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ABSTRACT
Robust galaxy cluster mass estimates are fundamental for constraining cosmological parameters from counts. For this reason,
it is essential to search for tracers that, independent of the cluster’s dynamical state, have a small intrinsic scatter and can be
easily inferred from observations. This work uses a simulated data set to focus on photometric properties and explores different
optical mass proxies including richness, optical luminosity, and total stellar mass. We have developed a probabilistic membership
assignment that makes minimal assumptions about the galaxy cluster properties, limited to a characteristic radius, velocity
dispersion, and spatial distribution. Applying the estimator to over 919 galaxy clusters with 𝑧𝑝ℎ𝑜𝑡 < 0.45 within a mass range of
1012.8 to 1015 M⊙ , we obtain robust richness estimates that deviate from the median true value (from simulations) by−0.01±0.12.
The scatter in the mass-observable relations is 𝜎𝑙𝑜𝑔10 (𝑀 | R) = 0.181 ± 0.009 dex for richness, 𝜎𝑙𝑜𝑔10 (𝑀 |𝐿𝜆 ) = 0.151 ± 0.007
dex for optical luminosity, and 𝜎𝑙𝑜𝑔10 (𝑀 |𝑀∗

𝜆
) = 0.097 ± 0.005 dex for stellar mass. We also discuss membership assignment,

completeness and purity, and the consequences of small centre and redshift offsets. We conclude that the application of our
method for photometric surveys delivers competitive cluster mass proxies.

Key words: Galaxies: clusters: general – Galaxies: groups: general – Methods: statistical

1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 The need for optical-based mass-proxies for galaxy clusters

Wide-field cosmological imaging surveys such as KiDS (de Jong
et al. 2013), DES (The Dark Energy Survey Collaboration 2005),
HSC (Miyazaki et al. 2012), WISE (Wright et al. 2010), LSST
(Ivezić et al. 2019), EUCLID (Sartoris et al. 2016; Euclid Collabo-
ration et al. 2022) and others, provide (or are expected to provide)
datasets containing billions of galaxies. These data can help us un-
derstand the large-scale structure of the Universe and its evolution.
As galaxy clusters trace overdensity peaks in the matter distribution,
their abundance as a function of mass and redshift is quite sensitive to
the matter density of the Universe and the evolution of its clustering.
Thus, galaxy clusters are known as powerful tools for constrain-
ing cosmological parameters (e.g. Carlberg et al. 1996; Reiprich &
Böhringer 2002; Voit 2005; Vikhlinin et al. 2009; Allen et al. 2011;
Weinberg et al. 2013; Pacaud et al. 2016; Costanzi et al. 2019; Ider
Chitham et al. 2020; Finoguenov et al. 2020). This approach, how-
ever, depends on robust and precise mass estimates for all detected
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structures. Since this cannot be directly inferred from observations,
we must rely on observable proxies for the halo masses.

An ideal mass proxy should have a small intrinsic scatter, present
a minor dependence on the cluster’s dynamical state, and be easily
accessed through observations. Various independent mass proxies
have been explored in recent decades to minimize uncertainties and
systematic effects. Statistical uncertainties can go down to ∼ 0.2-
0.3 dex for gas mass, temperature, X-ray luminosity (Ettori 2013;
Sereno et al. 2019), Sunyaev-Zel’dovich effect signal (Planck Col-
laboration et al. 2016; Pratt & Bregman 2020), stellar mass (Pereira
et al. 2018) and cluster optical richness (Lopes et al. 2009; Andreon
2015; Bellagamba et al. 2019). Recently, Costanzi et al. (2019) and
Ider Chitham et al. (2020) successfully utilized optical richness to
derive cosmological constraints in SDSS (Aihara et al. 2011) and
CODEX (Finoguenov et al. 2020) surveys, respectively. Neverthe-
less, statistics of low-mass structures such as galaxy groups are still
limited and require further investigation.

Imaging surveys that use narrow-band filters are particularly in-
teresting for galaxy cluster studies. Those surveys can be seen as
a midpoint between broad-band imaging and spectroscopic surveys
in the sense of the precision and accuracy of galaxies’ photometric
redshifts (photo-z’s). Examples includes J-PAS (Benitez et al. 2014;
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2 Doubrawa et al.

Bonoli et al. 2021), PAU (Martí et al. 2014), S-PLUS (Mendes de
Oliveira et al. 2019) and J-PLUS (Cenarro et al. 2019). In terms of
group and cluster detections, this transition affects the cluster finder
algorithms in the sense that the methodologies are migrating from a
colour-based approach to ones that can take advantage of the increas-
ing spectro-photometric information (for example, the performance
and algorithm selection in Euclid Collaboration et al. 2019).

It is, therefore, also necessary to revisit the membership estimate
techniques and the strategies that use the spectro-photometric data to
derive mass proxies with low scatter. However, a common problem
when dealing with photometric redshifts is the magnitude of the
uncertainties in the redshift space. A typical error of 0.01 in photo-
zs corresponds to 3000 km/s, which is 3-6 larger than a typical,
virialized, cluster velocity dispersion estimated with spectroscopic
redshifts. This effect leads to contamination by neighbouring galaxies
along the line of sight and can also create false cluster detections
by linking unbounded structures (Weinberg et al. 2013). The use
of less discriminating observables, such as individual colours, can
exacerbate this issue.

Some recent works by Castignani & Benoist (2016); Bellagamba
et al. (2019); Lopes & Ribeiro (2020) have addressed this matter
regarding the membership of galaxies to clusters or groups. The use
of continuous probabilistic memberships, instead of binomial ones
(member/non-member), emerges as a superior description of what
can be inferred given the data available. This approach allows for the
definition of a set of galaxy-based mass proxies that can be derived
by weighting galaxy numbers, luminosities, stellar masses, or others
according to their membership probability.

1.2 The state-of-the-art in probabilistic membership

In 2000, Brunner & Lubin introduced a technique that produces a
probabilistic membership interpretation without directly relying on
spectroscopic information. First, the authors assign a Gaussian prob-
ability distribution function to each galaxy centred on the estimated
photometric redshift. Next, the membership is obtained by integrating
the distribution function within the galaxy cluster redshift interval.

This method was improved by George et al. (2011) and Castig-
nani & Benoist (2016). The authors introduce a Bayesian formalism
that also considers the cluster centre-galaxy projected distance, mag-
nitudes, and the relative population size between field and cluster
galaxy density. These studies, tailored for the specific sample in ques-
tion, provide a better understanding of the membership dependence
on photo-z accuracy, magnitudes, and cluster properties.

In the context of previous studies of galaxy cluster detection and
galaxy population identification, the redMaPPer (Rykoff et al. 2014)
and AMICO (Bellagamba et al. 2019; Maturi et al. 2023) cluster-
finders advanced meaningfully by relying on an optimal filtering
formalism. Considering the previously commented information, the
methods also included self-similar models to describe the expected
magnitude and galaxy distributions in clusters. This modelling al-
lowed better discrimination between member and field galaxies, pro-
ducing membership estimates with lower contamination.

In this work, we aim to study probabilistic memberships and their
possible application as photometric-based mass proxies by expand-
ing previous approaches to explore well-defined photo-z probability
density functions (PDFs) surveys like S-PLUS and J-PAS enable. The
procedure allows further refinements over the red sequence methods
and includes fainter galaxies, essential for galaxy groups. Here, we
take a step back and revisit potential results that can be achieved
without strong modelling hypotheses and possible priors that are not
entirely adequate to our data.

Motivated by the advent of several ongoing and forthcoming wide
photometric surveys, we introduce a galaxy membership algorithm
that follows the minimal assumption, data-driven, and photo-z PDF-
based approach. We analyze the galaxy group/cluster distributions
down to log10 (𝑀) > 12.8 M⊙ , using a mock sky simulation based on
the Southern Photometric Local Universe Survey (S-PLUS, Mendes
de Oliveira et al. 2019) up to redshift 𝑧 = 0.45, and test several phys-
ically meaningful mass-proxies that can be derived from those mem-
berships. To the best of our knowledge, only Castignani & Benoist
(2016), Bellagamba et al. (2019), and Werner et al. (2022) consider
samples through this mass range.

1.3 Outline of the paper

In §2 we present details of the simulated sky area. We next de-
scribe in §3 membership assignments based on a variable aperture
radius. In §4 we show the results from applying the method over
the mock catalogue, focusing on the performance of the richness
estimation, scaling relations with different optical proxies, and mi-
nor disturbances in the cluster centre and redshift. In §5 we discuss
the membership significance, present completeness and purity re-
sults, and derive cluster positions and 𝑧 based on member galaxies.
Finally, in §6 we summarize the results and present the conclusions.

Through this work, we adopt a flat ΛCDM cosmology, with
ℎ = 0.673, Ω𝑚 = 0.315 and ΩΛ = 0.685, following the Planck
Collaboration et al. (2014) parameters, which are the same cosmol-
ogy adopted in the simulations. Magnitudes are given in the AB
system.

2 MOCK CATALOGUE

To evaluate our estimators’ performance, we use a mock catalogue
from a simulated sky lightcone by Araya-Araya et al. (2021); Werner
et al. (2022), made to emulate the S-PLUS1 survey first data release
(Mendes de Oliveira et al. 2019).

This mock catalogue simulates a projected area of 324 square
degrees, using synthetic galaxies following Henriques et al. (2015)
analytical model (SAM). The algorithm uses the Millenium run sim-
ulation (Springel et al. 2005) as a base to generate an equivalent
matter density field scaled by the Planck 1 cosmological framework
(Planck Collaboration et al. 2014). The general halo mass resolution
is 𝑚𝑝 = 9.6 108 M⊙/ℎ, but only those with the corresponding stellar
mass higher than 108 M⊙/ℎ are accepted in the simulation.

All the dominant dark matter halos with 𝑀𝑐,200 ≥ 1012.8 M⊙
are selected. To ensure robust membership estimates and statistics,
we choose only the ones with at least 3 associated galaxies. The
associated galaxy members (hereafter “true members”) are retrieved
from the merger history of the system. All galaxies that formally
reside in a dark matter halo and evolve into a chosen cluster receive
the cluster identification ID “haloId”. This ID allows us to easily
identify all the galaxies that belong to a certain cluster. The sky
coordinates are estimated from the median value of the member
galaxies’ distribution. Limiting the catalogue to 𝑧 < 0.45, we obtain
238 groups with masses between 1012.8–1013.5 M⊙ , 358 clusters
with 1013.5–1014 M⊙ , 249 with 1014–1014.5 M⊙ , and 76 massive
clusters with 𝑀 > 1014.5 M⊙ . One limitation of the catalogue is that

1 S-PLUS is a photometric survey of the Southern Sky using 12 optical bands
(7 narrow and 5 broad), from a 0.8m robotic telescope located at Chile/CTIO
(Mendes de Oliveira et al. 2019).
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the statistics at low and high masses are poor due to the simulation
mass limits. We cannot state how representative the sample is in
relation to the full halo population and the impact on the results. A
detailed analysis of the simulation is beyond the scope of this paper.
Low masses are also affected by the applied membership cut (see the
resulting distributions in Fig. 4).

Observed true redshifts in the mocks are created by adding cos-
mological redshifts (assuming that all galaxies at 𝑧𝑖 have a comoving
distance of 𝑑𝐶 (𝑧𝑖) < 𝑑𝐶,𝑔𝑎𝑙 < 𝑑𝐶 (𝑧𝑖) + 30 kpc) and Doppler red-
shifts created by peculiar motions of each mock galaxy. Simulation
3D coordinates are generated following the Kitzbichler & White
(2007) methodology.

Star formation histories (SFH) and stellar masses are extracted
from the output of the SAM. With the evolution of the information
through the simulation’s cosmic time, it is possible to attribute spec-
tral energy distributions (SED) to each time step. SEDs, alongside
dust extinction models, are used to compute u, g, r, i, and z apparent
magnitudes, similarly to the Sloan AB filter system (Fukugita et al.
1996).

The mock photometric redshifts are generated by perturbing the
true value by adding a random number from a normal distribution
with 𝜎𝑀𝐴𝐷,𝑧 as the standard deviation. 𝜎𝑀𝐴𝐷,𝑧 is the normalized
median absolute deviation of the comparison between photo-zs and
spectroscopic redshifts for a given galaxy magnitude 𝑟 obtained for
the DR1/S-PLUS survey (𝜎 = 𝑀𝐴𝐷 (𝑟), Molino et al. 2020, with a
median value of 𝜎 = 0.026).

A similar procedure generates the galaxy’s photo-z probability
density function (PDF). For each galaxy, we assume a normal dis-
tribution with 𝜎 = 𝑀𝐴𝐷 (𝑟) as the standard deviation, centred on
the created photometric redshift. This technique considers the corre-
lation between the galaxy’s magnitudes and its photometric redshift
errors.

3 A DENSITY-BASED PROBABILISTIC MEMBERSHIP
ALGORITHM

3.1 A fixed aperture richness estimator (FAE)

To make a first rough richness estimation, we calculate the galaxy
overdensity at a given position in the projected (celestial) coordinates
and redshift, or the (2+1)D space for a given cluster.

The galaxies are selected based on the distance from the cluster
centre, within a cutoff radius of 500 kpc 2, and a redshift interval,
𝑧𝑐𝑙𝑢𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑟±Δ𝑧 (withΔ𝑧 = 3𝜎𝑀𝐴𝐷,𝑧 [1+𝑧𝑐𝑙]), where𝜎𝑀𝐴𝐷,𝑧 [1+𝑧𝑐𝑙]
is a robust estimation of the photo-z scatter at the relevant redshift
(similar to Araya-Araya et al. 2021).

A probability membership can then be assigned to each of the
selected galaxies by:

𝑃𝑐𝑙𝑧 =

∫ 𝑧𝑐𝑙+Δ𝑧

𝑧𝑐𝑙−Δ𝑧
𝑧𝑝ℎ𝑜𝑡 (𝑧′)𝑑𝑧′ (1)

where 𝑧𝑝ℎ𝑜𝑡 is the photo-z PDF.
The richness around the cluster position is estimated as,

R =
∑︁
𝑖

𝑃𝑐𝑙𝑧,𝑖 − Σ 𝑓 𝑙𝑑 (𝑧𝑐𝑙) × 𝐴𝑐𝑙 (2)

where i is the index that runs over all galaxies within the cluster area
(𝐴𝑐𝑙), and Σ 𝑓 𝑙𝑑 (𝑧) is the median surface density of field galaxies at

2 as the median value of the characteristic radius 𝑅𝑐 of the cluster sample,
more details are provided in § 3.2 and 4.1
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Figure 1. Richness – mass relation obtained with the fixed aperture estimator.
Black diamonds show the mean values of the mock clusters, and the red circles
show the FAE results. The grey and orange lines show the linear regression
for both datasets.

a given redshift. We calculate the surface density as the sum of the
galaxy’s probabilities per area for randomly distributed sky coordi-
nates. We avoid bias due to the presence of clusters or voids with a
3𝜎 clipping procedure. This strategy is adequate for small/medium
sky areas.

Another possible approach to dealing with field galaxies contami-
nation is to compute the contribution in annuli near the cluster centre.
This procedure is more sensitive to large-scale structures and could
better characterise different sky regions. Here, we tested the sample
with an inner radius of 3 Mpc and an external one of 5 Mpc. We do
not find, statistically, significant trends in the final richness results
with FAE (a median difference of 0.75) in agreement with the initial
method.

We present preliminary scaling relations obtained with the above
procedure in Fig. 1, and compare to the true values of the mock cat-
alogue (more details in § 2), as orange and grey curves, respectively.
Red points represent the fixed aperture richness, and black points the
mock catalogue. Both datasets share the same halo masses values.
While the richness estimated by the above procedure correlates with
the mass, the slope is rather flat given the scatter (0.84 ± 0.12) in
comparison to the mock catalogue (1.32 ± 0.11), thus making it an
uncompelling proxy. The main reason we found for this flatness is
the fixed radius that does not take into consideration differences in
the sizes of clusters of different masses.

3.2 An adaptive membership estimator (AME)

We propose an adaptive aperture procedure to reduce the aperture
effect on the richness and keep the membership and richness esti-
mation as data-based and assumptions-free as possible. The inputs
are the galaxy catalogue projected positions, photo-z PDFs, and the
cluster position in the (2+1)D space: zcl, RAcl and Deccl. In this
work, we assume the PDF as a Gaussian distribution, centred on the
photometric redshift, developed to reproduce the expected values in
the S-PLUS survey. In the following, we present our main algorithm
steps’ and details.

(i) Remove obvious non-members by cutting out all galaxies
outside a radius of 2.5 Mpc in the plane of the sky and with
|𝑧𝑝ℎ𝑜𝑡,𝑖 − 𝑧𝑐𝑙 | > 3𝜎𝑀𝐴𝐷,𝑧 (1 + 𝑧𝑐𝑙).

(ii) Calculate the galaxy density profile. A core radius (𝑅𝑐) will

MNRAS 526, 4285–4295 (2023)
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Figure 2. Example cases of the radial distribution of galaxies and 𝑅𝑐 , as the
red vertical line, highlighting the detected discontinuity in the central density.

be defined as a break or “knee” in this profile. Estimate R (Eq. 2)
within this radius.

(iii) Draw a photo-z PDF-based random redshift value for each
galaxy within 𝑅𝑐 .

(iv) Calculate the sample velocity dispersion with the drawn red-
shifts after a 3𝜎 clipping process.

(v) Run HDBSCAN (Campello et al. 2013) in the 2D space using
the remaining galaxies. Input parameters are galaxy positions and
R(𝑅 < 𝑅𝑐) as the minimum cluster size parameter. The structure
with the most galaxies is assumed to be a primary counterpart of the
cluster in question. Minor groups are candidate substructures.

(vi) Repeat N times steps 3–5. The probability of each galaxy
being a member is the number of times that the galaxy is included as
a member over N: 𝑃𝑚𝑒𝑚 = 𝑁𝑚𝑒𝑚/𝑁 .

In step (i), we try to ensure that no galaxies with reasonable possi-
bilities of being gravitationally bound cluster members are excluded
from the putative member pool.

Consistent with our data-oriented process, we let the radial dis-
tribution of galaxies define a projected space aperture (R𝑐) for the
remaining analysis. We detect a discontinuity on the radial density
profile gradient starting from the centre in step (ii). This behaviour
is expected to happen when our initial sample stops being cluster
dominated to be field dominated.

The projected density profile is calculated in the annulus, from the
centre on, in overlapping steps of 10 kpc and with a log-scaling width
of 50–200 kpc. Survey boundaries are carefully considered when
estimating the areas using the Monte Carlo method. This process
also provides a powerful approach to dealing with possible masked
survey areas. The core radius, 𝑅𝑐 , is defined as a sudden drop/break
in density (e.g., a factor of 2 within steps).

To identify this “break” point, we use the Kneedle algorithm
(Satopaa et al. 2011). In short, the code identifies a local minimum
by accounting for the difference between the density profile and a
straight line connecting its initial and final points. 𝑅𝑐 is then the
first (more central) detected local minima. Galaxies outside 𝑅𝑐 are
discarded at this point.

Figure 2 displays some examples of the radial distribution and
the “break” point (red vertical lines). Despite the noisy behaviour
for larger radii, the central discontinuity is pronounced. We tested
different binning (width of the annuli radius) and steps (increment
of the smaller annuli radius). Larger steps can introduce a positive
difference of 30 to 60 kpc over the entire range of radii. For binning,
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Figure 3. Relation between the number of true mock cluster members and
the mean values obtained with the FAE method applied over 𝑅𝑐 . The orange
line represents a linear regression. This relationship can be used to infer the
minimum number of neighbours to run HDBSCAN.

a more refined scheme does not produce a significant bias. The
expectation is that the signal-to-noise contrast between field and
cluster galaxy populations is maximum within this radius. In § 4.1
we discuss how 𝑅𝑐 scales with 𝑅200.

In steps (iii) and (iv), we use the photo-z PDF instead of its point
estimation. We draw a value for each galaxy in the remaining sample,
mimicking the realization of an ideal redshift measurement.

After these clippings in the (2+1)D space, we still expect the
sample to be somewhat contaminated. Due to the quality of the
photometric redshift, tests with true member galaxies only produced
a similar value in velocity dispersion. This analysis indicates that
even relying on an interactive approach relating a mock quantity, e.g.,
richness, with the expected velocity dispersion would not produce
better results. Applying a more rigorous cut (1𝜎) may solve this issue
for data with a well-behaved PDF since the limit becomes smaller
than the redshift uncertainty itself. However, in the case of a more
realistic distribution, this procedure can eliminate a meaningful part
of the information. Nevertheless, despite the limitations of the code,
we can obtain accurate results, as discussed below.

As a final step (v), we use the density-based clustering algorithm
HDBSCAN3. It connects points in a space based on proximity, deem-
ing more isolated ones as interlopers.

Similar algorithms, such as the better-known DBSCAN (Ester
et al. 1996), have been used in astronomy for similar purposes (Bhat-
tacharya et al. 2017; Olave-Rojas et al. 2018). DBSCAN, however,
requires two parameters to run: a distance-related parameter (𝜖) and
the minimum number of neighbours: (min_samples). HDBSCAN
estimates 𝜖 by itself, varying and integrating it into a search for the
most stable value. It still needs the minimum number of neighbours
as an input parameter.

To provide this input, we use the relation between the number of
true members (“true richness”) defined within R𝑐 , instead of a fixed
aperture of 500 kpc, and R (Eq. 2). We show in Fig. 3 the relation
between the number of true mock cluster members and the average
of R(𝑅 < 𝑅𝑐) values. It can be seen that the richness values we
are obtaining are almost twice the true values indicating important
contamination. On the other hand, as there is a linear relation between

3 Hierarchical Density-Based Spatial Clustering of Applications with Noise.
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Figure 4. Top panels: From left to right: redshift, mass and richness distribution for the mock galaxy cluster catalogue. Richness is estimated using the sum of prob-
abilities (𝑃mem) for each galaxy to belong to a cluster. Bottom panels: Optical luminosity, 𝐿𝜆, and total stellar mass, 𝑀∗

𝜆
. Both quantities are weighted by 𝑃mem.

those quantities, we can use R(𝑅 < 𝑅𝑐) to estimate min_samples.
As the richness depends on the chosen absolute magnitude limit, the
slope of this relation may be slightly higher (lower) for a shallower
limit (deeper).

The final membership probability is finally defined by running
the procedure above 𝑁 = 100 times and estimating the membership
probability of a given galaxy by the number of times it has been
selected over the total number of tries. This iteration process allows
for several redshift realizations of the photo-z’s PDFs, thus making
full use of it.

4 RESULTS

We are considering galaxies with 𝑀 < −20.25 for the membership
sample. This way, we have a volume-limited sample up to 𝑧 = 0.45.
At this redshift, this luminosity is about one magnitude fainter than
the characteristic 𝑀∗ (Puddu et al. 2021). We calculate the absolute
magnitudes simply by the relation with apparent magnitude, 𝑀 = 𝑚

−5log10 (𝑑Mpc) − 25, where 𝑑Mpc is the luminosity distance in Mpc.
In Fig. 4, we show the main products of this exercise. The redshift

and mass distributions of the mock clusters, plus the main mass
proxies obtained through the probabilistic membership method:

Richness R =
∑︁
𝑖

𝑃mem,𝑖 (3)

Optical luminosity 𝐿𝜆 =
∑︁
𝑖

𝐿𝑖𝑃mem,𝑖 (4)

Stellar mass 𝑀∗
𝜆 =

∑︁
𝑖

𝑀∗
𝑖 𝑃mem,𝑖 (5)

These values depend on the galaxy’s Pmem, which include only 1.1%
of the total galaxy population in the simulation for 𝑀 < −20.25. The
total fraction of true galaxies associated with a cluster, known from
the simulations and without any cuts, is 1.75%. Applying thresh-
olds for mass, redshift, and the minimum number of true associated
galaxies, this value drops to 0.48%. The discrepancy between the two
percentages for Pmem and the true members highlights the contami-
nation of our sample. We discuss in §5 the Pmem completeness and

purity results, as well as different cluster mass and redshift ranges,
to understand the source of the contamination.

4.1 Physical meaning of Rc

Galaxy probabilities and richness estimates are typically measured
within some specific aperture radius related to the cluster’s physical
size. Common choices are the radius within which the density is 200
(500 or other) times the critical density of the Universe.

For the results using the adaptive membership estimator (AME),
assuming the radius in which HDBSCAN will act is also necessary.
This step is done by searching for a break (𝑅𝑐) in the number density
profile of the cluster, as described above (Section 3). A statistical
comparison between the mock-defined 𝑅200 and 𝑅𝑐 reveal that 𝑅𝑐

is 0.60 of 𝑅200, having a scatter of 𝜎𝑀𝐴𝐷 = 0.16. Because 𝑅𝑐 does
not represent a very restrictive criterion, it also can be interpreted as
a physical size of the cluster, close to 𝑅500.

4.2 Sanity check

To ensure that the richness code works properly, we perform a sanity
check with a catalogue of random coordinates and redshifts. The
random catalogue comprises 1000 galaxy clusters with sky coordi-
nates and redshifts drawn using the python function random.uniform.
The limits are defined by the boundaries of the mock catalogue. For
𝑅𝑐 , we cannot apply a similar random distribution. Because groups
are usually described with a smaller radius and are more numerous
in counts, the function that describes the radii in the function of the
structure mass follows an exponential behaviour. We therefore use 𝑅𝑐

results from the mock cluster catalogue to derive a probability distri-
bution function. We then randomly distribute values that reproduce
the data.

For each random cluster, we estimate richness values for both fixed
aperture and adaptive estimators. The results are presented in Fig. 5.
As expected, the sanity check shows median values near zero, with
𝜎𝑀𝐴𝐷 ∼ 1.05 for the FAE method. This result indicates that richness
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Figure 5. Left panel: Richness values for randomly distributed sky coordi-
nates and redshifts. Values were obtained for both fixed aperture (FAE) and
adaptive membership estimators (AME), represented by blue stars and orange
circles, respectively. Right panel: Histogram of richness obtained with AME
in logarithmic scale. Only 240 random coordinates have a significant value
(greater than 1).

values lower than 1.1 may include random superpositions4. Note that
we have some R𝐹𝐴𝐸 below zero. This behaviour occurs when the
sum of the probability of the background galaxies is greater than the
sum of galaxies around the fixed radius, indicating a region of galaxy
density lower than the mean value.

For the AME, values are concentrated over the zero line without
𝜎𝑀𝐴𝐷 error bars. However, this does not mean the entire 1000
random points return zero. In this case, we hit a significant structure
(𝑅𝐴𝑀𝐸 > 1) 240 times by chance. These chance detections though
are insufficient to account for the statistics (right panel of Fig. 5).

Another important discussion for the AME is the minimum clus-
ter size obtained by the linear fitting. As the parameter depends
on the fixed aperture estimator, values with R𝐹𝐴𝐸 < 𝜎𝑀𝐴𝐷 re-
turn min_samples ∼ 0.6; However HDBSCAN only works with
min_samples > 2. If we simply round the values, we force the code
to find at least 2 bound galaxies. This circumstance introduces a bias
of at least 3 for the random detections at 𝑧 = 0.1, which decreases for
higher redshifts. To avoid this situation, we introduce aR𝐹𝐴𝐸 thresh-
old, where R𝐹𝐴𝐸 < 𝜎𝑀𝐴𝐷 HDBSCAN is unable to run, resulting
in R𝐴𝑀𝐸 = 0.

4.3 Richness significance

The main goal of this study is to develop a methodology that produces
an optical mass proxy with low scattering using photometric infor-
mation. Additionally, we aim for a method that can be applied to any
cluster catalogue, ranging from groups to galaxy clusters, without
relying on strong modelling hypotheses. To use optical richness as a
proxy for scaling relations, we need to be able to quantify the rich-
ness with good accuracy. To check its significance, we can perform
an analysis in richness bins.

As we know the true richness of the sample, we can compare the
average values given by the mock with the richness calculated by the
adaptive membership estimator (R𝐴𝑀𝐸 ). The true richness is given
as the sum of the galaxies identified by the simulations located within
𝑅𝑐 from the cluster centre. Fig. 6 presents the agreement between
both quantities. A black dotted line shows the one-to-one line. The
residual value between both quantities, True richness − RAME, is
−0.011 ± 0.119. This low and unbiased result reassures the quality
of our richness estimate. We require that each bin includes at least
10 clusters.

4 For further analysis on robust decontamination process, we suggest a pro-
cedure developed by Klein et al. (2017), on which the authors discuss an
estimator that allows removing cluster candidates below a given threshold.
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Figure 6. Richness significance in comparison between the richness calcu-
lated with the adaptive membership estimator and the “true” richness given
by the mock. Each true richness bin contains at least 10 clusters. The black
dotted line shows the one-to-one relation.

4.4 Mass-Observable relations

The main difficulty in using galaxy clusters for cosmological studies
is the measurement of their masses for each object. A workaround is
to correlate mass with other observational properties, such as optical
richness, X-ray luminosity, or total stellar mass. This relationship
between mass and observable is usually calibrated using a limited
sample of objects and then extended to the full catalogue. For ex-
ample, lensing surveys consider the full sample in stacked analyses.
An interesting mass proxy should present a low intrinsic scatter to
produce robust mass estimates.

Our AME returns for each galaxy the probability of being phys-
ically bound to a certain cluster. Using this capability, we can cal-
culate other proprieties, weighted by the membership, to charac-
terize the cluster sample. For example, with the magnitude infor-
mation in the 𝑟-band we can estimate the total optical luminosity,
𝐿𝜆 =

∑
𝐿𝑖 𝑃𝑖 =

∑
100.4[4.42−𝑀𝑖 ] 𝑃𝑖 . The solar absolute magnitude

is represented by 4.65 in r-band (𝑆𝐷𝑆𝑆𝑟 , Willmer 2018), and the
𝑖-th galaxy absolute magnitude in the same band by 𝑀𝑖 . The mock
galaxy’s stellar mass can be used to derive the total stellar mass,
following the same procedure as described above, 𝑀∗

𝜆
=
∑

𝑀∗
𝑖
𝑃𝑖 ,

with 𝑀∗
𝑖

as the 𝑖-th galaxy stellar mass.
A similar approach can be applied to derive the mock quantities.

In this case, 𝑃𝑖 is always one for the true galaxy members and zero
otherwise.

With our mass proxies, we can derive the scaling relations. The
linear regression is done by linmix (Kelly 2007). This algorithm
uses a Bayesian approach and accounts for errors in both parameters
for the minimization process, masses and proxies, which is ideal for
real data. The relation is modelled as,

log10 (𝑀200) = 𝛼 + 𝛽 log10

(
𝑂

𝑂 𝑝𝑖𝑣

)
± 𝜖 (6)

where coefficients are represented by 𝛼 and 𝛽, 𝑂 is the mass proxy,
𝑂 𝑝𝑖𝑣 is a pivot value corresponding to the mean value of the mock
proxy, and 𝜖 is the intrinsic random scatter about the regression.
Table 1 shows the resulting best-fitting parameters for both mock
(marked with a symbol †) and estimated values from the AME.
The relation between median values of mass and Richness (top),
𝐿𝜆 (middle), and 𝑀∗

𝜆
(bottom panels), separated in proxy bins, can
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Table 1. Best fitting values of the linear regression for richness (R), optical
luminosity (𝐿𝜆) and total stellar mass (𝑀∗

𝜆
). The model mass-observable is

described by Equation 6. 𝑂𝑝𝑖𝑣 is always related to the mock proxy.

𝐿𝜆 and 𝑀∗
𝜆

are given in units of L⊙ and M⊙ . Mock results are identified by
† after the observable proxy.

Proxy 𝛼 𝛽 𝜖 𝑂𝑝𝑖𝑣

R† 13.85 ± 0.02 1.32 ± 0.07 0.180 ± 0.009 5.4
R 13.86 ± 0.02 0.95 ± 0.10 0.181 ± 0.009 ”
𝐿𝜆† 13.89 ± 0.01 0.94 ± 0.05 0.141 ± 0.007 6.7 × 1010

𝐿𝜆 13.89 ± 0.01 0.95 ± 0.05 0.151 ± 0.007 ”
𝑀∗

𝜆
† 13.92 ± 0.01 1.12 ± 0.04 0.092 ± 0.005 2.4 × 1011

𝑀∗
𝜆

13.99 ± 0.01 1.12 ± 0.03 0.097 ± 0.005 ”

be found in Fig. 7. Black diamonds represent mock and red circles
represent the estimator results.

Statistically, the most scattered distribution is the richness-mass
relation. The mock results for the low-mass end highlight the high
intrinsic scatter for the small richness groups. The same structure
with log10 (R) = 0.6 (R = 4) can have a halo mass between 1013 and
1013.9 M⊙ . Besides the different low richness end, both (mock and
adaptive estimators) linear regressions present the same behaviour.
The observed intrinsic scatter is 𝜎log10 (𝑀 | R) = 0.181 ± 0.009
dex, a value similar to the best-case scenario, i.e. simulations.
The total optical luminosity is a valuable parameter with median
𝜎𝑙𝑜𝑔10 (𝑀 |𝐿𝜆 ) = 0.151 dex, compared to 𝜎𝑙𝑜𝑔10 (𝑀 |𝐿𝜆 ) = 0.141 dex
from simulations. This residual scatter observed between mock and
AME results is consistent with the intrinsic scatter of the relation
R†-R𝐴𝑀𝐸 , of 0.014. Considering the mass range amplitude, simi-
lar behaviour is observed as 𝐿𝜆 depends mainly on magnitudes and
galaxies probabilities. We see a small deviation for lower luminous
structures, probably due to external contamination, that slightly in-
creases the intrinsic scatter in relation to the best-case scenario. 𝑀∗

𝜆
is an interesting option with the lowest intrinsic scatter. It provides a
galaxy cluster candidate’s characterization regarding physical prop-
erties, such as stellar mass. These results may be overly-optimistic
since we use the exact values of the stellar masses. In optical sur-
veys, scatter may be introduced by the inference method. The same
behaviour found in 𝐿𝜆 for the low end is seen here. We also observe
a small difference in 𝛽 that introduces a ∼ 0.01 gap.

4.5 Perturbing the cluster centre and redshift

We can test the code robustness by applying small variations in
redshift and coordinates in the mock cluster catalogue that mim-
ics expected disturbances found in galaxy cluster detections using
observational data.

Werner et al. (2022) discuss the application of the density-based
algorithm PZWav (Gonzalez 2014) for detecting clusters from S-
PLUS DR1 and analyze the algorithm performance by comparing
the outputs with the same mock catalogue used in our work. Due
to the PZWav computational approach that detects substructures by
the spatial distribution of the galaxies and estimates the redshift also
based on the surrounding galaxies, the variations found in centre
distances and redshifts are notably small. The mean radial difference
is 10 kpc with a standard deviation of 12 kpc, and the mean redshift
difference is 0.6 × 10−3 with 𝜎 = 8.8 × 10−3.

We now test different scenarios that include the mean value added
to the 1𝜎 (Δ𝑅 = 22 kpc,Δ𝑧 = 0.009), 2𝜎 (Δ𝑅 = 34 kpc,Δ𝑧 = 0.018)
and 3𝜎 intervals (Δ𝑅 = 46 kpc, Δ𝑧 = 0.027) as the peak of a 2D
Gaussian distribution (such as Johnston et al. 2007; Vitorelli et al.
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Figure 7. Scaling relations between mass and optical proxies. We highlight
the median values in proxy bins for both the adaptive membership estimator
(as red dots) and mock values (as black diamonds) and the linear regressions,
orange and grey lines, respectively. Coefficient values can be found in Table 1.
Top panel: Mass-Richness relation. Middle panel: Mass-Optical Luminosity.
Bottom panel: Mass-Stellar mass.

2018, for miscentering), and compare the obtained richness results
with the centralized ones. For the Δ𝑅 variations, we do not use a
preferential frame for the displacement. We draw instead a random
value between 0 to 360 degrees that orient the offset.

While the radial variation is always positive, Δ𝑧 can be applied as
a positive or negative offset. For this, we use normal distributions,
centred on Δ𝑧 with proportional 𝜎𝑁𝑜𝑟𝑚 = 1, 2 or 3𝜎 that randomly
that adds or subtracts from the cluster redshift.

In Table 2, we show the median relative errors, and 𝜎𝑀𝐴𝐷 , be-
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Table 2. The median relative error between richness results before and after
the Δ𝑅 and Δ𝑧 offsets, considering a typical mean value added to the 1𝜎
(Δ𝑅 = 22 kpc, Δ𝑧 = 0.009), 2𝜎 (Δ𝑅 = 34 kpc, Δ𝑧 = 0.018) and 3𝜎 interval
(Δ𝑅 = 46 kpc, Δ𝑧 = 0.027).

Δ𝑅 [kpc] Δ𝑧

�̄� + 1𝜎 0 ± 0.010 −0.02 ± 0.05
�̄� + 2𝜎 0 ± 0.011 −0.08 ± 0.10
�̄� + 3𝜎 0 ± 0.013 −0.18 ± 0.18

Table 3. Comparison between AME richness results with more realistic
photo-z PDFs as Student’s t-distribution and different fractions of bi-modality.

Photo-z PDF fraction median relative errors

t-distribution 100% −0.02 ± 0.03

bimodality

10% 0.01 ± 0.02
25% −0.02 ± 0.05
50% −0.15 ± 0.06
100% −0.31 ± 0.08

tween the richness results for Δ𝑅 and Δ𝑧 separately. As there were
no significant trends through the redshift range, we present only one
result containing all the galaxy clusters for each scenario.

For the centre distance, there is no effective deviation in richness
results for small 𝑅 offsets, i.e., the median relative errors are con-
sistent with zero. This analysis shows the code is robust to centre
variations lower than 𝑅 < 46 kpc. Investigating further, we found
that the median relative error is below −2% until Δ𝑅 > 250 kpc,
increasing to −35% for Δ𝑅 > 500 kpc and −50% for Δ𝑅 > 750 kpc.
Note that the negative sign represents an underestimation of the rich-
ness. Those values indicate that the code is sensitive to differences in
the galaxy density at cluster outskirts compared to the central distri-
bution and the choice of the background estimate using the farthest
galaxies as contamination points.

For the redshift offsetting, we observe a decrease (however, within
error bars) in the richness measurements, going from −8% for 2𝜎
to an −18% deviation for 3𝜎. Such difference as large as the photo-
z uncertainty, causes it to exclude a significant contribution from
galaxies near the centre of the cluster. This analysis shows that the
code is robust to both centre and redshift variations.

4.6 More realistic photo-z PDFs

In this work we approximate the photo-z PDFs as well-behaved Gaus-
sian distributions. However, PDFs from observations might be more
complex, often presenting long tails or secondary peaks. As the
photo-z PDFs play a central role in defining the richness, we also test
the effects of the non-Gaussianity in our sample.

To address the effects of the long tails, we describe the galaxy
sample with Student’s t-distributions. We centred it on the galaxy
photo-z central value, with width 𝜎𝑀𝐴𝐷,𝑧 (§ 2). We adopt the de-
grees of freedom parameter 𝜈 = 1 to make the wings much broader
than the Normal ones. This test produced similar results in terms of
richness, with a relative error of 2%, as presented in Table 3.

To test the effect of a bimodal PDF, we took some examples
from the S-PLUS database. We define that a PDF has a significant
secondary peak when the distance between peaks is greater than
0.05, and the secondary peak amplitude is at least 20% of that of
the primary peak. For each galaxy in the mock, we attribute an S-
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Figure 8. Galaxy membership significance as a comparison between the frac-
tion of true members 𝑓𝑡𝑟𝑢𝑒 and estimated membership probabilities 𝑃𝑚𝑒𝑚,
for two different approaches: the default 3 𝜎, and a more rigorous cut 𝜎𝑐𝑢𝑡

based on known information from the mock.

PLUS-like double-peaked PDF in the function of the galaxies with
the closest redshift and magnitude. We tested different fractions of
double-peaked PDF, such as 10%, 25%, 50% and 100%, and found
that the richness measurements are only affected for values > 50%,
leading to underestimates of 15%.

As this work is inspired by imaging surveys that use several narrow-
band filters, we do not expect double-peak to be a more significant
issue than our test. Surveys such as S-PLUS and J-PAS utilize a com-
bination of filter systems that allow a better constraint of the photo-z
PDFs. S-PLUS, for example, present a secondary peak fraction lower
than 10%.

5 INDIVIDUAL MEMBERSHIPS

In this section we present a view of the membership significance,
compare the galaxy probabilities with the fraction of true members,
discuss completeness and purity in terms of galaxy probabilities in
different redshift and cluster mass ranges, and compare the cluster
position and redshifts with the ones estimated by the selected member
galaxies alongside the ones obtained using a cluster finder.

5.1 Significance

In the previous section we based our proxy estimator on the individual
membership probabilities, 𝑃𝑚𝑒𝑚. Here we will investigate the real
meaning of this number using an approach similar to Castignani &
Benoist (2016) and Lopes & Ribeiro (2020). The idea is to compare
the fraction of true members ( 𝑓𝑡𝑟𝑢𝑒) given by the mock and the
estimated 𝑃𝑚𝑒𝑚. The galaxy data is binned in 𝑃𝑚𝑒𝑚, and 𝑓𝑡𝑟𝑢𝑒 is
calculated for each bin.

Here we also introduce a test case based on the already known
information from the mock to observe how a more strict limit in the
velocity dispersion (step iv §3.2) can improve our results. First, we
run AME using only the true member galaxies over the entire cluster
sample and estimate the “real” velocity dispersion given the photo-
zs. As no significant evolution with richness is expected, we take the
median value of the sample. This step produces a smaller 𝜎 than
when considering all galaxies (members and non-members) within
𝑅𝑐 . We also modify the clipping process: only the galaxies within
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1.5𝜎 are accepted instead of default 3𝜎. Finally, running AME with
the new limits should produce purer results.

The resulting fractions are presented in Fig. 8. A black dotted line
shows the one-to-one line, blue points represent our default model,
and the orange diamonds are the 𝑃𝑚𝑒𝑚 values obtained with rigorous
mock-based 𝜎𝑐𝑢𝑡 = 1.5𝜎 limit.

In both cases, we detect a slightly higher fraction of true members
for low 𝑃𝑚𝑒𝑚. On the other hand, on the high 𝑃𝑚𝑒𝑚 end the con-
tamination is higher than expected. The combination of both effects
produces a flattened curve in Fig. 8. A fraction of line-of-sight con-
tamination is expected because photometric redshift uncertainties
are one order of magnitude larger than typical cluster velocity dis-
persions. The average fraction is ∼ 11%, increasing contamination
for 𝑃𝑚𝑒𝑚 > 75%. This behaviour indicates that some non-members
with the maximum peak of the photo-z PDFs near the cluster red-
shifts cannot be removed with the 3𝜎 clipping. Still, a more rigorous
cut could reduce the contamination contribution. For example, for
𝜎𝑐𝑢𝑡 = 1.5 the average fraction of contamination is decreased to
only ∼ 6%. However, the 𝜎𝑐𝑢𝑡 limit is lower than the redshift un-
certainty itself, restraining 𝑃𝑚𝑒𝑚 at 85% and introducing a small
underestimate in our optical proxies.

We highlight that contamination by interlopers still occurs even in
a controlled situation where we know a priori the sample velocity
dispersion. Despite the higher fraction of interlopers found using
the data-driven shallower threshold, we still obtain accurate results
that allow us to produce scaling relations with competitive intrinsic
scatter. A better characterization of how contamination affects the
purity of our sample is discussed below (subsection 5.2).

5.2 Completeness and purity

Another way to quantify the robustness of our method is by analyz-
ing the completeness (C) and purity (P). Usually, completeness is
described as the fraction of true members correctly classified as a
member, and purity is the fraction of true members concerning all
objects selected as members.

Using the same notation of other classification studies (Castignani
& Benoist 2016; Lopes & Ribeiro 2020), we estimate C and P as,

𝐶 =
𝑁true − 𝑁missed

𝑁true
(7)

𝑃 =
𝑁selected − 𝑁interlopers

𝑁selected
(8)

where 𝑁selected is the number of galaxies that were classified as
members, 𝑁true represents the number of true members given by
the simulation, 𝑁interlopers gives the number of false positive objects
(wrongly classified as a true member), and 𝑁missed are the false
negative objects (a true member with negative output).

We can explore variations in both purity and completeness by
selecting galaxies that have membership probabilities higher than a
given limiting value. In Fig. 9, we show completeness and purity as
a function of different 𝑃𝑚𝑒𝑚 thresholds, highlighting 𝑃𝑚𝑒𝑚 > 0.50,
0.75, 0.90 in black diamonds. The corresponding results are 𝑃 =

0.58, 0.63, 0.66 and 𝐶 = 0.91, 0.85, 0.38. Note that increasing the
limiting value higher than 0.75 does not improve significantly (less
than 3%) the purity. This limited improvement can be seen in the
flattening of the curve in Fig. 9.

To identify possible dependencies on cluster redshift and halo
mass, we divided the cluster sample into redshift bins of 𝑑𝑧 = 0.1
and 𝑑log10 (𝑀) = 0.75. Fig. 10 shows the results highlighting 𝑃𝑚𝑒𝑚
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Figure 9. Completeness and purity values applying different 𝑃𝑚𝑒𝑚 limiting
values. We highlight 𝑃𝑚𝑒𝑚 > 0.50, 0.75, 0.90.
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Figure 10. Same as Fig. 9 for distinguished galaxy cluster intervals. Upper
panel: different redshift ranges with steps of 𝑑𝑧 = 0.1. Bottom panel: mass
ranges with steps of 𝑑log10 (𝑀 ) = 0.75. For both, we highlight 𝑃𝑚𝑒𝑚 > 0.2,
0.5, 0.7, and 0.8 cuts as a circle, square, diamond, and triangle, respectively.

triangle, respectively. In a similar approach, Castignani & Benoist
(2016), using a 𝑃𝑚𝑒𝑚 > 0.2 cut, observed mean values with only a
few per cent variations (∼ 3%). Taking for comparison 𝑃𝑚𝑒𝑚 > 0.2,
we see in the upper panel of Fig. 10 a large difference between the
0.05 < 𝑧 < 0.15 (blue line) and the rest of the redshift range. This
difference is 9% in completeness and without a significant gain in
purity (2%). Similar behaviour is observed in completeness for the
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Table 4. Centre and redshift offset values between known mock/PZWav
clusters and the ones obtained by galaxies accepted as a member (𝑃𝑚𝑒𝑚 > 0)
around its centre.

Δ𝑅 [kpc] Δ𝑧

O𝑚𝑜𝑐𝑘-O𝑔𝑎𝑙𝑠 63.98 ± 34.76 −0.0006 ± 0.0049
O𝑃𝑍𝑊𝑎𝑣-O𝑔𝑎𝑙𝑠 128.38 ± 53.61 0.0013 ± 0.0061

other 𝑃𝑚𝑒𝑚 cuts (∼ 12%), but with also an improvement in purity
(∼ 5). Smaller variations are observed within 0.15 < 𝑧 < 0.35, with
increasing improvements in both 𝑃 and𝐶 (∼ 5, ∼ 2). The red line for
0.35 < 𝑧 < 0.45 shows a decrease in completeness for 𝑃𝑚𝑒𝑚 > 0.8
of 8.7%, with the highest purity values (81%).

For mass evolution, we observe a decrease in both C and P for
more massive objects. For 𝑃𝑚𝑒𝑚 > 0.2, C shows a change of
−4.5% and P a −6.6%. Changes are larger for high 𝑃𝑚𝑒𝑚 cuts
(𝐶 = −5.7,−8.3,−11.9, and 𝑃 = −7.7,−8.1,−6.5 for 𝑃𝑚𝑒𝑚 >

0.5, 0.7, 0.8, respectively). We conclude that this behaviour does not
originate from poor clusters, but is instead due to contamination in
the cluster’s outskirts from field galaxies. Besides the code’s ability to
remove spatially dispersed points, the ones too close to the real galaxy
members are still considered. Massive clusters are usually populated
with a larger sample of true galaxies over less concentrated areas than
the group mass scale (Comerford & Natarajan 2007; Merten et al.
2015). This effect means that the code will be more susceptible to
accepting contributions from other field galaxies nearby, increasing
the contamination. This lower density within the cluster core may
lead to neglect of the outskirts. Less massive objects tend to be more
concentrated, leading to more accurate results.

Studies with probabilistic membership assignments typically se-
lect a probability threshold to account only for reliable cluster mem-
bers. In this work, we consider the contribution of all galaxies for the
richness estimation. A more careful approach should be considered
in the case of single cluster analyses due to the non-negligible frac-
tion of outliers. However, for large samples, we present statistically
robust results with low median differences and purity and complete-
ness that are comparable to other estimators (𝑃𝑚𝑒𝑚 > 0.5 𝐶 = 92%
𝑃 = 69%, 𝑃𝑚𝑒𝑚 > 0.5 𝐶 = 68% 𝑃 = 69%, George et al. 2011;
Castignani & Benoist 2016, respectively).

5.3 Clusters position and redshift from Pmem

Another test we can perform is to measure the difference between the
redshift derived from the member galaxies (𝑃𝑚𝑒𝑚 > 0) and the mock
cluster, as well as the centre discrepancies. We can take advantage
of the galaxy cluster catalogue produced by PZWav for the mock
(described in Werner et al. 2022) and compare how these values
change in a real case of detection. For this analysis, we consider as
a “counterpart” the PZWav detections that have a redshift difference
with the mock cluster of 0.03 and centre distance of 500 kpc.

For redshifts, we can compute the average value weighting
each galaxy photo-z contribution by its P𝑚𝑒𝑚, as 𝑧𝑔𝑎𝑙𝑠 =∑
𝑧𝑖 𝑃𝑚𝑒𝑚,𝑖/

∑
𝑃𝑚𝑒𝑚,𝑖 . This procedure ensures that galaxies weakly

related to the cluster have a lower contribution in the calculations.
We follow the procedure proposed by Castignani & Benoist (2016)
for the centre estimates, where the authors estimate the mock clus-
ters’ barycentre by averaging the member galaxies’ Cartesian coor-
dinates. Here, we also introduce the probability weight for galax-
ies with 𝑃𝑚𝑒𝑚 > 0. We do the same for the right ascension,
𝛼𝑔𝑎𝑙𝑠 =

∑
𝛼𝑖 𝑃𝑚𝑒𝑚,𝑖/

∑
𝑃𝑚𝑒𝑚,𝑖 , and for declination.

In Table 4 we show as O𝑚𝑜𝑐𝑘-O𝑔𝑎𝑙𝑠 the difference between the
quantity O (Δ𝑅 or Δ𝑧) for the mock catalogue and the averaged value
obtained by the galaxies accepted as a member (𝑃𝑚𝑒𝑚 > 0) around
its centre. Similarly, O𝑃𝑍𝑊𝑎𝑣-O𝑔𝑎𝑙𝑠 is the difference between the
quantity O for the PZWav catalogue and the selected galaxies around
PZWav centres. Here we also average all the cluster samples due to
insignificant trends through the redshift range.

For both scenarios, the redshift estimates are highly consistent
within the detection and selected member galaxies, giving a total
difference consistent with zero, with 𝜎𝑀𝐴𝐷 ≤ 10−3. This result
highlights the applied computational approach to calculate the red-
shift estimates. Both PZWav and simulations calculate 𝑧 by averaging
the nearby galaxies.

In contrast, the centres present substantial discrepancies, which
arise from selection effects. The centre estimations in the mock clus-
ters are based on the true members assigned independently of the
galaxy’s centre distance. In our method, however, galaxies are se-
lected within a cutoff radius 𝑅𝑐 , which leads to the removing some
distant true members from the analysis. We also highlight the pres-
ence of contaminating galaxies that can offset the centre depending
on their 𝑃𝑚𝑒𝑚. The median error is 64± 35 kpc. For PZWav, centres
are estimated through overdensities, calculated based on the galaxy
distribution weighted by the integrated PDF (similarly to eq. 1, more
details in Werner et al. (2022)). These overdensities may have physi-
cal sizes within 400 to 1500 kpc. Then, the centre estimate considers
the contribution of all galaxies inside the range. This circumstance
returns a median error of 128 ± 54.

We highlight that these values can be redshift dependent when
considering angular sizes, on which for physical units we might
under-estimate the offsets of low redshift clusters and overestimate
high-z clusters. In this case, we found a variation of 1.3 arcmin at
𝑧 < 0.1 that rapidly drops for 0.6 arcmin at 𝑧 < 0.2 and stabilizes at
0.45 arcmin within 0.3 < 𝑧 < 0.45.

6 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we present a probabilistic membership assignment es-
timator that uses photometric parameters to derive reliable richness
estimates, optical luminosity, and total stellar mass for 919 simulated
structures with masses ranging from groups to galaxy clusters. The
approach assumes minimal information about the definition of the
cluster and uses the sky position within a characteristic radius (𝑅𝑐)
to select potential galaxy members.

Below, we highlight the main findings of this work:

• The characteristic radius 𝑅𝑐 statistically scales as 𝑅𝑐 =

0.6 𝑅200, with a median absolute deviation of 0.16.
• Tests with random points distributed along the redshift of the

simulations show that the FAE method returns 𝜎𝑀𝐴𝐷 of ∼ 1.05. By
applying this value as a richness threshold for the adaptive member-
ship estimator richness, R𝐴𝑀𝐸 , correctly yielded R𝐴𝑀𝐸 = 0.

• Considering the group/cluster sample, comparisons between
R𝑚𝑜𝑐𝑘 and R𝐴𝑀𝐸 produce a linear relation in median values, with
a deviation of −0.01 ± 0.12.

• With the probabilistic results, we successfully derive optical
mass proxies that are simple, with low observational cost, and present
small intrinsic scatter.

From the scaling relations:
𝜎𝑙𝑜𝑔10 (𝑀 | R) = 0.181 ± 0.009 dex
𝜎𝑙𝑜𝑔10 (𝑀 |𝐿𝜆 ) = 0.151 ± 0.007 dex
𝜎𝑙𝑜𝑔10 (𝑀 |𝑀∗

𝜆
) = 0.097 ± 0.005 dex.
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• We show that our adaptive estimator is robust for the small
centre and redshift offsets. Displacements presented by Werner et al.
(2022) produce richness variations lower than 1%.

• Testing the use of complex photo-z probability density functions
(PDF) reveals that the presence of long tails does not significantly
impact the results. However, in cases where the PDF exhibits a bi-
modal distribution, there is a potential underestimation of richness
by approximately 15% when more than half the sample has bimodal
PDFs. Considering that the fraction of bi-modality in the S-PLUS
data is only 10%, we anticipate that the double-peak phenomenon is
not a significant concern for our data.

Regarding the individual membership probabilities:

• The fraction of true galaxy members in each 𝑃𝑚𝑒𝑚 bin empha-
sizes the contamination for higher probability values.

The best agreement between purity and completeness is 𝑃 =

63% and 𝐶 = 85%, which is achieved with 𝑃𝑚𝑒𝑚 ≥ 0.75. Results
are in agreement with George et al. (2011); Castignani & Benoist
(2016).

• We analyze the distributions in different redshift ranges and
masses and find a better selection of true galaxy members in group
scales and for higher redshift ranges. This result is probably related
to the cluster spatial distribution, where groups tend to be more
concentrated.

• The comparison between redshift average values obtained
through the selected member galaxies and the nominal ones, given
by the mock, shows similar redshift values. This comparison also
shows centre position variations around 64 kpc between mock and
selected galaxies, and 128 kpc for PZWav and selected galaxies.

We conclude that our estimator is robust to small offsets and pro-
duces optical mass proxies that are competitive with other traditional
observables. Our method can be applied in present and future pho-
tometric surveys, such as S-PLUS and J-PAS, alongside any list of
clusters or galaxy groups produced by cluster finders.
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