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ABSTRACT

Precision measurements of astrometry and photometry require stringent control of sys-

tematics such as those arising from imperfect correction of sensor effects. In this work,

we develop a parametric method to model the wavelength dependence of photo-response

non-uniformity (PRNU) for a laser annealed backside-illuminated charge-coupled de-

vice. The model accurately reproduces the PRNU patterns of flat-field images taken at

nine wavelengths from 290nm to 950nm, leaving the root mean square (RMS) residuals

no more than 0.2% in most cases. By removing the large-scale non-uniformity in the

flat fields, the RMS residuals are further reduced. This model fitting approach gives

more accurate predictions of the PRNU than cubic-spline interpolation does with fewer

free parameters. It can be applied to make PRNU corrections for individual objects

according to their spectral energy distribution to reduce photometry errors.

Keywords: instrumentation; detectors–methods; observational–techniques; image pro-

cessing
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1. INTRODUCTION

Photo-response non-uniformity (PRNU) characterizes spatial variations of an image sensor’s pixel

response to photons and can introduce non-negligible uncertainties in precision measurements of

astrometry and photometry (e.g., Stubbs 2014; Tyson 2015; Bradshaw et al. 2018). The PRNU of a

CCD can be determined by taking flat fields, i.e., images of uniform illumination. In such images,

one may identify patterns like brick-walls (Wei & Stover 1998; Verhoeve et al. 2014; Meng et al. 2015;

Peterson et al. 2020) and tree rings (Plazas et al. 2014; Okura et al. 2016; Park et al. 2017; Bebek

et al. 2017), which can stretch over hundreds of pixels or more.

PRNU patterns are often wavelength dependent. For instance, the brick-wall pattern is more

pronounced in shorter wavebands for laser annealed backside-illuminated (BSI) CCDs (e.g., Verhoeve

et al. 2014). The tree rings show similar behavior (Beamer et al. 2015; Astier 2015), though the

underlying causes of the two are different. The brick wall is an imprint of the laser annealing

process that stamps over and passivates the back surface of the CCD after ion implantation to

improve quantum efficiency (QE) in the ultraviolet (Wei & Stover 1998). Since ultravioletphotons

are absorbed within tens of nanometers in the silicon, the brick-wall patterns must be generated

at the very top layer of the back surface. The tree rings, on the other hand, are caused by radial

impurity variations arising during the growth of silicon ingot, which then induce lateral electric fields

affecting the collection of electrons in pixels (Holland et al. 2014; Okura et al. 2016; Bebek et al.

2017; Altmannshofer et al. 2003).

In principle, the PRNU of a specific CCD can be estimated by modeling the 3D transport of

photoelectrons. However, this requires detailed knowledge of the distribution of impurities, defects

and electric fields in the CCD. Such modeling is impractical. Experimenting with a BSI CCD, Chen

(2018) found that its flat field can be fit well by a four-parameter semi-physical model. The model

assumes that the trapping probability of photoelectrons in the CCD decreases exponentially with the

distance to the backside surface. Applying the model, Xiao et al. (2021) is able to reconstruct the
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flat fields at different wavelengths in a 50pix×50pix cutout region of the JPAS-Pathfinder camera,

though their minimization of flat-field residuals leads to parameter values distributed close to the

initial input values. Such problem might be caused by incomplete constraints or lack of sufficient

regularization in the minimization process. In this paper, we apply the model to a laser annealed

BSI CCD (1024pix×1024pix) as a whole and provide a robust fitting algorithm that finds the best-fit

parameters independent of the initial guess.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we describe the details about the

experiments that are designed to measure the wavelength dependence of the CCD’s PRNU. Section 3

introduces the PRNU model. Fitting method and PRNU reconstruction residuals are presented in

Section 4. A potential application of our model fitting approach to correct the photometric error

caused by the wavelength-dependent PRNU is discussed in Section 5. Summary of the results are

given in Section 6.

2. FLAT FIELD DATA

The flat-field images are taken with an e2v CCD201-20 in an Andor iXon Ultra 888 camera.

CCD201-20 is a laser-annealed BSI electron multiplying CCD with 1024 × 1024 active pixels. Its

pixel size is 13 µm, and its epitaxial layer is roughly 13 µm (private communication with P. Jerram

from e2v). It is coated for highest sensitivity in the visible. We operate the camera with the electron

multiplying option turned off. Uniform illumination is obtained using an integrating sphere with

LEDs as light sources. The full-width half-maximum (FWHM) of each LEDs’ spectrum is typically

less than 20 nm, sufficiently narrow for our experiment. The peak wavelengths of the LEDs are listed

in Table 1 along with the absorption length L of the photons in Silicon at -70 ◦C. The absorption

length is first estimated using the absorption coefficient model given by Rajkanan et al. (1979) and

then calibrated by the experimental results at 300K from Green & Keevers (1995).

In the flat-field images, the signal-to-noise ratio (S/N) of each pixel is dominated by photon noise

and is thus proportional to the square root of the number of photoelectrons in the pixel. In order to
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Table 1. LED central wavelengths λc and corresponding absorption length L of the

photons in Silicon at -70 ◦C.

LED1 LED2 LED3 LED4 LED5 LED6 LED7 LED8 LED9

λc (nm) 287 309 366 467 591 632 726 850 947

L (µm) 0.0048 0.0075 0.0123 0.8161 3.1929 4.4547 9.3180 29.897 113.04

accumulate sufficient S/N, we take 100 exposures at each wavelength with exposure time adjusted

to reach about 35 ke− per pixel. To account for the shutter effect, we take a frame of 0.1s exposure

after each flat-field exposure. The final stacked flat field is then

I =
1

100

100∑
k=1

(IF,k − IS,k), (1)

where IF,k and IS,k are the signals for the k-th flat-field and shutter-effect exposures, respectively,

and the pixel index and the wavelength label are omitted for simplicity. The photon noise in each

pixel of the nine stacked flat fields is typically less than 0.07%.

Figure 1 presents the normalized flat field (NFF) for the nine LED wavebands as defined by f =

I/⟨I⟩, where ⟨. . .⟩ denotes an average over all pixels. A striking feature is the brick-wall patterns that

result in about 4% PRNU in the near ultraviolet (NUV) and fade gradually at longer wavelengths.

The tree-ring patterns are also discernible at lower levels. As seen in Table 1, NUV photons are

absorbed within tens of nanometers from the back surface. Therefore, to form strong patterns in the

NUV while keeping the visible and near infrared (NIR) only slightly affected, one needs a mechanism

to remove or trap photoelectrons very close to the back surface of the CCD. It is known this kind

of trapping is responsible for low QEs in the ultraviolet(Janesick et al. 1985; Leach & Lesser 1987;

Huang et al. 1991). Processes such as ion implantation followed by laser annealing are necessary to

boost the QE in the ultraviolet, and these processes can leave an imprint in the PRNU as we seen in

Figure 1.

3. MODELING
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Figure 1. NFF (1024× 1024 pixels) of nine wavebands as labelled above each panel.

The PRNU model in Chen (2018) is derived from an effective model of QE. As mentioned in last

section, absorption of photon and trapping of photoelectrons at the back surface of the CCD are

considered in the model. In this section, we will introduce QE model first and then give the flat-field

expression. Note that since our aim is to reconstruct and remove the PRNU rather than cauculate

the ADU of each pixel, the model here actually describes the NFF instead of the absolute flat field.

3.1. Quantum efficiency model
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QE is defined as the ratio of detected electrons to incident photons. If we neglect the loss of

electrons in the process of charge transfer and readout, the QE of a pixel can be written as (Janesick

et al. 1985; Janesick 2007)

η = αT (1− e−H/L)C (2)

where α is the quantum yield (i.e. the number of photoelectrons generated by an absorbed photon),

T is the surface transmission, H is the thickness of the epitaxial layer, L is the photon absorption

length, and C is the charge collection efficiency (CCE) (i.e. the ratio between collected and generated

photoelectrons). Note that α, T and L, are wavelength dependent. The quantum yield α is greater

than one for wavelengths shorter than about 350 nm. The product T (1 − e−H/L) represents the

fraction of photons absorbed in the silicon.

The CCE is unity if there is no loss of electrons in the collection process. However, recombination

and trapping of the photoelectrons can happen before they are collected. To account for the fact that

the brick-wall patterns are stronger in shorter wavebands, we assume the integral absorption proba-

bility of photoelectrons generated at a depth x from the back surface (x = 0) to decay exponentially

with x, i.e.

P (x) = Pe−x/d (3)

where 0 ≤ P ≤ 1 and d is a characteristic scale on the order of 100nm. Note that P (x) is not a

probability density but an integral of the probability density from x all the way through the rest of

the silicon. In the photoactive region of a pixel, the number of photoelectrons ne(x) generated per

unit depth at x is proportional to that of photons nγ(x) absorbed there, i.e.

ne(x) = αnγ(x) = α
Nγ,0

L
e−x/L (4)
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where Nγ,0 ≡
∫∞
0

nγ(x)dx is the number of photons going through the back surface. With Equa-

tions (3) and (4), the CCE can then be estimated by

C = 1−
∫ H

0
ne(x)P (x)dx∫ H

0
ne(x)dx

= 1− Pd

L+ d

1− e−
L+d
L

H
d

1− e−H/L

≈ 1− Pd

L+ d

1

1− e−H/L

(5)

where the term exp(−L+d
L

H
d
) is dropped in the last line as H ≫ d. Substituting Equation (5) into

Equation (2), one gets a simple expression for the QE

η = αT (1− e−H/L − Pd

L+ d
). (6)

Figure 2 compares the contributions of the terms exp(−H/L) and Pd/(L + d) in Equation (6)

with nominal values H = 13 µm, P = 0.95, and d = 0.15 µm. The photoelectron absorption term

Pd/(L+d) is dominant at wavelengths λ ≲ 550 nm as intended, whereas the CCD thickness becomes

dominant at λ ≳ 650 nm. Hence, flat fields toward the blue side of the CCD response and those

toward the red side are crucial for constraining the photoelectron absorption parameters {P, d} and

the CCD thickness H, respectively.

Figure 3 illustrates the wavelength dependence of the QE scaled by αT . It is seen that the scaled

QE is very sensitive to d at short wavelengths (P = 0.95 and H = 13 µm held fixed). The larger the

trapping scale d is, the lower the QE will be. Also shown in Figure 3 is the QE of the CCD (dotted

line) which is not scaled by αT . Since the factor αT is generally less than one in the wavelength range

under discussion, the QE of the CCD are supposed to be lower than the scaled QEs at λ ≳ 650 nm

where P and d do not affect the QE. However, it is not the case, perhaps because we have not taken

into account multiple reflections of low energy photons in the CCD. Multiple reflections can increase

the chance of photons being absorbed and thus enhance the QE for these photons. Neglecting such

reflections could lead to an overestimation of H, which is not critical to our purpose.
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Figure 2. Comparison of the photon absorption term exp(−H/L) (red dashed line) and the photoelectron

absorption term Pd/(L + d) (blue dashed line). The sum of the two is shown in solid black line. The

parameters {H,P, d} assume the values of {13µm, 0.95, 0.15 µm}, and the photon absorption length in

silicon L is calculated at -70 ◦C.

3.2. The PRNU model

The value Ii in the i-th pixel can be written as

Ii =
ηiAiN
G

(7)

where G is the gain in e−/ADU, N is the number of incident photons per unit area, and ηi and Ai

are the QE and area of the pixel, respectively. It has been noted that the pixel area can vary across

the CCD because of irregular etching and doping (Smith & Rahmer 2007; Kotov et al. 2010). To

proceed, we define

Di(λ) = αTi
AiN
G

. (8)
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Figure 3. Scaled QE (solid lines), i.e. η/(αT ), and the QE of the CCD at -70 ◦C (dotted line). The scaled

QEs are calculated with the same P = 0.95 and H = 13 µm but different d values.

Assuming the surface transmission Ti varies slowly across the CCD, we can decompose Di(λ) into a

purely wavelength dependent component D(λ) and a pixel dependent component, i.e.

Di(λ) ≃ D(λ)(1 + δi). (9)

By definition,
∑

i δi = 0. Combining Equations (6), (7), (8), and (9), one gets

Ii(λ) = D(λ)(1 + δi)

(
1− e−Hi/L − Pidi

L+ di

)
. (10)

Given that D(λ) does not vary with pixels, the NFF fi can be reduced to

fi(λ) =
τi
⟨τi⟩

(11)

with

τi(λ) = (1 + δi)

[
1− e−H(1+∆i)/L − Pidi

L+ di

]
, (12)
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where H = 13µm is redefined as the nominal thickness of the CCD, and ∆i is the fractional difference

of the thickness of the pixel with respect to H. It can be seen from Equations (11) and (12) that

the NFF is a function of wavelength with the parameters {Pi, di,∆i, δi}. Moreover, the value of each

pixel in the NFF depends not only on the four parameters of its own but also those of all other pixels

(1024× 1024− 1 parameters in total).

4. FLAT FIELD RECONSTRUCTION

4.1. Method

We propose a two-step fitting procedure for better computational performance. First, we minimize

the sum square residual of the NFF ratio (NFFR) Ri(λ, λref)

Ri(λ, λref) ≡
Ii(λ)/Ii(λref)

⟨Ii(λ)/Ii(λref)⟩
=

τi(λ)/τi(λref)

⟨τi(λ)/τi(λref)⟩
(13)

{Pi, di,∆i} = argmin[S1({Pi, di,∆i})] (14)

S1 ≡
∑
k

∑
j>k

∑
i

[
Rimg

i (λj, λk)−Ri(λj, λk)
]2
, (15)

where the superscript “img” denotes values calculated from real images and λref is an arbitrary

reference wavelength. The summation is over all pixels and all non-redundant NFFRs. Since the

factor (1+ δi) is cancelled in this step, the dimension of the optimization problem is reduced by 25%.

In the second step, a least square fitting of the NFFs is done to obtain {δi} with other parameters

fixed to the results from the first step as follows

{δi} = argmin[S2({δi})] (16)

S2 ≡
∑
j

∑
i

[
f img
i (λj)− fi(λj)

]2
{Pi,di,∆i}

. (17)

We make use of the L-BFGS-B constraint fitting routine in SciPy (Byrd et al. 1996), which performs

well on high dimensional nonlinear optimization problems with simple boundaries at low memory
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costs. It adopts a quasi-Newtonian line search method and needs an initial assignment of the pa-

rameters and the first-order derivatives of the target function, which can be found in Appendix A.

Fitting boundaries are set to 0.4 < P < 1, 0.05 < d < 0.2, −0.3 < ∆ < 0.3 and −0.1 < δ < 0.1. The

two-step minimization procedure for the fitting is validated with simulations in Appendix B.

Figure 4. Maps of the best-fit parameters P , d, ∆, δ (top panels, 1024 × 1024 pixels each) and their

corresponding normalized histograms (bottom panels).

4.2. Direct reconstruction of the flat fields

The flat-field images are fit with the procedure discussed in the last section. Given the huge

dimension of the problem (4× 106) and its nonlinear nature, the result might trap in a local minima

or differ somewhat with a different initial guess due to accumulated numerical errors. We have

carried out a test with randomly assigned starting parameter values in Appendix B and find that the

“best-fit” parameters are nearly the same regardless of their starting point.
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Figure 4 shows the maps of best-fit parameter values (top panels) and their corresponding normal-

ized histograms. It is seen that the parameters P and d dominate the brick-wall patterns. Tree rings

are identifiable in the maps of P and ∆. This is merely a result of model fitting, for P and ∆ are not

related to the underlying cause of the tree rings. The histogram of δ is fairly Gaussian, whereas those

for P , d and ∆ are clearly asymmetric. The relative deviation of the thickness ∆ has an average of

0.271, which seems to agree with the expectation from Figure 3.

Figure 5. Residuals of the best-fit model NFFs relative to the observed NFFs in Figure 1.
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With the PRNU model and best-fit parameters, one can generate realistic flat-field images at any

wavelengths. In Figure 5, we show the errors of the best-fit model NFFs relative to the observed

NFFs in the 9 LED wavebands. The brick-wall patterns are still present in the errors but at much

smaller amplitudes than those of the fluctuations in the observed NFFs in Figure 1. The tree-ring

patterns now stand out in the NUV residual maps and almost disappear in the NIR. This means

that the tree rings in the NIR can be mimicked fairly well by thickness variations of the silicon, but

for NUV photons, process near the back surface is not sufficient to produce the tree rings. In other

words, the tree rings must be caused by an effect throughout the silicon.

Figure 6. The PRNU of the CCD (filled circles) and RMS residuals after correction using the best-fit model

(filled diamonds). Prediction of the PRNU is drawn in a solid line. The horizontal dotted lines mark the

value of 0.4% and 0.2%.

Figure 6 presents the CCD’s PRNU (solid circles) as quantified by the RMS of its NFFs. The black

line is estimated from NFFs constructed with the best-fit parameter values. The filled diamonds
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correspond to the RMS values of the error maps in Figure 5. The PRNU reaches 4% in the NUV

and drops quickly by an order of magnitude in the visible. The rise of the PRNU in the NIR to 1% is

mainly due to the large-scale feature of brightening in the upper half of the CCD as seen in Figure 1.

The RMS residuals are no more than 0.2% except at 309nm, where it reaches 0.37%. Around 600nm,

the RMS residuals are close to the photon noise level of about 0.07%. Based on the reconstruction

test, we expect our method to be able to predict the PRNU accurately at any wavelength within the

range sampled by the flat fields.

Figure 7. Same as Figure 4 but with LSNU removed before parameter fitting.

4.3. Reconstruction with large-scale non-uniformity removed

In the direct reconstruction, we have neglected non-uniformity of the light source. Since the distance

between the integrating sphere and the CCD (about 2m) is far greater than the size of the CCD

imaging area (19mm diagonal), we expect the illumination to vary only slowly across the CCD. To

remove such large-scale non-uniformity (LSNU) from the PRNU in the previous subsection (hereafter,
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referred to as the total PRNU), we fit each flat field in Figure 1 with a second-order two-dimensional

polynomial and then divide each pixel value by that calculated from the polynomial. It should

be noted that the intrinsic large-scale PRNU of the CCD is also removed in this way. Although

the resulting images are no longer described by the physical model in Section 3, we still apply the

procedure in Section 4.1 as an effective method to model and reconstruct the flat fields after removing

the LSNU.

Figure 7 displays the best-fit parameter maps and histograms for the LSNU-removed NFFs. The

features in the spatial distributions of the parameters are similar to those without removing the LSNU

in Figure 4. The scatters of the parameters become smaller, especially for d and ∆ which mainly

affect the PRNU at NUV and NIR wavelengths, respectively. The most pronounced difference is that

the departure of H from its nominal value of 13µm is decreased from 27% to 2.6%. This suggests

that non-uniform illumination might have contributed to the inconsistency between the average value

of the best-fit CCD thickness H and its nominal value.

The LSNU-removed PRNU is shown in Figure 8. One sees that the LSNU makes only a small

contribution to the total PRNU at NUV and optical wavelengths, but contributes significantly to the

total PRNU at NIR wavelengths. The RMS residuals are reduced from an average of 0.16% before

removing the LSNU to 0.13% after removing the LSNU, and the RMS at most wavelengths is close

to 0.1%.

4.4. Flat field prediction

Results in Section 4.2 and Section 4.3 have demonstrated the ability of our model to accurately

reconstruct the flat fields already taken. Here we check the performance of the model for interpolating

flat fields at wavelengths that have not been imaged and compare the residuals with those by cubic-

spline interpolation. Specifically, we remove one of the nine flat-field images at a time and apply our
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Figure 8. Same as Figure 6 but with LSNU removed before parameter fitting. The predicted total PRNU

is added from Figure 6 for comparison. 0.4% and 0.1% values are marked by horizontal dotted lines.

model fitting to the others. The model prediction of the NFF at the removed wavelength is then

generated with the best-fit parameters and is subtracted from the real one to get the residuals.

Table 2. RMS residuals of the PRNU model prediction (RMSm) and

cubic spline interpolation (RMSs) of the flat field that is removed from

the dataset.

LED2 LED3 LED4 LED5 LED6 LED7 LED8

λc(nm) 309 366 467 591 632 726 850

RMSm(%) 0.51 0.80 0.23 0.09 0.10 0.12 0.22

RMSs(%) 0.50 0.83 1.32 0.24 0.13 0.17 0.35
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In Table 2, we list the RMS values of the residuals for the PRNU model (RMSm) and cubic-

spline interpolation (RMSs). It is worth noting that the model uses only 4 parameters to describe

the flat-field behavior across the wavelength range, whereas the cubic-spline interpolation needs 28

coefficients to do the same. Nevertheless, the PRNU model clearly outperforms the other method.

The difference between the two diminishes in the NUV because there is not sufficient NUV data to

determine the NUV-sensitive parameters accurately. We expect the PRNU model to improve with

additional flat fields imaged at more NUV wavelengths.

5. PHOTOMETRY ERROR FROM WAVELENGTH-DEPENDENT PRNU

The wavelength-dependent PRNU adds an error in photometry calibration if the spectral energy

distributions (SEDs) of the target object, the standard star and the flat-field illumination source are

not matched. Suppose that a target star with an SED St is centered at the j-th pixel of a CCD (the

pixel index is collapsed to one dimension for convenience). The pixel-averaged sensor QE is ⟨ηi(λ)⟩,

and the transmission in the band observed is T (λ). The electron counts N t
ij per second in pixel i can

be expressed as

N t
ij = pij

∫
T (λ)St(λ)⟨ηi(λ)⟩

τi(λ)

⟨τi(λ)⟩
λdλ = F tCtpijn

t
i, (18)

F t ≡
∫

TStλdλ, (19)

Ct ≡ (F t)−1

∫
TSt⟨ηi⟩λdλ, (20)

nt
i ≡

1

F tCt

∫
TSt⟨ηi⟩

τi
⟨τi⟩

λdλ, (21)

where pij is the point spread function (PSF) value in the i-th pixel (
∑

i pij = 1), F t is proportional

to the total in-band photon counting rate of the target star, Ct is the SED-weighted average QE in

the band, and nt
i is equivalent to an NFF in the band using St as the light source’s SED (⟨nt

i⟩ = 1).

A constant factor has been dropped in Equation (18) for convenience, and contributions such as

the sky background, bias and dark current are also neglected without losing generality. The total
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electron counts per second of the target star is then

N t
j =

∑
i

N t
ij = F tCt

∑
i

pijn
t
i. (22)

Assuming that the PSF depends only on the displacement between the pixels i and j, i.e., invariant

within the field of view, one can obtain N t
j (up to a factor of F tCt) by convolving nt

i with the PSF

and taking the value in pixel j.

Now we use an illumination source with an SED Sf for flat fielding. The flat-field electron counts

per second in pixel i can be written similarly as

N f
i =

∫
TSf⟨ηi⟩

τi
⟨τi⟩

λdλ = F fC fnf
i, (23)

F f ≡
∫

TSfλdλ, (24)

C f ≡ (F f)−1

∫
TSf⟨ηi⟩λdλ, (25)

nf
i ≡

1

F fC f

∫
TSf⟨ηi⟩

τi
⟨τi⟩

λdλ =
N f

i

⟨N f
i ⟩
. (26)

The flat field corrected electron counts N c,t
ij per second of the target star is

N c,t
ij =

N t
ij

nf
i

=
F tCtpijn

t
i

nf
i

. (27)

For a standard star centered at the k-th pixel, we can calculate ns
i, F

s, Cs and N c,s
ik (the superscript s

stands for the standard star) by replacing the target star’s SED St with the standard star’s SED Ss

in Equations (18)–(21). Hereafter, nt
i, n

s
i and nf

i are referred to as NFFs like fi in previous sections,

even though they may or may not be derived directly from real images. Note that the NFF fi is

ideally monochromatic, whereas nf
i is not necessarily so.

The magnitude of the target star mt is obtained based on that of the standard star ms via

mt = ms + 2.5log

(∑
i N

c,s
ik∑

i N
c,t
ij

)
= ms + 2.5log

(
F s

F t

)
+∆msys + 2.5log

(∑
i pikn

s
i/n

f
i∑

i pijn
t
i/n

f
i

)
. (28)

In principle, magnitudes should be calculated using fluxes instead of electron counting rates, though

in practice one uses what are registered in the pixels. In Equation (28), the systematic error term
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∆msys ≡ 2.5log (Cs/Ct) depends only on the pixel-averaged QE and SEDs of the target star and

the standard star. It is usually dominant over the last term, which is an error varying with the

locations of the target star and the standard star on the sensor. Since our study focuses on the

effects associated with the wavelength-dependent PRNU, we list the results of ∆msys in Table 3

without further discussion.

The pixel dependent error in Equation (28) vanishes only if the target star, the standard star and

the flat fields all have the same SED, or the two stars match perfectly in terms of both the SED and

the position on the sensor (implying that the two are imaged at different times). It can also describe

the residual of PRNU correction in time-domain observations by replacing the standard star with

the target star itself. In such a case, the residual would be at the mmag level if the star is imaged

randomly on the sensor (σrep in Table 3). Therefore, observations requiring very high precision in

repeatability, e.g., exoplanet detection by the transit method (Cameron 2016; Deeg & Alonso 2018),

are ideally done in space with the stars imaged at exactly the same positions on the sensor every

time.

The RMS photometry calibration error σcal can be derived from Equation (28) by randomly sam-

pling the positions of the stars over the whole sensor, which gives

σcal=1.086
√
σ2
t,f + σ2

s,f , (29)

σ2
x,f =

〈(∑
i piln

x
i /n

f
i

)2〉〈∑
i piln

x
i /n

f
i

〉2 − 1,

where the script x is either t for the target star or s for the standard star, and the system is assumed

to be stable with time. By setting σs,f = σt,f in Equation (29), one can obtain the RMS repeatability

error of the target star over the whole sensor σrep = 1.536σt,f . By construction, the repeatability

error equals the calibration error when the standard star’s SED matches perfectly with the target

star’s SED.
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Figure 9. SEDs of the target stars (O5V and M6V template), the standard stars (FEIGE and BD11D3759),

the LEDs (370nm and 470nm) and the zodiacal light. Each curve is scaled by its maximum value in the plot

range. SDSS u’, g’ filter transmission curves and the pixel-averaged quantum efficiency ⟨η⟩ from Figure 3

are also shown in the plot.

As an example, we calculate the systematic error ∆msys and the RMS photometric calibration error

σcal with O5V and M6V template SEDs from UVKLIB library (Pickles 1998) in SDSS u’ band and

g’ band where the PRNU is either relatively large or changing rapidly with λ. The results are shown

in Table 3 along with the repeatability error σrep. Corresponding standard stars are chosen to be

FEIGE34 and BD11D3759 from CALSPEC database (Bohlin et al. 2014). We use the zodiacal light1

and LEDs as flat-field illumination sources in the test and, hereafter, refer to the flats as zodi-flat

and LED flat respectively. Two LEDs are chosen as flat sources for each band, and their SEDs are

approximated as Gaussians centered at various wavelengths λc (see Table 3). The SEDs are illustrated

in Figure 9. Also shown are the transmission curves of the two bands and the pixel-averaged QE ⟨ηi⟩

1 Data from https://etc.stsci.edu/
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Table 3. Photometry errors of the target star in u’ and g’ bands with different flat-field

illumination sources.

Spectral Type band
∆msys RMSnt−ns

Flat Source
RMSnt−nf σrep σcal

(mmag) (10−3) (10−3) (mmag) (mmag)

O5V

u’ -12 0.20

zodi 0.86 1.1 1.3

354/23 2.0 2.7 2.6

370/23 2.0 2.7 2.7

g’ 4 0.073

zodi 1.4 1.9 1.9

470/65 1.1 1.6 1.5

500/65 2.7 3.7 3.7

M6V

u’ 68 0.58

zodi 1.1 1.5 1.9

354/23 3.9 5.2 5.6

370/23 1.5 2.1 2.2

g’ -17 0.31

zodi 1.3 1.8 1.6

470/65 1.6 2.2 2.0

500/65 0.029 0.039 0.28

Note—In the “Flat Source” column, the zodiacal light is abbreviated as “zodi”, and the

LEDs are labelled in the form of “λc(nm)/FWHM(nm)”.

(same as the CCD QE curve in Figure 3). The NFFs of various SEDs, nt, ns and nf , are constructed

using the best-fit parameters from Section 4.2. The PSF is assumed to be Gaussian with a FWHM

of 5 pixels, large enough for most observations. A smaller PSF would result in larger errors.

The mismatch of the NFFs can be quantified by the RMS difference between the respective pairs

of NFFs, e.g., RMSnt−ns for (nt − ns) and RMSnt−nf for (nt − nf). By selecting the standard stars

to be of the same type as the target stars, we expect their SED mismatch (St–Ss mismatch) to

be subdominant to the SED mismatch between the target/standard star and the flat field (St–Sf

mismatch) in terms of contribution to the calibration errors σcal. Indeed, as Table 3 shows, RMSnt−ns

is well below 10−3 and is much smaller than RMSnt−nf in all but one case. Moreover, the calibration
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error σcal is roughly equal to the repeatability error σrep, which corroborates the notion that the St–Sf

mismatch is the main source of the calibration error in our tests. In real observations, however, the

St–Ss mismatch is not necessarily negligible.

Since the target objects can have widely different SEDs, it is impossible to use one flat-field illumi-

nation source to match all. The RMS calibration error due to St–Sf mismatch is at a few mmag level

and becomes an irreducible photometry error if one does not account for the wavelength-dependent

PRNU. The broadband zodi-flat performs better than LED flats in most cases. Exceptions occur

when the LED flat happens to produce a better matching nf to nt, i.e., a smaller RMSnt−nf , than

the zodi-flat does. For instance, in the extreme case of the M6V star in g’ band, the 500nm LED

gives more weight to long wavelengths, so qualitatively we expect it to work better than the roughly

equal-weighting zodiacal light for the fairly “red” target SED. However, it is only a coincidence that

the St–Sf mismatch is negligible in this specific case.

Table 3 demonstrates that a broadband source such as the zodiacal light is a generally fail-safe choice

for flat fielding if the error budget is at 0.01 mag level (excluding ∆msys). The margin becomes smaller

with narrow-band LED flats. To suppress the errors caused by the wavelength-dependent PRNU,

one may apply the PRNU model to construct the NFFs nt and ns and use them in place of nf to do

flat fielding for the target star and the standard star separately. The last term in Equation (28) then

diminishes. In this case, one needs not only the standard star’s SED but also the target’s SED and

accurate PRNU model parameters, which are not trivial to obtain. Nevertheless, the wavelength-

dependent PRNU must be corrected for each object individually according to its SED, if mmag-level

photometry precision is required.

6. SUMMARY

Image sensors’ wavelength-dependent PRNU can introduce non-negligible photometry uncertainties

that may not be fully corrected by routine flat fielding. In this paper, we use the four-parameter

semi-physical PRNU model introduced by Chen (2018) to fit nine LED flat fields taken by a laser
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annealed BSI CCD. Effects of photon absorption and photoelectron trapping or recombination on

the PRNU are being modeled with an exponential decay probability. We propose a robust two-step

fitting procedure, which also reduces the scale of the problem by 25%. The results show that the

flat fields can be reconstructed accurately with typical RMS errors less than 0.2%. The RMS errors

decrease further with the LSNU removed before model fitting.

It should be mentioned that not all mechanisms causing the PRNU features are included in our

model. For example, we have not taken into account the redistribution of photoelectrons due to lateral

electric fields in the CCD, which results in the tree-ring patterns and the brighter-fatter effect. We

also neglect multiple reflections of long-wavelength photons within the CCD, which can increase the

QE to some extent and may cause fringing for sufficiently narrow wavebands. It is expected that

flat-field images can be reconstructed better by accounting for these additional effects.

A potential application of our method is to correct the PRNU effect individually for each object

according to its SED. As shown in Section 5, the SED difference between the target/standard star

and the flat-field source causes mismatch in their PRNU patterns and introduces a small error in

photometry according to Equation (28). This effect can easily blow the error budget if one aims to

achieve mmag level precision. With the wavelength-dependent PRNU model, one can predict the

PRNU map (NFF) for any type of SED and reduce the error to an acceptable level. Section 4.4

gives an example of such prediction. After removal of the flat field of one wavelength from the

whole set of nine, the model fit to the remaining flat fields of eight wavelengths can generate the

“missing” flat field with an RMS residual much less than 1% in most cases. We expect that the

accuracy can be improved by taking flat fields at more wavelengths especially in the NUV and that

high-precision individual object PRNU correction can be achieved by combining SED fitting with

our PRNU modeling approach.
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APPENDIX

A. DERIVATIVES CALCULATION

Partial derivatives of S1 with respect to parameters of the l-th pixel pl = [Pl, dl,∆l] and that of S2

with respect to δl are shown as follows

∂S1

∂pl
=
∑
k

∑
j>k

∂s1(λj, λk)

∂pl

∂s1
∂pl

(λj, λk) ≡
2

⟨c⟩
dl(r1l −

A

N⟨c⟩
)

cl(λj, λk) ≡ tl(λj)/tl(λk)

dl(λj, λk) ≡
1

tl(λk)
[
∂tl
∂pl

(λj)− cl(λj, λk)
∂tl
∂pl

(λk)]

r1l(λj, λk) ≡ Rl(λj, λk)−Rim
l (λj, λk)

A(λj, λk) ≡
∑
l

r1l(λj, λk)cl(λj, λk)

(A1)

∂S2

∂δl
=
∑
k

∂s2(λk)

∂δl

∂s2
∂δl

(λ) =
2

⟨τ⟩
[tlr2l + (t1 − tl)

B

N⟨τ⟩
− r21El]

r2l(λ) ≡ fl(λ)− f im
l (λ)

B(λ) ≡
∑
l ̸=1

r2l(λ)τl(λ)

El(λ) ≡ t1(λ) +
τ1(λ)

N⟨τ⟩
[tl(λ)− t1(λ)]

(A2)
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tl(λ) ≡ 1− e−H(1+∆l)/L(λ) − Pldl
L(λ) + dl

∂tl
∂Pl

= − dl
L+ dl

∂tl
∂dl

= − PlL

(L+ dl)2

∂tl
∂∆l

=
H

L
e−H(1+∆l)/L

(A3)

In Equation (A2) we have set δ1 = −
∑

l ̸=1 δl. N = 1024× 1024 is the number of pixels.

B. ALGORITHM VALIDITY TEST

To validate the algorithm introduced in Section 4.1, we generate mock flat images at nine wave-

lengths with photon noise according to our model and parameters shown in Figure 4. We then

employ the two-step optimization method and compare fitting results with input values. Maps and

normalized histograms for error distribution of four parameters are shown in Figure 10, where The

definitions of fractional or absolute errors are given by ∆P ≡ (P − Preal)/Preal, ∆d ≡ (d− dreal)/dreal,

∆H ≡ ∆ − ∆real and ∆δ ≡ δ − δreal (subscript real represents real input parameters used for simu-

lation). We can see that the shifts and scatters of reproduced P , d, H compared with real values

are all within one percent (absolute error of ∆H can be considered as fractional error of H). For δ

the scatter is shown to be a magnitude lower than the pixel scatter in Figure 4. Thus our algorithm

can effectively determine parameters of each pixel as long as our PRNU model is suitable for data

images.

Fitting with millions of parameters might result in correlation between initial values and fitting

results. To check if this problem exists in our algorithm, we fit the nine flat fields starting from five

sets of uniformly drawn initial points within boundaries 0.4 < P < 1, 0.05 < d < 0.2, −0.3 < ∆ < 0.3

and −0.1 < δ < 0.1. We calculate the largest parameter shift for each pixel, and the average over

the CCD are 0.0023, 0.0016, 0.00077 and 3.5 × 10−5 respectively for P , d, ∆ and δ. Shifts of P , d,
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Figure 10. Maps (top panel) and normalized histograms (lower panel) of synthetic image parameter fitting

error distribution. ∆P , ∆d, ∆H , ∆δ are the relative error of P , d and absolute error of ∆, δ respectively. In

the 1D histogram we show the average and standard deviation of parameter errors.

∆ are negligible compared with their average over all pixels, and the shift of δ is significantly lower

than its scatter. Thus we conclude that our model fitting algorithm is robust under different initial

values.

REFERENCES

Altmannshofer, L., Grundner, M., Virbulis, J., &

Hage, J. 2003, 325 ,

doi: 10.1109/ISPSD.2003.1225293

Astier, P. 2015, Journal of Instrumentation, 10,

C05013, doi: 10.1088/1748-0221/10/05/C05013

Astropy Collaboration, Robitaille, T. P., Tollerud,

E. J., et al. 2013, A&A, 558, A33,

doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/201322068

Astropy Collaboration, Price-Whelan, A. M.,
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