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ABSTRACT
We present the Metadetection weak lensing galaxy shape catalogue from the six-year Dark Energy Survey (DES Y6) imaging
data. This dataset is the final release from DES, spanning 4422 deg2 of the southern sky. We describe how the catalogue
was constructed, including the two new major processing steps, cell-based image coaddition and shear measurements with
Metadetection. The DES Y6 Metadetection weak lensing shape catalogue consists of 151,922,791 galaxies detected over 𝑟𝑖𝑧
bands, with an effective number density of 𝑛eff=8.22 galaxies per arcmin2 and shape noise of 𝜎e = 0.29. We carry out a suite of
validation tests on the catalogue, including testing for PSF leakage, testing for the impact of PSF modeling errors, and testing the
correlation of the shear measurements with galaxy, PSF, and survey properties. In addition to demonstrating that our catalogue
is robust for weak lensing science, we use the DES Y6 image simulation suite (Mau, Becker et al. 2025) to estimate the overall
multiplicative shear bias of our shear measurement pipeline. We find no detectable multiplicative bias at the roughly half-percent
level, with 𝑚 = (3.4 ± 6.1) × 10−3, at 3𝜎 uncertainty. This is the first time both cell-based coaddition and Metadetection
algorithms are applied to observational data, paving the way to the Stage-IV weak lensing surveys.

Key words: gravitational lensing: weak – cosmology: observations

1 INTRODUCTION

Weak gravitational lensing – a small deflection of light due to an in-
tervening gravitational potential between its source and an observer –
is a well-established and competitive observational probe to measure
how the structure in the Universe has evolved (Amon et al., 2022;
Secco, Samuroff et al. 2022; Li et al., 2023; Dalal et al., 2023; As-
gari et al., 2021). Such analyses measure the tiny statistical patterns

★ E-mail: masaya.yamamoto@princeton.edu

in aligned or correlated shapes of a vast number of galaxies. To do
so requires high-accuracy measurements of their shapes that have
been extensively validated (for a review, see Mandelbaum 2018). As
galaxy samples become larger with surveys such as Euclid1 (Lau-
reĳs et al. 2011), the Vera C. Rubin Observatory Legacy Survey of
Space and Time2 (LSST: LSST Science Collaboration et al. 2009;

1 http://sci.esa.int/euclid
2 http://www.lsst.org
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2 Yamamoto, Becker, Sheldon, Jarvis et al.

Ivezić et al. 2019), and the Nancy Grace Roman Space Telescope3

(Roman: Spergel et al. 2015), our systematic uncertainty require-
ments are more stringent, demanding improved shape measurement
techniques.

The measured galaxy shapes can contain physical variance (in-
trinsic scatter) and non-cosmic distortions due to the atmosphere and
instrument, thereby complicating the measurement of the true shear
signal. To accurately measure a large number of galaxy shapes, one
must accurately model the point spread function (PSF) in each im-
age, otherwise the inferred shear field can be significantly skewed
(e.g., Rowe 2010). We assess the shear systematics by defining mul-
tiplicative, 𝑚, and additive bias, 𝑐, which modulate the relationship
between observed and true shear (Heymans et al. 2006):

𝛾obs
𝑖 = (1 + 𝑚𝑖)𝛾true

𝑖 + 𝑐𝑖 . (1)

Non-zero 𝑚 and 𝑐 terms can be introduced due to imperfect (i) PSF
modeling and (ii) shear estimation. During PSF modeling, sources
such as inaccurate characterization of detector effects, impurity in
stellar samples, and mismodeling of atmospheric effects can cause
the misestimation of PSF models, and the PSF size and ellipticity er-
rors result in 𝑚 and 𝑐 respectively. Even if PSF models are accurate,
misevaluation of the PSF for individual galaxies during shear esti-
mation can lead to significant multiplicative bias. We will explore
this further in this paper. Furthermore, in the low signal-to-noise
(S/N) regime, the pixel noise causes prominent “noise bias” (e.g.,
Hirata & Seljak 2003; Kacprzak et al. 2012; Melchior & Viola 2012;
Refregier et al. 2012), because shape estimation is a non-linear func-
tion of pixel intensities. Other well-known significant shear biases
include “model bias” due to the mismatch of assumed and the actual
galaxy light profile during shape estimation (e.g., Kacprzak et al.
2014; Melchior et al. 2010; Voigt & Bridle 2010) and “selection
bias” that happens when the galaxy selections depend on shear (e.g.,
Hirata & Seljak 2003; Bernstein & Jarvis 2002).

In order to account for these biases, modern lensing analyses cali-
brate the shears that have been estimated. In this step, one measures
the shear response 𝜕𝑒𝑖/𝜕𝛾 𝑗 , where the measured galaxy ellipticity
(𝑒𝑖) responds to an applied shear (𝛾 𝑗 ). By determining the shear
response for an ensemble of galaxies, one can calibrate the afore-
mentioned biases over a wide range of galaxy populations. In the
Shear TEsting Programme (STEP; Heymans et al. 2006; Massey
et al. 2007) and the GRavitational lEnsing Accuracy Testing chal-
lenges (GREAT; Bridle et al. 2010; Kitching et al. 2013; Mandel-
baum et al. 2015), the lensing community has dedicated efforts to de-
velop new unbiased shear estimation and calibration algorithms and
mitigate/self-calibrate these biases for the Stage-III surveys to satisfy
their systematics budgets such as the Hyper-Suprime Cam Subaru
Strategic Program4 (HSC: Aihara et al. 2018), the Kilo-Degree Sur-
vey5 (KiDS: de Jong et al. 2013) and the Dark Energy Survey6 (DES:
The Dark Energy Survey Collaboration 2005). We briefly introduce
a few more recent algorithms that are relevant to this paper. The
first widely utilized technique is Metacalibration (Sheldon & Huff
2017; Huff & Mandelbaum 2017). This method artificially applies a
shear to each object and numerically measures the response. It can
empirically correct for “noise”, “model”, and “selection” biases to a
few percent (Sheldon & Huff 2017; Gatti, Sheldon et al. 2021). Ad-
ditionally, Bayesian Fourier Domain (BFD; Bernstein & Armstrong

3 https://roman.gsfc.nasa.gov
4 http://hsc.mtk.nao.ac.jp/ssp/
5 http://kids.strw.leidenuniv.nl/
6 http://www.darkenergysurvey.org/

2014; Bernstein et al. 2016a) can independently self-calibrate the bi-
ases by constructing templates from deep-field galaxies and building
the probability distribution of Fourier-space moments for wide-field
galaxies. We also point out that AnaCal, which computes the shear
response of basis functions and propagates the shear response of
basic modes to derive the shear response of the final observable,
has shown the potential to calibrate shear calibration biases to a
sub-percent level (Li & Mandelbaum 2023; Li et al. 2024).

With this progress, a number of challenges remain, which mo-
tivate the advancements in this work. In PSF modeling, Meyers &
Burchat (2015) identified the differential chromatic refraction (DCR)
and the wavelength dependence of seeing as primary drivers of PSF
misestimation. These chromatic effects will be especially essential
to be accounted for in Stage-IV surveys. Further, they have already
been detected in previous DES analyses (Jarvis et al. (2021), Gatti,
Sheldon et al. (2021); hereafter GS20). In shear estimation, as the
number of single-epoch (SE) images increases for a given region on
the sky, naive image coaddition introduces SE image edges into the
final coadd image, which produce discontinuities in the coadded PSF.
These PSF discontinuities can bias subsequent shape measurements
performed on the coadd image (Mandelbaum et al. 2023). This effect
motivated the techniques that use galaxies detected in coadd images
but with measurements taken from the SE images. Unfortunately,
this approach has two main limitations. First, the computational cost
of the shear measurement increases linearly with the number of SE
images. While the DES has only ∼10 SE images overlapping a given
point on the sky in a given band, Stage-IV surveys will, in some cases,
have O(100) SE images (LSST Science Collaboration et al. 2009).
Second, detecting objects is a weak lensing shear-dependent opera-
tion, and ignoring this dependence causes significant biases in shear
measurements (e.g., Hirata & Seljak 2003; Kannawadi et al. 2019;
Sheldon et al. 2020). Finally, as the depths of surveys increase, the
fraction of objects that are blended increases as well. The increased
blend fraction coupled with detection biases can cause catastrophic
biases in shear measurements for future surveys (Sheldon et al. 2020;
hereafter S20).

To address these issues, we have pursued a new approach to shear
measurement which proceeds in two stages. First, we employ a cell-
based coadding algorithm to reprocess the entire DES survey. A
cell-based coadd in this work is defined as a small coadd image, ap-
proximately one arcminute on a side, within which none of the input
SE images have edges. This kind of coadd has a well-defined PSF
model (Mandelbaum et al. 2023; Armstrong et al. 2024) and so is
suitable for weak lensing shape measurements. We lose some survey
depth, unfortunately, in the process of constructing cell-based coadds
since not all input SE images fully overlap a given region on the sky
(Armstrong et al. 2024). This trade-off is discussed in more detail
below. Second, we run the Metadetection weak lensing shear esti-
mation algorithm over the cell-based coadd images. The application
of Metadetection on simulated Rubin data by Sheldon et al. (2023)
has demonstrated that Metadetection can produce unbiased shear
measurements in the presence of detection and blending at Rubin
LSST ten-year depths (LSST Science Collaboration et al. 2009) to a
fractional accuracy better than ∼ 0.1%. While this level of accuracy
is not required for DES Y6 cosmological analyses, we aim for 𝑚
around 1.3% or smaller. This level, according to the LSST DESC
Science Requirements Document (The LSST Dark Energy Science
Collaboration et al. 2018), would be sufficient for LSST Year 1 anal-
ysis and certainly for DES Year 6 analysis. The previous DES Y3
Metacalibration pipeline (Gatti, Sheldon et al. 2021) produced
significant enough biases due to blending to shift the Y3 cosmolog-
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ical contours by ≈ 1𝜎 (MacCrann, Becker et al. 2022; Amon et al.
2022) if not corrected.

As for additive bias, previous DES analyses have found non-
negligible additive bias in DES data (Gatti, Sheldon et al. 2021)
that is beyond cosmic variance and above what was measured in im-
age simulations (MacCrann, Becker et al. 2022). The origin of this
bias is unknown, and Amon et al. (2022) chose to subtract it from the
data before measuring the shear two-point correlation functions. This
procedure is valid under the assumption that the bias is actually con-
stant and when the two-point function measurements are restricted
to angular scales where the two-point function amplitudes are sig-
nificantly larger than the additive signal squared. For non-constant
additive signals that are driven by PSF modeling and deconvolution,
one can use the data themselves to measure the additive bias sig-
nals. For the DES Y3 shear catalog, these biases were shown to be
small and could thus be safely ignored. Alternatively, one can use
the additive bias measurements to directly marginalize over them
during the cosmological analysis (Li et al. 2023). For DES Y6, we
will employ similar procedures to account for any residual additive
biases, and will also attempt to reduce them using new PSF models
with chromatic dependence (Schutt et al. 2025).

In this paper, we present the DES Y6 shape Metadetection cat-
alogue and our implementation of the two-stage pipeline described
above. We document extensive validation tests based both on DES
data and on image simulations (where we can test absolute calibra-
tion). The tests with DES data are phrased as empirical ‘null tests,’
and are used to search for unexpected systematics.

For the image simulations, we use an updated version of the DES
Y3 image simulation code (MacCrann, Becker et al. 2022), to be
presented by Mau, Becker et al. 2025. Finally, this paper is further
accompanied by Schutt et al. 2025, which describes the upgraded
PSF modeling with Piff (PSFs in the Full FOV; Jarvis et al. 2021)
that includes color-dependent modeling. This work reports several
diagnostic tests on the models created for Y6 data, showing better PSF
models in all 𝑔𝑟𝑖𝑧 bands compared to Y3 (Jarvis et al. 2021). Finally,
the DES collaboration has a second shear catalogue in preparation
using theBFD technique (Gatti, Wetzell et al. 2025), and this catalogue
will eventually act as a strong cross-check on this work.

This paper is organized as follows. We describe the DES data in
Sec. 2. Section 3 describes the cell-based coadd process, while Sec. 4
describes the Metadetection process. Sec 5 & 6 describe our data-
based validation tests on the catalogue. Sec. 7 describes tests of our
methods in simulations. We conclude in Sec. 8.

2 DATA

2.1 DES Data

The Dark Energy Survey images were taken with the Dark Energy
Camera (Flaugher et al. 2015) mounted on the Blanco telescope at
the Cerro Tololo Inter-American Observatory (Diehl et al. 2012).
The survey was operated over six seasons from August 15, 2013 to
January 9, 2019 and imaged an area of approximately 5000 deg2

in the southern sky. The Y6 footprint is approximately the same
as the Y3 footprint, but deeper up to 𝑖AB ∼ 23.4, which is the
median depth for extended objects at S/N ∼ 10 (Bechtol et al. 2025),
instead of 𝑖AB ∼ 23.0 for Y3 (Sevilla-Noarbe et al. 2021). The total
DES survey resulted in 76,217 pointings spread across the 𝑔𝑟𝑖𝑧𝑌
photometric bands. This data was released as Data Release 2 (DR2:
DES collaboration et al. 2021). From DR2, the survey detected about
691 million astronomical objects. The DES collaboration curated the

highest-quality objects into the DES Y6 Gold catalogue (hereafter
Gold; Bechtol et al. 2025).

We will use the following data products to build our shear cata-
logue. These data were generated during the standard DES processing
described in Morganson et al. (2018).

• The SE images: The 𝑔𝑟𝑖𝑧-band calibrated images from the DES
processing pipeline, created by DES Data Management (DESDM)
(Morganson et al. 2018).

• The Pixmappy7 astrometric solutions: These are important be-
cause they incorporate multiple astrometric effects, including tree
rings (Plazas et al. 2014) and chromatic distortions (Bernstein et al.
2017).

• The Piff PSF models: These are updated to account for chro-
matic effects for the DES Y6 analysis (Schutt et al. 2025). We will
describe how we incorporate the color dependence of the PSF model
into Metadetection in Sec. 3.

• The Forward Global Calibration Method (FGCM) (Burke et al.
2018) photometric zero points from the DES Gold catalogue.

• The background images, bad pixel masks, and weight maps:
These are produced by DESDM for each single-epoch image.

2.2 Mock Catalogues

In some validation tests of the Metadetection shear catalogue, we
require covariance matrices for statistics extracted from complex
operations on the data. These covariance matrices need to include
both galaxy shape noise and the underlying sample variance con-
tributions from large-scale structure. For these kinds of tests, mock
shape catalogues were generated from the shear maps in gravity-only
N-body simulations. We make use of CosmogridV1 (Fluri et al.
2022). The dataset is described in Kacprzak et al. (2023). We use
200 independent realisations at the fixed cosmology (Ωm = 0.26,
𝜎8 = 0.84, Ωb = 0.0493, 𝑛s = 0.9649, ℎ = 0.673). The simulations
provide 69 full-sky lens planes between redshift 0 and redshift 3.5
with HEALPix8 (Górski et al. 2005) nside=2048; the lens planes
are converted into convergence planes under the Born approximation
(e.g., Eq. 2 from Fosalba et al. 2015), and shear planes are obtained
from the convergence maps using a full-sky generalisation of the
Kaiser & Squires (1993) algorithm (Chang et al., 2018; Jeffrey et al.,
2021). Mock DES Y6 shear fields are obtained by integrating the
shear planes assuming preliminary DES Y6 redshift distributions;
last, we create mock shear catalogues by sampling the simulated
shear fields at the DES Y6 Metadetection galaxy positions and
adding DES Y6 shape noise. This last step is performed by randomly
rotating the DES Y6 galaxy ellipticities and adding them to the sim-
ulated shear field sampled at each galaxy position. Since we can
cut four DES Y6 footprints out of each simulation, this procedure
provides 800 independent shear catalogues that can be used to infer
covariance matrices and perform statistical tests.

2.3 Catalogue Blinding

In order to prevent accidental unblinding of cosmological informa-
tion during testing, we applied a random scaling factor to the cata-
logue. To do this, we followed Zuntz, Sheldon et al. 2018; Gatti, Shel-
don et al. 2021 to first transform ellipticity e into |𝜂| ≡ 2arctanh(|e|)
and multiplying |𝜂| by a blinding factor 𝑓 (0.9< 𝑓 <1.1). This random

7 https://github.com/gbernstein/pixmappy
8 http://healpix.sourceforge.net
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factor was removed once we completed the initial validation of our
catalogue using the null tests detailed below.

3 CELL-BASED COADDING ALGORITHMS

The DES Y6 shape catalogue is generated in two steps: first, we
build cell-based coadds, as described in this section, and second we
measure shapes with Metadetection (Section 4). The cell-based
coadding method is the precursor of that developed for Rubin LSST,
presented in Sheldon et al. (2023). The versions of key software
packages used for each step of the pipeline are listed in Appendix A.

3.1 Coadd Image Geometry

To produce cell-based coadds for DES, we take advantage of the
definition of a DES coadd tile as a 10,000 × 10,000 pixel image with
an associated coordinate transformation from pixel locations to sky
locations (i.e., its WCS transformation). Approximately 10,000 of
these coadd tiles cover the entire DES survey footprint. Each coadd
tile slightly overlaps adjacent tiles and comes with a specified range
in right ascension and declination that it uniquely covers on the sky.
Within each coadd tile, we define many cell-based coadds of size
200 × 200 pixels. These regions are large enough to limit the loss of
depth due to excluding partial overlaps of the SE images, but small
enough that we can approximate the PSF and WCS as constant over
the cell (Armstrong et al. 2024; Sheldon et al. 2023). We lay out the
cell-based coadds so that they start 50 pixels within the edge of a
coadd tile and have unique regions that are 100 pixels on each side.
Each cell-based coadd has a border of 50 pixels that overlaps with
adjacent cells. Cell-based coadds near the border of the coadd tile
have their unique regions extended to the edge of the tile.

Detection and measurement are run on the 200 × 200 pixel cell-
based coadds, including their outer boundaries/buffers. Duplicates
are rejected from adjacent cells using the unique cell-based coadd
regions and then across coadd tiles using the unique coadd tile region.
Objects detected in a cell-based coadd with their centres within the
cell-based coadds unique region are kept and the rest are removed as
duplicates. A similar procedure is then repeated across coadd tiles.

The net result of these definitions is that each cell-based coadd in
the survey covers a unique footprint on the sky and has a predefined
WCS solution derived from its location on a coadd tile and the coadd
tile’s WCS transformation. Figure 1 shows the image geometry.

3.2 Cell-based Coadd Construction and Data Products

The individual cell-based coadds are constructed as follows. We first
find all of the SE images that do not have an edge in the cell. We
cut a border of 48 pixels from the edges of the CCDs due to larger
astrometric residuals (Plazas et al. 2014) and tape bumps (Derylo
et al. 2006). For these intersection tests, we allow for SE images to
have edges within one pixel of the edge of the 200 × 200 cell-based
coadd with its buffer. This slightly looser criterion allows for more
SE images to be used while avoiding biases near the centers of any
object we keep (which is at least ∼49 pixels away). On average,
about a quarter of the images that overlap any given point on the
sky are rejected in this step. This loss of images results in a loss
of depth of a few tenths of a magnitude, consistent with estimates
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Figure 1. The cell-based coadd and DES coadd tile geometry for a corner
of the DES coadd tile. The black dashed line shows the outer boundary of
the 10k×10k DES coadd tile. The inner black solid line shows the unique
region of the coadd tile, which is defined on the sphere in right ascension and
declination. Adjacent coadd tiles overlap the same area, but share adjacent
unique region boundaries. The red solid lines show the unique regions for the
cell-based coadds. In the interior of the coadd tile, these regions are 100×100
pixels. The red dashed line (shown only for two of the cell-based coadds along
the diagonal) shows the outer boundary of each cell-based coadd. Adjacent
cell-based coadds with their outer boundaries overlap by 50 pixels. At the
edge of the coadd tile, the unique region for the cell-based coadd is extended
all the way to the outer boundary of the coadd tile.

in Armstrong et al. (2024). Second, we use the bad pixel masks9

from DESDM to find all of the pixels that we could not observe due
to effects like bleeds10, cosmic rays, bad columns, etc. Following
previous DES shear measurement pipelines, we rotate the bad pixel
mask by 90 degrees and apply it via a logical OR to the original
bad pixel mask. This process helps to cancel additive biases in the
final shape measurement. Then, we apply a two-dimensional Clough-
Tocher interpolation (Alfeld 1984; Farin 1986) from scipy (Virtanen
et al. 2020) to these pixels using their surrounding data. Images
with a missing pixel fraction higher than 10% were removed from
the coadd. Third, we use the pixmappy WCS solutions for each SE
image to map the SE pixels to the cell-based coadd pixels using
a Lanczos-3 interpolant. Finally, all of the SE image contributions
to the cell-based coadd are averaged together with inverse-variance
weighting determined by the maximum of the weight map over the
region that intersects the cell-based coadd. We process all of the cell-
based coadds in a given coadd tile in a single job for I/O efficiency.
We further build a Clough-Tocher interpolant of the relevant WCS
transformations in order to increase computational efficiency.

In the coadd process, we generate three other specialized data
products.

9 These masks are in the form of a set of flags for each pixel marking the
locations of pixels that should be ignored due to artifacts in the data.
10 Bleeds are the overflow of charges in the detector readout direction.

MNRAS 000, 1–30 (2025)
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(i) Noise image: We use the empirically measured sky noise level
to generate noise images for each of the input SE images. We then
coadd these noise images in the same way as the data, producing a
Monte Carlo realization of the background pixel noise in the cell-
based coadd image. The coadding process introduces subtle correla-
tions in the background pixel noise, but we account for this by using
the Monte Carlo noise images with Metadetection.

(ii) Masked fraction image: We generate a masked fraction image
(mfrac image), which measures the fraction of the input images in
each pixel which were masked and then interpolated. To make this
image, we construct an image of zeros (no interpolation) and ones
(interpolated) for each input SE image according to which pixels were
interpolated. We then coadd these images using the same Lanczos-3
interpolation with the same weights as the image and noise coadds
above. Negative values in the warped masked fraction images are
clipped to zero before coadding.

(iii) PSF image: We generate a PSF image for each cell-based
coadd. The algorithms for handling the PSF coadding are critical
to not generating multiplicative shear biases (Mandelbaum et al.
2023). In particular, the procedure adopted in this work is to pick
a single pixel center in the cell-based coadd as the location about
which we will compute the PSF (Armstrong et al. 2024). This pixel
location is mapped back to the SE image location for each input SE
image. We then draw the SE image PSF models at the SE image
location and coadd them with the same weights and interpolation as
the image and noise coadds above. This coadding process slightly
broadens the PSFs due to the smearing of the interpolation (see
Armstrong et al. 2024, for more details). Within each cell, we treat
the PSF as constant spatially and chromatically. The DES Y6 PSF
and astrometric models have chromatic dependence. Namely, the
PSF and astrometric solution vary as a function of the color of
the input object. In this work, we take a simplified approach of
using the median galaxy color for the PSF models. We used a color
more appropriate for stars for the pixmappy astrometric solutions.
However, this difference is small relative to the PSF models and
does not affect our final results. We estimate the impact of these
approximations using the image simulations as described in Sec. 7,
where we show them to be negligible at the precision of the DES
dataset.

Figure 2 shows example color images of nine adjacent cells from
the DES Y6 analysis on the left, the mask in the center, and the masked
fraction images on the right. We applied the cell-based coadding
algorithm to the 𝑔𝑟𝑖𝑧 bands and have produced a 𝑔𝑟𝑖 false-color image
for this figure. In this figure, we have cut the 50-pixel edge buffers and
stitched the inner cell images together. We can see that there are subtle
shifts in the background noise as the input SE images change from
cell to cell. We also see some residual striping from the interpolation
applied to the input SE images. This effect is accounted for using
a cut in the masked fraction around each detection when running
Metadetection, as described below. The masked fraction image
shows that in regions where the interpolant is applied to nearly every
input SE image, and thus the output cell-based coadd image is not
usable, the masked fraction approaches unity. Any source detected
in or near these highly masked regions will have a large masked
fraction and is excluded from use in the catalogue. The bottom left
cell in Figure 2 shows the effects of the 90-degree rotation applied
to the pixel masks. This rotation has not been applied to all cells
in the bottom row of the images because the cells on the right are
marked as being near a bright star, and we do not rotate pixel masks
near bright stars since that data will be excluded anyway in our final
survey mask as discussed below.

4 METADETECTION FORMALISM & SHAPE
CATALOGUE

In this section, we overview the basic concepts of the Metade-
tection algorithm and describe our object measurement method.
Metadetection is an updated algorithm similar to Metacalibra-
tion, which was used in our previous DES Y3 measurements. We
discuss the masking of objects and object selections performed on
the shape catalogue to enable the unbiased measurement of cosmic
shear and present summary statistics relevant to the weak lensing
analysis. The versions of key software packages used for each step of
the pipeline are listed in Appendix A.

4.1 Shear Calibration Formalism

Here we summarise the basic concept of shear calibration and how
the “raw” ellipticity measurement of galaxy shapes is self-calibrated
by the Metadetection algorithm.

Consider a measurement of galaxy ellipticity (𝑒). In the limit of
small gravitational shear and convergence (𝛾 << 1, 𝜅 << 1), one
can Taylor-expand 𝑒 around zero shear 𝛾 = 0. One then obtains an
expression of the ellipticity in terms of the intrinsic galaxy shape and
shear,

e = e|𝛾=0 + 𝜕e
𝜕𝛾

����
𝛾=0

𝛾 + . . . , (2)

where 𝜕e/𝜕𝛾 |𝛾=0 is what we call shear response 𝑅. Due to shape
noise, we must average over many galaxy shapes to obtain a suffi-
ciently unbiased estimate of the inverse of the shear response. The
average shear estimate is expressed as

⟨𝛾⟩ ≈ ⟨e⟩/⟨R⟩, (3)

assuming that galaxies are intrinsically randomly oriented such that
⟨e⟩|𝛾=0 = 0. For higher-order statistics, like two-point functions,
previous work has shown that it is sufficient at the precision of
DES data to compute a mean scalar response over the catalogue (or
tomographic bin) and correct each individual object shape by this
mean response.

Of course, we have not specified how to compute the response to
shear 𝑅. The shear response can quantitatively be considered as how
the observed shapes of galaxies respond to an applied gravitational
shear. It is important to note that the shear response 𝑅 depends on
the intrinsic properties of the object we are measuring (in addition to
detection itself). From Eqn 2, we can define the full shear response
matrix (a derivative of spin-2 objects) as

R ≡ 𝜕e
𝜕𝛾

����
𝛾=0

=

(
𝜕𝑒1/𝜕𝛾1 𝜕𝑒2/𝜕𝛾1
𝜕𝑒1/𝜕𝛾2 𝜕𝑒2/𝜕𝛾2

)
. (4)

Metacalibration (Huff & Mandelbaum 2017; Sheldon & Huff
2017) was the first algorithm to implement this concept into practice
to self-calibrate “raw” galaxy shapes. Metacalibration operates on
existing object detections and includes corrections for non-detection
dependent selection effects implicitly in the ensemble average in
Eqn. 3. This technique deconvolves the PSF from the image, applies
a small artificial shear, and then reconvolves the image with a slightly
larger PSF. To this artificially sheared image, we add a noise image
put through the same process but with an opposite shear applied.11.

11 In detail, we rotate the noise image by 90 degrees, run an identical shearing
process as the original image, and then rotate the noise image back by 90
degrees.
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Coadd color image Mask image mfrac image

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Figure 2. Left: Example false-color image of nine coadd cells (with borders indicated as white dotted lines) made from 𝑔𝑟𝑖 bands. The inner 100 × 100 pixels
are cut out from the whole coadd cell of 200 × 200 pixels by removing the 50 pixels buffer region around the cell. Middle: The mask image over the same region
of the sky, where the grey region is excluded from the detection and further analysis. Right: The mfrac image over the same region of the sky, averaged over
𝑟𝑖𝑧-bands. For each detection object, the average masked fraction is computed from the mfrac coadd image, and any objects with mfrac > 0.1 are excluded
from our analysis. The interpolation and masked fraction differs for the bottom left cell relative to the two other cells on the bottom row due to the fact that
90-degree rotations are not applied to the input pixel masks near bright stars. See Sec. 3 for more details.

This correction accounts for the effect of sheared and correlated
background noise on the shape measurement (Sheldon & Huff 2017).
Without it, the technique will produce catastrophic biases at the order
of ∼ 10%. Finally, from the measured shapes on artificially sheared
images, we can use a two-sided finite difference formula to compute
the shear response

𝑅𝑖 𝑗 =
𝑒+
𝑖
− 𝑒−

𝑖

Δ𝛾 𝑗
, (5)

where the subscript 𝑖 denotes one of the two shear components and
the superscript +/- denotes the sign of the applied shear. In total,
we create five images (unsheared, sheared in +𝛾1,−𝛾1, +𝛾2 and −𝛾2
directions) to compute the signal and response. We use the GalSim
package12 (Rowe et al. 2015) and the high-level routines from the
ngmix package13 for these image operation steps.

In previous DES shear analyses, the technique above was applied at
the locations of objects detected in the main survey Gold catalogue.
However, since object detection is shear-dependent especially in the
presence of blending, Metacalibration causes a selection/detection
bias which amounts to percent-level multiplicative bias in the shape
measurement (see S20 for more detail). Instead, for Metadetection,
we apply the Metacalibration artificial image shearing procedure
to an entire cell-based coadd. This step generates five 200x200 cell
coadds, one for each artificial shear, as described above. We then
apply detection using the sep package (Barbary 2016) to each cell-
based coadd. We use the same settings as the main survey14. Finally,
we compute the shear response by averaging over the catalogues of
detections, after the same selections have been applied to all the
catalogues, like so

⟨𝑅𝑖 𝑗 ⟩ =
⟨𝑒+

𝑖
⟩ − ⟨𝑒−

𝑖
⟩

Δ 𝛾 𝑗
. (6)

12 https://github.com/GalSim-developers/GalSim
13 https://github.com/esheldon/ngmix
14 https://github.com/esheldon/sxdes

The difference between this procedure and Metacalibration is im-
portant. Metadetection cannot measure an individual object’s re-
sponse. Further, because object detection depends on shear, one can-
not match the five different sets of detections against one another15.
The response above includes both the “shear” and “selection” re-
sponses used with the DES Y3 shear catalogues (Gatti, Sheldon et al.
2021). Finally, we note that separating sources into tomographic bins
by photometric redshift is a selection cut that is done on the source
magnitudes. Thus tomographic selection must be included in the
selection cuts used to compute the response in eqn. 6, producing a
different response estimate for each tomographic bin.

4.2 Masking

There are two levels at which we want to remove data from our
processing: problem areas in individual images, which we interpolate
before image combination, and problem areas on the sky, where we
remove objects from the catalogue. In §4.2.1 we describe the pixel
masks (i.e., image level), and in §4.2.2 we describe the object masks
(i.e., catalog-level).

4.2.1 Pixel Masks

Before image combination, we mask and interpolate artifacts in sin-
gle epoch images, such as bad columns, cosmic rays, and saturated
regions. During the Metadetection processing, we further mask
bright stars with apodization to avoid FFT artifacts during the decon-
volution, shearing, and reconvolution processes following Sheldon
et al. (2023). We also apply an apodized mask around the edge of
each cell coadd to prevent artifacts from bright sources landing on
the edge of a cell, as described in detail below.

We assemble an initial bright star catalogue using Gaia data release
2 (Gaia Collaboration et al. 2018). Each Gaia star was masked using

15 The number of objects in each catalogue may differ.
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a circle with a magnitude-dependent radius in arcseconds given by

log10 (𝑅Gaia) = 0.004432G2 − 0.2257G + 2.996, (7)

where G is the magnitude in the Gaia band. We further place a
lower bound on the radius of 5 arcseconds. The image was set to
zero inside the circular masked area, with the edges “apodized” to
transition smoothly between unity on the outside to zero on the
inside of the mask. This smooth transition was parameterized using
the cumulative integral of a triweight kernel, which is a function of
two parameters, 𝑚 and ℎ, and is defined for a point 𝑥 with quantity
𝑦 = (𝑥 − 𝑚)/ℎ as

𝐾 (𝑥, 𝑚, ℎ) =



0 𝑦 < −3
(−5𝑦7/69984
+7𝑦5/2592
−35𝑦3/864 −3 ≤ 𝑦 ≤ 3
+35𝑦/96
+1/2)
1 𝑦 > 3

(8)

This kernel smoothly transitions from zero to unity over a range of
6ℎ, centered on the location 𝑚. We chose ℎ to be 1 pixel, which
should vary more slowly than the PSF profile without significant
additional expansion of the mask. We also set 𝑚 + 3ℎ to the radius of
the star mask hole so that the mask reaches unity at its nominal size.

This same apodization kernel was used around the edge of each
cell coadd. For this step, we applied the kernel along the four edges
of the cell-based coadd so that it reached zero at the edge and unity
at 6 pixels inside the edge (again using ℎ = 1).

After object detection and measurement, the Gaia star hole masks
were expanded by 16 pixels, and any object with its center inside the
Gaia mask hole was flagged to be cut. This step is needed to avoid
excessive apodization effects on the object properties. Finally, we also
applied the same masking and apodization to the mfrac and noise
images as appropriate throughout the Metadetection measurement
process.

4.2.2 Object Level Masks

After the production of the full catalogue of measurements, we addi-
tionally cut objects based on measurement flags andmfrac (see §4.3).
We also apply a spatial mask in order to remove problematic regions
of the sky. This mask, which is created in the HealSparse format
16, incorporates all the Gaia pixel level masks described above plus
the following additional sources. All masking is done at a HEALPix
resolution of nside=131072 except where noted otherwise.

(i) Metadetection footprint: An overall footprint for the initial
Metadetection catalogue was produced by keeping areas corre-
sponding to all cell-based coadds that had data in all four 𝑔𝑟𝑖𝑧 bands
and had no failures in running Metadetection. In this step, we re-
tain the union of only the unique cell-based coadd and unique coadd
tile regions as described in Sec. 3.

(ii) Foreground mask: The foreground mask contains regions and
objects that are close to bright and extended sources. The foreground
object mask generated includes very bright Gaia stars (G < 11.5),
with a different radius relation from that used for our pixel level
Gaia masking, Yale bright stars, 2MASS stars (5<J<12), Globular
clusters, and a region near the LMC (see Sec 5.2 of Bechtol et al.
2025).

16 https://github.com/LSSTDESC/healsparse

(iii) Gaia mask: We masked all stars in the Gaia catalogue using
the parametric radius-magnitude relationship described above with
the additional mask radius expansion of 16 pixels. This mask matches
what was done in the pixel-level masking but at a higher spatial
resolution since we use a HEALPix nside=131072 realization of
each masked star hole.

(iv) DES stars: We augmented the Gaia star catalogue with high-
confidence DES stars, defined as MASH== 0 and 𝑟 < 21 (Bechtol
et al. 2025). These objects were masked with a fixed circular radius
of 5 arcseconds. Many of these stars are also in Gaia and thus may
already have a larger mask applied.

(v) HyperLEDA mask: After application of the foreground mask,
we visually found additional unmasked regions near bright and ex-
tended objects at low redshift that caused spurious detections and
contaminated the light profile of neighboring objects. We found that
masking objects from the HyperLEDA (Paturel et al. 2003) sig-
nificantly reduced spurious detections and poor measurements. The
HyperLEDA catalogue contains galaxies brighter than 𝐵-mag ∼ 18
with coordinates, diameter, and axis ratio. Each object was masked
with a circular, 𝐵-magnitude dependent circular mask with a radius
in degrees 0.147 − 0.00824 ∗ 𝐵. Finally, for a handful of extremely
large, low redshift objects, we identified spurious detections due to
resolved structure within the object. Thus, we produced by hand
special elliptical masks around those objects (NGC0055, NGC0253,
NGC0300, IC1613) utilizing the diameter and axis ratio information
of those objects in the HyperLEDA catalogue with some manual
tuning.

Figure 3 shows an example of the cumulative mask near a local,
extended bright galaxy. For the pixel-level mask, we removed a total
area of 13.88 deg2. For all object-level masks, we remove a total area
of 489.5 deg2 with contributions from 4.85 deg2 for Gold footprint
mask, 427.27 deg2 for foreground mask, 137.84 deg2 for the Gaia
mask, 73.69 deg2 for DES stars mask, 30.18 deg2 for HyperLEDA
mask. These numbers do not account for the overlap region each mask
contains, which is significant for some regions of the sky. In the end,
we are left with 4421.52 deg2 footprint for DES Y6 Metadetection
shear catalogue with both pixel-level and object-level masks applied.

4.3 Object Identification & Measurement

We detect and measure objects in the five different cell-based coadds
Metadetection produces as follows. For detection, we use the sep
package (Barbary 2016), a Python-based fork of SExtractor (Bertin
& Arnouts 1996; Bertin 2011). We use the same configuration setting
as in DES collaboration et al. 2021 as contained in the sxdes17 pack-
age. Given the coadd images for each band, we form the multi-band
𝑟𝑖𝑧 coadd image through a straight addition of the coadds without any
PSF matching, and run the detection on an inverse-variance weighted
coadd image18.

For each detection in each of the five images, we make three main
measurements. All measurements were done with the ngmix soft-
ware package.19 First, we measure the average masked fraction per
object. To make this measurement, we compute a single masked
fraction image for the cell-based coadd across all of the bands used
for lensing. In this work, we use an inverse-variance weighted aver-
age image of the cell-based coadd masked fraction images from 𝑟𝑖𝑧

17 https://github.com/esheldon/sxdes
18 Early tests found that including the 𝑔-band in Metadetection reduced
the precision of the shear estimates.
19 https://github.com/esheldon/ngmix
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Figure 3. Example image of our combined pixel-level and object-level mask and its associated coadd image near the local galaxy NGC0253. Several features
are clearly apparent, including bright star masks (e.g., the mask hole right below the center of the large galaxy) and missing cell-based coadds due to bleeds
from bright stars (e.g., rectangular missing regions sticking out of the bright star mask hole).

Parameter Prior

Centroid offset Gaussian 𝜎𝑥,𝑦 = 0.263
Shape Gaussian ⟨𝑔⟩ = 0.0, 𝜎|𝑔 | = 0.3
Galaxy size Two-side Erf min = -10.0, 𝜎min = 0.03,

max = 1.0 × 106, 𝜎max = 1.0 × 105

Total flux Two-side Erf min = −1.0 × 104, 𝜎min = 1.0,
max = 1.0 × 109, 𝜎max = 0.25 × 108

Table 1. List of prior values and distributions used for the Gaussian forward
model fit.

bands. Then for each detection, we compute the average value of this
single masked fraction image with a two-arcsecond FWHM Gaus-
sian weight function about the detection’s center. As for each object
property measurement, we performed a Gaussian forward model fit
across the 𝑟𝑖𝑧 band images individually. Table 1 shows the list of
parameters to fit each object and their priors. This fit follows a sim-
ilar procedure as the DES Y3 Metacalibration shear catalogue
(Gatti, Sheldon et al. 2021), including the use of uberseg (Jarvis
et al. 2016) to remove some of the effects of light from neighboring
objects. We refer to this measurement as the gauss quantities, and
the shape from this measurement is used as the catalogue shape mea-
surement with Metadetection. We additionally use a specialized
Fourier-space method, detailed in Appendix B, to measure a two-
arcsecond FWHM Gaussian weighted flux for each detection on a
PSF-deconvolved image. This second set of measurements does not
use uberseg. This second set of measurements is referred to as the
pgauss quantities. These quantities include fluxes in each of the 𝑔𝑟𝑖𝑧
bands along with an inverse variance-weighted size measure. Both
gauss and pgaussmeasure pre-PSF properties of the object so that,
e.g., point-like objects would have zero size in the absence of other
effects.

While we do not detect with the 𝑔-band cell-based coadd, we
use the detected object position to measure a 𝑔-band flux in addi-
tion to 𝑟𝑖𝑧 fluxes. Measurements of the reconvolved PSF model of

each band’s cell-based coadd are made with the pgauss method as
well, but without PSF deconvolution. The default parameters and
priors for all measurements are detailed in the metadetect20 and
pizza-cutter-metadetect21 packages. The versions of key soft-
ware packages used for each step of the pipeline are listed in Ap-
pendix A.

4.4 Object Selection Criteria

We consider several criteria to select the Metadetection shape cat-
alog, after applying the masks described in Sec. 4.2. All selections
are applied in each of the five Metadetection catalogues, corre-
sponding to the five Metadetection shears.

4.4.1 Star/galaxy separation

• 𝑇gauss/𝑇gauss
PSF > 0.5 – We employ a star-galaxy separation

using object size ratio (𝑇gauss/𝑇gauss
PSF ), which is a measure of

how well an object is resolved. While high S/N stars populate at
𝑇gauss/𝑇gauss

PSF =0.0, low S/N stars have larger error bars and hence
their measurement deviates from 𝑇gauss/𝑇gauss

PSF =0.0. Thus, we se-
lect objects whose size ratio is larger than 0.5. Figure 4 shows the
impact of this star-galaxy separation cut on the population. Table 2
shows the fraction of our estimated rate of stellar contamination in
our catalogue, and Appendix C2 describes how we estimate the stel-
lar contamination in our catalogue in more detail. The fractions in
this table are underestimated by a factor of several due to the fact
that the star-galaxy separation in the Gold catalogue is poor at faint
magnitudes. See Appendix C2 for further discussion.

• 𝑆/𝑁gauss > 10 – A standard Metadetection cut to avoid noisy
shape measurements for low S/N detections and to reject low S/N
stars that otherwise pass the 𝑇gauss/𝑇gauss

PSF > 0.5 cut.

20 https://github.com/esheldon/metadetect
21 https://github.com/beckermr/pizza-cutter-metadetect
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Table 2. The fraction of objects removed with each criterion, computed as
those in noshear Metadetection catalogue. We also show the fraction of
stars within matched samples that are identified in Gold sample (MASH== 0
OR 1) within 0.263 arcseconds. Before “mask” selection, “basic” selections
(flags== 0 and 𝑆/𝑁gauss > 5) have been applied in order to save disk space.

Selection Fraction of removed objects Fraction of stars

Mask 14.3% 7.06%
Star-galaxy separation 73.6% 0.0369%

Size 0.128% 0.0369%
Flux/color, mfrac 3.81% 0.0319%

Junk 0.295% 0.0318%

All 78.3% 0.0318%

4.4.2 Size selection

• 𝑇gauss < 20 – We visually inspected the large-size objects and
found a large fraction of them to be image artifacts or small galaxies
whose measurement is impacted by the fluxes from nearby objects.
While some objects were real, the fraction at 𝑇gauss > 20 was large
enough that we decided to remove all of them.

4.4.3 Flux/color & heavily interpolated objects

• In order to obtain reliable photometric redshifts of the sources,
we make magnitude22 cuts on each bandpass to exclude excessively
faint sources following Myles, Alarcon et al. (2021). These cuts are
𝑔 < 26.5, 𝑟 < 26.5, 𝑖 < 24.723 , and 𝑧 < 25.6.
• In order to reject objects that have odd colors that appear to be

the result of flux measurement failures, we make cuts on measured
galaxy color. |𝑔 − 𝑟 | < 5, |𝑟 − 𝑖 | < 5, |𝑖 − 𝑧 | < 5.

• mfrac < 0.1 – The weighted masked fraction computed as de-
scribed above. Tests in our image simulations suggested that utilizing
mfrac < 0.1 is sufficient not to introduce shear calibration biases.

4.4.4 Junk detections

• 𝑇pgauss < 1.6 − 3.1 ×𝑇pgauss
err – We have identified a population

of false detections that fall in a specific region of (𝑇pgauss, 𝑇pgauss
err )

space. We verified visually that this cut removes those objects. These
detections typically occur around bright stars where the background
subtraction leaves halos of stellar light in the image. This population
does not appear in 𝑇gauss space.

• 𝑇gauss ×𝑇gauss
err < 1 or 𝑇gauss/𝑇gauss

err > 10 – This cut was based
on the similar cut in Gold (Bechtol et al. 2025) to avoid junk objects
in cluster fields (i.e., super-spreader objects). We visually confirmed
that most of these objects appear to be junk as well.

Readers can refer to Appendix C1 for a more detailed discussion
of the junk detection cuts and postage stamp images of randomly
selected objects that were rejected. Table. 2 presents the fraction of
objects removed from the noshear catalogue at each selection step.

22 Magnitudes were estimated from the pgauss fluxes with an inverse hy-
perbolic sine function (Lupton et al. 1999). The magnitudes were further
corrected for the extinction using 𝐸 (𝐵 − 𝑉 ) values from the reddening map
of Schlegel et al. (1998), which is at the HEALPix resolution of nside=4096.
23 This selection is to reduce COSMOS20 photometric redshift outliers
(Weaver et al. 2022) with which our redshift calibration is anchored (Yin
et al. 2025).

Figure 4. Log density of objects excluded by the star-galaxy separation cri-
teria, showing object S/N vs size ratio (𝑇/𝑇PSF; left) space and color space
(𝑔 − 𝑟 vs 𝑟 − 𝑖; right). All other selection criteria have been applied. Objects
are chosen from 100 randomly selected patches out of 200 over the footprint.
Well-measured stars populate the plot near 𝑇/𝑇PSF = 0, but not exactly on
𝑇/𝑇PSF = 0, due to how the shape and size priors are set for the Gaussian fit.

After all of the selection cuts and masks are applied on our Metade-
tection catalogue, the total number of objects is 151,922,791.

4.5 Shear Catalogue Statistical Weights

We define the weights as the inverse variance of the measured ellip-
ticities in each grid bin corrected by the shear response,

𝑤𝑖 (𝑇/𝑇PSF, 𝑆/𝑁) = 𝜎−2
𝑖,𝛾 (𝑇/𝑇PSF, 𝑆/𝑁) = 𝜎−2

𝑖,𝑒 ⟨𝑹𝒊,𝜸⟩2, (9)

where the subscript 𝑖 denotes the index of each bin in S/N and size
ratio grid, 𝜎2

𝑖,𝑒
is the shear variance in the grid cell, and 𝑅𝑖,𝛾 is

the shear response in the grid cell. The actual response correction
for shear calibration is done via Eqn. 6 for the given sample under
consideration, using the statistical weights in the catalogue averages
to compute a weighted average.

The variance of measured ellipticities (intrinsic and measurement-
related shape noise) is computed as

𝜎2
𝑖,𝑒 (𝑇/𝑇PSF, 𝑆/𝑁) =

1
2

[
Σ(𝑒𝑖,1)2

𝑛𝑖,gal
+
Σ(𝑒𝑖,2)2

𝑛𝑖,gal

]
, (10)

where 𝑛𝑖,gal is the number of galaxies in each grid cell.
The distributions of number counts, shape variance averaged in

two components, shear response, and shear weight are shown in
Fig. 5. We note here that the grid of shear response is smoothed with
a Gaussian kernel of 𝜎 = 2.0 to reduce the impact of shot noise of
the response itself. We noticed objects with moderate S/N and large
size having larger shape noise compared to Y3. We viewed those
objects and found they are largely in a blended system. Nonetheless,
the distribution of the shear weight is similar to that of the Meta-
calibration shape catalogue in Y3 (Gatti, Sheldon et al. 2021).

4.6 Summary Statistics of the Catalogue

Here we present summary statistics for the catalogue after the se-
lections described in Sec. 4.4. As we have described earlier, for
Metadetection we compute the shear response averaged over the
catalogue rather than each object using Eqn. 6. The shear response
over the catalogue is ⟨𝑅⟩ = 0.817. The magnitude limit of our cat-
alogue is ∼ 0.5 magnitude shallower than that of Gold catalogue
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Figure 5. Various statistics (number count, a root-mean-square of measured shape, shear response, shear weight) as a function of object S/N and size ratio
(galaxy size/PSF size). Objects are binned into a grid of signal-to-noise and size ratio using 20 logarithmic bins with a limit of 10<S/N<1000 and 0.5<galaxy
size/PSF size<5.0. The objects whose S/N is larger than 1000 are allocated in the last bin, and the same goes for the objects whose size ratio is larger than 5.0.
The measured shapes for each sheared image are averaged to compute the shear response in each bin. This grid of shear response is smoothed by a Gaussian
kernel of 𝜎=2.0 to lower the noise in each bin. The shear weight is then computed from this smoothed response grid using Eqn. 9.
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Figure 6. Left: weighted galaxy number density in units of gal/arcmin2 using Eq. 14. The number density is computed in a HEALPix grid (Górski et al.
2005; Zonca et al. 2019) of resolution 10 (nside= 210 = 1024). Right: object shape noise computed with Eq. 13 in a HEALPix grid of resolution 10
(nside= 27 = 1024).

(Bechtol et al. 2025) in 𝑖-band, resulting in 𝑚𝑖 ∼ 22.8. This num-
ber very approximately represents the median depth of the catalogue
across the survey at a S/N∼ 10.

We measure the statistical power of the catalogue by computing the
standard error of the mean shear across the catalog, 𝜎𝛾 = 𝜎e/

√
𝑁eff .

Following the definitions of Heymans et al. 2012 (H12) and Chang
et al. 2013 (C13), the shape noise (𝜎e; standard deviation of intrinsic
ellipticities) and the effective number density (𝑛eff) are computed as

follows. For the C13 definition, we compute

𝜎2
𝑒,C13 =

1
2

Σ𝑤2
𝑖
(𝑒2

𝑖,1 + 𝑒2
𝑖,2 − 𝜎2

𝑚,𝑖
)

Σ𝑤2
𝑖
𝑅2

(11)

𝑛eff,C13 =
1
𝐴

𝜎2
𝑒,𝐶13 (Σ𝑤𝑖𝑅)2

Σ𝑤2
𝑖
(𝑅2𝜎2

𝑒,𝐶13 + 𝜎2
𝑚,𝑖

/2)
, (12)

where 𝑤𝑖 is the shear weight computed in Sec. 4.5, 𝑅 is the global
shear response, 𝑒𝑖, 𝑗 is the per-object ellipticity (uncorrected for 𝑅),
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Table 3. Effective number density, shape noise computed using two defini-
tions Eqn. 11 and Eqn. 13, and weighted residual mean shear in the catalogue.
The bottom row presents the same statistics from GS20, which used H12 def-
inition for the final shape catalogue.

Year 𝑛C13
eff , 𝑛H12

eff 𝜎C13
e , 𝜎H12

e 𝑐1 𝑐2

Y6 7.97, 8.22 0.270, 0.289 +1.94 × 10−4 −0.314 × 10−4

Y3 5.32, 5.59 0.255, 0.261 +3.52 × 10−4 +0.594 × 10−4

and 𝜎2
𝑚,𝑖

is the variance of the per-object ellipticity. 𝐴 is the effective
area of our footprint. For the H12 definition, we compute

𝜎2
𝑒,H12 = 1

2

[
Σ𝑤2

𝑖
(𝑒𝑖,1−⟨𝑒1 ⟩)2

(Σ𝑤𝑖𝑅)2 + Σ𝑤2
𝑖
(𝑒𝑖,2−⟨𝑒2 ⟩)2

(Σ𝑤𝑖𝑅)2

]
(Σ𝑤𝑖 )2

Σ𝑤2
𝑖

(13)

𝑛eff,H12 = 1
𝐴

(Σ𝑤𝑖 )2

Σ𝑤2
𝑖

(14)

We report the effective galaxy number density and the variance of
the estimated shear of the objects in our Metadetection shape cat-
alogue in Table 3. One finds that the shape noise in Y6 has increased
compared to Y3. We speculate that this increase is due to detecting
fainter objects than Y3 and possibly detecting more early-type galax-
ies that have larger intrinsic scatter. The effective number density
increase between Y3 and Y6 is difficult to predict because it depends
on the faint-end slope of the luminosity function. However, note that
we lose approximately two observations of each object during the
cell-coadding process, so that the number density increased less than
it might have otherwise. Figure 6 shows the weighted number density
and shape noise in the H12 definition. The statistical power of the
Y6 shape catalogue has increased by 12% for H12 definition and
10% for C13 definition, compared to that of Y3 weak lensing shape
catalogue (Gatti, Sheldon et al. 2021).

Figure 7 shows the Y6 catalogue precision compared to other DES
weak lensing shape catalogue releases – Science Verification (SV,
Jarvis et al. 2016), Year 1 (Y1, Zuntz et al. 2018), Year 3 (Y3, Gatti,
Sheldon et al. 2021). The figure presents three key quantities, the
survey area, the shear information density, and total shear information
content. The histogram shows the number density weighted by the
shape noise2 in HEALPix pixels with nside=1024, which we call
shear information density per unit area. The total shear information
is approximately the survey area × shear information density. The
inverse of the square root of this number is the error on the mean shear
across the survey. The figure shows several major achievements by the
DES collaboration. The survey has increased in area substantially,
increased in depth (increasing the shear information density), and
become more homogeneous. These changes are a testament to the
hard work of dozens of scientists working on weak lensing shape
measurement in the DES collaboration over more than a decade.

4.7 DES Y6 Metadetection Shape Catalogue Public Release

The full Metadetection catalogue will be made available for public
use with the publication of the key DES Y6 weak lensing cosmolog-
ical results. This catalogue will include a superset of the catalogue
tested in this work. To reproduce the set of objects used in this work,
we will provide a flags column for cuts. We caution the reader that
manually applying the selection cuts above in Sec. 4.4 will result
in a slightly different catalogue. These differences come from some
cuts being applied at different numerical precision and from some
masks being applied at higher spatial resolution than those used to de-
fine the final catalogue footprint. Finally, the Metadetection shape

catalogue used for the cosmological analysis will include further se-
lections to account for the quality of the angular clustering sample
and photometric redshift distributions used for the 3x2pt analysis.

5 CORRELATIONS WITH PSF PROPERTIES

In this section, we test for residual PSF contamination in our shear
catalogue and for the effects of any residual PSF modeling errors.
The PSF modeling errors are estimated from a reserve sample of the
stars not used in fitting the PSF models. The reserve sample is 20%
of the total sample of PSF stars. We explore the following items in
this section:

• dependencies of the mean galaxy shear on PSF model size and
shape (Sec. 5.1);

• additive biases due to the PSF leakage and modeling errors
(Sec. 5.2);

• tangential and cross-component galaxy shear around PSF stars
(Sec. 5.3).

5.1 Mean Shear as a Function of PSF Properties

A simple but effective test to ensure the quality of measured shear
is to check the dependence of mean shear on the sizes and shapes
of the PSF models. The left two columns in Figure 8 include the
PSF model dependency on galaxy shapes. Here, the shear response
is re-computed in each bin of the PSF property, and the mean shear
is divided by the response. Ideally, the slopes and intercepts of these
relations would be zero. In practice, non-zero slopes and offsets can
be driven by both mishandling of the PSF by the shear measurement
code (PSF leakage) and PSF modeling errors. For our catalog, we find
non-zero slopes and offsets as one can see in Fig. 8 (𝜕𝑒1/𝜕𝑒1,PSF =
-0.0057±0.0018 and 𝜕𝑒2/𝜕𝑒2,PSF = -0.0034±0.0017). These quanti-
ties are about 2𝜎 larger for the slope in 𝑒1 and statistically consistent
in 𝑒2 compared to the same test in GS20. This non-zero slope in 𝑒1
can be explained by the PSF modeling errors associated with chro-
matic effects. When galaxy samples are split into three 𝑔−𝑖 color bins
(blue: [-2.00, 0.76], mid: [0.76, 1.49], red: [1.49, 4.00]), the slopes
in each color sample are about the same or smaller compared to the
samples in Y3 catalogue (Figure 9). The overall slope is, however,
larger for Y6 since the signs of the slopes seen in Fig. 9 for Y3 cancel
to produce a smaller overall slope in Fig. 8 for the full sample. We
expect the slope in the middle color bin to be the smallest compared
to blue and red sample bins in Y6, because we evaluate the PSF at the
center of cell-based coadd at the median galaxy color (𝑔 − 𝑖 = 1.1)
(Sec. 3) which most closely matches the middle color bin. Moreover,
we find that in Y6, the additive bias in each color sample is typically
smaller than in Y3, likely due to the chromatic PSF models. See the
results in Table 4.

It is essential to control these chromatic systematics across a wide
color range, which we have significantly improved in Y6 vs. Y3, since
color is a close proxy for redshift. In a weak lensing cosmological
analysis, even if the effects cancel as they did for the full sample
in Y3, residual biases that modulate the cosmological weak lensing
signal as a function of redshift would remain.

5.2 Additive Biases Due to PSF Leakage and Modeling errors

In this section, we constrain any additive biases incurred from how the
PSFs are used by Metadetection (PSF leakage errors) and any PSF
misestimation (PSF modeling errors). We decompose the observed
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Figure 7. A histogram showing the shear information density (𝑛eff/𝜎2
𝑒) in HEALPix pixels (nside=1024) for the DES Y6 Metadetection catalogue footprint,

compared with the same quantity from several catalogue releases from the Dark Energy Survey – Science Verification (SV, Jarvis et al. 2016), Year 1 (Y1,
Zuntz, Sheldon et al. 2018), Year 3 (Y3, Gatti, Sheldon et al. 2021). Each histogram has the same area under the curve, and the median of each histogram is
shown as the dotted line for each release. The interquartile range (IQR) for each release is {38.22, 38.57, 37.55, 36.81} for SV through Y6. The histogram is
accompanied by the panels showing the survey area (left) and the total shear information content of the catalogue (right), which is the sum of pixel areas for each
survey times the shear information density. We can see that as the DES survey has progressed, the data set has become more uniform and its total information
content has increased substantially.
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Figure 9. Mean shear (top row: 𝑒1 and bottom row: 𝑒2) as a function of PSF shapes where the catalogue is split in 3 (𝑔 − 𝑖) color bins. Left column: color
range is set between −2.00 < 𝑔 − 𝑖 < 0.76. Middle column: color range is set between 0.76 < 𝑔 − 𝑖 < 1.49. Right column: color range is set between
1.49 < 𝑔 − 𝑖 < 4.00. Ordinary least-square fits are performed on the data points to produce the black line, and red dotted line for the linear fit performed on the
Y3 shape catalogue.

Table 4. Comparison of mean shear (𝑒1 and 𝑒2) of the objects in Y3 and Y6 shape catalogue. We split the objects into three color (𝑔 − 𝑖) ranges (blue: [-2.00,
0.76], mid: [0.76, 1.49], red: [1.49, 4.00]). For the Y6 data, we compute the shear response of the objects that are selected to be in each defined color range.
For Y3, we used shapes from the Y3 catalogue, and the shear and selection responses were re-computed for each color sample. We find improved additive bias
control as a function of color.

Color sample N ⟨𝑅⟩ ⟨𝑒1 ⟩ ⟨𝑒2 ⟩

Blue 16,043,877 0.707 (+9.75 ± 0.75) × 10−4 (+3.34 ± 0.75) × 10−4

Y3 Middle 48,602,072 0.743 (+5.79 ± 0.39) × 10−4 (+2.02 ± 0.39) × 10−4

Red 34,980,219 0.692 (+2.84 ± 0.48) × 10−4 (−1.80 ± 0.48) × 10−4

Blue 36,633,208 0.728 (+2.92 ± 0.55) × 10−4 (+2.30 ± 0.55) × 10−4

Y6 Middle 71,910,867 0.842 (+1.74 ± 0.33) × 10−4 (+0.22 ± 0.33) × 10−4

Red 43,326,212 0.833 (+1.52 ± 0.43) × 10−4 (−2.73 ± 0.43) × 10−4

Table 5. Posterior constraints on the coefficients of the PSF contamination
model.

parameter 2.5’ < 𝜃 < 250’ 0.25’ < 𝜃 < 1000’

𝛼(2) 0.0104+0.0100
−0.0100 0.00682+0.00801

−0.00796
𝛽 (2) 0.737+0.566

−0.570 1.19+0.23
−0.23

𝜂 (2) 2.44+7.04
−7.11 −1.46+1.38

−1.37
𝛼(4) −0.0128+0.0290

−0.0292 −0.00747+0.02488
−0.02491

𝛽 (4) 1.95+0.274
−0.272 2.14+0.21

−0.21
𝜂 (4) 3.15+2.60

−2.59 0.461+0.702
−0.703

𝜂 (24) −1.28+0.663
−0.664 −0.103+0.100

−0.100
𝜂 (42) −10.8+18.9

−18.9 −0.646+1.754
−1.728

𝜒2 218.62 176.17
𝜒2

reduced 0.88 0.71

shape of a galaxy into its intrinsic shape, the real shear signal, the
systematic contribution from the PSF, and noise.

𝑔obs = 𝑔int + 𝑔 + 𝛿𝑒sys
PSF + 𝛿𝑒noise (15)

Following Paulin-Henriksson et al. 2008; Rowe 2010; Jarvis et al.
2016, we can decompose 𝛿𝑒sys

PSF into terms that scale like the PSF
model shape, the PSF star image shape, and the product of the
PSF size residual times the PSF star shape. Recently, Zhang et al.
(2023b,a) pointed out that higher-order radial moments that scale as
the radius to the fourth power, as opposed to the radius squared, are
also important in this expansion and such terms were used the HSC
Y3 analysis (Li et al. 2022). We follow Zhang et al. (2023a) and
include spin-0 and spin-2 fourth-order moments as well,

𝑒
(4)
PSF =

𝑀31 + 𝑖𝑀13
𝑇2 − 3𝑒 (2)PSF, 𝑇

(4)
PSF =

𝑀22
𝑀11

. (16)
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Figure 10. The non-null parameter posterior contours for the PSF contam-
ination model for the fiducial angular scales and binning. The dotted lines
show the parameter values that are expected with no PSF leakage, which are
𝛼(2) , 𝛼(4) = 0. The 𝛼 parameters are consistent with zero indicating no PSF
leakage. The non-zero 𝛽− and 𝜂 parameters indicate PSF modeling errors.
The full posterior is in Fig. D1.

With these contributions, the total PSF contamination term is

𝛿𝑒
sys
PSF = 𝛼 (2) 𝑒PSF + 𝛽 (2)Δ𝑒PSF + 𝜂 (2) (𝑒∗Δ𝑇PSF/𝑇∗)

+𝛼 (4) 𝑒 (4)PSF + 𝛽 (4)Δ𝑒 (4)PSF + 𝜂 (4) (𝑒 (4)∗ Δ𝑇
(4)

PSF/𝑇
(4)
∗ )

+𝜂 (24) (𝑒∗Δ𝑇 (4)
PSF/𝑇

(4)
∗ ) + 𝜂 (42) (𝑒 (4)∗ Δ𝑇PSF/𝑇∗) (17)

where Δ𝑒PSF = 𝑒∗ − 𝑒PSF, 𝑒PSF is the ellipticity of the PSF model,
𝑒∗ is the PSF ellipticity measured directly measured from stars,
Δ𝑇PSF = 𝑇∗ − 𝑇PSF, 𝑇PSF is the PSF model size and 𝑇∗ is the PSF
size measured from the star. The superscript (4) on the ellipticity and
size indicates a moment with a fourth-order radial term. If the galaxy
shear estimator correctly uses the PSF model (i.e., no PSF leakage),
we expect 𝛼 (2) and 𝛼 (4) to be zero. The impact of PSF model-
ing errors corresponds to non-zero detections 𝛽- and 𝜂-like terms,
assuming the PSF modeling residuals themselves are non-zero.

To constrain this model, we measure the full set of PSF shape auto-
correlations and the full set of PSF-galaxy shape cross-correlations.
Using the model above, we can then make predictions for these sig-
nals and constrain the model coefficients. See Appendix D, Eqn. D1-
D8, for the full expressions. The galaxy-shear cross-correlation statis-
tics on the left-hand side of Eqn. D1-D8 are usually denoted as
𝜏-statistics. The auto-correlations of the PSF quantities are usually
denoted as 𝜌-statistics. Schutt et al. (2025) present the 𝜌-statistics
for the Y6 PSF models and demonstrate improvements relative to
the DES Y3 PSF models (see their Fig. 20). In our case, we evaluate
the PSF models at the locations of the reserve stars using the median
galaxy color, producing the reserve star catalogue. We then use this
catalog, combined with shape measurements performed on the stars
directly and the Metadetection catalog, to compute the various
two-point correlation functions in 32 angular bins ranging between
2.5 - 250 arcmin. We estimate the covariance of our measurements

from the 800 mock catalogues (see Sec. 2.2), applying statistical cor-
rections for the finite number of mock realizations (Percival et al.
2022).

Given the measurements and their covariance, we find the best-fit
parameters to the contamination model (Eqn. 17) by minimizing the
𝜒2 with the Nelder-Mead algorithm (Nelder & Mead 1965). We also
sample the posterior using Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC)
with the emcee package (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013). We show a
subset of the 1D and 2D marginal posterior contours of the param-
eters in Fig. 10, and 1D marginalized posterior constraints for all
parameters are in Table 5. For 2d marginalized plots of the posterior
for all parameters, see Fig. D1. Overall, the model fits the data well,
with a 𝜒2/dof of 218.62/248, giving a 𝑝-value of 0.91. Our best-fit
model to the 𝜏-statistics measurement is shown as a violet solid line
in Fig. 11 and is in good agreement with the measurements shown as
the crosses. The shaded region shows the 1𝜎 error from the diagonal
part of the covariance matrix. The covariance matrix has significant
off-diagonal terms, so the model’s goodness-of-fit cannot be judged
visually. While most parameters are consistent with zero, we do de-
tect the effects of PSF modeling errors in a few of the 𝛽 and 𝜂 terms.
We find no evidence of PSF leakage in our galaxy sample since 𝛼 (2)

and 𝛼 (4) are consistent with zero. Finally, with the model parameter
constraints, we can then use the PSF contamination model to predict
the effect of the residual PSF modeling errors on the cosmological
shear two-point functions. While we defer a full analysis of this sys-
tematic effect to future work (DES collaboration 2025), preliminary
results indicate that the current level of contamination would shift
the cosmological parameters 𝑆8 and Ω𝑚 by ≲ 0.1𝜎.

5.3 Tangential and Cross-component Shear Around Stars

In this test, we explore the tangential and cross-component shear
around the positions of faint and bright stars. This test is potentially
sensitive to PSF leakage and modeling errors. Bright stars, in partic-
ular, have large stellar wings and misestimated backgrounds, which
may adversely affect shear signals.

Among the stars in our reserved star catalogue, we first select a
unique set of stars that made it to the coadd images. We then divide
the stars into bright (𝑚𝑟<16.5) and faint (𝑚𝑟>16.5) samples. We then
compute the tangential and cross-component shear signals, making
sure to subtract the signal around random points. We note that in
order to guarantee the uniform distribution of galaxies and stars in
our footprint, we apply weights to the star sample, which is the ratio
of the number of galaxies and stars in each HealPIX grid. These
weights correct for a subtle correlation between the stellar density
and galaxy density due to detection that can result in a non-null signal
(see GS20 for more details).

Figure 12 shows the result of this test. For the shear around bright
star sample, the reduced 𝜒2 statistic with respect to a null signal
is 𝜒2

reduced=12.2/20 for 𝛾𝑡 and 𝜒2
reduced=16.7/20 for 𝛾𝑥 . We see no

evidence of the impact around bright stars. For the shear around faint
star sample, the reduced 𝜒2 statistic with respect to a null signal is
𝜒2

reduced=21.3/20 for 𝛾𝑡 and 𝜒2
reduced=17.3/20 for 𝛾𝑥 . We again see

no significant deviation from a null signal for the faint sample.

6 SHAPE CATALOGUE SYSTEMATICS TESTS

Now we perform null tests of the shape catalogue against various
survey properties and coordinate systems in an effort to search for
unknown residual systematic effects. These tests are largely sensitive
to additive errors in the catalogue, and their overall statistical power
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Figure 11. Galaxy-PSF cross-correlation measurements (𝜏-statistics) for the fiducial angular scales and binning. The measurements are shown as the cross
symbols. The 1𝜎 error on the data from the diagonal part of the covariance matrix is shown as a shaded region. The best-fit 𝜏-statistic model is shown as the
line in each panel. Adjacent angular bins of the 𝜏-statistics are very correlated, so that the goodness-of-fit cannot be judged by visual inspection. The 𝜒2/dof is
218.62/248 with 𝑝-value of 0.91.
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Figure 12. Tangential and cross-component shear around bright and faint
stars. Top: tangential shear around bright and faint stars with 𝑟-band mag-
nitude ≶ 16.5. The Reduced 𝜒2 statistic computed using the full covariance
matrix for each 𝛾t is 𝜒2

reduced=12.2/20 and 𝜒2
reduced=21.3/20, respectively.

Bottom: cross-component shear around bright and faint stars with 𝑟-band
magnitude ≶ 16.5. The reduced 𝜒2 statistic computed using the diagonal
components of the covariance matrix for each 𝛾x is 𝜒2

reduced=16.7/20 and
𝜒2

reduced=17.3/20, respectively.

is limited by the shape noise in the catalogue itself. In this section,
we performed the following tests,

• shear variations in the focal plane, cell-based coadd, coadd co-
ordinates (Sec. 6.1);

• tangential and cross-component shear around field/exposure,
cell-based coadd, coadd centers (Sec. 6.2);

• B-modes (Sec. 6.3);
• dependencies of mean shear on survey properties (Sec. 6.4).

6.1 Mean Shear Variations in Focal Plane, Cell-based Coadd,
Coadd Tile Coordinates

In this test, we explore the mean shear variations across different
image coordinate systems. These variations, especially in CCD coor-
dinates, can help to detect residual effects like persistently mismasked
bad CCD columns, charge-transfer issues, glowing edges, etc. Shear
variations in focal plane coordinates can point to both systematic
effects from the CCDs and systematic effects from the optics. Shear
variations in the coadd tile and cell-based coadd coordinates could
be sensitive to systematics from our new cell-based coadding algo-
rithms.

We compute the response-corrected mean shear in each of these
coordinate systems by projecting each object in the Metadetection
catalogue into the respective coordinate system. In the case of project-
ing to CCD coordinates, we project each object to its location in each
CCD in which it was measured, and so objects are duplicated. We
were also careful to align the read directions of the CCDs as needed,
which differ in different parts of the focal plane. We then build coarse
grids composed of patches of 128 × 128 pixels for CCD/focal plane
coordinates, 10× 10 pixels grid for cell-based coadd coordinates, and
250 × 250 pixels grid for coadd coordinates. Finally, we compute the
response-corrected mean shear for these coarse grids, removing the
overall mean shear from the catalogue.

Figure 13 shows the mean shear variations where all CCDs are
stacked together so that the signal in each CCD can be enhanced
if it exists. In the bottom panel, the rows and columns of the grid
are summed together to enhance any signals here. In both cases, we
find no significant trend of measured shear as a function of focal
plane coordinates. We also present the mean shear variations in all
CCDs in Fig. 14. Known CCD failures in the focal plane can be
seen missing in the two panels of the figure, and a systematically
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missed bad column is visible in the pixel data in mean 𝑒1 on the left
half of the focal plane. The change in shear due to this bad column
is ≈ +0.005, but this contribution is down-weighted by the fraction
of the data that comes from this CCD, ≈ 1/60, times the fraction
of objects that intersect with the bad column, ≲ 1/10. Combining
these numbers, we get a contamination level of ≲ 10−5. This level is
much smaller than any mean shear signals we detect in the catalogue
and can be ignored. The reduced 𝜒2 with respect to null detection is
𝜒2/dof = 26621/25200 for 𝑒1 and 𝜒2/dof = 25844/25200 for 𝑒2.

As for shear variations in cell-based coadd and coadd coor-
dinates, Fig. 15 shows no significant pattern appearing in both
coordinate systems. The reported 𝜒2 with respect to zero mean
shear is, 𝜒2

reduced=66.5/64 in 𝑒1 and 𝜒2
reduced=70.3/64 in 𝑒2 for

cell-based coadd coordinates and 𝜒2
reduced=1501/1444 in 𝑒1 and

𝜒2
reduced=1388/1444 in 𝑒2 for coadd coordinates.

6.2 Tangential Shear Around Cell-based Coadd, Coadd Tile,
and Field/Exposure Centers

Shear measurements should not correlate with any special points
in the various intermediate coordinate systems used for key mea-
surements. Of particular interest is the correlation of shear signals
with centers of DES fields/exposures. Residual PSF leakage and
modeling errors driven by the telescope optics could potentially be
more easily detected in a coordinate system where the signals have
a chance to constructively interfere. We use three different sets of
special points. The centers of individual cell-coadds, the centers of
DES coadd tiles, and the centers of fields/exposures. The number of
field/exposure centers used in this test is 47610 (only 𝑟-band). We
present the result in Fig. 16. From the left to right panels, it shows
both the tangential and cross-component shear around cell-based
coadd, coadd, and field/exposure centers. The reduced 𝜒2 with re-
spect to a null signal is 𝜒2

reduced=6.37/15 for 𝛾𝑡 and 𝜒2
reduced=16.6/15

for 𝛾𝑥 around cell-based coadd centres. 𝜒2
reduced=12.9/15 for 𝛾𝑡 and

𝜒2
reduced=19.4/15 for 𝛾𝑥 around coadd centres. 𝜒2

reduced=61.1/20 for
𝛾𝑡 and 𝜒2

reduced=19.4/20 for 𝛾𝑥 around field/exposure centres. These
𝜒2 are measured with full covariance matrices associated with each
measurement and we have subtracted the same signals measured
around random points.

As seen in GS20, we see a non-null tangential shear signal around
field/exposure centers. In order to verify that we are not dominated
by cosmic variance, we run the same test on 800 mock catalogues
(see Sec. 2.2) and re-estimate the covariance matrix. Nonetheless,
we do not see any improvement in our measurement and report
𝜒2

reduced=67.7/20 for 𝛾𝑡 .
In order to better understand the source of this signal, we split

our galaxy sample by their 𝑔 − 𝑖 colors. Figure 17 shows the same
measurement of tangential shear in different coordinate systems. We
again find no trend around cell-based coadd and coadd centers, but
find a significant deviation from the null signal for the field/exposure
centers around 7-8 arcmin, 10-20 arcmin, and 40-60 arcmin scale in
the right panel of Fig 17. This deviation corresponds to the deviations
seen in the right panel of Fig 16. Some of these effects can be
understood as PSF modeling errors due to Metadetection using the
median galaxy color for the PSF. Figure 18 shows the same statistics
as we measured for the galaxies, but for the PSF modeling residuals
(𝑒∗ − 𝑒PSF) when using PSF models evaluated at the median galaxy
color versus the stars actual color. Even when the PSFs are evaluated
at their actual star color, the right panel of the figure suggests the

non-zero patterns at scales around 10-20 arcmin, which corresponds
to the scales of each CCD.

As for the cosmological relevance of this signal, we note that it is
included already in the analysis of the PSF-shear cross-correlations
above. Thus no additional correction specific to this signal is required.
Further, we find effects that are smaller than those found in GS20
where they concluded that the overall level of contamination in the
cosmic shear correlation functions is at the ∼ 0.01% level. Thus we
conclude that we can safely ignore this systematic effect.

6.3 B-mode Measurements

In this section, we measure the B-mode signals in our catalogue.
To first order, gravitational lensing produces shear fields with only
E-modes (i.e. tangential or radial patterns). At higher order, lensing
and intrinsic alignment can produce small amounts of B-modes (i.e.,
shear patterns that appear to be spirals) as well. However, at the
current sensitivity of data, measuring and detecting B-mode signal
would more likely point to a systematic bias in the shear catalogue,
such as PSF modeling.

We measured the B-mode signal in our catalogue with a pseudo-
𝐶ℓ estimator (Hikage et al. 2011). We first created two HEALPix
shear maps with nside=1024 of weighted average of response-
corrected galaxy ellipticities 𝑒1 and 𝑒2. With the pseudo-𝐶ℓ estimator
in NaMaster (Alonso et al. 2019), we can measure the E-mode and B-
mode power spectra from the shear maps in the multipole of range ℓ =
[2, 3071] in 30 bins. The pseudo-𝐶ℓ estimator accounts for the effects
of the survey mask when computing the power spectra. To properly
account for the contribution due to shape noise and E/B-mode mix-
ing, we measured the B-mode signal on 800 mock catalogues (see
Sec. 2.2) that are generated from a pure E-mode cosmic shear field
and took an average of the measured B-mode power spectra. This
power spectrum is subtracted from the measured B-mode in the data.
The covariance matrix of the pseudo-𝐶ℓ B-modes was obtained from
the measurement in the simulations as well.

Figure 19 shows our B-mode statistics for this non-tomographic
measurement. We find they are consistent with zero, getting 𝜒2/dof =
24/30 with 𝑝-value of 0.76. The final results, including the tomo-
graphic measurement of B-mode statistics, will be presented in future
work (DES collaboration 2025).

6.4 Null Tests with Survey Property Maps

Shear measurements should not correlate with unrelated observing
conditions at the level of a full survey. Any correlations, if found,
would indicate some potential systematic contamination in the cat-
alogue. We use a subset of the survey property maps from (Bechtol
et al. 2025). Each map comes as a HEALPix grid with the resolu-
tions specified below. We evaluate the survey property at the object’s
position and then compute the mean shear in each component in bins
of the survey property.

The survey property maps with the number of HEALPix values
we consider are,

• airmass (weighted mean) – secant of the zenith angle for the
observations. (nside=16384)

• exposure time (sum) – the total exposure time in seconds.
(nside=16384)

• FWHM (weighted mean) – the full width half maximum (in
arcseconds) of the PSF (seeing). (nside=16384)

• sky brightness (weighted mean) – contributions from airglow,
zodiacal light, scattered starlight. (nside=16384)
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Figure 13. Top Row: mean shear (𝑒1 and 𝑒2) in the CCD coordinate system. We use cells of 128 × 128 pixels and compute the response corrected mean shear
in each cell. All CCDs from all exposures that contribute to a shear measurement are used. Each object detected in the Metadetection catalogue is binned into
the CCD according to its position projected into the CCD coordinate system. Bottom Left: The response-corrected mean shear as a function of the CCD column.
Bottom Right: The response-corrected mean shear as a function of the CCD row. Note that global mean shear residuals in the catalogue are subtracted in all
panels.
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Figure 14. Mean shear (left: 𝑒1 and right: 𝑒2) in focal plane coordinates, which covers the field of view of 2.2 deg2. Galaxy ellipticities are binned into a grid
of 128 × 128 pixel cells covering each CCD. We use all 𝑟-band exposures and compute the response corrected mean shear in each grid cell. We find a 𝜒2/dof =
26387/25200 for 𝑒1 and 𝜒2/dof = 25802/25200 for 𝑒2. Note that global mean shear residuals in the catalogue are subtracted in all panels.
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Figure 15. Top Row: mean shear (𝑒1 and 𝑒2) in cell-based coadd coordinates.
Due to a buffer region around each cell-based coadd where object detections
are removed since they overlap with adjacent cell-basec coadds, the figure
covers the central∼ 100×100 pixel region of a cell-based coadd. The 𝜒2 with
respect to zero mean shear is 𝜒2

reduced=66.5/64 for 𝑒1 and 𝜒2
reduced=70.3/64 for

𝑒2. Bottom Row: mean shear (𝑒1 and 𝑒2) in coadd tile coordinates. A coadd
tile is 10,000 × 10,000 pixels. The 𝜒2 with respect to zero mean shear is,
𝜒2

reduced=1501/1444 for 𝑒1 and 𝜒2
reduced=1388/1444 for 𝑒2. In both coordinate

systems, objects are binned into grid cells consisting of multiple pixels and
then mean response-corrected shear is measured for each cell. for this test,
the global mean shear in the catalogue is subtracted

• Differential Chromatic Refraction (DCR; weighted mean) – the
effect of DCR on PSF shape 𝑒1 and 𝑒2 and on the sky coordinates
(RA, DEC) (nside=16384)

• Background Offset – global and local background over-
subtraction estimated from stellar aperture photometry with two dif-
ferent aperture radii. (nside=64)

• Dust Extinction – the dust extinction map in Schlegel et al.
(1998) from which we used 𝐸 (𝐵 − 𝑉) values to correct for the
reddening. (nside=4096)

• Stellar Density – the density of Gaia stars (EDR3; Gaia Col-
laboration et al. 2021) found in our footprint. The population is split
into blue and red stars by its broad band photometry 𝐺BP − 𝐺RP.
(nside=16384)

A more detailed description of how each survey property is measured
can be found in Bechtol et al. 2025.

The measurement is conducted as follows. We first divide the range
of a survey property signal into several bins and assign galaxy shear
to each bin based on their positions in the sky. We then compute
the response corrected mean shear for each survey property bin.
Finally, we perform a linear fit to the relationship between the shear
signals and the survey property map using an ordinary least-squares
fitter. The survey property signals are normalized to ⊆ [0,1] prior to
performing the fit.

To estimate the uncertainties on the fit parameters, we use mock
catalogues. These catalogues allow us to estimate the fit parameter
uncertainties, including both shape noise and cosmic variance. They
also avoid any possible complications of estimating the uncertain-
ties from a contaminated signal. Using the 800 realizations of the
Cosmogrid simulations, we compute the standard deviation of the
slope of the best-fit line 𝑚. Figure 20 shows the 𝑚/𝜎𝑚, which is
the statistical significance of the slope relative to zero. In all survey
properties, we find that slopes are statistically consistent with zero,

Table 6. The reduced 𝜒2 with respect to the null detection for each correlation
of observed shear with survey property map. All of these results are consistent
with null detection at 3𝜎.

survey property 𝜒2/dof (r-band; 𝑒1, 𝑒2) 𝜒2/dof (i-band)

Airmass 0.47, 0.75 0.96, 0.38
Exposure Time 0.57, 0.51 0.71, 1.12

FWHM 0.53, 0.69 0.50, 0.64
Sky Brightness 0.56, 0.92 0.53, 0.61

DCR (RA) 0.86, 0.44 0.63, 0.81
DCR (DEC) 0.63, 0.50 0.61, 0.52

DCR (PSF 𝑒1) 0.76, 1.32 0.50, 1.14
DCR (PSF 𝑒2) 0.67, 0.33 0.67, 0.69

Background Offset 0.95, 1.31 1.25, 1.01

Dust Extinction 0.89, 0.87
Stellar Density (ALL) 0.79, 1.38

Stellar Density (BLUE) 0.40, 0.99
Stellar Density (RED) 0.43, 1.26

meaning observed shear is not correlated with the survey conditions.
We report reduced 𝜒2 statistics in Table 6.

7 IMAGE SIMULATION-BASED TESTS

So far, we have discussed the catalogue-level systematics tests and
mostly examined the sources of additive bias, which we can calibrate
from data. The calibration of multiplicative bias, however, needs to be
characterized and carried out in realistic image simulations. For this
purpose, we use an image simulation suite generated using an update
version of the DES Y3 image simulation code and data (MacCrann,
Becker et al. 2022). In this work, we present a short description of the
simulations and defer a more detailed presentation to Mau, Becker
et al. 2025.

The image simulations are generated independently for each coadd
tile. We use a set of ∼ 1000 randomly selected tiles. For each coadd
tile, we simulate each input single-epoch (CCD) image using the
observed pixel masks, backgrounds, WCS, and PSF solutions. The
input single-epoch images are then put through the identical cell-
based coadding and Metadetection pipelines as the actual DES
data. The input catalogue of galaxies for the simulations is derived
from the same catalogue used in MacCrann, Becker et al. (2022), but
with updates to include realistic galaxy clustering from the Cardinal
simulation (To et al. 2024) and corrections to the bright end of the
magnitude function for the deficit of bright objects in the original
catalogue. We again used fitvd24 models fit to the data as the
input sources (MacCrann, Becker et al. 2022). For the stars, we used
a combination of the LSST trilegal simulations (Dal Tio et al.
2022) and Gaia EDR3 (Gaia Collaboration et al. 2021) catalogues.
This combination allows us to place very bright stars in their correct
locations. Our Metadetection pipeline uses the locations of Gaia
stars for special processing steps and so this detail is important.
When simulating objects, we use color and position of the object to
evaluate the PSF model, allowing our simulations to test both the
effects of using the median galaxy color in the Metadetection code
and the effects of ignoring the PSF spatial dependence within single
cell-based coadds.

We simulated a series of different image configurations to test

24 https://github.com/esheldon/fitvd
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Figure 16. Left: tangential and cross-component shear around the centers of cell-based coadds, which have a dimension of 200 x 200 pixels. The reduced
𝜒2 statistics computed using the full covariance matrix for each 𝛾t and 𝛾x is 𝜒2

reduced=6.37/15 and 𝜒2
reduced=16.6/15, respectively. Middle: tangential and

cross-component shear around the centers of coadd tiles, which have a dimension of 10,000 x 10,000 pixels. The reduced 𝜒2 statistics computed using the full
covariance matrix for each 𝛾t and 𝛾x is 𝜒2

reduced=12.9/15 and 𝜒2
reduced=19.4/15, respectively. Right: tangential and cross-component shear around the centers of

fields/exposures. The reduced 𝜒2 statistics computed using the full covariance matrix for each 𝛾t and 𝛾x is 𝜒2
reduced=61.1/20 and 𝜒2
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The number of field/exposure centers used for this test was 47610.

0.1 1
 [arcmin]

2

0

2

t(
)

×10 4 Around cell centers
blue mid red

1 10
 [arcmin]

5

0

5

×10 3 Around coadd centers

10 100
 [arcmin]

5

0

5

×10 3 Around field centers

Figure 17. Tangential shear around cell-based coadd, coadd, and field/exposure centers where the galaxy sample is split by their measured 𝑔 − 𝑖 color (blue:
[-2.00, 0.76], mid: [0.76, 1.49], red: [1.49, 4.00]).

10 100
 [arcmin]

2

1

0

1

 

×10 3 ePSF (median)

10 100
 [arcmin]

ePSF (actual)
blue mid red

eta
n

PS
F(

)

Figure 18. Tangential projection of residual PSF shapes after model sub-
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Left panel shows the case when the PSFs were drawn at their median color,
which is the case in our Metadetection shape catalogue. Right panel shows
the case when the PSFs were drawn at their actual star colors.

both the image simulations themselves as well as the effects of var-
ious approximations we use in the Metadetection pipeline. These
configurations are as follows:

(i) grid-exp: galaxies are modeled as circular exponentials with
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Figure 19. B-mode statistics measured with NaMaster (Alonso et al. 2019).
We find 𝜒2/dof = 24.2/30 with 𝑝-value of 0.76, consistent with a null
detection.

fixed flux and size and placed in a hexagonal grid; no stars are
simulated.

(ii) grid: galaxies are sampled from the COSMOS catalogue and
placed in a hexagonal grid; no stars are simulated.
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Figure 20. Statistical significance of the dependence of the shear measure-
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the survey property. 𝐸1/𝐸2 in the y-axis denotes the 𝑒1/𝑒2 component of the
shear correlated with the survey property. The significance of the observed
slope is computed using 800 Cosmogrid simulations.

(iii) grid-median_color: same as grid, but PSFs are always
evaluated at the median color of the galaxy catalog; no stars are
simulated.

(iv) fiducial: galaxies and their positions are sampled from the
COSMOS catalogue.

(v) median_color: same as fiducial, but PSFs are always evalu-
ated at the median color of the galaxy catalog,

(vi) no_stars: same as fiducial, but no stars are simulated.

For each of these configurations, we simulated ∼400 DES tiles per
configuration, with the exceptions of grid-exp for which we only
simulate 100 tiles and fiducial for which we simulate ∼1000 tiles.
The random seeds per coadd tile are consistent between the config-
urations, allowing us to measure the differences in results between
the configurations at high precision by canceling most of the shared
shape and pixel noise.

In each case, we test the shear recovery by creating pairs of simu-
lations with true shears of (𝑔1, 𝑔2)=[(+0.02, 0), (-0.02, 0)] for which
we run Metadetection and combine the mean measured shears

according to the estimators from Pujol et al. (2019)

�̂� =
⟨�̂�+⟩ − ⟨�̂�−⟩

2|𝑔 | − 1 , (18)

𝑐 =
⟨�̂�+⟩ + ⟨�̂�−⟩

2
. (19)

We perform jackknife resampling over simulated tiles to estimate the
measurement uncertainty. We apply all of the same cuts as in the
data, except that objects are not cut to the unique tile boundaries.
Instead, we leave a buffer region of unsimulated area near the edge of
the coadd tile where no objects are simulated. This choice allows us
to avoid small selection effects where objects move in and out of the
unique coadd tile region. These would be accounted for by adjacent
tiles in the DES data, but our simulations do not have adjacent tiles.

The measurements of 𝑚1 and 𝑐2 from each configuration are re-
ported in Table. 7. We highlight key findings from these simulations.

(i) The benchmark tests with simple simulations (grid-exp,
grid, grid-median-color) show that for isolated objects, our im-
age processing pipeline (PSF models, coaddition, and Metadetec-
tion) displays no significant multiplicative and additive bias and
are at the sub-percent level. Additionally, the difference between
grid and grid-median-color configurations demonstrates that
the use of median color for evaluating PSF models does not affect
our capability to recover shear for isolated objects. The difference in
multiplicative and additive bias, obtained by jacknifing over pairs of
the same simulated tiles in each configuration to cancel most of the
noise, is Δ𝑚 = (0.44± 1.70) × 10−3, Δ𝑐1 = (−2.2± 2.2) × 10−5 and
Δ𝑐2 = (−6.3 ± 2.2) × 10−5.

(ii) The difference of no_stars and fiducial configurations,
again obtained by a paired jackknife, demonstrates that the stellar
contamination in the catalogue is small, in terms of both the response
of star-like objects and their density. The difference in multiplicative
and additive bias is Δ𝑚 = (0.063 ± 3.675) × 10−3, Δ𝑐1 = (0.34 ±
6.55) × 10−5 and Δ𝑐2 = (−2.8 ± 6.6) × 10−5.

(iii) The difference between median_color and fiducial con-
figurations validates that our ability to recover shear in settings
with realistic levels of blending is robust even with the approach
of evaluating PSF models at median galaxy color. Using the paired
jacknife technique, we find Δ𝑚 = (0.035 ± 2.017) × 10−3, Δ𝑐1 =

(−3.5 ± 2.5) × 10−5 and Δ𝑐2 = (−7.2 ± 2.5) × 10−5.
(iv) The measurements for the fiducial simulations yield no

detectable additive effects and constrain the net multiplicative bias to
be (+3.4± 6.1) × 10−3, where we have reported a 3𝜎 error bar. This
estimate of the multiplicative bias𝑚 includes any residual effects due
to neglecting PSF color, spatial variation when running Metadetec-
tion on the cell-based coadds, and star-galaxy separation issues.

A final calibration of𝑚 and prior/uncertainty for the cosmological
analyses, including the effects of blending due to projected sources
between different redshifts, will be derived and reported in Mau,
Becker et al. 2025.

8 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we presented the cell-based coadding and Metade-
tection pipelines, applied them to DES Y6 data to build the DES
Y6 Metadetection shape catalog, and performed extensive testing
of the catalogue. The final catalogue comprises 151,922,791 source
galaxies from the DES Y6 footprint covering 4422 deg2. The effective
number density of galaxies is 8.22 galaxies per arcmin2 with shape

MNRAS 000, 1–30 (2025)



DES Y6 Metadetection Shape Catalog 21

Table 7. Measurements of multiplicative and additive shear biases via jack-
knifing Eqn. 18 over measurements from simulated images of Y6 tiles. The
reported uncertainties correspond to 3 standard errors of the mean.

Configuration 𝑚1 [10−3] 𝑐2 [10−4] # tiles

grid-exp −0.27 ± 0.10 +0.002 ± 0.018 97
grid −3.8 ± 10 −0.5 ± 3.7 395
grid-median_color −4.3 ± 9.9 +0.1 ± 3.7 395
no_stars +3.5 ± 9.5 +0.4 ± 4.1 395
median_color +3.4 ± 9.8 +0.8 ± 4.1 395
fiducial +3.4 ± 6.1 +1.0 ± 2.6 981

noise of 𝜎e = 0.29. Our tests of the shape measurement methodol-
ogy using image simulations Mau, Becker et al. (2025) indicate that
the residual multiplicative bias in the catalogue is 0.34% ± 0.61% at
3𝜎 uncertainty, which is within 1.3% requirement for LSST Y1 (The
LSST Dark Energy Science Collaboration et al. 2018). The remaining
systematic errors in the catalogue are largely additive. While we sig-
nificantly reduced the trend of the mean shear as a function of galaxy
color, as shown in Table 4, there is still a residual mean shear signal
whose origin is not fully explained, but which can be empirically cor-
rected. We further found detectable PSF modeling errors in the shear
catalogue. However, given the statistical precision of the catalog,
preliminary estimates indicate that the residual PSF modeling errors
are not a significant contaminant to cosmic shear measurements from
the Metadetection catalogue. Should this conclusion change for a
particular cosmological analysis, the PSF contamination model in
this work can be used to directly marginalize over the residual sys-
tematic effects. This work is accompanied by Schutt et al. (2025),
which describes the Y6 Piff PSF modeling, and Mau, Becker et al.
(2025), which describes the state-of-the-art Y6 image simulations in
full detail. Further, our Metadetection catalogue is complemented
by another shear catalogue that employs the BFD technique and will
be described in Gatti, Wetzell et al. (2025).

Over the past decade, as the DES collaboration has worked dili-
gently to improve our weak lensing analysis algorithms, our un-
derstanding of how to make weak lensing shear measurements has
evolved significantly. During the SV analysis, one of the primary
concerns in weak lensing measurements at the time was noise bias
(e.g., Hirata & Seljak 2003; Kacprzak et al. 2012; Melchior & Vi-
ola 2012; Refregier et al. 2012). However, that analysis helped to
reveal the importance of shear-dependent catalogue selection effects
(e.g., Hirata & Seljak 2003; Bernstein & Jarvis 2002). In the analy-
sis of Y1 and Y3 data, the collaboration moved to use weak lensing
shear measurement techniques that correctly handled these noise bias
and selection effects (Huff & Mandelbaum 2017; Sheldon & Huff
2017). The DES Y3 analysis introduced several additional innova-
tions, including improved PSF modeling with Piff and extensive use
of image simulations to calibrate cross-redshift, blending-induced
shear calibration effects (Jarvis et al., 2021; Gatti, Sheldon et al.
2021; MacCrann, Becker et al. 2022). The DES Y3 analysis further
helped to reveal the importance of shear-dependent detection effects
and motivated the introduction of Metadetection itself (Sheldon
et al. 2020). Finally, we have broadened our understanding of what
a complete catalogue testing strategy entails and have made signifi-
cant improvements to our catalogue testing strategies, including the
introduction of more extensive statistical tests with PSF modeling
residuals (Jarvis et al. 2016) and direct null tests on the cosmic shear
two-point correlation functions (see, e.g., Becker et al. 2016; Amon
et al. 2022).

Looking forward, the cell-based coadding with Metadetection
pipeline presented in this work is the precursor to a similar pipeline
being developed by the LSST Dark Energy Science Collaboration for
use with the Vera C. Rubin Observatory LSST (Sheldon et al. 2023).
The DES Y6 Metadetection catalogue already meets key targets for
the control of systematic errors needed for the analysis of the first year
of LSST data (The LSST Dark Energy Science Collaboration et al.
2018), including controlling multiplicative biases. Demonstrating
this level of systematics control in the analysis of actual survey data
is a significant milestone and bodes well for the longevity of the
techniques employed in this work.
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Table A1. Software versions and source for key packages used in creating the cell-based coadds.

package version source

pizza-cutter 0.5.3 https://github.com/beckermr/pizza-cutter
numpy (Harris et al. 2020) 1.19.1 conda-forge
scipy (Virtanen et al. 2020) 1.5.2 conda-forge

esutil 0.6.4 conda-forge
ngmix 2.0.5 conda-forge
fitsio 1.1.5 conda-forge
piff 1.2.0 conda-forge

pixmappy 1.0.0 conda-forge
desmeds 0.9.12 conda-forge
meds 0.9.12 conda-forge

Table A2. Software versions and source for key packages used in running Metadetection.

package version source

desmeds 0.9.16 conda-forge
easyaccess 1.4.11 conda-forge
pizza-cutter 0.8.0 https://github.com/beckermr/pizza-cutter

pizza-cutter-metadetect 0.9.1 https://github.com/beckermr/pizza-cutter-metadetect
sxdes 0.3.0 https://github.com/esheldon/sxdes
esutil 0.6.10 conda-forge
fitsio 1.1.8 conda-forge

galsim (Rowe et al. 2015) 2.4.7 conda-forge
healpy 1.16.2 conda-forge

healsparse 1.8.1 conda-forge
hilbertcurve 2.0.5 conda-forge
hpgeom 0.8.2 conda-forge

lsstdesc.coord 1.2.3 conda-forge
mattspy 0.7.2 https://github.com/beckermr/mattspy
meds 0.9.16 conda-forge

metadetect 0.11.0 https://github.com/esheldon/metadetect
ngmix 2.3.0 conda-forge

numba (Lam et al. 2015) 0.56.4 conda-forge
numpy (Harris et al. 2020) 1.23.5 conda-forge

piff 1.2.5 conda-forge
pixmappy 1.0.0 conda-forge

pizza-patches 0.10.0 https://github.com/esheldon/pizza-patches
scipy (Virtanen et al. 2020) 1.10.1 conda-forge
sep (Barbary 2016) 1.2.1 conda-forge

APPENDIX A: SOFTWARE VERSIONS AND CONFIGURATION SETTINGS FOR THE CELL-BASED COADDING AND
METADETECTION PIPELINES

Tables A1 and A2 list the software versions for key packages used in creating the cell-based coadds and Metadetection catalogues. All
software is available on conda-forge (conda-forge community 2015) and/or online as listed in each table. The cell-based coadding and
Metadetection codes require configuration files. For the cell-based coadding code, this file’s contents are:

des-pizza-slices-y6-v15.yaml
des_data:
campaign: Y6A2_COADD
source_type: finalcut
piff_campaign: Y6A2_PIFF_V3

# optional but these are good defaults
fpack_pars:
# if you do not set FZTILE, the code sets it to the size of a slice for you
FZQVALUE: 16
FZALGOR: "RICE_1"
# preserve zeros, don’t dither them
FZQMETHD: "SUBTRACTIVE_DITHER_2"
# do dithering via a checksum
FZDTHRSD: "CHECKSUM"

coadd:
# these are in pixels
# the total "pizza slice" will be central_size + 2 * buffer_size
central_size: 100 # size of the central region
buffer_size: 50 # size of the buffer on each size

# this should be odd and bigger than any stamp returned by the
# PSF reconstruction
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psf_box_size: 51

wcs_type: image
coadding_weight: ’noise’

single_epoch:
# pixel spacing for building various WCS interpolants
se_wcs_interp_delta: 8
coadd_wcs_interp_delta: 100

# fractional amount to increase coadd box size when getting SE region for
# coadding - set to sqrt(2) for full position angle rotations
frac_buffer: 1

# set this to either piff or psfex
# if using piff in DES and a release earlier than Y6,
# you need to set the piff_run above too
psf_type: piff
psf_kwargs:
g:
GI_COLOR: 1.1

r:
GI_COLOR: 1.1

i:
GI_COLOR: 1.1

z:
IZ_COLOR: 0.34

piff_cuts:
max_fwhm_cen: 3.6
min_nstar: 30
max_exp_T_mean_fac: null
max_ccd_T_std_fac: null

mask_piff_failure:
grid_size: 128
max_abs_T_diff: 0.15

# which SE WCS to use - one of piff, pixmappy or image
wcs_type: pixmappy
wcs_color: 1.1

ignored_ccds:
- 31

reject_outliers: False
symmetrize_masking: True
copy_masked_edges: True
max_masked_fraction: 0.1
edge_buffer: 48

# Y6 already deals with tapebump in a sensible way
mask_tape_bumps: False

# DES Y6 bit mask flags
# "BPM": 1, #/* set in bpm (hot/dead pixel/column) */
# "SATURATE": 2, #/* saturated pixel */
# "INTERP": 4, #/* interpolated pixel */
# "BADAMP": 8, #/* Data from non-functional amplifier */
# "CRAY": 16, #/* cosmic ray pixel */
# "STAR": 32, #/* bright star pixel */
# "TRAIL": 64, #/* bleed trail pixel */
# "EDGEBLEED": 128, #/* edge bleed pixel */
# "SSXTALK": 256, #/* pixel potentially effected by xtalk from */
# #/* a super-saturated source */
# "EDGE": 512, #/* pixel flag to exclude CCD glowing edges */
# "STREAK": 1024, #/* pixel associated with streak from a */
# #/* satellite, meteor, ufo... */
# "SUSPECT": 2048, #/* nominally useful pixel but not perfect */
# "FIXED": 4096, # bad coilumn that DESDM reliably fixes */
# "NEAREDGE": 8192, #/* marks 25 bad columns neat the edge */
# "TAPEBUMP": 16384, #/* tape bumps */

spline_interp_flags:
- 1 # BPM
- 2 # SATURATE
- 4 # INTERP. Already interpolated; is this ever set?
- 16 # CRAY
- 64 # TRAIL
- 128 # EDGEBLEED
- 256 # SSXTALK
- 512 # EDGE
- 1024 # STREAK

noise_interp_flags:
- 0

# make the judgment call that it is better to use the somewhat
# suspect TAPEBUMP/SUSPECT areas than interp, because they are
# fairly large
# star areas are ignored for now - GAIA masks will handle them or star-gal sep
# - 32 # STAR
# - 2048 # SUSPECT
# - 4096 # FIXED by DESDM reliably
# - 8192 # NEAREDGE 25 bad columns on each edge, removed anyways due to 48 pixel boundry
# - 16384 # TAPEBUMP

bad_image_flags:
# data from non-functional amplifiers is ignored
- 8 # BADAMP

gaia_star_masks:
poly_coeffs: [1.36055007e-03, -1.55098040e-01, 3.46641671e+00]
max_g_mag: 18.0
symmetrize: False
# interp:
# fill_isolated_with_noise: False
# iso_buff: 1
apodize:
ap_rad: 1

mask_expand_rad: 16

For Metadetection, this config file is
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metadetect-v10.yaml
metacal:
psf: fitgauss
types: [noshear, 1p, 1m, 2p, 2m]
use_noise_image: True

# use defaults in sxdes package
sx: null

fitters:
- model: pgauss
weight:
fwhm: 2.0

symmetrize: False
- model: gauss
weight:
fwhm: 2.0

symmetrize: False
coadd: False

shear_band_combs: [[1, 2, 3]]
det_band_combs: [[1, 2, 3]]

# any regions where the bmask is set with one of these flags will be masked
# out of detection
nodet_flags: 33554432 # 2**25 is GAIA stars

# check for hitting the edge when fitting
bmask_flags: 1610612736 # 2**29 | 2**30 edge in either MEDS of pizza cutter

mfrac_fwhm: 2 # arcsec

meds:
box_padding: 2
box_type: iso_radius
max_box_size: 48
min_box_size: 48
rad_fac: 2
rad_min: 4
weight_type: uberseg

pizza-cutter-preprocessing:
gaia_star_masks:
poly_coeffs: [ 1.36055007e-03, -1.55098040e-01, 3.46641671e+00]
max_g_mag: 18.0
symmetrize: False
# interp:
# fill_isolated_with_noise: False
# iso_buff: 1
apodize:
ap_rad: 1

mask_expand_rad: 16

slice_apodization:
ap_rad: 1

APPENDIX B: PRE-PSF GAUSSIAN (PGAUSS) FLUX AND SIZE MEASUREMENTS

Our primary flux measure for each Metadetection detection is the pgauss flux measure from the ngmix package. This flux measure has the
advantage of matching the effective flux apertures between different bands (up to PSF modeling errors), which is important for the measurement
of object colors and photometric redshifts. This flux measure is not adaptive and so can be lower signal-to-noise than a flux measure with an
aperture that is better matched to the object. We compute this flux measure, and a measure of object size, by closely following the procedure
for the Fourier-space moments from Bernstein et al. (2016b) with some key modifications. This technique is also reminiscent of the Gaussian
aperture (GaaP) fluxes from Kuĳken (2008).

To derive these estimators, we first need a few basic facts about Fourier transforms. These are

(i) The Fourier transform of a quantity like 𝑥2𝑊 (𝑥) is ∝ 𝑑2𝑊 (𝑘 )
𝑑𝑘2 .

(ii) The integral of the product of two functions in real-space can be computed from their Fourier transforms:
∫
𝑑𝑥2𝐺 (𝑥)𝑊 (𝑥) =∫

𝑑𝑘2𝐺 (𝑘)𝑊 (𝑘). This relation is called the Plancherel theorem (Plancherel & Leffler 1910).

In our application, 𝑊 (𝑥) will be a Gaussian window function that defines the aperture of the flux measure and 𝐺 (𝑥) will be the pre-PSF
galaxy image. If we denote 𝑃(𝑥) as the PSF, a convolution as ⊛, and 𝐼 (𝑥) is PSF-convolved profile of the galaxy, then we can compute a
pre-PSF, Gaussian weighted flux 𝐹, via

𝐹 =

∫
𝑑𝑥2𝑊 (𝑥)

[
𝐼 (𝑥) ⊛ 𝑃−1 (𝑥)

]
=

∫
𝑑𝑘2 [𝐼 (𝑘)/𝑃(𝑘)]𝑊 (𝑘) (B1)

where we have used · · · ⊛ 𝑃−1 (𝑥) to indicate a deconvolution, have transformed to Fourier space using Plancherel’s Theorem, and converted
the deconvolution to a division in Fourier space. Of course, directly deconvolving the PSF from the observed galaxy image, 𝐼 (𝑘)/𝑃(𝑘), is
a numerically unstable operation. To control for this, we implement this set of operations as a multiplication of the Fourier transform of the
galaxy image 𝐼 (𝑘) with a kernel𝑊 (𝑘)/𝑃(𝑘). We set the effective real-space size of𝑊 (𝑥) to be larger than 𝑃(𝑥) so that numerical instabilities
from the deconvolution are suppressed.
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We can compute higher-order moments as follows. For a moment with a kernel 𝑥𝑛1𝑊 (𝑥), we have

𝑀
(𝑛)
𝑖

=

∫
𝑑𝑥2𝑥2

𝑖𝑊 (𝑥)
[
𝐼 (𝑥) ⊛ 𝑃−1 (𝑥)

]
∝

∫
𝑑𝑘2 𝑑

𝑛𝑊 (𝑘)
𝑑𝑘𝑛

𝑖

[𝐼 (𝑘)/𝑃(𝑘)] (B2)

where we have used the first property enumerated above. Stated more simply, to compute higher-order moments, we use the corresponding
derivative of the kernel 𝑊 (𝑘) in Fourier space. For a Gaussian kernel, these derivates will always carry exponential terms, rendering the
process stable as long as the kernel is large enough. With these relationships, we can define the size measure 𝑇pgauss as the appropriately
normalized sum of 𝑀 (2)

1 + 𝑀 (2)
2 . To handle non-trivial WCS transformations, we use a Jacobian WCS approximation about the center of the

object and remap the Fourier-space pixel locations to their proper tangent plane locations before evaluating the kernel. Finally, we compute a
covariance error matrix for our moments by directly propagating the noise in the pixels through the sums above. Under the assumption that the
pixel noise is independent, these covariance error matrices are statistically correct. In practice, for coadds, the pixel noise is not independent,
but our simple error measure is a useful approximation nevertheless.

Finally, we apply a few numerical procedures to further stabilize this procedure and make it more efficient. First, we always use a kernel size
that is strictly bigger than the PSF size. In our case, this is a Gaussian kernel with FWHM of two arcseconds. Second, we apodize the edges of
the object postage stamp images using the same apodization kernel as used in Metadetection in order to stabilize the results against bright
sources near the edge of the image. Third, we zero-pad the image by a factor of four to control for the FFT periodicity. Fourth, we truncate the
PSF to zero below an amplitude of 10−5 relative to its peak value in Fourier space. Finally, we limit the number of FFTs via caching, use numba
(Lam et al. 2015) to speedup key numerical operations, and use a fast exponential function that works to single precision when computing the
kernels. Our final implementation runs at a speed of O(10𝑠) of milliseconds per object per image.

APPENDIX C: OBJECT SELECTION DETAILS

In this appendix, we provide more details on the object selection cuts in Sec. 4.4.

C1 Junk Detections

We visually inspected objects that are removed by the “junk” selection cuts.

(i) pgauss cut – As stated in Sec. 4.4, we removed any objects with 𝑇pgauss > 1.6 − 3.1 × 𝑇pgauss
err . The top panel of Fig. C1 shows 32 × 32

pixel 𝑔𝑟𝑖 false-color postage stamp images of randomly selected objects that are removed by this cut. The stamp is centered on the object we
cut, which is not visible in many cases. Many of these objects are falsely detected due to background subtraction errors near bright foreground
objects.

(ii) Super-spreader cut – Super-spreader objects are objects that have large sizes when fit with bulge+disk models via ngmix/fitvd. These
were initially found in Y3 Balrog studies (Everett et al. 2022) and found again as outliers with much too large photometric uncertainty for their
brightness in the Gold sample (Bechtol et al. 2025). Subsequent studies found that these are the same population of objects. We adjusted the
cuts for our slightly different fitting routines and selected objects with 𝑇gauss × 𝑇gauss

err < 1 or 𝑇gauss/𝑇gauss
err > 10. The bottom panel of Fig. C1

shows randomly selected objects removed by this cut. Again, the postage stamp images are centered on the object we cut, many of which are
not visible in the images.

C2 Stellar Contamination

In this appendix, we present the details of our residual stellar contamination estimates. Due to the fact that the DES Y6 Gold catalogue is
deeper than the Metadetection catalogue, we use the fraction of noshear Metadetection objects that match ”likely“ and ”high-confidence“
stars in the Gold catalogue as an estimate of the stellar contamination. We first match the entire Metadetection catalogue to the entire Gold
catalog, finding the nearest object in the Gold catalogue for each Metadetection catalogue detection. We find that 87% of Metadetection
objects were matched with a Gold object within 0.263 arcseconds, even though the images used to produce the cell-based coadds are a subset
of images to produce the Gold sample. Investigating the differences by hand, we find that the missing matches come from either few-pixel
object centroid offsets between the object centroids or detection differences in the presence of blending. The centroid offsets come from a
combination of the larger reconvolution PSF used by Metadetection coupled with blending and noise. This effect is rather large. If we
increase the matching radius to a few pixels, the match rate increases only by ∼ 6-7%. Excluding areas around large foreground galaxies only
changed the match rate by ∼ 0.1%, indicating that these objects are not a major source of the detection differences. Finally, to produce the
stellar contamination estimates in Table. 2, we compute the fraction of objects that match the ”likely“ and ”high-confidence“ stars from Gold
within 0.263 arcseconds using their classifications described in Sec.4.2 of Bechtol et al. (2025).

Unfortunately, the estimates above are too low by a factor of several due to the fact that star-galaxy separation at faint magnitudes is poor in
the Gold catalogue (Bechtol et al. 2025). Estimates from synthetic-source injection (Anbajagane, Tabbutt et al. 2025) indicate a higher fraction
of stars around ∼ 0.74%. This fraction was estimated by computing the fraction of selected Metadetection objects from the injected sample
that matched back to a star in the injection catalogue. However, this estimate is too high since the purity of the star-galaxy classifier for the
injected catalogue at faint magnitudes is poor (Anbajagane, Tabbutt et al. 2025). Further, the image simulations also provide an estimate of
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pgauss

super-spreader

Figure C1. Randomly selected objects that are removed from the catalogue by the “pgauss” cut (top) and the “super-spreader” cut (bottom). Each image is a
32 × 32 pixel 𝑔𝑟𝑖 false-color postage stamp around the centroid of the object we cut. In most cases, there is no obvious visible object at the center of the stamp.

⟨𝑔obs𝑝2 ⟩ = 𝛼⟨𝑝2𝑝2 ⟩ + 𝛽⟨𝑞2𝑝2 ⟩ + 𝜂⟨𝑤2𝑝2 ⟩ + 𝛼(4) ⟨𝑝4𝑝2 ⟩ + 𝛽 (4) ⟨𝑞4𝑝2 ⟩ + 𝜂 (4) ⟨𝑤4𝑝2 ⟩ + 𝜂 (24) ⟨𝑤24𝑝2 ⟩ + 𝜂 (42) ⟨𝑤42𝑝2 ⟩ (D1)
⟨𝑔obs𝑞2 ⟩ = 𝛼⟨𝑝2𝑞2 ⟩ + 𝛽⟨𝑞2𝑞2 ⟩ + 𝜂⟨𝑤2𝑞2 ⟩ + 𝛼(4) ⟨𝑝4𝑞2 ⟩ + 𝛽 (4) ⟨𝑞4𝑞2 ⟩ + 𝜂 (4) ⟨𝑤4𝑞2 ⟩ + 𝜂 (24) ⟨𝑤24𝑞2 ⟩ + 𝜂 (42) ⟨𝑤42𝑞2 ⟩ (D2)
⟨𝑔obs𝑤2 ⟩ = 𝛼⟨𝑝2𝑤2 ⟩ + 𝛽⟨𝑞2𝑤2 ⟩ + 𝜂⟨𝑤2𝑤2 ⟩ + 𝛼(4) ⟨𝑝4𝑤2 ⟩ + 𝛽 (4) ⟨𝑞4𝑤2 ⟩ + 𝜂 (4) ⟨𝑤4𝑤2 ⟩ + 𝜂 (24) ⟨𝑤24𝑤2 ⟩ + 𝜂 (42) ⟨𝑤42𝑤2 ⟩ (D3)
⟨𝑔obs𝑝4 ⟩ = 𝛼⟨𝑝2𝑝4 ⟩ + 𝛽⟨𝑞2𝑝4 ⟩ + 𝜂⟨𝑤2𝑝4 ⟩ + 𝛼(4) ⟨𝑝4𝑝4 ⟩ + 𝛽 (4) ⟨𝑞4𝑝4 ⟩ + 𝜂 (4) ⟨𝑤4𝑝4 ⟩ + 𝜂 (24) ⟨𝑤24𝑝4 ⟩ + 𝜂 (42) ⟨𝑤42𝑝4 ⟩ (D4)
⟨𝑔obs𝑞4 ⟩ = 𝛼⟨𝑝2𝑞4 ⟩ + 𝛽⟨𝑞2𝑞4 ⟩ + 𝜂⟨𝑤2𝑞4 ⟩ + 𝛼(4) ⟨𝑝4𝑞4 ⟩ + 𝛽 (4) ⟨𝑞4𝑞4 ⟩ + 𝜂 (4) ⟨𝑤4𝑞4 ⟩ + 𝜂 (24) ⟨𝑤24𝑞4 ⟩ + 𝜂 (42) ⟨𝑤42𝑞4 ⟩ (D5)
⟨𝑔obs𝑤4 ⟩ = 𝛼⟨𝑝2𝑤4 ⟩ + 𝛽⟨𝑞2𝑤4 ⟩ + 𝜂⟨𝑤2𝑤4 ⟩ + 𝛼(4) ⟨𝑝4𝑤4 ⟩ + 𝛽 (4) ⟨𝑞4𝑤4 ⟩ + 𝜂 (4) ⟨𝑤4𝑤4 ⟩ + 𝜂 (24) ⟨𝑤24𝑤4 ⟩ + 𝜂 (42) ⟨𝑤42𝑤4 ⟩ (D6)
⟨𝑔obs𝑤24 ⟩ = 𝛼⟨𝑝2𝑤24 ⟩ + 𝛽⟨𝑞2𝑤24 ⟩ + 𝜂⟨𝑤2𝑤24 ⟩ + 𝛼(4) ⟨𝑝4𝑤24 ⟩ + 𝛽 (4) ⟨𝑞4𝑤24 ⟩ + 𝜂 (4) ⟨𝑤4𝑤24 ⟩ + 𝜂 (24) ⟨𝑤24𝑤24 ⟩ + 𝜂 (42) ⟨𝑤42𝑤24 ⟩ (D7)
⟨𝑔obs𝑤42 ⟩ = 𝛼⟨𝑝2𝑤42 ⟩ + 𝛽⟨𝑞2𝑤42 ⟩ + 𝜂⟨𝑤2𝑤42 ⟩ + 𝛼(4) ⟨𝑝4𝑤42 ⟩ + 𝛽 (4) ⟨𝑞4𝑤42 ⟩ + 𝜂 (4) ⟨𝑤4𝑤42 ⟩ + 𝜂 (24) ⟨𝑤24𝑤42 ⟩ + 𝜂 (42) ⟨𝑤42𝑤42 ⟩ . (D8)

the effects of stars on the catalogue. The estimates in Sec. 7 indicate no detectable residual additive bias and an upper bound on the change in
the multiplicative bias 𝑚 of < 3.6 × 10−3 at three-sigma. Thus we conclude that the residual stellar contamination in the catalogue is small
enough to be ignored.

APPENDIX D: PSF LEAKAGE AND MODELING ERRORS

In this appendix, we further describe the technique we use to investigate the effects of PSF leakage and modeling errors on the shear catalogue.
As described in Sec. 5.2, the systematic contamination due to PSF leakage and modeling errors on the galaxy shape two-point correlation

function can be expressed as the two-point correlation functions of observed galaxy shapes and various PSF quantities – 𝑝2 = 𝑒PSF, 𝑞2 = Δ𝑒PSF,
𝑤2 = 𝑒PSFΔ𝑇PSF/𝑇PSF, 𝑝4 = 𝑒

(4)
PSF, 𝑞4 = Δ𝑒

(4)
PSF, 𝑤4 = 𝑒

(4)
∗ Δ𝑇

(4)
PSF/𝑇

(4)
∗ , 𝑤24 = 𝑒∗Δ𝑇

(4)
PSF/𝑇

(4)
∗ , 𝑤42 = 𝑒

(4)
∗ Δ𝑇PSF/𝑇∗. Using the contamination

model (Eqn. 15, 17), the full expressions for these correlations are
We fit the contamination model to our data by first maximizing the likelihood of the two-point cross-correlations above with the Nelder-Mead

algorithm (Nelder & Mead 1965), and then running Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) with the emcee package (Foreman-Mackey et al.
2013) to obtain the posteriors. The 1D and 2D marginal posterior contours of the parameters are shown in Figure D1. The 2D contour includes
1, 2, 3𝜎 contour lines, and the parameter values indicating no systematic contamination are shown as dotted lines. Most inferred parameters
are consistent with zero PSF leakage and modeling errors, except 𝛽 (4) and 𝜂 (24) . Each specific analysis using this shear catalogue will need
to determine if the residual PSF modeling errors are significant enough to warrant further treatment via marginalizing over the contamination
model parameters.

MNRAS 000, 1–30 (2025)



DES Y6 Metadetection Shape Catalog 29

 
(2)
PSF =

(
9.8+10.8

9.5
)

× 10 3

1
0
1
2

(2
)

PS
F 

(2)
PSF = 0.74+0.58

0.57

0.1
00.0
50.0
00.0
5

(4
)

PS
F 

(4)
PSF = 0.012+0.028

0.031

1.0
1.5
2.0
2.5

(4
)

PS
F 

(4)
PSF = 1.94+0.29

0.27

16
8
0
8

16

(2
)

PS
F 

(2)
PSF = 2.7+6.9

7.5

4
0
4
8

12

(4
)

PS
F 

(4)
PSF = 3.1+2.7

2.6

3
2
1
0
1

(2
4)

PS
F 

(24)
PSF = 1.27 ± 0.68

0.0
15
0.0

00
0.0

15
0.0

30
0.0

45

(2)
PSF 

60
30
0

30

(4
2)

PS
F 

1 0 1 2
(2)
PSF 

0.1
0

0.0
5
0.0

0
0.0

5

(4)
PSF 

1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5
(4)
PSF 

16 8 0 8 16

(2)
PSF 

4 0 4 8 12
(4)
PSF 

3 2 1 0 1
(24)
PSF 

60 30 0 30

(42)
PSF 

(42)
PSF = 12+20

18

Figure D1. Posterior contours of our PSF contamination model parameter space for the fiducial angular scales and binning. The dotted lines show the parameter
values that are expected with no PSF leakage, which are 𝛼(2) , 𝛼(4) = 0.
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