as a red

curve.

Table 1. Results of Blind Line Emitter Search in the Band 3 Cube and Source Measurements.

ID R.A, Decl. Vobs S/N FWHM SAU S3mm SQmm Sgsoum
(GHz) (kms™") (Jykms™')  (uly) (uJy) (mJy)

1 22:17:12.36  00:26:43.59 110.698 5.9 697+153 0.569+0.075 14.8+24 90+ 18 ]

2 22:17:13.00 00:26:54.06 109.151 7.8 6354137 0.358+£0.036 <13  39+7.3 0.815+0.194

3 22:17:15.01 00:27:13.32 91.785 7.3 252485 0.450+£0.075 21.7+3.1 - -

4 2217:11.93 00:27:14.82 107.414 55 6304123 0.713£0.141 <27 < 100 -

NOTE—The 3mm fluxes and the 2 mm flux of source 1 are measured using line-free spectral windows. For non-
detection, we report 3o upper limit. Source 1 has another line detection at 157.548 GHz, with SAv = 0.3204+0.044

Jy km s~! and FWHM of 683 4 201 km s~ .

and then the two neighboring galaxies jointly using the
B-band image to minimize the effect of blending. In
subsequent subtraction processes, the Sersic shape pa-
rameters are limited to the 16th to 84th percentile range
from the previous procedure and the central position can
vary by £0.5 pixels from the median. The source flux is
always allowed to vary freely. Then we simultaneously
fit all three sources in each band from u to K. When
measuring the flux of neighboring sources, we subtract
the central source, and for the central source, we sub-
tract the two neighboring clumps. Deblended fluxes and
errors are derived from the posterior PDF in each band,
with formal photometric errors added in quadrature.
Examples of subtracting processes are demonstrated in
Figure. 4. Further discussion of the relation between the
central and neighboring blue sources is given in section
4.2.1.

2.2.2. Infrared data

For long-wavelength NIR (3.6 um) to MIR, we obtain
IRAC 3.6-8 pm and MIPS 24um images from the Spitzer
archive. At FIR wavelengths, we use Herschel SPIRE
250-500 pm images from the ESA Herschel archive. Flux
densities are derived from PSF photometry to overcome
source blending issues. For the IRAC data, we apply
the method introduced by Hsieh et al. (2012) which it-
eratively decomposites the image into a combination of
ideal point sources and background noise. We consider
decomposed point sources within 1”7 (1.5 pixels of IRAC
images) from the CO position as associated with the
target and use the sum of their amplitudes as the total
flux. Errors are estimated from the RMS of the residual
image.

In the Spitzer/MIPS and Herschel/SPIRE bands, we
measure the flux densities by directly fitting PSF mod-
els to the image with IRAC 4.5 ym and 1.1 mm source
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Figure 2. TRAC 3.6 pum image of the targeted field. The
sky locations of SSA22-AzTEC26 and the four line emitters
are marked with black empty circles. The ALMA FOVs
with 20% PB response in bands 3, 4, and 7 are shown as the
white, black dashed, and magenta circles, respectively.

positions as priors, following the method of Hurley et al.
(2017). Since our sources lie on the edge of the MIPS
coverage, we also add sources detected at S/N> 5 the in
IRAC 8 pm images when deblending the SPIRE images
to add dusty sources that are not covered by MIPS but
might appear in SPIRE images. Starting from MIPS,
we create a 2’ x 2’ cutout image centered at the line po-
sition. For each position (z;,y;) in all prior sources, the
source model S;(z,y) is made by interpolating the PSF
centered at (x;,y;) to the pixel grid (z,y) and scaling it
to unity flux density. The x? can be expressed as

XQZZ(I(mvy)_zifisi(mvy)>27 3)

po o(z,y)

where I(z,y) is the data and o(x,y) is the flux uncer-
tainty at each pixel. Then we perform Bayesian infer-
ence to derive the posterior PDF of the source flux den-
sities f;. Only sources that have a deblended S/N> 1
will be used to fit the next band. None of the sources
is detected at S/N> 3 in any of the MIR/FIR images.
The measured fluxes are listed in Table 2.

2.3. Spectral Energy Distribution Modeling

We adopt the methodology of prospector (Leja et al.
2019b) to model the observed spectral energy distribu-
tion (SED), which fits all physical parameters simulta-
neously and yields the joint PDF as a result. We model
the dust attenuation for old and young stars with two
Noll et al. (2009) dust attenuation curves, which are the

Calzetti et al. (2000) dust extinction curve multiplied by
a power-law modification (Arest/550nm)?. For the two
stellar populations separated by age, the slope [ and
amplitude of each curve can vary independently within
a flat prior [-0.7, 0.4] for 8 and [0, 10] for E(B—V'), while
the dust attenuation of old stars is forced to be smaller
than that of young stars. This adds some additional
flexibility in taking possible complex dust geometry into
account. To implement the modification, SED models
are built with the CIGALE code (Boquien et al. 2019).
Before line identification, we let the redshift vary freely
within a flat prior [0, 8] (i.e., the photometric redshift
mode of SED fitting).

3. RESULTS
3.1. Line Identification

Each of the sources has only one robust line detection
in the band 3 cube. The most probable identification of
the detected line will be one of CO Jy, =4,3,2,1 from
galaxies at z < 3 — 4 because our ~ 29 GHz bandwidth
will cover two CO lines or one CO and [CI](*P; —3 Py)
(hereafter, [CI](1-0)) atomic carbon emission line for
z 2 3 —4. To find the redshift solution, we plot the
marginalized PDF of the photometric redshift from our
SED fitting and EAZY' code (Brammer et al. 2008), to-
gether with the observed frequency as a function of red-
shift for the CO lines and [CI](1-0) line in Figure 5.

Based on the results of SED fitting, we find that all
four sources are distant galaxies at a cosmological dis-
tance. For galaxies 1, 2, and 4, there is a unique so-
lution for CO line redshift that is allowed by the pho-
tometric redshift PDF. The redshift of 2.124 given by
the CO J=3-2 line of galaxy 1 agrees with the second
line in band 4 being redshifted [CI](1-0), which yields a
consistent redshift zjcr—oy = 2.124. The photometric
redshift PDF of galaxy 3 is incompatible with all solu-
tions. Since the flux is extracted at the CO position, we
check the results by changing the position of the pho-
tometry aperture to the center of the nearby NIR object,
then the photometric redshift of 0.6379-0% still does not
overlap with any solution. Thus, the flux is likely to
be dominated by an NIR source that is not associated
with the CO emission. Given only one line detection
within the ~ 29 GHz bandwidth, possible solutions will
be zco2—1) = 1.512 or zco(3—2) = 2.767, but these need
to be verified by detecting other spectral lines in future
observations (e.g., Tamura et al. 2014; Mizukoshi et al.
2021).

L https://github.com/gbrammer/eazy-py
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Table 2. Multiwavelength Photometry of the Four CO Emitters in Units of uJy, Extracted at the CO Position.

Band Instrument 1 2 3 4 Reference
U CFHT/MegaCam 0.125 + 0.020 1.183 +0.019 0.078 + 0.020 1
B Subaru/SuprimeCam  0.057 +0.006  0.113 £0.007  1.388 +0.007  0.018 + 0.009 2
\%4 - 0.109 +0.009  0.199 £0.010  2.303 £0.009 0.106 £+ 0.010 2
R - 0.1424+0.014 0.3714+0.013 3.316 £0.013  0.346 £ 0.018 3
i’ - 0.186 =£0.018  0.748 £0.018  5.853 +0.020  0.911 £ 0.024 2
2 - 0.311 £+ 0.034 1.609 £ 0.036 8.122 +0.038 2.772 + 0.042 2
NB359 - 0.067 £0.019  0.058 £0.020 1.223+0.019  0.131 £ 0.020 4
NB497 - 0.099 £+ 0.014 0.124 +0.015 1.874 +£0.015 0.082 +0.017 5
NB816 - 0.249 £0.036  1.023 +£0.037  6.455+£0.036  1.336 £+ 0.044 2
NB912 - 0.265 +0.029  1.462+0.030 7.906 £0.029  3.064 + 0.038 2
g Subaru/HSC 0.083 £0.017 0.133+0.016 1.828 £0.017  0.089 + 0.020 6
r - 0.1154+0.031  0.280+0.033  3.077£0.034  0.321 £ 0.043 6
i - 0.177 £0.027 0.793+0.030  6.245+£0.030  0.990 £ 0.038 6
z - 0.284 +0.079 1.668 £0.076 7.797 £ 0.077 2.828 +0.098 6
Y - 2.123 +0.126 8.042 £ 0.123 4.289 +0.146 6
J UKIRT/WFCAM 1.019 £+ 0.206 4.137 £0.214 13.052 +0.214 8.458 +0.241 7
K - 4.071 £0.322 13.838 =2 0.310 25.458 +0.340 32.887 £+ 0.388 7
IRAC1 Spitzer/IRAC 11.565 £+ 0.220 25.925 4+ 0.192 44.430 £0.704 67.229 £+ 0.556 8,9
IRAC2 - 18.926 + 0.851 25.833 +1.121 44.152 4+ 0.815 59.478 +£2.734 8,9
TIRAC3 - 17.952 £2.103 17.459 + 1.747 40.255 +1.980 37.444 4+ 2.027 8,9
IRAC4 - 15.686 £ 2.269 18.327 £ 2.857 28.632 + 2.483 32.981 4 3.147 8,9
MIPS1 Spitzer/MIPS 305 4149 20 + 44 392 + 169 115 4+ 189 8,9
PSW Herschel/SPIRE 6133 + 4584 4931 4+ 4861 4997 £ 5191 3432 + 4442 10,11
PMW - 6437 + 7227 11129 + 6856 5741 + 6574 2406 + 4033 10,11
PLW - 1941 + 3710 4385 4+ 5905 2523 4+ 4818 1284 + 2745 10,11

References— 1: K. Mawatari, private communication; 2: Nakamura et al. (2011); 3: Hayashino et al. (2004); 4: Iwata et al.
(2009); 5: Yamada et al. (2012); 6: Aihara et al. (2018) 7: Lawrence et al. (2007); 8: Webb et al. (2009); 9: IRSA (2022) 10:
Kato et al. (2016); 11: http://herschel.esac.esa.int/Science_Archive.shtml

NOTE—*-” means the same as the previous band.

Table 3. Results of Line Identification. Bout (2005):

ID CO transition zco L'CO(JUP,JMW) Mmo11 I/ 3.95 % 107SAw D2 CHz1?
(Jup = Jrow) (10" K km s™* pc®)  (10'°Mo) Kkmstpe2  Jykms ! (1+42)302, {Mpc] ’
1 3-2 2.124 1.45 £ 0.19 125+ 1.6 (4)
9 91 1113 0.62 + 0.06 294 0.3 where Dy, is the luminosity distance in megaparsecs cor-
4 9-1 1.146 1.31+0.26 6.2+ 1.2 responding to redshift z, and v is the observed fre-
1 . ' quency of the line in gigahertz. We list the results of
CO-based molecular gas mass (Section 3.3). Alternatively, the line identification in Table 3. With the spectro-

galaxy 1 has Mol = (9.4 4 1.3) x 10'° M, based on its [CT](1-0)

ic redshift determined f; the CO i fix th
line luminosity Lio o) = (4.04 % 0.55) x 10° K km s~ " pe?, o opic FEOST DEICTIIACE TOT T2 A7 e, we 0% b

redshift and refit the photometry for galaxies 1, 2, and
4, including band 3, 4, and 7 continuum measurements.
In the following sections, we will focus on the derived
physical properties of these three galaxies.

The line luminosity is calculated from the velocity-

integrated line flux SAw, following Solomon & Vanden 3.2. Stellar Mass and SFR from SED Modeling
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Figure 3. Top row: color-composite (red: K; green: z’; blue: B) cutout images of the line emitters. Each image is 10” x 10"
in size. The zeroth-moment maps of the band 3 emission line are overlaid as white contours. The corresponding beam sizes are
shown with white ellipses. Second row: the zeroth-moment maps of the band 3 emission line. The zeroth-moment map of the
band 4 157.548 GHz emission line of source 1 is shown with cyan contours. For source 2 we show the band 7 continuum image
with magenta contours. All contours start from +1.50 with a step of 1.50, and the corresponding beam sizes are shown with
the same colors. Third row: band 3 continuum images are shown with background and white contours. The band 4 images of
sources 1 and 2 are overlaid as black contours. Bottom row: 1D band 3 spectra at the position of each source. The best-fit
single Gaussian model is shown with a black shaded region. For source 1, the band 4 emission line is shown in cyan. For source
4, we fit two Gaussian components and show the corresponding zeroth-moment contour in the second row with the same color.
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Figure 4. Examples of the neighbor subtraction of galaxy
4. The left, middle, and right columns show original data,
the best-fit Sersic model, and the neighbor-subtracted data,
respectively. The 2" diameter aperture used to measure the
flux is shown as a red circle. The relationship between the
three components will be further discussed in section 4.2.1.

Table 4. Derived Physical Properties from SED Fitting.

ID M, SFR Maust Latust Ay

(10'°Mg) (Mo yr™') (10°Mg) (10"Le)  (mag)
1 9737222 196737 3131001 1279+290 9 39+0.16
2 460fygy 228 235103 207HpE0 2151035
4 2198755 07758 027700 12770557 1.28705
4B 0.085507 ofl  0.13*01%  0.647997  0.77%0:07
4.SW  0.18%%-41 413 0.0710:55  0.337030  0.5610 52

NoTeE—The SFRs are averaged over the past 30 Myr. For the E and

SW clumps near galaxy 4, we also fix the redshifts at z = 1.146.

We show the SED fit and joint posterior distributions
of the derived parameters in Figure Al and A2. The
results from SED fitting are summarized in Table 4. All
reported values and errors represent median values and
68% confidence intervals, respectively, from marginal-
ized posterior PDFs.

In Figure 6 we plot the three galaxies in the SFR-M,
plane, together with the MS relations at z = 1.1 and
z = 2.1 from Speagle et al. (2014). For comparison, we
also show the CO-selected galaxy sample from ASPECS-
LP (Boogaard et al. 2019) that surveyed a larger area
at a similar depth. The ASPECS-LP M, and SFR are

derived using the MAGPHYS code (da Cunha et al. 2015).
Different star formation history (SFH) and dust attenu-
ation models can lead to a ~ 0.3 dex systematic offset in
the SED-derived M, and SFR (Buat et al. 2019). Tests
on simulated galaxies show the nonparametric SFH used
in this study gives a larger M, than simple exponential
SFH models (~ 0.3 dex; Leja et al. 2019a; Lower et al.
2020). However, the results should still agree within er-
ror for the same object, as long as each method allows
a wide range of SFHs and dust curves.

All three galaxies with CO-based redshift are massive,
with M, > 10195M but different levels of star forma-
tion. Galaxies 1 and 2 lie within the scatter of the MS
at their redshifts. In contrast, galaxy 4 is quiescent,
with specific SFR sSFR = SFR/M, = 0.972% x 10712
yr~! and log(AMS)=log(SFR/SFRys) = —2.770% (or
sSFR= 6.672 x 107! yr~! and log(AMS) = —0.940.1
when using UV+IR SFR estimates). Compared with the
ASPECS-LP galaxies, galaxies 1 and 2 have comparable
M, and SFR, but galaxy 4 is a significant outlier, with
SFR much lower than the median value (30 Mg yr—!)
for galaxies detected with CO(2-1) in the ASPECS-LP
survey.

We further compare our SED-based SFR with those
derived from UV+IR conversions in Figure 7. The
UV+IR SFR is calculated following Bell et al. (2005):

SFRUv+1R 1.09 x 10710(2'2LUV + LIR)
M -1 T ’ (5)
o yr ©

where Lyy is the rest-frame luminosity integrated in
the rest-frame wavelength range 121.6-300 nm without
dust correction and Ly is the luminosity integrated in
the rest-frame wavelength range 8-1000 pm of posterior
SED models. Galaxies 1 and 2 have SFRggp /SFRuv41R
of 9175,% and 6717:%, respectively. Comparatively,
galaxy 4’s SFRggp is only 575% of SFRyvyr. This
trend decreases while remaining visible if we change the
average interval of SFRggp from 30 Myr to 100 Myr.
The difference between the two SFR methods increases
with decreasing sSFR, because of the contribution of
dust heating from old stars (Hayward et al. 2014; Leja
et al. 2019b), and this behavior is also found when using
the MAGPHYS code (Martis et al. 2019). Since the dust
attenuations of old and young stars are modeled sep-
arately and both low and high attenuation values are
allowed for the two stellar populations, the error range
of SFRsgp serves as a conservative estimate of the SFR
levels. Therefore, we continue to choose SFRggp as our
SFR indicator.

3.3. Molecular Gas Mass

In order to derive their molecular gas mass, we first
convert the CO luminosity to the ground transition, as-
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Figure 5. Observed frequency as a function of redshift for different spectral lines. CO lines are shown with colored curves and
the [CI] line is shown with the dashed black curves. The blue shaded regions show the frequency coverage of the ALMA band
3 observations. We mark the observed frequency of each galaxy with a horizontal black line and the corresponding redshift of
each solution with a vertical dotted line. The PDFs of photometric redshift are illustrated by lines and shaded regions, with
black color for the SED fitting method described in Section 2.3 and orange color for EASY. A successful solution requires the

vertical line to locate within the photometric redshift PDF.

suming line ratios ro; = 0.76+0.09 and r3; = 0.42+0.07
appropriate for high-redshift normal SFGs (Daddi et al.
2015; Decarli et al. 2016). The total molecular gas mass
M1 is calculated using the conversion factor of normal
SFGs: aco = MmOI/L/CO(l—O) = 3.6 M@/(K km s™!
pc?); (Daddi et al. 2010b). The resulting gas masses
are listed in Table. 2. For galaxy 1, we can also es-
timate My from the [CI] line flux. The conversion
factor aqcr—o) = MmOI/LECI](lfo) is calculated using
the equation 11 of Dunne et al. (2022):

[cn(-0)

168 Xer Q!
MoK kms1pc2)—1 " C\16x 100 048)

(6)

where X¢p is the average abundance ratio of atomic
carbon and @1¢ is the excitation term. We adopt
Xcr = 10748 and Q19 = 0.35 following Lee et al. (2021).
Using the band 4 data, we find the velocity-integrated
[CT](1-0) line flux Sicr1—o)Av = 0.320 £ 0.044 Jy km
s!. This translates to a [CI](1-0)-based molecular gas
mass of (9.4 & 1.3) x 10'°M, roughly consistent with
the CO-based gas mass.

We note that molecular gas mass estimates suffer from
substantial uncertainties in aco and excitation. In this
study, we have adopted aco and line ratios of normal
SFGs. Some recent ALMA studies have revealed com-
pact star formation with intense starburst-like condi-
tions in high-redshift MS galaxies, or “hidden starburst
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Figure 6. The positions of the three galaxies with CO red-
shift in the SFR-M, plane. The M, and SFRs are derived
from SED modeling (Table. 4). Circles mark galaxies de-
tected with CO(2-1) while squares mark those with CO(3-
2). The MS relations at z = 1.1 and z = 2.1 are shown with
dotted and dashed lines, respectively. The shaded regions
indicate the scatter of the MS.
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Figure 7. SFRsep vs. SFRuvtir. The dashed line denotes
1:1 equality. The filled and void symbols show SFRsgp av-
eraged over the past 30 Myr and 100 Myr, respectively

in the MS” (e.g., Puglisi et al. 2021). In this case,
starburst-like conversions should be used to derive gas
mass, despite their SFR being within the scatter of the
MS. If we instead assume SMG-like aco = 1.36 My /(K
km s™! pc?), ro; = 0.84 £0.13 and r3; = 0.52 £ 0.09
(Bothwell et al. 2013), the gas mass will decrease by 2.96
and 3.28 times for CO(2-1) and CO(3-2), respectively.
For the [CI](1-0) line, with SMG-like X|cyy = 10~%2 and
Q10 = 0.48 (Walter et al. 2011; Valentino et al. 2018)

the estimated molecular gas mass of galaxy 1 becomes
(1.7£0.2) x 10'°M, or 45% of the CO-based gas mass.

Our observations provide three tracers of the molecu-
lar gas, namely CO, [CI], and Rayleigh-Jeans tail dust
continuum. However, there is a discrepancy between
the derived My, using CO and dust in one of the two
galaxies with continuum detection. Under normal SFG
conversions of CO, galaxy 2 has a gas-to-dust mass ratio
0GDR = 1261'32 with Mgy from the SED fitting, which
is consistent with dgpr = 103 from scaling relations
(e.g., Maiolino et al. 2008; Leroy et al. 2011; Genzel
et al. 2015). In contrast, galaxy 1 has dgpr = 396fé(1)5,
more than three times higher than dgpr = 111 ex-
pected by the M,-metallicity-redshift and metallicity-
dapr scaling relations.

For galaxy 1, SMG-like conversions bring dgpr =
121fg§ into an agreement with the scaling relations, but
this cannot be used to justify SMG-like conversion for
galaxy 1. The dust-based My,o is the least robust here,
because of low S/N (< 2) in all Herschel bands and the
uncertainty in the dust SED fitting (e.g., Berta et al.
2016). The position of galaxy 1 with respect to the
Laust — L,CO(PO relation also disfavors a starburst na-
ture of galaxy 1. Genzel et al. (2010) find log(Lqust) =
1.1510g(Lg o1 _g)) +0.02 £ 1.1 for normal SFGs and the
same slope, but with an intercept of 0.63 £ 0.12, for
starbursts. For galaxy 1’s Laus; = 12.1175°57 x 10" L,
and L g_g) = (145 £0.19) x 101 K km 57! pe?, we

derive log(LduSt/Leo(lf(])l‘w) = —0.02f8:%§ under nor-

mal SFG conversion or 0.085 2 under SMG conversion,
thus the galaxy seems to be closer to a normal SFG. In
the following discussion, we continue using My, from

normal SFG conversions.

4. DISCUSSION
4.1. Comparison with Gas Scaling Relations

The left panel of Figure 8 shows the gas ratio
tmol = Mmo1 /M, of our sample and values of SFGs and
QGs across cosmic time, color-coded by log(M,/Mg).
The SFG sample is collected from Tacconi et al.
(2018), which uses the Genzel et al. (2015) metallicity-
dependent prescription—aco = 3.8 — 12.4 Mg(K km
s7! pc?)~t for 2 = 0—4 and log(M, /M) = 9—12. The
M1 of QGs in the comparison sample is derived using
Galactic aco. At z = 1 — 1.5, the SFR> 30 Mg yr—!
and M, > 2.5 x 10'°M, cuts of the PHIBSS1 survey
make their preselection slightly higher than MS SFR at
this redshift, resulting in a median 0 of 0.79. This is
higher than pi,e = 0.63707% of galaxy 2 or 0.2870 52
of galaxy 4. Similar differences have been found by
the ASPECS-Pilot survey (Decarli et al. 2016), which
found that CO(2-1) emitters from their ALMA band 3
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Figure 8. Left: molecular gas fraction as a function of redshift. For comparison, we show the scaling relation and its scatter
from Tacconi et al. (2018), local SFGs (xCOLD GASS; Saintonge et al. 2017), intermediate- and high redshift star-forming
galaxies (PHIBSS1/2; Tacconi et al. 2013; Freundlich et al. 2019), local QGs (MASSIVE; Davis et al. 2019), intermediate- and
high-redshift QGs (Spilker et al. 2018; Belli et al. 2021; Williams et al. 2021). The triangles indicate upper limits. Right: SFR
as a function of Mmo1. The symbols are the same as in the left panel.

line search in the HUDF field have a median SFR of 34
Mg, yr~! and a ~two times lower median gas ratio than
PHIBSS1. Also, in the subsequent larger ASPECS-LP
sample (Aravena et al. 2019), the galaxies detected with
CO(2-1) have median z = 1.20 and pme = 0.48. At
z > 2, the median gas ratio of PHIBSS1 galaxies is 1.26,
comparable with 1,0 = 1.28%539 for galaxy 1, as at this
redshift their SFR and M, cuts do not bias the sample
to galaxies above the MS. Our sample further contains
one galaxy that is significantly below the MS, showing
that a blind line search is able to cover a wider range of
star formation levels.

The right panel of Figure 8 shows SFR as a func-
tion of My,,. The two quantities are closely corre-
lated with the modest time evolution of depletion time
tdep = Mmo1/SFR oc (1 + 2)7%03 (Tacconi et al. 2018).
In our sample, galaxies 1 and 2 show a lower SFR at
a given My, compared to the targeted SFGs in the
PHIBSS1 survey, but their tgep = 1.070% and 1.3793
Gyr agree with the scaling relation, which expects ~ 0.7
and ~ 1 Gyr, respectively. This might be caused by the
difference in the methods for deriving SFR and M,. As
mentioned in Section 3.2, the full UV-to-FIR SED fit-
ting method with nonparametric SFH used in this study
typically gives lower SFR and larger M,. Such a trend is
also found by ASPECS-LP (Aravena et al. 2019), as they
use MAGPHYS, which also includes dedicated treatments
of SFH and dust attenuation. In summary, while the
target selection and methodology of analysis are differ-
ent, our sample shows that the current scaling relations
successfully describe the evolution of gas content as a
function of redshift, mass, and SFR in SFGs.

4.2. On the Nature of Galazxy 4

4.2.1. Relation between Galazy 4 and the Two Neighboring
Sources

The most surprising finding from the analysis above is
the large gas reservoir in the massive galaxy 4 with low
sSFR. The analysis is based on the assumption that the
two blue clumps (E and SW; Figure 4) are not physi-
cally associated with the CO(2-1) emission. If we ignore
the clustering effect, so that galaxies are uniformly dis-
tributed, the probability of the chance alignment of a
galaxy i can be expressed as (Bloom et al. 2002):

Pchancc =1- eXp(_UﬂTT?), (7)

where o; is the surface density of sources brighter than
galaxy ¢ and r; is the sky separation between the CO
detection and galaxy i. Using the B-band image we
measure o; = 0.011 arcsec™2, r; = 1734 for the E clump
and o; = 0.006 arcsec™2, r; = 1703 for the SW clump.
The random coincidence rate of two such galaxies is
1.18 x 1073. This low probability rejects the null hy-
pothesis that the two clumps are randomly aligned at
the 3.20 level. To assess whether this is a rare case
of random alignment, we further examine the SED and
physical properties of the two blue clumps and the cen-
tral massive galaxy.

As shown in the right panel of Figure 9, the pho-
tometric redshifts from our SED fitting method are
0.301‘81;2 and 0.81Jj8:8§ for the E and SW clumps, re-
spectively. Only the SW clump has a nonzero proba-
bility at z = 1.146. Meanwhile, the photometric red-
shifts from EAZY do not overlap with the redshift of
the CO(2-1) emission line. On the other hand, by fit-
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Figure 9.

Left: deblended SED for the E clump. The median (or best-fit for EAZY) and 16th-84th percentile ranges of the

SED fit are shown as the solid lines and shaded regions, with black color for the method in section 2.3 and orange color for the
EAZY code. Middle: the same as left but for the SW clump. Right: the photometric redshift PDF P(z) of the central galaxy,
E, and SW clumps. The solid lines show the photometric redshift from the SED fitting method in section 2.3 and the shaded

regions are the results from the EAZY code.
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Figure 10. Top: 5” x 5" cutout stamps centered at the CO
position in B, 2z’ and K bands. The blue and red error bars
in the z’ band image mark the centroids of the two veloc-
ity components of the CO emission. Bottom: K-band sur-
face brightness distribution along the major axis. The data
points are derived from the K-band image without neighbor
subtraction using the elliptical annuli shown in the insert
panel. The black line indicates the PSF. The blue solid line
and shaded region are the median and 16th-84th percentile
range of the 2D Sérsic model of the central galaxy, which is
derived by fitting three objects jointly (section 2.2.1). The
gray region represents the RMS of a single pixel.

ting the deblended photometry of the two clumps at
fixed z = 1.146, we derive SFR:QJ:}M@ yr b, M, =
0.0370:0% x 10'1°M, for the E clump and SFR=473M,
yr=t, M, = 0.1870t4 x 101 My, for the SW clump (Ta-
ble 4).

High-redshift galaxies have been shown to host blue
clumpy structures, which are the sites of star forma-
tion (e.g., Elmegreen et al. 2009). However, the prop-
erties of the two clumps surrounding galaxy 4 are in-
compatible with such a picture. Firstly, the central
galaxy appears like a spheroid (Figure 10) without a
disk component, which is the expected location of star-
forming clumps. Also, the clumps are outside the cen-
tral galaxy, because the separations of ~ 1” are larger
than the R, = 0716 — 0//35 of individual components.
Secondly, the sizes of the two clumps are too large com-
pared to the central galaxy. For the central spheroid,
we measure R, = 0.16700> arcsec, while the E clump
has R, = 0.30f8:8§ arcsec and the SW clump has
R, = 035700} arcsec. Assuming the spherical sym-
metry of the central spheroid and thickness= 0.1R, disk
of the two clumps, and using M, from the SED fitting
(Table 4), the Roche limit is ~ 2”8 for the E clump and
~ 18 for the SW clump in the image plane. This means
the tidal force from the central massive galaxy will de-
struct these two clumps to form a ring or disk if the two
clumps are located inside the sphere with the Roche ra-
dius. However, such features are not seen in the image.
Last, the centroids of the blue and red components of
the CO(2-1) emission are closer to the central galaxy
(the 2z’ band cutout in Figure 9). If the CO emission
is from the two clumps, the pme will be ~ 100 for the
E clump and ~ 15 for the SW clump under aco = 3.6
Mg (K km s™! pe?)~! and ro; = 0.76. Such an extreme
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molecular gas-rich dwarf has not been detected in the
local universe (Saintonge et al. 2017).

Overall, the positions and properties of the two clumps
near galaxy 4 suggest that they are likely to be inter-
lopers rather than companions or parts of the central
massive galaxy, from which the CO emission originates.
Future optical/NIR spectroscopy is needed to obtain
accurate redshifts and verify the discussion presented
above.

4.2.2. Large Gas Reservoir in a Massive Galazy below the
MS?

CO/dust observations of QGs outside the local uni-
verse based on preselection of sSFR typically find a low
gas fraction of pigas < 10% (Sargent et al. 2015; Spilker
et al. 2018; Bezanson et al. 2019; Caliendo et al. 2021;
Williams et al. 2021, see also the left panel of Figure
8 for CO samples). On the other hand, higher values
of pmor in QGs have also been reported (Rudnick et al.
2017; Gobat et al. 2018; Hayashi et al. 2018; Belli et al.
2021). Here, galaxy 4 has My, = (6.2 + 1.2) x 10
Mg and pgas of 0.28700%(aco/3.6 Ms (K km st
pc?)~H)((0.76 4 0.09) /721), adding one more candidate
to gas-rich QGs. With the results, we infer a very low
star formation efficiency (SFE) of galaxy 4 with SFE=
1/taep = 1.157 086 x 10711 yr=!. The SFE is not only
lower than the targeted SFGs in the PHIBSS surveys,
but also lower than any blindly detected galaxies from
ASPECS-LP, which has the lowest SFE= 2.2155x 10710
yr~!. In contrast, preselected QGs detected in CO at
z 2 1 show SFEs closer to normal SFGs (the right panel
of Figure 8)

If the gas reservoir is left over after the end of the
main star formation episode without being depleted or
destroyed, there must be some mechanisms to halt new
star formation. In bulge-dominated systems, the gas
disk can be stabilized against collapse (Martig et al.
2009; Genzel et al. 2014), so further star formation is
dynamically suppressed. However, the gas fraction of
galaxy 4 is too high for morphological quenching to ef-
fectively reduce the star formation (< 5%; Martig et al.
2013; Gensior et al. 2020), though its contribution to
maintaining quiescence is possible (Gensior & Kruijssen
2021). From the SFH (Figure A2), we see that the bulk
of stars were formed 2 2 Gyr ago and the SFR drops
after z ~ 2, with a mass-weighted stellar age of 3.37 5]
Gyr. Other sources such as supernovae or active galac-
tic nuclei (Nesvadba et al. 2010) can also inject kine-
matic energy into the ISM and prevent collapse, but
these processes take place on shorter timescales (< 100
Myr; Guillard et al. 2015) and may also remove the
cold gas, so they are at least not the main reason for
galaxy 4’s quiescence while maintaining a high gas frac-

tion. Finally, the = 1 Gyr lookback time is much longer
than the remaining lifetime of the gas reservoir after the
quenching inferred from post-starburst galaxies (~ 150
Myr; Bezanson et al. 2022). Thus, the gas reservoir in
galaxy 4 is no likely to be the remnant of the past major
star formation event, but the listed mechanisms might
have played a role in maintaining the low SFE.

Alternatively, the gas reservoir might be acquired in
late times (Woodrum et al. 2022). Since galaxy 4 is
already very massive (M, > 10'My), its halo mass
will be Myao > 1012'5M@ assuming a stellar-to-halo
mass ratio of -1.5 dex (Behroozi et al. 2013). At this
Mhalo, shock heating can suppress further cold gas sup-
ply via accretion from the surrounding environment
(Keres et al. 2005; Dekel & Birnboim 2006). Rather
than accretion, several minor mergers could have added
gas to galaxy 4. According to the MS gas scaling re-
lation, a normal galaxy with one-houndredth to one-
quarter of galaxy 4’s M, and redshift 1.146 — 2 carries
Mgas ~ 0.3 x 100 My, — 4.8 x 101% M. Integrating the
merger rate found by the Illustris simulation (Rodriguez-
Gomez et al. 2015) over this mass and redshift range,
there are 2.9 mergers expected and 3.4 x 1019 Mg of
added molecular gas, which is only half of the gas mass
of galaxy 4. The minor merger scenario also struggles
to explain the low SFR, though it does not necessarily
elevate the SFR immediately, due to dynamical effects
(Davis et al. 2015; van de Voort et al. 2018). If mi-
nor mergers really happened to galaxy 4, there should
be some imprints left in it, such as stellar gas misalign-
ment (e.g., Khim et al. 2021). The CO data show that
a rotating gas disk might exist in galaxy 4 (Figure 3),
but currently we cannot perform kinematic diagnostics,
due to a lack of optical/NIR spectroscopic data. We
conclude that none of the mechanisms discussed above
can explain galaxy 4’s high gas fraction alone, and future
high-resolution observations are needed to reveal the na-
ture of galaxy 4. Such observations may include high-
resolution optical/NIR imaging to study stellar mor-
phology; confirmations of quiescence and relations with
neighbor sources using optical/NIR spectroscopy; and
interferometric observation of CO line kinematics, espe-
cially for diagnostics of stability, temperature, and the
density of its gas disk.

4.2.3. Caveats of Galazy 4’s SFR Estimate

We caution that the current identification of galaxy
4 as a QG is only tentative. The assertion of the low
SFR is based on very faint rest-frame UV fluxes and the
obscured SFR of galaxy 4 is left not well constrained.
In this M, range, almost all of the star formation is ob-
scured (> 90%; e.g., Whitaker et al. 2017), so FIR /radio
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observations are needed to measure the total SFR. The
galaxy is not detected in Herschel SPIRE bands, which
have a 1o depth of ~ 7 mJy. The 30 upper limits of
ALMA band 3/4 continuum fluxes are still one to two
orders of magnitudes higher than that predicted by SED
fitting (Figure Al). Assuming a modified blackbody
model with dust temperature Tq.,st = 20 — 60 K and
emissivity index 8 = 1.5 — 2.0, the 30 upper limit of the
2 mm continuum flux density Somm < 0.1 mJy translates
t0 Laust < 0.4—26.9x 10 L, or SFR< 4—294M, yr—*
for dust heated by star formation.

A similar constraint on SFR can be obtained from
JVLA 3 GHz observations (Ao et al. 2017) of the SSA22
field. The radio observations have a PB response of
~ 0.13 at the position of galaxy 4, resulting in a 3o
upper limit of 33 uJy at 3 GHz. Assuming a radio
spectral index of -0.7 (i.e., S, & v~%7) and SFR/(My
yr 1)=6.35 x 10722Ly 4qu,/(W Hz~!) (Murphy et al.
2011), the flux upper limit implies an SFR upper limit of
~ 220 Mg, yr~!. Obviously, current FIR and radio data
are not deep enough to constrain galaxy 4’s SFR. Future
follow-up observation at submillimeter /millimeter wave-
lengths will be critical to confirm its quiescence. If our
current SFR estimate of galaxy 4 is broadly correct, this
object will be particularly interesting for future studies,
to test galaxy quenching scenarios, as discussed in the
previous subsection.

5. SUMMARY

In this work, we have analyzed the data from ~ 29
GHz bandwidth ALMA band 3 spectral scan observa-
tions toward SMG SSA22-AzTEC26 and detected four
line emitters with S/N above 5.2 in a spectral cube
smoothed with a 300 km s~' FWHM Gaussian filter, af-
ter masking the central SMG. We combine ALMA band
4/7 and multiwavelength ancillary data to derive the
photometric redshift and their physical properties. Our
main findings are:

1. Using the photometric redshift, we identify that
two of the sources are CO(2 — 1) at z = 1.113 and z =
1.146 respectively. Another is CO(3-2) at z = 2.124
and confirmed with [CI](1-0) emission line detected in
the ALMA band 4 observation. The remaining source
might be zco2—1) = 1.512 or 2go(3—2) = 2.767 and need
to be verified by future observations.

2. All three sources with a CO redshift solution are
massive galaxies (M, > 10'5Mg), with SFR in the
order of ~ 1 — 100 Mg yr~!. Two of them lie within
the scatter of the MS and the most massive galaxy 4 is
significantly below the MS.

3. Using the CO data, we estimate a molecular gas
mass of 2.9 — 12.5 x 101°My under the assumption of
normal SFG excitation and aco. We compare different
gas tracers and conversion factors, finding that our cur-
rent choice of normal SFG excitation and aco seems to
be appropriate. The gas fraction and tqe, of galaxies 1
and 2 are consistent with the gas scaling relation. How-
ever, the most massive one, galaxy 4, is likely quiescent
but maintains a gas ratio of ~ 28%, comparable with
SFGs on the MS.

It is difficult to explain the large gas reservoir of galaxy
4 as being left over after quenching because of its high
gas fraction and old stellar age. We speculate that the
gas content was obtained in later times, via accretion
or minor mergers, while various quenching mechanisms
might have acted to suppress the star formation. Future
high-resolution observations are needed to investigate
the stellar and gas kinematics to understand the origin of
the large gas reservoir and the exact quenching channels
in this galaxy.
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APPENDIX

Figure A1 presents the SED fits of sources with CO-based redshift. Figure A2 presents the SFH and the joint
posterior distribution of SED-derived physical parameters.

A. SED FITS
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Figure A1l. Median (solid lines) and 16th-84th percentile range (shaded regions) SEDs of galaxies 1, 2, and 4, with individual
components shown. The arrows indicate the ALMA 3¢ flux upper limits used in the SED fitting. MIPS and Herschel fluxes
from Bayesian deblending (Section 2.2.2) are directly fitted, regardless of S/N. The number of stacked ALMA sources with peak
S/N> 2 is less than 10 in the v and NB359 bands, so the flux excesses of galaxy 4 in these bands might result from deblending

issues due to poorly aligned astrometry.

B. POSTERIOR DISTRIBUTION OF DERIVED PARAMETERS
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Figure A2. Joint posterior distribution of derived physical parameters of galaxies 1, 2, and 4. Inserted panels show SFH from
SED fitting with a blue solid line for the median and orange region for the 68% percentile range.
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