
MNRAS 000, 1–15 (2024) Preprint 13 August 2024 Compiled using MNRAS LATEX style file v3.0

Analytical Weak Lensing Shear Inference for Precision
Cosmology

Xiangchong Li1⋆ , Rachel Mandelbaum1 , The LSST Dark Energy Science Collaboration
1 Department of Physics, McWilliams Center for Cosmology, Carnegie Mellon University, Pittsburgh, PA 15213, USA

Received August 12, 2024; accepted Month ??, 2024

ABSTRACT

Noise bias is a significant source of systematic error in weak gravitational lensing measurements that must be corrected

to satisfy the stringent standards of modern imaging surveys in the era of precision cosmology. This paper reviews the

analytical noise bias correction method and provides analytical derivations demonstrating that we can recover shear

to its second order using the “renoising” noise bias correction approach introduced by METACALIBRATION. We implement

this analytical noise bias correction within the AnaCal shear estimation framework and propose several enhancements

to the noise bias correction algorithm. We evaluate the improved AnaCal using simulations designed to replicate

Rubin LSST imaging data. These simulations feature semi-realistic galaxies and stars, complete with representative

distributions of magnitudes and Galactic spatial density. We conduct tests under various observational challenges,

including cosmic rays, defective CCD columns, bright star saturation, bleed trails, and spatially variable point spread

functions. Our results indicate a multiplicative bias in weak lensing shear recovery of less than a few tenths of a percent,

meeting LSST DESC requirements without requiring calibration from external image simulations. Additionally, our

algorithm achieves rapid processing, handling one galaxy in less than a millisecond.

Key words: gravitational lensing: weak; cosmology: observations; techniques: image processing.

1 INTRODUCTION

We are now entering the era of precision cosmology, marked
by the initiation of groundbreaking astronomical imaging sur-
veys. These surveys will provide precise tests of the current
cosmological paradigm, including understanding the accel-
erated expansion rate of the Universe using measurements
of cosmic structure growth with weak gravitational lens-
ing. Gravitational lensing occurs when the gravity of mas-
sive structures in the Universe bends the light from dis-
tant galaxies, resulting in coherent distortions in the images
of these galaxies (Bartelmann & Schneider 2001; Kilbinger
2015; Mandelbaum 2018). Prominent among these advanced
“stage IV” imaging surveys are the Vera C. Rubin Observa-
tory Legacy Survey of Space and Time (LSST, Ivezić et al.
2019), the Euclid mission (Laureijs et al. 2011), and stud-
ies using the Nancy Grace Roman Space Telescope (Spergel
et al. 2015; Akeson et al. 2019). These imaging surveys require
shear measurement techniques that achieve precision within
a few tenths of a percent (Massey et al. 2013; The LSST
Dark Energy Science Collaboration et al. 2018) to meet their
ambitious objectives. The deployment of such sophisticated
algorithms necessitates tailored approaches to effectively pro-
cess and analyze the data collected by each specific survey.
Several shear measurement techniques have shown promise

in meeting the stringent requirements for analyzing noisy,

⋆ xiangchl@andrew.cmu.edu

“blended” galaxy images with a constant applied shear, with-
out the need for calibration through external image simula-
tions. These methods include METADETECTION (Sheldon et al. 2020,
2023), a numerical self-calibration method; and AnaCal (Li &
Mandelbaum 2023; Li et al. 2024), an analytical framework
designed to derive linear shear response. Of these two, AnaCal
stands out as the most efficient due to its analytical nature
— it takes < 1 millisecond to compute the shear estima-
tor for one detected galaxy. Another promising technique is
BFD (Bernstein & Armstrong 2014; Bernstein et al. 2016), a
Bayesian approach to shear estimation. However, as of the
current writing, it still necessitates additional percent-level
correction, based on simulations, to address detection biases
due to blending.

Li & Mandelbaum (2023) developed an analytical formal-
ism that effectively corrects both detection bias and shear
estimation bias. This approach, accurate to second order
in shear, operates independent of the specific details of
galaxy morphologies. The method defines the detection pro-
cess through a series of step functions based on several basic
linear observables. These basic observables were chosen for
their property of having analytically solvable linear shear re-
sponses. By utilizing the shear responses of these basic ob-
servables, Li & Mandelbaum (2023) were able to calculate
the linear shear response of the detection process using the
chain rule. The formalism has been applied to the FPFS shear
estimator (Li et al. 2018, 2022b), a fixed-kernel method for
measuring galaxy shapes, which constructs shapes as nonlin-
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ear functions of shapelet modes. These shapelet modes are
obtained by projecting the galaxy image onto a shapelet ba-
sis. We refer readers to Refregier (2003); Massey & Refregier
(2005); Bernstein & Jarvis (2002) for details of shapelet basis
functions. The shear response of the galaxy shape is then de-
rived using the chain rule, based on the pre-calculated shear
responses of the shapelet modes.

In Li & Mandelbaum (2023), a perturbation approach,
as outlined in Kaiser (2000), was employed to correct for
noise bias in shear estimation. This method uses the Hessian
matrix (which can be fully calculated using JAX (Bradbury
et al. 2018) following Li et al. 2024) of the nonlinear elliptic-
ity, which is defined as a function of basic modes, including
shapelet and peak detection modes. However, this approach
necessitates the use of step functions with very gentle transi-
tion for galaxy selection and detection to maintain stability in
the Hessian matrix. Consequently, the precision of the shear
estimation is compromised and remains suboptimal since it
causes “ambiguous” detections near the galaxy peaks. In this
paper, we will explore an alternative method for correcting
noise bias, as proposed by Huff & Mandelbaum (2017); Shel-
don & Huff (2017), which involves adding noise to galaxy
images. We will adapt this approach within the AnaCal frame-
work, providing a rigorous analytical proof and introducing
several extensions to the methodology. Although this method
internally introduces additional noise to the images, it proves
to be more effective than the perturbation approach to noise
bias correction. This effectiveness stems from its capability
to incorporate multiple layers of differentiable selection cuts
without requiring the calculation of the noisy Hessian matrix.
This approach not only enhances galaxy detection but also
improves the precision of shear estimation.

Furthermore, in this paper, we will demonstrate that the
AnaCal shear estimator effectively calibrates shear estimates
using data that closely resembles the calibrated LSST coad-
ded images. We generate simulated images incorporating
galaxies and stars, reflecting realistic galactic density dis-
tributions, spatially variable point spread functions (PSF),
and proxies for image artifacts, using the Dark Energy Sci-
ence Collaboration (DESC) weak lensing simulation package1

(Sheldon et al. 2023). In this paper, our focus is on eval-
uating the shear estimation technique using well-calibrated
data without errors on the PSF model and the astromet-
ric and photometric calibrations, and where the statistics of
the image noise are perfectly known. However, in practical
data analyses, calibration inaccuracies can substantially con-
tribute to systematic errors in shear measurements. It is im-
portant to note that the accuracy of shear measurements may
be more dependent on the quality of data characterization
than on the estimation technique itself.

This paper is organized as follows: Section 2 reviews the
shear estimator and introduces a new analytical noise bias
correction scheme. Section 3 presents systematic tests of
LSST-like image simulations under various conditions. Fi-
nally, Section 4 provides a summary and outlook.

1 https://github.com/LSSTDESC/descwl-shear-sims
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Figure 1. Smoothstep functions with two smoothness parame-
ters (1 for the upper panel and 0.5 for the lower panel) used to

select and detect galaxies and their derivatives. The step functions

(z(x)) are shown with solid lines; the first (z′(x)) and second-order
(z′′(x)) derivatives of the functions are in dashed lines and dotted-

dashed lines.

2 ANALYTICAL SHEAR ESTIMATION

In this section, we begin by reviewing the derivation of the
shear response for the FPFS shear estimator, which has been
calibrated using the AnaCal framework (see Section 2.1). Fol-
lowing this, we explore the derivation of the shear response
from noisy data, employing two distinct methodologies (see
Section 2.2). The procedure of our image processing pipeline
is detailed in Appendix A.

2.1 Observables and Shear Responses

We follow Li & Mandelbaum (2023) to use a set of linear
observables that are linear combinations of pixel values to
define the galaxy shape, size flux and detection process. The
linear observables include shapelet modes (Refregier 2003;
Massey & Refregier 2005) and detection modes (Li & Man-
delbaum 2023). The vector of linear observables are denoted
as ν = (ν1, ν2, . . . , νn), and we follow the notation in Li et al.
(2022b) — ν̄, ν and ν̃ are the prelensed, lensed noiseless and
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lensed noisy observables, respectively. Additionally, we use a
double tilde (˜̃ν) to denote linear observables with doubled
image noise. We note that these linear observables are pro-
jection of image onto basis kernels after PSF deconvolution
in Fourier space (Zhang 2008). Denoting the basis kernels as
χi(k), PSF as p(k) and galaxy image as f(k), we have

νi =

ˆ
k

f(k)
χi(k)

p(k)
. (1)

χi can be any function as long as
´
k

χi(k)
p(k)

is finite. In this

paper, we use
´
k
≡
´

dk to indicate integration over the k
space. In addition, this notation of integration applies to any
quantities (e.g., ν).
The basis kernels are composed of polar shapelets and peak

detection basis. Polar shapelets (Massey & Refregier 2005),
which are used as basis functions, are defined in polar coor-
dinates (ρ, θ) as

ϕnm(x |σh) = (−1)(n−|m|)/2
{
[(n− |m|)/2]!
[(n+ |m|)/2]!

} 1
2

×
(
ρ

σh

)|m|

L
|m|
n−|m|

2

(
ρ2

σ2
h

)
e−ρ2/2σ2

heimθ,

(2)

where L
|m|
n−|m|

2

are the Laguerre polynomials, n is the radial

number, which can be any non-negative integer, and m is the
spin number, which is an integer between −n and n in steps
of two. σh determines the scale of shapelet functions, which is
set to 0.′′52 to maximize the effective galaxy number density
according to Li et al. (2024). Additionally, the peak detection
basis functions for the peak detection modes are

ψi =
1

(2π)2
e−|k|

2σ2
h/2
(
1− ei(k1xi+k2yi)

)
, (3)

where (xi, yi) = (cos (iπ/2), sin (iπ/2)), and i = 0, 1, 2, 3 .
The origin reference point for the measurements of the linear
observables is set at the preselected “peak candidates” (Li &
Mandelbaum 2023).
To focus on shear estimation, in this paper, we set the lens-

ing convergence to zero and ignore the distinction between
shear and reduced shear. Given that the lensing shear distor-
tion is small within the weak lensing regime, it is a practical
approach to employ a first-order approximation to under-
stand the transformation of observables under shear distor-
tion. The linear observables were chosen due to their advan-
tageous properties, notably that they have analytically solv-
able linear shear responses. Specifically, under lensing shear
distortion, the linear observables transform as

ν = (ν̄ + γ1ν;1 + γ2ν;2) +O(γ2) , (4)

where ν;1 and ν;2 are the linear shear response with respect
to the first and second components of the lensing shear dis-
tortion:

ν;1 ≡ ∂ν

∂γ1
, ν;2 ≡ ∂ν

∂γ2
. (5)

The ith components of the linear shear responses with respect
to two shear components are denoted as ν;1i and ν;2i . These
observables are the projection of the deconvolved image onto
the shear response of the corresponding basis functions (Li
& Mandelbaum 2023), denoted as χ;1i(k) and χ;2i(k) for the
two shear components:

ν;1i =

ˆ
k

f(k)
χ;1i(k)

p(k)
, ν;2i =

ˆ
k

f(k)
χ;2i(k)

p(k)
. (6)

More specifically, the shapelet basis set is closed under the
shear perturbation operation. As a result, the shear response
of any shapelet basis can be written as a combination of
shapelet basis (Bernstein & Jarvis 2002). The shear responses
of the peak detection basis functions are given by Li & Man-
delbaum (2023):

ψ;1i =
1

(2π)2
e−|k|2σ2

h/2(k21 − k22)σ
2
h

(
1− ei(k1xi+k2yi)

)
− 1

(2π)2
e−|k|2σ2

h/2 (ixi k1 − iyi k2) e
i(k1xi+k2yi) ,

ψ;2i =
1

(2π)2
e−|k|2σ2

h/2(2 k1k2)σ
2
h

(
1− ei(k1xi+k2yi)

)
− 1

(2π)2
e−|k|2σ2

h/2 (iyi k1 + ixi k2) e
i(k1xi+k2yi) .

(7)

Nonlinear observables e1,2 are defined as nonlinear func-
tions of the linear observables ν:

e1,2(ν) = ϵ1,2(ν)ws(ν)wd(ν) , (8)

where ϵ1,2 is the spin-2 FPFS ellipticity defined in Li et al.
(2018) measuring galaxy shape. ws represents the selection
weight, while wd denotes the detection weight (Li & Mandel-
baum 2023). They serve the purposes of galaxy sample se-
lection and galaxy detection, respectively. These weights are
formulated using smoothstep functions of the linear observ-
ables (Li & Mandelbaum 2023). To elaborate, if the weight
for a galaxy is set to zero, it implies rejection from the sample.
The smoothstep functions for a cut at zero are demonstrated
in Figure 1. Since our detection operation, defined with the
smoothstep function, is differentiable, the reference points
change smoothly in response to shear distortion. This allows
us to quantify the changes in the population of these refer-
ence points through their shear response. Specifically, under
shear distortion, some reference points may disappear (with
their weight transitioning from non-zero to zero), while oth-
ers may reappear (with their weight transitioning from zero
to non-zero).

Specifically, the FPFS ellipticity in equation (8) is defined
as

ϵ1 + i ϵ2 ≡ M22

M00 + C
, (9)

where the shapelet modes Mnm are the linear observables
obtained by projecting (see equation (1)) the image onto de-
convolved polar shapelet functions defined in equation (2).
For further details on polar shapelet functions, we refer read-
ers to Bernstein & Jarvis (2002); Massey & Refregier (2005).
The weighting parameter C, introduced by Li et al. (2018), is
a constant specific to a galaxy sample. By adjusting the value
of C, one can change the relative weights assigned to galax-
ies of different brightnesses within the sample. The selection
weight in equation (8) has two components — selection on
signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) denoted as w0 and selection on
galaxy size denoted as w2:

ws = w0 w2 . (10)

The differentiable selection weight with minimal SNR equals
smin is

w0 = zΩ0

(
M00

σ0
− smin

)
, (11)

where σ0 is the standard deviation of measurement error due

MNRAS 000, 1–15 (2024)
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to image noise on the zeroth order shapelet modeM00 . In ad-
dition, the differentiable selection weight with minimal galaxy
size rmin is

w2 = zΩ2

(
M20 + (1− rmin)M00

)
. (12)

zΩ is smoothstep function (Hazimeh et al. 2020) with smooth-
ness parameter equals Ω (see Figure 1):

zΩ(x) = 6

(
x+Ω

2Ω

)5

− 15

(
x+Ω

2Ω

)4

+ 10

(
x+Ω

2Ω

)3

, (13)

where x ∈ [−Ω, Ω]. The smoothstep function equals zero for
x < −Ω, and 1 for x > Ω . In this paper, we adopt two
detection layers. To be more specific, the detection weight is
defined as

wd = zΩd(wq − wmin) , (14)

where zΩd is the second detection layer, and the first detection
layer is similar to Li & Mandelbaum (2023):

wq =
3∏

i=0

zΩq (qi − qmin) , (15)

where qmin = Ωq−0.8σq . qi (i = 0 . . . 3) are the four peak de-
tection modes measuring the difference between neighboring
four pixels after smoothing, and σq is the standard devia-
tion of measurement error on the peak detection modes. qi
is obtained by projecting the image onto deconvolved detec-
tion basis functions (Li & Mandelbaum 2023). The second
detection layer performs differentiable smooth selection on
the output detection weight from the first layer to reduce
the number of subpeaks near the galaxy centers. The default
hyper parameters are set to C = 4σ0 , Ω0 = Ω2 = 1.6σ0 ,
Ωq = 1.6σq , Ωd = 0.04, smin = 12, rmin = 0.1, wmin = 0.12 .
These hyperparameters are fine-tuned to optimize the effec-
tive galaxy number density using image simulations. We have
confirmed that the accuracy remains robust even when the
parameters are varied slightly around their optimal values.
We refer readers to Li et al. (2024) for more details on how
to optimize the effective galaxy number density.
Before presenting the linear shear response of the weighted

ellipticity e1,2, we conduct a spin analysis to justify that the
first order approximation is accurate to the second order of
shear due to the rotational symmetry. Initially, we note that
the galaxy ellipticity ϵ1,2 is inherently a spin-2 quantity so
that it negates under a 90◦ rotation. The selection and detec-
tion weights are specifically designed to remain invariant un-
der a 90◦ rotation, as outlined by Li & Mandelbaum (2023).
As a result, the weighted ellipticity reverses sign under a 90◦

rotation indicating the absence of both spin-0 and spin-4 com-
ponents. Assuming that the intrinsic galaxies are isotropically
oriented and their positions are randomly distributed prior
to shear distortion, since the weighted ellipticity lacks spin-0
components, we have〈
e1,2|γ=0

〉
g
= 0, (16)

where ⟨•⟩g is the average over galaxy population. Addition-
ally, since the weighted ellipticity lacks both spin-0 and spin-4
components, we have〈
∂2e1,2
∂γi∂γj

∣∣∣∣∣
γ=0

〉
g

= 0, (17)

where i, j ∈ {1, 2} (see Appendix A of Li & Mandelbaum
2023). Furthermore, from equation (17), we derive〈
∂ei
∂γj

〉
=

〈
∂ei
∂γj

∣∣∣∣
γ=0

〉
g

+O(γ2) , (18)

indicating that we can directly assess the shear response to
the first order in shear from the distorted image without re-
verting to the intrinsic image before shear distortion. The
bias introduced by this estimation of the shear response is at
the second-order of shear. Therefore, the expectation value
of the weighted ellipticity under the lensing shear distortion
can be derived with a Taylor expansion and omitting the ze-
roth order and the second-order terms since their expectation
values are zero:

⟨ei⟩ =
2∑

j=1

〈
∂ei
∂γj

〉
g

γj +O(γ3) , (19)

where i = 1, 2 . We observe that equation (19) remains accu-
rate up to the second order of shear, as the expectation value
of the weighted ellipticity’s second-order derivatives with re-
spect to shear is zero. For more details, we refer readers to
Li & Mandelbaum (2023).

The linear shear response matrix, ∂ei
∂γj

, where j = 1, 2, can

be expressed with the linear shear response of the linear ob-
servables using the chain rule:

∂ei
∂γj

=
∑
k

∂ei
∂νk

∂νk
∂γj

=
∑
k

∂ei
∂νk

ν;jk , (20)

where ν;jk is the kth component of the shear response vector
ν;j .

In the following subsections, we will derive the shear re-
sponse for the first component of ellipticity for noisy data.
The methodology for the second component follows the same
approach and can be derived accordingly.

2.2 Estimating Shear Response From Noisy Data

In real observations, there is noise in the images, causing
measurement error. We denote the measurement error on the
linear observable vector as δν, and we have

δνi =

ˆ
k

n(k)
χi(k)

p(k)
, (21)

where n(k) is the pure noise image in Fourier space, and
the integration is over the 2D Fourier space. The nonlin-
ear function e1 is calculated on the noisy linear observables
ẽ1 = e1(ν̃), where ν̃ = ν + δν. The noise is described by
its probability density function (PDF) Pn(δν). We focus on
the condition that the sky background is precisely subtracted
such that the sum of the noise PDF equals one and it pos-
sesses a zero mean:ˆ

δν

Pn(δν) = 1,

ˆ
δν

δνiPn(δν) = 0 . (22)

where νi is the ith element of the linear observable vector,
and the integration on the noise realization over the space
defined with the states of the image noise. Furthermore, in
the derivation, we assume that the image noise is homoge-
neous and additive, which is a reasonable approximation for
faint, small galaxies observed in ground-based surveys be-
cause the main source of noise comes from fluctuations in the

MNRAS 000, 1–15 (2024)
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Image
PSF

Deconvolution
Noise

Basis functions (χi) Basis shear response (χi;1)

Linear obs (˜̃νi)
Shear response

(˜̃νi;1 − 2δν′i;1)

Detection (layer 1):
˜̃wq =

∏
i zΩq (

˜̃qi)

Detection (layer 2):
˜̃wd = zΩd

( ˜̃wq)

Ellipticity:
˜̃ϵ1

Selection:
˜̃ws

˜̃e1 = ˜̃ϵ1 ˜̃ws ˜̃wd

˜̃R1 = ∂ ˜̃e1
∂νi

(˜̃νi;1 − 2δν′i;1)

Figure 2. The workflow of AnaCal-FPFS from the input image

to the output ellipticity and its shear response. To simplify the

workflow, we only demonstrate the estimator for the first compo-
nent of the shear. The workflow of our pipeline is summarized in

Appendix A.

sky background. However, it is important to note that this
assumption does not hold in practical scenarios when inter-
polating over bad pixels, cosmic rays, etc. As discussed in
Section 3.7, we address this by masking pixels with artifacts
prior to detection and shear estimation.

The average ellipticity measured from noisy data is

⟨ẽ1⟩ =
ˆ
ν

Pg(ν)

ˆ
δν

e1(ν + δν)Pn(δν) , (23)

where Pg(ν) is the galaxy PDF after the lensing effect. Due to
the invariance of the probability measure — the probability of
the random variable falling within a particular volume before
and after the transformation should be the same — we have
Pg(ν) dν = P̄g(ν̄) dν̄, where P̄g is the PDF before lensing
shear distortion. In this paper, PDFs with bar refer to those
before the lensing shear distortion. Additionally, ⟨•⟩ is the
average over galaxy population and noise realizations.
We note that due to the nonlinearity in ellipticity, the aver-

age galaxy ellipticity over different noise realizations is biased
compared to the noiseless estimation:ˆ
δν

e1(ν + δν)Pn(δν) ̸= e1(ν) , (24)

and the corresponding bias in shear estimation is termed
noise bias (Refregier et al. 2012). Without any noise bias cor-
rection, our shear estimation exhibits a multiplicative bias of
a few percent, which is approximately ten times higher than
the subpercent-level requirement set by the LSST DESC.
In the following context of this subsection, we outline two

distinct analytical approaches for noise bias correction. These
methodologies do not make any assumption on galaxy mor-
phology and do not rely on simulated images. The first ap-
proach involves correcting the noise bias in the ensemble av-
erage of the noisy ellipticity, transforming it back to that
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m
1
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Figure 3. Multiplicative bias with 1σ and 3σ errors as a function
of SNR lower limit (upper panel) and resolution lower limit (lower

panel). The shaded region shows the LSST ten-year requirement

on the control of multiplicative bias (The LSST Dark Energy Sci-
ence Collaboration et al. 2018). The vertical lines are the default

selection cuts on SNR (SNR> 12) and galaxy size (R2 > 0.1).

expected for the noiseless ellipticity, which is then used for
shear measurement (Section 2.2.1). The second approach di-
rectly estimates the shear response based on the expectation
value of the noisy ellipticity (Section 2.2.2).

2.2.1 Noise Correction Approaches

This methodology draws its inspiration from the foundational
work of Kaiser (2000), and has been refined in Li et al.
(2022b) and Li & Mandelbaum (2023). Specifically, we com-
pute the Taylor expansion of the noisy ellipticity as a function
of δν, offering a derivation of shear bias to 2nd order in image
noise:

e1(ν + δν) = e1(ν) +
∂e1(ν)

∂νi
δνi +

1

2

∂2e1(ν)

∂νi∂νj
δνiδνj

+O(δν3) .

(25)

We direct readers to equation (21) of Li et al. (2022b) for a
detailed application of this noise bias correction method. Here
we employ Einstein notation, wherein repeated indices imply
summation over those indices. We substitute equation (25)
into equation (23) and the expectation value of the noisy

MNRAS 000, 1–15 (2024)
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Figure 4. This figure illustrates the effective galaxy number den-

sity, normalized so that the effective standard deviation of shape
noise per component is 0.26. The data combines information from

four bands: “griz”. The calculation of the effective galaxy number

density is based on the anticipated noise level of the ten-year LSST
coadds. The solid line (dashed) is for the PSF seeing 0.′′6 (0.′′8).
Actual observations may yield different values.

ellipticity is

⟨ẽ1⟩ = ⟨e1⟩+
1

2

〈
∂2e1(ν)

∂νi∂νj

〉
g

⟨δνiδνj⟩n +O(δν3) , (26)

where ⟨•⟩g is the average over lensed noiseless galaxy popula-
tion (operation

´
ν
Pg(ν)[•]); whereas ⟨•⟩n is the average over

noise realizations (operation
´
δν
Pn(δν)[•]). ⟨δνiδνj⟩n is the

covariance matrix of measurement error on the linear observ-
ables that are given in Li & Mandelbaum (2023). We note
that the above derivation assumes the realization of the im-
age noise (the value of the image noise) is independent of the
specifics of the galaxy’s surface brightness profile. This as-
sumption holds true for ground-based surveys that are dom-
inated by sky background. However, it is not valid in space-
based observations which are dominated by source Poisson
noise, where the variance of the image noise is dependent on
the expectation of the pixel value.
The corrected expectation value of ellipticity ⟨e⟩ is dis-

torted by the lensing shear, and it is related to the PDF of
the galaxy population before shearing:

⟨e1⟩ =
ˆ
ν

Pg(ν)e1(ν) =

ˆ
ν̄

P̄g(ν̄)e1
(
T (ν̄)

)
, (27)

where P̄g is the PDF of galaxy population before the shear
distortion, and T is the mapping from the intrinsic linear
observables ν̄ to the lensed linear observables ν. Following
equation (20), the linear shear response at the single galaxy
level can be written as a function of linear observables

R1(ν) =
∂e1(ν)

∂νi

∂νi
∂γ1

=
∂e1(ν)

∂νi
ν;1i . (28)

Here, we present only the diagonal term of the linear shear
response matrix, as the expectation value of the off-diagonal
terms is zero (Li & Mandelbaum 2023). When dealing with
noisy data, we first measure the expectation of the noisy shear

response
〈
R̃1

〉
, and then apply a second-order noise bias cor-

rection to obtain ⟨R1⟩ (the expectation of the second term
on the right-hand side of equation (25)):

⟨R1⟩ =
〈
R̃1

〉
− 1

2

〈
∂2R(ν)

∂νi∂νj

〉
⟨δνiδνj⟩n +O(δν3) . (29)

The shear estimator is

γ̂1 =
⟨e1⟩
⟨R1⟩

+O(γ3) +O(δν3) . (30)

We observe that this method necessitates the calculation of
second- and higher- order derivatives of the step function.
The function’s sharpness is modulated by the smoothness
parameter; a larger parameter results in a gentler transition.
However, a caveat is that smaller smoothness parameters,
which create a sharper selection function, lead to significant
fluctuations in these higher order derivatives (see the lower
panel of Figure 1). As a result, we are constrained to employ-
ing only smoothly transitioned cuts for our source detection
and galaxy selection, which may lead to “ambiguous” detec-
tions near the peak of galaxy sources (Li & Mandelbaum
2023).

2.2.2 Renoising Approach

The technique of incorporating noise into images to develop
a shear estimator free from noise bias, as outlined in this
subsection, was first introduced by Sheldon & Huff (2017).
The advantage of this method is that it does not require
second- and higher-order derivatives of the nonlinear observ-
ables for noise bias correction. Furthermore, there is no need
to approximate by ignoring the bias from higher-order noise.
However, Sheldon & Huff (2017) did not provide a formal
proof for the algorithm, and how it differs from the pertur-
bation approach undertaken in Li & Mandelbaum (2023). In
this study, we present an analytical formalism for correcting
noise bias using renoised data, which builds on the founda-
tional framework established by Li & Mandelbaum (2023).
This advancement allows us to enhance our understanding
of the noise bias correction technique proposed by Sheldon
& Huff (2017), resulting in a significant increase in process-
ing speed compared to the original numerical approach doc-
umented in Sheldon & Huff (2017).

Following Sheldon & Huff (2017), we add an additional
layer of noise to the image, which possesses identical statis-
tical properties after being rotated counterclockwise by 90◦,
where the rotation is specified within the space before PSF
smearing. The resulting additional measurement error on the
linear observables are denoted as δν′, and they are character-
ized by a PDF denoted as P 90

n (δν′). This 90◦ rotation is ap-
plied to eliminate any spin-2 anisotropies present in the orig-
inal noise image after deconvolution, which may stem from
either the anisotropy in the noise correlation function or the
PSF anisotropy leakage in the process of PSF deconvolution.
Consequently, the ellipticity observed post-application of the
additional noise image is:〈
˜̃e1
〉
=

ˆ
ν̄,δν,δν′

P̄g(ν̄) e1
(
T (ν̄) + δν + δν′

)
× Pn(δν)P

90
n (δν′) .

(31)
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To simplify the analysis, we define a new nonlinear observ-
able:

G1(T (ν̄)) =

ˆ
δν,δν′

e1
(
T (ν̄) + δν + δν′

)
× Pn(δν)P

90
n

(
δν′
)
,

(32)

and equation (31) can be rewritten as〈
˜̃e1
〉
=

ˆ
ν

P̄g(ν̄)G1(T (ν̄)) . (33)

Again, before presenting the shear response of the renoised
ellipticity ˜̃e1,2, we conduct a spin analysis to justify that the
first-order approximation is accurate to the second order of
shear. As we assume that the noise is homogeneous, its statis-
tical properties remain the same under a 180◦ rotation with
respect to any reference point. Consequently, PnP

90
n is in-

variant under a 90◦ rotation since the statistical property
of the doubled noise remain unchanged under a 90◦ rota-
tion. Additionally, given that e1 negates under a 90◦ rotation
(see Section 2.1), it follows that G1(ν) also negates under a
90◦ rotation. Therefore, G1(ν) lacks both spin-0 and spin-4
components, necessitating solely the computation of its lin-
ear shear response to achieve a shear estimator accurate up
to the second order of shear (see equations (16) and (17)).
To derive the shear response of the renoised ellipticity, we

first determine the shear response of G1(T (ν̄)) (adopting Ein-
stein notation):

∂G1(T (ν̄))

∂γ1

∣∣∣∣
γ=0

=

ˆ
δν,δν′

∂e1(˜̃ν)

∂ ˜̃νi

∂ ˜̃νi
∂γ1

×Pn(δν)P
90
n

(
δν′
)∣∣∣∣

γ=0

,

(34)

where ˜̃ν is the linear observable measured from the renoised
image — ˜̃ν = T (ν̄) + δν + δν′ . Since image noise is not
affected by lensing shear, the shear responses of δν and δν′

are zero. Consequently, we have:

∂ ˜̃νi/∂γ1 = ∂νi/∂γ1 = ν;1i . (35)

However, ν;1i cannot be directly obtained in real observations
due to the presence of noise in the images. The observed,
renoised observable is:

˜̃ν;1i =

ˆ
k

˜̃
f(k)

χ;1i(k)

p(k)
, (36)

where
˜̃
f(k) is the renoised image in Fourier space. Similarly,

we have the corresponding quantity defined for the image
noise:

δν;1i =

ˆ
k

n(k)
χ;1i(k)

p(k)
. (37)

Thus, we can derive:

∂ ˜̃νi
∂γ1

= ν;1i = ˜̃ν;1i − δν;1i − δν′;1i , (38)

and the shear response of the expectation of the renoised
ellipticity is〈
˜̃R1

〉
=

〈
∂e1(˜̃ν)

∂ ˜̃νi

(
˜̃ν;1i − δν;1i − δν′;1i

)∣∣∣∣∣
γ=0

〉
. (39)

Note that δν′ can be measured because the noise is generated

through simulation and we know the exact noise realization;
in contrast, δν, which represents the noise in actual images,
cannot be directly measured since reconstructing the exact
noise realization from the image is unfeasible. However, given
that δν′ and δν are from noise realizations oriented 90◦ rela-
tive to each other in the pre-PSF plane, and considering the
random orientation of galaxies, it follows that:〈
∂e1(˜̃ν)

∂ ˜̃νi

∣∣∣∣∣
γ=0

δν′;1i

〉
=

〈
∂e1(˜̃ν)

∂ ˜̃νi

∣∣∣∣∣
γ=0

δν;1i

〉
. (40)

We refer readers to Appendix B for the proof. Therefore, the
expectation of the shear response of the renoised ellipticity
can be measured with the simulated noise:〈
˜̃R1

〉
=

〈
∂e1(˜̃ν)

∂ ˜̃νi

(
˜̃ν;1i − 2δν′;1i

)〉
, (41)

and the shear estimator is

γ̂1 =
⟨˜̃e1⟩〈
˜̃R1

〉 +O(γ3) . (42)

In summary, by introducing the additional noise, we elimi-
nate the spin-2 anisotropy from the original image noise on
the image plane prior to PSF convolution. Furthermore, we
utilize this added noise, whose realization are exactly known,
to estimate the shear response of the renoised image. It is
worth noting that, the “renoising” approach eliminates the
need for any truncation in the perturbative series for the noise
bias correction. Consequently, equation (42) does not include
the high-order terms from image noise, O(δν3), which are
present in equation (30).

Both the perturbation and “renoising” approaches involve
trade-offs between variance and bias. For the perturbation
method, the second-order noise bias correction term for ellip-
ticity, measured from a noisy image, increases the statistical
uncertainty in the shear estimation. Similarly, in the “renois-
ing” approach, the additional noise doubles the variance of
the image noise, also increasing the variance in shear esti-
mation. As a result, the effective galaxy number density is
reduced by 20% to 25% compared to using a biased shear
estimator without noise bias correction.

The workflow of the algorithm from input image to the
output shape and the corresponding shear response is demon-
strated in Figure 2 and outlined in Appendix A. We note that
this noise bias correction does not involve second- or higher-
order derivatives during the detection process. This allows us
to apply a second layer of detection using step functions with
small smoothness parameters to avoid “ambiguous” detection
(see the layer 2 in Figure 2). To be more specific, in the first
detection layer, we measure the preliminary detection weight:
˜̃wq using the value difference between neighboring pixels to
select peak candidates following Li et al. (2024). The second
layer applies another step function on ˜̃wp to derive the fi-
nal detection weight: ˜̃wd = zΩd(

˜̃wq), where zΩd is the step
function with a small smoothness parameter Ωd = 0.04 . We
find that, due to this improved detection, the effective galaxy
number density is improved by approximately 15% compared
to the earlier version of the code adopting the second-order
noise bias correction in Li et al. (2024). More specifically,
we have observed that the second-order noise bias correc-
tion term for ellipticity in equation (26) becomes particularly
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noisy when either the selection weight or the detection weight
has a large gradient. As illustrated in Figure 1, the noise
bias correction terms that incorporate second-order deriva-
tives display significant fluctuations under conditions of se-
lection weight function with a small smoothness parameter.
This instability leads to considerable uncertainty in shear es-
timation in noisy images. Moreover, employing a detection
weight function with a large smoothness parameter results in
numerous sub-peaks near the galaxy center where the weight
is nonzero, which cannot be applied to real observations. Ad-
ditionally, it is worth noting that the “renoising” approach
does not require any noisy second-order derivatives so that
we are able to adopt multiple detection layers with small
smoothness parameters. Moreover, it avoids the need for any
truncation in the perturbative series for the noise bias cor-
rection. Therefore, we adopt the “renoising” approach as the
default noise bias correction method in AnaCal.

However, a limitation of this noise bias correction method
is that we need to double the image noise before detection
and measurement. It worth noting that a recent paper (Zhang
et al. 2023) suggests using deep field images from the same
survey to mitigate the image noise in such correction strate-
gies. We intend to apply the methodology of Zhang et al.
(2023) in our analytical shear estimation framework in fu-
ture work.

3 TEST ON IMAGE SIMULATIONS

In this section, we evaluate our shear estimation algorithm us-
ing LSST-like image simulations under various conditions, as
detailed in Section 3.1. The results for different galaxy sample
selections are presented in Section 3.2. Section 3.3 examines
the effects of different PSF anisotropies, while Section 3.4 dis-
cusses the impact of varying levels of PSF variation across the
coadded image cells. The influence of anisotropy in the noise
correlation function is detailed in Section 3.5. Section 3.6 ad-
dresses the results under various levels of stellar contami-
nation. Finally, Section 3.7 evaluates the algorithm’s perfor-
mance in the presence of bright stars and pixel artifacts.

3.1 Simulation

We employ the package descwl-shear-sims2 as presented
in Sheldon et al. (2023) for image simulations. This package
renders images using the GalSim package (Rowe et al. 2015).
The simulation package generates calibrated images with sub-
tracted background and provides an estimated noise variance
image plane. Additionally, it includes a world coordinate sys-
tem (WCS) transformation and a position-dependent point
spread function (PSF) model. Areas of concern such as sat-
uration, star bleeds, cosmic rays, and defective columns are
identified and flagged within an integer bit mask image plane
for easy reference. We do not simulate scenarios involving
miscalibrated input data. Specifically, we omit testing the ef-
fects of inaccuracies in PSF models, noise estimates, image
warping, image coadding, astrometric or photometric cali-
brations. Our primary aim is to evaluate the effectiveness of

2 https://github.com/LSSTDESC/descwl-shear-sims
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Figure 5. Multiplicative bias (upper panel) and additive bias

(lower panel) with 1σ and 3σ errors as a function of PSF
anisotropy. The shaded region are the LSST ten-year requirement

on the control of systematic bias (The LSST Dark Energy Science

Collaboration et al. 2018).

our shear estimator using coadd images whose characteris-
tics are well understood. However, to fully assess the final
shear calibration in real data analyses, it might become es-
sential to either propagate or simulate the impact of miscal-
ibrated data. We note that all of the simulations that are
used to test our shear estimation includes galaxy blending.
Additionally the simulations adopt a constant shear, where
all blended galaxies within a single image experience identical
shear distortions. Both the galaxy shapes and the positions
are changed by the shear. The shear applied in these simu-
lations is γ1 = ±0.02 . The simulation is divided into 10000
subfields for each test case, and each subfield is 0.06 square
degrees. We adopt the ring test (Massey et al. 2007) by creat-
ing a 90◦ rotated companion for each subfield. Additionally,
we use the shape noise cancellation proposed by Pujol et al.
(2019) to reduce uncertainty on the estimated shear cased by
intrinsic shape dispersion and image noise.

Our basic image simulation adopts an LSST-like PSF, for
which the PSF image is modelled with a Moffat (1969) profile:

pm(x) =

[
1 + c

(
|x|
rP

)2
]−2.5

, (43)

where rP and c are set such that the full width at half max-
imum (FWHM) of the Moffat PSF is 0.′′80, matching the
expected median seeing of LSST images. Note that we start
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Figure 6. Multiplicative bias (upper panel) and additive bias

(lower panel) as a function of PSF variation, with 1σ and 3σ er-
rors. The shaded region shows the LSST ten-year requirement on

the control of multiplicative bias (The LSST Dark Energy Science

Collaboration et al. 2018).

with a circular PSF and examine asymmetric PSFs later in
Section 3.3.
Due to the high sky background, we simulate the resid-

ual Poisson noise in each image by applying Gaussian
noise after the background subtraction. We utilized the
WeakLensingDeblending3 package (Sanchez et al. 2021) to
estimate the image noise tailored to the LSST filter specifi-
cations. After rendering all image features and introducing
noise, we standardized the images to a consistent zero point
of 30.
In this paper, we simulate coadded images in the

“griz” bands using the anticipated ten-year LSST noise
levels as our standard simulation setup, unless other-
wise noted. The input galaxy models are generated using
the WeakLensingDeblending package. These models feature
galaxies with bulge, disk, and AGN components, all sharing
the same morphology across different bands. The bulge and
disk components can have different fluxes and ellipticities,
and the AGN is modeled as point source at galaxy center.
The catalog boasts a raw density of 240 galaxies per square
arcminute and has an effective i-band AB magnitude limit of
27. Galaxies are randomly distributed in the image without
taking into account clustering of galaxy positions.
We quantify the bias in the shear estimation using mul-

3 https://github.com/LSSTDESC/WeakLensingDeblending

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Figure 7. The two-point statistics of homogeneous Gaussian
noise. The upper panel shows the noise correlation function in con-

figuration space, and the lower panel shows the power spectrum in

Fourier space. These two-point statistics are normalized such that
the maximum is 1.

tiplicative (m1,2) and additive (c1,2) biases (Huterer et al.
2006; Heymans et al. 2006). Specifically, the estimated shear,
ĝ1,2, is related to the true shear, g1,2, as

ĝ1,2 = (1 +m1,2) g1,2 + c1,2 . (44)

We adopt 90 degree rotation (Massey et al. 2007) and the
technique introduced in Pujol et al. (2019) to reduce shape
noise in the estimation of multiplicative and additive biases.

3.2 Galaxy Properties

In this subsection, we demonstrate the performance of our
shear estimator using simple image simulations characterized
by isotropic PSFs and uniform noise levels. The PSF remains
constant across the image, and we avoid complications from
image artifacts such as bad CCD columns or cosmic rays.
Moreover, these simulations only include galaxies and omit
stars. We focus on testing the performance of the shear esti-
mator with different selection cuts on galaxy SNR and size.

In Figure 3, we present the multiplicative bias as a function
of the lower limit of galaxy SNR in the upper panel, and
as a function of the lower limit of galaxy size in the lower
panel. We find that the multiplicative biases for these cuts
are all below the LSST science requirement on the control
of multiplicative shear bias (The LSST Dark Energy Science
Collaboration et al. 2018). Since no significant additive bias
is detected in this analysis, it is not included in the plots. We
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refer readers to Li & Mandelbaum (2023) for the definition
of galaxy size (R2) and SNR. In the remainder of this paper,
unless otherwise specified, we adopt SNR>12, R2>0.1 as the
default criteria for galaxy selection.
Additionally, we have estimated the effective galaxy num-

ber density for varying noise levels. Our definition of effec-
tive galaxy number density is normalized such that the ef-
fective standard deviation of shape noise per component is
0.26. Our estimation strictly adheres to equation (5) from Li
et al. (2024). Specifically, we simulate numerous exposures
with blended galaxies (with different galaxy populations, ori-
entations and image noises) and obtain the shear estimation
uncertainty using all detections within one square arcminute.
The uncertainty in shear estimation is denoted as σg. We
then calculate the number of galaxies with an intrinsic shape
noise of 0.26 required to achieve this level of uncertainty, de-
termining the estimated effective galaxy density per square
arcminute. The effective galaxy number density is

neff =

(
0.26

σg

)2

[arcmin−2] . (45)

Compared to other methods of measuring effective galaxy
number density by counting galaxies with specific weights
(Chang et al. 2013), our approach accounts for the correlation
between shape measurements of neighboring detections. This
correlation arises because a single image pixel can contribute
to the measurements of multiple neighboring galaxies when
they are blended. The corresponding results are presented
in Figure 4. This analysis utilizes data from the four-band
“griz” combination, and the “renoising” approach is adopted
for noise bias correction. In the simulations, the galaxy mor-
phology and the PSF model are exactly the same across all
bands. Similar to Li et al. (2024), we combine images from
different bands by adding them with inverse-variance weights.
It is important to note that the effective galaxy number den-
sity is estimated based on the expected noise levels from ten
years of LSST coadds and the anticipated median PSF size.
However, the absolute value of the effective number density
may not be realistic since we have not precisely calibrated
the number density in the simulations to any real dataset.

3.3 Anisotropy from PSF

In this subsection, we show the performance of our shear esti-
mator on image simulations with different values for the PSF
anisotropy. To simulate these images, the Moffat PSF model
defined in equation (43) is sheared to exhibit an ellipticity
of (e1 = epsf , e2 = −epsf) , where epsf represents the PSF
anisotropy, varying between 0 and 0.08 . For the PSFs with
small ellipticities, the relation between ellipticity and shear
is approximately: e1,2 ∼ 2g1,2 .
The results depicted in Figure 5 demonstrate that changes

in PSF anisotropy do not significantly impact either the mul-
tiplicative or additive shear biases. The multiplicative bias
remains below the LSST requirement, and the additive bias
is statistically consistent with zero. Notably, even in the most
extreme scenario with epsf = 0.08, the magnitude of the ad-
ditive bias remains below 3 × 10−5. We also calculate the
fractional additive bias, defined as the ratio of the additive
bias to the PSF ellipticity (Mandelbaum et al. 2018a; Li et al.
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Figure 8. Multiplicative bias (upper panel) and additive bias

(lower panel) with 1σ and 3σ errors as a function of noise
anisotropy (quantified by the shear distortion on noise correlation

function). The shaded region shows the LSST ten-year requirement

on the control of multiplicative bias (The LSST Dark Energy Sci-
ence Collaboration et al. 2018).

2022a):

a1,2 ≡ c1,2
ePSF
1,2

, (46)

and we report a fractional additive bias of a1 = (1.6± 1.1)×
10−4, which is consistent with zero.

3.4 PSF Variation

We create spatially variable PSF models by modifying the
basic Moffat PSF model (equation (43)), varying both the
ellipticity and size of the PSFs across the image. The simu-
lation methods are detailed in Appendix A of Sheldon et al.
(2020) and build upon the approach proposed by Heymans
et al. (2012). To be more specific, Heymans et al. (2012) uti-
lized images with high stellar density to fit a von Kármán
model of atmospheric turbulence (von Kármán 1948) to ac-
count for PSF variations. Meanwhile, Sheldon et al. (2020)
refined this algorithm by reducing unrealistically high power
below one arcsecond, thus generating realizations of spatially
variable PSFs using Gaussian random fields.

In our detection and shape measurement process, we em-
ploy a constant point spread function (PSF) across each coad-
ded image cell (Armstrong et al. 2024), which measures 250
by 250 pixels. This constant PSF is sampled at the center of
the image cell. Specifically, our shear inference approach does
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Figure 9. Multiplicative bias (upper panel) and additive bias

(lower panel) with 1σ and 3σ errors as a function of stellar density
in the simulation. The “•” points indicate the biases, as established

through simulations where the stellar density for each subfield is

randomly drawn from the DC2 simulation across the LSST sur-
vey. The shaded region shows the LSST ten-year requirement on

the control of multiplicative bias (The LSST Dark Energy Science

Collaboration et al. 2018).

not capture spatial variations of the PSF below scales of ∼250
pixels. Each neighboring cell includes an overlapping region
of 50 pixels. Figure 6 illustrates the performance of the shear
estimator for different levels of PSF variation. In Figure 6,
we normalize the variation of the PSF by the expected PSF
variance for cell-based coadds in the final year of the Rubin
LSST survey (Sheldon et al. 2020). We observe that the mul-
tiplicative bias increases slightly with greater PSF variation,
whereas the additive bias remains consistently zero. It is im-
portant to note that the multiplicative bias arises from using
a constant PSF sampled at the center of each cell. Even at
a variance three times that expected in the LSST, the mul-
tiplicative bias remains within acceptable LSST standards.
The results for estimation of the second component of the
shear is consistent with the first component of shear demon-
strated in Figure 3.

3.5 Anisotropic Noise

In this subsection, we evaluate our algorithm’s performance
in the presence of noise with various anisotropic correlations
due to the image warping. Operating under the assumption
that the noise correlation function can be precisely measured
in real observations, our aim is to determine whether we

can mitigate the bias introduced by correlated noise, pro-
vided that we have an accurate assessment of its correla-
tion function. Testing the performances of image warping and
coadding are beyond the scope of this paper.

We focus on anisotropic (square-like) correlations between
adjacent pixels, which match the autocorrelation function of
a third-order (a = 3) Lanczos kernel, which was used to warp
and coadd images taken during the first-year HSC survey
(Bosch et al. 2018):

L(x)=

{
sinc (x

a
) sinc (x) sinc ( y

a
) sinc (y) |x| ,|y| < a

0 otherwise,
(47)

where sinc (x) = sin (πx)/πx; x, y and a are in pixel units.
Since the third-order Lanczos kernel is undersampled for the
pixel size in the observation, we estimate the correlation func-
tion using a finer pixel scale where the Lanczos kernel is over-
sampled, which is equivalent to estimating the correlation
function from the coadded noise images from single exposure
with random subpixel offsets after warping with the Lanczos
kernel. The correlation function and power spectrum below
the Nyquist wavenumber are shown in Figure 7. The noise
correlation function exhibits a pattern similar to the average
noise correlation function derived from the blank pixels in
the HSC coadded images, as illustrated in Figure 1 of Man-
delbaum et al. (2018b). This correlation function shows a
stronger variation along the x and y axes, which can be at-
tributed to the properties of the Lanczos kernel. Unlike some
observations (e.g., HSC and LSST), where single exposures
undergo different rotations, no rotation is applied when gen-
erating the effective noise correlation function. The power
spectrum is computed using a Discrete Fourier Transform of
the correlation function. To prevent the influence of periodic
boundary conditions in the computation of Discrete Fourier
Transform, the stamp size for the Fourier transform is set
significantly larger than the size of the Lanczos kernel. In ad-
dition, the Fourier transform is performed on the finer pixels
to reduce the alising effect on the power spectrum due to the
undersampling. In the simulation, we generate a normalized
white noise field and filter it according to the noise power
spectrum below the Nyquist wavenumber. We then rescale
the noise field to match a target noise variance. The noise
applied in this test is homogeneous and Gaussian since (a)
inhomogeneous noise originating from galaxy sources plays a
minor role and (b) the high sky background level in ground-
based observations, such as Rubin LSST, means the Poisson
noise from the background is effectively Gaussian.

To simulate various noise anisotropy levels, we distort the
noise correlation function using a shear ranging from 0 to 0.06
to stretch the noise correlation function in the horizontal di-
rection. In the image processing, we assume that we know
the exact noise correlation function after the distortion. In
Figure 8, we depict both multiplicative and additive biases
as functions of the shear distortion applied to the noise cor-
relation function. As demonstrated, the biases in the shear
estimator remain consistently consistent with zero.

3.6 Stellar Contamination

This subsection assesses the impact of stellar contamination
on shear estimation. As demonstrated in Li et al. (2022b),
when sources are isolated, both the ellipticity and shear re-
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Figure 10. The left panel displays the image plane with a mask applied prior to the detection and measurement process. The right panel

illustrates the mask plane itself. In the right panel, the white pixels represent regions that were masked before detection and measurement.
The grey pixels indicate areas within the extended mask where sources have a mask value exceeding 20 (see vertical lines in Figure 11).

These sources are subsequently excluded from the catalog.

sponse expectation values for a star sample are zero. Thus,
while stellar contamination does introduce variance to the
estimates, it does not bias them in cases involving isolated
sources. However, this observation cannot be extended to sit-
uations where sources are blended. In blended scenarios, the
position of stars—predominantly from the Milky Way—is un-
affected by lensing distortions. Consequently, when stars and
galaxies are blended, it leads to contamination of the shear
signal in distant galaxies.

To evaluate the accuracy of shear estimation in scenarios
characterized by blending with stellar density distributions,
we performed simulations using blended images. These sim-
ulations incorporated stars with fluxes and densities akin to
those found in the Milky Way, as derived from the LSST
DESC Data Challenge Two (DC2) simulation catalogs, as re-
ported by LSST Dark Energy Science Collaboration (LSST
DESC) et al. (2021). In each simulated field, stars are ran-
domly sampled with replacement from the stellar density map
utilized in the DC2 simulation, with densities exceeding 100
per square arcminute being excluded. For this test, we omit-
ted stars brighter than magnitude 18 in r-band, while in the
subsequent section, we will specifically examine the impact
of the bright-star mask on shear estimation. It is important
to note that the specified stellar density refers to the total
number of stars input into the simulation, not those actually
detected. Each star is modeled as a point source convolved
with a PSF.

Results from this test are indicated by “•” points in Fig-
ure 9, showing that both multiplicative and additive shear
biases are consistently close to zero. The average stellar den-
sity for these samples is approximately 18 arcmin−2. Further
detailed tests are conducted with fixed input stellar densities
ranging from 0 to 50 arcmin−2. These results, also shown in
Figure 9, indicate that even at an extremely high stellar den-
sity (50 arcmin−2), neither the multiplicative nor the additive

biases are significant (i.e., less than 3σ). Moreover, the multi-
plicative shear bias remains below the LSST’s requirements,
even in this extreme case.

3.7 Bright Star and Pixel Masks

In this subsection, we evaluate the performance of the shear
estimator in simulations that include bright stars and image
artifacts such as saturation, bleeds, bad CCD columns, and
cosmic rays. The simulation follows Sheldon et al. (2023).

We continue to randomly sample stars from the stellar den-
sity map used in the DC2 simulation. Unlike Section 3.6,
which only includes stars fainter than magnitude 18, this
simulation includes all stars, even those that are brighter. To
mimic saturation, we limited the value in each pixel, flagged
saturated pixels in the integer bitmask image of the exposure,
and set the variance for these pixels to infinity. Although we
did not simulate nonlinear detector responses, we overlaid
saturated stars with bleed trail images from pre-generated
templates that match the star’s flux in the relevant filter.
We flag these pixels with bleed trails appropriately in the
bitmask.

For cosmic rays, we randomly determined their location,
angle, and length (between 10 and 30 pixels) on the image.
We flagged the affected pixels and ensured adjacent pixels
were also flagged if they touched corners. These pixels were
set to NaN in the image data, and a cosmic ray bit is added
to the bitmask for later interpolation, preventing their use in
the final shear estimates.

Additionally, we used a modified Monte Carlo generator
from Becker et. al (in prep.) to simulate bad columns. Each
column, just a pixel wide and randomly positioned, included
random gaps to reflect columns that do not extend across
the entire CCD. Each image included at least one such bad
column. The bad columns are flagged in the bitmask.
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Our masking algorithm is divided into two steps. In the
first step, we apply circular binary masks to stars with a mag-
nitude brighter than 18, extending out to the radius where
the star’s profile met the 1σ noise level of the image. It is
important to note that in real-world scenarios, such masks
would be algorithmically determined. These masked regions
near bright stars are set to zero. Pixels affected by image arti-
facts, including star bleeds, cosmic rays, and bad columns, are
also zeroed out. The left panel of Figure 10 shows a masked
image before detection and measurement, and the right panel
shows the mask plane.

In the second step, we aim to identify sources in close prox-
imity to the edge of the mask that have been significantly
impacted by the masking process setting the pixels in the
masked region to zero. Specifically, we make a continuous
smoothed version of this binary mask in the first step and
record the mask value from the smoothed mask at the po-
sition of the detected peak. A higher mask value indicates
closer distance to the masked region and greater influence of
the masking on the source. Then we eliminate detections at
pixels falling above a threshold in this smoothed mask. The
smoothing kernel is a 2D Gaussian. with a standard devia-
tion matching the scale of the shapelet kernel used in the FPFS
shear estimator (Li et al. 2018). The Gaussian kernel is trun-
cated at three times its standard deviation. The Gaussian
kernel is normalized to a flux of 1000, and we retain only the
integer part of the mask value to save storage space. Essen-
tially, we increase the mask region and remove the detection
in the extended masked region. We note that the mask value
is not dependent on lensing shear distortion; therefore, this
selection does not cause selection bias.

In Figure 11, we illustrate the accuracy of the shear estima-
tor across different upper limits on the mask value. We find
that when increasing the upper limit to allow more sources
near the masked regions, the amplitude of multiplicative bias
slightly increases where the amplitude of additive bias signif-
icant increases. We find a significant negative additive bias
on the first component of shear if we do not remove galaxies
close to the mask using the mask value due to the vertical
orientation of all bad columns and bleed features in our simu-
lation. This is because random camera rotation is not applied
in the simulation. However, in the real LSST observations,
single visits at a particular spot have random orientations.
The average additive bias on sources that are close to the
masked region should be smaller than what we found here.
Therefore, our selection and masking strategy is conservative
for the real LSST observations. Based on these findings, we
recommend setting the upper limit on the mask value to 20.
As depicted in Figure 11, this threshold ensures the multi-
plicative bias meets LSST standards and the additive bias re-
mains consistent with zero within the statistical uncertainty
of the test. Additionally, we report that the additive system-
atic bias related to masking is below 4× 10−5, although the
LSST DESC’s requirement on the control of additive bias
has not been decided. The increased masked region for this
threshold is demonstrated as a grey region in the right panel
of Figure 10.
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Figure 11. Multiplicative bias (upper panel) and additive bias

(lower panel) with 1σ and 3σ errors as a function of the upper
limit on the mask value. The vertical dashed line is the default

upper limit on the mask value adopted in this paper to remove

galaxies close to masked region. The shaded region are the LSST
ten-year requirement on the control of systematic bias (The LSST

Dark Energy Science Collaboration et al. 2018).

4 SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

This paper provides a comprehensive review and analytical
proof of the noise bias correction method for weak lensing
shear inference, specifically focusing on the “renoising” tech-
nique utilized within the METACALIBRATION framework. We have
integrated this analytical approach into the AnaCal shear
estimation framework and introduced several significant en-
hancements to improve the robustness and accuracy of the
noise bias correction algorithm. To validate our modified al-
gorithm, we conducted simulations meticulously designed to
emulate the imaging characteristics of the LSST. These sim-
ulations included semi-realistic galaxies and stars, character-
ized by distributions of magnitudes and spatial densities that
mirror those expected in actual observational data.

We rigorously tested our algorithm against a variety of
challenging observational conditions typical in high-precision
astronomy. This included images affected by cosmic rays, de-
fective CCD columns, issues arising from bright star satura-
tion, bright star “bleed trails”, and variations in the point
spread functions (PSFs) across the coadded image cell. The
rigorous testing regime was crafted to closely replicate the
stringent conditions under which the LSST operates assum-
ing perfectly calibrated data — perfect astrometry, PSF mod-
eling and masking.
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The outcomes of our tests are promising, indicating that
the multiplicative shear bias in our algorithm is consistently
less than 0.2 percent even under many extreme conditions.
The performance of our algorithm meets the demanding re-
quirement set by the LSST survey (The LSST Dark Energy
Science Collaboration et al. 2018) even under many extreme
conditions, ensuring that it is well-suited for high-stakes ap-
plications in cosmology where precision is paramount. This
substantiates the efficacy of our enhancements and the po-
tential of our approach to contribute significantly to the field
of precision astronomy. Our algorithm achieves exceptional
computational speeds, processing each galaxy in less than a
millisecond. It can process all coadded images from the Ru-
bin LSST using just a few thousand CPU hours. The minimal
computational resources required allow us to conduct a large
number of systematic tests on real observations even with
limited resources, ensuring that the shear measurements are
sufficiently accurate for weak lensing science. For instance, if
we detect any additive systematics during the null test that
correlate with the observational conditions of the survey, this
would enable us to adjust the image processing code. We
could then rerun the entire sequence from the coadded image
onward to mitigate the identified systematics.
The METADETECTION algorithm has been validated in Sheldon

et al. (2023) and will be applied to the LSST data. Since dif-
ferent shear estimators take different assumptions, cross com-
parisons of any scientific results between the catalogs from
different shear estimators on the observed data are valuable.
This paper primarily focuses on evaluating the algorithm

using constant-shear simulations, in which all blended galax-
ies within a single image undergo identical shear distortions.
For simulations that incorporate redshift-dependent shear,
it may be necessary to simulate images that allow for the
joint calibration of both the redshift-dependent shear and the
redshift distribution of the source galaxies (MacCrann et al.
2022; Li et al. 2023) The implications of redshift-dependent
shear will be explored in our future research.
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APPENDIX A: PIPELINE

We briefly summarize the pipeline for ensemble shear estima-
tion as follows:

(i) The center of every pixel is considered as a candidate
of galaxy.

(ii) Apply a binary pixel mask to the image to set regions
near bright stars to zero.

(iii) Add a pure noise image with the same statistical prop-
erties, but rotated by 90°, to the image.

(iv) Deconvolve the PSF and convolve the image with a
Gaussian to calculate the peak detection modes (˜̃qi) for each
pixel and compute the detection weight ( ˜̃wd).

(v) Select the peak pixels with ˜̃wd > 0 as peaks of detected
sources, and use them as origins for the measurements below.

(vi) Create a continuous smoothed version of the binary
pixel mask from step (i) and eliminate detections at pixels
that fall above a threshold in this smoothed mask.

(vii) Measure the shapelet modes ( ˜̃Mnm), their shear re-
sponses, and the shear responses of the peak detection modes;

(viii) Compute the nonlinear observables, including selec-
tion weight ( ˜̃ws) and ellipticity (˜̃ϵ1,2);

(ix) Select the source with ws > 0 to compute the weighted
ellipticity e1,2 .

(x) Measure the measurement errors of shapelet modes
(δM ′

nm) and the peak detection modes (δq′i) and their shear
responses from the pure noise image at the position of the
detected peaks.

(xi) Compute the shear responses of the weighted elliptic-
ity following equation (41).

(xii) Estimate shear with equation (42).

APPENDIX B: NOISE RESPONSE

In Section 2.2.2, we demonstrate our ability to add an addi-
tional layer of noise, identical in statistics to the original noise
after rotating by 90◦ counterclockwise, to an image and sub-
sequently derive the linear shear response from the galaxy
image with two layers of noise. Since the shear distortion af-
fects only the galaxy and not the noise, the estimated shear
response is calculated by subtracting the effective shear re-
sponses of the two noise images from the overall shear re-
sponse of the noisy image.

In this appendix, we validate the claim made in equa-
tion (40) that the expected effective shear responses of each
noise image are identical:〈
∂ie1(ν + δν + δν′)

∣∣∣
γ=0

δν′;1i

〉
=

〈
∂ie1(ν + δν + δν′)

∣∣∣
γ=0

δν;1i

〉
,

(B1)

where ∂ie1 refers to the ith element of the gradient vector of
e1 . δν is the linear observable vector measured from the orig-
inal noise image. δν′ is the linear observable vector measured
from the additional noise image.

We start from the left-hand side:〈
∂ie1(ν + δν + δν′)

∣∣∣
γ=0

δν′;1i

〉
, (B2)

which remains unchanged if we rotate the galaxies and the
two levels of image noises all together by 90◦. To prove equa-
tion (40), we rotate the galaxies by 90◦ clockwise and recom-
pute the left-hand side. This is equivalent to rotating both
the original image noise and the additional image noise by
90◦ counterclockwise, while keeping the galaxies unchanged.
Since the shapes of galaxies are isotropically oriented and
their positions are randomly distributed, the estimation from
the rotated galaxy sample remains the same. Consequently,
we have〈
∂ie1(ν + δν + δν′)

∣∣∣
γ=0

δν′;1i

〉
=

〈
∂ie1(ν + δν′ + δν′′)

∣∣∣
γ=0

δν′′;1i

〉
,

(B3)

where δν′′ has the same statistics with the original noise after
being rotated by 180◦ counterclockwise. To be more specific,
the rotation transforms δν to δν′ and transforms δν′ to δν′′ .
We note that for homogeneous noise, rotating the coordinate
by 180◦ does not change the statistics of the noise field; there-
fore, we can replace δν′′ with δν in the last equation and
obtain equation (40).
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