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An observational perspective

How long reionization takes

Fraction of escaping LyC
over total produced LyC

Fraction of UV produced in
the LyC (<912A) vs that
produced in non-ionizing UV




lonizing photon production efficiency

A A

o ° @ gmepe 0g¢ %o I. se e

!

A A
e o«

log(\/ A )

—— [OII1]5007 Contaminated
— Uncontaminated

—— Unattenuated Uncontaminated

[OI11]5007 Contaminated Residuals

I(. I ‘ 5007 Removed Residuals

- Using the Ha flux as an

indicator of LyC, converting
to a rate, and normalizing by
1500A flux (redshift

evolution)

N(Hg) N(Hp)

Sion =

Lyy Lyv X crec

Spectroscopic method



lonizing photon production efficiency
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The Sample

To study this, I've focused on 76 galaxies in
the cosmic noon period (2.5<z<4).

These galaxies (EELGs) have [OIllI]5007 EW
similar to EoR galaxies

Of these 76, 53 overlap with the JADES and
FRESCO surveys (JESCO) which replaces
my ground based ZFOURGE survey data



Why Analogs?

They have an accessible LyC (high energy) emission

They have a similar morphology- similar mode of LyC escape

You can properly inform the SED
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Arc 2: How models change galaxies. Differences in
SED model assumptions
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Stellar Energy Distributions

INITIAL MASS FUNCTION STELLAR TEMPLATE DUST ATTENUATION
Chabrier 2003 Bruzal & Charlot 200 Charlot & Fall 2000

DUST EMISSION STAR FORMATION HISTORY IGM ATTENUATION
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Overall Comparison

Assimilated Default
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Model: SPS
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The Redshift Evolution Question

This work- integration method

This work- spectrophotometric method
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