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ABSTRACT

We adopt the deep learning method CAsI-3D (Convolutional Approach to Structure
Identification-3D) to systemically identify protostellar outflows in 2CO and *CO ob-
servations of the nearby molecular clouds, Ophiuchus, Taurus, Perseus and Orion. The
total outflow masses are 267 My, 795 My, 1305 M, and 6332 Mg for Ophiuchus,
Taurus, Perseus and Orion, respectively. We show the outflow mass in each cloud is
linearly proportional to the total number of young stellar objects. The estimated total
3D deprojected outflow energies are 9 x 10%° ergs, 6 x 10%0 ergs, 1.2 x 10*" ergs and
6 x 1047 ergs for Ophiuchus, Taurus, Perseus and Orion, respectively. The energy asso-
ciated with outflows is sufficient to offset turbulent dissipation at the current epoch for
all four clouds. All clouds also exhibit a break point in the spatial power spectrum of
the outflow prediction map, which likely corresponds to the typical outflow mass and

energy injection scale.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Protostars launch energetic collimated bipo-
lar outflows during the star formation process.
This outflow gas entrains and accelerates the
surrounding material to higher velocities than
that of the ambient cloud gas, injecting a sub-
stantial amount of energy into the host molec-
ular cloud (Frank et al. 2014; Bally 2016). Nu-
merical simulations suggest protostellar out-
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flows not only reduce the core and stellar mass
(e.g., Hansen et al. 2012; Offner & Chaban 2017)
but also depress the star formation rate and star
formation efficiency in molecular clouds (e.g.,
Federrath et al. 2014; Federrath 2015; Cunning-
ham et al. 2018). Meanwhile, protostellar out-
flows likely control the shape of the stellar ini-
tial mass function (Cunningham et al. 2018;
Guszejnov et al. 2021). Theoretical and nu-
merical studies indicate that protostellar out-
flows are highly efficient at driving turbulent
motions (Matzner 2007; Nakamura & Li 2007;
Moraghan et al. 2013). In small to interme-
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diate size clouds, energy injected by protostel-
lar outflows can compensate for rapid turbu-
lent dissipation over at least several dynami-
cal time scales (Cunningham et al. 2006; Li &
Nakamura 2006; Matzner 2007; Carroll et al.
2009). Consequently, protostellar outflows may
stall the local gravitational collapse of molecu-
lar clouds, thereby extending the cloud lifetime
(Wang et al. 2010). The role of protostellar
feedback on the fate of molecular clouds is still
under debate (Bally 2016).

Unfortunately, the mechanism by which pro-
tostellar outflows convert their kinetic energy
into turbulent energy remains poorly under-
stood observationally (Frank et al. 2014). In
practice, astronomers usually evaluate outflow
impact by comparing the total kinetic energy
from protostellar outflows with the turbulent
energy of their host cloud. For example, Arce
et al. (2010) identified 60 outflow candidates
in the Perseus molecular cloud and concluded
the total outflow energy is sufficient to replen-
ish the dissipation of turbulence. A similar re-
sult was also found in Taurus (Li et al. 2015),
in Ophiuchus (Nakamura et al. 2011), and in
Orion (Feddersen et al. 2020).

Accurately determining the impact of proto-
stellar outflows, especially quantifying their ef-
fect on the cloud energy budget, requires a com-
plete census of outflows. However, it is chal-
lenging to identify most of the outflows that are
deeply embedded in dense clouds (Arce et al.
2010; Dunham et al. 2014a). The morphology
of these embedded outflows are not as distinct
as isolated ones in low velcity channels and the
outflowing gas is difficult to separate from the
ambient cloud. Protostars are often clustered
and their outflows interact, making visual iden-
tification challenging. One solution is to cal-
culate the outflow gas whose velocity is signif-
icantly above the cloud velocity dispersion and
extrapolate the total mass (Arce et al. 2010; Li
et al. 2015; Feddersen et al. 2020). However,

this leads to an order of magnitude uncertainty
(Arce et al. 2010).

Recent developments in machine learning ap-
proaches have enabled automated detection,
which can separate outflows from cloud emis-
sion and conduct systematic identification of
outflow features (Zhang et al. 2020; Xu et al.
2020b). Zhang et al. (2020) employed Support
Vector Machines (SVM) to identify molecular
outflows in a dark cloud complex from molecu-
lar line emission. Although SVM performs ro-
bustly in classification tasks, it requires prepro-
cessing of the raw data cubes, i.e., manually ex-
tracting feature vectors that represent the raw
data. The choice of input features are deter-
mined subjectively by visual inspection, and ex-
tracting these features from data cubes is non-
trivial. Moreover, the manually extracted fea-
tures discard part of the information embedded
in the raw spectral cubes, which introduces un-
certainty and affects the performance of classifi-
cation. Convolutional neural networks (CNNs)
are a powerful new approach being applied to
identify structures or objects in astronomical
data, such as exoplanets (Shallue & Vanderburg
2018), stellar feedback bubbles (Van Oort et al.
2019; Xu et al. 2020a) and protostellar out-
flows (Xu et al. 2020b). Given a labeled train-
ing set of images or spectral cube data, CNNs
can be applied to efficiently identify features in
large surveys. Van Oort et al. (2019) developed
a Convolutional Approach to Shell/Structure
Identification, CASI, to identify stellar feedback
bubbles in 2D density slices and 2CO inte-
grated intensity maps. Xu et al. (2020a) and
Xu et al. (2020b) successfully extended CASI
to CASI-3D, which is able to identify stellar
feedback bubbles and protostellar outflows in
position-position-velocity (PPV) molecular line
spectra cubes. Xu et al. (2020b) applied CASI-
3D to 2CO observations of the Perseus molec-
ular cloud and identified all 60 previously visu-
ally identified outflows. Additionally, CASI-3D



found 20 new high-confidence outflows. Apart
from structure identification, CASI-3D success-
fully predicts hidden information in the data
cube, such as the fraction of mass associated
with feedback, which provides a more accurate
feedback mass estimation. Xu et al. (2020a)
showed that the actual mass associated with
stellar feedback in Taurus is an order of magni-
tude smaller than the previous visual estimates.
These results illustrate the capability of CNNs
to identify complex structures and infer embed-
ded information.

In this paper, we adopt the deep learning
method CASI-3D to systemically identify proto-
stellar outflows in the nearby molecular clouds,
Ophiuchus, Taurus, Perseus and Orion. We
describe CASI-3D and the CO observations of
these nearby molecular clouds in Section 2. In
Section 3, we present the performance of our
CNN models in identifying protostellar outflows
in the observational data, calculate the physical
properties of outflows and discuss their impact
on the clouds. We discuss the broader impact
of outflows and compare them with stellar wind
driven bubbles in Section 4 and summarize our
results and conclusions in Section 5.

2. DATA AND METHOD
2.1. COMPLETE Survey

The 2CO J=1-0 (115271 GHz) and *CO
J=1-0 (110.201 GHz) lines were observed si-
multaneously in surveys of Ophiuchus, Taurus
and Perseus between 2002 and 2005 using the
13.7 m Five College Radio Astronomy Obser-
vatory (FCRAO) Telescope (Ridge et al. 2006;
Narayanan et al. 2008). The main beam of the
antenna pattern has a FWHM of 45" for 2CO
and 47" for 13CO. The data are obtained on the
fly (OTF), but they are resampled onto a uni-
form 23" grid (Ridge et al. 2006).

The Ophiuchus data has root-mean-square
(RMS) antenna temperatures of 0.98 K and 0.33
K for 12CO and CO, respectively. We resam-
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pled the spectra with a lower velocity resolution
of 0.125 km/s to ensure a uniform velocity reso-
lution for all regions and to match the resolution
of the training set. If the velocity resolution is
too low (> 0.3 km s™!), the structure gener-
ated by stellar feedback is not distinguishable
across multiple velocity channels. On the other
hand, if the velocity resolution is too high (< 0.1
km s71), the training data will hit the limitation
of GPU memory. The noise levels for the new
Ophiuchus ?CO and 3CO spectra are reduced
by a factor of square root of 2 to 0.69 K and
0.23 K, respectively. The final Ophiuchus data
cube has a velocity range between -0.8 and 7.5
km s=! with 67 channels.

The Taurus data has a RMS antenna tem-
perature of 0.28 K for 2CO and 0.125 K for
13CO. There are 80 and 76 channels with 0.26
and 0.27 km s™! spacing for *CO and *CO,
respectively. The velocity range of the Taurus
data spans -5.1 to 14.9 km s~!.

The Perseus 2CO and ¥CO data have a RMS
antenna temperature of 0.25 K and 0.2 K, re-
spectively. We resampled the spectra with a
lower velocity resolution of 0.125 km/s to en-
sure a uniform velocity resolution for all regions
and to match the resolution of the training set.
The noise levels for the new 2CO and 3CO
spectra is reduced by a factor of square root of
2 t0 0.17 K and 0.14 K, respectively. The final
Perseus data cube has a velocity range between
-2.0 and 15.0 km s=! with 137 channels.

2.2. NRO45 Orion Survey

The 2CO J=1-0 and 3CO J=1-0 observa-
tions of Orion A were carried out from 2007
to 2017 by the Nobeyama Radio Observatory
45 m telescope (NRO 45m), using two different
receivers (Shimajiri et al. 2015a,b; Ishii et al.
2019; Nakamura et al. 2019). The two maps
were calibrated to the same intensity scale and
combined on a common grid with a pixel scale of
7".5, which corresponds to an effective angular
resolution of 22”. Ishii et al. (2019) smoothed
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the combined map to a velocity resolution of
0.22 km/s, and further converted the inten-
sity to the main beam temperature scale that
is benchmarked with data from FCRAO and
IRAM 30m. The final sensitivity for the 2CO
map is 0.35 K, while the sensitivity for the *CO
map is 0.40 K. The velocity range of the Orion
data spans -2.9 to 19.3 km s~!. More detailed
description about the data can be found in Kong
et al. (2018) and Ishii et al. (2019).

2.3. YSO Catalogue

To validate our outflow identifications, we
compare our feedback maps with the observed
distributions of YSOs. We use the YSO cat-
alog for Ophiuchus and Perseus from SESNA
(Spitzer Extended Solar Neighborhood Archive,
Gutermuth et al. in prep) used by Pokhrel et al.
(2020). SESNA uses an updated implementa-
tion of the data treatment, source catalog con-
struction, and YSO identification and classifi-
cation processes on Spitzer surveys (Gutermuth
et al. 2009). SESNA classified YSOs into four
groups: deeply embedded protostars, Class I
YSOs, Class IT YSOs, and transition disks. For
further analysis, we combine the former two
groups as “Younger YSOs” and merge the latter
two groups as “Older YSOs”.

We adopt the YSO catalog from Rebull et al.
(2010) for Taurus, which contains 215 previ-
ously identified YSOs and 148 newly identi-
fied YSOs. Rebull et al. (2010) adopted ob-
servations from IRAC and MIPS between 2005
and 2007. Rebull et al. (2010) applied color-
magnitude criteria to select the YSO candidates
and classified these YSO candidates into four
different classes: Class I, II, III and Flat. For
further analysis, we combine YSOs in Class I
and Flat into a single category of “Younger
YSOs” and merge YSOs in Class IT and III into
a single category of “Older YSOs”.

We adopt the YSO catalog from Megeath
et al. (2012) for Orion, which contains a total of
3479 dusty YSOs from IRAC and MIPS obser-

vations. Megeath et al. (2012) classified these
YSOs into three categories, which includes 2991
young stars with disks, 428 protostars, and 50
faint candidate protostars. For further analy-
sis, we designate protostars as “Younger YSOs”
and young stars with disks as “Older YSOs”.

YSOs in the group of “Younger YSOs” have
an average age smaller than 1 Myr, while YSOs
in the group of “Older YSOs” have an average
age around 1-3 Myrs (Dunham et al. 2014b).
However, it is worth noting that truly younger
YSOs and older YSOs may be misclassified
based on their orientation with respect to the
line of sight (Offner et al. 2012), which means
the actual age of an individual YSO in the group
of “Younger YSOs” is not necessarily smaller
than that of an object in the group of “Older
YSOs”.

Finally, we note that not all the surveys com-
pletely cover the area of observed molecular
emission. We focus our analysis on the areas
with YSO coverage and indicate the boundaries
of the surveys on the maps.

2.4. Method
2.4.1. CASI-3D

We adopt the previously trained CASI-3D
model from Xu et al. (2020b) to identify proto-
stellar outflows in 2CO. CASI-3D is an encoder-
decoder based convolutional neural network
combining both residual networks (He et al.
2016) and a “U-net” (Ronneberger et al. 2015).
CASI-3D is trained on synthetic ?CO data,
which models forming stars that launch pro-
tostellar outflows. We adopt the same train-
ing set and ranges of magnetohydrodynamic
(MHD) model properties as described in Xu
et al. (2020b, Table 1). We adopt three dif-
ferent 12CO abundances and two different cloud
kinetic temperatures when conducting synthetic
observations as described in Xu et al. (2020b,
Table 2). cASI-3D takes 12CO data cubes as in-
put and predicts the position of outflows on the



voxel level. Xu et al. (2020b) trained two CASI-
3D models to identify protostellar outflows. One
model, model ME]1, is trained to predict the
1200 emission that is associated with outflows.
The other model, model MF, is trained to pre-
dict the fraction of the mass that comes from
stellar feedback. A more detailed description
of how we generate training data for these two
models can be found in Xu et al. (2020Db).

2.4.2. Data Preprocessing

Before we apply our CASI-3D models to the
observational data, we apply the same prepro-
cessing steps that we adopt for the training
data. Due to the relatively large dynamic range
of the 2CO emission, we take the logarithm of
the emission and then normalize the values by
subtracting the mean and dividing by the stan-
dard deviation of the full map. Figure 1 illus-
trates the cumulative distribution of normalized
emission for the four clouds. Although the 2CO
emission varies significantly between clouds, af-
ter preprocessing, the normalized emission of
the four clouds is similar. This allows CASI-3D
to perform stably across a variety of conditions.

Xu et al. (2020b) examined the performance
of cASI-3D on conditions that are not included
in the training set, such as different kinetic tem-
peratures, '?CO abundances, beam sizes and
CASI-3D is able to successfully
identify outflows across a variety of physical
and observational conditions. See Appendix C
in Xu et al. (2020b) for more details. These
tests suggest that the CASI-3D identifications
are relatively robust across the range of con-
ditions expected to be characteristic of the ob-
served clouds.

After preprocessing the observational data, we
adopt the same strategy as Xu et al. (2020a) to
carry out the full 2*CO map prediction. We
crop the full 2CO map into a stack of three-
dimensional chunks. Each chunk has a size of
64 x 64 x 32 (position-position-velocity). To re-
duce the bias due to the position of outflows,

noise levels.
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Figure 1. Cumulative distribution function

(CDF) of the normalized emission for the four
clouds.

each chunk has at least 84% volume overlap
with adjacent chunks. To construct the full-
map prediction, we combine the predictions for
the individual chunks and adopt the maximum
predicted value for each voxel.

2.4.3. Mass Calculations

We follow the same strategy as Arce et al.
(2010) to calculate the outflow mass by com-
bining both ?CO and 3CO data. If there is
distinct *CO emission at the corresponding po-
sition, we use '*CO to calculate the outflow
mass. We assume the ¥CO emission line is op-
tically thin and the 2CO emission line is optical
thick. We adopt an excitation temperature of 25
K or the 2CO peak temperature, whichever is
higher, to calculate the mass (Arce et al. 2010;
Narayanan et al. 2012; Li et al. 2015; Fedder-
sen et al. 2020). If there is no distinct *CO
emission at the corresponding position, we as-
sume the 2CO emission line is optically thin
to derive the mass. Under the assumption of
local thermodynamic equillibrium (LTE), the
mass estimation scales linearly with the excita-
tion temperature. From previous feedback mass
estimates, the choice of excitation temperature
ranges from 10 K to 50 K. This could potentially
introduce a factor of two uncertainty in the mass
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estimation. We take 62 as the abundance ratio
between 12CO and 3CO and 10~ as the abun-
dance ratio between 'CO and Hy (Arce et al.
2010; Feddersen et al. 2020). We verify that the
13CO emission is generally optically thin for all
four clouds. For example, Orion has the largest
cloud mass and highest column density among
the four clouds. The optical depth of *CO in
Orion is less than 1 for 99.4% of the pixels (see
also Kong et al. 2018). Only 0.6% of the pixels
have 713 > 1, and these are mostly in the OMC-
2/3 and L1641-N regions. The maximum value
of 113 is 7.8.

3. RESULTS
3.1. Outflows Identified in the Full Map

In this section, we present the prediction by
models ME1 and MF on the four star-forming
clouds (Ophiuchus, Taurus, Perseus and Orion).
Most molecular clouds have a global velocity
gradient, which indicates there is no one unique
central velocity of a cloud. To better visu-
alize the blue-shifted and red-shifted lobes of
outflows, we remove the large scale gradient to
make local outflow motions clearer, i.e., shift-
ing the velocity zero point to the flux-weighted
central velocity of the spectrum for each pixel.
We calculate the flux-weighted central velocity
from the 1*® moment maps. In order to reduce
the velocity fluctuations on small scales, we ap-
ply a Gaussian kernel with a FWHM that cor-
responds to 0.1 pc to convolve the 15 moment
maps. For each pixel, we show the integrated
prediction over the channels that have absolute
velocities greater than the central velocity by
the specified thresholds.

3.1.1. Ophiuchus

Figure 2 shows ME1 and MF model predic-
tions for Ophiuchus. Both models identify a
large amount of outflow activity in the region
of the large, central star cluster. In contrast,
the models identify much less outflow activity

just north of the cluster, which has only a few
YSOs.

Figure 3 shows the predicted outflow activ-
ity by models ME1 and MF toward the young
star cluster region Lynds 1688 in Ophiuchus.
The L1688 region has over 120 young stars and
a large number of interacting outflows. Model
ME1, which performs similarly to human vi-
sual identification, identifies almost everything
as feedback in this region. In contrast, Model
MF provides an approach to disentangle the
outflow emission from the ambient cloud emis-
sion. Quantitively, model ME1 predicts 81%
of the mass in this region as outflows. How-
ever, model MF predicts that only 12% of the
total mass is associated with outflows. Figure 3
shows that both models ME1 and MF are able
to identify coherent high velocity structures in
the position-velocity diagram.

It is challenging to separate outflow emission
from the cloud emission in 2CO (1-0) “by eye,”
since the cloud emission dominates the ?CO (1-
0) emission. Consequently, even an expert as-
tronomer can only separate the high-velocity
component from the host cloud emission but
cannot identify the outlow morphology near the
rest frame velocity of the cloud.

3.1.2. Taurus

Figure 4 and 5 show the ME1 and MF model
predictions for Taurus. The structures in the
outflow prediction maps are more discrete than
those in Ophiuchus. One possible reason is that
YSOs in Taurus are more sparsely distributed
than those in Ophiuchus. Although the total
number of YSOs in Taurus is slightly larger,
they are less clustered. In Ophiuchus, the out-
flows driven by YSOs are more likely to interact
and overlap with each other. While in Taurus,
the outflows are more isolated.

Figure 6 shows the outflow activity predicted
by models ME1 and MF toward a previously
identified outflow, TMO_06 (Li et al. 2015), in
Taurus. Several young YSOs are located around
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Figure 2. Intensity of 12CO (1-0) integrated over all velocity channels for Ophiuchus, overlaid with the
model ME1 prediction (upper panel in red and blue contours) and with the model MF prediction (lower
panel in red and blue contours). Red contours indicate the integrated prediction over the channels that have
velocities greater than Ve, 4+ 0.4 km s~! for model ME1 and Veen +0.2 km s~* for model MF. Blue contours
indicate the integrated prediction over the channels that have velocities smaller than Veen — 0.4 km s~1 for
model ME1 and Vep — 0.2 km s™! for model MF. “Y” and “O” indicates the location of YSOs, as described
in Section 2.3. The contours start at 25th percentile of the sorted pixel values and end at 99.7th percentile
of the sorted pixel values of the data, with 6 levels evenly spaced. It is worth noting that the absolute values
of the contour levels for models ME1 and MF are different. The contour levels for the model ME1 prediction
start at 2.8 K-km/s, for the blue-shifted lobes and 2.2 K-km/s, for the red-shifted lobes, and end at 19.3
K-km/s, and 15.3 K-km/s, for the blue- and red-shifted lobes, respectively. The contour levels for the model
MF prediction start at 0.80 K-km/s, (blue) and 0.96 K-km/s, (red), and end at 7.2 K-km/s, (blue) and 8.6
K-km/s, (red). The method of plotting contours is the same for Figure 4, 5, 7 and 8.

this outflow. Both models are able to iden- tify the blueshifted and redshifted lobes of this
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Figure 3. Position-velocity diagram of '2CO emission toward the Ophiuchus L1688 region. Left panel:
integrated intensity of 12CO over the the full velocity range (from -0.8 km/s to 7.5 km/s) overlaid with the
model ME1 and MF predictions in white contours. Letters “Y” and “O” mark YSO positions, as described
in Section 2.3. The purple line illustrates the cut direction of the position-velocity diagram. Middle and
right panel: position-velocity diagram of >CO emission overlaid with the model ME1 and MF predictions

in white contours.

outflow. However, the model MF prediction is
more extended in the position-velocity diagram.
In high velocity channels, the 2CO emission
produced by outflows is usually faint while the
fraction of outflow mass is high. Model ME1
only identifies the location of outflows and gives
stronger emission a higher weight. In this subre-
gion, model ME1 predicts that 43% of the mass
in this region is associated with outflows. How-
ever, model MF predicts that only 8% of the
total mass is outflows gas.

3.1.3. Perseus

Xu et al. (2020b) followed up previous visu-
ally identified outflow targets and validated the
model performance. Here we extend that anal-
ysis by carrying out a “blind search” where we
analyze the full cloud. Figure 7 shows the full
map predictions for both models. Both model
ME1 and MF predictions are more concentrated
towards star clusters. The model ME1 predic-
tion is more spatially extended than that by
model MF. This might be caused by a strong
emission region with a low outflow mass frac-
tion, where model ME1 counts the entire voxel
as feedback while model MF recognizes that
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Figure 4. Intensity of 2CO (1-0) integrated over all velocity channels for Taurus, overlaid with the
model ME1 prediction (red and blue contours). Letters “Y” and “O” mark YSO positions, as described
in Section 2.3. The grey line encloses the Spitzer coverage, where YSOs are identified (Rebull et al. 2010).
The contours start at the 25th percentile of the sorted pixel values (0.47 K-km/s, for blue contours and 0.49
K-km/s, for red contours) and end at the 99.7th percentile of the sorted pixel values of the data (2.9 K-km/s,
for blue contours and 3.4 for red contours), with 6 levels evenly spaced. Note that the absolute values of the

contour levels for models ME1 and MF are different.

much of this emission is cloud contamination
and excludes it.

3.1.4. Orion

Figure 8 shows the model ME1 and MF pre-
dictions for Orion. Due to the large number of
old evolutionary stage YSOs in Orion, we only
show the younger YSOs to reduce confusion.
We show the position of all Orion YSOs in Fig-
ure 22 in Appendix C. The prediction by both
models covers most of the emission in Orion,

which indicates outflows exist everywhere. This
is consistent with the extremely dense distribu-
tion of YSOs in Orion.

Figure 9 shows the predicted outflow activ-
ity by models ME1 and MF toward a previ-
ously identified outflow, Outflow No. 7 (Tan-
abe et al. 2019), in Orion. Both models simi-
larly highlight the coherent high-velocity struc-
tures. There are several young YSOs located
around this outflow, which could be the driving
source. For reference, we illustrate the high-
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Figure 5. Intensity of '2CO (1-0) integrated over all velocity channels for Taurus, overlaid with the model
MF prediction (red and blue contours). Letters “Y” and “O” mark YSO positions, as described in Section 2.3.
The grey line encloses the Spitzer coverage, where YSOs are identified (Rebull et al. 2010). The contours
start at the 25th percentile of the sorted pixel values (0.27 K-km/s, for blue contours and 0.27 K-km/s, for
red contours) and end at the 99.7th percentile of the sorted pixel values of the data (1.7 K-km/s, for blue
contours and 1.5 for red contours), with 6 levels evenly spaced.

velocity components in blue and red contours,
which are considered to be outflows by Tanabe
et al. (2019). The mass of these high-velocity
components is 268 M. Model MF predicts the
outflow mass to be 308 M, which is similar
to previous estimates. In this subregion, model
ME1 predicts 61% of the mass in this region is
associated with outflows. However, model MF
predicts that only 13% of the total mass is out-
flow gas.

3.2. Physical Properties of Outflows

In this section, we study the physical proper-
ties of the outflows we identified and analyze the
correlation between the physical quantities of
outflows and the number of YSOs in the clouds.
This analysis help us evaluate the robustness of
the outflow identification by cAsi-3D. If the
outflows are accurately identified by CASI-3D,
we should expect a linear correlation between
the outflow mass and the number of YSOs. This
is exactly what we find in this section and Sec-
tion 3.3. Because our analysis aims to corre-
late the physical properties of outflows with the
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Figure 6. Position-velocity diagram of 2CO emission toward a previously identified outflow, TMO_06 (Li
et al. 2015), in Taurus. Left panel: integrated intensity of 2?CO over the the full velocity range (from -1.5
km/s to 13.4 km/s) overlaid with the model ME1 and MF predictions in white contours. Letters “Y” and
“O” mark YSO positions, as described in Section 2.3. The purple line illustrates the cut direction of the
position-velocity diagram. Middle and right panel: position-velocity diagram of >?CO emission overlaid with

the model ME1 and MF predictions in white contours.

number of YSOs, we only calculate mass, en-
ergy and momentum of outflows in the source
catalog covered area.

We follow the method in Section 2.4.3 to cal-
culate the mass of outflows. We adopt the
model MF estimates for the fiducial values. Fig-
ure 10 shows the mass estimates for the out-
flows in the four molecular clouds. When there
are more YSOs in the region, the predicted out-
flow mass is higher. In Ophiuchus, on average,
each YSO (including both young and old) con-
tributes 0.43 M outflow mass to the host cloud.

While the values are 1.7 M, 2.8 M, and 3.4
My, for Taurus, Perseus and Orion, respectively.
On average, in each of the four clouds, the to-
tal mass associated with feedback is about 10%
of the mass of the host cloud within the area
studied.

We define the 1D (line-of-sight, LOS) momen-
tum as the sum of the gas mass in each chan-
nel multiplied by the channel velocity, where we
have shifted the mean cloud velocity to zero. To
better quantify LOS momentum, we subtract
the central velocity along each sightline to re-
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Figure 7. Intensity of 2CO (1-0) integrated over all velocity channels for Perseus, overlaid with the model
ME1 prediction (upper panel in red and blue contours) and with the model MF prediction (lower panel in
red and blue contours). Letters “Y” and “O” mark YSO positions, as described in Section 2.3. The grey line
encloses the Spitzer coverage, where YSOs are identified (Gutermuth et al. in prep). The contour levels for
the model ME1 prediction start at 2.5 K-km/s (blue) and 2.1 K-km/s (red), and end at 17 K-km/s (blue)
and 15 K-km/s (red). The contour levels for the model MF prediction start at 0.96 K-km/s (blue) and 0.90
K-km/s (red), and end at 8.6 K-km/s (blue) and 8.0 K-km/s (red).

duce the effect of large velocity gradients across Subtracting the velocity gradient provides a
the entire cloud, as described in Section 3.1. better estimate of LOS momentum, which re-
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duces the impact of large-scale motions on our

estimates. For comparison, we also calculate

the LOS moment without subtracting the veloc-

ity gradient. The LOS momenta of the outflows P(VGnonsub) = Z Mcoijxk(Vijk — Uglobal)-
and the host clouds are calculated by equations: W5k @

Similarly, we define the LOS kinetic energy as

1
P(VGsub) = Z Mco,ijk(Vije —0ij), (1) E(VGsub) = Z §MCO,i,j,k(Uz‘,j,k - W,j)% (3)

.5,k i,5,k
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1
E(VGnonsub) = Z QMCOJ;’]"]@(’U'L‘J‘J; — vgloba1)2-

ijik

(4)

Figure 11 shows the LOS outflow momentum
estimates for the four molecular clouds. We list
two sets of momentum estimates, one that sub-
tracts the velocity gradient and a second that
does not subtract the velocity gradient. We
adopt the momentum estimate by model MF,

which subtracts the velocity gradients as the
fiducial estimate. The trend between the mo-
mentum driven by outflows and the number of
YSOs is similar to that of the mass estimates
for four clouds. In Ophiuchus, the 1D momen-
tum driven by outflows is around 10% of the
total 1D momentum of the host cloud. In Tau-
rus, this momentum ratio is 8%. In Perseus
and Orion, the 1D momentum driven by out-
flows is around 16% of the total 1D momentum,
which indicates there are likely more high veloc-



ity structures identified as outflows. This is con-
sistent with the star formation history of these
clouds. Taurus has a relatively low star forma-
tion rate and mainly forms low mass stars. On
the other hand, Ophiuchus and Orion are home
to clusters forming higher-mass stars and have
more active star formation. Perseus also con-
tains some intermediate mass stars, including a
couple of B-type stars (Arce et al. 2011).

Ophiuchus, Perseus and Orion have larger ve-
locity gradients than Taurus, which indicates
these clouds contain more complex cloud kine-
matic structure. These velocity gradients are
likely caused by large scale processes, such as
gas accretion (Klessen & Hennebelle 2010) or
converging atomic gas flows caused by spiral
density waves (Wolfire et al. 1995; Heitsch et al.
2006). Given the magnitude of these bulk
motions, we expect that the momentum esti-
mate that includes the velocity gradient overes-
timates the contribution of outflows, while the
momentum that subtracts the velocity gradient
provides a better estimate.

Figure 12 shows the LOS outflow kinetic en-
ergy for the four molecular clouds. We adopt
the kinetic energy estimates by model MF that
subtracts the velocity gradient for the compar-
isons. In Ophiuchus, the LOS kinetic energy
injected by outflows is around 6% of the total
LOS kinetic energy of the host cloud. In Tau-
rus, this energy ratio is 4%. In Perseus and
Orion, the LOS kinetic energy injected by out-
flows is around 14% of the total LOS kinetic en-
ergy. Since kinetic energy is proportional to v?,
one caveat here is that a small amount of mass
located at high velocities likely dominates the
kinetic energy estimates. However, due to ob-
servational limits, some high velocity gas emis-
sion vanishes into background noise, such that
our kinetic energy calculation is likely an un-
derestimate. As discussed in Xu et al. (2020b),
this could potentially introduce a factor of two
uncertainty.
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3.3. Correlation Between the Outflow
Properties and the Number of YSOs

In this section, we study the correlation be-
tween the total mass, momentum and energy as-
sociated with outflows and the number of YSOs.
Due to the extended and overlapping nature of
the outflow emission it is not possible to defini-
tively associate particular sources with particu-
lar outflows. Instead, we consider an approach
that independently counts the number of YSOs
and the outflow impact in a region. We define a
“window” to scan through the entire cloud re-
gion. We adopt window sizes of 0.5 pcx0.5 pc,
1 pex1 pc and 2 pcx2 pe to scan Ophiuchus,
and 2 pcx2 pc, 3 pex3 pcand 5 pexb pe to scan
Taurus and Orion. Since Perseus has the poor-
est physical resolution, and its full map is nar-
row, we only adopt window sizes of 2 pcx2 pc
and 3 pcx3 pc to prevent the window exceeding
the region. We examine the effect of our choice
of window sizes in Appendix A. We set a scan-
ning step size such that each box overlaps with
its neighbors by at least 80%. We calculate the
mass, momentum and energy inside the window
and count the number of YSOs inside. We con-
sider the outflow relationship between the num-
ber of both young YSOs and total YSOs.

Figure 13 shows the correlation between the
mass associated with feedback and the number
of YSOs in the four clouds. The outflow mass
grows linearly with the number of young YSOs
for all four clouds. However, the clouds have dif-
ferent offsets, indicating that the outflow mass
per young YSO varies. Orion has the most mass
associated with outflows per young YSO. How-
ever, Orion also has a very large population of
older YSOs, which may also drive outflows. The
right panel of Figure 13 shows that the correla-
tion between the outflow mass and the number
of total YSOs is tighter, and most of the separa-
tion between different clouds disappears. There
is a linear relation between the outflow mass and
the number of all YSOs, where on average, each
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Figure 10. Outflow mass (solid green colors) and the number of YSOs (hatched blue and red) in the four
molecular clouds. Numbers in the hatched bars indicate the number of YSOs. Numbers in the unhatched
bars indicate the gas mass in units of 10> M. The total mass indicates the mass of the host cloud within

the area studied.

YSO is associated with one Mg, of outflow ma-
terial. The outflow mass directly launched by
the protostar is expected to be 10-30% of the
accreted gas, i.e., 10-30% of the star mass (e.g.,
Shu et al. 1988; Pelletier & Pudritz 1992). How-
ever, here our outflow estimate also counts en-
trained mass, which is much higher (e.g., Offner
& Chaban 2017). Our results suggest one solar
mass of outflow material per source. Assuming
a one solar mass star for example, theoretical
models for outflow launching predict that the
outflow mass directly launched would be about
0.1-0.3 My (e.g., Shu et al. 1994; Bontemps et al.
1996). This implies that 0.7-0.9 M, of the out-
flow gas we identify is entrained. This gives a
mass-loading factor of 2.3-9. This is compara-
ble to the mass-loading factor estimated from
simulations of individual protostars and the av-

erage core-mass-function to stellar IMF offset
(Machida & Hosokawa 2013; Offner & Arce
2014; Offner & Chaban 2017). It is worth noting
that our outflow estimate is larger than previ-
ous observational estimates. The main reason
is that CcAsI-3D is able to capture the outflow
material that has relatively low velocities. The
low-velocity outflowing gas entrains a significant
amount of mass that also contributes to the mo-
mentum and kinetic energy of the host cloud,
but it is not possible to separate this gas from
the ambient gas by eye. Previous work mainly
considered the high-velocity outflow mass only.
Younger sources power stronger outflows
(Bally 2016), so we might expect a tighter rela-
tion between the outflow mass and the num-
ber of young YSOs. However, we see better
correlation between outflow mass and the total
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the four molecular clouds. Numbers in the hatched bars indicate the number of YSOs. Numbers in the
unhatched bars indicate the gas momentum in units of 102 My km s~!. The total momentum indicates the

momentum of the host cloud within the area studied.

YSO number. There are several possible expla-
nations. First, low-mass sources, with age up
to 3 to 4 Myr (Bally 2016) continue to launch
outflows, albeit weaker ones. We discuss an ex-
ample in Section 4.1, where an outflow is likely
driven by old evolutionary stage YSOs. Sec-
ond, although young YSOs have a higher mass-
loss rate, the outflow mass is a combination of
both mass-loss rate and the launching duration.
The older YSOs likely have ejected a significant
amount of gas by the time they are observed.
In addition, our method may include outflow

“relics.” The dissipation timescale of outflow
features produced by young stars is much longer
than the lifetime of the driving source. These
fossil outflows might remain even as their driv-
ing sources evolve to older evolutionary stages.
Cunningham et al. (2006) found a similar sce-
nario in numerical simulations, where fossil out-
flows retain speeds above the turbulent velocity
for a timescale that is 10 times the duration of
their driving source. Similarly, Offner & Cha-
ban (2017) found in simulations that although
the high accretion and active outflow phase lasts
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for ~ 0.05 Myr, their impact on the velocity dis-
persion of the host clouds remains for several 0.1
Myr.

In our outflow mass estimate, a significant
amount of the total outflow mass derives from
emission in the cloud velocity channels (Jv| <1
km s7!). This raises the concern that our results
may be contaminated by dense, non-outflow
material. In Appendix E we evaluate the effect
of dense gas contamination on the derived out-
flow masses and YSO relations. We show that
our outflow mass estimate is not significantly
contaminated by dense gas.

We show the correlation between the outflow
momentum and the number of YSOs in Fig-
ure 13. The trend is similar to that of outflow

mass. On average, one YSO injects 1 Mgkm/s.
This indicates the mass weighted LOS velocity
is 1 km/s, which is even smaller than the cloud
turbulent velocity derived from '2CO. This is
because the *CO emitting region dominates the
mass of the cloud and the outflows, which usu-
ally has a velocity dispersion only half that of
12C0. For example, after subtracting the veloc-
ity gradients, the 2CO velocity dispersion in
Orion is ~1.5 km/s, while that of *CO is only
0.8 km/s. The mass-weighted LOS velocity dis-
persion in Orion is 0.98 km/s. Model MF pre-
dicted outflow gas has a LOS velocity dispersion
of 1.02 km/s in Orion. All these numbers are
similar for the four clouds. Although the out-
flow 2CO emission spans 2-3 km/s across the



velocity channels, most of the mass is associ-
ated with gas within 0.8 km/s of the cloud mean
velocity, i.e., the ¥CO emitting regions. Near
the rest-frame velocity channels, the gas mass
increases significantly but the fraction of gas
associated with feedback drops. Consequently,
there is a competition between these two effects.
Xu et al. (2020b) examined the outflow mass lo-
cated near the rest-frame velocity, which was ig-
nored in previous outflow surveys. As shown in
Figure 16 and 17 in Xu et al. (2020b), the rest-
frame gas that is associated with the outflows
accounts for almost 75% of the total outflow
mass. Thus, the mass-weighted LOS velocity
is relatively low, because high-velocity gas con-
tributes only a small portion of the total out-
flow mass. In addition, the resolution and
low-signal-to-noise of the data makes detecting
high-velocity outflow emission difficult. Con-
sequently, the mass weighted LOS velocity of
outflows is only 1 km/s for all four clouds. We
show a position-velocity diagram of an outflow
in 13CO in Appendix D.

Our mass-weighted LOS outflow velocity of 1
km/s is low compared to typical outflow veloc-
ities estimated in previous works of 1-4 km/s
(e.g. Arce et al. 2010). This is caused by the
mass-weighting. In most cases, observers dis-
card the rest-frame gas emission, whose outflow
morphology is difficult to identify. This leads to
a higher LOS velocity estimate. However, CASI-
3D is able to pick out the outflow emission from
the confused ambient gas emission near the rest-
frame velocity. Although the fraction of mass
associated with feedback is low, perhaps a few
percent, the total mass near rest-frame, espe-
cially in *CO emission channels, is significantly
higher than that located at high-velocity chan-
nels. After correcting for the contamination, the
outflow gas near the rest frame still dominates
the total mass, which is consistent with the con-
clusion in Xu et al. (2020b). On the other hand,
high-velocity gas is less dense and may be lost
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in the background noise. Thus, we likely un-
derestimate the total outflow momentum by at
least 10% Xu et al. (2020D).

The correlation between the outflow kinetic
energy and the number of YSOs in the four
clouds is similar to that of mass, as shown in
Figure 13.

3.4. Quantifying the Impact of Feedback with
Turbulent Statistics

Feedback, including stellar winds and out-
flows, injects kinetic energy into the host cloud.
The input energy influences the shape of spatial
power spectrum (SPS) of the integrated inten-
sity map of '2CO. Xu et al. (2020a) found that
stellar wind-generated bubbles flatten the SPS
of the 13CO integrated intensity map, which in-
dicates mass and energy are injected at small
scales. In this section, we investigate how pro-
tostellar outflows affect the SPS of the 2CO
integrated intensity maps.

The SPS is defined as the square of the 2D
Fourier transform of an image:

Pk) = 3 [MoF)*
i )

| / / Mo(&)e 2R g7,

where M is the 0" moment (integrated inten-
sity) of 2CO.

Figure 14 shows the SPS of Taurus where the
emission is above 0.2 K (i.e., excluding noise)
and the SPS of the model ME1 and MF pre-
dicted feedback regions. Figure 14 shows that
the SPS of the feedback predictions breaks into
two power laws. The break point corresponds to
a physical scale of ~ 0.5 pc, which might indi-
cate the typical outflow mass and energy injec-
tion scale. For reference, we show the scale bar
of this injection length in a subregion of Tau-
rus in Figure 14. This outflow injection scale is
comparable to the typical outflow size in Tau-
rus.
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2 pcx2 pc, 3 pex3 pc and 5 pex5 pe for Taurus and Orion. The window sizes for Perseus are 2 pcx2 pc

and 3 pcx3 pc.

We find similar broken power laws in Ophi-
uchus, Perseus and Orion. We list the SPS fits
for all four regions in Table 3.4. For a given
cloud, we find the model ME1 break point scale

to be similar and usually slightly higher, than
that of model MF. Table 1 also lists the median
of the distance between young YSOs and their
four nearest young companions.



There are several competing effects that likely
influence the location of the break point. For
isolated outflows, the break point size is close
to the outflow physical scale. However, the typ-
ical outflow size is not necessarily the same in
all regions. It is influenced by the gas density
and how readily the outflow can expand, as well
as the source mass and age. In very clustered
regions, outflows interact with each other, since
the separation between sources is smaller. This
causes the outflow emission to blend together,
which increases the break point.

The physical scale of the break point is small
for Orion and Ophiuchus, and Taurus has a in-
termediate break point scale, while Perseus has
the largest. Among the four clouds, Taurus has
the most distributed and least clustered YSOs.
Taurus also has the lowest average gas density.
The mass/energy injection scale in Taurus re-
flects the physical size of individual molecular
outflows. While in Orion and Ophiuchus, the
average distance between stars is small, which
increases the probability that outflows from dif-
ferent sources interact. The mean gas densi-
ties are also higher, and high external pressure
from the surrounding gas may also act to limit
the propagation of outflows. For example, Kirk
et al. (2017) found all dense cores in Orion are
pressure confined. All of these effects help to ex-
plain the relatively small mass/energy injection
scale.

The physical scale of the break point in
Perseus is significantly larger than that of the
other regions. This might be due to both its
typical density, which is lower than that of
Orion and Ophiuchus, and the presence of mul-
tiple clusters in Perseus. Perseus hosts several
intermediate mass star-forming clusters, such
as NGC 1333 and 1C348. Outflows in these
clusters interact and blend together, such that
mass/energy injection occurs on a relatively
larger scale compared to individual stars. The
average young YSO separation is slightly larger
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in Perseus than that in Orion and Ophiuchus, in
part because the two main clusters contain few
young YSOs. Consequently, the combination of
these effects may explain the large mass/energy
injection scale in Perseus.

To investigate how YSO clusters affect the
SPS break point, we conduct a SPS analysis to-
wards two star clusters, NGC1333 in Perseus
and L1688 in Ophiuchus. We adopt different
window sizes to explore the location of the break
point in the cluster when viewed on different
size scales. When the window size is smaller
than the cluster size, we find there is no break
point in the SPS for both clustered region and
the slope is steeper. When the window size is
two or more times larger than the cluster size,
the break point appears. However, the break
point scale is not neatly correlated with the size
of the cluster nor the window size. NGC1333
has a break point between 0.6 pc and 0.7 pc,
while L1688 has a break point scale between 0.3
pc and 0.4 pc. These scales are similar to those
of the full predictions, which suggests that the
outflows in the clustered regions are influencing
the location of the overall break point.

We also explore the effect of different observa-
tion resolutions on the results. The observations
of Ophiuchus, Taurus and Orion have a similar
physical scale per pixel, 0.013 — 0.015 pc/pixel.
However, the physical scale per pixel of Perseus
is twice that of the others. We convolve the
Ophiuchus and Orion observations to a simi-
lar effective resolution as Perseus, and apply
the CASI-3D models to these convolved data
cubes and conduct the same SPS analysis on
the convolved data. However, we find only mi-
nor changes in the break point. For example,
the break point remains the same in the con-
volved Ophiuchus model MF prediction and in-
creases by 0.1 pc in the convolved Ophiuchus
model ME1 prediction. However, it decreases
by 0.08 pc in the convolved Orion ME1 predic-
tion, while increasing by 0.08 pc in the Orion
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MF prediction. We find no significant trend
when convolving with a larger beam and con-
clude the analysis is relatively insensitive to the
resolution. However, this test suggests that
the break point has an uncertainty of £0.1 pc,
which is smaller than the difference between the
break point of Perseus and those of the other
clouds.

Finally, to test whether (non-feedback) gas
structures influence the break point location, we
compute the SPS for the dense regions of the
clouds that are traced by ¥*CO. We mask out
the low intensity pixels to isolate only the dense
gas. We compare the results for two clouds,
Orion and Taurus. When all pixels with inten-
sities below 5 K are removed, there is no break
point in the Orion SPS. For the densest regions,
i.e., as defined using an intensity cutoff of 10 K,
we find a break point at 0.6 pc. This is two
times larger than that of the break point of the
outflow maps. We find a similar result in Tau-
rus. When applying a high intensity cut-off, we
find a break point around 1 pc, which is a size-
scale twice that of the break point identified by
the Taurus SPS outflow analysis. We conclude
that our outflow predictions are not correlated
with dense cloud structures.

4. DISCUSSION

4.1. Outflows without Driving Sources and
False Detections

Confirming outflow identifications requires
ancillary data, e.g., YSO catalogs. With the
help of YSO locations, we are able to increase
confidence in the CASI-3D predictions, which are
based on '2CO data only. In this section, we dis-
cuss two cases predicted by CASI-3D: a region
in Taurus with no detected YSOs, and a region
in Orion with no young YSOs.

Figure 15 presents the channel by channel
prediction by model MF on a region with no
YSOs in Taurus. This region is considered to
be a trans-Alfvenic flow regulated by magnetic

fields (Heyer & Brunt 2012; Heyer et al. 2016),
which has low surface brightness 12CO emission.
There are no known YSOs observed by GAIA
or Herschel (Roccatagliata et al. 2020). Conse-
quently, we believe there is no outflow activity.
However, model MF predicts outflow activity
in this region. Inspection of the channel map
shows that a coherent jet-like structure exists
across several velocity channels. These struc-
tures actually visually resemble outflows, which
might be reason for the model failure.

Figure 16 shows the model MF prediction
along a position-velocity cut of the fake out-
flow in Figure 15. In the position-velocity di-
agram, we identify two faint coherent high ve-
locity blobs between 4 and 5 km/s, Their mor-
phology is similar to some of the faint outflows
(e.g., TMO22 in Li et al. 2015). Since these
1200 structures are indistinguishable from true
outflows, CASI-3D is not able to recognize these
false detections based only on 2CO morphology.
In terms of morphology, CASI-3D performs ro-
bustly in identifying coherent high velocity fea-
tures that are similar to outflows. But many
mechanisms may cause coherent high velocity
features, including but not limited to cloud for-
mation, cloud-cloud collision, gas phase transi-
tion near the cloud boundary or gas flows reg-
ulated by MHD waves (Heyer & Brunt 2012;
Motte et al. 2014; Nakamura et al. 2014; Heyer
et al. 2016).

Figure 17 shows an example of the perfor-
mance of models ME1 and MF toward a region
where there are no young YSOs in Orion. In the
position-velocity diagram, we identify a clear
outflow-like feature above 10 km /s, which is also
identified by the two models. We notice that
there are several old evolutionary stage YSOs
nearby, which might act as driving sources. One
reason might be that the boundary between
young and old is not so well defined, which
is discussed in Section 3.3. Or these out-
flow structures might exist for a much longer
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Figure 14. Upper panel: intensity of 2CO (1-0) integrated over all velocity channels for a subregion in
Taurus, overlaid with the model MF prediction (red and blue contours). The physical scale of the break
point in the SPS is also shown for reference. Lower panels: the spatial power spectrum (SPS) of the regions
in Taurus where the emission is above 0.2 K (excluding noise) and the SPS of the model ME1 and MF
predicted feedback regions. The top right number in each panel indicates the slope of the fit. The middle
bottom number in each panel indicates the physical scale of the broken point.

timescale than that of their driving sources. We
recognize that there are two velocity compo-
nents in the molecular cloud at this position. A
narrow gas bridge located around 8 km/s con-
nects these two gas components, which is likely
an outflow. We cannot confirm the origin of this
high velocity component. It might be caused by
the fossil outflows from YSOs or by two converg-
ing gas flows. All these mechanisms cause simi-
lar high-velocity features, which cannot be eas-
ily distinguished either visually or using CASI-
3D.

In order to validate that our CASI-3D mod-
els are sensitive to gas velocity structures and

morphology but not only the dense regions,
we examine the CASI-3D performance on sev-
eral previously identified filaments in Tau-
rus. Panopoulou et al. (2014) identified 10 fil-
ametary structures in *CO emission in Taurus,
and illustrated the PPV diagrams of the fila-
ments in Figure 15 in their paper. The fila-
ments have very coherent motions and exhibit
small velocity dispersions. Their filaments 3, 4,
5, 6, and 7 do not have significant high-velocity
components. When comparing with our out-
flow predictions (Figure 4 and 5 in this work)
and bubble predictions (Figure 17 and 18 in Xu
et al. 2020a), we find that both models pre-
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Table 1. Fitting Results of the Spatial Power Spectrum

Cloud | Full Map* ME1? MEF? Young YSO
Slope Slope Break (pc) Slope Break (pc) || Seperation® (pc)
Ophiuchus | -3.1740.02 -2.47£0.05 0.36 -1.82:£0.05 0.38 0.24
-3.71+0.07 -3.7840.08
Taurus | -2.924+0.02 -1.59:£0.02 0.56 -1.49+0.02 0.49 0.85
-3.26+0.04 -3.4740.04
Perseus | -3.0740.02 -2.18+0.04 1.03 -2.21£0.03 0.65 0.31
-3.40+0.06 -3.474+0.05
Orion -2.9540.02 -2.29:£0.03 0.36 -2.06£0.03 0.27 0.22
-3.75+0.05 -4.8340.05
Notes:

@ Single power-law fit results for the spatial power spectra for the emission regions (excluding

noise).

b Broken power-law fit results for the spatial power spectra applied to the ME1 and MF

feedback maps.

¢ Median of the separation between YSOs and their four nearest companions.

dict little feedback along these filaments. How-
ever, when we look at Filament 2 (also known
as L1495/B213), we see a clear high-velocity
structure with a “U” shape. This morphology
is consistent with the theoretical bubble mor-
phology shown in Figure 5 in Arce et al. (2011).
Unsurprisingly, both CASI-3D models that iden-
tify bubbles and outflows predict the presence of
feedback at the location of filament 2. CASI-3D
may return a false detection if the morphology
of a structure is similar to that of outflows or
bubbles. In this case, visual inspection suggests
that filament 2 also contains a bubble, so it is
likely that the feedback identified by our mod-
els at this location is real. We emphasize that
machine learning models are not perfect tools.
They must be applied with caution and checked
thoroughly.

4.2. Oultflows versus Bubbles

In this section we investigate the overlap
between a model identifying outflow feedback
and one identifying stellar wind feedback. We
present the prediction by two sets of models:

those trained to identify protostellar outflows
and those trained to identify stellar wind driven
bubbles.

The morphology of bubbles is more symmet-
ric and arc-like compared to that of outflows.
However, when the line of sight is parallel to an
outflow launching axis, i.e., looking through the
cavity of the outflow, the morphology of the out-
flow can resemble that of a bubble. Figure 18
illustrates an example of a synthetic outflow
whose launching axis is parallel to the line of
sight. Consequently, models trained to identify
outflows are likely to also identify some bubble
structures.

Figure 19 shows the prediction by models
trained to identify stellar wind driven bubbles
towards Ophiuchus L1688 Region. Compari-
son with Figure 3 shows that the prediction
by models trained to identify protostellar out-
flows covers most of the regions that are identi-
fied as bubbles. Quantitively, 68% of the voxels
are identified as feedback by both MF models,
21% of the voxels are identified as only outflow
feedback, while 11% of the voxels are identi-
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Figure 15. '2CO channel map of a region with no YSOs in Taurus overlaid with the prediction by model

MF in white contours.

fied as only belonging to bubbles. Statistically,
we might neglect 13% of the feedback gas as-
sociated with stellar winds when adopting the
mass estimates predicted by models trained to
identify protostellar outflows. On average, the
outflow mass predicted by models can serve as
a decent estimate for feedback mass.

To better investigate the difference between
outflows and bubbles, we employ an unsu-

pervised learning method t-SNE (t-distributed
Stochastic Neighbor Embedding) to study the
similarities between the spectra of outflows and
that of bubbles. We discuss t-SNE and the re-
sults in detail in Appendix B. Our main find-
ing is that there is a variation in spectra shape
for outflows and bubbles. And even the spectra
that are dominated by outflow gas show vari-
ous spectral shapes. Meanwhile, there are some



26

-25 0 25 -25 0 25
Offset (')

Figure 16. Position-velocity diagram of >CO emission toward a region with no YSOs in Taurus. Left
panel: integrated intensity of 2CO over the the full velocity range (from -1.5 km/s to 13.4 km/s) overlaid
with the model ME1 and MF predictions in white contours. The purple line illustrates the cut direction of
the position-velocity diagram. Middle and right panel: position-velocity diagram of 2?CO emission overlaid
with the model ME1 and MF predictions in white contours.

“transitional spectra” with a shape similar to
both. We note that the t-SNE representation
encodes only 1D information about the spectra
and does not represent any correlations in the
spatial dimension. Consequently, this analy-
sis provides intuition for understanding the fea-
tures that the models select when they identify
feedback, and it illustrates the challenge of dis-
tinguishing outflows and bubbles based only on
the LOS spectrum.

4.3. Impact of Outflows on Molecular Clouds

In this section, we place our energy estima-
tions (Section 3.2) in the context of prior work

and discuss the broader implications of the
global impact of outflows. Most prior work de-
rives the total outflow energy by assuming a
moderate inclination angle and multiplying the
1D energy estimate by a factor of 3. For ex-
ample, Dunham et al. (2014a) adopted an in-
clination angle of 57°.3 which yields a energy
correction factor of 3.4. Here we make the same
assumption and report the 3D total, where we
multiply our 1D estimate by a factor of 3.

To investigate the impact of outflows on tur-
bulence, a typical approach is to compare the
turbulence dissipation rate and the outflow en-
ergy injection rate (e.g., Arce et al. 2010; Li
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Figure 17. Position-velocity diagram of '2CO emission toward a region without young YSOs in Orion. Left
panel: integrated intensity of 2CO over the full velocity range (from 2.3 km/s to 17.1 km/s) overlaid with
the model ME1 and MF predictions in white contours. Letters “O” mark old YSO positions. The purple
line illustrates the cut direction of the position-velocity diagram. Middle and right panel: position-velocity
diagram of 2CO emission overlaid with the model ME1 and MF predictions in white contours.

et al. 2015; Feddersen et al. 2020). However,
the outflow energy injection timescale is highly
uncertain. As discussed in Section 3.3, we
find the outflow mass is linearly correlated with
the total number of YSOs instead of only the
younger sources, which indicates that the driv-
ing timescale of outflows is even less clear. In-
stead, we compute the total outflow kinetic en-
ergy — a quantity estimated as part of previous
analyses in the determination of the outflow in-
jection rate — and compare our new values to
those in the prior published studies. This allows
us to conclude whether the impact of outflows

is relatively similar to, more or less than that in
prior analyses.

Nakamura et al. (2011) conducted observa-
tions of 12CO (3-2) and 2CO (1-0) towards an
active cluster-forming clump in Ophiuchus and
identified six molecular outflows in both data.
Nakamura et al. (2011) derived the outflow mass
from 2CO (3-2) and 2CO (1-0) emission lo-
cated in the high-velocity line wings. They de-
rived a total outflow kinetic energy of 6 x 10%
ergs. After comparing the total outflow en-
ergy injection rate with the dissipation rate
of the supersonic turbulence, Nakamura et al.
(2011) concluded that outflows inject signifi-
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Figure 18. A synthetic outflow whose launching
axis is parallel to the line of sight.

cantly more energy than needed to offset the
dissipation of turbulence. In our work, we find
that the total outflow kinetic energy is 9 x 10%°
ergs, which is an order of magnitude larger than
the value in Nakamura et al. (2011). A larger
area coverage in our work and using the opti-
cally thin tracer *CO in mass estimates might
explain this difference. 12CO (3-2) and 2CO (1-
0) are likely optically thick, which could cause
their outflow mass, momentum and energy to be
underestimated. More importantly, our method
does not discard the outflow material ejected
perpendicular to the line of sight that is located
near the cloud central velocity. Since our energy
calculation leads to a higher energy estimate,
our result confirms the conclusion that outflow
kinetic energy is sufficient to compensate for the
dissipation of turbulence in Ophiuchus.

Liet al. (2015) conducted a feedback census in
Taurus and identified 55 outflows and 37 bub-
bles. They derived a total outflow energy of
3.9 x 10% ergs, which is 1% of the Taurus cloud
turbulent energy. However, Li et al. (2015)
found that bubbles dominate the feedback en-

ergy. When also combining the kinetic energy
from bubbles, they found the total kinetic en-
ergy from stellar feedback in Taurus is 30% of
the cloud turbulent energy. Since the energy in-
jection rate from stellar feedback is comparable
to the dissipation rate of the cloud turbulence,
they concluded that stellar feedback, mainly in
the form of bubbles, is sufficient to maintain tur-
bulence in the current epoch. However, Xu et al.
(2020a) showed that the Li et al. (2015) bubble
energy estimate was substantially overestimated
due to LOS contamination, which is caused by
gas emission that is not associated with feed-
back being included in the outflow /bubble esti-
mate. After correction, the kinetic energy from
bubbles decreased by a factor of four. In our
current work, we find the total outflow kinetic
energy is 5.4 x 10% ergs, which is an order of
magnitude larger than the value in Li et al.
(2015). This difference is likely caused by a
similar reason to that in Ophiuchus, i.e., our
method includes the outflow material located
around the cloud central velocity that is ex-
cluded in traditional approaches. Our calcula-
tion indicates that the kinetic energy from out-
flows is 14% of the cloud turbulent energy. If
we combine the contribution from bubbles (Xu
et al. 2020a), the total kinetic energy from stel-
lar feedback is 22% of the cloud turbulent en-
ergy. Li et al. (2015) concluded that the outflow
energy injection rate is marginally comparable
to the dissipation rate of turbulence in Taurus,
although outflow energy is only 1% of the Tau-
rus cloud turbulent energy. With our updated
feedback energy, which is 22% of the cloud tur-
bulent energy, we conclude that the feedback
energy injection rate can compensate for the
turbulent dissipation rate (Li et al. 2015; Xu
et al. 2020a).

Arce et al. (2010) identified 60 outflow can-
didates in Perseus and derived a total outflow
energy of 2 x 106 ergs, which is 12.5% of the to-
tal cloud turbulent energy. However, it is worth
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Figure 19. Position-velocity diagram of '2CO emission towards Ophiuchus L1688 Region, similar to Figure 3
but predicted by models trained to identify stellar wind driven bubbles.

noting that the method of calculating cloud tur-
bulent energy used in Arce et al. (2010) is differ-
ent from our method. Arce et al. (2010) adopted
an average line width of 2 km/s to calculate the
turbulent energy. While in this work, we cal-
culate the turbulent energy channel by channel
followed by Equation 3. The cloud turbulent en-
ergy derived by Arce et al. (2010) is 1.6 x 107
ergs, while our approach indicates an estimate
of 8 x10%7 ergs, which is a factor of 5 larger than
the estimate by Arce et al. (2010). To make a
fair comparison, we adopt our turbulent energy
estimate to discuss the impact of outflows in
Perseus. Under these circumstances, the kinetic
energy of the previously identified outflows are
only 2.4% of the total cloud turbulent energy.

Xu et al. (2020b) applied CASI-3D to the same
outflow catalog and predicted a total outflow en-
ergy of 7.8 x 10% ergs, which is one fourth of the
value in Arce et al. (2010). This is caused by the
lower mass-weighted LOS velocity as discussed
in Section 3.3. In our present work, we derive
a total outflow energy of 1.2 x 10%7 ergs, which
is 6 times larger than that in Arce et al. (2010).
There are several possible reasons for this higher
value. First, there are newly identified isolated
outflows as discussed in Xu et al. (2020b). It
should be noted that Xu et al. (2020b) just fol-
lowed up the 60 previous outflows and identi-
fied a few new outflows in the vicinity of these,
whereas our current work make a prediction us-
ing the full CO map, which includes the entire
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cloud and a couple of clusters. This likely in-
crease the outflow kinetic energy by a factor of
a few. Second, CASI-3D is able to identify all
feedback structures in clustered regions, which
are not fully identified in previous work. This
also may enlarge the outflow energy by a fac-
tor of a few. Moreover, outflows identified by
Arce et al. (2010) are all distinct outflows with
obvious coherent high-velocity structures that
are likely powered by strong driving sources.
However, in our work, CASI-3D also identifies
less distinct outflows whose velocity is small
compared to previously identified ones. These
weaker, less distinct outflows might be driven
by more evolved or lower mass sources. This in-
dicates that CASI-3D provides a more inclusive
outflow sample. Arce et al. (2010) concluded
that the 60 outflow candidates they identified
play an important role in maintaining turbu-
lence at the current epoch in Perseus, although
the kinetic energy of outflows is 12.5% of the
total cloud turbulent energy in their study, or
2.4% of the total cloud turbulent energy in our
turbulence calculation. However, our updated
outflow kinetic energy estimate is 15% of the
cloud turbulent energy. This indicates that out-
flows still play an important role in maintaining
turbulence in Perseus.

Feddersen et al. (2020) identified 45 outflows
near Herschel Orion Protostar Survey (HOPS)
protostars (Furlan et al. 2016) in Orion but
skipped the OMC-1 region. They derived a to-
tal outflow energy of 0.7 — 1.7 x 10%¢ ergs. They
found that the total outflow energy injection
rate is comparable to the dissipation rate of tur-
bulence. In our work, we derive a total outflow
energy of 2.1 x 107 ergs, which is an order of
magnitude larger than previous estimates. The
main reason for the difference is that our sur-
vey covers a larger area and does not only focus
on gas near the position of YSOs. In partic-
ular, we include the most active star forming
region OMC-1. CASI-3D predicts the kinetic

energy from outflows in OMC-1 is 7.7 x 10%°
ergs, which is 37% of the entire outflow energy
in Orion. Thus, we confirm the prior conclusion
that outflows are sufficient to maintain turbu-
lence in Orion.

In conclusion, our outflow kinetic energy es-
timates for all four clouds are larger than pre-
vious estimates. Consequently, we confirm the
previous conclusion that outflows are an impor-
tant agent to maintain turbulence at the current
epoch.

4.4. Uncertainties of Outflow Estimates

In Section 3.2, we calculate the masses and
dynamical properties of the outflows for the four
clouds. In this section, we attempt to quantify
the uncertainty of these outflow estimates.

First, we assume a moderate excitation tem-
perature of 25 K or the 2CO peak tempera-
ture, whichever is higher, to calculate the out-
flow mass. Most studies adopt values of excita-
tion temperature in the range of 10-50 K (Dun-
ham et al. 2014a; Feddersen et al. 2020). Since
the mass scales linearly with the excitation tem-
perature, the choice of excitation temperature
introduces a factor of two uncertainty.

Meanwhile, Xu et al. (2020b) found that
model MF predicts the outflow mass within a
scatter of 0.41. The most extreme offset case
over-/under- estimates the mass by a factor of
two. We did not find any offset that would cause
a systematic over or under-estimation. Mean-
while, we carry out one additional test to con-
strain the degree of possible contamination from
cloud emission at rest-frame gas velocities. Ap-
pendix F shows an analysis of a more complex
synthetic observation, which contains a number
of interacting outflows. We conclude our CASI-
3D model is generally able to exclude contami-
nation from the ambient gas near the rest frame
velocity and may even underestimate the out-
flow contribution from low velocities in complex
star-forming areas.



Furthermore, high-velocity, low-density gas
emission is easily missed in high-velocity chan-
nels due to the low signal-to-noise. Xu et al.
(2020b) used the simulations to estimate that
10% of the outflow gas is lost. The correction
factors for LOS momentum and LOS energy are
1.3 and 1.8 (Xu et al. 2020b), respectively.

In addition, the inclination angle of the out-
flow plays an important role in converting LOS
momentum/energy to 3D momentum/energy.
In this work, we adopt correction factors of v/3
and 3 to convert LOS momentum and LOS en-
ergy to 3D estimates. These correspond to an
inclination angle of 55°. If the inclination angle
is between 20° and 70°, this leads to a factor of
2 uncertainty for 3D momentum and a factor of
4 uncertainty for 3D energy.

Finally, chemical conditions, i.e., 2CO and
13CO abundances, have an influence on the mass
estimate. In our mass calculation, we adopt
constant abundance ratios, ['*CO]/[Hp]=10"*
and ['2CO]/[**CO]=62. However, these abun-
dance ratios vary across diffident clouds. We
cannot evaluate this uncertainty without so-
phisticated chemical modeling for each cloud.

Consequently, by combining these uncertain-
ties and using error propagation, we find a fac-
tor of 3 uncertainty for mass, a factor of 3.4
uncertainty for 3D momentum, and a factor of
5 uncertainty for 3D energy.

5. CONCLUSIONS

We apply the deep learning method CASI-3D
to four nearby molecular clouds, Ophiuchus,
Taurus, Perseus and Orion, to systemically
identify protostellar outflows and study the im-
pact of outflows on their host clouds. Our main
findings are the following:

1. The total outflow masses are 267 Mg, 795
Mg, 1305 Mg and 6332 M for Ophi-
uchus, Taurus, Perseus and Orion, respec-
tively. On average, the mass associated

31

with feedback is around 10% of the host
cloud mass for all four clouds.

2. The total 3D outflow energies are 9 x 10

ergs, 6 x 10%0 ergs, 1.2 x 10*7 ergs and 6 x
107 ergs for Ophiuchus, Taurus, Perseus
and Orion, respectively.

3. The outflow mass is linearly proportional
to the total number of YSOs for all four
clouds. On average, each YSO is associ-
ated with one solar mass of outflow mate-
rial.

4. The outflow momentum is linearly pro-
portional to the total number of YSOs
for all four clouds. On average, each out-
flow has a mass-weighted LOS velocity of
1 km/s. The relatively low value is be-
cause more mass is located near the cloud
central velocity.

5. We compute the spatial power spectrum
of the outflow prediction map. We find
all four clouds exhibit a break point,
which ranges from 0.27 pc (Orion) to 0.65
(Perseus) pc. The break point likely indi-
cates the typical outflow mass and energy
injection scale.

6. Models trained to identify outflows are
likely to also identify bubble structures,
which may be produced by main sequence
massive stars.

7. We compare the energy associated with
outflows to the rate of turbulent dissipa-
tion and conclude that feedback is suffi-
cient to maintain turbulent dissipation at
the current epoch for all four clouds.
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APPENDIX

A. DISCUSSION ON THE EFFECT OF BOX SIZES ON THE YSO-MASS RELATION

In this section, we examine the effect of our choice of “window” sizes when studying the correlation
between the total mass associated with outflows and the number of YSOs. We define windows with
physical sizes of 0.5 pcx0.5 pc, 1 pex1 pe, 2 pex2 pe, 3 pex3 pe and 5 pexb pe to scan through
the entire cloud region. We set a step size such that each box overlaps with its neighbors by at least
80%. Then we calculate the mass inside the window and count the number of YSOs enclosed. We
consider the outflow relationship between the number of both young YSOs and total YSOs.

Figure 20 shows the correlation between the model MF outflow prediction and the number of young
YSOs for the five window sizes applied to the four clouds. For Ophiuchus, Perseus and Orion, when
the window size is above certain threshold, the correlations between outflow mass and the number
of YSOs become similar, which indicates the choice of window size does not significantly change the
results. Taurus is more sensitive to the window size than the other regions. This is likely caused
by the large separations between YSOs. However, it still shows a clear trend of smaller separation
between different correlations when the window size gets larger.

The trends are similar when considering total YSOs. Consequently, we conclude that the study of
the correlation between the outflow properties and the number of YSOs is robust.

B. SPECTRA OF OUTFLOWS AND BUBBLES

In this section, we employ an unsupervised learning algorithm t-SNE (t-distributed Stochastic
Neighbor Embedding) to compare the spectra identified as outflow feedback to those identified as
belonging to bubbles. t-SNE is a tool to visualize high-dimensional data by converting the similarities
between data points into a low-dimensional manifold. It has been used for classification and outlier
detection in a variety of astronomy data (Jofré et al. 2017; Reis et al. 2018; Lochner & Bassett 2020;
Fluke & Jacobs 2020). For example, Reis et al. (2018) successfully applied t-SNE to cluster stars
based on their spectra and identify outliers based on the t-SNE map.

We take the L1688 star cluster region in Ophiuchus as an example. Figures 3 and 19 show the
prediction of this star cluster region by models trained to identify only outflows and only bubbles,
respectively. In some cases the models clearly identify only one or the other type of feedback, however,
there is also significant overlap. In order to classify the spectra, we calculate outflow mass and bubble
mass of each spectra. If the outflow mass or bubble mass for a given line of sight is above 50 compared
with the background noise, we consider that spectrum to contain feedback. If the outflow mass is
larger than the bubble mass, we label it an outflow spectrum. If the bubble mass is larger than the
outflow mass, we label it a bubble spectrum. If there is emission but neither outflow mass nor bubble
mass exceeds the 5o threshold, or the spectrum has less than three channels that contain feedback,
we label this spectrum as non-feedback. We neglect any spectra that have no emission above 3o
sigma.



33

1 Ophiuchus { Taurus

- 103'§ o
< ] o ]

& 102';

© ]

= . ]

E 10 '-

1004
| Perseus @]

. ' [

©

S

0

(©

=

L

= 0.5 pc 3 pc

1 pc 5 pc
2 pcC
10° 101 102 10° 101 102
N(YSO,Younq) N(YSO,Younq)

Figure 20. Correlation between the mass associated with feedback and the number of young YSOs. The
different colors indicate different window sizes for the estimation. The filled circles indicate the total outflow
mass and the total number of young YSOs in the four clouds.

We use the spectra of the L1688 region at each line of sight as input to t-SNE. t-SNE projects the
higher dimensional data into a lower dimensional (2D) space and organizes it based on similarities
(e.g., the line shape and intensity of a spectrum) in the high-dimension space. Figure 21 shows the
t-SNE clusters. We color the data points based on the CASI-3D predictions, where spectra predicted
to be primarily associated with outflows are in red, those primarily associated with bubbles are
in blue and non-feedback in black. It is clear that the spectral shape for bubbles and outflows
are different. The spectra of bubbles show two Gaussian components with two peaks of different
intensities. While the spectra of outflows have various shapes, e.g., broader line wings, two Gaussian
components but with almost equal peaks. It’s worth noting that broad line wings are often used to
visually identify outflows(Li et al. 2015; Tanabe et al. 2019). t-SNE separates some bubble spectra
from the outflow spectra. Meanwhile, we notice that there are some blended/transiting regions, where
outflow spectra and bubble spectra are clustered together. In these cases, we find that bubble and
outflow identifications have similar spectral shapes. This demonstrates that we cannot distinguish
outflows and bubbles based only on single spectra. There is also a mixed region where non-feedback
spectra are blended with outflow spectra. The spectral shape of this region indeed show less outflow
features, where there is a faint broad line-wing on the blue shifted side.
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This analysis explores the similarity between outflow and bubble feedback using an unsupervised
machine learning approach. In some cases, the CASI-3D predictions are clearly distinct. In other
cases, where both models identify feedback emission, it is clear that the spectra are truly similar.
This may be because both types of feedback can produce such velocity features or because such regions
genuinely contain both types of feedback. In the current analysis it is not possible to distinguish
between these two possibilities. However, this t-SNE clustering gives confidence that feedback is
shaping these spectra and that CASI-3D is correctly identifying feedback signatures.

Outflow

Bubble

Figure 21. t-SNE map of the 2CO spectra in the L1688 star cluster region in Ophiuchus. Red dots indicate
outflow spectra. Blue dots indicate bubble spectra. Black dots indicate non-feedback spectra. The sub-plots
show the average spectra of each subregion.

C. YSOS IN ORION

Orion has an extensive population of older YSOs, so in Figure 8 we plot only the young YSOs
for readability. Here, Figure 22 shows the location of both young and old YSOs in Orion. While
we expect younger YSOs to contribute more feedback per source, the large number of older YSOs
indicates that they likely contribute feedback throughout the cloud, and this is consistent with the
prediction in Section 3.1.4.

D. OUTFLOWS IN ¥CO

In some regions 12CO is optically thick and we combine both *>CO and *CO to derive the kinematic
estimates rather than using ?CO only (e.g., Arce et al. 2010). In most cases, the velocity channels
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Figure 22. Intensity of '2CO integrated over all velocity channels for Orion. Letters “Y” and “O” mark
YSO positions, as described in Section 2.3.
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where there is 1*CO emission dominate the mass in each spectrum. Here we compare the identification
from the '2CO map to the *CO emission. Figure 23 shows the CO emission of the outflow in
Figure 9. We can clearly see the velocity range of 3CO is substantially smaller than that of *2CO.
However, the mass in the *CO emitting region dominates the total mass of the cloud. This also
explains why the mass weighted LOS velocity is smaller than the velocity calculated based on 2CO
only.
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Figure 23. Same as Figure 9 but where the background colorscale indicates the *CO integrated intensity.
White contours show the prediction by models ME1 and MF on the '2CO data.

E. CORRELATION BETWEEN THE GAS MASS AND THE NUMBER OF YSOS

In this appendix, we examine the relationship between the number of YSOs, the total gas mass,
and the dense gas mass. Prior work has shown that the number of YSOs is well-correlated with the
gas column density, which is X, oc X2, or Mg, o< N)° (e.g., Gutermuth et al. 2011; Pokhrel et al.
2020, 2021), where the gas mass was estimated from dust emission. Pokhrel et al. (2020, 2021) found
that the surface density of protostars (i.e., younger YSOs) are tightly correlated with gas column
following the relation above. Gutermuth et al. (2011) found a similar but less tight relation when

considering all YSOs. Consequently, we expect YSOs and dense gas to be correlated. Figure 24
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shows a nearly linear relation between the total mass and the number of all YSOs. We find the slope
is 0.93, which is slightly smaller than the slope of the outflow mass-YSO relation, 1.03.

To check whether the outflow mass estimate is correlated with the dense gas due to contamination,
we examine the relation excluding the rest-frame velocity gas, which is located within the turbulent
velocity range (£1 km/s). Figure 25 shows the correlation between the total high velocity gas
(|v = Veen| > 1 km/s) mass and the number of all YSOs, and the correlation between the high velocity
outflow mass (|v — vVeen| > 1 km/s) and the number of all YSOs. The slopes are similar to that
of the total gas/outflow gas relation including the rest-frame velocity gas. Therefore, we conclude
the correlation between gas mass and YSOs exists because outflows are linearly proportional to the
number of YSOs launching them. YSOs form from dense gas and thus by nature are more likely
to be located in denser regions. By focusing only on the high-velocity material, which traces the
outflows most directly, we show that the trend arises directly from the expected correlation between
YSOs and outflows rather than indirectly from contamination by the dense gas. This result provides
further evidence that our method performs well in dense regions where contamination from the cloud
would otherwise be a serious problem.

104
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Figure 24. Left: correlation between the total mass and the number of all YSOs. Right: correlation
between the outflow mass and the number of all YSOs.

F. casi-3p PREDICTION ON A COMPLEX SYNTHETIC OBSERVATION

In this appendix, we examine a prediction by the two CASI-3D models on a synthetic observation
of a simulation snapshot with a number of interacting outflows. This synthetic observation and the
simulation it derives from is not included in our previous training or testing, so it constitutes a more
challenging test of the model performance. This simulation is run using a different initial turbulent
seed and with twice the inital gas density as the other simulations in the training set. The mean
magnetic field strength is 0.8 uG. The evolutionary time of the snapshot is 0.7 tg. There are 13 stars
launching outflows in the simulation box, whereas our training set is constructed from snapshots
with 1 to 5 stars. Consequently, this output provides an independent check on the CASI-3Dmodel
performance.

Figure 26 shows the integrated CO emission, tracer fractions and predictions. We find the CASI-
3D model does not actually over-predict the amount of emission in the cloud velocity channels but
instead slightly under-predicts the location and mass of the outflows. More quantitatively, model MF
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Figure 25. Left: correlation between the total high velocity gas (|v — veen| > 1 km/s) mass and the number
of all YSOs. Right: correlation between the high velocity outflow mass (|v —veen| > 1 km/s) and the number

of all YSOs.

identifies 76% of the outflow emission at high-velocity channels (above 2km s™'). However, model
MF only identifies 40% outflow emissions near the rest-frame velocity (within 2 km s=!). This implies
CASI-3D might underestimate the outflow mass by a factor of 2. This is consistent with the model
uncertainty discussed in Section 4.4. This analysis gives further confidence that CASI-3D correctly
excludes contamination from the ambient gas near the rest frame velocity, even in relatively clustered

and complex regions.
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