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ABSTRACT
We describe photometry improvements in the La Silla–Quest RR Lyrae star (RRLS) survey that enable it to reach distances from
the Sun (𝑑⊙) ∼ 140 kpc. We report the results of surveying ∼ 300 deg2 of sky around the large, low-surface-brightness Crater
II dwarf spheroidal galaxy. At 𝑑⊙ > 80 kpc, we find a large overdensity of RRLS that extends beyond the traditional isophotal
contours used for Crater II. The majority of these RRLS (34) have a linear distribution on the sky, extending over 15◦, that runs
through Crater II and is oriented along Crater II’s proper motion vector. We hypothesize that this unlikely distribution traces
extended tidal streams associated with Crater II. To test this, we search for other Crater II stellar populations that should be in
the streams. Using Gaia proper motion data, we isolate ≈ 17 candidate stars outside of Crater II that are consistent with being
luminous stars from the Crater II Red Giant Branch (RGB). Their spatial distribution is consistent with the RRLS one. The
inferred streams are long, spanning a distance range ∼ 80 − 135 kpc from the Galactic Centre. They are oriented at a relatively
small angle relative to our line-of-sight (∼ 25◦), which means some stream stars are likely projected onto the main body of the
galaxy. Comparing the numbers of RRLS and RGB candidate stars found in the streams to those in the main galaxy, we estimate
Crater II has lost ≳ 30% of its stellar mass.
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1 INTRODUCTION

From the time of its discovery (Torrealba et al. 2016), the dwarf
spheroidal (dSph) galaxy Crater II has been recognized as a satellite
galaxy with unusual properties. Torrealba et al. (2016) showed that
it has a large size and low surface brightness compared to other dSph
galaxies of similar luminosity (𝑀𝑉 ∼ −8). This and its moderately
large distance from the Sun (𝑑⊙) ∼ 120 kpc may explain why it
was not discovered previously. The measurement of a relatively low
velocity dispersion by Caldwell et al. (2017), later confirmed by Fu
et al. (2019) and Ji et al. (2021), indicated that Crater II also has a
small mass-to-light ratio compared to similar galaxies. Caldwell et al.
(2017) inferred that it has a kinematically very cold dark-matter halo,
which they suggested may pose a problem for the cold-dark-matter
paradigm of galaxy formation.

In most respects, the stellar populations of Crater II are not re-
markable for a dSph galaxy of its luminosity. The color-magnitude
diagrams (CMD) constructed by Torrealba et al. (2016) and Mon-
elli et al. (2018) showed that it is an old, metal-poor system with a
densely populated red horizontal branch (HB). Although there are
other dSph galaxies of similar luminosity and metallicity with pre-
dominantly red HBs (e.g, the Draco I galaxy), Crater II appears to be
a more extreme case where there are no blue HB stars at all (Monelli
et al. 2018). The more extensive CMD constructed by Walker et al.
(2019) confirmed these features, but also provided evidence for two
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main-sequence turnoffs. The most populated one corresponds to an
age of 12.5 Gyr and the other to 10.5 Gyr. Walker et al. (2019) did not
find evidence for an intermediate-age population, which suggested
that star formation quenched soon after the 10.5 Gyr population. The
variable star population of Crater II has been investigated by Monelli
et al. (2018), Joo et al. (2018), and Vivas et al. (2020). According to
Vivas et al. (2020), the galaxy contains 98 RR Lyrae stars (RRLS) and
7 Anomalous Cepheids (AC), and they also discovered one Dwarf
Cepheid. The characteristics of the RRLS are intermediate between
Oosterhoff groups I and II (Monelli et al. 2018; Joo et al. 2018; Vi-
vas et al. 2020), to which most of the Milky Way globular clusters
belong. This is also observed in other dSph galaxies with red HBs
(e.g., Draco I). The spectroscopic observations of red giants (Cald-
well et al. 2017; Fu et al. 2019; Ji et al. 2021) have confirmed that it
is in the mean a very metal-poor system with a range in metallicity.
Ji et al. (2021), for example, found a [Fe/H] spread from -2.8 to -1.0,
with a mean of -2.16. Ji et al. (2021) showed that with their mean
value, Crater II lies below the luminosity-metallicity relation delin-
eated by Milky Way satellites by an amount that may be significant
and indicative of substantial mass loss from the galaxy.

The Gaia satellite has measured the proper motions of the red
giants in Crater II, and a number of investigators have used these data
to calculate the proper motion of the galaxy as a whole (Caldwell
et al. 2017; Kallivayalil et al. 2018; Fu et al. 2019; Walker et al. 2019;
McConnachie & Venn 2020; Ji et al. 2021; Battaglia et al. 2022; Pace
et al. 2022). Using these measurements and Crater II’s radial velocity,
several authors have computed its orbit about the Milky Way (Fritz
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et al. 2018; Fu et al. 2019; Ji et al. 2021; Borukhovetskaya et al.
2022; Battaglia et al. 2022; Pace et al. 2022). While the details
of these calculations vary, one common result is that Crater II is
likely to have passed sufficiently close to the inner regions of the
Milky Way to have undergone substantial tidal stripping. There is,
however, some debate over whether tidal stripping alone can explain
the cold kinematics of the Crater II stars. Is it necessary for the
dark halo of Crater II to be cored as opposed to cuspy (Frings et al.
2017; Sanders et al. 2018) for stripping to be the explanation? Is
the Λ𝐶𝐷𝑀 paradigm challenged by the characteristics of Crater II
(Borukhovetskaya et al. 2022; Errani et al. 2022) or not (Fattahi et al.
2018; Amorisco 2019; Applebaum et al. 2021). Is another form of
dark matter required (Pozo et al. 2022)? Is modified gravity a viable
solution (McGaugh 2016) or probably not (Fattahi et al. 2018; Ji et al.
2021)?

While the orbit calculations have made a strong case for tidal
stripping, which is supported by the deviation of Crater II from
the luminosity-metallicity relation (Ji et al. 2021), until now there
has been little direct evidence of this stripping. Whether stripping
has occurred has thus been somewhat controversial. Torrealba et al.
(2016), for example, argued on the basis of the round shape of Crater
II that it has not been stripped. The distributions of RRLS and red
giants inside Crater II proper do not show a clear alignment with the
direction of its proper motion (Walker et al. 2019; Ji et al. 2021), and
Ji et al. (2021) found only tentative evidence for a velocity gradient
across the galaxy.

The main difficulty in finding evidence for stripping is the low
expected surface density of any features, which should be lower still
than that of Crater II itself, which is already a difficult-to-find object
due its low surface brightness and and large distance (∼ 120 kpc).
In this paper, we attempt to circumvent this issue by looking for
RRLS in an extended (20◦ × 15◦) region containing Crater II. While
RRLS constitute a rare component of a galaxy’s stellar population,
variability-selected RRLS with good lightcurve coverage cannot be
confused with other objects and they provide robust distance esti-
mates that eliminate confusion with potential foregrounds or back-
grounds. Moreover, the density of “field" RRLS in the halo drops
rapidly with distance from the Galactic center, so that the detection
of even a few extra RRLS at the approximate distance of Crater II is
potentially significant.

In this paper, we use results from the improved La Silla QUEST
(LSQ) RRLS survey to show that there are in fact large streams of
stars emanating from Crater II, which are aligned with the Crater
II proper motion vector. The paper is organized as follows. We first
summarize the characteristics of the LSQ RRLS survey, which has
been enhanced recently by the addition of an ensemble photometry
pipeline and improved period finding routines. We show that the
survey can now find and characterize RRLS with reasonable com-
pleteness out to distances ∼ 140 kpc. The enhanced LSQ RRLS
survey now covers a declination range ∼ −80 to +25 degrees and
galactic latitudes |𝑏 | > 15, but we focus here only on the region
of sky near Crater II. At large distances 𝑑⊙ > 80 kpc, we use the
survey to demonstrate that we find a very significant excess of RRLS
compared to the expectations of a smooth halo model. We show that
the distribution of these distant RRLS on the sky is not uniform.
Besides the expected concentration located at the position of Crater
II, we find that the distant RRLS outside Crater II primarily lie in
“streams" (∼ linear features) stretching ∼ 15◦ on the sky and ∼ 50
kpc in length. Motivated by the discovery of these RRLS streams,
we then show that, in hindsight, hints of this structure are visible if
one selects low proper motion (distant) stars with colors that place
them in the red giant tip of the color magnitude diagram for Crater II.

In the last section of the main paper, we summarize our conclusions
and present a 3-D map of the stream in galactic coordinates. In the
Appendix, we present lower level details on how our improved en-
semble photometry pipeline works, we present some tests verifying
the performance of the pipeline, we study the uniformity of the LSQ
RRLS survey coverage in the Crater II region and show that it cannot
be responsible for the large-scale spatial distribution of RRLS we
find there, and we present more details on how we selected the red
giant tip stars that we think are stream members.

2 THE LA SILLA-QUEST RRLS SURVEY

The observations used for the La Silla – QUEST RR Lyrae survey
were made with the 10 deg2 QUEST camera (Baltay et al. 2007) at-
tached to the 1m Schmidt telescope of the La Silla Observatory. They
were obtained over 6 years, from March 2010 to April 2016, covering
a declination range −80 to +25 and galactic latitude |𝑏 | ≳ 15. The
primary purpose of these observations was to search for supernovae
and trans-Neptunian objects. The rolling cadence used, however,
achieves good “logarithmic" time coverage, probing timescales from
hours to months to years, and is suitable for a variety of variability
studies. In our earlier paper on the LSQ RRL Survey, Zinn et al.
(2014, Paper I), one can find descriptions of the camera and its filter
(see also Baltay et al. 2013). We summarize below the improvements
that we have made to our target selection, the photometric calibration
of the LSQ lightcurve data, our period finding techniques, and our
search routines for finding RRLs and other types of variables. As
we demonstrate by recovering the periods and lightcurves of known
distant RRLS, these improvements together with the incorporation
of the full LSQ dataset allow us to probe the structure of the halo
over a much larger area and out to much larger distances. (Paper I
only considered the first two years of data in a relatively small region
of sky.) In particular, at declinations -40 to 0, where the typical air
mass of the observations is low, we can reach mean RRL magnitudes
𝑉 ∼ 21.5 and corresponding RRL distances ∼ 120− 140 kpc. More-
over, there are several thousand square degrees of coverage where
the number of observations exceeds 200. For stable RRLS in these
areas, where we can use the full six years of data, this enables ex-
cellent precision in the determination of lightcurve parameters and
quantities derived from lightcurve shapes such as metallicity (e.g.,
Jurcsik & Kovacs 1996).

2.1 Initial Target Selection

For this paper, our lightcurve pipeline relies on the initial LSQ Sex-
tractor catalogs, where the detection threshold was on purpose set to
a low value, only 3 standard deviations above background rather than
the traditional 5 standard deviations. The disadvantage of this low
threshold, combined with the presence of bad chip cosmetics, means
that majority of the objects in our initial search catalog are fake. One
must therefore rely on an external catalog of true sources, and the
completeness of any final catalog depends on the completeness of
the external catalog. The advantage of this approach, however, is that
if one already knows the target positions and many observations are
available, one can go significantly fainter by effectively co-adding
many marginal detections. (In a future release of our RRL catalog,
we will do proper forced photometry on LSQ sources found in deep
coadds.)

For our external catalog, as in paper I, we initially used the Sloan
Digital Sky Survey (SDSS) DR17 release (Abdurro’uf et al. 2022),
with some point source and quality cuts applied. Besides limiting us
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to the Northern hemisphere, we discovered that this choice missed
real RRLS at magnitudes 𝑉 ≳ 20.5. We thus switched to using
PanSTARRS DR2 (Flewelling et al. 2020), which allowed us to go
to down to declination -30 with quite uniform coverage. Again, we
initially considered only objects classified as stars (point sources) by
the improved Tachibana & Miller (2018) star vs. galaxy separation
algorithm. However, when we went to check how many of the known
RRLS in Crater II were in this catalog, we discovered that∼ 20% were
missing. This is higher than expected from Tachibana & Miller (2018)
and may reflect the fact that RRLS are strongly variable sources (up
to ∼ 1 magnitude in amplitude), and thus that the shape of their
observation-averaged point spread function (PSF) does not match that
of non-variable objects with the same average magnitude. This issue
(point-like vs. extended object classification for strongly variable
objects) may also be relevant for upcoming variability surveys such
as Rubin. In the end, given that we were also starting to push up
against the limits of PanSTARRS photometry, we decided against
applying any quality or point source cuts. Rather, we decided to
extract lightcurves for any PANSTARRS object in their in the “mean"
PS1 DR2 catalog that has more than one PanSTARRS detection.
Comparing to the recently released DELVE DR2 catalog (Drlica-
Wagner et al. 2022), which is based on 4m photometry and goes
significantly deeper than PanSTARRS, this choice of PanSTARRS
targets should contain essentially every persistent source of interest
to LSQ in the Crater II region and removes the external target catalog
as a source of incompleteness. The ∼ 80% completeness we report
below based on the recovery of known RRLS in Crater II is thus
caused by photometry errors, which become large at 𝑉 ∼ 21 and
eventually overwhelm the distinctive signatures of RRLS, as well
as the unavoidable observing gaps caused by bad chips and chip
imperfections. (See Appendix A for LSQ survey coverage maps as a
function of source magnitude for the Crater II region explored in this
work.)

There are two other differences from Paper I that result from our
target catalog choice and that may also be relevant to future variability
surveys. First, because of limitations in computing resources, Paper
I imposed a hard color cut, 𝑔− 𝑟 ≲ 0.4 (after extinction corrections),
on target sources. This worked because the SDSS photometry used in
paper I is typically obtained in the same driftscan for a given object,
i.e., the observed fluxes in the various filter are usually simultaneous
to within a few minutes – a timescale much less than the typical
variability timescales of RRLS (a few hours to a day). PanSTARRS
observations in different filters, on the other hand, can be sepa-
rated by days, i.e., they are not simultaneous in the case of RRLS.
Using PanSTARRS-based color data (and depending on the exact
PanSTARRS exposure cadence), the color cut of Paper I would have
to be expanded to 𝑔 − 𝑟 ≲ 0.9 to capture the same fraction of RRLS,
significantly lessening the usefulness of the cut. In the end, because
of the uncertainties associated with color cuts based on PanSTARRS
photometry, we decided not to apply any such cuts in determining
which objects to use to extract lightcurves and classify. Similarly,
paper I simplifies the analysis and classification pipeline by throwing
away all objects that do not satisfy a simple and quick-to-compute
variability criterion, namely that the measured rms variability ampli-
tude exceeds a certain (magnitude-dependent) threshold. Such a cut
unfortunately throws away some moderately blended RRLS, which
could still be detected, and RRLS with intrinsically lower variability
amplitudes. Hence, we also do not apply a variability amplitude cut
to our search catalog. Rather, the PanSTARR colors and rms ampli-
tude are but two of several “features" that we combine to highlight
likely RR Lyrae lightcurve candidates for human inspection.

2.2 The New Photometric Calibration

Many analyses of LSQ data (e.g., Cartier et al. 2015) rely on rela-
tive photometry based on chip-wide comparisons of reference stars.
The absolute calibration of the photometry is also based on chip-
wide comparison to external calibration stars, e.g., from the SDSS
catalogs. Unfortunately, the LSQ chips are an early design, with
many cosmetic flaws such as charge traps and marginally stable re-
gions. In particular, there are strong non-linearities and background
fluctuations, particularly important for faint objects, that not only
vary in time for a given chip but also as a function of position a
chip, e.g., entire chunks of columns can suddenly go bad or change
their non-linearity characteristics. This precludes the standard use
of “non-linearity" corrections computed only once at the time of
camera commissioning. This also limits the accuracy that can be
achieved using a chip-wide calibration since parts of the same chip
may be behaving quite differently at any give time. More importantly,
this also means that one must be careful, whenever possible, to use
comparison stars of approximately the same magnitude as the target
object. As the non-linearity effects vary as a function of time, the
overall instrumental correction at a given time and target magnitude
may be quite different from a correction determined by comparing
stars at brighter magnitudes, as sometimes happened in paper I. In
paper I, the overall impact of these photometry issues is relatively
modest at the faint end of paper I’s photometry ( at 𝑉 ∼ 19 − 20).
They become quite significant, however, if one tries to go after ob-
jects as faint as those in Crater II (𝑉 ≳ 21). To deal with them, we
thus consider only target stars that have instrumental magnitudes in
a given exposure within ±0.5 magnitudes of the target star instru-
mental magnitude for that exposure. To minimize color effects, and
optimize for RRLS (which are blue), we also restrict the color of the
comparison stars to be 𝑔 − 𝑟 ∼ 0.7. Finally, we restrict ourselves to
comparison stars that are as close as possible in spatial position to
the target star subject to the constraint that our comparison star set
contains at least 3-5 “good” comparison stars. Here, “good” compar-
ison stars are defined to be those that do not exhibit excess variability
compared to the other comparison stars and whose median corrected
instrumental magnitude agrees with that predicted from the external
catalog. To further improve the accuracy of our relative photometry,
we use the least squares fitting method of Honeycutt (1992) (see also
Padmanabhan et al. 2008). More details and cross-checks on the pho-
tometry pipeline, which may be useful for other experiments as it is
implemented in a quite general manner, are found in the Appendix.

2.3 The New Period Finding Routines

Paper I relied on a periodogram based on Lafler & Kinman (1965) to
identify the three most significant lightcurve folding periods to exam-
ine in a given lightcurve. To restrict the number of objects to look at,
Paper I required the most significant period to have a significance pa-
rameter Λ ≥ 3.0. We compared the performance of this periodogram
to that of more traditional ones like Lomb-Scargle Lomb (1976) and
generally found its performance to be superior for bright sources
(𝑉 ≲ 19) that fell on good chips. With as few as ∼ 12 lightcurve
points, the correct period would usually be among the top three peri-
ods identified by the periodogram. As measurement errors increase,
however, due to chip defects or Poisson statistics for faint sources, the
LK periodogram falls apart. The correct period may still be found
but the value of Λ for that period now never exceeds 3.0. Simply
dropping the threshold value of Λ is not practical as the number of
candidates to be looked at explodes. After some experimentation, we
settled on the use of two other periodograms that can deal with signif-
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icant measurement error: the Lomb-Scargle periodogram computed
using the fast algorithm of Press & Rybicki (1989) and the “Analysis
of Variance" (AOV) periodogram by Schwarzenberg-Czerny (1996).
We did not find other period search methods such as Supersmoother
and generalized Lomb-Scargle to be worth the added computational
cost – at least for objects with the typical semi-sinusoidal shape and
amplitude of RR Lyrae lightcurves. (Searches for objects with other
lightcurve characteristics, such as narrow eclipses, are best done
with other methods, however, such as those used for planetary transit
detection.) For our application, the AOV periodogram is somewhat
more sensitive than the Lomb-Scargle periodogram but it also more
prone to spurious results due to bad photometry. Thus, we usually
require a confirmation of a period detection in both the AOV and
Lomb-Scargle periodograms to accept a candidate RRLS.

Because of aliasing, the effective time sampling (window) function
of the lightcurve, and the addition of power from spurious photome-
try, the strongest peak in a periodogram may not represent the true pe-
riod of a RRLS. The lightcurve data was automatically phase-folded
on the 3 most signficant periods found in each periodogram and then
fit using the RRL templates from Layden (1998). To help combat
bad lightcurve outliers, the templates were also fit to the phase-
folded lightcurve binned and medianed over 10 phase bins/period.
The template fitting step starts with the period from the periodogram
as a best initial guess but then refines the period using a least squares
minimization routine (MINUIT, see James 1994). This compensates
for the relatively sparse frequency sampling of the AOV and Lomb-
Scargle routines and gives final period values that agree well with
those in the literature. We searched for periodicity in the range of
0.05 to 2.0 days. This range is important for identifying short pe-
riod variables like Delta Scuti stars and contact binaries as well as
longer period variables like Anomalous Cepheids that can easily con-
taminate RRLS searches and do not have the same standard candle
luminosities as RRLS. Note that unlike some searches, the spurious
alias periods corresponding to the typical 1-2 day cadence of ob-
servations (e.g., 𝑃 = 0.25, 0.33, 0.5, 1 day) were not excluded from
consideration.

After the best RRLS candidates were selected by a combination
of decision trees and human inspection, the quality of their template
fits were then assessed by eye, including checking the robustness of
the best-fit to the inclusion or removal of marginal data points and
making sure that an incorrect period alias was not chosen as the
true period. One important further check, enabled by the LSQ super-
nova cadence that re-observes a source after ∼ two hours, was the
confirmation of true variability on short timescales. This allows one
to unambiguously distinguish, for example, an Anomalous Cepheid
with a 0.9 day period from an RR Lyrae with a 0.45 day period.
More importantly, this also allows one to significantly reduce con-
tamination from quasars - a major headache for RRLS surveys that
go fainter than𝑉 ∼ 20, and one that has not been fully appreciated to
date. (Note that for 𝑉 > 20, we are looking for RRLS well out in the
halo, where their sky density drops to significantly less than one per
square degree. On the other hand, the density of quasars with RRL
colors at 𝑉 ∼ 20 is already several per square degree and increases
rapidly as one goes fainter.) Most quasars do not show significant
variability, ≳ 0.1 mag, on ∼ few hour timescales. RRLS do.

To illustrate how well we can actually do in constraining the
lightcurve shape and periods for faint RRL, we present in Fig. 1
the periodograms and template fits for an Anomalous Cepheid (ob-
ject f3) and two of the faintest RRLS (objects f8 and f9) in the
field near Crater II as well as for one already known RR Lyrae in
the Fornax dwarf galaxy, at a distance of ∼ 140 kpc. In the AOV
and Lomb-Scargle periodogram panels of Fig. 1, any line with a

strength ≳ 10 − 15 typically represents a significant detection of
periodicity (with Lomb-Scargle false alarm probability ≲ 10−4).
We see that all the periodicity detections are of very high signif-
icance because of the large number of observations (>100), espe-
cially for the Anomalous Cepheid, which is brighter, but also for
the RRLS in Fornax (at 𝑑 ∼ 140 kpc). The RRLS in Fornax (at
𝛼 = 39.8364 and 𝛿 = −34.922348) was identified in a previous study
(FBWJ023920.7-345520 in Bersier & Wood 2002), where it had a
reported lighcurve-averaged magnitude of < V >= 21.212 ± 0.02
and a period of 0.d68058 based on 30 observations. Using DELVE
DR2 comparison stars (the only ones available at this magnitude
and declination), we instead find < V >= 21.239, by averaging over
the best-fitting template, and a period of 0.d70158 based on the LSQ
lightcurve with 139 points. Given the strength of our period detection
in all three periodograms as well as our significantly larger number
of lightcurve points, we believe our period determination to be the
more accurate one (assuming the period has remained constant in
time, which it may not have). Indeed, this star also appears to be
in the catalog of DES-selected RRLS (Stringer et al. 2021), with a
period 0.d7016 .

The periodogram and folded lightcurve plots for the distant stream
stars f8 and f9 look similar to those for the known Fornax star, which
argues for their also being real RRLS. (The stream stars have similar
average magnitude as the Fornax star but somewhat lower oscilla-
tion amplitudes, hence their period detections are not as significant.)
Note also that while the unbinned phase-folded lightcurve for the
Anomalous Cepheid f3 looks quite ragged, the phase-binned median
lightcurve is extremely well-constrained (the estimated error bars are
only a few percent) and lightcurve points generally sit right on top of
the template except at late phases where real RRLS/AC lightcurves
often show variations in the dip just before the return to maximum
light. In other words, the measurement scatter can indeed be medi-
aned away despite potential systematic issues with the LSQ CCDs.
Given enough observations, we can place very tight constraints on
RRLS parameters, even for faint RRLS with < V > ≳ 20. Metallic-
ity measurements based on lightcurve shape, e.g., Jurcsik & Kovacs
(1996), are definitely possible with lightcurves of the quality of the
Anomalous Cepheid and will be explored in a future paper.

2.4 Search Procedure for RRLS

Even after the application of ensemble photometry, LSQ lightcurves
can still have significant outliers that will set off various variabil-
ity detection triggers. Fake variability can also be induced in the
lightcurves by misphotometering of extended galaxies, and at the
faint magnitudes considered here (𝑉 ≳ 21), the number density of
halo RRLs is dwarfed by the density of quasars, some of which
do appear as real, variable, and blue point-like objects (and have
contaminated some previous RRLS surveys). One must therefore be
careful and conservative in dealing with LSQ data. Our attempts to
use absolute cuts on the goodness-of-fit of RRLS templates, as in
some previous work, failed because of LSQ’s data quality, for exam-
ple. The correct template was usually fit and at the right period, but
the absolute value of goodness-of-fit metrics we could come up with
proved too sensitive to outliers, leading to significant incomplete-
ness. To better understand which lightcurve features are robust to
LSQ data issues and then use these features to cut down the number
of candidates to be examined by hand, we generated lightcurves for
all objects in the Sextans dwarf and Crater II galaxies, where deep,
well-sampled, and highly complete RRLS surveys are available based
on DECAM 4m photometry, e.g., see Vivas et al. (2019) and Vivas
et al. (2020). We then examined the set of resulting LSQ lightcurves
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Figure 1. Examples of the periodograms and phase folded lightcurves used to evaluate RRLS candidates. Plots are arranged in pairs, with the unbinned lightcurve
at the bottom of the left panel and the binned, medianed lightcurve at the bottom of the right panel in a pair. The top 3 plots are identical in a pair and from top
to bottom are the Lafler & Kinman, AOV, and Lomb-Scargle periodograms respectively. The the three red lines in the Lafler & Kinman represent the 3 most
significant periods as determined by the value of the Λ parameter. The short red lines at the top of the AOV and Lomb-Scargle periodograms indicate common
alias periods of the typical 1-2 night interval between pairs of observations. (A source that does not vary much on a 1-2 day interval, like a quasar, will show
up as a set of strong peaks at these periods.) For typical LSQ data, a feature in the AOV and Lomb-Scargle periodograms that has a value exceeding ∼ 10 − 15
is significant and should be examined. All the periodicity detections for the objects shown here are thus highly significant. To produce the binned lightcurves,
lightcurve points are grouped into 20 phase bins of width 0.05. The data point shown for each bin is then the median of the lightcurve points falling in that bin. In
the folded lightcurve plots, the blue circles with errorbars are the LSQ measurements while the red squares show the value of the best-fit Layden (1998) RRLS
template at a given phase. From left to right, plots in the upper set of panels are for objects f3 and f8 respectively. Plots in the lower set of panels are for objects
f9 and FBW J023920.7-345520, respectively. The periods used to fold the lightcurves are those given in Table 2 for objects f3,f8, and f9, and 0.d70158 for the
Fornax FBW star. Lightcurves show the calibrated flux in the LSQ ‘Q’ band (see Appendix, Equation A2). For typical RRLS, V ≈ Q + 0.75.

by hand to decide if LSQ could claim a detection of a given object
or not. As discussed below, the fraction of known RRLS recovered
by LSQ was approximately 93% in the Sextans dwarf and 77% for
Crater II. (The Crater II fraction was lower because some of the lowest
amplitude variables were not detected significantly above the partly
systematics-induced background fluctations.) We then developed a
series of lightcurve feature cuts (such as on clipped RMS lightcurve
variability amplitude and the location and false alarm probability of
the strongest Fourier peak) that reduced the candidate background
significantly but still let through ∼ 95% of the known RRLS in these
systems. In general, what enables LSQ to succeed in pulling out and
classifying persistent periodic sources is the relatively large number
of observations available for a source (typically >100 in the vicinity
of Crater II) and the fact that bad photometry due to uncorrelated
factors (like the seeing on different nights) usually does not generate
significant periodogram peaks, except at period aliases of one day.

For southern regions, like the Crater II one, where one cannot rely
on color information because of the PanSTARRS filter simultaneity
issues discussed above, the number of sources passing our initial cuts
is ∼ 1000 in a 5◦𝑥5◦ region. These sources are then quickly scanned
by eye using an interface that flashes up condensed versions of the
plots in Fig. 1. In a region without significant halo structure (not
Crater II), we typically find ∼ 50 − 100 true RRLS but also up to
∼ 50 objects that are real sources and periodic, like Delta Scuti stars
and short period, contact binaries. These non-RRLS periodic sources
become relatively more numerous as one goes to fainter magnitudes
and can masquerade as RRLS in poorly sampled lightcurves. LSQ
usually has good enough lightcurve coverage to reject them but we
caution that some past surveys do not. The remaining background
sources seem to be mostly badly photometered (extended) galaxies,
quasars, and low mass active stars like M stars. Experiments indicate
that we may be able to remove them automatically in the future by,
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e.g., looking at the details of the AOV/Lomb-Scargle periodograms
and removing objects that do not show significant intraday variability.
(The last condition, intraday variability, can be problematic at faint
magnitudes where the error estimates on individual measurements
are not always reliable.)

Once good periodic candidates have been identified by the scan-
ning process, their lightcurves are examined by at least two sets of
eyes to remove obviously bad outliers, to make sure the correct period
has been identified, and to classify the object (e.g., RRLS Type ab vs.
c vs. a close binary or Delta Scuti). For strong RRLS candidates, we
then check external imaging data to make sure the accepted objects
are point-like (stellar) and do not have very red colors (which galaxies
often do). In the scanning by humans, we have tried to be conser-
vative in accepting candidates, sacrificing completeness for purity.
We thus expect the Crater II region sample we present below to be
very clean (>95% pure), even at the faint end. The lightcurves for the
objects we consider are of comparable quality to those shown above,
which represent significant, unambiguous detections of RRLS. As
cross-checks on our purity, once the DELVE DR2 catalog became
available, we also looked at the Sculptor and Fornax dSph galaxies,
which also have well-studied RRLS populations, using the same pro-
cedure and data cuts employed here. Except for regions that fell on
obviously bad or inoperative chips, the recovery rate of known RRLS
was similar to that reported here for Sextans and Crater II, ∼ 89%
for Sculptor and ∼ 73% for the more distant Fornax. In the best
studied regions of those galaxies, which we expected to be complete,
we did not find any new candidates, although a few of our periods
and classifications did disagree, e.g., as presented above for FBW
J023920.7-345520, the star in Fornax where we suspect our period
is close to the correct one. Based on checks like these, we are thus
confident that the stream features we claim here are not the result of
spurious RRLS detections. A further argument against a significant
fraction of the RRLS in the streams being fake is that the (unlikely)
failure modes we could think of, e.g., confusion with quasars or
misphotometered galaxies, do not know or care about position on
the sky, and in particular, the direction of Crater II’s proper motion.
As an example of this, we do keep a record of the possible RRLS
candidates we placed in the ‘maybe/marginal’ category. Except for
the coverage holes discussed in the Appendix (which do not coin-
cide with the likely Crater II streams), those marginal candidates,
which likely include a significant fraction of fakes, are to first order
isotropically distributed on the sky.

3 RRLS IN THE CRATER II REGION

We consider here the region of the LaSilla-Quest RRLS survey bor-
dered by 170◦ ≤ 𝛼 ≤ 190◦,−25◦ ≤ 𝛿 ≤ −10◦, which includes Crater
II. In that region, the survey identified 78 RRLS and 7 Anomalous
Cepheids (ACs) in Crater II and 587 RRLS and 2 ACs in the field.
Not surprisingly, the variables in Crater II dominate the sample at 𝑑⊙
∼ 120 kpc. We show below that there is a very significant overdensity
of stars in the range in 𝑑⊙ ∼ 80 to ∼ 135 kpc, which passes through
Crater II. But first we consider the completeness of sample, the ac-
curacy of the period finding, and the precision of the photometry.
A comparison of our results with the previous surveys of Crater II
provide estimates of these factors at the distances of the tidal streams.

3.1 Completeness, period finding, and photometric precision at
Crater II

The completeness of the survey depends on the brightness of the
variables, the amplitudes and stability of their lightcurves, and the
number and precision of the observations. The previous surveys of
Crater II (Monelli et al. 2018; Joo et al. 2018; Vivas et al. 2020) list
101 RRLS and 31 brighter stars in the range <V> ∼ 16.4 to 20.7,
which include the 7 ACs in Crater II and 24 field variables of different
types. Our survey identified 100% of the ACs and the field RRLS,
but was less complete for the fainter RRLS in Crater II. We have not
attempted to identify double-mode type d RRLS in our survey, and
these stars are included with the single mode type c variables. The
irregular lightcurves of the type d and the small amplitudes of both
types d and c make them more challenging to detect in general than
the type ab variables. Nonetheless, our survey identified, as type c, 5
of the 10 type d and 4 of the 5 type c variables catalogued by Vivas
et al. (2020). It found 80% of the 86 type ab variables identified by
Joo et al. (2018) and Vivas et al. (2020). We include among the Crater
II RRLS V79 and V96, which were labelled as ‘field?’ by Joo et al.
(2018) and lie beyond the boundary of the observations of Vivas et al.
(2020). To within the errors, they are at the same distance as Crater
II and are probably members of its tidal streams. The examination
our data for the stars that were missed revealed that some had few
observations, presumably because the star frequently fell in a gap
between the chips or on a dead chip, or because our photometry
was too noisy to determine well a period. Our overall completeness
for the Crater II RRLS, which have a mean <V> of 20.95, is 77%.
The Crater II RRLS are approaching the faint limit of our survey,
and its completeness becomes worse at fainter magnitudes, where it
only detects large amplitude variables such as the type ab variable in
the Fornax dSph galaxy shown in Fig. 1. The completeness climbs
significantly, however, at brighter magnitudes. For example, the LSQ
survey detects 93% of the 199 RRLS catalogued by Vivas et al.
(2019) in the Sextans dSph galaxy, which have a mean <V> of 20.32.
With very few exceptions, the LSQ periods we find are in excellent
agreement with those published in both Vivas et al. (2019) [Sextans]
and Vivas et al. (2020) [Crater II].

Our observations of the Crater II stars are summarized in Table 1,
where they are identified by the V number assigned by Joo et al.
(2018); Monelli et al. (2018); Vivas et al. (2020). The columns in
the table list, in order, our data for the positions of the stars (epoch
2000.0), the type of variable, the number of observations used to fit
a template, the period, the amplitude, the heliocentric Julian Date of
maximum light, the intensity averaged V magnitude, and the inter-
stellar extinction in V. 1 The actual LSQ lightcurve data for these
stars can be found in the online supplementary material (in the file
"rrlyrae_lightcurves.txt").

For all but two stars, our periods agree well with the ones deter-
mined by Vivas et al. (2020). With our data, the period of 1.d02985
for the AC V107 produces a superior lightcurve than does the pe-
riod 0.d51347, which was determined by Vivas et al. (2020). With the
shorter period, the high precision data of Vivas et al. (2020) produces
a lightcurve with an approximately instantaneous rise time with no
g-band observations on the rising branch and almost no i-band ones.
With the longer period, their observations have large gaps in phase,
so it is understandable that their period-finding routine selected the
shorter one. The longer period is adopted below in our discussion
of the ACs. For the type d RRLS V80, our data yields a period of

1 From the reddening maps of Schlegel et al. (1998) as updated by Schlafly
& Finkbeiner (2011).
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Figure 2. The distributions of V magnitude differences between the LSQ
measurements and the corresponding measurements of Monelli et al. (2018)
(top panel) and Joo et al. (2018) (bottom panel). The solid lines show the best
Gaussian fits to these distributions.

0.d462295, while Vivas et al. found a period of 0.d44678, which with
their data is much preferred over our period. We have no explanation
for this difference in period except that V80 is double mode pulsator,
which we and Vivas et al. (2020) observed at different epochs. In
agreement with Ngeow et al. (2022), we do not consider V108 to be
an AC in Crater II. Its luminosity is much too large for its period
for it to be an AC member. It is more likely a type c RRLS in the
foreground of Crater II.

A direct comparison of our V magnitudes can be made with the
ones measured by Joo et al. (2018) and Monelli et al. (2018) – see
Fig. 2 for the distributions of the corresponding magnitude differ-
ences. For the 75 stars in common with Joo et al. (2018), the mean
difference between their mean magnitudes and ours is -0.03, with a
standard deviation (𝜎) of 0.06. The 30 stars in common with Monelli
et al. (2018) instead yield a mean difference in <V> of -0.02, with
𝜎 = 0.07. The star V56 is clearly an outlier in these comparisons
because our measurement is too bright by ∼ 0.25 mag, possibly be-
cause of its proximity to a pair of very bright stars. Discarding this star
does not significantly alter the outcome of the comparison with Joo
et al. (2018). It reduces the mean offset and 𝜎 of the relatively small
sample in common with Monelli et al. (2018) to -0.01 and 0.05, re-
spectively. For the V amplitudes of the RRLS lightcurves, we instead
find a mean difference and spread (𝜎) in the measured amplitudes
of -0.05, (0.12), and -0.10, (0.13) for the stars in common with Joo
et al. (2018) and with Monelli et al. (2018), respectively. V56 is not
particularly deviant in this comparison. To put these measurement
differences in perspective, it is useful to compare the measurements
of these authors with each other. There are 36 stars in common be-
tween Joo et al. (2018) and Monelli et al. (2018). The Monelli et al.
(2018) measurements have a mean offset of 0.03 in <V> (𝜎 = 0.03)
and -0.03 in V amplitude (𝜎 = 0.14) with the respect to those of Joo
et al. (2018).

Our accuracy and precision in <V> is what matters most in the
analysis that follows. The above comparisons suggest that for the
majority of variables with <V> ∼ 20.9, our measurements of <V>
do not deviate by more than a few hundredths of a magnitude from

the V scale and have 𝜎 ∼ 0.05. In other words, measurement error
alone cannot explain the significant spread (and trend) in distances
that we find for the RRLS that make up the overdensity we discuss
below. Also, our survey is able to find > 70% of the RRLS at this
magnitude, including the typically lower amplitude type c stars, as
well as measure reliably their periods. Crater II is, however, near the
outer limit of our survey, and beyond its distance (∼ 120 kpc) our
completeness and precision decline further. This limits our ability to
trace the trailing stream of Crater II beyond ∼ 140 kpc. For RRLS
closer than Crater II, our completeness rises to > 90%.

3.2 The Anomalous Cepheids

We have found two stars that are probably ACs in the field surround-
ing Crater II. This type of variable is rarely found in globular clusters,
for only 2 are known in the Milky Way globular clusters (V19 in
NGC5466, Zinn & Dahn (1976); McCarthy & Nemec (1997) and V7
in M92, Matsunaga et al. (2006); Di Criscienzo et al. (2007); Osborn
et al. (2012). They are more common in the in the dSph galaxies, and
while several have been found in the Galactic Halo, they are much
rarer than the RRLS.

The identification of ACs is not always straightforward, because
some ACs have periods in the same range as the RRLS, and their
light curves also resemble those of RRLS. As shown by Soszyński
et al. (2015) using i-band light curves of Magellanic Cloud stars, the
combination of the periods of the stars with the phase differences
𝜙21 and 𝜙31, which are obtained by Fourier decomposition of their
light curves, provides an unambiguous separation of fundamental
mode ACs and type ab RRLS. Since the lightcurve shape of ACs and
RRLS depends on wavelength, it is important to use lightcurve shape
parameters derived from lightcurves obtained using the same filters
as those used to obtain the lightcurves for the objects one wants
to classify. Hence, we cannot use the i-band results of Soszyński
et al. (2015) directly. The results we obtained using LSQ (V-band)
observations are shown in Fig. 3, where the ACs in Crater II, the
two stars that we have identified as ACs in the field (f3 and f39) are
compared with 256 type ab RRLS found in the same field as Crater
II. Additionally, we plotted the positions of known ACs in the dSph
galaxies Sextans (determined using LSQ photometry) and Sculptor
(determined either using LSQ photometry or V band photometry
from Martínez-Vázquez et al. (2016)). Since good quality light curves
are required to determine 𝜙21 and 𝜙31 reliably, the RRLS sample
contains only 18 Crater II stars. The other RRLS are brighter field
stars. The Crater II-related ACs are sufficiently bright that adequate
light curves were obtained for all of them. Small values of 𝜙21 and 𝜙31
indicate that the stars have “saw-tooth” lightcurves, while ones with
the largest values have almost sinusoidal lightcurves. Consequently,
the sequences for the RRLS illustrate the well-known property that as
period increases the lightcurves transform from Bailey type a to type
b. While V1 and V26 in Crater II and the field variable f39 overlap
in period with the RRLS sequences, their smaller values of 𝜙21 and
𝜙31 indicate that their lightcurves are thus more “saw-tooth” in shape
than those of RRLS with similar periods. Because the Magellanic
Clouds contain ACs of similar period and offsets from the RRLS
sequence (Soszyński et al. 2015), it is most likely that these stars are
ACs. From its position in Fig. 3 there is no doubt that f3 is an AC.

ACs are known to exhibit a period-luminosity relation (P-L), and
a few V-band ones are available in the literature. In Fig. 4, we have
plotted our measurements of the Crater II ACs assuming a distance
modulus, (𝑚 − 𝑀)𝑜, of 20.38 for Crater II. This was derived by
first estimating the mean 𝑀𝑉 of the RRLS in Crater II (+0.42) from
the period-metallicity relation that Garofalo et al. (2022) recently
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Figure 3. In plots of the phase differences 𝜙21 and 𝜙31 against the log of the
period, the fundamental mode ACs in Crater II and the two which we have
identified in the field (labelled red points), are compared with a sample of 256
type ab RRLS (small crosses) and with ACs in the Sextans (open triangles)
and Sculptor (open squares) dSph galaxies. Even though some of the ACs
overlap in period with the RRLS, they are well separated in both 𝜙21 and
𝜙31.

derived from Gaia parallaxes of nearby RRLS variables and the mean
metallicity ([Fe/H] = −2.16) that Ji et al. (2021) measured for Crater
II. This value of 𝑀𝑉 was subtracted from the reddening corrected
mean V magnitude that Joo et al. (2018) measured for their sample of
RRLS in Crater II. The distance modulus used here is slightly larger
than the one (20.333 ± 0.004 statistical, ±0.068 systematic) Vivas
et al. (2020) obtained from a P-L relation for RRLS in the i-band.
Adopting their value instead of the one used here would shift the AC
positions in Fig. 4 by only 0.05 mag. The solid lines in Fig. 4 are
the measured P-L relations that Ripepi et al. (2014) determined from
ACs in the Large Magellanic Cloud (LMC). The rms scatter of the
individual stars about these relationships is 0.20 and 0.25 mag. for
the fundamental mode and the first overtone relations, respectively
(Ripepi et al. 2014). The shaded regions in Fig. 4 illustrate this scatter.
Vivas et al. (2020) noted that the faintest ACs that they identified in
Crater II (V1, V26, V86) are clearly more luminous than RRLS, but
also among the least luminous known of this type of variable. Their
values of 𝜙21 and 𝜙31 are consistent with their identification as ACs
(Fig. 3). Fig. 4 shows that while these stars are outliers from the LMC
relations, they are not extremely so. The three brightest ACs in Crater
II (V107, V109, V110) appear to be more normal ACs, because they
fall well within the scatter about the P-L relations.

The two ACs that we have identified in the field of Crater II (f3
and f39 in Table 2) have large amplitudes, saw-tooth light curves
that resemble those of type a RRLS. They are probably fundamental
mode pulsators, and we have estimated their values of 𝑀𝑉 from the
mean P-L relation Ripepi et al. (2014) derived for the fundamental
mode ACs in the LMC. We have also adopted 0.2 mag as the 1𝜎
uncertainty in their values.
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Figure 4. The ACs in Crater II are compared with the P-L relations that Ripepi
et al. (2014) determined from observations of the ACs in the LMC. The
solid lines are the mean relations, and the shaded regions indicate the ±1𝜎
scatter about the lines (fundamental and first overtone, cyan and magenta,
respectively). The 𝑀𝑉 values for the stars were set by assuming 𝑀𝑉 = 0.42
for the RRLS in Crater II. The fundamental mode relation is used to estimate
the distances of the two ACs in the Crater II tidal streams.

3.3 The Evidence for Stellar Streams

The large overdensity in the vicinity of Crater II is evident in Fig. 5,
where we have plotted the number density of RRLS in the region
bordered by 170◦ ≤ 𝛼 ≤ 190◦ and −25◦ ≤ 𝛿 ≤ −10◦, as a function
of galactocentric distance (𝑅𝑔𝑐). This region is nearly centered on
Crater II. Before making this plot, we removed from the sample the
stars identified previously as members of Crater II (Joo et al. 2018;
Monelli et al. 2018; Vivas et al. 2020), and in addition the stars V79
& V96 mentioned above. The data in Fig. 5 show a break in the
density profile near 𝑅𝑔𝑐 ∼ 20 kpc. Similar breaks have been found
in other directions, and they appear to be a general characteristic of
the Galactic halo (e.g., Deason et al. 2011, 2018; Han et al. 2022).
The power law slopes that we find for the inner and outer halo
(−2.3± 0.3 &− 4.8± 0.1, respectively) are consistent with the many
measurements in the literature for 𝑅𝑔𝑐 < 60 kpc (see fig. 13 in Han
et al. (2022)). For the current discussion, the most noteworthy feature
of Fig. 5 is the large excess of stars in the range 87 ≲ 𝑅𝑔𝑐 ≲ 132
kpc. We found a total of 41 RRLS in this region, whereas only 10
are expected on the basis the dashed line in Fig. 5. The error bars
in Fig. 5, which were computed using Poisson statistics, suggest that
this excess is highly significant. Crater II lies at 𝑅𝑔𝑐 = 118 kpc,
which places near the middle of this overdensity in distance as well
as position on the sky.

To examine this overdensity in more detail, we limit following
discussion to the stars that lie in the same region of the sky as Fig.
5 and have 𝑑⊙ > 80 kpc. The Crater II stars in this region are listed
in Table 1. The RRLS and ACs not previously identified with Crater
II are listed in Table 2 in order of increasing right ascension, and for
ease of identification, they are given the designation ‘f’ followed by
their position in the table. The next 9 columns list the same types of
data as described above for Table 1. The next 3 columns list the value
of 𝑑⊙ , the stream longitude (𝜉) and latitude (𝜂), which are described
in more detail below. The final column lists whether a star belongs
to the leading (L) or trailing (T) stream, or neither one (N). The
LSQ lightcurve data for these stars may again be found in the online
supplementary material (in the same file, "rrlyrae_lightcurves.txt").

MNRAS 000, 1–28 (2024)



Crater II Streams 9

-4

-3

-2

-1

 0

 1

10 20 30 40 50 60 80 100 120 140

OverdensityLo
g(

# 
kp

c-3
)

Rgc  [kpc]

Figure 5. After all of the previously identified variables in Crater II have been
removed from the sample, the number density of RRLS is plotted against
galactocentric distance 𝑅𝑔𝑐 . The solid lines are weighted fits of power laws
to the data in the ranges 10–20 and 20–80 kpc, which have exponents of
−2.3 ± 0.3 and −4.8 ± 0.1, respectively. The dashed line is an extrapolation
of the 20–80 line to 150 kpc. Note the large overdensity compared to this line.

−24

−22

−20

−18

−16

−14

−12

−10

 170 175 180 185 190

pm direction

δ

α

RR outside CraterII
AC outside CraterII

CraterII RR
 80

 90

 100

 110

 120

 130

 140

 150

d
O·
 

[k
p

c
]

Figure 6. The plot of the sky around Crater II showing the locations of the
RRLS and the ACs that were identified by our survey at 𝑑⊙ > 80 kpc. The
open squares are our sample of RRLS in Crater II. The blue ellipse is the 3𝜎
bi-variate Gaussian fit that Vivas et al. (2020) made to their sample of Crater
II stars. The solid circles and the solid triangles are the newly identified RRLS
and ACs, respectively. The star symbols are color coded by 𝑑⊙ , and note that
the field stars close to Crater II on the sky are also close in 𝑑⊙ . The black
line is the Theil-Sen fit of a straight line to the stars not previously identified
with Crater II. Note that this line passes close to the center of Crater II and
is roughly in the direction of the proper motion vector of Crater II, relative to
the galactic standard of rest (green arrow, Ji et al. (2021)).

We have plotted the distribution of these stars on the sky in Fig. 6.
The strong concentration variables in Crater II, and the large angular
size of this galaxy are clearly evident. The solid circles are the 47
RRLS that we identified outside of the areas of Crater II that were
surveyed previously (Monelli et al. 2018; Joo et al. 2018; Vivas et al.
2020). These stars have 𝑅𝑔𝑐 > 79 kpc, and 41 lie within the range
where the overdensity is so evident in Fig. 5.

A simple visual inspection of Fig. 6 suggests that the stars lying

outside of Crater II are not randomly distributed across the field,
but have instead a linear distribution that runs through Crater II.
This can be quantified as follows. For the 𝛼 and 𝛿 values of the 47
RRLS and the 2 ACs lying outside of Crater II, Kendall’s 𝜏 statistic
= 0.4796, which indicates that the probability that these coordinates
are uncorrelated is 1.2𝑥10−6 (Press et al. 1992). We have fit a straight
line to these coordinates using Theil-Sen regression, which is much
more robust in the presence of outliers than the method of least-
squares (Akritas et al. 1995). This line (see Fig. 6) passes within 0.6◦
of the center of Crater II, which is an unlikely coincidence if the stars
and the galaxy are unrelated. In addition, this line is approximately
in the same direction as the proper motion of Crater II relative to
the galactic standard of rest (Ji et al. 2021). The color coding of the
points by 𝑑⊙ in Fig. 6 show that the majority of stars lying near Crater
II are also near it in 𝑑⊙ . There are also trends of 𝑑⊙ with position
along the line that extend in either direction from Crater II (see also
Fig. 8).

In addition to the large-scale overdensity (see Fig. 5), there are
two small regions of the sky outside of Crater II with remarkably
high densities of RRLS. The most striking is located at (𝛼, 𝛿) ∼
(180◦.1,−16◦.3), which is ∼ 3.5◦ from the center of Crater II and ∼
2.6◦ from the ellipse in Fig. 6 that roughly marks the outer boundary
of the galaxy. This clump of stars is made up of 6 RRLS and one
AC, which have, to within the errors, the same 𝑑⊙ . This clump
easily fits within a circular region of 0.5◦ radius, and therefore, its
RRLS density is > 7.6 deg−2. The second is located at (𝛼, 𝛿) ∼
(178◦.3,−17◦.0), which is ∼ 0.4◦ beyond the ellipse enclosing Crater
II. It contains 4 RRLS at the same 𝑑⊙ to within the errors. It too
comfortably fits within a circle of 0.5◦ radius, so its density is >

5.1 deg−2. In our survey, the density of RRLS with in the range
80 < 𝑑⊙ < 150 kpc is ∼ 0.06 deg−2 (see below), and unlike the
RRLS in the two clumps, these halo stars are not clustered in 𝑑⊙ . It
cannot be merely a coincidence that these two high density clumps
of RRLS lie close to Crater II and each other both in position and
𝑑⊙ . The densest clump is probably not a star cluster, because we
do not find an excess of red giant candidates at its position (see
below). There are some candidates near the second, but since it lies
the relatively close to Crater II, where the stream density is expected
to be highest, this could be simply a coincidence. Regions of higher
than average density are seen, for example, in the tidal streams from
the globular cluster Pal 5 (Odenkirchen et al. 2003).

In summary, there is a highly significant RRLS overdensity is in the
direction of Crater II and at its 𝑑⊙ . The overdensity is linear in shape,
and it has small regions where the density of RRLS is exceptionally
high. It extends on both sides of Crater II, and is roughly aligned in
the direction of Crater’s proper motion. These features are exactly
those expected of tidal streams from this galaxy. Furthermore, the
discovery of tidal streams from Crater II comes as no surprise. The
orbits that have been calculated by (Fritz et al. 2018; Fu et al. 2019;
Ji et al. 2021; Borukhovetskaya et al. 2022; Battaglia et al. 2022;
Pace et al. 2022) indicate that its perigalacticon is sufficiently small
that tidal stripping may have occurred. Tidal stripping has also been
discussed as a possible explanation for Crater II’s large size, cold
kinematics, and its deviation from the luminosity-metallicity relation
for dwarf galaxies (Frings et al. 2017; Sanders et al. 2018; Ji et al.
2021).

3.4 The Removal of Field Interlopers

Some of the stars plotted in Fig. 6 are expected to be unrelated to
Crater II and its streams, because this figure includes a large area
of the sky (∼ 300 deg2) and also a large range in 𝑑⊙ (> 80 kpc).
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Figure 7. The period distributions of the RRLS in Crater II (top), the field
surrounding Crater II (middle), and the field in the foreground of Crater II
(bottom). The histograms depicted by solid and dashed lines are the distri-
butions of the type ab and c variables, respectively. In the middle plot, the
cross-hatched histograms indicate the distribution of the stars that we suspect
are not members of the tidal streams because their periods do not overlap
with the Crater II distribution (top).

Over the range of the stars in Fig. 6 (79 ≤ 𝑅𝑔𝑐 ≤ 147 kpc), the
number density given by the dashed line in Fig. 5 suggests that the
number of RRLS that are not part of the tidal streams is 14 ± 4. To
obtain another estimate, we examined an equal area of the sky that
is far from Crater II and other known overdensities and found 17
RRLS with 𝑑⊙ > 80 kpc (∼ 0.06 RRLS deg−2). We describe in this
section how we identified 13 of the RRLS plotted in Fig. 6 as unlikely
members of the tidal streams.

As noted by Monelli et al. (2018); Joo et al. (2018); Vivas et al.
(2020), the Crater II RRLS variables have a period distribution that
is unlike the distribution of seen in the galactic halo. We can use this
property to identify likely field interlopers. The period distribution
of our sample of the Crater II RRLS is shown in the top graph of
Fig. 7, where one can see that both the type ab and type c RRLS have
relatively narrow distributions. Their mean values are 0.d62 and 0.d42,
with 𝜎 = 0.03 and 0.02, respectively. The middle graph shows the
period distributions of the RRLS outside of Crater II with 𝑑⊙ > 80
kpc, which is the sample plotted in Fig. 6. While the majority of
the type ab and c variables in this sample overlap in period with the
Crater II variables, there are a few that do not. The bottom graph
in Fig. 7 shows the period distribution of the RRLS in the same
area of the sky, but in the outer halo (30 ≤ 𝑑⊙ ≤ 80 kpc). This
distribution is much broader than the Crater II one, as expected
from the previous discussions of the RRLS in Crater II. The stars
in the middle graph that are outside the period distribution of the
Crater II stars, overlap in period with stars in the bottom graph. The
6 stars making up the cross-hatched areas of the histogram in the
middle graph deviate from the mean values of the Crater II ab and
c variables by > 3𝜎. Consequently, we believe that they are more
likely to be field interlopers than members of tidal streams of Crater
II.

In Fig. 6, there are several stars that do not to follow the the trend
of the majority of non-Crater II stars between position on the sky and
𝑑⊙ . To illustrate this in more detail, we have used the line fitted to data
in Fig. 6 by the Theil-Sen procedure to define 𝜉 as the angular distance

along the line and 𝜂 as the angular distance perpendicular to the line.
The tidal streams are not expected to be perfectly linear features on
the sky, but the density RRLS is too low to adequately trace any
curvature that may be present. Hence, 𝜉 and 𝜂 should viewed as only
approximate stream coordinates. The following equations constitute
a simple rotation of (𝛼, 𝛿) into (𝜉, 𝜂), with constants that make the
origin of (𝜉, 𝜂) the line’s closest approach to the centre of Crater II,
with positive 𝜉 in the direction of the leading stream as indicated by
the direction of the proper motion vector, i.e., positive 𝛼 and 𝛿.

𝜉 = +0.8890𝛼 + 0.4579𝛿 − 149.197 (1)

𝜂 = −0.4579𝛼 + 0.8890𝛿 + 96.942 (2)

There is a very significant correlation between 𝑑⊙ and 𝜉, which is
illustrated in Fig. 8 where we have plotted the stars outside of Crater
II and our sample of Crater II RRLS. The line is a Theil-Sen fit to the
(𝜉, 𝑑⊙) pairs of the 49 stars outside of Crater II. One can see from this
figure that majority of the stars with positive 𝜉, the leading stream,
have smaller 𝑑⊙’s than Crater II, and that it extends to ∼ 12◦ from
Crater II. The trailing stream (negative 𝜉) ends at ∼ 5◦ from Crater
II if only the RRLS are considered, but at ∼ 9◦ if the distant AC is
included. The apparent disappearance of the trailing stream of RRLS
at 𝑑⊙ > 135 kpc may be nothing more than inability of our survey
detect RRLS fainter than V ∼ 21 unless they have large amplitudes.
At the 𝑑⊙ of Crater II (120 kpc), our survey can detect the majority
of RRLS, and its completeness improves at shorter distances. The
apparent ending of the leading stream at ∼ 80 kpc is unlikely to be
due to incompleteness alone. Despite these limitations, our data have
detected tidal streams that span roughly 15◦ on the sky and 50 kpc
in 𝑑⊙ , and even more if the distant AC is a stream member.

Our sample of Crater II RRLS spans∼ 25 kpc in 𝑑⊙ , has a mean of
120 kpc and𝜎 = 4.6 kpc. This scatter is produced by the combination
of our photometric errors (∼ 0.05 mag, see above comparison with
Joo et al. (2018) and Monelli et al. (2018)), the range in RRLS
luminosity produced by the metallicity range of Crater II (−2.8 ≤
[Fe/H] ≤ −1.0, Ji et al. (2021)), stellar evolution, and the back to
front range in distance of Crater II, which may not be insignificant
because some stream stars may lie in the line-of-sight to the main
body (see below). Vivas et al. (2020) found that if they divided their
sample of Crater II RRLS in half by distance modulus, the stars with
the brighter modulus had a larger spatial distribution from the center
of Crater II than the fainter modulus sample, which they noted was
consistent with the outskirts of Crater II (≳ 40′ from the center)
being more metal poor on average and more uniform in metallicity
than its inner region. This dependence of luminosity on position in
Crater II may be responsible for offsets in distance in Fig. 8, because
the same absolute magnitude (𝑀𝑉 = 0.42) was adopted for every
RRLS. The tidally stripped RRLS, which presumably originated in
the outermost regions of Crater II, may be more luminous and have
less dispersion in luminosity, than the central Crater II ones. This
may explain the small scatter in 𝑑⊙ of the 15 RRLS making up the
leading stream in Fig. 8 with 1◦ ≲ 𝜉 ≲ 5◦, and also the ∼ 5 kpc
(∼ 0.1 in distance modulus) offset to larger 𝑑⊙ of the main body with
respect to the line. Nonetheless, to be conservative, in the following
we adopt the 𝜎 of the Crater II RRLS as the error in 𝑑⊙ for the stream
stars.

In Fig. 8, we have placed circles around the 6 RRLS that deviate
significantly in period from the Crater II RRLS. Four of these 6 stars
lie> 4𝜎 in 𝑑⊙ from the line in the figure, which is additional evidence
that they may not belong to the streams. There are 5 more stars in the
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figure that lie > 4𝜎 from the line (> 20 kpc), and red boxes have been
placed around these “distance deviant” stars. We have refrained from
making a more stringent cut on 𝑑⊙ because it is possible that some
Crater II stars were tidally stripped during a perigalacticon passage
prior to the recent one that presumably produced the more coherent
streams in Fig. 8. It is more likely, in our opinion, that these distance
deviant stars are simply interlopers unrelated to Crater II.

The distribution in 𝜂, the angular distance on the sky perpendicular
to the line in Fig. 6, of the non-Crater II stars is shown in Fig. 9. The
whole distribution is clearly non-Gaussian, for it has a sharp peak
and a broad base. The stars that we have identified as period deviant
and distance deviant are widely spread in 𝜂 and show no significant
concentration in the peak. The two period deviant stars that lie within
the peak are also distance deviant as defined above; consequently, we
attach no importance to their small values of 𝜂. In addition to the
histogram, Fig. 9 contains the “box and whisker” diagram of the
whole 𝜂 distribution. As is the convention, the box spans the inter-
quartile range (𝐼𝑄𝑅 = 𝑄3 − 𝑄1 = 1.468), with a vertical line at the
median value of 𝜂. The whiskers, which resemble error bars in form,
extend to the nearest data point, < for +𝜂 or > for −𝜂, 1.5 times the
IQR from either 𝑄3 or 𝑄1. The stars that lie outside of the whiskers
are called by convention the “outliers” of the distribution. Four of
the 6 period deviant stars are outliers by this definition, as are 3 of
the 5 of distance deviant stars. This is more evidence that they may
not be members of Crater II’s tidal streams. There are two additional
stars, which are neither period deviant nor distance deviant, that lie
beyond the whiskers at about 5◦ from the median of the 𝜂 distribution.
We believe they are more likely to field stars than stream members,
and they and the period deviant and distance deviant stars are not
considered in the following discussion of the streams from Crater II.
They are labelled as “N” in the final column of Table 2. The stars
that we identify as members of the leading and trailing streams (“L”
and “T” in Table 2) may not be pure samples, but without additional
observations, such as radial velocities, the interlopers, if any, are not
easily recognized.

3.5 The orientation of the streams and the mass lost from
Crater II

The leading stream stars, as defined by the direction of the proper
motion vector, have on average smaller values of 𝑑⊙ than the trail-
ing stream (see Fig. 6), which suggests that Crater II has passed
apogalacticon in its orbit. This is consistent with the orbit calcula-
tions mentioned above.

From the variation of 𝑑⊙ with 𝜉 in Fig. 8, we estimate that inclina-
tion of the streams to the line-of-sight is only ∼ 25◦. Consequently,
some unbound stream stars are likely to be projected onto Crater
II, and this needs to be considered when deriving the dynamical
properties of the main body.

The size of the Crater II streams suggest that it has lost a significant
fraction of its initial mass through tidal stripping. Assuming that the
lower completeness of our survey for the more distant trailing stream
is offset by its greater completeness for the nearer leading stream,
we can use the ratio of the number of RRLS in the streams after
the removal of likely field interlopers (34) to the total of Crater
II and stream RRLS found by the survey (111) as an estimate of
the stellar mass that has been lost (∼ 30%). Because the Crater II
sample may include some stream stars, this rough estimate may be
an underestimate.
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Figure 8. Distance from the Sun (d⊙ ) is plotted against longitude along the
streams (𝜉 ). The blue X’s are our sample of RRLS in Crater II, including
V79 and V96. The black crosses are the RRLS plotted in Fig. 6. The red
asterisks depict the ACs. Their distances and errors were estimated from the
P-L relations shown in Fig. 4. The points with open circles are the “period
deviant” stars. The black errorbar is the ±1𝜎 scatter in the distances of our
measurements of the Crater II RRLS. As discussed in the text, this is probably
an upper limit on distance errors of the RRLS in the diagram. The line is a
Theil-Sen fit to stars not in Crater II. The stars that lie more than 4𝜎 in 𝑑⊙
from this line are considered “distance deviant” (red squares).
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Figure 9. The distribution of the non-Crater II stars in 𝜂 is shown as a
histogram and as a box and whisker diagram. The blue and red histograms
histograms show the locations of the period and distance deviant stars, re-
spectively. Note for each category, the majority of the members lie in the
“outlier” region of the box and whisker diagram. The two additional outliers
are considered to be unlikely members of the streams.

4 RED GIANT BRANCH STARS IN THE CRATER II
REGION

If our interpretation of the RRLS distribution near Crater II is correct,
i.e., that we are seeing tidally stripped material from Crater II, then
the RRLS are simply the “tip of the iceberg” in terms of the stellar
populations found in the streams, and the stream stellar populations
should resemble those of Crater II itself. A definitive test of the stream
hypothesis will be possible only when deep imaging, comparable to
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Table 1. Crater II RR Lyrae Stars and Anomalous Cepheids

Variable ID 𝛼 𝛿 Type 𝑁 𝑓 𝑖𝑡 P Amp HJD1
𝑚𝑎𝑥 <V> 𝐴𝑣

(deg) (deg) (day) (mag) (day) (mag) (mag)

V1 177.19560 -18.62472 AC 129 0.76330 0.87 55301.05078 20.60 0.09
V2 177.24789 -18.16947 ab 127 0.60428 0.80 56718.33594 20.96 0.09
V3 177.16150 -18.52789 ab 215 0.60088 0.85 57047.31641 20.90 0.09
V4 177.21321 -18.27621 c 165 0.41693 0.38 56305.31250 20.85 0.09
V5 177.21616 -18.53249 ab 167 0.59899 0.65 56738.11328 20.91 0.09
V7 177.12840 -17.69956 ab 30 0.59119 0.98 55648.07422 20.72 0.08
V8 177.19585 -18.52521 ab 180 0.64963 0.45 56752.08203 20.88 0.09
V9 176.50267 -18.82727 ab 80 0.59108 0.80 56772.17969 20.98 0.11
V10 176.96548 -18.18674 ab 166 0.62121 0.74 57425.21094 20.81 0.10
V12 177.17084 -18.52932 ab 222 0.64034 0.56 57405.17188 20.94 0.09
V13 177.21498 -18.69282 ab 72 0.64863 0.48 57010.33984 20.95 0.10
V14 177.16512 -18.15675 ab 90 0.60915 0.64 56746.13281 20.96 0.09
V15 176.98763 -18.14438 ab 186 0.63777 0.54 56742.03906 20.88 0.10
V16 177.14012 -18.07522 ab 195 0.60235 0.64 56655.30859 20.88 0.09
V17 176.89240 -18.65648 ab 68 0.62319 0.59 56285.30859 20.99 0.12
V18 176.88820 -18.10849 ab 150 0.62814 0.50 57447.08984 20.93 0.10
V19 177.01732 -18.07904 ab 220 0.63028 0.60 56724.25000 21.01 0.09
V20 177.14749 -18.51523 ab 239 0.62322 0.51 57012.27734 20.87 0.09
V21 177.27402 -18.53420 ab 111 0.63534 0.30 57070.17578 21.09 0.09
V22 177.06213 -18.25257 ab 261 0.59807 0.73 56691.30469 20.91 0.09
V23 177.04428 -18.29524 ab 200 0.61473 0.63 57043.33594 21.00 0.09
V24 177.17685 -19.17122 ab 163 0.62163 0.58 56766.05078 21.03 0.13
V26 177.93806 -18.49433 AC 201 0.77377 0.53 56711.37109 20.53 0.09
V27 177.60977 -17.98441 ab 155 0.64655 0.52 56307.21484 20.85 0.09
V28 177.56619 -18.16063 ab 200 0.62496 0.59 56669.32812 20.98 0.09
V29 177.34789 -18.33577 c 168 0.42028 0.39 56299.33984 20.85 0.09
V31 177.93794 -18.12585 ab 139 0.62512 0.44 56754.06641 20.83 0.09
V32 177.62062 -18.27895 ab 166 0.60989 0.57 57433.20703 20.91 0.09
V34 177.68721 -18.58765 c 127 0.42522 0.30 57400.32031 20.76 0.10
V35 177.48459 -18.62868 ab 142 0.63094 0.53 57402.25391 20.77 0.09
V36 177.75523 -18.53922 ab 153 0.68134 0.32 57390.26953 20.92 0.10
V37 178.26863 -17.92537 ab 213 0.59350 0.77 57092.09766 20.86 0.09
V39 177.37064 -18.02627 ab 100 0.64212 0.48 56779.13672 20.83 0.09
V40 177.44287 -18.69602 ab 93 0.62881 0.50 57451.19141 21.00 0.09
V41 177.51491 -18.74163 ab 108 0.61815 0.55 57445.12109 21.02 0.10
V42 177.49997 -18.09225 ab 152 0.62580 0.45 56655.26172 21.02 0.09
V43 177.67096 -18.27519 ab 195 0.62560 0.55 57398.21875 20.95 0.09
V44 177.46115 -18.75020 ab 151 0.64849 0.44 57043.36328 20.99 0.10
V45 177.65083 -17.95820 ab 159 0.61528 0.62 56681.26953 20.79 0.09
V46 177.40338 -18.59077 ab 145 0.61550 0.68 57016.26562 20.82 0.09
V50 177.44466 -18.53697 ab 180 0.58945 0.61 57437.18359 20.87 0.09
V51 177.55490 -18.99419 ab 181 0.60895 0.63 56754.07422 20.92 0.12
V52 177.41907 -18.31799 ab 162 0.62905 0.71 57396.21484 20.98 0.09
V54 178.07124 -18.58136 ab 81 0.58283 0.85 56730.16797 20.91 0.10
V55 177.95036 -18.62933 ab 63 0.55358 1.01 57092.10547 20.91 0.10
V56 177.43690 -18.58406 ab 159 0.56666 0.95 57068.26172 20.66 0.09
V57 177.47368 -18.27769 ab 171 0.63248 0.46 57421.23438 21.03 0.09
V58 177.52641 -18.76455 ab 130 0.57392 0.85 56783.08594 20.95 0.10
V59 177.31120 -18.76809 c 175 0.44186 0.36 56305.32031 20.84 0.10
V61 177.29405 -18.01776 ab 73 0.61830 0.57 56716.32812 20.85 0.09
V62 177.59517 -18.41398 ab 162 0.61389 0.65 56645.35156 20.84 0.09
V63 177.62825 -18.35910 ab 187 0.63748 0.55 57457.05078 20.82 0.09
V64 177.57773 -18.41141 c 202 0.42077 0.37 56669.30859 20.87 0.09
V66 177.44580 -18.45585 ab 155 0.62032 0.58 56772.15625 20.93 0.09
V67 177.28468 -18.80381 ab 120 0.57740 0.94 56691.35547 21.02 0.10
V68 177.30215 -18.32689 ab 152 0.65250 0.37 56720.07422 20.97 0.08

(1) Heliocentric Julian Date of Maximum Light - 2,400,000.0
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Table 1 – continued , Crater II RR Lyrae Stars and Anomalous Cepheids

Variable ID 𝛼 𝛿 Type 𝑁 𝑓 𝑖𝑡 P Amp HJD1
𝑚𝑎𝑥 <V> 𝐴𝑣

(deg) (deg) (day) (mag) (day) (mag) (mag)

V70 177.30013 -18.26403 ab 158 0.62228 0.54 56659.32422 20.93 0.09
V71 177.56625 -18.43157 ab 247 0.60510 0.77 57429.21875 20.92 0.09
V72 177.20828 -18.47437 ab 163 0.65645 0.32 56058.04297 20.95 0.09
V74 177.51637 -18.43635 ab 164 0.63426 0.45 56724.24219 21.02 0.09
V75 177.52498 -18.40929 ab 180 0.60762 0.65 57405.22656 20.90 0.09
V76 177.26701 -18.15219 ab 131 0.65156 0.29 57092.10938 20.93 0.09
V77 177.32239 -18.64888 ab 79 0.61315 0.68 56770.00781 20.92 0.09
V78 177.32043 -18.56513 ab 105 0.60193 0.67 57459.07812 20.89 0.09
V79 178.68275 -17.91151 ab 200 0.67272 0.58 56728.05469 20.77 0.09
V80 177.96477 -18.51461 c 192 0.46229 0.38 57043.36328 20.69 0.09
V81 176.78436 -18.87495 ab 76 0.72695 0.47 56728.10547 20.94 0.11
V83 177.18942 -18.16633 ab 127 0.62073 0.63 56722.33594 20.94 0.09
V84 176.67931 -17.81400 ab 190 0.61615 0.61 57376.29297 20.94 0.09
V85 176.50948 -18.53670 ab 168 0.60711 0.51 57431.33203 20.92 0.11
V86 177.73819 -18.76755 AC 150 0.41206 0.54 57031.32031 20.72 0.11
V88 177.44080 -17.64594 ab 162 0.63036 0.61 56782.96875 20.87 0.09
V89 177.70779 -17.69896 ab 163 0.62690 0.37 56764.19141 20.94 0.09
V94 177.32343 -18.10083 ab 134 0.67079 0.22 57053.36719 20.95 0.09
V96 178.22525 -19.47534 ab 226 0.66989 0.58 56795.10156 20.86 0.11
V99 177.55411 -18.29874 ab 231 0.66976 0.25 56307.10938 20.92 0.09
V101 177.86771 -18.36618 ab 126 0.61134 0.66 57065.22266 20.94 0.09
V103 177.30565 -18.86133 ab 139 0.65725 0.35 55653.25781 21.07 0.10
V104 177.32655 -17.78050 c 145 0.37747 0.62 56285.29297 20.92 0.08
V105 177.41866 -17.80933 c 136 0.40911 0.40 56780.95312 20.91 0.09
V106 176.61044 -18.17140 c 210 0.40081 0.46 57101.08203 20.96 0.10
V107 177.41129 -18.07878 AC 285 1.02985 0.32 56677.33594 19.98 0.09
V1082 176.75842 -18.30692 c 304 0.37031 0.44 56788.97266 18.89 0.10
V109 176.95432 -18.28700 AC 202 0.91305 0.66 56740.05469 20.09 0.09
V110 177.26743 -18.72982 AC 159 0.52217 0.69 57026.30469 20.22 0.10

(1) Heliocentric Julian Date of Maximum Light - 2,400,000.0
(2) Field star

that obtained by Walker et al. (2019) in Crater II, becomes available
for the streams and can reach the main sequence, where stars are
much more numerous. A partial test can be carried out now, however,
by searching for rare stars that stand out above the background of
unrelated foreground stars. Because blue stars are relatively rare in the
halo, a logical choice would be to search for blue HB stars, but Crater
II, and presumably the streams, contain few of these stars (Monelli
et al. 2018). Auxiliary data, such as proper motion, are also limited for
these stars because of their faintness (V ∼ 21 at the distance of Crater
II, which is near or beyond the Gaia detection limit). Moreover, if we
plot the overall density of stars in the region as a function of colour,
we find a strong accumulation of foreground stars near the colours of
the Crater II HB stars, i.e., a search for HB Crater II stream stars must
also contend with a strong foreground, and our attempts to extract
them from this foreground did not succeed. Instead, we show here that
the streams are detectable using luminous red giant branch (RGB)
stars. In the Crater II colour-magnitude diagram (CMD), these stars
also define a tight locus, e.g., see Walker et al. (2019) and Appendix,
that can be used to select them, and while luminous RGB stars
represent an even smaller fraction of the overall stellar population of
Crater II, the portion of colour space they inhabit has a significantly
lower intrinsic foreground contamination rate than that of the HB
stars in this part of the sky. Luminous RGB stars have one further
important advantage over the typical HB stars.They are sufficiently
bright that their proper motions are usefully constrained by Gaia.
We outline below the major steps in our analysis and the results.

More of the details can be found in the Appendix. Because of the
expected weakness of the signal and because the stream density likely
decreases with distance down a stream, note that we have restricted
our analysis here to a tighter 15◦ × 15◦ region, roughly centered on
Crater II.

The photometry used to isolate the candidate red giants was taken
from DELVE DR2. We only considered objects that had the DELVE
catalog parameter 𝑒𝑥𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑑_𝑐𝑙𝑎𝑠𝑠_𝑔 = 0, which strongly rejects
galaxies and any other extended objects. We adopted the interstellar
extinction values reported in the DR2 catalogue and applied the
related reddening corrections to the stellar colours. We then used
the DELVE extinction-corrected magnitudes and colours to create
𝑔 vs. 𝑔 − 𝑟 and 𝑖 vs. 𝑔 − 𝑖 CMDs, as in Walker et al. (2019) but
now for the entire Crater II region. As shown in the Appendix, we
next used the locations of the Crater II member stars identified by
the spectroscopic survey of Ji et al. (2021) as a guide to define RGB
emperical extraction ‘boxes’ (regions) in the CMDs. We require our
RGB candidate stars to fall inside the boxes for both diagrams. Using
two CMDs rather than just one to select RGB candidates reduces
significantly the number of foreground interlopers that survive our
RGB CMD selection cuts as most foreground stars do not have the
correct combination of spectral type and distance to end up in the
RGBs of both diagrams (see Appendix). The distribution of candidate
RGB stars selected in this way, using two CMDs, shows a significant
spatial excess in the location of Crater II itself but not along the
streams. In hindsight, this is because the streams likely contain only
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Table 2. Field RR Lyrae Stars and Anomalous Cepheids

Field ID 𝛼 𝛿 Type 𝑁 𝑓 𝑖𝑡 P Amp HJD1
𝑚𝑎𝑥 <V> 𝐴𝑣 𝑑⊙ 𝜉 𝜂 Stream?2

(deg) (deg) (day) (mag) (day) (mag) (mag) (kpc) (deg) (deg)

f1 170.05624 -15.81666 ab 260 0.54964 0.92 57375.26953 20.54 0.15 98.6 -5.2594 5.0122 N
f2 170.17073 -24.93658 ab 264 0.60674 0.29 57045.26562 20.88 0.12 116.7 -9.3337 -3.1478 N
f3 170.45433 -24.66067 AC 288 1.23683 1.35 56279.29688 20.05 0.11 144.3 -8.9552 -3.0324 T
f4 172.33728 -20.16157 ab 258 0.48590 0.67 56752.15625 20.73 0.12 109.0 -5.2211 0.1051 N
f5 172.93295 -21.18871 c 171 0.42439 0.33 56402.20703 21.00 0.13 122.9 -5.1619 -1.0808 T
f6 173.13455 -19.34159 ab 268 0.52305 0.47 57152.96094 20.49 0.12 97.5 -4.1369 0.4690 N
f7 173.39830 -17.91318 ab 179 0.59843 0.82 56780.97656 20.74 0.08 111.5 -3.2484 1.6181 T
f8 173.71851 -19.34602 ab 137 0.67343 0.48 57010.35156 21.20 0.21 130.0 -3.6198 0.1977 T
f9 173.85162 -20.57696 ab 182 0.61915 0.48 57041.21875 21.25 0.17 136.0 -4.0651 -0.9576 T
f10 174.91232 -20.96411 c 214 0.41352 0.34 56279.33203 21.11 0.14 128.9 -3.2994 -1.7874 T
f11 174.96010 -18.95842 c 215 0.42631 0.35 57045.37109 21.08 0.17 124.9 -2.3385 -0.0263 T
f12 175.29012 -18.01681 ab 145 0.61663 0.69 57439.10547 20.90 0.10 119.0 -1.6140 0.6597 T
f13 175.79668 -18.50458 ab 144 0.59328 0.66 56655.29297 20.97 0.13 121.2 -1.3870 -0.0059 T
f14 175.99728 -16.60162 ab 94 0.55849 0.87 57135.09766 21.38 0.10 148.3 -0.3373 1.5940 N
f15 176.20923 -19.40963 ab 91 0.64959 0.44 56663.23438 21.06 0.09 128.6 -1.4347 -0.9994 T
f16 176.36882 -11.07577 c 256 0.34201 0.50 56729.21094 20.24 0.07 89.1 2.5233 6.3364 N
f17 176.43452 -19.96669 ab 199 0.60780 0.65 56740.14062 20.95 0.09 122.0 -1.4895 -1.5977 T
f18 176.84460 -12.53517 ab 88 0.55302 0.81 56305.21484 21.03 0.09 127.3 2.2780 4.8211 N
f19 177.05568 -21.10849 c 199 0.41603 0.34 56308.29688 20.99 0.12 123.0 -1.4601 -2.8972 T
f20 177.34325 -13.60686 c 196 0.33962 0.47 56648.22656 20.65 0.11 105.8 2.2305 3.6400 N
f21 177.86626 -24.94741 ab 137 0.50474 0.82 57396.23047 20.29 0.16 87.7 -2.4973 -6.6812 N
f22 177.98520 -17.01995 c 177 0.41435 0.36 56795.15234 20.82 0.12 113.8 1.2384 0.3118 L
f23 178.15160 -16.96868 ab 294 0.68827 0.68 57065.18750 20.71 0.11 108.3 1.4098 0.2812 L
f24 178.38667 -17.60863 ab 202 0.65887 0.45 57435.05469 20.72 0.10 109.2 1.3258 -0.3953 L
f25 178.40797 -16.92769 ab 188 0.60689 0.61 56795.12500 20.69 0.14 106.5 1.6565 0.2003 L
f26 178.44644 -16.98862 ab 162 0.69528 0.67 57451.17188 20.79 0.14 110.8 1.6628 0.1285 L
f27 178.69778 -13.21142 c 185 0.28654 0.19 55656.05859 20.97 0.12 122.2 3.6158 3.3713 N
f28 179.30569 -24.22535 ab 298 0.58705 0.88 56696.21094 20.51 0.17 96.6 -0.8870 -6.6984 N
f29 179.32715 -14.20893 ab 123 0.62537 0.50 57066.27344 20.78 0.15 110.3 3.7186 2.1964 L
f30 179.65877 -17.57593 ab 139 0.60946 0.87 55643.06250 20.70 0.12 107.4 2.4716 -0.9487 L
f31 179.87257 -16.51783 ab 223 0.60163 0.67 57453.28516 20.80 0.18 109.9 3.1462 -0.1060 L
f32 179.94196 -17.51188 ab 190 0.61760 0.70 57121.08594 20.66 0.13 105.4 2.7527 -1.0215 L
f33 180.01028 -19.03309 c 132 0.37787 0.49 56711.26953 20.74 0.11 110.3 2.1169 -2.4051 L
f34 180.06273 -16.31652 ab 180 0.60395 0.76 56779.01953 20.68 0.17 104.0 3.4074 -0.0141 L
f35 180.07935 -16.05497 ab 126 0.61617 0.38 56372.08984 20.61 0.17 101.3 3.542 0.2108 L
f36 180.08133 -16.29470 c 212 0.39568 0.35 57447.12109 20.64 0.17 102.5 3.4339 -0.0032 L
f37 180.08730 -16.05149 c 110 0.42135 0.36 56740.11719 20.71 0.17 106.0 3.5506 0.2103 L
f38 180.10497 -16.43388 ab 285 0.59700 0.55 56297.36328 20.77 0.18 108.3 3.3912 -0.1378 L
f39 180.20529 -16.21458 AC 284 0.72808 0.99 57016.33984 20.01 0.15 99.0 3.5808 0.0112 L
f40 181.27802 -15.80885 ab 218 0.63232 0.45 56682.28906 20.64 0.14 103.6 4.7203 -0.1193 L
f41 182.03732 -15.61743 c 214 0.41671 0.25 57451.27734 20.32 0.16 88.9 5.4830 -0.2968 L
f42 182.83061 -15.32346 ab 193 0.61784 0.60 56285.28125 20.59 0.19 99.1 6.3228 -0.3987 L
f43 182.91818 -14.59507 ab 202 0.65789 0.20 57067.22266 20.60 0.19 99.8 6.7342 0.2087 L
f44 183.61346 -11.41523 ab 101 0.55194 0.83 55299.10156 21.08 0.14 126.8 8.8083 2.7173 N
f45 184.74527 -13.42233 ab 215 0.59700 0.99 56004.23438 20.61 0.14 102.3 8.8954 0.4147 L
f46 185.68770 -19.12055 ab 237 0.67284 0.66 57101.12403 20.64 0.14 103.6 7.1241 -5.086 N
f47 186.04571 -12.00381 c 248 0.35443 0.44 56752.08832 20.08 0.12 81.0 10.7011 1.0803 L
f48 186.56663 -11.72141 ab 128 0.55864 0.58 55660.29473 20.10 0.12 81.9 11.2846 1.0974 L
f49 189.00499 -14.82940 c 168 0.35409 0.46 56307.23572 20.55 0.15 98.9 12.0380 -2.7867 L

(1) Heliocentric Julian Date of Maximum Light - 2,400,000.0
(2) Stream Membership: L = leading, T = trailing, N=no, membership unlikely

a fraction of the stars in Crater II (∼ 30% based on the RRLS), and
these stars are spread out over a much larger area of sky: the signal
we are searching for is very weak.

To further boost our selectivity for true Crater II RGB stars, we
rely on the fact that the density of stars in the halo drops rapidly
with distance. In other words, we expect almost all the contami-
nants to the RGB selection to be foreground stars, i.e., stars with
typically larger proper motions than the stream stars since they
are closer. We can thus use Gaia DR3 data (Gaia Collaboration

et al. 2022) to reduce the foreground contamination by imposing
a stellar proper motion cut. This will work (at the cost of com-
pleteness) even if Gaia does not actually significantly detect the
proper motion of the individual RGB stars. Because Crater II has a
non-zero proper motion comparable in size to some of the proper
motion (PM) constraints considered below, it is important that the
proper motion size constraint be 𝑟𝑒𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒 to the proper motion of
Crater II, i.e., the constraint 𝑃𝑀 < 𝑋 that we actually use be-
low is

√︁
(𝑝𝑚𝑅𝐴 − 𝑝𝑚𝑅𝐴0)2 + (𝑝𝑚𝐷𝐸 − 𝑝𝑚𝐷𝐸0)2 < 𝑋 where
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𝑝𝑚𝑅𝐴0 = −0.073 mas/year and 𝑝𝑚𝐷𝐸0 = −0.123 mas/year are the
components of the Crater II proper motion reported in Ji et al. (2021).
Within the errors, note that the proper motion measured by Ji et al.
(2021) agrees with that from other recent determinations (Pace et al.
2022).

There is one further important point regarding a proper motion cut.
Gaia’s sky coverage has improved considerably from DR2 to DR3,
but it is still not completely uniform. Using just a proper motion cut
and loosening it from PMcut < 0.1 to PMcut < 3, we have verified
that that the stars passing the cut (except near Crater II, of course) do
indeed appear to be distributed quite uniformly across the 15◦ × 15◦
Crater II region – just as stars selected only using an extinction-
corrected CMD cut appear to be. (We have also checked this in other
15◦ × 15◦ fields immediately adjacent to the Crater II one.) In other
words, away from Crater II and a possible stream, the stars passing the
proper motion and cut CMD cuts appear as a ∼ uniform background
whose density decreases with the tightness of the proper motion cut.
There is no evidence for systematics associated with proper motion
cuts alone or combined with CMD cuts that can match the spatial
properties of the signal we report below. Indeed, assuming that the
foreground contamination inside Crater II and the RRLS stream is
also uniform and the same as outside of those areas leads to predicted
RGB star counts in those areas that match well what we find below.

The efficiency of the proper motion cuts is illustrated in Fig.10,
where the member and non-member stars identified by Ji et al. (2021)
are plotted against proper motion relative to Crater II’s motion.
Fig.10 shows that the member stars are concentrated at the small-
est proper motions, while the non-member stars are scattered over a
wide range. Note that the proper motion contrast between member
and non-member stars decreases as the stars become fainter and Gaia
measurement errors increase. In addition to a cut on absolute proper
motion magnitude, we thus impose an additional cut on the bright-
ness of the RGB stars we consider on the CMD: 𝑔 < 19.5, 𝑖 < 18.4
for stars at the distance of Crater II (see Appendix).

There is one final complication we must deal with in order to pull
stream RGB stars out of the background. The bulk of the stream
RRLS are not actually at the distance of Crater II, and presumably
the same is true of stream RGB stars. To take into account the spread
in 𝑑⊙ of the streams (see Fig. 8), we thus shifted the selection boxes
of the CMDs in steps of 0.1 mag from -0.4 to +0.4 with respect to the
CMDs of Crater II and combined the selection results. The selection
box for the faintest shift (+0.4) has a faint limit of 𝑔 < 19.9, which one
can see from Fig.10 is roughly where many of the member stars start
to have a measured 𝑃𝑀 > 0.5, i.e., Gaia measurement errors become
large. To keep the CMD selection boxes the same size, we raised our
faint magnitude limits in lockstep with the shifts in magnitude.

To aid in the interpretation of our search for stream RGB stars, we
have plotted again in Fig. 11 the positions of RRLS and ACs around
Crater II, but now with different regions of the sky delineated. In
the following, we will consider the stars falling within the ellipse
(plotted also in Fig. 6) as potentially Crater II stars, and the ones
outside the ellipse as potentially stream stars. The green circle in the
figure encircles the “clump" of 6 RRLS and one AC. The red solid
lines are parallel to a least-squares fit of a line to the stream stars that
was constrained to pass through the center of Crater II, and they are
offset from this line by ±1◦ in 𝛿. Within the region between these
lines, which we call the ‘core’, are 25 of the 33 RRLS and ACs in
this region of the sky that we identified as members of the Crater II
streams in table 2. The remaining 8 stream stars, 24% of the total, are
scattered between the red solid lines and the dashed lines, which are
offset from the red lines by ±2◦.5. We call this region the ‘wings’ of
the streams, which also contains 5 RRLS that we rejected as possible
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Figure 10. Weighted-average 𝑔 magnitude from DELVE DR2 vs. total proper
motion (PM) from Gaia DR3 for spectroscopically confirmed members (𝑏𝑙𝑢𝑒
dots) and non-confirmed stellar members (𝑟𝑒𝑑 dots) of Crater II. The list of
members and non-members is from Ji et al. (2021), who took spectra over the
entire 3𝜎 elliptical sky region containing the RRLS in the Crater II galaxy.
The vertical lines illustrate the effects of two proper motion cuts; the tighter
the cut, the less relative contamination from foreground stars although the
number of members that pass the cut also drops. Note that proper motions
are measured relative to the proper motion vector reported in Ji et al. (2021).

stream members. There are no stream members between the dashed
lines and the boundaries of the 15◦ × 15◦ Crater II region shown
in Fig. 11, and the 7 RRLS in this region thus provide an estimate
of the RRLS background. Since this region encompasses ∼ 123 sq.
deg., our estimate for the ‘background’ of RRLS with 𝑑⊙ > 80 kpc
is 0.06 ± 0.02 per sq. deg. This number does indeed appear to be
the background, for it equals the density we found in a ∼ 300 deg2

region away from Crater II (see above). Assuming RGB stars in the
stream track the RRLS + ACs, we will use the same procedure and
background region to provide an estimate of the background density
for our candidate RGB stars. Since the excess of RGB candidates
in the diffuse wings of the streams does not stand out much above
the background, in the following we concentrate on the detection of
the core, which does. While marginally significant, note that there is
an excess of RGB stars in the wings, and it is consistent with that
expected from the fraction of RRLS found in the wings.

Fig. 12 and Table 3 summarize the results of our search for can-
didate RGB stars using a Gaia DR3 proper motion cut and the two
(shifted) CMD selection boxes. For a proper motion cut of 𝑃𝑀 < 0.5,
which in Fig. 10 lets in quite a few non-member stars, we see that
the background regions contains many candidates, and except for
the concentration of candidates inside the Crater II ellipse, there is
no strong evidence for inhomogeneity in the spatial distribution of
the candidates. As we tighten up the proper motion cuts, though,
the number of candidate stars in the background regions drops as
expected (as we remove foreground contamination) but the number
of candidates in the stream region, in particular inside the “core",
does not until we get to 𝑃𝑀 ≲ 0.3. For proper motion cuts tighter
than this, note that the number of candidates found inside the Crater
II ellipse also begins to decrease. As all the candidates in the ellipse
are in fact known Ji et al. (2021) member stars, this means that fur-
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Figure 11. This diagram of the sky shows the positions of the RRLS and
ACs and the regions used to estimate the S/N of the stream detections by the
variable stars and the RGB candidates. The ellipse, which is the same as that
plotted in Fig. 6, is adopted as Crater II proper. The ‘core’ of the streams
is defined as the region between the solid red lines, not including the part
covered by the ellipse. The ‘background’ region, which we assume contains
no stream RRLS, is between the dashed lines and the boundaries of the figure.
The green points depict our sample of Crater II RRLS. The blue X’s and the
red crosses are RRLS in the leading and trailing streams, respectively. The
open circles are the RRLS rejected as stream members. The small green circle
encompasses the most significant clump of stars in the streams.

Table 3. Number of RGB candidates in different spatial regions vs. proper
motion cut. See text for definition of regions and the calculation of the
expected counts of foreground interloper stars in the core region along with
the 3 𝜎-equivalent confidence intervals (enclosed by the parentheses) for
those counts.

PMcut stream core core interlopers ellipse background
(mas/year) (counts) (counts) (counts) (counts)

0.1 4 .2 (0,4) 8 1
0.2 9 .2 (0,4) 22 1
0.3 12 1. (0,6) 27 5
0.4 12 3. (0,10) 31 13
0.5 12 5. (0,14) 33 23
1 23 14 (3,27) 35 60

ther tightening of the proper motion cuts is no longer just reducing
the background but also throwing out signal too, i.e., decreasing our
RGB selection completeness. We do show in Fig. 12, however, the
case for a proper motion cut of 𝑃𝑀 < 0.2. Most of the member stars
in the ellipse (∼ 22/30 ∼ 75%) survive this cut but now there is only
one star found in the background regions. The expected number of
foreground contaminants in the core stream region is thus ∼ 0 yet we
still find 9 candidates there, i.e., the distribution of candidate stars
outside the ellipse is clearly not spatially homogeneous and happens
to align with the direction of the RRLS stream.

To put things on a more quantitative footing, we report in Table 3

the number of candidates found in the various spatial regions of Fig.
11 as well as the predicted number of foreground interlopers for the
core stream region based on assuming that foreground interlopers are
distributed uniformly on the sky, i.e., that the number of interlopers
found in a given spatial region is proportional to the area of the region.
The ratio of the areas of the regions is 𝐴𝑏𝑎𝑐𝑘 : 𝐴𝑤𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑠 : 𝐴𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 :
𝐴𝑒𝑙𝑙 = 1 : 0.56 : 0.23 : 0.024. The number of expected foreground
interlopers in a given region is then 𝑁 𝑓 𝑜𝑟𝑒 ≈ (𝐴𝑟𝑒𝑔𝑖𝑜𝑛/𝐴𝑏𝑎𝑐𝑘) ×
𝑁𝑏𝑎𝑐𝑘 where 𝑁𝑏𝑎𝑐𝑘 is the observed number of candidates in the
background region for a given 𝑃𝑀𝑐𝑢𝑡 . In particular, note that for the
core region, the interloper counts 𝑁 𝑓 𝑜𝑟𝑒 ≈ 0.23𝑁𝑏𝑎𝑐𝑘 ≪ 𝑁𝑏𝑎𝑐𝑘 ,

while the observed number counts in the core are always greater than
𝑁 𝑓 𝑜𝑟𝑒 for all proper motion cuts shown.

As a first rough estimate for the significance of the observed excess
counts in the core region, let us assume the interloper background
is uniform and obeys Poisson statistics, with distribution Pois(𝑘, 𝜆)
where 𝑘 is the observed number of counts in a region and 𝜆, the
mean, is set to the expected number of interloper counts, 𝑁 𝑓 𝑜𝑟𝑒.
The integers enclosed by the parentheses in Table 3 then give the
minimum and maximum count values 𝑘 such that the cumulative
probabilities Pois(𝑘 ≤ 𝑘𝑚𝑖𝑛, 𝜆) and Pois(𝑘 ≥ 𝑘𝑚𝑎𝑥, 𝜆) are less
then 1.35 × 10−3, the probability contained in one of the > 3𝜎
wings of a Gaussian. Note that for large 𝑘, the Poisson distribution
converges to a Gaussian, and the quantities in the parentheses thus
correspond to the standard 3𝜎 confidence interval limits. For small
𝑘, the Poisson distribution is of course not symmetric and given that
𝑘 ≥ 0, 𝑘𝑚𝑖𝑛 may not exist. In that case, we simply report 𝑘𝑚𝑖𝑛 = 0 as
the lower bound of the confidence interval. Comparing the observed
core counts in Table 3 to the confidence intervals in parenthesis, we
see that the observed counts are on the high side of the confidence
interval for all proper motion cuts. For 𝑃𝑀𝑐𝑢𝑡 = 0.2, 0.3, the counts
actually significantly exceed the 3𝜎 equivalent upper limits.

The main flaw in this estimate for the significance of the core
count excess is the assumption that 𝜆𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 = 0.23𝑁𝑏𝑎𝑐𝑘 . Because
the observed values of 𝑁𝑏𝑎𝑐𝑘 are small and thus subject to significant
Poisson fluctuations for 𝑃𝑀𝑐𝑢𝑡 ≲ 0.4, there is significant uncertainty
in what the actual mean background density is in these cases. It
could be, for example, that for 𝑃𝑀𝑐𝑢𝑡 = 0.2, the observed value of
𝑁𝑏𝑎𝑐𝑘 = 1 is actually a large (∼ 3𝜎) negative deviation from a true
expected mean of∼ 4, which would make the detection of 9 counts in
the core significantly more likely (though still rather unlikely overall).
The fact that for all proper motion cuts, the observed 𝑁𝑏𝑎𝑐𝑘 always
has to be on the low side of the true expected value actually argues
against this being the explanation for an apparent excess of counts
in the core. Let us ignore this, however, and instead use Bayesian
statistical reasoning to marginalize (integrate) over an unknown mean
source density value.

Following, e.g., Gregory & Loredo (1992), let us compute the
Bayesian odds ratio 𝑂21 comparing the following two models: (1)
the mean source density is the same in the core and background
regions and simply due to foreground interlopers, and (2) the source
densities in the background and core regions are independent and
different, e.g., due to the presence of stream stars in the core region.
If we have no prior preference for one of these two models, then
the odds ratio is just the Bayes factor, which is the ratio of the
global likelihoods (evidence) for the models, 𝑃(𝐷 |𝑀2)/𝑃(𝐷 |𝑀1).
Here 𝐷 is the set of counts data to be explained by a model, e.g.,
𝑁𝑏𝑎𝑐𝑘 = 𝑁1 = 1, 𝑁𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 = 𝑁2 = 9 for 𝑃𝑀𝑐𝑢𝑡 = 0.2, and we
assume that for both models that the probability of producing a
certain number of counts 𝑘 in a region is Pois(𝑘, 𝜆) where the value
of the mean, 𝜆, is now allowed to vary. The difference between model
(1) and model (2), then, is that 𝜆𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 is not free in model (1) and is
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Figure 12. Spatial distribution of RGB stream candidates (black crosses) selected by varying the CMD cut offsets from -0.4 to +0.4 for a given proper motion
cut. The proper motion cut value decreases as we go clockwise from top left (𝑃𝑀 < 0.5) to bottom left (𝑃𝑀 < 0.2). The bottom left panel also labels the spatial
regions discussed in the text, which are the same as in Fig. 11. The green circle indicates the location of the RRLS clump. The bottom right panel attempts to
check if the RGB candidates show a similar trend in brightness (distance) as the stream RRLS by plotting the positions of RGB candidates selected using only
the two brightest (+0.3, +0.4) CMD offsets (blue Xs) and the two faintest (-0.3, -0.4) offsets (black crosses). The proper motion cut used is the same as in the
panel above it (𝑃𝑀 < 0.3) In the core stream region, the “bright” RGB candidates (for which the proper motion cuts work best) do show a 4:1 asymmetry in
the same sense as the RRLS (where brighter objects are at 𝛼 ≳ 178). The “faint” candidates show a 3:1 asymmetry, also in the correct sense as the RRLS (with
fainter objects at 𝛼 ≲ 176

instead tied to 𝜆𝑏𝑎𝑐𝑘 by the ratio of the areas of the spatial regions,
ie., 𝜆𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 = 0.23𝜆𝑏𝑎𝑐𝑘 . In order to carry out a Bayesian model
comparison involving models with continuously variable parameters
(in this case, 𝜆𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 and 𝜆𝑏𝑎𝑐𝑘), we must further specify the prior
probability distribution for those parameters, i.e., the ranges over
which we believe those parameters can vary. The larger the allowed
parameter range, the bigger the “Occam’s razor" penalty factor a
model with an added parameter must overcome by explaining the data

better. The appropriate range is somewhat arbitrary (to the chagrin
of frequentists) but it cannot be infinite for an underlying probability
distribution with compact support like the Poisson one. Here, we
will assume that the range of allowed 𝜆𝑖 for region 𝑖 is such that the
observed counts, 𝑁𝑖 , must always be less than a ∼ 5𝜎 fluctuation
away from the expected value, 𝜆𝑖 . Specifically, we require 𝜆𝑚𝑖𝑛,𝑖 <

𝜆𝑖 < 𝜆𝑚𝑎𝑥,𝑖 , where Pois(𝑁𝑖 , 𝜆𝑚𝑖𝑛/𝑚𝑎𝑥,𝑖) = 3×10−7. Assuming no
preferred value for 𝜆𝑖 over this range, the corresponding prior for 𝜆𝑖
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is then 𝑃(𝜆𝑖) = 1/Δ𝜆𝑖 , where Δ𝜆𝑖 = 𝜆𝑚𝑎𝑥,𝑖 − 𝜆𝑚𝑖𝑛,𝑖 . For example,
for the case 𝑃𝑀𝑐𝑢𝑡 = 0.3 where 𝑁1 = 𝑁𝑏𝑎𝑐𝑘 = 5, then 𝜆𝑚𝑖𝑛,1 =

0.134, 𝜆𝑚𝑎𝑥,1 = 26.6, and Δ𝜆1 = 26.4. For the same 𝑃𝑀𝑐𝑢𝑡 , if we
consider the density in the core region to be independent of that in
the background (Model 2), then 𝑁2 = 𝑁𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 = 12, 𝜆𝑚𝑖𝑛,2 = 1.75,
𝜆𝑚𝑎𝑥,2 = 39.0, and Δ𝜆2 = 37.3. If we denote the background region
as region 𝑖 = 1, and the core region as region 𝑖 = 2, then we have,

𝑃(𝐷 |𝑀1) =
1

Δ𝜆1

∫ 𝜆𝑚𝑎𝑥,1

𝜆𝑚𝑖𝑛,1
𝑑𝜆1Pois(𝑁2, 0.23𝜆1) × Pois(𝑁1, 𝜆1).

(3)

Similarly, we have,

𝑃(𝐷 |𝑀2) =
1

Δ𝜆1Δ𝜆2

∫ 𝜆𝑚𝑎𝑥,1

𝜆𝑚𝑖𝑛,1

∫ 𝜆𝑚𝑎𝑥,2

𝜆𝑚𝑖𝑛,2
𝑑𝜆1𝑑𝜆2Pois(𝑁2, 𝜆2)

× Pois(𝑁1, 𝜆1). (4)

Evaluating these expressions for the counts data in Table 3,
we then obtain the following odds ratios favoring Model (2) over
Model (1): 10.0, 16400, 8240, 51.2, 2.53, 1.88 for 𝑃𝑀𝑐𝑢𝑡 =

0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5, 1.0 respectively. As we estimated above, the
hypothesis that the source density in the core region is different from
that of the background is favored for all proper motion cuts, even with
our quite generous priors on the range of allowed density values. The
only strong evidence favoring Model 2 over Model 1, however, comes
(as above) from the cases with 𝑃𝑀𝑐𝑢𝑡 = 0.2 and 0.3. As a sanity
check, we also computed the odds ratio for the case 𝑃𝑀𝑐𝑢𝑡 = 0.3,
but with the number of counts in the core region (𝑁2) set to 1, the
value expected if the mean source density was the same in the core
as in the background region, and with a mean such that the expected
background counts matched the observed ones, i.e., 𝜆1 = 𝑁1 = 5.
The odds ratio in this case was only 0.17, indicating that allowing
the density in the core to be different from that of background region
was indeed not justified. In sum, based on more detailed statistical
considerations, we think that there is strong evidence for an excess
of Crater II-like RGB stars outside of Crater II. One can repeat this
statistical analysis but now shifting, shrinking, and rotating what we
call the "core" region. The fact that the signal for an RGB excess is
maximized when one considers a strip of sky of approximately the
width of Crater II, passing through Crater II, and aligned with Crater
II’s proper motion vector – exactly the same as for the RRLS – is
again further, independent evidence that we are likely seeing streams
associated with Crater II.

Assuming the streams exist and do contain RGB stars, it is instruc-
tive to try to model the observed counts to see if we can estimate
the true numbers of RGB candidate stars, corrected for completeness
and foreground contamination. We start with the number of candidate
stars inside the Crater II ellipse, where we have direct confirmation
of Crater II membership, e.g., Ji et al. (2021), and the foreground
contamination is likely negligible until 𝑃𝑀𝑐𝑢𝑡 ≳ 0.5. A good guess
for the intrinsic number appears to be 𝑁0

𝑒𝑙𝑙
≈ 31. An estimate for

the completeness of the candidates that survive the tighter proper
motion cuts is then the ratio of the observed counts inside the el-
lipse, 𝑁𝑒𝑙𝑙 , to 𝑁0

𝑒𝑙𝑙
. For 𝑃𝑀𝑐𝑢𝑡 = 0.1, 0.2, 0.3, this gives estimates

of our cut completeness of, respectively, 8/31 = 0.26, 22/31 = 0.71,
and 27/31 = 0.87. If the asymptotic/intrinsic number of candidates
in the core is 𝑁0

𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 ≈ 12 (the value for 𝑃𝑀𝑐𝑢𝑡 = 0.5, by which
the ellipse counts seem to level off), then we predict core counts of
3.1, 8.5, and 10.4 for 𝑃𝑀𝑐𝑢𝑡 = 0.1, 0.2, 0.3, respectively. Given the
small number statistics, this in reasonable agreement with the ob-
served counts, 𝑁𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 = 4, 9, and 12. Using similar logic, guessing

𝑁0
𝑤𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑠

≈ 5 leads to a reasonable match to the counts in the stream
wings regions.

With these estimates for the background-free (intrinsic) RGB can-
didate counts, we can then compare the ratios of the numbers in
the different regions to see if the RGB and RRLS spatial distri-
butions are, at least to zeroth order, compatible. First, the ratio of
wing to core RGB stars is ≈ 5/12 = 0.42, while for the RRLS
it is ≈ 7/26 = 0.27 Given the small numbers, especially for the
RGB stars, these numbers are roughly consistent. The key point here
is there is likely an excess of RGB candidates in the stream wings,
which is roughly consistent with the number expected from the RRLS
distribution. This reinforces the argument, based on the ∼ 7 RRLS
found outside the core stream region, that the stream has a dense
core, with width ∼ that of the Crater II galaxy, surrounded by a
much less dense, broader envelope. The length of the stream (which
may actually extend to right ascensions < 170◦ given our incom-
pleteness for the distant stream) and this stream density profile are
relevant for Crater II orbit/tidal stripping calculations. In particular,
to explain the stream wings may require multiple orbital passes and
precession. Second, we can come up with an RGB-based estimate
for the fraction of mass stripped from Crater II by taking the ratio
of the number of RGB candidates found outside the Crater II ellipse
to the total number, including those found inside the ellipse, i.e.,
𝑓𝑑𝑖𝑠𝑟𝑢𝑝𝑡 ∼ (𝑁𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 +𝑁𝑤𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑠)/(𝑁𝑒𝑙𝑙 +𝑁𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 +𝑁𝑤𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑠) ≈ 17/41 =

0.35, which is close to the corresponding RRLS-based estimate of
≈ 0.3, i.e., both the RGB candidates and RRLS tell the same story
that Crater II has undergone significant stripping. Again, because of
projection effects that likely put some stream stars inside the Crater
II ellipse, this estimate may in fact be an underestimate.

Interestingly, one area where the RGB vs. RRLS counts do not
appear to agree well is in the region containing the clump of 6 RRLS
and 1 AC (green circle in Fig. 11). If the clump of RRLS points to
a bound structure, e.g., a globular cluster such as Pal 3, or a true
overdensity in 3 dimensions (vs. a projected one in 2 dimensions)
that has the same ratio of RGB stars to RRLS as Crater II, then
in both cases we should also have found a few (∼ 3 − 6) RGB
candidates in the RRLS clump region. We do not see any, and the
overall CMD near the clump (after applying proper motion cuts to
remove backgrounds) seems similar, again subject to small number
statistics, to what is found by looking at other similarly sized control
regions in the stream. In other words, from the point of view of RGB
stars, nothing special seems to be going on in the clump. We may
just be seeing chance fluctuations in two very sparse samples of the
same underlying stream distribution, although the number of RRLS
involved in the clump fluctuation is quite large and not replicated
elsewhere in the stream. This bears further investigation.

The only way to conclusively check if the candidate stars we se-
lected are compatible with the RGB of Crater II, and if their radial
velocities are compatible with being in the stream, is to obtain spec-
troscopy for those stars. (Note that a few of our candidates could
actually be on the AGB because of the imprecision of our CMD
cuts.) We list their coordinates and 𝑔 and 𝑖 magnitudes in Table 4
and Table 5. The candidates are selected using a proper motion cut
𝑃𝑀 < 0.3, which should give good completeness at the cost of ∼ 1
interloper in the stream core and ∼ 2 − 3 in the stream wings. The
likely presence of RGB stars in the stream strengthens the case that
the remainder of the stripped Crater II stellar population (e.g., its
main sequence) should also be present in the stream. This should
show up with deep imaging comparable to that already available for
Crater II itself.
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Table 4. Coordinates and magnitudes (from DELVE DR2) for candidate RGB
stars in the “core" streams.

ID 𝛼 𝛿 g r i
# deg deg mag mag mag

CS1 170.848061 -22.77174028 18.35 17.22 16.80
CS2 171.002862 -22.92557487 18.97 17.91 17.52
CS3 172.103052 -21.97855757 19.34 18.43 18.13
CS4 174.357550 -19.39302575 19.32 18.23 17.85
CS5 174.795559 -19.85049436 19.72 18.84 18.49
CS6 176.024999 -18.81781961 18.82 17.84 17.49
CS7 176.813035 -19.83220698 18.80 17.84 17.48
CS8 177.913881 -17.66181371 18.89 17.95 17.57
CS9 179.633722 -17.59651485 18.95 18.07 17.72
CS10 178.055730 -17.28305147 18.36 17.31 16.91
CS11 177.933934 -17.0759734 18.94 18.06 17.70
CS12 178.707060 -17.04233558 19.16 18.10 17.84
CS13 181.082231 -16.72914585 18.95 18.05 17.71
CS14 181.638775 -16.10120047 18.82 17.90 17.55

Table 5. Coordinates and magnitudes (from DELVE DR2) for candidate RGB
stars in the “wings” of the streams.

ID 𝛼 𝛿 g r i
# deg deg mag mag mag

WS1 174.5832240 -18.10150950 19.28 18.46 18.16
WS2 179.0963181 -15.67693691 19.87 19.03 18.72
WS3 181.6353074 -18.85721807 19.51 18.62 18.33
WS4 180.3541692 -17.61190255 18.93 17.97 17.61
WS5 180.0464870 -14.46247758 18.94 17.83 17.46
WS6 182.1510874 -12.99774679 18.87 17.86 17.46
WS7 183.1370640 -12.79596808 19.61 18.75 18.46
WS8 181.1864106 -12.22119653 19.51 18.68 18.35
WS9 184.2760686 -10.07081370 18.90 17.88 17.55

5 CONCLUSIONS

Our major result is the detection of tidal streams from the Crater
II galaxy, which have been suspected on the basis of Crater II’s
orbit, low velocity dispersion, and deviation from the luminosity-
metallicity relation of dwarf galaxies (Fritz et al. 2018; Fattahi et al.
2018; Sanders et al. 2018; Fu et al. 2019; Ji et al. 2021; Borukhovet-
skaya et al. 2022; Battaglia et al. 2022), but until now not observa-
tionally confirmed. To summarize, the streams, which are inclined
by ∼ 25◦ to the line-of-sight, span at least ∼ 15◦ on the sky, and ∼ 50
kpc in 𝑑⊙ . Their detection would not have been possible without
the major improvements in the photometric calibration of the LSQ
RRLS survey.

Perhaps the best way to visualize and understand our results is to
plot the position of the Crater II stream stars in rectangular Galactic
coordinates, as in Fig. 13. In this coordinate system, the origin of
the system is located at the Galactic Centre. The X axis is the line
between the Sun and the Galactic Centre, with positive X in the
direction opposite to the Sun. The Y axis is positive in the direction
of galactic rotation, and the Z axis is perpendicular to the galactic
plane. To give a sense of the scale, we have also plotted a cartoon
representation of the Galaxy showing the locations of the Sun [at
coordinates (-8.3, 0, 0) kpc ] and the Galactic Centre. The circle in
the figure with radius 15 kpc represents the Galactic Disc. The total
lengths from the end of the trailing stream to the opposite end of the
leading stream, not including the very distant AC, are∼ 12,∼ 57, and

∼ 23 kpc in X, Y, and Z, respectively, and ∼ 57 kpc in 𝑅𝑔𝑐 . These
variations are perhaps best visualized by examining the projections
of the points on the XY, YZ, and XZ planes, which are depicted in
grey in Fig. 13. As the cartoon illustrates, the large length of the
streams in Y dwarfs the familiar inner regions of the Galaxy. The
projections also illustrate how when viewed on the sky, the streams
may overlap the main body of Crater II and “contaminate” its stellar
population. The positions of the streams indicate that Crater II has
passed apogalacticon in its orbit, which is consistent with the orbit
calculations (e.g., Ji et al. 2021; Borukhovetskaya et al. 2022). The
decrease in Z along the streams suggests that Crater II is starting to
plunge towards the Galactic Plane and the inner Galaxy. We note that
because of our survey incompleteness at the faint end, the distant
stream may in fact extend further than indicated here.

To check on the stream interpretation of the RRLS distribution,
we made a first attempt at searching for other stellar population
components that should be in the stream by looking for luminous
stars on the Red Giant Branch of the Crater II CMD, which are
bright enough to have their proper motions constrained by Gaia even
at the distance of Crater II. We found ≈ 17 candidate stars, whose
spatial distribution and number is consistent (given the relatively
small number statistics) with what would expect from the RRLS.

While the RRLS and RGB stars detected here provide a glimpse
of the overall dimensions of the streams, these are very rare objects.
The streams would be better defined by utilizing more numerous
tracers such as subgiants and main-sequence turnoff stars. Because
such stars are very faint at the distances of the Crater II and its streams
(22.5 ≲ 𝑖 ≲ 24.5, see Walker et al. (2019)), and because the streams
occupy a large areas of the sky, this may require the Rubin telescope.

There is no doubt that Crater II has lost a significant amount of its
stellar mass. From the numbers of stream and Crater II RRLS, we
estimate the fraction of mass lost is ≳ 30%. Our attempt to find RGB
stream stars agrees with this estimate and suggests it could be even
higher. The streams may help to define better Crater II’s orbit, which
is an essential part of modelling the stripping process and the removal
of both stars and dark matter. It may be possible then to answer the
some of the questions about the form of dark matter and its density
profile prior to stripping, which have been raised by previous inves-
tigations (see section 1). The mystery of its kinematically-cold, dark
matter halo, first recognized by Caldwell et al. (2017), may then be
solved. We caution again that because the streams are oriented close
to our line of sight, when viewed in projection on the sky, they will
overlap the Crater II galaxy itself and may contaminate it with un-
bound objects. Additionally, various selection cuts of possible Crater
II members show a non-relaxed morphology for Crater II, e.g., with
two density peaks as in Walker et al. (2019). This may be solely due
to the inclusion of spurious stream members, but it may also reflect
that fact that the galaxy itself may have been significantly disrupted.
Any dynamical conclusions, e.g., from velocity dispersions, should
thus be treated with corresponding caution.

The Crater II streams may ultimately provide a good probe of the
form of the Milky Way’s potential and the influence the LMC has
on the halo, because they are far from the galactic center and extend
over a large range of 𝑅𝑔𝑐 The identification of additional red giants
in the streams, whose proper motions and radial velocities may be
measurable, is therefore desirable. A first list of possible candidates
for spectroscopy is provided here.
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Figure 13. A three-dimensional view of the Crater II streams. Rectangular galactic coordinates X, Y and Z (with origin X=Y=Z=0 at the Galactic Centre) are
used to plot the positions of RRLs in the leading stream (blue X’s), the trailing stream (red crosses), and at the center of Crater II (large green dot). Plotted in
the XY plane is a cartoon of the Galaxy, showing the positions of the Galactic Centre and the Sun (large black and large orange dots, respectively), and the
galactic disk (black circle). To help visualize the geometries of the streams, the projections of the plotted points onto the XY, YZ, and XZ planes are shown in
grey. Especially from the projection in the YZ plane, it is evident that depending on viewing angle, projection effects may cause apparent overlap of the streams
with the Crater II galaxy. Membership of stars in Crater II thus needs to be evaluated carefully.
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APPENDIX A: PHOTOMETRY PIPELINE DESCRIPTION

As in paper I, the photometry pipeline for this paper is designed
to monitor the variability of point sources in non-crowded, high
galactic latitude (|𝑏 | > 15) fields. The QUEST collaboration has a
separate difference imaging pipeline, see Baltay et al. (2013) to look
for variables in extended objects,e.g., supernovae. Even though we
are primarily interested in point sources, the best way to photometer
them is not immediately obvious. LSQ is an example of a mod-
ern, large area survey based on a wide field-of-view camera where
point spread function (PSF) variations across the field of view can
often be significant. Also, especially at the faint end, misphotome-
tering of quasi-point sources, like an AGN nucleus surrounded by
lower surface brightness extended brightness emission from the host
galaxy, can create significant spurious variability as the seeing varies
if one is not careful. After some experimentation and consideration
of the computational expense vs. accuracy vs. robustness for various
schemes, we decided to not attempt to do PSF fitting. Rather, as in
Paper I, we rely on simple aperture photometry applied to the target
and comparison stars chosen to be near the target, so as to minimize
the uncorrected effects of spatial variations, including those in the
PSF. While careful PSF-based photometry can be definitely be more
accurate (albeit with increased computational cost), errors in model-
ing and properly centering the PSF can often cause more problems
than a PSF-based approach solves, and when applied to moderately
extended sources such as faint galaxies misidentified as stars, the
results can actually be worse than using aperture photometry, e.g.,
if the aperture happens to cover most of the source. Having decided
to do aperture photometry, however, one must still decide what aper-
ture size to use. To maximize the signal to noise, we decided to use
a 4.8′′(6 pixel) diameter aperture for target sources brighter than
V∼ 18.3 and 2.4′′(3 pixels) for sources fainter than this. The target
brightness we use to decide whether we apply the large or small
aperture is derived, as we discuss below, by taking the median of the
first pass photometry (chip-wide) lightcurve. Once the appropriate
aperture size is chosen for the target, it remains fixed during the re-
mainder of the photometric processing, and the that same aperture
size is always used to measure the comparison star fluxes. As can be
seen in Fig. B3, there is no major glitch in the photometric accuracy
near the source magnitude (V ∼ 18.3) where we switch aperture
sizes.

Our revamped photometry pipeline is designed to easily work
with a variety of comparison star and input target catalogs. Here

we will specialize to the case relevant to this paper, where we used
PanSTARRS DR2 as both our comparison and target catalog. As
a first step, we apply quality cuts to the PanSTARRS DR2 mean
photometry catalog and remove blended objects, objects that are ex-
tended (galaxies), or objects where the PanSTARRS pipeline sets a
photometry warning flag. This creates the “clean star" catalog from
which we draw our initial comparison stars. Note that the set of
comparison stars selected this way turn may still turn out to contain
objects that should not be used for a given target object, and as de-
scribed below, we implement on-the-fly checks out to weed them out.
As a general comment on the importance of having a good compari-
son star catalog, we compared the performance of using SDSS Stripe
82 stars cleaned in a similar way to that obtained using stars from the
Stripe 82 standard star catalog of Ivezić et al. (2007), which includes
further checks such as removing low-amplitude variable objects. The
performance using the Stripe 82 standard stars was uniformly better,
at the 0.5 − 1% level, presumably because the SDSS catalog did a
better job of excluding variable stars or high proper motion objects
than our on-the-fly checks. Note that the photometric accuracy of the
comparison star catalog also matters, especially at the faint end, as
we demonstrate below by comparing the performance obtained using
a catalog based on PanSTARRS DR2 to that obtained using DELVE
DR2, which goes much deeper.

After determining which of our initial “clean” comparison stars
fall on chips used to observe a given target object, we load them in
and match them (using a 1" search radius) to the Sextractor-detected
sources on the chip. Once we have identified the comparison stars
on the chip for a given exposure, we make a first guess for their true
(pre-atmosphere and telescope) instrumental magnitudes using the
values of the 𝑔 and 𝑟 magnitudes provided by the external catalog.
This is possible to a suprisingly good degree of accuracy because
LSQ observations are made in a single filter, “Q," centered on V
(5450 Å), that is essentially the sum of the SDSS 𝑔 and 𝑟 filters, To
within ∼ 1 − 2% for 0 < 𝑔𝑠 − 𝑟𝑠 < 2 where the subscript 𝑠 indicates
that the 𝑔 and 𝑟 filters are in the SDSS system, we have

Q ≈ 𝑔𝑠 − 2.5 log[1.0 + 100.4(𝑔𝑠−𝑟𝑠 ) ] . (A1)

Similar, though more complicated expressions could be derived to
transform from the 𝑔 and 𝑟 values in the PanSTARRS and DELVE
catalogs to instrumental Q magnitude. For this paper, however, we
simply transform all 𝑔 and 𝑟 values in the external catalogs into
the SDSS system using the transformation equations provided by the
respective collaborations and then use the SDSS system values. Once
we have estimates for the true comparison star magnitudes, we obtain
a first-pass correction to the observed Q (instrumental) magnitudes in
a given exposure by using the median magnitude offset between the
predicted and observed values of the comparison stars. To maximize
the numbers of comparison stars and thus maximize the chances for
obtaining a reasonable photometric solution, we initially consider all
the comparison stars that fall on the same chip as the target; hence, we
call it a “chip-wide" correction. Because of the non-linearities present
in the chips, the offset turns out to have a significant magnitude
dependence. If we consider all comparisons stars on the chip, there are
usually enough of them that we can follow (Cartier et al. 2015) (but
now for a single exposure) to obtain a reasonably well-constrained
linear fit to that magnitude dependence. Using this fit, we then apply a
magnitude dependent correction to each comparison star’s observed
magnitude in that exposure. We then use these magnitude offsets
and corrected comparison star magnitudes to make an educated first
guess for those values in the next phase of the pipeline. If the next
phase fails, e.g., due to there not being enough good comparison
stars located near the target, then the pipeline returns a backup target
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lightcurve derived by applying these “chip-wide” magnitude offsets
to the observed instrumental target magnitudes. Because this first-
pass photometric correction for a given exposure does not depend on
what happens in other exposures (this is not true for the next step in
the photometry pipeline), we also the use our first-pass photometry
to apply some initial cuts on the overall photometric quality of an
exposure. While we strive to keep as many exposures as possible
to maximize the number points in a lightcurve, we found that there
are some exposures that are simply so corrupted by external factors,
e.g., patchy cirrus clouds, that they seriously skew the subsequent
photometric analysis. These “bad” exposures are thus removed by
the pipeline at this stage, e.g., by dropping exposures where the
number of successful matches to comparison stars is too low, or
the derived zero point correction or magnitude limit for a given
exposure is discrepant from the median values of these quantities
across all exposures. Note that the first pass photometry uses only
the large aperture flux measurements, with the goal being to anchor
the relative offsets of the exposures as accurately possible at the
bright end, where the photon statistics are best.

Unfortunately, because of intrachip variations (especially in the
charge transfer inefficiency and associated non-linearity corrections),
the accuracy of the first pass,“chip-wide” photometry often turns out
to be no better than ∼ 3 − 10% for fainter sources where the non-
linearity corrections are important. As the next step to improve our
photometric accuracy, we thus restrict ourselves to using compar-
ison stars located close to the target objects, both spatially and in
magnitude, to minimize the effects of nonlinearities and bad chip
cosmetics as well as atmospheric variations. Spatially, we initially
only consider stars within 5’ of the target. To decide what magni-
tude range to consider, we use the chip-wide corrections to provide
a first-pass calibrated lightcurve of the target object and then take
the median of it to estimate the typical instrumental magnitude of
the target, 𝑄𝑡𝑎𝑟𝑔. We then only use those comparison stars that have
instrumental magnitudes predicted from the external “clean star" cat-
alog that fall within half a magnitude of 𝑄𝑡𝑎𝑟𝑔 . Using a single value
of the target magnitude, 𝑄𝑡𝑎𝑟𝑔, is clearly not optimal for extremely
variable objects like transients but it saves considerable computing
time as we only have to apply the magnitude cut once. As the mag-
nitude dependence of the detector non-linearities is usually not that
strong, the recipe just presented works well-enough in practice (to
percent level) for ab-type RR Lyrae and objects that vary with am-
plitudes Δ𝑄 ≲ 1, i.e., most common persistent objects. To further
improve the photometric precision (at the ∼ percent level), it turns
out to be important to also restrict the 𝑔−𝑟 colours of the comparison
stars since equation A1 is only an approximation, the variable chip
non-linearities likely add additional (variable) colour terms, and the
photometry used to generate the external comparison star catalogs
typically also contains uncorrected colour-dependent effects. For this
paper, we tune our photometry for RRLS by considering only bluer
comparison stars, with 0 < 𝑔𝑠 − 𝑟𝑠 < 0.7.

Once we have a local set of comparison stars that are well-matched
to the target object, we then follow the procedure of Honeycutt (1992).
We perform a global, iterative least squares fit, using all exposures
that survive the first-pass quality cuts, to obtain an improved estimate
for the true (corrected) instrumental magnitudes of our comparison
stars and the implied exposure-to-exposure zero point magnitude
offsets. The overall goal is to minimize the scatter between the mea-
surements of the comparison stars that are on the same chip as the
target on a given exposure, further correcting for external effects
such as extinction and internal ones such as spatially dependent sen-
sitivity variations. Once we have our best guesses for the zero point
offsets of the exposures, we then use them to construct corrected

lightcurves for all comparison stars. Those comparison stars whose
zero-point corrected lightcurves exhibit too much residual scatter or
whose corrected median lightcurve magnitudes differ significantly
from the ones predicted using the external catalog are then thrown
out. We then repeat the least squares fit (omitting the rejected stars)
and check the comparison star lightcurves again, throwing out stars
that show issues. We keep doing this until no further stars are re-
moved or we no longer have enough comparison stars to work with.
This comparison star “cleaning" stage turned to be essential as the
photometry in the external catalog can sometimes be bad, the com-
parison stars may consistently land inside an extended bad region of
a chip, or the comparison stars be intrinsically variable themselves.
If enough stars survive the cleaning process, then we are done, and
the final zero point offsets are applied to the observed target instru-
mental magnitudes to produce a calibrated lightcurve. If we do not
have enough good comparison stars, we double the search radius
to bring in more comparison star candidates, and repeat the entire
photometry process, doubling the companion star search radius as
needed until we are basically covering the entire chip. At that point,
if we still do not have enough good comparison stars, we declare
the restricted ensemble photometry analysis a failure and revert to
the chip-wide solution. The number of good comparison stars that
we require for our ensemble photometry to succeed is a function
of magnitude: at least 4 for bright objects with V ≲ 16, and more
than 20 for objects with V ≳ 20. We need more comparison stars
at fainter magnitudes because the accuracy of the comparison star
photometry in the external comparison catalog also usually starts to
drop significantly at faint magnitudes. On good chips and for bright
non-variable stars (V ≲ 16) where systematic errors dominate the
photometry, our (relative) ensemble photometry is routinely good to
∼ 5 mmag, comparable to what has been achieved on other Schmidt
telescopes.

The measurement error we report for a given exposure is the rms
scatter between the observed, zero point-corrected comparison star
magnitudes in that exposure and the lightcurve medianed magnitudes
of those comparison stars. Note that this error estimate does not
rely on the external catalog and assumes that the median magnitude
is a much more accurate estimate of the true magnitude (usually
the case for lightcurves of non-variable objects with more than ∼
10 points). Although it can often work surprisingly well, this error
estimate is not perfect. For catastrophic photometry failures, this
recipe sometimes underestimates the magnitude of the deviations.
On the other hand, the error can be overestimated if the target usually
falls on a good quality CCD chip but some of the comparison stars
are mostly observed using bad chips. (When a chip-wide photometric
solution must be used, the error obtained in this way is also often
an overestimate due to the sensitivity variations across the chip.)
Problems with correct error estimation are unfortunately common
in other wide area surveys using large CCD arrays, e.g., ZTF. The
distribution of measured magnitudes for a star known to be non-
variable can also show significant non-Gaussian tails, often caused
by charge transfer inefficiencies in the detector that become apparent
when the sky background is high. (We are working on corrections
for this problem, but they are not ready yet for this paper.) Luckily,
since the transfer inefficiencies conserve charge, the over-predicted
magnitudes seem to balance out the under-predicted magnitudes,
and the median of the overall lightcurve appears quite robust and
converges to the correct value. We will demonstrate this below.

Up to this point, our ensemble photometry is only correct in a
relative sense. To obtain an absolute calibration and tie the lightcurves
to an external system, we compute the medians of all the comparison
star lightcurves and then obtain the average offset between these
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median values and those predicted from the external catalog. This is
the offset used to tie the target object to the external reference system.
For our RRLS, we then use the following conversion to go from the
absolutely calibrated instrumental Q magnitudes to the Johnson V
band values presented in the tables:

V ≈ 𝑄 + 2.5[1.0 + 100.4<𝑔−𝑟>] − 0.5784 < 𝑔 − 𝑟 > −0.0038, (A2)

where < 𝑔 − 𝑟 >= 0.1 is the typical phase-averaged (SDSS) color
for RRLs. As a rough rule of thumb (good to within ∼ 1% for blue
objects like RRLs), V ≈ 𝑄 + 0.75.

APPENDIX B: TESTS OF PHOTOMETRY PIPELINE
ACCURACY

LSQ photometry will improve in the future as we use the “first”
pass photometry of this paper to better identify problematic com-
parison stars and bad chip regions. To characterize where we stand
now, we first look at the distributions of the differences between
the predicted instrumental magnitudes (from equation A1) and
the measured, lightcurve median instrumental magnitudes, ΔQ =

Q𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑑 − Q𝑚𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑎𝑛
𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑠 , for objects in the SDSS Stripe 82 standard star

catalog (Ivezić et al. 2007). These are shown in Fig. B1 for two
brightness cuts. The 𝑔 − 𝑟 colours used to predict the instrumental
magnitudes are the SDSS ones, computed from the values in the stan-
dard star catalog. There are usually enough points in the lightcurves
for these stars that the medianing process should remove the statis-
tical errors, leaving us with the uncorrected systematic errors. The
non-Gaussian tails in Fig. B1 appear to be mostly due to blends with
an object within 10′′of the target.The distributions show only a weak
dependence on the brightness limit, and the distributions are cen-
tered on Δ𝑄 ∼ 0, indicating the median process does work well. The
relatively small width, ∼ 2%, of the distributions together with the
fact that SDSS data itself is only calibrated to ∼ 1−2% indicates that
the intrinsic scatter of the LSQ measurements must be comparable
to or smaller than the SDSS one.

The 50% completeness detection limit (5𝜎) for decent LSQ chips
and a 60 second exposure is typically V ∼ 21−21.5. To work with RR
Lyrae at distances up to ∼ 140 kpc (corresponding to < V >𝑅𝑅𝐿∼
21.5), as we hope to here, this means working in the regime where
biases due to Poisson fluctuations are important and the CCD chip
nonlinearities are at their worst. In particular, the chips have charge
traps that effectively eat photoelectrons. For very faint sources, the
fraction of photoelectrons from a source that make it to the readout
depends on how filled those charge traps are, which in turn depends
on quantities like the level of the variable sky background, i.e., the
fraction of photoelectrons that are read out varies with each exposure.

To test how well our pipeline corrects for these effects, and to
see how badly we are dominated by systematic errors, we now
consider the distribution of |Δ𝑄 | for a set of very faint sources
(Q > 20.5,V ≳ 21.3) in the Crater II region. The sources are se-
lected to be stellar (with parameter extended_class_g = 0 in the
DELVE DR2 catalog) and with a probability of being variable of
less than < 0.5 (as computed from their LSQ lightcurves). The mag-
nitude distribution of the sources is shown in Fig. B2, for sources
that have more than 20 observations and the subset of these that have
more than 80 observations (as determined by the pipeline used here
for RRLS detection, that relies on PanSTARRS comparison stars).
If the detection limit were not an issue, the average number of expo-
sures in this region should be ≳ 100. The number of sources with
𝑁𝑔𝑜𝑜𝑑 > 80 observations should thus not be very different from
those with 𝑁𝑔𝑜𝑜𝑑 > 20 observations since most objects in reality
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Figure B1. Distributions of Δ𝑄, the difference in predicted vs. measured
median LSQ instrumental magnitude, for objects in the Ivezić et al. (2007)
SDSS Stripe 82 standard star catalog. The top panel is for catalog objects with
magnitude V < 21. The bottom panel is for brighter catalog objects with V <
19. The black histograms show the data and the red histogram are Gaussian
fits.

have > 100 observations. We see that this is roughly true up to
𝑄 ∼ 20.65, at which point the number of sources with 𝑁𝑔𝑜𝑜𝑑 > 80
plummets, i.e., this is where the inability to distinguish sources from
the background really sets in and means that the measurements of
the 𝑁𝑔𝑜𝑜𝑑 > 20 sources fainter than 𝑄 > 20.7 are dominated by
the increasingly rare Poisson fluctuations. Nonetheless, in Fig. B2
we see that for 𝑁𝑔𝑜𝑜𝑑 > 20 (the upper panel), we can still carry out
some useful measurements. Regardless of the set of comparison stars
used, the core of the |Δ𝑄 | distribution is approximately a Gaussian
of width 𝜎 ∼ 0.05 magnitude, which is still usable for RRLS-based
distance measurements (which have an intrinsic scatter ∼ 3−7% per
object). The distribution based on PS1 comparison stars does show
evidence for systematic error issues at the 2− 3% level as it does not
peak at |Δ𝑄 | ∼ 0. However, while this paper was being completed,
the DELVE DR2 catalog was released, and we were able to run the
pipeline using comparison stars with DELVE DR2 photometry. The
performance using the DELVE stars is clearly better, with the |Δ𝑄 |
distribution now peaking at zero and less scatter overall. This is not
surprising since DELVE photometry (using a 4m telescope) goes
much deeper, and this demonstrates the importance of choosing the
set of comparison stars properly. Going forwards, we will switch to
DELVE comparison stars when possible, but this paper will rely on
results based on PanSTARRS comparison star photometry. We have
done some checks, and the key results of this paper do not depend
on the comparison star set used. Going to the case of 𝑁𝑔𝑜𝑜𝑑 > 80
observations (which is dominated by objects with 𝑄 < 20.7), we see
further evidence that we are not yet systematics limited, particularly
for the case of DELVE comparison stars. Quadrupling the number
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of observations should halve the statistical error contribution to Δ𝑄,

and the core of the |Δ𝑄 | distribution indeed now looks like a Gaus-
sian of width 𝜎 ∼ 0.025 (vs. ∼ 0.05 for 𝑁𝑔𝑜𝑜𝑑 > 20). There is still
a significant non-Gaussian tail from the fainter objects, but it now
lies almost entirely under the Gaussian with 𝜎 ∼ 0.05 (as opposed to
the 𝑁𝑔𝑜𝑜𝑑 > 20 case). Indeed, experiments comparing the sources
found in stacked LSQ exposures to those found in very deep catalogs
indicate that we are not systematics-limited at the faint end until we
hit 𝑁𝑔𝑜𝑜𝑑 > 100 (reaching a limiting co-add magnitude 𝑟 ∼ 23−24).
As we will see, for RRLS that fall on good chips, this means we can
potentially measure phase-resolved RRLS lightcurve shapes to ∼ few
percent accuracy, even for < 𝑉 >∼ 20.5 − 21. Note that in Fig. B2,
the total number of sources measured using PS1-based comparison
stars is lower because the ensemble photometry routine (used to pro-
duce the measurements) fails more often using PS1 vs. DELVE DR2
comparison stars, another indication of the importance of having a
good, consistent set of comparison standards.

As a final end-to-end test, which will also demonstrate the pho-
tometry differences in current external catalogs, we run the LSQ
photometry pipeline on the Stetson standard stars in Sextans (Stetson
2000, 2005), where LSQ has good lightcurve coverage (𝑁𝑔𝑜𝑜𝑑 >

100 − 200). We then compare the inferred LSQ V magnitudes (from
Eqn. A2) to those reported by Stetson. To minimize contamination
from variable objects, we select stars with measurement rms values,
as reported by Stetson, less than 0.01 magnitudes. Of these 1053
objects, we select a further subset of 1043 objects with V > 14.5 for
which LSQ CCD saturation is not an issue and for which the LSQ
restricted (second pass) ensemble photometry converged. (Overall,
the second pass photometry had a ≈ 98% success rate for Stetson
stars with V > 14.) Figure B3 shows the differences between the esti-
mated LSQ V magnitudes (obtained by taking the median of the LSQ
lightcurves again) and the corresponding Stetson V magnitudes as a
function of Stetson𝑉 magnitude. Because the stars are well-observed
and mostly bright, the results should mostly reflect systematic offsets
and color term issues. The conversion from 𝑔𝑠 and 𝑟𝑠 to Q (A1), for
example, is not perfect and has small but non-zero higher order color
term corrections. The 𝑔𝑃𝑆1 filter response is also quite different from
the 𝑔𝑠 (SDSS) one, and the conversion from 𝑔𝑃𝑆1 to 𝑔𝑠 is also not
perfect. As an example of what these differences mean, the Stetson
stars cover the range −0.33 < 𝑔𝑠−𝑟𝑠 < 1.83 if 𝑔𝑠 and 𝑟𝑠 values from
the SDSS DR17 catalog are used. If we instead use 𝑔𝑃𝑆1 and 𝑟𝑃𝑆1
values from the PS1 DR2 catalog and convert them to 𝑔𝑠 and 𝑟𝑠 using
the relations in Tonry et al. (2012), the same stars now cover a range
−0.42 < 𝑔𝑠 − 𝑟𝑠 < 1.61. Since stellar color is an issue, we consider
the results for stars of all colors and for stars with 𝑔𝑠 − 𝑟𝑠 < 0.7 As
explained above, the ensemble photometry routine is optimized for
blue RRLS and only uses comparison stars with 0 < 𝑔𝑠 − 𝑟𝑠 < 0.7.
Not surprisingly, the scatter between LSQ and Stetson V magnitudes
is least when considering stars in the restricted range 𝑔𝑠 − 𝑟𝑠 < 0.7.
To look for trends and estimate the amount of scatter, we also plot in
Fig. B3 the median difference between LSQ-measured V and Stetson
V for each star as function of V as well as the 25th to 75th percentile
range of the differences in a given magnitude bin. We also show the
magnitude (V) distribution of the stars. Note that the number of stars
at the bright and faint end are very small, so that the results at the
bright and faint ends should be down-weighted accordingly. There
are three main conclusions from Fig. B3. First, there are definitely
magnitude dependent offsets and uncorrected color terms (depending
primarily on the typical color of objects in a given magnitude range
and reflecting uncertainties in the external catalogs). The choice of
external reference catalog, e.g., SDSS vs PS1, matters. Second, while
offsets exist, they are not huge. For stars restricted to 𝑔𝑠 − 𝑟𝑠 < 0.7,

the 25th and 75th percentiles of the differences typically lie within
∼ ±1.5% of the median, and for all stellar colors, within ∼ ±2%
(except at 𝑉 ∼ 21 where Poisson errors may be coming in; using
DELVE DR2 stars seems to improve performance there). Second,
the median difference values are also typically within ∼ 1 − 2% of
zero. In other words, while there are always some outliers (caused by
bad CCD chip cosmetics and objects with unusual spectra), “typical"
absolute photometry calibration should be good to ∼ 1 − 2%, which
is not much larger than what is obtained in comparisons of SDSS
and PanSTARRS to Stetson. Note that our absolute calibration is
only applied at the last step of the photometry. In other words, the
absolute calibration scatter seen here does not reflect the relative
scatter inside a given lightcurve. For example, as noted above, the
internal rms scatter in measured values for an isolated, non-variable
star at 𝑉 ∼ 16 can routinely be 5 mmag for stars falling mainly on
good chips. Our final point is that the changes in the median offset
between LSQ and Stetson appear to be relatively smooth. (Remem-
ber also that the vertical scale in Fig. B3 is measured in percents.)
In other words, for RRLS distance measurements, the changes in
the median offset do not increase the scatter at a given distance but
rather expand and compress the distance scale slightly; structures as a
function of distance should not be significantly be washed out due to
sudden discontinuities or rapid large oscillations in the median pho-
tometry as a function of magnitude. (Measurements of individual
RRLS mean magnitudes can of course sometimes deviate signifi-
cantly from the median value expected from a structure localized
in distance, e.g., due the bad chip systematics discussed here, and
one has to have enough stars detected in the structure to be able to
construct a meaningful median in the first place.)

APPENDIX C: EFFECTS OF VARYING LSQ SURVEY
COVERAGE IN THE CRATER II REGION

The LSQ camera unfortunately does not provide uniform sky cov-
erage over its field of view. Its 112 CCD chips are arranged in four
rows separated by 0.5 degree gaps. More importantly, several chips
in the array are completely dead, and others operate a with a higher
background and/or reduced quantum efficiency that reduces the mag-
nitude limit they can reach for a given exposure time. These sensi-
tivity variations, in particular the gaps between chips, are partially
compensated for by dithering or shifting successive exposures. (The
gaps between chips are filled in by shifting alternate exposures by
0.5 degrees, which also results in 0.5 degree wide stripes with twice
the typical number of source visits, visible as the dark vertical stripes
in Fig. C1.) Because combining observations from chips with very
different characteristics can be problematic, however, the sky was
divided into a set of fields, and exposure shifts within a given field
were usually kept small, i.e., less than the width of one chip. “Dead"
regions, where there are few or no exposures by a good CCD, thus
remain in the LSQ survey. Depending on the angular size of the struc-
tures one is looking for on the sky, these regions can lead to spurious
results. For example, one of these dead regions falls on the core of the
Sculptor dwarf galaxy, limiting what LSQ can say about RRLS in the
interior of Sculptor. Fig. C1 attempts to quantify and map these vari-
ations in survey coverage by spatially binning the sources detected in
a given magnitude range into 0.1◦ × 0.1◦ pixels and then assigning a
color to each pixel that corresponds to the average number of “good”
observations for the sources found inside the pixel. The number of
good observations for a source, key in determining how well we can
tell if it is periodic, is a function of the total number of exposures that
contained the source, the fraction of times the source is bright enough
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Figure B2. The left two panels show the distribution of |Δ𝑄 | , the absolute value of the difference between the median of the calibrated LSQ lightcurve and
the value predicted from the external catalog, for faint (V>21.3), stellar and likely non-variable objects in the Crater II region. The leftmost panel shows the
distribution for sources where the number of lightcurve points, 𝑁𝑔𝑜𝑜𝑑 , exceeds 20. The middle panel shows the distribution for the subset of these that have
𝑁𝑔𝑜𝑜𝑑 > 80. A clear dependence is visible on the set of comparison star magnitudes used in the last step of the ensemble photometry pipeline, with values
taken from the DELVE DR2 catalog generally performing better than those taken from the PanSTARRS PS1 DR2 catalog. This is not unexpected as DELVE
DR2 goes significantly deeper than PanSTARRS. Note that at these faint magnitudes, the Poisson measurement errors per observation are large (𝜎 ∼ 0.1 − 0.2)
and still contribute significantly to the scatter in lightcurve medians. Going from 𝑁𝑔𝑜𝑜𝑑 > 20 to 𝑁𝑔𝑜𝑜𝑑 > 80 points in a lightcurve, we thus expect (to first
order) the scatter in the medians to drop by a factor ≈

√︁
80/20 = 2, which is indeed the case as can be seen by comparing to the Gaussian curves plotted in

the left two panels. The rightmost panel shows the distribution of median LSQ lightcurve magnitudes, Q, computed by the LSQ pipeline using PanSTARRS
comparison stars for the sources used to make the left two panels. The number of sources with 𝑁𝑔𝑜𝑜𝑑 > 80 drops rapidly with magnitude, showing that we are
starting to hit the 50% completeness limit of LSQ at around Q ∼ 20.7 (𝑉 ∼ 21.5).
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Figure B3. The upper two and bottom left plots show the difference between the V magnitude measured by LSQ (converted from Q to V using Eqn. A2) for a
set of Stetson standard stars in Sextans. The thick blue lines in the plots are the running median of the differences as a function of the V magnitude measured
by Stetson. The red shaded regions are quantile plots showing the spread between the 25th and 75th percentile of the distribution of differences as a function of
magnitude. The grey dots are the measurement differences for the individual stars that fall outside of the 25th-75th percentiles. The bottom right plot shows the
magnitude distribution of the standard stars. The red bars show the distribution for all stars. The blue/purple (“clean") bars show the distribution for the stars that
have a Stetson measurement rms < 0.01, magnitude 𝑉 > 14.5, and a successful LSQ ensemble photometry measurement. The green bars show the magnitude
distribution for the subset of the “clean" stars that has color 𝑔𝑠 − 𝑟𝑠 < 0.7.
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Figure C1. A “heat" map, binned in 0.1◦ × 0.1◦ pixels, where pixel color
shows the average number of “good” observations (𝑁𝑜𝑏𝑠) for the sources
found inside the pixel. For a given source, an observation is only counted
as “good" if the source is detected significantly in that observation and the
overall observation passes photometric quality checks. Pixels where sources
consistently fall on dead chips or are much fainter than the exposure magnitude
limit, i.e., have zero good observations, show up as white areas in the maps.
The lines and the ellipse are the same as in Fig. 11 and delineate the stream,
background, and Crater II galaxy regions respectively. The top panel shows
the map for sources in the magnitude range ∼ 𝑉 20.2 − 21, corresponding to
RRLS distances 80 − 110 kpc. The bottom panel shows the map for sources
fainter than 𝑉 ∼ 21.5, the rough magnitude limit for the LSQ survey. In both
panels, there is no obvious spatial correlation between observation number
and the stream region or Crater II ellipse.

to be detected, and the photometric quality of individual exposures
(e.g., we drop exposures where the photometric scatter compared to
a reference catalog is too large or the exposure’s magnitude limit is
anomalously low).

For sources in the magnitude range𝑉 ∼ 20.2−21.0 (corresponding
to RRLS distances ∼ 80 − 110 kpc, the “bright" side of the stream
and Crater II), we see in Fig. C1 that the survey coverage is quite
uniform, with most of the sky covered by ≳ 100 observations. This
explains the relatively high completeness (especially for RRLS ab)
we find above with respect to other surveys. It cannot explain the

anisotropic distribution of stream stars that we find here. For fainter
magnitudes, we begin to hit the sensitivity limit of the chips for a
60 second exposure. For 𝑉 > 21.5, corresponding to RRLS distance
≳ 140 kpc, we see in Fig. C1 that the coverage is quite patchy, with
some significant areas with no observations. As noted above, then,
our survey may be missing stars in the faint (distant) side of the
stream, especially if the stream extends beyond ∼ 140 kpc. Looking
on scales of order the size of the stream, however, we see that the
pattern of patchiness in coverage is similar to that in the background
areas (and the entire 15◦ × 15◦ Crater II region). There is nothing
that would single out the stream region as special. In sum, variations
in LSQ survey coverage cannot explain the spatial distribution of
RRLS we find near Crater II. That distribution must be intrinsically
stream-like.

Note that our search for RGB stars uses the DELVE DR2 and Gaia
DR3 surveys, which are entirely independent of the LSQ survey. The
candidate stars we are considering are nowhere near the magnitude of
the limit of DELVE DR2 survey, which is very uniform for brighter
sources in this region of the sky. Most of our RGB candidate stars
(because of the proper motion cut) are also well above the Gaia DR3
magnitude limit, and that survey is also quite uniform for brighter
objects in this part of the sky. Variations in survey coverage thus
cannot explain the spatial distribution of our RGB candidates, which
largely coincides with that of the RRLS.

APPENDIX D: COLOUR-MAGNITUDE DIAGRAM (CMD)
SELECTION CUTS FOR RGB STARS

Given the large spatial extent of the Crater II stream, standard tech-
niques like making a Hess/CMD diagram and subtracting a back-
ground prove problematic. Applying a proper motion cut does sig-
nificantly improve foreground rejection, but even a very tight proper
motion cut of 𝑃𝑀 < 0.2 is unfortunately still not enough given the
weakness of the expected signal (e.g., see the blue crosses in Fig.
D2). One of the remaining issues that limits what we can do is the
presence of foreground stars that fall close to or on the Crater II RGB
in a given CMD. These cannot be immediately rejected because the
RGB of Crater II definitely has a finite width, e.g., due to age and
metallicty effects. These interloper stars are not real red giants with
the correct luminosities, and they significantly weaken the signal
from the real Crater II red giants. One can ameliorate the problem by
noting that if one selects stars that appear to lie near or on the RGB
in the 𝑔 vs 𝑔 − 𝑟 CMD, for example, one will find that they have a
significantly increased scatter relative to the RGB when plotted on an
another CMD, e.g., the 𝑖 vs. 𝑔− 𝑖 CMD. This is demonstrated explic-
itly in Fig. D1 by the grey points, which are foreground stars selected
to lie close to the RGB in the 𝑔 vs. 𝑔−𝑟 CMD. One can remove many
of the interloper foreground stars by simply requiring that they lie
close to the RGB in both 𝑔 vs 𝑔 − 𝑟 and 𝑖 vs. 𝑔 − 𝑖 CMD space, i.e., if
we apply two simultaneous CMD cuts as is the case for the red points
shown in Fig. D2. The two CMD cuts are redundant for true Crater
II RGB stars, but they are not for non-members of Crater II. One can
presumably further improve selectivity by using information from
other filters, if good enough photometry is available for those filters.
Note that this method of removing foreground by applying two CMD
cuts only works well if the RGB is also intrinsically narrow (as it
luckily is in Crater II). In particular, defining an "RGB" CMD region
that includes adjacent AGB stars turns out not to be a good idea even
though it increases the number of stars that can pass a CMD cut,
which could have increased the strength of a signal.

As knowing the exact regions of the CMDs used for cuts is impor-
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Table D1. 𝑟 vs. 𝑔 − 𝑟 CMD: Vertices of RGB Cut Polygon

𝑔0 − 𝑟0 𝑔0
mag mag

0.731 19.40
0.747 19.31
0.823 18.88
0.853 18.65
0.923 18.50
1.008 18.25
1.069 18.19
1.132 18.19
1.141 18.53
1.065 18.56
1.019 18.57
0.917 18.83
0.869 19.05
0.819 19.29
0.785 19.40
0.731 19.40

Table D2. 𝑖 vs. 𝑔 − 𝑖 CMD: Vertices of RGB Cut Polygon

𝑔0 − 𝑖0 𝑖0
mag mag

1.025 18.33
1.209 17.36
1.340 17.09
1.432 16.98
1.559 16.80
1.515 17.19
1.426 17.16
1.332 17.45
1.249 17.61
1.205 17.76
1.122 18.16
1.100 18.33
1.025 18.33

tant for reproducing our specific results, we show them in Fig. D1
and also give the vertices of the polygons in CMD space that define
the cuts in Tables D1 and D2. The exact shape of the cuts, however,
is not too critical. The narrower they are, generally the better, but
because of the intrinsically lower foreground in the red portion of the
CMDs for this region of the sky, just requiring that candidate stars
have 0.8 ≲< 𝑔−𝑟 ≲ 1.2 and ≲ 𝑔−𝑖 ≲ 1.7 (regardless of brightness),
for example, and then applying the proper motion and brightness cuts
is enough to pull out much of the RGB stream signal. (No scanning
by shifting the cut regions up and down in magnitude is required in
this case.)
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Figure D1. Locations of the CMD cut regions used for the RGB candidate
search. The top and bottom panels respectively show the 𝑔 vs. 𝑔 − 𝑟 and 𝑖 vs.
𝑔 − 𝑖 color-magnitude diagrams for stars in the Crater II region. The (green
X’s) show the CMD positions of the stars determined by Ji et al. (2021) to be
member stars of Crater II. Note that the positions of the stars in the CMD are
corrected for extinction using the values given in the DELVE DR2 catalog,
while the brightness cuts applied to exclude faint objects with poor Gaia
proper motions are not corrected for extinction because Gaia signal-to-noise
is based on observed (apparent) magnitude. Using the locations of the Ji et al.
(2021) stars as a guide, we then empirically define polygons (heavy black
outlines) that contain the stars we think are on the RGB branch. The 𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑦

points in the bottom panel are foreground stars from the top panel which were
selected to lie on the RGB in the 𝑔 vs. 𝑔 − 𝑟 CMD (the 𝑟𝑒𝑑 and 𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑦 points
in the top panel). Note that most of these foreground stars do not end up on
the 𝑖 vs. 𝑔 − 𝑖 RGB. These cut regions are shifted up and down in brightness
to scan for stream stars not located at the distance of Crater II.
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Figure D2. The blue crosses show the spatial distribution of stars selected by
a Gaia DR3 proper motion cut of 𝑃𝑀 < 0.2 and a single (𝑔 vs. 𝑔 − 𝑟) CMD
cut. The middle red line is the best line fit to the RRLS stream distribution (see
Fig. 6). The two outer red lines are from Fig. 11 and delineate the core stream
region. The ellipse made of faint yellow triangles is the 3𝜎 ellipse fit to the
overall stellar distribution of Crater II. No brightness (magnitude) cuts have
been applied. When an additional (𝑖 vs. 𝑔 − 𝑖) RGB CMD cut is applied, only
one of the remaining stars (red dots) is not consistent with the RRL stream
distribution, i.e., the second CMD cut is indeed helping to exclude foreground
stars.
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