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ABSTRACT

The existing large scale weak lensing surveys typically reserve the best seeing conditions for a cer-

tain optical band to minimize shape measurement errors and maximize the number of usable back-

ground galaxies. This is because most popular shear measurement methods contain explicit or implicit

thresholds on the galaxy-to-PSF (point spread function) size ratio, below which their shape measure-

ment errors increase abruptly. Using the DECaLS data, we have previously demonstrated that the

Fourier Quad method performs very well on poorly resolved galaxy images in general. It is therefore

a ready tool for shear measurement with multi-band images regardless of their seeing conditions. In

this paper, we apply the Fourier Quad pipeline on the multi-band images from the third public data

release of the Hyper Suprime-Cam Subaru Strategic Program. We show that the shear catalogs from

the five optical bands (g/r/i/z/y) all pass the field-distortion test with very high accuracy. Using the

LOWZ and CMASS galaxies as foreground lenses, we show that the errorbar in the galaxy-galaxy lens-

ing measurement can be decreased by factors around 15% by combining shear catalogs from different

bands. This indicates that it is worthful to do multi-bands shear measurements for a better shear

statistics.

Keywords: gravitational lensing: weak, large-scale structure of universe, methods: data analysis

1. INTRODUCTION

Weak lensing refers to the coherent shape distortions

of background galaxy images caused by the foreground

large scale structure. Ever since its first detection (Ba-

con et al. 2000; Kaiser 2000), it has become one of the

major tools for probing the cosmic structure evolution,

constraining the underlying cosmological models (espe-

cially S8, Abbott et al. (2022); Li et al. (2023); Asgari

et al. (2021)), as well as exploring the properties of dark

matter, dark energy, and neutrinos (Hoekstra & Jain

2008; van Uitert et al. 2017; Dong et al. 2019).

The shape distortion due to weak lensing effect is tiny

(typically 1%), much smaller than the root mean square

of the galaxy intrinsic ellipticity. Therefore, the weak

lensing signals only show up in statistics, i.e., its accu-

rate measurement requires a large sample of galaxy im-

ages. The ongoing Stage III weak lensing surveys include

betajzhang@sjtu.edu.cn

the Kilo-Degree Survey (KiDs1, de Jong et al. (2013)),

the Dark Energy Survey (DES2, Dark Energy Survey

Collaboration et al. (2016)), and the Hyper Suprime-

Cam survey (HSC3, Aihara et al. (2018)), each of which

takes multi-band images of the sky that covers more

than a thousand square degrees, providing a wealthy

amount of high quality imaging data.

Technically, the measurement of the weak lensing

signal is challenging, as the galaxy morphologies are

smeared by the point spread function (PSF), and pix-

elated on the CCD detector. They are also inevitably

contaminated by the photon noise from the sky back-

ground and the detector. These effects are increasingly

difficult to correct when the galaxy size becomes small

comparing to the PSF size and the pixel size. For this

reason, weak lensing surveys typically require good see-

ing conditions for galaxy shape measurement, so that

1 https://kids.strw.leidenuniv.nl/
2 https://www.darkenergysurvey.org/
3 https://hsc-release.mtk.nao.ac.jp/
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more galaxies are well resolved and useful. The existing

surveys therefore always reserve the best seeing condi-

tion for a certain band (or a few bands), based on which

the galaxy shapes are measured, e.g. r-band for KiDs

(Giblin et al. 2021), i-band for HSC (Li et al. 2022) and

riz-bands for DES (Gatti et al. 2021).

Recently, the Fourier Quad (FQ hereafter) shear mea-

surement method has demonstrated its ability in re-

covering acurrate shear information from faint/small

sources with both simulations (Zhang et al. 2015) and

observational data (Zhang et al. 2019, 2022). It is found

that FQ can obtain reasonable shear catalog even from

quite poorly resolved images (typically PSF FWHM > 1

arcsec). We therefore expect FQ to be a promising tool

to explore the additional shape information in multi-

band imaging data. It was argued previously that addi-

tional images from multiple bands should not help much,

as the galaxy shapes in different filters are highly cor-

related (Jarvis & Jain 2008). But for the faint sources,

as the photon noise becomes the main contributor to

the shape measurement noise, we shall expect each ad-

ditional exposure (regardless of the band) of the same

galaxy to enhance the signal-to-noise ratio of the lens-

ing signal to some extent. Moreover, independent multi-

band shear measurement provides a natural consistency

test of the overall quality of the shear catalog, and also

a way of evaluating the imaging qualities in different

optical bands, as shown in Zhang et al. (2022).

In this work, we apply the FQ pipeline on the ex-

posures of all available optical bands (g/r/i/z/y) from

the third public data release of the Hyper Suprime-Cam

Subaru Strategic Program (HSC). It has a high imaging

depth (about 20 galaxies per square arcmin). Indeed, all

five bands have reasonably good seeing conditions (0.61

arcsec on average for the best i band, and 0.79 arcsec

for the worst g band). This makes HSC a very suitable

sample for our multi-band shear measurement practice.

In §2, we give a brief introduction of the FQ shear mea-

surement method. In §3, we introduce the HSC data set,

and describe the pipeline we use for the shape measure-

ment of all the bands. We summarize the properties of

our shear catalogs in §4, and show the results from sev-

eral consistency tests to quantify the multiplicative and

additive bias. In §5, we take galaxy-galaxy lensing as a

tool to check the improvements when combining shear

catalogs from different bands. Finally, we conclude in

§6.

2. SHEAR MEASUREMENT METHOD

In this work, galaxy shapes are estimated by the FQ

method, a Fourier-space moment-based shear measure-

ment algorithm. Its shear estimators are defined by the

multipole moments of the galaxy power spectrum, which

are written as:

G1 = −1

2

∫
d2k⃗

(
k2x − k2y

)
T (k⃗)M(k⃗)

G2 = −
∫

d2k⃗kxkyT (k⃗)M(k⃗)

N =

∫
d2k⃗

[
k2 − β2

2
k4
]
T (k⃗)M(k⃗)

U = −1

2
β2

∫
d2k⃗

(
k4x − 6k2xk

2
y + k4y

)
T (k⃗)M(k⃗)

V = −2β2

∫
d2k⃗

(
k3xky − kxk

3
y

)
T (k⃗)M(k⃗)

(1)

in which k⃗ is the wave vector. M(k⃗) is the galaxy power

spectrum considering the correction of background noise

and Poisson noise. T (k⃗) converts the galaxy PSF to a

Gaussian form, i.e.:

T (k⃗) =
∣∣∣W̃β(k⃗)

∣∣∣2 / ∣∣∣W̃PSF (k⃗)
∣∣∣2 (2)

W̃PSF (k⃗) is the power of the PSF, and W̃β(k⃗) is the

power of the isotropic Gaussian function W̃β(x⃗) =

(2πβ2)−1 exp(−|x⃗|2/2β2). The radius scale β is selected

to be slightly larger than the original PSF size to avoid

singularities in the conversion. More details can be

found in Zhang et al. (2015).

It is demonstrated that the ensemble average of these

estimators can achieve second order accuracy in shear

recovery:

⟨G1⟩
⟨N⟩

= g1 +O
(
g31,2
)
,

⟨G2⟩
⟨N⟩

= g2 +O
(
g31,2
)

(3)

Note that the averages are taken for G1,2 and N sepa-

rately. An advantage of FQ is its good behavior for faint

sources.

The FQ shear estimators are proportional to the

square of the galaxy flux, making it far from optimal

to directly take their averages. As there are much more

faint sources in survey, the distribution of shear estima-

tors have a high peak and a long tail, leading to a large

variance when taking assemble averages. Zhang et al.

(2017) proposed another way to measure shear statistics

(called PDF-SYM method). The idea is to symmetrize

the following probability distribution functions (PDF):

Ĝ1,2 = G1,2 − ĝ1,2(N ± U) (4)

When the distribution of Ĝ1,2 are best symmetrized with

respect to zero, ĝ1,2 becomes a good estimate of the true

shear signal g1,2. The quantity V is kept for the transfor-

mation of U under coordinate rotation. It is proved that
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the PDF-SYM method can automatically reach mini-

mum statistical error (the Cramer-Rao Bound) in shear

recovery. It is also found that with some modifications,

the PDF-SYM method can be applied in various dif-

ferent shear statistics, such as shear-shear correlation

(Zhang et al. 2017), galaxy-galaxy lensing (Wang et al.

2022; Fong et al. 2022; Alonso et al. 2023), shear field re-

construction (Wang et al. 2023). All the shear statistics

in this work are calculated with the PSF-SYM method.

3. IMAGE PROCESSING PIPELINE

3.1. HSC dataset

Hyper Suprime-Cam (HSC) is a wide field optical

camera on the 8.2m Subaru Telescope (Aihara et al.

2018). Based on this camera, the Hyper Suprime-Cam

Subaru Strategic Program (HSC) is a multi-layer sur-

vey containing Wide, Deep, and UltraDeep layers. The

Wide layer aims to cover 1400 deg2 of the sky with five

(g, r, i, z, y) broad bands. The HSC survey has a unique

advantage on the combination of imaging depth and res-

olution. The high image quality and multiple optical

bands make it a powerful dataset for us to test the multi-

band performance of shear measurement.

In this paper, we make use of the third public

data release of HSC survey (Aihara et al. (2022),

labelled as HSCpdr3 hereafter). HSCpdr3 contains

3810/3622/4625/4623/4346 exposures of images from

g/r/i/z/y band, taken from Mar 2014 to Jan 2020. The

sky coverage of each band is ∼ 1300 deg2. The im-

ages and data products of HSCpdr3 are produced by

the HSC pipeline (Bosch et al. 2018). They are all avail-

able for downloading from the HSC official website 4. As

our shape measurement pipeline requires single exposure

images, we select the images with the prefix ”CORR”.

This kind of images have accomplished several previous

processes e.g. flatten field correction, background sub-

traction, defects detection. In addition, we download

another source catalog including RA, Dec, magnitudes

of different bands, and photo-z. This catalog provides

the photometric and redshift information for our final

shear catalog. HSC team provides photo-z measured by

different method (Nishizawa et al. 2020). In this paper,

we use the photo-z from the DEmP method (Hsieh &

Yee 2014).

3.2. Overview of the FQ Pipeline

Based on the FQ method, we developed a shear mea-

surement pipeline which takes care of almost all the

processes from the CCD images to shear catalogs. The

4 https://hsc-release.mtk.nao.ac.jp/

pipeline starts with images after flat-field correction and

bias correction. Our pipeline includes background sub-

traction, noise estimation, defects detection, and astro-

metric calibration. The sources are identified on indi-

vidual chips and transformed into power spectrum. We

then select star candidates and reconstruct PSF model

all based on the power spectra of the source images. Fi-

nally, the shear estimators of galaxies are also calculated

using the galaxy power sepctra in Fourier space. Among

these steps, the astrometric calibration and star selec-

tion are carried out at the exposure level, and the other

steps are processed at the individual chip level.

FQ pipeline was previously applied on the Canada-

France-Hawaii Telescope Lensing Survey (CFHTLens)

dataset, the details of image processing are described in

Zhang et al. (2019). More recently, we update several

parts of the pipeline and produce the shear catalog for

the imaging data of the Dark Energy Camera Legacy

Survey (DECaLS) (Zhang et al. 2022). The overall im-

age processing for HSCpdr3 is quite similar to that of

DECaLS. In the rest of this section, we only present the

technical modifications that are special for HSCpdr3.

3.3. Astrometric Calibration

The purpose of the astrometric calibration is to match

the positions of the bright sources on CCD to those in

the reference catalog (we use gaia Gaia Collaboration

et al. (2018)). The matched sources are used to recover

the world coordinate system (WCS) parameters (Cal-

abretta & Greisen 2002).

In the HSC “CORR” images, WCS system is recov-

ered on the chip level. The reference point (CRVAL)

is selected to be the center of each chip. But in our

pipeline, we require a exposure level WCS system, in

which all chips of same exposure share the same CR-
VALs. Thus we determine the CRVAL1,2 for the expo-

sure by taking the averages of CRVAL1,2 of all the avail-

able chips. Note that in our case, this reference point is

not forced to be the center of the exposure. The field

distortion is quite significant on the HSC camera. If we

only consider the basic WCS parameters, the pixel coor-

dinates and the sky coordinates may suffer large offset

especially near the edge of the focal plane, which makes

it difficult in cross-matching the sources on the CCD

with those in the reference catalog. Some chips may not

find enough matched pairs for the fitting. Fortunately,

HSC adopts the so-called Simple Imaging Polynomial

(SIP) correction (Shupe et al. 2005) to mitigate this is-

sue. The correction is written as:(
u

v

)
=

(
CD1−1 CD1−2

CD2−1 CD2−2

)(
x+ f(x, y)

y + g(x, y)

)
(5)

https://hsc-release.mtk.nao.ac.jp/
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Where u, v is the intermediate world coordinate with the

origin at (CRVAL1, CRVAL2). x, y is the pixel coordi-

nate with the origin at (CRPIX1, CRPIX2). CD i j is

the matrix describing the linear transformation of the

coordinates. f(x, y) and g(x, y) are the SIP corrections

defined as:

f(x, y) =
∑
p,q

A−p−qx
pyq, p+ q ≤ A ORDER

g(x, y) =
∑
p,q

B−p−qx
pyq, p+ q ≤ B ORDER

(6)

Here A−p−q and B−p−q serve as the poly-

nomial coefficients. The HSC pipeline applies

A ORDER=B ORDER=3 for “CORR” images, and all

these keywords can be found in the header of the fits

file. With these addition SIP correction, the stars from

reference catalog are more accurately projected to the

CCD plane.

3.4. PSF reconstruction

In the FQ pipeline, PSF reconstruction has two main

steps. First, we pick up stars (and other point sources)

from individual exposures as PSF models at their posi-

tion. Then we fit a CCD level PSF field to get PSF at

galaxy positions. For the star selection, our algorithm

here basically follows Zhang et al. (2019). The main

steps are summarized below:

1. First we collect bright sources (SNR ≥ 100) of the

whole exposure as the star candidates. These can-

didates are then normalized by the total flux of

the stamps, and then transformed into their power

spectra.

2. As the point sources have the most extended and

similar profiles in Fourier space, the distribution

of their sizes should form a major peak at the

large end in the size distribution of the candidates.

We locate the position of the peak, and estimate

its Full Width at Half Maximum (FWHM)(or σ).

We exclude the candidates that are more than 3-σ

away from the peak.

3. Then we build a reference PSF model from the

remaining candidates. For each pixel of the PSF

model, we sort the corresponding pixel value of

all the star candidates and use the value ranked

at 25% from the top. We study the similarity be-

tween the star candidates and the PSF model. The

similarity is defined as the χ2 of the two stamps:

χ2 = Σi(I
i
1 − Ii2)

2/(Ii1 + Ii2) (7)

Here Ii refers to the ith pixel of the image (power

spectrum). The distribution of χ2 also contains a

peak at the small end. We again locate the posi-

tion of the peak, and estimate its FWHM/σ. The

candidates that are more than 3-σ away from the

peak are removed.

4. Finally, we build an exposure-wide PSF model by

fitting a polynomial function up to the 9th order

using all the remaining star candidates. This time

we calculate the χ2 between the remaining candi-

dates and the PSF models at their positions. We

again remove outliers whose χ2 are more than 3-σ

away from the peak of the χ2 distribution. All the

survived candidates are treated as the true point

sources.

Our final PSF model is constructed by fitting poly-

nomial functions on the chip level. Note that in the

FQ method, we directly recover the power spectrum

of PSF instead of its image in real space. This is in-

deed an advantage because power spectrum is automat-

ically centered. The reconstructed PSF power spectrum

WPSF (u, v) at any CCD coordinate x,y is written as:

WPSF (u, v)|x,y =

n∑
i=0

i∑
j=0

Ai,j(u, v)x
jyi−j (8)

Here ”n” refers to highest polynomial order. We choose

n = 3 for the best performance. The fitting is carried

out pixel-by-pixel (48× 48).

In fig.1, we show the average PSF residuals of ellip-

ticity (e1, e2) and relative area on the focal plane. The

results are carried out by comparing the morphology of

stars and recovered PSFs at the position of stars. Here,

e1, e2 and area are defined in Fourier space as:

e1 =
Q20 −Q02

Q20 +Q02

e2 =
2Q11

Q20 +Q02

area =
Q20 +Q02

Q00

(9)

Here, Qij =
∫
kixk

j
yP (k⃗)d2k⃗ are the moments in the

Fourier space. P (k⃗) is the power spectrum of the PSF. In

order to reject the contribution of high frequency noise,

we only use region with P (k⃗) > 0.02P (0) in the inte-

grals.

The residual patterns are quite similar to the PSF

reconstruction results by the official HSC pipeline (see

fig.9 of Bosch et al. (2018)). There are obvious ring-

like feature at the outer regions of the exposure. This

feature appears in all five bands. Increasing order of

the polynomial function can somewhat suppress these
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0.002

0.001

0.000

0.001

0.002

0.003

0.002

0.000

0.002

0.004

0.006

Figure 1. PSF residuals as a function of position on the focal plane. The panels from left to right are respectively e1, e2 and
relative area residuals. These figures are calculated using the i-band data. Other bands have similar properties.

features. But considering the limited star numbers on

CCD, we still fix n = 3 to avoid overfitting problem.

As we stack all exposures together, this ring-like resid-

uals tend to be related with the PSF caused by optical

instruments. This fact suggests that we could study

this residual structure as a function of position on focal

plane using all star candidates. Such an improved PSF

reconstruction method is discussed in our another work

(Alonso et al. 2024).

3.5. Other Issues

In the FQ pipeline, the defects detection part includes

several subroutines to locate different types of defects,

e.g. bad pixels, cosmic rays, stripes, halos... The HSC

“CORR” images have already detected and decorated

defects. We make use of the official mask files. Mean-

while, we also carry out our own defects detection in

order to mask unfound defects, such as some stripe-like

features along the read-out direction of the CCD, which

are likely caused by problems related to charge transfer.

The final catalog of the defects includes those from both

the official mask files and our own algorithm.

Regarding the deblending issue, we adopt a simple

algorithm in our pipeline: We throw away spatially con-

nected galaxy pairs if their redshift difference is larger

than 0.1. Otherwise we treat them as a single source.

After applying this algorithm, we remove about 6.58%

of the galaxies in our final shear catalogs.

4. MULTI-BAND SHEAR CATALOG

In this section, we check the performance of our shear

catalogs by carrying out two tests: the field distortion

test and the focal plane null test. We show how to make

cuts in our shear catalogs to avoid systematic biases. We

also briefly summarize several properties of our catalogs

in the end.

4.1. Field Distortion Test

gf
1 gf

2
0.04

0.02

0.00

0.02

0.04

|gf| 0.00

0.01

0.02

0.03

0.04

Figure 2. The field distortion shear distribution recovered
by astrometric calibration. Black boxes represent the CCD
arrangement. The upper panels show the distributions of the
two shear components of FD: gf1 and gf2 . The lower panel

shows the total shear amplitude, |gf | =
√

(gf1 )
2 + (gf2 )

2.

Green lines in each panel represent the position where gf =
0.02. This circle defines our preferred boundary of high-
quality shear catalog.

The field distortion effect causes the shape distortion

of the observed object, introducing an equivalent shear

(label as field distortion shear, gf1 , g
f
2 , hereafter). Zhang

et al. (2019) shows that the field distortion shear pro-

vides a convenient way to test the accuracy of shear

measurement and estimate the multiplicative and addi-

tive biases from the observational data directly.

The field distortion effect can be described by a series

of WCS parameters, which are recovered during astro-

metric calibration. Fig.2 shows the recovered field dis-

tortion shear of a typical HSC exposure. As indicated in

this figure, the field distortion shear signal is a function
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of position on the focal plane, and its value is compara-

ble to the lensing shear.

If we stack the measured galaxy shear estimators

(without removing the field distortion shear) with same

field distortion shears, the result is supposed to be con-

sistent with gf itself. And considering the recovered

shear as a function of the field distortion shear, it is

easy to estimate the linear measurement bias by:

gest1,2 = (1 +m)gf1,2 + c (10)

The main results of the test are shown in fig.3. Note that

each blue data point in the figure does contain an error

bar that is very small. As shown in the plot, there are

wiggles at the regions with large field distortion shear

(i.e. the outskirts of the focal plane). This is apparently

caused by the PSF residuals with a ring-like pattern

shown in fig.1. It is a direct evidence of how strongly

the PSF error correlates with the shear error. As the

wiggles almost vanish at the inner parts (|gf1,2| ≤ 0.02).

Thus we decide to make a cut with |gf | ≤ 0.02 in our

shear catalogs5. The remaining area on the focal plane

is inside the green circle shown in fig.2.

In addition, it is also necessary to consider a cut at

the faint end of the galaxy using, e.g., SNR, apparent

magnitude, resolution factor. Li et al. (2021) shows that

these selection functions might introduce selection bias

for faint sources. A low bias selection factor is proposed

in this work, which is conveniently defined in Fourier

space:

νF =
P (k⃗ = 0)√

Nσ
(11)

Here P (k⃗ = 0) is the central point of image power spec-

trum, i.e. the total flux of stamp. N is the stamp size,

and σ is the rms of background noise. In this work, we

adopt this factor to make cut on the galaxy sample. We
find that νF > 5 is a good choice considering the bias

level and the galaxy number.

As shown in these plots, all five bands have percent

level multiplicative bias, and these m are consistent with

zero within 3σ level. For the additive bias, there is an

obvious c appearing in the y band g1 panel. This might

has something to do with the y band scatter light prob-

lem (see Aihara et al. (2019) for detail). We do not

focus on it too much. An additional constant shear is

added in the final shear catalog to correct for it. Other

additive biases are all found to be at the level of a few

times 10−4 or less. It is worth noting that these results

are achieved without any calibrations from image simu-

lations. It demonstrates the ability of our FQ pipeline

5 |gf | =
√

(gf1 )
2 + (gf2 )

2

in obtaining precise multi-band shear catalog from the

HSCpdr3 dataset.

4.2. Focal Plane Null Test

Similar to the study of the PSF residuals, we measure

the average shear signals/residuals as a function of the

location on the focal plane. The null test allows us to

locate the problematic regions on the CCDs. For this

purpose, each CCD is divided into 8*16 grid cells, and

we stack the shear signals in each cell. Fig.4 shows the

results of the test. It only presents the i-band result.

The other bands show similar patterns. We can again

see the ring-like features towards the edges of the expo-

sure, which are highly correlated with the PSF residual

patterns shown in fig.1. Besides this global feature, it

is clear to see that the CCDs with chip id 0, 33, 43,

94 are obviously too noisy, even containing some blank

regions. This feature is related with the bad channels

on these CCDs, which are reported by the HSC team
6. We show some examples from these four CCDs in

fig.5. Note that although the problematic areas in these

chips are masked as defects, large amount of masked

pixels could still affect fittings on the chip scale, such

as background estimation and PSF modelling, resulting

in shear measurement bias. Thus we decide to remove

these four CCDs from our shear catalogs. Note that in

making fig.3, the shear catalog from these CCDs are not

included.

4.3. PSF polynomial order

As shown in fig.1, fig.3, and fig.4, the PSF modelling

directly influence the accuracy of shear measurement.

One can therefore directly rely on the field distortion test

to study the performance of PSF reconstruction. Here

we briefly discuss the choice of the polynomial order in

PSF modelling.

We adopt the polynomial functions of order n = 1, 2, 3

to model the spatial variation of the PSF power spec-

trum. The results are shown in fig.6, in which the field

distortion shear has been subtracted from the stacked

shear to enhance the contrast between different cases.

One can see in the figure that the residuals/wiggles on

the edge of the focal plane (|gi| > 0.02) are significantly

suppressed when we increase n. Although one could

further increase n beyond 3 to suppress the wiggles, it

quickly becomes impractical given the limited number

of bright stars on each CCD. Instead, we simply choose

n = 3 in this work, and remove the shear catalog in the

region of |gf | > 0.02.

6 https://hsc.mtk.nao.ac.jp/pipedoc/pipedoc 8 e/hsc info e/
index.html#hsc-info

https://hsc.mtk.nao.ac.jp/pipedoc/pipedoc_8_e/hsc_info_e/index.html#hsc-info
https://hsc.mtk.nao.ac.jp/pipedoc/pipedoc_8_e/hsc_info_e/index.html#hsc-info
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Figure 3. The results of the field distortion tests for different bands (g/r/i/z/y) and shear components (g1,g2). In each panel,
the blue data points (with small error bars) represent the stacked shear signals from galaxies binned according to their field
distortion shear values (gf1 and gf2 ). The red lines show the best-fit results. The values of the multiplicative and additive biases
are given at the bottom of each panel.
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Figure 4. Results of the focal plane null test for the i-band shear catalog. The left and right panels are for g1 and g2 respectively.
Results of the other bands have similar properties.

4.4. Shear Catalog Properties

chip 00 chip 33

chip 43 chip 94
Figure 5. Examples of bad channels on CCD. This figure
shows the images with chip id 0, 33, 43, 94.
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Figure 6. The results of the field distortion tests with dif-
ferent PSF polynomial order. The left and right panels show
the residuals of g1 and g2 respectively. Lines with the blue,
orange, and green colors show the results of the 1st, 2nd, and
3rd polynomial order for PSF reconstruction.

In fig.7, we show several statistical properties of our

shear catalog. Note that our image processing pipeline

treats each exposure independently, each galaxy can

yield more than one set of shear estimators, i.e., one

set from each valid image. Fig.7 (a) shows the distribu-

tion of image number per galaxy in each band. Panel (b)

of the same figure shows the photo-z distribution of the

shear catalog. These redshift information are directly

obtained from the source catalog discribed in 3.1. Panel

(c) and (d) of fig.7 show the distributions of νF of the

galaxies and the FWHM of the PSF respectively.

To use the shear catalogs, one should apply several

cuts to avoid systematic biases. Here we summarize the

necessary cuts:

• |gf | ≤ 0.02, to remove the galaxies near the edges

of the focal plane, where the PSF models have

large biases.

• Remove the galaxies from the CCDs with chip id

of 0, 33, 43, 94 due to bad CCD channels.

• νF > 5 to avoid detection-related biases at the

faint end.

In table 1, we summarize the sky coverage, image den-

sity, galaxy density and shape noise per galaxy of the

shear catalogs after applying the cuts. All five bands

have more than 1200 deg2 sky coverage. The spatial dis-

tribution of the galaxy density in each band is shown in

fig.8. Among these five bands, the i-band has the highest

galaxy density and lowest shape noise, the r and z bands

are a little worse, and followed by the g and y bands.

This suggests that the i-band has the best performance,
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Figure 7. Some statistical properties of our shear catalogs.
(a) distribution of image number per galaxy; (b) the photo-z
distribution; (c) the FWHM distribution of the PSF; (d) The
vF distribution. Results of different bands are shown with
individual colors in all panels.

which is understandable considering the observational

condition. In the next section, we further discuss the

performance of each band with galaxy-galaxy lensing.

band sky image galaxy shape

coverage density density noise

(deg2) (arcmin−2) (arcmin−2)

g 1343 8.33 7.68 0.415

r 1324 11.60 10.50 0.385

i 1314 22.28 19.33 0.359

z 1350 13.84 11.93 0.365

y 1220 6.40 5.66 0.412

Table 1. Some basic information of the shear catalogs
after the cut, including the sky coverage, the average im-
age/galaxy number density, and the shape noise per galaxy.

5. MULTI-BAND PERFORMANCE

The field distortion test results in fig.3 demonstrate

that we have obtained low bias shear catalogs for all five

bands from HSCpdr3 datasets. In this section, we use

galaxy-galaxy lensing to further test the performance

of our multi-band shear catalogs. We compare the re-

sults from individual bands to check their consistency,

and combine shear catalogs of different bands to look

for improvement in accuracy. In addition, we check the
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Figure 8. The sky coverages of the shear catalogs in
g/r/i/z/y bands after the cuts.

consistency between our catalogs and the official HSC

year-one shear catalog.

In galaxy-galaxy lensing, the excess surface density

∆Σ (ESD) of the foreground lens is related to the tan-
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gential shear of the background galaxy (γt) via a simple

formula:

Σcγt(r) = ∆Σ(r) = Σ̄(< r)− Σ(r) (12)

where Σ̄(< r) is the average projected surface density

within radius r, and Σ(r) is the surface density on ra-

dius r. Σc = c2/(4πG)·Ds/(DlsDl) is the critical surface

density, in which Ds, Dl, Dls refer to the angular diam-

eter distances of the source, the lens, and the distance

between the source and the lens respectively.

To recover ∆Σ with the FQ shear estimators and the

PDF-SYM method, we need to assign its assumed value

as ∆̂Σ, and change it so that the PDF of the modified

shear estimator Ĝt is best symmetrized. The modified

shear estimator is defined as:

Ĝt = Gt (zs)−
∆̂Σ

Σc (zl, zs)
· (N + Ut) (zs) (13)

where zl, zs stand for the lens and source redshift, while

Gt, Ut are defined in the tangential direction. More de-

tails of galaxy-galaxy lensing with FQ shear estimators

are discussed in Wang et al. (2022).

We choose the LOWZ and CMASS galaxies from

Baryon Oscillation Spectroscopic Survey (BOSS Daw-

son et al. (2013)) as the foreground lens. Each group are

divided into two subsamples (labeled as L1, L2, C1, C2)

according to their redshift. The redshfit range of these

four samples are [0.15-0.31],[0.31-0.43],[0.43,0.54],[0.54-

0.70]. The measurement is carried out within the over-

lapped regions of the lens sample and our shear catalogs.

The sky coverage is almost the same as that of our shear

catalogs.

In fig.9, we show in the upper, middle, and lower pan-

els the measured R*ESD, ESD error (estimated by 100

jackknife samples) and ESD x (averaged cross shear) re-

spectively. All the data points are subtracted by the

results from the random sample (10 times larger). The

first row of the figure shows that the five bands are con-

sistent with each other in every lens sample. These re-

sults demonstrate the robustness of our shear catalogs.

From the second row, we can compare the performance

of each band. The plots show that the i-band yields

the lowest error, followed by the r & z bands, and then

by the g & y. This is consistent with the conclusion

we draw from galaxy density and shape noise. And for

the last rows, ESD x, we can see that these B modes

are consistent with zero, which again indicates that our

shear catalogs have insignificant systematic biases.

We further show in fig.10 the g-g lensing results using

the combined shear catalogs of the r, i, and z bands, as

well as the combination of all five bands. In the com-

bined shear catalog, we simply treat shear estimators

from different bands as individual measurement. The re-

sults show that combining five bands yields even lower

errors compared to those from individual bands. On

average, the error decreases by 14.7%, 14.0%, 16.2%,

17.3% with respect to the i-band-only case for the L1,

L2, C1, C2 lens samples respectively. This shows that

we indeed gain extra information by combining measure-

ments from different bands.

Finally, we use galaxy-galaxy lensing to check the con-

sistency between our shear catalog and the official HSC

shear catalog.Mandelbaum et al. (2018) reported the

HSC year-one i-band shear catalog measured with the

re-Gaussianization method (Hirata & Seljak 2003). In

this measurement we only use the overlapped regions of

the foreground lens, the HSC year-one official catalog,

and our catalogs. The results are shown in fig.11.As in-

dicated in the figure, our results from four lens sample

are consistent with those from the official catalog. The

errors from the i-band only case are slightly larger than

those from the official catalog, but the combined cata-

log of r, i, and z shows comparable uncertainties in the

measurement with respect to the official catalog.

6. CONCLUSION & DISCUSSIONS

Ongoing large area photometric surveys usually cover

several broad bands in their wide layer. Typically, shape

measurement is carried out within certain band(s) with

better observing conditions. Given the variations of the

image qualities in different bands, we are curious about

the robustness of each band for shear measurement, and

how much we can improve the shear statistics by com-

bining the multi-band shear catalogs.

In this paper, we make use of the HSCpdr3 dataset,

which contains five (g,r,i,z,y) broad bands, to test its

multi-band performance. For shear measurement, we

adopt the Fourier Quad method and its image process-

ing pipeline. The pipeline was first introduced in Zhang

et al. (2019) for processing the CFHTLenS data, and

then in Zhang et al. (2022) for the DECaLS data. Mod-

ifications of the pipeline used in this work are given in

§3.
Using the field distortion test, we demonstrate in

fig.3 that our shear catalogs of different bands all have

very high qualities. In most of the panels, we see that

the multiplicative biases are consistent with zero within

about 2σ. Only the g2 results in the r and z bands have

about somewhat significant 2-3% multiplicative biases,

which may deserve some further studies. The additive

biases are also mostly minor. The g1 results of y-band

has a particularly large additive bias, which is likely due

to the scatter light problem Aihara et al. (2019).
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Figure 10. Similar to Figure 9, but without the bottom panels for ESD x. Results from combining the r/i/z bands and all five
bands are added.

We note that there are some issues left in our im-

age processing. For example, our PSF models still have

large residuals at outskirts of focal plane. Through the

focal plane null test in §4.2, we show that these resid-

uals directly cause the shear errors, which make us re-

move these regions in our final shear catalogs. As these

structures tend to be stable patterns on the focal plane,

we can model them using all the star candidates from

survey. This work is reported in Alonso et al. (2024).

Another thing is about the deblending effect, which is

significant for the next generation surveys (Arcelin et al.

2020; Liu et al. 2023). Currently we simply throw away

blended galaxies with redshift difference larger than 0.1,

or treat them as a single source if their redshift distance

is small. More refined treatment will be considered in

our future work.

We further use galaxy-galaxy lensing to check the per-

formance of our multi-band shear catalogs. The ESD

measurement with individual band shows that all five

bands are consistent with each other. Considering the
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Figure 11. Similar to fig.9. Results from the official HSC year-one catalog are added.

galaxy density, shape noise and SNR of ESD, we con-

clude that i-band have the best performance, followed by

r,z bands, and then g,y bands. We combine r,i,z band to

measure ESD again and get ∼ 15% lower errorbars than

the i-band-only result. This suggests that multi-band

shear measurement has improvement in shear statistics.

In addition, we compare our shear catalogs with the

HSC year-one official shear catalogs. The results are all

consistence with each other.

As for multi-band shear statistics, we find that the

SNR of galaxy-galaxy lensing does rise with the increas-

ing number of bands. This enhancement mainly comes

from the cancellation of the background noise. It should

ultimately be limited by the galaxy shape noise. Assum-

ing that both the background noise and shape noise act

like Poisson noise to the shear estimators, we expect the

following relation to hold:

σ2Ngal = σ2
sp + σ2

bk/Nimg, (14)

in which Ngal is the number of distinct galaxies, and

Nimg is the number of exposures of each galaxy, which

can come from different bands. σ is the overall uncer-

tainty of the shear recovery. σsp is the shape noise (per

galaxy), and σbk is the average background noise (for

a given SNR) per galaxy image. As there are not so

many exposures/images for each galaxy in real data, we

carry out a simple image simulation using Galsim (Rowe

et al. 2015) to study this issue. We generate 105 galax-

ies with the De Vaucouleurs profile. All the galaxies

are distorted by a constant shear and convolved with a

Gaussian PSF. For each galaxy, we keep a certain SNR

and draw 100 images with different Gaussian random

noise. We estimate the shear using different numbers

of images, and measure the uncertainty of the recovered

shear as a function of the image number. The results

are shown in fig.12. It confirms the formula given in

eq.14. It is clear that there is room for reducing the

measurement error by increasing the number of expo-

sures, especially for the faint sources.
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Figure 12. Change of the shape noise with the galaxy im-
age/exposure number in FQ. Dots with different colors show
the results from simulations with galaxies of different SNR.
The lines are the best-fit linear relations between the square
of the shape noise and the inverse of the image number.

In fig.12, we learn that for faint galaxies, which are

dominated by the background noise, the measurement

from different images (bands) can significantly enhance

the shear statistics. But for the bright sources (SNR

≳ 20), multi-image measurement only results in a small

reduction of the error. High redshift galaxies tend to be

fainter than low redshift ones, but carry greater lensing

signal. The advantage of multi-band shear measurement
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may be more obvious in tomographic shear-shear corre-

lation, which we will report in another work using the

shear catalogs produced in this paper.

Meanwhile, we find that the direct stacking of the FQ

shear estimators (or image power spectrum) is not as ef-

ficient as stacking real images. As FQ shear estimators

use the image power spectrum, the SNR in Fourier space

is proportional to the square of the SNR in real space.

Therefore, for each galaxy, to achieve the same noise re-

duction of real space stacking with N images, we need

N2 images in FQ. This fact can be observed in fig.12.

Thus treating FQ shear estimators from different images

(or bands) as individual measurement is not yet the op-

timal way in multi-band shear statistics. We will try

to develop new ways of combining multi-band/exposure

shear estimators of FQ in a future work.

Finally, very recently, in our another work (Shen et

al., in preparation), we find that significant multiplica-

tive biases can arise when the source galaxies are binned

according to their redshifts. This is likely caused by a

strong selection effect, the origin of which is still under

our investigation. Fortunately, all of our shear catalogs

contain the field distortion information. These selection-

based biases can be estimated onsite whenever neces-

sary.

We will make our shear catalogs publicly available

upon the publication of this work 7. The image process

pipeline and intermediate products are also available by

request.
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