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Numerical simulations suggest that dark matter halos surrounding galaxies host numerous small subhalos,
which might be detectable by the Fermi-LAT. In this work, we revisit the search for gamma-ray subhalo can-
didates using the latest Fermi-LAT 4FGL-DR4 catalog. The search is performed by fitting the spectral data
of unassociated point sources in the catalog through an unbinned maximum likelihood method. We consider
two models in the fitting. One is an empirical function provided by the catalog, and another is a DM model
in which DM particles within nearby subhalos annihilate into gamma rays and other Standard Model particles.
Based on the fitting results, we identify 32 candidates for which the maximum likelihood value of the DM
model fit exceeds that of the empirical function fit. The estimated J-factors of these candidates range from 0.2
to 5.8 × 1020 GeV2 cm−5, the DM particle masses vary from 30 to 500 GeV and 12 of them are within the range
of [30, 80] GeV. Candidate 4FGL J2124.2+1531 is an exception with a J-factor of 4.52 × 1021 GeV2 cm−5 and
a particle mass of 3108.44 GeV. Interestingly, the identified candidates do not overlap with those reported in
previous works, and we discuss the possible reasons for the discrepancy. At the current stage, we cannot rule
out the possibility that these candidates are gamma-ray pulsars, and further confirmation through multi-band
observations is required.

I. INTRODUCTION

Dark matter (DM) is one of the most intriguing compo-
nents of the Universe, with its existence strongly supported
by various observational evidence, including galactic rotation
curves, gravitational lensing, and cosmic microwave back-
ground (CMB) anisotropies [1, 2]. Within the prevailing cold
dark matter cosmology model that successfully explains the
CMB observations, the predicted density of DM is approxi-
mately 6.4 times that of baryonic matter [3]. Despite this, the
nature of DM remains unknown. Various theoretical candi-
dates have been proposed, including weakly interacting mas-
sive particles (WIMPs), axion-like particles (ALPs), and pri-
mordial black holes (PBHs) [4]. Identifying these candidates
and verifying their existence is a pressing challenge in DM
research.

For many years, WIMPs have been a highly competitive
candidate. Their mass typically falls in the GeV range.
Studies suggest that these particles may produce detectable
gamma-ray emissions through self-annihilation or decay, ob-
servable by telescopes like the Fermi-LAT [5–16]. If WIMPs
are thermal relics, the expected cross-section for s-wave an-
nihilation is ⟨σv⟩ ∼ 3.0 × 10−26 cm3 s−1. The extremely
weak interactions make WIMPs challenging to detect. Many
works have been conducted to search for them, but no detec-
tions have been reported yet [17–20]. Consequently, strong
constraints on the WIMP parameters have been established
(e.g. [21]). With prolonged searches that yield no detections
and new signals emerging from experimental data (e.g. [22]),
ALPs and other DM candidates are attracting increasing atten-
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tion from the community. However, WIMPs remain a com-
pelling target for gamma-ray searches.

Numerical simulations on the formation of large struc-
tures in the Universe suggest that DM halos on the scale of
galaxies host numerous small subhalos [23]. These subha-
los are promising sites for detecting WIMP annihilation in the
gamma-ray band, as they are too small to capture significant
amounts of ordinary matter and are invisible to other electro-
magnetic bands. The detectability of these subhalos depends
on various factors, including the abundance of subhalos within
the Milky Way, the density profile of the subhalos and the
host halo, and the sensitivity threshold of the observational
instruments. Many theoretical works have been conducted us-
ing simulations or semi-analytical methods to assess the de-
tectability of the Fermi-LAT and future instruments like the
CTA [24–26]. These studies suggest that only a few subhalos
would likely be bright enough for detection, even though they
are expected to be abundant in our galaxy.

The Fermi-LAT source catalog offers a valuable dataset for
searching for potential DM subhalos. Ref. [10] performs a
systematic analysis using the third Fermi-LAT catalog (3FGL,
[27]) to search gamma-ray subhalo candidates. This study
identifies 24 high-latitude candidates from the unassociated
3FGL point sources whose photon spectra align with expec-
tations for WIMPs annihilation via the bb̄ channel, with in-
ferred DM mass ranging from ∼ 20 to 70 GeV. More re-
cently, machine learning techniques have been employed in
the searches. Ref. [28] suggests that no DM subhalo candi-
dates can be identified within the fourth Fermi-LAT catalog
(4FGL, [29]). Ref. [30], however, estimate that some candi-
dates may be present in the 4FGL-DR3 catalog (the third data
release of the 4FGL). The expected number of candidates de-
pends on the DM mass and a threshold value related to the
label of Bayesian neural network classification.
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The Fermi-LAT catalog has now been updated to the fourth
data release, 4FGL-DR4, which includes 14 years of accumu-
lated data [31]. This latest release contains 7194 gamma-ray
sources, including 2044 unassociated point sources (twice the
number in the 3FGL catalog and 309 more than in the previ-
ous 4FGL-DR3). With this expanded dataset, it is compelling
to explore how many DM subhalo candidates can be identified
and to examine any variations in results compared to previous
searches. In this paper, we are focusing on the unassociated
point sources of the 4FGL-DR4 catalog, applying an unbinned
maximum likelihood analysis to search for DM subhalos can-
didates. The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we show
the calculation of gamma-ray spectrum produced by DM sub-
halos. In Sec. III, we describe the details of the Fermi-LAT
data analysis and the identification procedural of subhalo can-
didates. In Sec. IV, we report the list of identified candidates.
The discussion and comparisons to previous studies are pre-
sented in Sec. V.

II. GAMMA-RAY SIGNALS FROM DM SUBHALOS

If a DM subhalo consists of WIMPs, the gamma-ray
production ϕγ(Eγ) (cm−3 s−1 GeV−1) from WIMPs self-
annihilation can be estimated as

ϕγ(Eγ) =
1

4π
⟨σv⟩
2m2
χ

dNγ
dEγ
× J , (1)

where ⟨σv⟩ is the velocity-averaged cross section, mχ is the
DM mass, and dNγ/dEγ is the differential photon produc-
tion per annihilation which can be obtained using PPP4DMID
[32]. While the J-factor (GeV2 cm−5) can be calculated by
line-of-sight integral along l with respect the DM density pro-
file ρ(r),

J =

∫ ∆Ω
0

{∫
l.o.s
ρ2 [r(d, l, θ)] dl

}
dΩ. (2)

In this equation, d is the distance between the earth and the
subhalo center, θ is the angle between l and d, and r(d, l, θ) =
√

d2 + l2 − 2dl cos θ is the distance from the subhalo center. If
d is much larger than the spatial extension of the subhalo, the
J-factor can be approximated as

J ≈

∫
ρ2dV

d2 . (3)

For WIMPs with masses in the GeV range, Eq. 1 shows
that the anticipated gamma-ray spectral shape of a subhalo
depends on the choice of annihilation channel. The brightness
of the gamma-ray emission is proportional to the J-factor, and
thereby strongly influenced by the density profile. Numeri-
cal simulations on DM halo formation suggest several pro-
files, including the famous Navarro-Frenk-White (NFW) pro-
file [33] and the Einasto profile [23]. Some theories propose
even denser profiles, such as the DM-spike [34] and ultracom-
pact minihalos [35]. It can be expected that subhalos with
denser profiles would be brighter since WIMPs annihilation
would be more active in these regions.

III. IDENTIFY DM SUBHALO CANDIDATES WITH THE
4FGL-DR4 CATALOG

The identification process of DM subhalo candidates is
based on two preliminary selection criteria. (1) The pho-
ton emission from WIMPs annihilation is expected to be de-
tectable only in the gamma-ray band so that a DM subhalo
should not have a counterpart in other wavelengths. (2) The
gamma-ray flux from WIMPs annihilation within a DM sub-
halo should be steady, with no significant flux variations over
time. We initially select sources from the 4FGL-DR4 catalog
that satisfy both the criteria. Then, for each selected source,
we perform an unbinned likelihood spectral analysis to assess
whether its gamma-ray spectrum aligns with the expectations
for a DM origin. The analysis details are described below.

A. Data reduction

The 4FGL-DR4 catalog provides comprehensive informa-
tion on sources detected by the Fermi-LAT over 14 years
of data accumulation, including their location, potential as-
sociations with sources observed by other instruments, flux
variability, and spectral properties characterized by empiri-
cal functions like the power-law and log-parabola functions.
Based on the catalog, we conducted a preliminary selection
to exclude sources unlikely to be DM candidates. First,
sources with associations were filtered out using the pa-
rameters ASSOC1 and ASSOC2, and 2044 unassociated point
sources remained. Next, we assessed flux variability using the
Variability Index parameter. We exclude 72 sources with
Variability Index > 27.69, indicating non-steady flux at a
99% confidence level, following [31]. This left 1972 sources
for further consideration (1972/2044). In the final step of
the preliminary selection, we removed sources from the low
Galactic latitude region (|b| < 20◦), as the background is com-
plicated in this region and the Fermi-LAT sensitivity is lower.
After this step, 644 sources remained (644/1972), warranting
further spectral analysis.

Using the latest Fermi-LAT software Fermitools 2.2.0, we
extract photon data for the 644 target sources adopting a rela-
tively small region of interest (ROI) of 5◦. That is to improve
the efficiency of the analysis process. The time range of used
data is from 2008 August 4 to 2022 August 2 (corresponding
to MET time 239557417 to 681170000) to keep consistency
with the 4FGL-DR4 catalog, with the photon energies cover
from 100 MeV to 500 GeV. Following the standard Fermi-
LAT point source data analysis thread, we adopt the SOURCE
event class with evclass = 128 and evtype = 3. A maxi-
mum zenith angle of zmax = 90◦ is applied to minimize con-
tamination from the bright Earth limb, and a data quality cut
(DATA QUAL > 0)&&(LAT CONFIC == 1) is employed to en-
sure the scientific reliability of the data. We use the default
instrument response function, i.e. P8R3 SOURCE V3, to gener-
ate the exposure map for each ROI. The extracted data and the
exposure maps will support the likelihood analysis described
in the following section.
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B. Likelihood fitting

To further identify DM candidates from the 644 target
sources, we perform spectral fitting for each source’s ROI
using an unbinned likelihood method. The fitting is imple-
mented using the Fermitools software, by which a photon-
counts map is generated based on spectral models for all
the sources inside the ROI, including the target point source,
other resolved sources, and two unresolved background com-
ponents: the Galactic diffuse emission and the extragalac-
tic isotropic diffuse emission. Then, the theoretical photon-
counts map is compared to the observational data to assess the
appropriateness of the models and to derive the model param-
eters. During this process, the spectral models of each ROI
are compiled into a single model file, which can be gener-
ated using the Python package LATSourceModel based on the
4FGL-DR4 catalog. Although we adopt a 5◦ ROI, the model
file includes sources within a 10◦ radius. This is because pho-
tons from sources outside the ROI may also be detected, cor-
responding to the instrument’s point-spread function.

The log-likelihood function used for the unbinned likeli-
hood fitting can be expressed as

lnL(θinc, θtar) =
N∑

i=1

ln[Ftar(Ei, θtar)ϵtar(Ei) + Finc(Ei, θinc)ϵinc(Ei)]

−

∫
[Ftar(E, θtar)ϵtar(E) + Finc(E, θinc)ϵinc(E)]dE,

(4)

where F is the photon flux (cm−2 s−1 GeV−1) predicted by the
spectral model with parameter θ, E represents the photon en-
ergy, N is the total photon counts in the ROI, ϵ is the exposure
which depends on photon energy and source location, and the
subscript “tar” and “inc” are corresponding to the target and
incidental sources respectively. During the fitting procedure,
since we use the same time range as in the 4FGL-DR4 cata-
log, the spatial positions of the sources are fixed according to
the 4FGL-DR4 values. The initial parameters for the spectral
models are also taken from the catalog. For resolved sources
located beyond the 5◦ radius of the ROI, we fix their spectral
parameters to facilitate faster convergence of the target source
parameters.

For the spectral model of the target source, we consider two
distinct models: (1) an empirical function as provided in the
4FGL-DR4 catalog and (2) a DM annihilation model, which
can be calculated using the DMfitFunction compiled in the
Fermitools. In the DM model, we consider the s-wave WIMPs
self-annihilation so that the velocity-averaged cross-section is
fixed at ⟨σv⟩ = 3.0 × 10−26 cm3 s−1 for thermal relics, the bb̄
annihilation channel is adopted to remain consistent with pre-
vious searches [7, 10], and we do not separately model the dif-
fuse emission from the Galactic DM halo since it is expected
to be faint compared to the target source flux [26]. For each
of the two models, likelihood fitting is performed individu-
ally to derive the corresponding best-fit parameters and sta-
tistical values. The statistical values include the test-statistic
(TS) value which indicates the confidence of the target source
model, and the maximum log-likelihood value (ln L).

Our final selection criteria for identifying DM candidates
are based on the statistical values: (1) the TS value for the
DM model must be greater than 25 (TSDM > 25), which corre-
sponds to approximately a 5σ confidence level, suggesting the
presence of a gamma-ray point source with a DM origin, and
(2) the maximum log-likelihood value of the DM model must
exceed that of the empirical function, i.e. lnLDM > lnLemp,
indicating that the data show a better consistency with the
DM model. Applying these criteria, we identify 32 sources
(32/644) as DM subhalo candidates.

IV. RESULTS

We identify 32 high-latitude DM subhalo candidates from
2044 unassociated point sources in the 4FGL-DR4 catalog
based on the results of the unbinned likelihood analysis. The
distribution of these candidates in the sky is shown in Fig. 1,
with 9 located in the northern sky and 23 in the southern
sky. Detailed information about the sources and their best-
fit parameters is provided in Tab. I. As summarized in the
table, the identified candidates are generally faint, with in-
tegral fluxes of 1 to 100 GeV concentrated in the range
[0.7, 2] × 10−10 cm−2 s−1. The derived J-factors, which char-
acterize the DM density distribution, span from 0.2 to 5.8 ×
1020 GeV2 cm−5. The best-fit DM masses for most candidates
are below 500 GeV, with 12 falling in the range [30, 80] GeV,
14 in [80, 300] GeV, and 5 in [300, 500] GeV. One notable
exception is candidate 4FGL J2124.2+1531, which exhibits
an unusually high DM mass of mχ = 3108.44 GeV and a J-
factor of J = 4.52 × 1021 GeV2 cm−5.

We generate the spectral energy distribution (SEDs) of the
candidates using a similar likelihood analysis procedure as de-
scribed in Sec. III B. During the analysis, the target source
model is replaced with a simple power-law function to esti-
mate the flux in each of the 9 logarithmic energy bins. The re-
sulting SEDs accompanied by the best-fit model lines are pre-
sented in Fig. 2. The results show that the DM model aligns
well with the SEDs. However, due to the limited statistics for
these faint candidates, we cannot provide a further definitive
conclusion at the current stage.

V. DISCUSSION

An intriguing aspect of our results is that the 32 identified
candidates appear to be entirely new and do not overlap with
any previously reported candidates [10, 14, 36]. For exam-
ple, among the 24 candidates identified in Ref. [10] using
the 3FGL catalog, 23 are still present in the 4FGL-DR4. Of
these, 14 have since been associated (mostly with pulsars),
while 9 remain unassociated. However, these 9 sources fail
to meet our likelihood selection criteria and have been ex-
cluded. Several factors may explain this discrepancy. First,
we use nearly twice as much observational data as the previ-
ous search, which could result in the DM annihilation model
no longer adequately fitting the spectra of the sources due to
the increased data accumulation. Second, the previous search
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relied on a different spectral fitting method, where SEDs were
generated before being fitted by a DM model. The goodness
of the fit is assessed by the χ2 value. This method is computa-
tionally efficient and practical in analyzing long observational
period data, but the choice of energy bins would affect the fit
results. In contrast, our approach uses an unbinned likelihood
method, which avoids binning-related issues but is more com-
putationally demanding for each target source. Additionally,
our analysis considers both the DM model and an empirical
function, applying a selection criterion of lnLDM > lnLemp.
While this does not necessarily imply that the DM model is
statistically superior to the empirical function, it at least sug-
gests that the data is more consistent with the DM model.

Since the gamma-ray spectrum of the DM annihilation
model depends strongly on the DM particle mass, once the
annihilation channel is selected, it is insightful to examine the
distribution of DM masses and compare it to predictions from
Bayesian neural networks presented in Ref.[30]. In our anal-
ysis, the reconstructed DM masses are reported as a best-fit
value and a mass interval corresponding to a 2σ confidence
level, as summarized in Tab. I. It is worth noting that for some
candidates, the derived minimum DM mass is 10 GeV, which
corresponds to the lower limit of the likelihood fitting range.
This suggests that the minimum mass for these sources cannot
be constrained by the available data. Hence, in constructing
the DM mass distribution, we consider only the best-fit and
maximum mass values. The resulting distributions are pre-
sented in Fig. 3, alongside the predictions from Ref.[30]. The
comparison reveals that the distribution of best-fit DM masses
follows a similar overall trend to the predictions, with the
number of candidates decreasing as the DM mass increases.
However, the decline in our distribution appears less steep,
and no break is observed at 300 GeV. Meanwhile, the maxi-
mum mass distribution significantly differs from both the best-
fit mass distribution and the predictions, with the masses con-
centrated in the range of [100, 500] GeV and showing no clear
trend. Several factors may explain the discrepancies between
our results and the predictions. First, the relatively small sam-
ple size of 32 candidates introduces uncertainties related to
the choice of binning. Second, our sample might not repre-
sent the complete set of candidates in the 4FGL-DR4 catalog,
as we restricted our analysis to the bb̄ annihilation channel,
and other channels are not considered.

The decision to focus on one annihilation channel was for a
practical reason. As suggested in PPP4DMID [32], the spec-
tral shapes of the hadronic channels bb̄/cc̄/tt̄ are very simi-
lar, but slightly differ from those of the e+e−/µ+µ− channels

and the τ+τ− channel. The differences in the predicted spectra
across channels are not significant enough to be distinguished
in the likelihood fitting, particularly for the faint sources that
dominate the unassociated 4FGL-DR4 catalog. We tried to
free the annihilation channel parameter of the DM model in
the likelihood fitting, but the fits failed to converge due to the
limited statistics. Further searches that incorporate other an-
nihilation channels are likely to expand the candidate sample
and provide a more comprehensive understanding of the po-
tential DM subhalos population.

One caveat of our analysis is that we cannot rule out the
possibility of the identified candidates actually being gamma-
ray pulsars. This issue arises because the DM annihila-
tion model exhibits a degeneracy with the exponential cutoff
power-law (ECPL) model in explaining the candidate’s ob-
servational spectra. The ECPL model is frequently used to
describe the gamma-ray spectra of pulsars [7]. Discriminat-
ing between these two models based solely on the SED is
inherently challenging. Previous efforts to address this de-
generacy have relied on indicators such as spectral curvature,
peak energy, and detection significance [14]. However, the
most robust and effective approach to resolving this ambigu-
ity is through multi-wavelength observations, including radio,
optical, and X-ray bands. If a candidate is detected in other
wavebands, it is less likely to be associated with DM. Future
observations from advanced telescopes, such as the FAST [37]
and the Einstein Probe (EP, [38]), will be crucial in investigat-
ing the true nature of these candidates.
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FIG. 1. The sky map of the 32 identified DM subhalo candidates marked with red dots v.s. 644 unassociated point sources from the 4FGL-DR4
catalog marked with gray dots.
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Source Name l b
∫ 100 GeV

1 GeV
f dEγ J mχ TSDM TSemp ∆ ln La

(4FGL) (deg) (deg) (10−10 ph cm−2 s−1) (1020 GeV2 cm−5) (GeV)

J0024.1+2402 114.97 −38.41 2.16 1.591.84
1.34 134.20215.70

52.70 114.14 100.94 6.71

J0026.1-0732 104.76 −69.52 1.79 3.814.48
3.15 262.70338.23

187.17 105.42 89.80 38.95

J0046.9+0705 120.96 −55.76 1.22 0.320.40
0.24 52.56114.36

10.00 27.87 16.37 5.69

J0050.8+3330 122.79 −29.36 1.20 0.390.52
0.26 83.96175.71

10.00 27.96 16.38 5.80

J0102.0-6240 300.84 −54.40 1.25 2.633.24
2.01 309.06379.66

238.45 62.23 55.66 3.27

J0215.0-5330 278.26 −59.44 0.81 0.560.68
0.43 91.66180.18

10.00 41.78 27.08 10.73

J0225.5-5530 278.46 −56.93 2.57 1.651.93
1.38 110.57167.72

53.42 106.57 109.70 12.42

J0333.4-2705 222.41 −54.10 1.14 5.837.11
4.56 503.11549.67

456.55 70.66 68.55 1.17

J0409.3+0210 189.45 −34.10 1.78 0.430.54
0.33 47.80114.60

10.00 27.37 17.98 4.65

J0510.6-5655 265.27 −36.07 0.88 0.220.28
0.17 39.7880.16

10.00 30.98 13.73 8.54

J0611.5-2918 236.06 −20.94 1.17 2.132.60
1.66 234.77352.92

116.62 57.13 48.97 4.11

J0910.9+6055 154.41 40.23 1.05 0.490.63
0.36 92.44103.73

81.15 27.75 20.69 3.51

J0913.7+1540 214.02 38.44 0.77 0.500.63
0.37 77.29176.53

10.00 33.10 28.35 2.00

J1018.1-2705 265.61 24.46 1.95 0.470.56
0.39 47.9687.65

10.00 49.42 31.56 8.92

J1049.8+2741 204.65 63.07 1.21 1.021.24
0.80 132.44261.64

10.00 51.32 49.74 0.75

J1102.1+1318 235.91 60.99 0.87 0.320.41
0.23 63.02150.61

10.00 25.21 20.43 2.38

J1216.2-1550 290.67 46.20 1.04 0.911.17
0.65 137.12304.46

10.00 29.93 22.75 3.57

J1243.5+5311 125.63 63.89 0.73 0.750.94
0.55 148.07316.33

10.00 33.25 26.57 3.32

J1405.9-1853 326.36 40.56 1.36 1.101.40
0.79 161.73309.93

13.52 48.26 42.91 2.70

J1526.9+7358 110.05 39.01 0.83 0.230.29
0.18 48.7199.39

10.00 36.64 22.25 7.13

J1847.9+5022 79.83 21.09 1.01 0.290.35
0.22 49.24114.20

10.00 26.06 14.78 5.59

J2108.7-0408 46.07 −32.24 1.37 4.025.13
2.91 444.90475.61

414.20 41.48 36.83 2.32

J2124.2+1531 66.89 −24.08 0.88 45.2260.98
29.45 3108.443589.42

2627.46 30.54 28.87 0.85

J2125.6+0458 57.75 −30.86 0.92 3.684.67
2.69 385.89430.68

341.10 33.89 30.87 1.56

J2142.5-2029b 31.14 −46.54 1.45 2.833.48
2.18 279.89366.83

192.96 58.32 57.85 0.24

J2201.0-6928c 321.28 −41.05 4.57 0.860.95
0.78 39.6458.27

21.00 261.93 262.28 0.39

J2222.1-3907 2.13 −56.80 1.20 2.272.76
1.77 256.42276.90

235.94 72.73 67.89 2.55

J2223.0+2137 82.83 −29.46 1.12 0.210.26
0.16 30.0262.53

10.00 32.31 25.65 3.52

J2311.6-4427 345.45 −63.56 1.35 0.630.75
0.52 72.50130.31

14.70 72.00 67.68 2.36

J2338.1+0411 90.67 −54.03 1.52 0.580.73
0.43 84.18168.35

10.00 39.18 38.10 0.66

J2347.0-5720 319.21 −57.71 0.80 0.250.31
0.18 54.18117.63

10.00 26.24 42.61 358.20

J2350.0+2622 106.22 −34.50 0.88 1.992.64
1.34 348.43424.11

272.75 26.60 22.67 1.97

a ∆ ln L = ln LDM − ln Lemp
b Associated with 3FGL J2142.6-2029.
c Associated with 3FGL J2200.0-6930.

TABLE I. 4FGL-DR4 sources with spectra consisting of DM annihilation from DM subhalos.



8

100 101 102

Energy (GeV)

10 11

10 10

10 9

E2 d
N

/d
E 

(G
eV

 c
m

2  s
1 )

DMFitFunction
PowerLaw

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

TS
 v

al
ue

4FGL J0024.1+2402
TS value

100 101 102

Energy (GeV)

10 11

10 10

10 9

E2 d
N

/d
E 

(G
eV

 c
m

2  s
1 )

DMFitFunction
PowerLaw

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

TS
 v

al
ue

4FGL J0026.1-0732
TS value

100 101 102

Energy (GeV)

10 11

10 10

10 9

E2 d
N

/d
E 

(G
eV

 c
m

2  s
1 )

DMFitFunction
PowerLaw

0.0

2.5

5.0

7.5

10.0

12.5

15.0

17.5

TS
 v

al
ue

4FGL J0046.9+0705
TS value

100 101 102

Energy (GeV)

10 11

10 10

10 9

E2 d
N

/d
E 

(G
eV

 c
m

2  s
1 )

DMFitFunction
PowerLaw

0.0

2.5

5.0

7.5

10.0

12.5

15.0

17.5

TS
 v

al
ue

4FGL J0050.8+3330
TS value

100 101 102

Energy (GeV)

10 12

10 11

10 10

10 9

E2 d
N

/d
E 

(G
eV

 c
m

2  s
1 )

DMFitFunction
PowerLaw

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

TS
 v

al
ue

4FGL J0102.0-6240
TS value

100 101 102

Energy (GeV)

10 11

10 10

10 9

E2 d
N

/d
E 

(G
eV

 c
m

2  s
1 )

DMFitFunction
PowerLaw

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

TS
 v

al
ue

4FGL J0215.0-5330
TS value

100 101 102

Energy (GeV)

10 11

10 10

10 9

E2 d
N

/d
E 

(G
eV

 c
m

2  s
1 )

DMFitFunction
PowerLaw

0

10

20

30

40

TS
 v

al
ue

4FGL J0225.5-5530
TS value

100 101 102

Energy (GeV)

10 12

10 11

10 10

10 9

E2 d
N

/d
E 

(G
eV

 c
m

2  s
1 )

DMFitFunction
PowerLaw

0.0

2.5

5.0

7.5

10.0

12.5

15.0

17.5

20.0

TS
 v

al
ue

4FGL J0333.4-2705
TS value

100 101 102

Energy (GeV)

10 11

10 10

10 9

E2 d
N

/d
E 

(G
eV

 c
m

2  s
1 )

DMFitFunction
PowerLaw

0.0

2.5

5.0

7.5

10.0

12.5

15.0

17.5

20.0

TS
 v

al
ue

4FGL J0409.3+0210
TS value

100 101 102

Energy (GeV)

10 11

10 10

10 9

E2 d
N

/d
E 

(G
eV

 c
m

2  s
1 )

DMFitFunction
PowerLaw

0.0

2.5

5.0

7.5

10.0

12.5

15.0

17.5

TS
 v

al
ue

4FGL J0510.6-5655
TS value

100 101 102

Energy (GeV)

10 11

10 10

10 9

E2 d
N

/d
E 

(G
eV

 c
m

2  s
1 )

DMFitFunction
PowerLaw

0

5

10

15

20

TS
 v

al
ue

4FGL J0611.5-2918
TS value

100 101 102

Energy (GeV)

10 11

10 10

10 9

E2 d
N

/d
E 

(G
eV

 c
m

2  s
1 )

DMFitFunction
PowerLaw

0

5

10

15

20

25

TS
 v

al
ue

4FGL J0910.9+6055
TS value

100 101 102

Energy (GeV)

10 11

10 10

10 9

E2 d
N

/d
E 

(G
eV

 c
m

2  s
1 )

DMFitFunction
PowerLaw

0.0

2.5

5.0

7.5

10.0

12.5

15.0

17.5

TS
 v

al
ue

4FGL J0913.7+1540
TS value

100 101 102

Energy (GeV)

10 11

10 10

10 9

E2 d
N

/d
E 

(G
eV

 c
m

2  s
1 )

DMFitFunction
PowerLaw

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

TS
 v

al
ue

4FGL J1018.1-2705
TS value

100 101 102

Energy (GeV)

10 11

10 10

10 9

E2 d
N

/d
E 

(G
eV

 c
m

2  s
1 )

DMFitFunction
PowerLaw

0

5

10

15

20

25

TS
 v

al
ue

4FGL J1049.8+2741
TS value

100 101 102

Energy (GeV)

10 11

10 10

10 9

E2 d
N

/d
E 

(G
eV

 c
m

2  s
1 )

DMFitFunction
PowerLaw

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

TS
 v

al
ue

4FGL J1102.1+1318
TS value

100 101 102

Energy (GeV)

10 11

10 10

10 9

E2 d
N

/d
E 

(G
eV

 c
m

2  s
1 )

DMFitFunction
PowerLaw

0

5

10

15

20

25

TS
 v

al
ue

4FGL J1216.2-1550
TS value

100 101 102

Energy (GeV)
10 12

10 11

10 10

10 9

E2 d
N

/d
E 

(G
eV

 c
m

2  s
1 )

DMFitFunction
PowerLaw

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

TS
 v

al
ue

4FGL J1243.5+5311
TS value

100 101 102

Energy (GeV)

10 11

10 10

10 9

E2 d
N

/d
E 

(G
eV

 c
m

2  s
1 )

DMFitFunction
PowerLaw

0

10

20

30

40

TS
 v

al
ue

4FGL J1405.9-1853
TS value

100 101 102

Energy (GeV)

10 11

10 10

10 9

E2 d
N

/d
E 

(G
eV

 c
m

2  s
1 )

DMFitFunction
PowerLaw

0

5

10

15

20

TS
 v

al
ue

4FGL J1526.9+7358
TS value

100 101 102

Energy (GeV)

10 11

10 10

10 9

E2 d
N

/d
E 

(G
eV

 c
m

2  s
1 )

DMFitFunction
PowerLaw

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

TS
 v

al
ue

4FGL J1847.9+5022
TS value

100 101 102

Energy (GeV)

10 12

10 11

10 10

10 9

10 8

10 7

10 6

E2 d
N

/d
E 

(G
eV

 c
m

2  s
1 )

DMFitFunction
PowerLaw

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

TS
 v

al
ue

4FGL J2108.7-0408
TS value

100 101 102

Energy (GeV)

10 12

10 11

10 10

10 9

E2 d
N

/d
E 

(G
eV

 c
m

2  s
1 )

DMFitFunction
PowerLaw

0

2

4

6

8

10

TS
 v

al
ue

4FGL J2124.2+1531
TS value

100 101 102

Energy (GeV)

10 12

10 11

10 10

10 9

E2 d
N

/d
E 

(G
eV

 c
m

2  s
1 )

DMFitFunction
PowerLaw

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

TS
 v

al
ue

4FGL J2125.6+0458
TS value

100 101 102

Energy (GeV)

10 11

10 10

10 9

E2 d
N

/d
E 

(G
eV

 c
m

2  s
1 )

DMFitFunction
PowerLaw

0.0

2.5

5.0

7.5

10.0

12.5

15.0

17.5

20.0

TS
 v

al
ue

4FGL J2142.5-2029
TS value

100 101 102

Energy (GeV)

10 10

10 9

E2 d
N

/d
E 

(G
eV

 c
m

2  s
1 )

DMFitFunction
LogParabola

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

TS
 v

al
ue

4FGL J2201.0-6928
TS value

100 101 102

Energy (GeV)

10 11

10 10

10 9

E2 d
N

/d
E 

(G
eV

 c
m

2  s
1 )

DMFitFunction
PowerLaw

0

10

20

30

40

TS
 v

al
ue

4FGL J2222.1-3907
TS value

100 101 102

Energy (GeV)

10 11

10 10

10 9

E2 d
N

/d
E 

(G
eV

 c
m

2  s
1 )

DMFitFunction
PowerLaw

0.0

2.5

5.0

7.5

10.0

12.5

15.0

17.5

TS
 v

al
ue

4FGL J2223.0+2137
TS value

100 101 102

Energy (GeV)

10 11

10 10

10 9

E2 d
N

/d
E 

(G
eV

 c
m

2  s
1 )

DMFitFunction
PowerLaw

0

5

10

15

20

25

TS
 v

al
ue

4FGL J2311.6-4427
TS value

100 101 102

Energy (GeV)

10 11

10 10

10 9

E2 d
N

/d
E 

(G
eV

 c
m

2  s
1 )

DMFitFunction
PowerLaw

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

TS
 v

al
ue

4FGL J2338.1+0411
TS value

100 101 102

Energy (GeV)

10 11

10 10

10 9

E2 d
N

/d
E 

(G
eV

 c
m

2  s
1 )

DMFitFunction
PowerLaw

0

5

10

15

20

25

TS
 v

al
ue

4FGL J2347.0-5720
TS value

100 101 102

Energy (GeV)

10 12

10 11

10 10

10 9

E2 d
N

/d
E 

(G
eV

 c
m

2  s
1 )

DMFitFunction
PowerLaw

0

2

4

6

8

10

TS
 v

al
ue

4FGL J2350.0+2622
TS value

FIG. 2. The SEDs for all identified 32 DM subhalo candidates. The blue and red model lines correspond to the empirical function and the DM
model respectively. The gray bars indicate the TS values in each energy bin and flux upper limits are estimated for bins with TS < 9.
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FIG. 3. The distribution of the DM particle mass for the 32 identified candidates. The blue line represents the best-fit DM masses from
the likelihood spectral fitting, while the lime line corresponds to the maximum mass constraints derived from the fitting. For comparison,
predictions from Ref. [30] are also included, adopting the most lenient threshold factor of 0.5.
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