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ABSTRACT

The intracluster light (ICL) is an important tracer of a galaxy cluster’s history and past interactions.
However, only small samples have been studied to date due to its very low surface brightness and the
heavy manual involvement required for the majority of measurement algorithms. Upcoming large
imaging surveys such as the Vera C. Rubin Observatory’s Legacy Survey of Space and Time are
expected to vastly expand available samples of deep cluster images. However, to process this increased
amount of data, we need faster, fully automated methods to streamline the measurement process. This
paper presents a machine learning model designed to automatically measure the ICL fraction in large
samples of images, with no manual preprocessing required. We train the fully supervised model on a
training dataset of 50,000 images with injected artificial ICL profiles. We then transfer its learning onto
real data by fine-tuning with a sample of 101 real clusters with their ICL fraction measured manually
using the surface brightness threshold method. With this process, the model is able to effectively learn
the task and then adapt its learning to real cluster images. Our model can be directly applied to
Hyper Suprime-Cam images, processing up to 500 images in a matter of seconds on a single GPU, or
fine-tuned for other imaging surveys such as LSST, with the fine-tuning process taking just 3 minutes.
The model could also be retrained to match other ICL measurement methods. Our model and the
code for training it is made available on GitHub.

1. INTRODUCTION

Galaxy groups and clusters contain a diffuse, low sur-
face brightness component that extends throughout the
cluster (e.g. Mihos et al. 2005). This component is
known as the intracluster light (ICL; see Mihos 2019;
Contini 2021; Montes 2022 for reviews), and is thought
to be mainly made up of stars that have been ripped out
of their original galaxies during the accretion history of
the cluster, through mergers and interactions with other
galaxies (e.g. Rudick et al. 2006; Contini et al. 2014).
In-situ star formation might also be a contributor, al-
beit less significant, to the ICL (e.g. Barfety et al. 2022;
Montenegro-Taborda et al. 2023). The ICL forms an
important record of the formation history of the cluster
and the evolution of the galaxies within it, particularly
the brightest cluster galaxy (BCG), around which the
ICL is concentrated (e.g. Rudick et al. 2011; Canas
et al. 2020).

One metric that is widely used to quantify the amount
of ICL in a cluster is the ICL fraction, that is, the frac-
tion of the total stellar light in the cluster that belongs
to the ICL. The relationship of this quantity with host
cluster properties such as redshift, mass, or dynamical
state can provide key insights into the efficiency of in-
teractions in different environments.

Simulations suggest an increasing amount of ICL
over time (with decreasing redshift), as more stars are
added to the ICL as the cluster evolves (e.g. Murante
et al. 2007). However, this relationship could be non-
monotonic, with accretion of other groups and clusters
with lower ICL fractions causing the ICL fraction of the
combined system to decrease, while disruptions of the
individual galaxies already within the cluster cause the
fraction to increase (Canas et al. 2020). The overall
relationship is then the result of the interplay between
the timescales of these processes. Simulations disagree
about the expected strength of this relationship how-
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ever, with Montes (2022) showing that, for example,
Rudick et al. (2011) found a much more gradual increase
across redshift than Tang et al. (2018).

Some simulations suggest a weakly increasing correla-
tion between ICL fraction and host cluster halo mass in
the group-cluster mass range (e.g. Purcell et al. 2007;
Canas et al. 2020; Proctor et al. 2024), albeit with sig-
nificant scatter, while others do not find any trend (e.g.
Rudick et al. 2011; Contini et al. 2014; Contreras-Santos
et al. 2024).

Simulations also suggest a relationship between the
amount of ICL in a cluster and the cluster’s dynami-
cal state, where relaxed and hence evolved clusters have
higher ICL fractions than their counterparts, although
noting that simulations define the ICL fraction in mass
rather than stellar light(e.g. Contini et al. 2023; Brough
et al. 2024; Contreras-Santos et al. 2024).

Analyzing these trends with ICL fraction and cluster
properties using observational data presents difficulties.
The observational definition of the ICL is ambiguous,
and it is unclear how to best separate the light in the
ICL from the rest of the light in the cluster, in particular
the BCG. There are a number of different methods cur-
rently used. These range from using a surface brightness
threshold to define and separate the ICL (e.g. Feldmeier
et al. 2004; Burke et al. 2015; Montes & Trujillo 2018;
Furnell et al. 2021; Martinez-Lombilla et al. 2023), to
modeling and subtracting cluster galaxies through either
analytical models (e.g. Gonzalez et al. 2005; Spavone
et al. 2017; Morishita et al. 2017; Ragusa et al. 2021) or
orthonormal mathematical bases (e.g. Jiménez-Teja &
Dupke 2016; Jiménez-Teja et al. 2023), to using wavelet-
based algorithms (e.g. Da Rocha & De Oliveira 2005;
Guennou et al. 2012; Adami et al. 2013; Ellien et al.
2021). These each come with their own assumptions
and biases, which makes it particularly challenging to
compare between different existing samples and study
trends on a large scale.

The review by Montes (2022) compared measurements
taken with the surface brightness threshold method,
composite model method, and wavelet method. They
found that the observed relationship between ICL frac-
tion and redshift was strongly dependent on the mea-
surement method chosen, with the surface brightness
threshold method showing an increase in ICL frac-
tion with decreasing redshift, the composite model
method showing slight evolution in redshift, and the fi-
nal method showing no correlation. There was also sig-
nificant scatter between different samples due to the dif-
ferent depths, bands, and surface brightness thresholds
applied in the images. These issues make it difficult to
compare with expectations from simulations and to com-

pare different observations with one another. However,
with the heterogeneous samples available, observations
also seem to indicate that there is no trend of ICL frac-
tion with host halo mass (e.g. Krick & Bernstein 2007,
Montes 2022; Ragusa et al. 2023). Finally, there are also
contradictory results from observations regarding the
correlation with cluster relaxation — some studies (e.g.
Da Rocha et al. 2008; Todice et al. 2020; Ragusa et al.
2023) found that the ICL fraction appears to be higher
in more dynamically evolved systems, whereas Jiménez-
Teja et al. (2018) find the opposite trend. These results
show the difficulty posed by drawing conclusions from
heterogeneous samples.

Brough et al. (2024) compared eight different observa-
tional measurement methods applied to a homogeneous
sample of simulations. They found agreement between
the mean ICL fraction measured by the different meth-
ods, but found significant scatter present on an individ-
ual measurement basis. The largest difference in ICL
fraction for a single cluster was 23% (ranging from 0.11
to 0.34). These results indicate that using a homo-
geneous sample does alleviate some of the difficulties
in comparison, and that the measurement methods do
show broad agreement, however the scatter involved still
makes direct comparison between samples analyzed with
different methods challenging.

These issues are compounded by the dependence of
the ICL fraction on the photometric band and survey
limiting depth used for the observation (e.g. Burke et al.
2015; Montes & Trujillo 2018). Constructing a large,
homogeneous sample of ICL measurements using a sin-
gle method would be the most effective way to remove
these systematic issues and draw more robust conclu-
sions about the ICL fraction’s dependence on host clus-
ter properties.

To generate such a sample, we need many homoge-
neous cluster images with the depth required to study
this low surface brightness component. With the next
generation of optical imaging surveys expected to reach
unprecedented depths, we will soon have enough data
to solve this issue. The Vera C. Rubin Observatory’s
Legacy Survey of Space and Time (LSST; Ivezi¢ et al.
2019) will image the entire Southern sky to a depth suf-
ficient to study the ICL (Montes 2019; Brough et al.
2020). Thus, to take full advantage of these data and
avoid the problems presented by different measurement
methods, we need to be able to efficiently measure the
ICL fraction in hundreds of thousands of group and clus-
ter images, as LSST is likely to find ~100,000 clusters
and ~1 million groups up to z ~ 1.2 over the southern
hemisphere (Brough et al. 2020). However, the mea-
surement methods currently available are not readily
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scalable to sample sizes of this magnitude, as many of
them rely on some manual involvement and tuning on
a per-cluster basis (e.g. Brough et al. 2024). Along-
side investigation into making these methods applicable
to significantly larger samples, we need to explore other
possible options.

Machine learning has proven to be particularly use-
ful for these types of data-intensive problems, as it re-
quires little to no human involvement, making it an at-
tractive solution for effectively processing large numbers
of images. Machine learning models have been devel-
oped for a wide array of problems in astronomy, such
as image denoising (e.g. Vojtekova et al. 2021) and
outlier identification (e.g. Han et al. 2022). In the
ICL field, Marini et al. (2022) used a machine learning
model to classify star particles in simulated galaxy clus-
ters as belonging to either the ICL or the BCG based on
the given host cluster mass, normalized particle cluster-
centric distance, and rest-frame velocity. Machine learn-
ing models have seen particular use in image classifica-
tion problems, for example identification of galaxy merg-
ers (Pearson et al. 2019), morphological classification of
galaxies (Hayat et al. 2021), and classification of tidal
features (Desmons et al. 2024). They have also seen use
in image regression problems, for example in predicting
photometric redshifts from input images (Hayat et al.
2021).

A difficulty presented in astronomy applications for
machine learning, in particular ICL measurement, is
the lack of labeled training samples. Supervised ma-
chine learning models often require tens of thousands
of training samples in order to learn a task sufficiently
well, and such datasets do not exist even for current
ICL measurement methods. Some works (e.g. Hayat
et al. 2021; Stein et al. 2022; Desmons et al. 2024)
solve this problem by using self-supervised representa-
tion learning, which uses a combination of a large unla-
beled dataset and a small labeled dataset to learn a task.
However, this technique is not currently suitable for ICL
measurement, owing to the limited numbers of deep im-
ages of clusters available to construct a large enough
unlabeled dataset. Instead, here we explore a technique
called transfer learning, which involves adapting learn-
ing from a different task or dataset to the target domain
(Pan & Yang 2010). It is a well known issue that ma-
chine learning models struggle with different datasets.
For example, Pearson et al. (2019) found that the accu-
racy of a model trained on real images fell from 91.5%
to 53.0% when applied to simulated mock images. How-
ever, if the two datasets are similar enough, this issue
can be mitigated with fine-tuning (e.g. Oquab et al.
2014; Walmsley et al. 2022). This involves taking a

model pretrained on a very large dataset related to the
target task, and training it further on a small sample of
images from the target dataset. Generally, either only
the final few layers are trained or a low learning rate is
used, to avoid destroying all the learned weights from
the previous task.

In this work, we develop a machine learning model
to efficiently measure the ICL fraction in input cluster
images. Section 2 describes our data sources, outlines
the methods used to construct our training and fine-
tuning datasets, and describes the architecture of the
machine learning model. Section 3 presents the results
of our model, and Section 4 discusses the reliability of
the results and potential areas of improvement for the
model. Throughout this work we assume a standard
cosmological model with parameters Hy = 70 km s~*
Mpc~t, Q,, = 0.3, and Q, = 0.7.

2. METHOD
2.1. Data sources

We use images from the Hyper Suprime-Cam Sub-
aru Strategic Program (HSC-SSP; Miyazaki et al. 2018)
Public Data Release 2 (PDR2; Aihara et al. 2019). Al-
though Public Data Release 3 (PDR3; Aihara et al.
2022) is now available, we choose to use PDR2 as it
fulfils the requirements of our work and has been ex-
tensively tested for low surface-brightness studies (e.g.
Huang et al. 2018; Huang et al. 2020; Li et al. 2022)
whereas PDR3 introduces several differences in sky con-
ditions, observing strategy, and data treatment pipeline
that would need to be accounted for. HSC-SSP is car-
ried out with the Hyper Suprime-Cam instrument on
the 8.2m Subaru telescope, and is a three layered multi-
band (grizy) imaging survey. The three layers have
varying limiting depths: Wide (m, ~ 26.4 mag), Deep
(m, ~ 27.4mag), and Ultradeep (m, ~ 28.0 mag).
LSST is expected to image the entire southern sky to a
surface brightness depth® of u, ~ 30.3 mag/arcsec? (30,
10” x 10”), which is comparable to the Ultradeep layer
of HSC, which has a depth of p, ~ 29.8 mag/arcsec?
(Martinez-Lombilla et al. 2023). The Deep and Ultra-
deep layers are imaged to a depth sufficient to study low
surface brightness features such as ICL, and also has the
advantage that it uses the same pipeline as LSST to re-
duce its data (Bosch et al. 2018), meaning that a model
trained on HSC-SSP data should be easily adapted to
LSST data as well. This is important as the need for an
efficient measuring algorithm such as the one we present

! https://smtn-016.1sst.io/
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here is driven by the amount of data that LSST will pro-
vide.

In order to make manual measurements of the ICL,
we require a catalogue of clusters. We use CAMIRA
(Oguri et al. 2018), an optically-selected catalogue of
clusters run on all HSC-SSP images. The algorithm,
fully described in Oguri (2014), leverages the expecta-
tion that all massive clusters are expected to show a
“red sequence” of galaxies (e.g. Gladders & Yee 2000)
to identify likely red sequence galaxies using a stellar
population synthesis model and group them into clus-
ters.

The final product of the CAMIRA algorithm is a cat-
alogue of clusters, where the central coordinates of each
cluster are the coordinates of the BCG identified by
the algorithm. We only use the Deep/Ultradeep clus-
ters for our manual ICL measurements, as the depths
of these layers are best suited for low surface bright-
ness studies. The Wide clusters are used to define a
BCG stellar mass distribution, which is used in the con-
struction of our training sample as described below. In
the Deep/Ultradeep layers 248 clusters are identified by
the CAMIRA algorithm, and 7939 clusters are identi-
fied in the Wide layer. Photometric cluster redshifts
are calculated by the CAMIRA algorithm based on the
most likely redshift for a particular likely red sequence
of galaxies, as described in detail in Oguri (2014). We
restrict our sample to clusters that have a photometric
redshift of less than 0.5, as low surface brightness fea-
tures become extremely challenging to detect past this
limit due to cosmological dimming. 130 clusters in the
Deep/Ultradeep layers and 2709 clusters in the Wide
layer fit this criterion. These clusters were identified
in the HSC-SSP PDR3 survey, which covers more area
than the PDR2 that we use for our image data (1298
square degrees compared to 1022 square degrees in the
Wide layer, and 36 square degrees compared to 35 square
degrees in the Deep/Ultradeep layers). Using PDR2 im-
ages reduces our sample size to 129 clusters in the Deep
layer and 2379 clusters in the Wide layer. We also re-
move clusters from these layers that have bad photom-
etry or have significant contamination from bright stars
(identified by manual inspection of these images), leav-
ing us with 101 clusters in the Deep/Ultradeep layers.

The redshifts of these clusters have a range of 0.1 <
z < 0.5, where 0.5 is our chosen upper limit as described
previously and 0.1 is the lower limit of the CAMIRA cat-
alogue due to the large angular sizes and brightness of
member galaxies in HSC-SSP below this redshift com-
plicating the cluster finding (Oguri et al. 2018). The
parameter richness in CAMIRA is defined as the num-
ber of red member galaxies with stellar masses M, 2
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Figure 1. Distribution of cluster richness (top) and pho-
tometric cluster redshift (bottom) of the final Wide sample
(left) and Deep/Ultradeep sample (right). Values are as pro-
vided by the CAMIRA algorithm.

10192 M), within an aperture of radius R ~ 1h~*Mpc,
where the stellar mass of all likely red sequence galaxies
is predicted by the stellar population synthesis model
(Oguri 2014). In our final sample, the cluster richness
ranges from 15 to 93 in the Deep/Ultradeep layers and
15 to 170 in the Wide layer. This lower limit roughly cor-
responds to Magom = 10*h~1 Mg (Oguri et al. 2018).
The richness and redshift distribution of the samples
over all three layers is shown in Figure 1.

The CAMIRA algorithm also produces a catalogue of
2,191,333 galaxies from the Wide layer that fit the red
sequence stellar population synthesis model well, called
Luminous Red Galaxies (LRGs), which we also make
use of in our work. As with the clusters, we exclude
galaxies with redshifts higher than 0.5, leaving a sample
of 479,435 LRGs.

Finally, in this work we make use of the photomet-
ric redshifts provided by HSC-SSP (Nishizawa et al.
2020), calculated using the Mizuki template fitting code
(Tanaka et al. 2018), which gives photometric redshifts
for all objects in the Deep/Ultradeep layers of HSC-SSP.

2.2. Training data
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Machine learning models require significant amounts
of data (ideally tens of thousands of samples) to effec-
tively learn a task. Given that we only have a sample
of 2480 cluster images over the entire HSC-SSP survey,
and only 101 of these in the Deep/Ultradeep layer, it
is currently not possible to assemble such a sample for
training. We use transfer learning to overcome this is-
sue by generating a large sample of artificial images to
use as our main training dataset, and then transfer the
model’s learning into the real domain using the smaller
sample of real images.

Transfer learning is most effective when the training
domain is as similar as possible to the target domain.
For this reason, rather than using simulated data, which
would give us realistic ICL morphologies based on real
physical processes and the interaction history of the clus-
ter, we choose to prioritize the realistic appearance of
the images by using existing HSC-SSP images as a base
and injecting simple artificial ICL profiles.

We use the LRGs identified by the CAMIRA algo-
rithm in the Wide layer as our base images of galaxies.
We use these instead of injecting many different artifi-
cial ICL profiles into repeat versions of the real BCG
images to have more diversity in the training sample
for more robust learning. Using the limited number of
real BCGs in the Deep layers as the base images could
lead to the model overfitting to those particular clusters,
which would ultimately hurt its ability to generalize to
unseen data. BCGs are typically a special case of the
LRG population (e.g. Loh & Strauss 2006; Brough et al.
2007; Dalal et al. 2021), meaning that the generated im-
ages, centered on LRGs, will look more similar to the
real images, centered on BCGs, compared to a sample
of randomly drawn galaxies.

The stellar mass distribution of the LRG sample is
significantly different to the combined sample of BCGs
from all layers, as shown in Figure 2. The reason that
the number of BCGs in high mass bins exceeds the num-
ber of LRGs is that the BCG sample is drawn from
all three layers, whereas the LRG sample is only from
the Wide layer. This difference in the two distribu-
tions means that a random sample drawn from images
of LRGs will contain many more low mass galaxies than
the BCG sample. In order to keep our datasets as similar
as possible, we re-sample the LRGs to match the mass
distribution of our BCG sample. To do this, we esti-
mate the probability density function (PDF) of the BCG
mass distribution and the LRG mass distribution using
Gaussian kernel density estimation. We then weight the
probability of sampling each galaxy by the ratio of the
BCG mass PDF to the LRG mass PDF at that galaxy’s
mass. In this way, the likelihood of drawing an LRG of
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Figure 2. Stellar mass distribution of the Wide layer LRG
sample with redshift < 0.5, and the combined BCG sample
in Wide, Deep, and Ultradeep layers.

the same mass as a BCG increases. We sample 50,000
LRGs using this method, as this should be a sufficient
number for the supervised training. After this weighted
sampling of the LRGs, the stellar mass distribution of
our drawn sample of 50,000 LRGs matches the mass dis-
tribution of the BCGs.

We use 600 x 600 kpc cutouts in r-band from the Wide
layer of the HSC-SSP survey, converting this into an
angular size for downloading each cluster. Given the
HSC pixel scale of 0.168 arcsec, this covers a range of
1936 pixels at z = 0.1 to 585 pixels at z = 0.5. Current
observations generally detect ICL out to radii of between
100 kpc and 300 kpc depending on the survey, before it
becomes too faint compared to the background level to
be detected (e.g. Montes & Trujillo 2014; DeMaio et al.
2015; Jiménez-Teja et al. 2018; Montes et al. 2021). This
physical size should therefore be large enough to capture
the ICL in the majority of cases. We then mask out
bright stars in the image using the bright star masks
provided by the HSC-SSP survey.

The method of data generation is illustrated in Fig-
ure 3. Firstly, we remove all light in the image fainter
than a surface brightness of u,, = 26 mag/arcsec? (e.g.
Rudick et al. 2011; Montes & Trujillo 2018; Martinez-
Lombilla et al. 2023), corrected for cosmological dim-
ming and k-corrected following Equation 1, where the
k-correction, k(z), is estimated as a function of redshift
using the “k-corrections calculator”? (Chilingarian et al.
2010) and assuming an ICL color g —r = 0.7 (Martinez-

2 http://kcor.sai.msu.ru/
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Lombilla et al. 2023).
ovs (2) = 26+ 25101+ 2) + k(=) (1)

This removes any existing low surface brightness fea-
tures around the central galaxy, including any potential
ICL (see panel 2 in Figure 3).

We then randomly generate an artificial ICL profile,
using an exponential profile with randomized ellipticity
and position angle (c.f. Watkins et al. 2024). We ap-
ply a surface brightness cut to find the 26 mag/arcsec?
isophote of the LRG, and set the effective radius of the
profile to a randomly selected pixel size between the
semi-major and semi-minor axes of the isophote. Sev-
eral studies have found that the ICL can be modeled us-
ing an exponential profile (e.g. Montes & Trujillo 2018;
Kluge et al. 2021; Ragusa et al. 2021). We visually de-
termined that our parameters automatically produce a
reasonable ICL profile for a number of different LRG
base images. We also tested the impact of modeling
ICL with an exponential profile by training a model on
images injected with Sérsic profiles with random indices
between 1 and 8. We find that this does have a minor
impact on the model’s performance, with a Mean Abso-
lute Error (MAE) in its predictions of 0.0186 compared
to our final model’s MAE of 0.0159. This means that for
an ICL fraction of 0.2, the error on the fraction increases
from 7.9% to 9.3%. This indicates that even using wildly
unrealistic profiles during initial model training does not
have a significant impact on the model’s ability to rec-
ognize the ICL profiles in real images. However, we note
that the use of this profile could create the possibility
that our model may not be as adept at identifying ICL
with more asymmetric morphologies (e.g. Rudick et al.
2006; Presotto et al. 2014; Montes & Trujillo 2022). We
then inject this profile into the thresholded image (see
panel 3 in Figure 3).

In the first step, we removed all low surface bright-
ness light in the image. This is intended to remove any
low surface brightness light initially present around the
central galaxy, which is replaced by our injected ICL
profile. However, this will also remove any other low sur-
face brightness light in the image associated with other
sources. Removing this light gives these other sources
an unnatural appearance that could hinder the model’s
ability to process real images. To test the impact of this
step, we trained a model on images that instead have
Gaussian noise injected as the background. We find
that this causes the model to fail to make predictions
on real data. This shows that maintaining the realistic
appearance and noise properties of the images is impor-
tant to enabling the model to transfer its learning to
the target dataset. We therefore want to preserve this

light in our generated training images. To do this, we
create a version of the ICL profile which is normalized
between 0 and 1 (where 1 corresponds to the maximum
flux value, equivalent to 26 mag/arcsec?). This is then
inverted, and used to scale the original subtracted back-
ground before adding it to the image. This means that
where the ICL profile is close to 0, away from the cen-
tral galaxy, the image has its original background, but
as the profile gets brighter, the original background is
suppressed, leaving our injected ICL profile around the
central galaxy. Finally, so that the ICL does not appear
unnaturally noiseless as in panel 3 of Figure 3, we calcu-
late the 30 clipped statistics of the original background,
and add Gaussian noise with the same standard devia-
tion to the image, scaled by the normalized ICL profile
so that the noise across the new image remains con-
sistent with the original. This new image is the final
generated image (see panel 4 in Figure 3).

Running this process on all 50,000 images of LRGs
gives us our final set of images for the initial stage of the
model training. We refer to this dataset as the “artificial
dataset”, in contrast to the “fine-tuning dataset” which
consists of the sample of 101 real Deep/Ultradeep cluster
images that we introduce below.

2.3. Measurement method

In order to train the model to predict the ICL frac-
tion, we first need to measure the ICL fractions in both
our artificial dataset and the fine-tuning dataset. There
are multiple different possible methods to choose from
to measure the ICL as discussed in Montes (2022) and
Brough et al. (2024). In this case we use the surface
brightness cut method to make these measurements.
This method assumes that all flux fainter than a cho-
sen surface brightness threshold is contributed by the
ICL component. Brough et al. (2024) found that this
method gave results consistent with other measurement
methods. We choose this method for its relative sim-
plicity and the fact that it makes no assumptions about
the morphology of either the BCG or the ICL.

We measure the ICL using the surface brightness cut
method for both our artificial and fine-tuning datasets,
and describe our procedures in more detail below. The
exact procedure differs slightly between the two. For
the fine-tuning dataset, we manually tune the back-
ground subtraction and bright star masking, and also
apply masks for non-cluster member galaxies on an indi-
vidual cluster basis when conducting the measurement.
The fine-tuning dataset is small enough that manual
inspection and tuning of each cluster is feasible, and
it is important to have accurate measurements for this
dataset to achieve a good transfer of the model’s learning
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Figure 3. From left to right the images show the steps of the training data generation procedure. (1) The original cutout of
an LRG from HSC-PDR2 wide data, resized to 224x224 pixels. (2) The image with light fainter than 26 mag/arcsec® removed.
(3) Randomly generated exponential profile added to the thresholded image. (4) Final generated image with extra noise and
background added. (5) The difference between images (1) and (4) to better highlight the added low surface brightness light.

All images have been arcsinh scaled.

into the final image domain. However, for the artificial
dataset, we prioritize making the measurements com-
pletely automatically, as it is not feasible to manually
tweak the measurement for 50,000 clusters. The relative
simplicity of the method makes it easy to automate the
process to some extent, but it is quite reliant on effec-
tive masking and background subtraction, which often
requires human evaluation and involvement and makes it
problematic to apply automatically. Also, since the ar-
tificial dataset does not contain actual clusters, we can-
not apply cluster membership information here. This
means that the automatic measurements taken of the
artificial dataset are likely to be slightly inaccurate for
some clusters due to these factors. However, given that
the purpose of the artificial dataset is to give the model
only a general understanding of the task, and that inac-
curacies in its understanding should be corrected in the
fine-tuning stage, this level of noise in the measurements
should be acceptable for our artificial dataset. We ex-
plore the impact of this assumption in the next section.

2.3.1. Measurement method for artificial dataset

The model accepts images of size 224 x 224 pixels.
This is a standard size for computer vision models, to
lower the computational cost of training and inference,
so we first resize the cutouts to this size. This is done
using SCIKIT-IMAGE (van der Walt et al. 2014), which
interpolates the image to downsize the image. This re-
sizing does mean that lower redshift clusters will be more
heavily binned than higher redshift clusters due to their
larger initial size, which could affect the measured ICL
fraction. We return to this in Section 4.

We then perform an automatic background estimate
and subtraction. The HSC-SSP data has already been
coadded and sky subtracted using a global sky sub-
traction algorithm (Aihara et al. 2019), however this
often requires some additional correction, particularly
to correct for gradients across the cutouts which would
be problematic for ICL measurement. To estimate the
background, we divide the cutout into a 14 x 14 grid,

and use PHOTUTILS (Bradley et al. 2023) to create a
coarse 2D background map using the 3o clipped statis-
tics in each box, interpolating over bright stars. This
is likely to include any ICL and the BCG in the center
of the image as part of the background, as they extend
over large areas in the image. To avoid this, we keep
only the background values from boxes around the edge
of the image, removing the central region of the coarse
background map. We first calculate the 30 clipped me-
dian of the counts in these boxes and subtract this con-
stant sky value. We then fit a bivariate B-spline surface
to these edge background values and use this as an esti-
mate of the background. This avoids including any large
features such as ICL in the center of the image as part
of the background, and will smooth over any remaining
sharp peaks in the background values due to extended
galaxies on the edge of the image, while still allowing us
to capture any large-scale 2D gradients across the image.
We then subtract this estimate of the background from
the image. As mentioned above, it is possible that this
automatic procedure could lead to some over or under-
subtraction in some images, leading to an increase in the
uncertainties. However our procedure aims to minimize
these issues as much as possible.

To test the sensitivity of the model’s learning to the
choice of background subtraction procedure, we trained
a model on measurements made with only a constant
sky value subtracted, and another model with only the
B-spline curve background estimate. After fine-tuning,
the performance of these models was not significantly
different from that of our final model, with an MAE of
0.0164 and 0.0158 compared to the final MAE of 0.0159.
This indicates that the choice of background subtraction
procedure in the artificial dataset does not have a strong
effect on the model’s performance.

Next, we locate and mask very small background
galaxies that might otherwise fall below the surface
brightness threshold and artificially inflate the ICL frac-
tion. We do this by unsharp masking the original image
to increase the contrast before segmenting the image to
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create the “hot mask”, as done in Montes et al. (2021)
and Martinez-Lombilla et al. (2023). First, we mask out
the parts of the image that are brighter than the u,, = 26
mag/arcsec? threshold, as our goal here is to capture
very small scale peaks or asymmetries fainter than this
threshold that could be caused by background galaxies.
The unsharp masking is then done by convolving the
masked image with a Gaussian filter of 0 = 2 pixels us-
ing ASTROPY (Astropy Collaboration et al. 2022), sub-
tracting it from the original, and segmenting the result-
ing image using PHOTUTILS methods. This will identify
faint, small objects in the image that we then mask for
the ICL calculation.

We then estimate the 30 surface brightness limits of
the image. We calculate the standard deviation of the
sky by calculating the 3o clipped standard deviation in
the same region around the edges of the image from
which we derived the background estimate, again to
avoid including any extended light in the center of the
image in our calculation. We then use this to find the
surface brightness limit of the image as in Equation 2
following Romén et al. (2020), where f;,, (30107 x10)
is the 30 surface brightness limit for an angular scale of
10 x 10 arcsecond?, ¢ is our calculated standard devia-
tion of the sky, pix is the pixel scale, and ZP is the zero
point of the image given by the HSC-SSP catalogue.

30
Mim (3107 x107) = —2.5 x log <7) +2ZP (2)

pix x 10

Any pixels that fall below this calculated surface
brightness limit are masked out to minimize background
contamination in our calculation.

The ICL fraction is the flux from the ICL divided by
the total flux from all galaxies and ICL in the cluster.
However, the images from our artificial dataset are cen-
tered on LRGs rather than BCGs. So, for the artificial
dataset measurements, we simplistically assume that all
unmasked objects within the field of view belong to the
cluster (which does not include bright stars or the small
faint background galaxies as these have already been au-
tomatically masked). This is likely to lead to an overesti-
mate of the cluster flux and a consequent underestimate
of the ICL fraction, however, we leave the correction of
this potential bias to the fine-tuning process. To inves-
tigate the effect of this assumption, we made a set of
test measurements masking all galaxies other than the
central LRG in the image, that is, assuming that the
central LRG is the only cluster member, and a second
set of test measurements where we classify galaxies with
a photometric redshift within 30 of the central LRG as
member galaxies (the same method that we use for our
real BCGs, detailed below). The first set of test mea-

surements results in worse performance after fine-tuning
(an MAE of 0.0242 compared to 0.0159), because the
model is trained to ignore satellite galaxies entirely dur-
ing the initial training phase and this is too large of
a difference for it to overcome during fine-tuning. On
the other hand, the second test results in similar per-
formance after fine-tuning (MAE of 0.0185 compared to
our final MAE of 0.0159).

We choose a surface brightness threshold of p, = 26
mag/arcsec?, k-corrected and corrected for cosmological
surface brightness dimming as for the data generation.

We apply the HSC-SSP provided bright star mask and
the hot mask described above to the image. The ICL
flux is calculated by summing the unmasked pixels be-
low the chosen surface brightness threshold within a cir-
cular 300kpc radius aperture, covering the full radius
of the image, which as previously described, should be
large enough to capture the measurable extent of the
ICL above the background in most cases. The total
flux of the cluster is the sum of all unmasked pixels
within the aperture. The ratio of these is then the final
ICL fraction, which we use to label each of our artificial
dataset images. For the artificial dataset, the measured
ICL fractions range from 0.001 to 0.261, with a mean
of 0.075 4+ 0.034. This distribution arises naturally from
our data generation process which prioritizes the realis-
tic appearance of the generated ICL profiles.

2.3.2. Measurement method for fine-tuning dataset

The measurement method for the fine-tuning dataset
is largely similar to the artificial dataset, but at each step
we visually inspect the image and make manual adjust-
ments as necessary. We note that although these manual
adjustments are necessary for the manual measurement
of the fine-tuning dataset to ensure accurate labeling of
the images, the images provided to the machine learning
model during training and fine-tuning are not adjusted
manually, i.e. they are not sky subtracted and only
apply the provided HSC-SSP bright star masks. The
model thus naturally learns to ignore the background of
the images when making its predictions, meaning that
when the model is later applied to samples of images,
background subtraction and manual masking of bright
objects is not necessary. The images we use for the man-
ual measurements are not resized to 224 x 224 pixels
before measurement.

Firstly, we visually inspect the image to find any obvi-
ous problems with the bright object masks provided by
HSC-SSP. At times, these masks are not large enough
to fully cover bright stars, or there are stars that have
not been masked out, so we manually create and apply
new masks to the images in these cases.
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We perform the background estimate as for the arti-
ficial dataset. After visual inspection of the result and
manually checking the radial surface brightness profile
of the image after subtraction, we then make manual
adjustments to the background subtraction process as
needed, such as adjusting the estimated gradient over
the image or subtracting additional constant sky.

To calculate the total cluster light for this sample,
we use the photometric redshifts for other objects in the
cutout to construct a mask that includes only the galax-
ies belonging to that cluster. We classify a galaxy as a
cluster member if its photometric redshift is within 3o
of the cluster’s, where the 1o accuracy of the photo-
metric redshifts is 0.05(1 + thot) (Tanaka et al. 2018).
After identifying non-cluster members, we use the PHO-
TUTILS segmentation map to create an initial mask cov-
ering these galaxies. We enlarge these non-cluster mem-
ber masks by convolving them with a Gaussian kernel
of size 0.3 pixels after finding this size kernel worked
well for covering the faint outskirts of these sources at
our image resolution. We apply this mask to the image,
so that the non-cluster member flux is not included in
either the estimation of the ICL or total cluster light.

We then construct the hot mask and mask below the
surface brightness limits of the image as described pre-
viously, and finally calculate the ICL fraction as for
the artificial dataset. The observational uncertainty on
the ICL fraction is often estimated from the sky vari-
ance. However, the impact of background subtraction
and masking on ICL fraction are significantly greater
than the impact of sky variance in the images (mean
= 0.001). We therefore use these steps to estimate the
uncertainties on the fractions by measuring the images
multiple times, spanning the range of parameters used in
the manual measurements. We then take the standard
deviation in the resulting ICL fraction as the uncertainty
on the manually measured fraction.

2.4. Model architecture

We build a model that accepts a single band 224 x 224
pixel image as input, and produces a prediction for the
ICL fraction for that image as output. A primary goal of
this method is to remove the need for manual involve-
ment. For this reason, the images given to the model
are exactly as downloaded from HSC-SSP, with the only
processing done being to downsize the images to the re-
quired resolution and applying the bright star masks as
provided by HSC-SSP. No background subtraction or
additional masking is performed.

The images are first standardized by arcsinh stretch-
ing the images, dividing them by the mean absolute de-
viation of the images, and then normalizing them be-

tween 0 and 1. This suppresses the highest and lowest
intensities of the image, and compresses the range to
make it easier for the neural network to handle the in-
puts.

The architecture of the network consists of an aug-
menter, an encoder, and output layers to generate the
final answer.

The augmenter introduces small random perturba-
tions to input images that have no effect on the images’
labels, and is key to showing the model what features of
the image are unimportant to the task and preventing
the model from overfitting to the training dataset. We
randomly apply three image augmentations:

e Randomly flipping the image horizontally and/or
vertically, each with 50% probability.

e Adding random Gaussian noise to the image with
o equal to the mean absolute deviation of the un-
standardized images.

e Randomly rotating the image by 0 (no rotation),
90, 180, or 270 degrees, each with equal probabil-

1ty.

We base our encoder on a ResNet-50 architecture (He
et al. 2016) followed by a global average pooling layer to
produce a 256-dimensional vector representation of the
input image.

The output layers then use this vector to produce the
final ICL prediction. We represent this answer as a prob-
ability density distribution over the possible ICL frac-
tions. This is done by first passing the 256-dimensional
representation through a dense hidden layer with 2048
neurons, and then another dense layer which generates
48 outputs. These outputs are used as parameters to
the output distribution, which is a mixture of beta dis-
tributions. We choose beta distributions as they are
bounded between 0 and 1, which is a useful constraint
for this problem. The mode of this distribution will then
be the most probable value of the ICL fraction for the
corresponding input image, and we retain information
about the model’s confidence in this prediction through
the full probability distribution.

2.5. Model training and fine-tuning

The model is built and trained using Tensorflow (Ten-
sorflow Developers 2023). It aims to maximize the log
likelihood of the correct ICL fraction under the output
probability distribution. This is implemented as a neg-
ative log likelihood loss function using the Tensorflow
Probability library (Dillon et al. 2017).

The model is compiled with the Adam optimizer
(Kingma & Ba 2014) and is first trained on the 50,000
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images in the artificial dataset using 90% (45,000) for
training and 10% (5,000) for validation. The learning
rate starts at 10~* and is decreased using a learning
rate scheduler to 10~° when the validation loss has not
decreased for 10 epochs. The training is then stopped
once the validation loss has not decreased for 25 epochs.
Our final model was trained for 180 epochs with these
conditions, taking 21 hours and 45 minutes on a single
Tesla V100-SXM2 GPU.

We then need to transfer the model’s learning onto
real data using the fine-tuning data. A conventional
80-20 split for training and testing here will result in a
testing sample too small to be able to accurately judge
the final performance of the model, given that our full
sample only has 101 cluster images. We therefore per-
form 5-fold cross-validation by repeating the fine-tuning
process five times, using different partitions of the full
dataset for testing each time. The model is trained from
the same initial checkpoint each time. This firstly al-
lows us to verify that the performance of our fine-tuned
model is stable across different sets of training and test-
ing data, and secondly, by collating the results of all
five fine-tuned models, allows us to evaluate the effect
of fine-tuning and performance of the final models over
a statistically significant sample of all 101 real clusters.

For the fine-tuning stage, we freeze all but the final
two dense layers in the network, meaning that only the
parameters in these final layers are allowed to change
during fine-tuning, while the more fundamental weights
of the encoder are kept fixed. This is because the model
should only need small adjustments to transfer its learn-
ing, and allowing fewer parameters to vary will reduce
the risk of the model overfitting to the small fine-tuning
dataset. The model is then trained for 100 epochs at a
learning rate of 1079, which takes 3 minutes.

3. RESULTS

In this section we first show the model’s performance
on the artificial dataset after the initial training stage,
showing that it has successfully learned the ICL fraction
prediction task for this first dataset. We then compare
the model’s performance on the real data before and
after the fine-tuning step to explore the effect of fine-
tuning.

3.1. Artificial dataset

Figure 4 shows a plot of the model’s final performance
on the validation split (5,000 images) of the artificial
dataset after the initial training was completed. The
top plot shows the distribution of ICL fractions over
the validation split. The bottom plot shows the ICL
fraction value predicted by the model as a function of
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Figure 4. Top plot: Distribution of the measured ICL frac-
tions in the validation data labels. Bottom plot: Perfor-
mance of the model on the artificial dataset, plotting pre-
dicted values against actual values. Points have been binned
into 20 equally spaced bins, with the solid line showing the
median, and the solid colors marking regions within which
75% (dark blue) and 90% (lighter blue) of the points fall.
The black dashed line shows the ideal one to one relation-
ship.

the actual ICL fraction value, with the values binned
into 20 equally spaced bins for clarity, and the scatter
in each bin represented by the filled regions. A perfect
model would predict every value correctly, and would be
represented as a perfect one to one relationship on the
plot, which is marked as a black dashed line. We see
that in general, the model predicts very close to the one
to one relationship with only a small amount of scatter.
The mean absolute error (MAE) between the model’s
predictions and the actual fraction is 0.00509.

The mean predictions of the model as shown in Figure
4 appear to worsen at the higher range of ICL fractions,
with the MAE in the second highest and highest bins
being 0.0116 and 0.0447 respectively. However, given
the small number of points in these bins (2 in each bin),
it is not clear how representative these values are of the
true ability of the model in this range. There are very
few clusters in our sample that have an ICL fraction
greater than 0.2 - only 129 clusters from our full arti-
ficial dataset are in this range (0.258% of the dataset).
Although, as seen in Figure 4, the model does qualita-
tively appear to have been able to learn to distinguish
these from lower ICL fraction images, it is clear from
the MAE in the final bins that this range of fractions is
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Figure 5. Performance of the model on the real dataset
before fine-tuning, plotting predicted values against actual
values. Grey points show all data points, where vertical error
bars are the 1o confidence intervals calculated from the out-
put probability distributions, and horizontal error bars show
the uncertainty in the manual measurements. Red points
are median values in five bins with equal numbers of points,
with horizontal error bars showing the extent of each bin.

less well characterized by the model than clusters with
ICL fractions below 0.2 due to the lack of training sam-
ples. This could cause it to predict with more scatter, as
well as preferentially predict slightly closer to the mean
to minimize the loss penalty of mistakenly predicting a
high ICL fraction.

Despite these small inaccuracies, we can see that the
model has certainly learned how to distinguish high ICL
images from low ICL images for this dataset, and gen-
erally achieves a high accuracy in its predictions.

3.2. Real data

Figure 5 shows the model’s performance on the real
data, before any fine-tuning has taken place. We also
bin the data into 5 bins with equal numbers of points to
better see the general trend in the model’s predictions.
There is a clear linear upwards trend in the model’s pre-
dictions, showing that the model has been able to apply
its learning to this new data domain to an extent, but
the trend is flatter than the ideal one to one relation-
ship shown as the black dashed line. The model also
appears to be overconfident in its predictions, shown by
the extremely small vertical error bars, which represent
the 1o confidence intervals calculated from the output
probability distributions. The MAE in the model’s pre-
dictions is 0.0295. Fine-tuning on some amount of real
data should help the model adjust to the differences in
domain, and reevaluate its confidence in its predictions.

Figure 6 shows the model’s performance after fine-
tuning on the real dataset. We use an 80-20 split for
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Figure 6. Performance of the model on the real dataset after
fine-tuning, plotting predicted values against actual values.
Top plot: Results from each fine-tuning run indicated by
different colors, with different samples used for testing each
time. Vertical error bars are the 1o confidence intervals cal-
culated from the output probability distributions, and hor-
izontal error bars show the uncertainty in the manual mea-
surements. Bottom plot: All data points are shown in grey.
Red points showing median values in five bins with equal
numbers of points, with horizontal error bars showing the
extent of each bin.

training and testing, however, due to the small size of
the real dataset, this equates to only 20 points used for
testing. We therefore run the fine-tuning process on 5
different splits of the data, with different points used
for testing each time, in order to collate the results and
evaluate the effect of fine-tuning on the model’s perfor-
mance in a statistically significant way. Each model is
trained from the same initial point, using weights saved
from the initial training on the artificial dataset. The
top panel in Figure 6 shows which predictions come from
which split in the data, whereas the bottom panel shows
all the data points, binned into 5 bins, each with equal
numbers of points.

The top panel shows that the splits are sufficiently
random to give the model a good range of data points
each time, and also shows that the fine-tuning of the
model is stable, since each split shows a similar testing
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performance despite the different partitions of training
and testing data used.

We can see from the binned trend in the bottom panel
that fine-tuning has successfully corrected the bias at
higher ICL fractions that we observed in the pre-fine-
tuning performance in Figure 5, with the binned points
now falling very close to the one to one relationship. The
MAE for the model now is 0.0159. The model has also
reevaluated its confidence intervals after being trained
on this new data. These now better reflect the ac-
tual scatter in the model’s predictions. On average, the
model now has excellent agreement with the fractions
measured manually with the surface brightness method,
however, we do observe some scatter in this relationship.
In Figure 7 we show the extent of this scatter for our
dataset. Generally it is of the order of a few percent,
with a mean of -0.005 and rms of 0.025, but it does
reach a maximum of 0.162 in the worst case.

This maximum is due to a significant outlier in the
measured fraction, evident in Figure 6, which has a mea-
sured ICL fraction of 0.3384+0.003. This is 0.134 higher
than the next highest fraction. This outlier poses an
issue for the model, which underpredicts the measured
fraction significantly (prediction 0.1767003}). One ex-
planation for this is that the model characterizes this
cluster poorly due to it being a very large outlier. When
this cluster is in the test split during fine-tuning (where
the prediction shown in Figure 6 comes from), the model
will never see any cluster with a fraction this high, and
is therefore not able to recognize it correctly during test-
ing. In actual use of the model, this would be mitigated
since this cluster would form part of the fine-tuning set.
The other possibility is that some element of this specific
image poses a challenge for the model. We investigated
whether the presence of a significant foreground galaxy
is causing the model to mistakenly include it as part of
the cluster, resulting in the underestimated ICL frac-
tion. However, masking the galaxy in question did not
result in a significant difference in the model’s prediction
(now predicting 0.19670:052 within the uncertainties of
the original prediction). Without other examples of very
high ICL fraction clusters, it is unclear whether this is an
issue with this particular cluster, or a systematic issue
with all very high ICL fraction clusters. In any case, we
must always be cautious about trusting the particular
prediction for one single cluster by the model, particu-
larly for higher fractions, until the fine-tuning sample is
sufficiently expanded to provide more training with high
ICL fraction clusters.

4. DISCUSSION
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Figure 7. Scatter in ICL fraction predictions of the model
with respect to actual fractions in the fine-tuning dataset.
The distribution has a mean of -0.005 and rms of 0.025.

We have shown that our machine learning model is
capable of accurately predicting ICL fractions in cluster
images, where the provided images require no manual
preprocessing (i.e. the images given to the model are
exactly as downloaded from HSC-SSP, with automatic
application of the bright star masks provided) and the
model is not provided any other external information.
Even with only a small amount of available data and
measurements (just 101 real cluster images), through
the use of transfer learning the model was able to ef-
fectively learn the task and adapt its learning from an
artificial domain to the real domain. However, there are
concerns that come with any machine learning model
that can influence how useful these models are in real
science applications. In this section, we discuss how our
model may be affected by these issues.

4.1. Manual measurements

A machine learning model is only as good as the data
it is trained on, and without any real “ground truth”
ICL dataset available for training, and with the wide
variety of different measurement methods available, it
is important to consider the systematics involved in the
method we chose to use for our data labeling.

In this work we used the surface brightness cut
method. This is one of the simplest methods to im-
plement, making it relatively easy to automate for our
large artificial dataset. It also has the advantage that it
makes no assumptions about the morphology of either
the BCG or the ICL. The clear drawback to this method
is the relatively arbitrary choice of surface brightness
threshold, and the fact that this method cannot mea-
sure the part of the ICL that falls over the BCG or any
other galaxies.
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Brough et al. (2024) made a comparison of the per-
formance of eight different ICL measurement methods
applied to 61 mock images of galaxy clusters from sim-
ulations. They found that, within the uncertainties, the
mean ICL fraction measured by the eight different meth-
ods on the same cluster images were consistent, rang-
ing from 0.09 + 0.02 to 0.17 & 0.08, with a mean over
all methods of 0.13 + 0.05. The two surface brightness
threshold methods found a mean ICL fraction of 0.14 £+
0.04 (‘Martinez-Lombilla’) and 0.14 £ 0.03 (‘Montes’).
Our measurement method, applied to our fine-tuning
dataset, finds a mean ICL fraction of 0.075 £ 0.055,
and for our artificial dataset the mean is 0.075 4 0.034.
These values are lower than the mean found by Brough
et al. (2024). However, this is not surprising when we
consider the differences between the datasets. Brough
et al. (2024) are measuring the ICL fraction in mock
images from simulations rather than real observations,
and make their measurements within a 1 Mpc aperture,
significantly larger than ours. They also simulated a
limiting surface brightness of u, = 30.3 mag/arcsec?
to match the estimated LSST 10 year limiting surface
brightness. This limit is deeper than our images, which
reach a maximum of p, = 29.8 mag/arcsec? for the Ul-
tradeep layer of HSC (Martinez-Lombilla et al. 2023).

The only other work measuring the ICL fraction in
HSC-SSP images is Furnell et al. (2021). They measured
the ICL in 18 clusters detected from the XMM Cluster
Survey data that fall in the deep HSC-SSP field. Five of
these clusters also appear in our final fine-tuning sample.
They also use the surface brightness cut method, how-
ever, their method deviates in other ways. Most signifi-
cantly, they use a different surface brightness threshold
to perform their measurement (up = 25 mag/arcsec?).
Assuming an age of 2 Gyr and [Fe/H] of -0.4 for the
ICL (e.g. Montes & Trujillo 2018) giving a color of
B —r =0.74 (Vazdekis et al. 2016), this corresponds to
a surface brightness threshold of 24.26 mag/arcsec? in
the r band, significantly brighter than our threshold of
26 mag/arcsec?. A brighter threshold will lead to more
light from the brighter parts of the cluster being included
in the ICL, naturally leading to higher fractions. They
also make their measurements within varying radii, de-
pending on the Rsqg of their clusters as estimated from
X-ray temperatures, with a mean over all clusters of
~ 600 kpc, on average significantly larger than our cho-
sen radius of 300 kpc. As expected, Furnell et al. (2021)
find a mean fraction of 0.243 £ 0.002, much higher than
ours. The differences in our measurement methods make
it difficult to draw conclusions from these comparisons,
despite having some of the same clusters in our samples.
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Figure 8. ICL fraction as a function of redshift. Blue and
purple circles represent our manually measured and model
predicted fractions, respectively, and the black dashed line
shows the line of best fit for our manual measurements. Teal
squares are the fractions from Montes & Trujillo (2018), and
yellow diamonds are the fractions from Furnell et al. (2021).
Grey lines connect fractions that correspond to the same
cluster.

Martinez-Lombilla et al. (2023) also use HSC-SSP im-
ages, although they measured the diffuse light within a
galaxy group (intragroup light, or IGL), rather than a
cluster. They performed their measurements in g, r,
and 7 bands, and used both a composite model method
and a surface brightness threshold method at two dif-
ferent thresholds. The method most comparable to ours
(surface brightness threshold of 26 mag/arcsec? in the r
band, within a radius of ~ 275 kpc), found an IGL frac-
tion of 0.086 4 0.024, which agrees well with the mean
ICL fraction that we find in our sample. However, the
IGL fraction that they find using other methods and
other bands varies considerably in their studied group,
from 0.016 £ 0.043 to 0.365 + 0.022. This again demon-
strates the importance of building a homogeneous sam-
ple of ICL measurements using a consistent measure-
ment method, as even when using the same data, differ-
ences in measurement method can make it very difficult
to compare between studies.

We can also consider any dependence on redshift that
we observe in our sample. In Figure 8 we present the
fractions we measure for our clusters, as well as the frac-
tions predicted by the model. We also plot measure-
ments from Furnell et al. (2021), and Montes & Trujillo
(2018), as their clusters are within a similar redshift
range to ours. Grey lines connect different measure-
ments for the same cluster.

We find a negative relationship between our measured
ICL fractions and redshift. The line of best fit for the
manual measurements is shown in Figure 8 by the black
dashed line and is given by fror, = (—0.33 +0.04)z +
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(0.18 £0.01). The relationship given by the model pre-
dictions is fror, = (—0.30 & 0.04)z + (0.17 4 0.01).
This relationship is consistent within uncertainties be-
tween the manual measurements and the model predic-
tions, showing that the model does not show a partic-
ular redshift-dependent bias in its performance. The
strength of this negative relationship is similar to that
found by Montes & Trujillo (2018), although our frac-
tions are on average slightly higher than theirs. They
also use a surface brightness threshold method, using a
threshold of - = 26 mag/arcsec? and images that are
600 kpc on each side. Furnell et al. (2021) measure frac-
tions much higher than ours on average, and also find
a stronger correlation with redshift. As discussed previ-
ously, this is likely due to several important differences
between our method and theirs.

There are a number of assumptions that we made in
our measurements, particularly of the artificial dataset,
that could potentially affect our model’s accuracy. We
noted that our use of smooth ICL profiles in the dataset
generation could impact our model’s ability to identify
ICL with more asymmetric morphologies, however we do
not find this to be a particular issue after the fine-tuning
of the model on real data that does include examples of
more asymmetric ICL profiles. In our artificial dataset
measurements, we were not able to use cluster member-
ship information, and instead assumed that all galaxies
in the cutout belonged to the cluster. This would gener-
ally lead to an overestimate of cluster flux and therefore
could lead to underestimates in ICL fraction, and we
did in fact observe a tendency of the model to under-
estimate ICL fraction before fine-tuning, as shown in
Figure 5. However, fine-tuning appears to have been
able to correct this issue as shown in Figure 6. Our
automatic background subtraction method as used for
the artificial dataset was not always perfect, and we did
observe some over or under-subtraction that required
adjustment in the manual measurements. However, the
tests we present in Section 2 and the model’s ability to
easily learn to match the manual measurements with
more accurate background subtraction shows that it is
not overly sensitive to the exact background subtraction
method. We do not find these potential issues with the
data generation and automatic measurements to have
lasting effects on the model’s accuracy as shown by its
higher performance after the fine-tuning stage.

There are other assumptions made while measuring
the fine-tuning dataset that could affect the uncertain-
ties in our manual measurements. Although we do in-
clude cluster membership information in our manual
measurements, these are based on cuts in photometric
redshift, a common way to estimate cluster members

in the absence of spectroscopic information (e.g. Burke
et al. 2015; Montes & Trujillo 2018; Furnell et al. 2021),
but which could lead to misidentifications.

Our background subtraction is also a source of mea-
surement uncertainty, even though in the case of the
manual measurements we visually inspect the result for
each cluster. We calculate our measurement uncertainty
based on the sensitivity of the ICL fraction to back-
ground subtraction parameter choice, and find that this
aspect should not influence our measurements signifi-
cantly.

Downsizing the images to 224x224 pixels for the
model input may also be impacting its predictions as
compared to our measurements, as images that are lower
redshift are more heavily binned due to their larger
original size than images at higher redshifts. However,
Brough et al. (2024) found that binning images by dif-
ferent amounts before measurement did not have a sig-
nificant impact on the ICL fractions found, and we do
not observe sensitivity in the model to this as shown by
the lack of dependence of the model’s performance on
redshift in Figure 8.

Finally, our choice of radius is another important as-
sumption in our method. We chose a radius of 300 kpc,
owing to the fact that this generally corresponds to the
ICL detection limit (e.g. DeMaio et al. 2015; Jiménez-
Teja et al. 2018; Montes et al. 2021) and the fact that
we cannot estimate physical cluster sizes for all of our
clusters with our available data. However, it is possible
that using a fixed physical radius will have an impact on
our measured values, particularly at low redshifts where
the ICL is more extended on the sky. To investigate the
impact of our chosen radius limit on our measurements,
we manually measure ICL fractions for a sample of clus-
ters out to the Ry scale radius (the radius containing
a volume with a mean density 500 times the critical
density at that redshift) and compare the fractions to
our measurements within 300 kpc. To estimate Rsog we
crossmatch our Deep/Ultradeep CAMIRA clusters with
the Galaxy and Mass Assembly (GAMA) Galaxy Group
Catalogue (Robotham et al. 2011) and find 13 matches
with log(Magp) ranging from 13.7 Mg to 15.0 Mg. We
use a scaling relation to calculate Rsg9 from the mea-
sured velocity dispersions of the GAMA groups (Zhang
et al. 2011) Over this subsample, the mean Rjpo is 640
+ 220 kpc.

We find that the ICL fractions measured within Rsqq
increase by a mean of 0.026 and up to a maximum of
0.073. Clusters with larger Rsoo have larger differences
in the measured fraction compared to the measurements
taken within a radius of 300 kpc, however the differences
appear to be independent of cluster redshift. This indi-
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cates that there is some ICL that is missed when mea-
suring within a radius of 300 kpc as compared to Rsqp.
However, we note that there is currently no consensus
on the best radius to use for measuring the ICL frac-
tion, and there are a number of approaches taken in the
literature ranging from a consistent physical radius, to
cluster-dependent radius measurements. We have cho-
sen to use a physical radius of 300 kpc as it is easy
to maintain consistency amongst a photometrically se-
lected cluster sample where scale radius estimates are
not available and balances with the machine learning re-
quirements, where significantly larger radii (e.g. 1 Mpc)
pose issues with the spatial resolution of pixels after they
have been resized to the 224 x 224 pixels necessary for
the model input. However, we note that our choice of a
300 kpc radius is a free parameter that could complicate
comparison with measurements that are made with a
different radius. Our focus is to enable the construction
of a large homogeneous sample, so it is more important
to ensure that the choice of radius can be easily applied
to all of our cluster measurements.

There are significant difficulties with comparing man-
ual ICL fraction measurements between different sam-
ples and different methods, as anything from differing
surface brightness limits to choice in observed wave-
length, surface brightness threshold, or radius can have
a significant impact on the measured fraction. Our frac-
tions are consistent with previous comparable studies,
and although some assumptions we have made intro-
duce some uncertainties that may be adopted by the
model, we do not find these to contribute significantly
to uncertainties in the model’s predictions.

4.2. Interpretability of machine learning outputs

An issue in the application of machine learning models
is the trustworthiness of the model’s outputs. Models
are often treated as “black boxes”, meaning that the
user sometimes has no idea why the model has produced
a particular answer for a particular input.

In particular for regression models, many models have
no way of indicating confidence in their answer, meaning
that there is no way to distinguish between trustworthy
and untrustworthy outputs. We address this issue by
using a probabilistic output. In the model’s training, it
aims to maximize the likelihood of the correct answer,
and is penalized based on how unlikely the correct an-
swer was under the predicted distribution. This means
that if the model is unsure, it is incentivized to pre-
dict a more flat probability distribution to minimize the
penalty. Since we retain this probability distribution,
we therefore have information about how confident the

model is in its prediction. This is demonstrated in the
error bars given in Figures 5 and 6.

Another concern about machine learning models is
their ability to find and exploit shortcuts in data that
they have been given, so although it can appear from the
test results that the model has learned the task, in fact it
may be exploiting peculiarities in the dataset to “cheat”
the answer and not performing the task as intended.
This is a well-known problem across many domains of
machine learning, sometimes known as shortcut learn-
ing (see Geirhos et al. 2020 for a review). Given that
our model is easily able to transfer its learning from one
dataset to another (the artificial dataset to the real im-
ages), this is unlikely to be the case, and indicates that
the model has in fact learned the real task of identifying
the ICL and not overfit to some underlying pattern in
the artificial dataset. However, to check this assump-
tion, we can use saliency maps, which highlight pixels
in input images that the model deems to be important
when making its decision. These can be very useful to
check that a model is not exploiting shortcuts in the
data (e.g. Zech et al. 2018).

The method we use to generate these saliency maps
is GradCAM (Selvaraju et al. 2020). GradCAM uses
the magnitude of gradients flowing into the last convo-
lutional layer in the network (the last layer to retain
spatial information from the image) to assign impor-
tance to different features in the network. An activation
map can then be generated over the original image that
combines all feature map activations weighted by im-
portance. This can be used to check that the model is
focusing on areas of the image that make sense.

Figure 9 shows three GradCAM outputs for images
from the fine-tuning dataset, where we ask it to high-
light areas of the image that are important for predicting
a high ICL fraction. Note that this is not the same as
asking the model to highlight areas where ICL exists,
rather, the model shows us what areas in the image it is
using to distinguish between it having a low ICL frac-
tion and it having a high ICL fraction. For the sake
of comparison, we also show in Figure 9 a thresholded
version of each input image to show where the low sur-
face brightness light is actually located in the image. A
shortcoming of GradCAM is that it does not tell us ex-
actly how the model is using these areas in making its
decision, only the relative importance. This means that
as a tool, it is most suited for checking that the model
is using areas of the image that indicate it is performing
the task as intended.

In Figure 9 we see that the model is focusing primarily
on the low surface brightness areas of the image while
largely ignoring the bright, central parts of the galaxy,
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Figure 9. GradCAM outputs on three example cluster im-
ages from the fine-tuning dataset. Top row: an example of
a typical activation map. Middle row: an example of the
model activating on a tidal tail and shell. Bottom row: an
example of the model ignoring a background gradient due to
a poorly masked star. Left column: Original images from the
fine-tuning dataset. Middle column: Input images, masked
and thresholded to bring out the low surface brightness light.
Right column: Activation maps overlaid on the original im-
ages, where red indicates stronger activation.

showing that it is considering relevant parts of the image
to make an informed conclusion. Its attention to these
areas correctly applied to each image makes it unlikely
to be exploiting peculiarities in the dataset. There are
some points of interest in these activation maps. Firstly,
we see that there is a tendency to activate along the bor-
ders of the images. It is possible that these indicate the
model checking for background gradients to ignore — in
fact, we see in the example in the bottom row that the
model is capable of disregarding the background gra-
dient that is present in that image due to a large star
that is not fully masked in the top corner. There is also
the possibility that this is an artifact due to the model’s
architecture. Alsallakh et al. (2020) found similar arti-
facts in their images to be connected to padding in the
model’s convolutional layers, which has also been con-
nected to a model’s ability to learn spatial information
(Semih Kayhan & van Gemert 2020). With only these
saliency maps, the exact reason for the activation along
the borders remains unclear. We also see that, inter-
estingly, the model shows interest in tidal features — in

the middle example, the central galaxy has a clear tidal
tail and shells, which correspond to bright spots in the
saliency maps.

This type of visual interpretability is still quite new
in machine learning, and as the tools improve we will be
able to have greater insight into how models make their
decisions. GradCAM allows us to see that the model is
not exploiting shortcuts in the dataset to “cheat” the
task, and really has learned some underlying rules in
the images to using the low surface brightness light to
predict the ICL fraction. This indicates that its high
performance on the test data can be trusted.

5. CONCLUSION

The problem of systematics introduced by choice of
measurement method is still an unsolved one in the
field of ICL measurements, which is partly what mo-
tivates the construction of a large, homogeneous sample
with consistent assumptions and systematic uncertain-
ties. Here we present a model trained using one reliable
and commonly used measurement method, showing that
machine learning models are capable of learning to per-
form a task on par with manual measurement. Asunder-
standing of different ICL measurement methods evolves,
the data that the model is trained on can be developed
further. In the future, it will be possible to fine-tune the
model on larger samples made with different methods or
even combinations of methods, in order to compare the
quality of the predictions made.

The main goal of developing a machine learning
method such as this is to enable fast processing of vast
amounts of data that more traditional measurement
methods are unable to cope with, which will be avail-
able in new surveys such as LSST as well as Euclid (e.g.
Kluge et al. 2024). From our results, we can see that
our model is capable of replicating measurements made
with traditional methods without any of the manual in-
spection and preprocessing that would normally be nec-
essary.

A distinct advantage to the throughput of the model
is its ability to process a batch of input images at once,
in parallel. The size of the batch that can be processed
at once is limited by the available memory. On the sin-
gle GPU that we use for training the model, which has
31GB of memory, our model is able to process a maxi-
mum of 500 samples at once in a matter of seconds.

Of course, the model is not always perfect, and is
not always able to perfectly replicate the manual mea-
surements. This scatter is relatively small, but given
that the model in itself is not physically motivated, for
more detailed study and measurement of individual clus-
ters, we will still need traditional measurement meth-
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ods to get a complete picture of the ICL. More detailed
measurements using traditional methods will also pro-
vide the better understanding of the systematics and
assumptions involved in the different methods needed
to advance this field. With this in place we will also be
able to continue to train this model to make its predic-
tions more robust and accurate. Currently, the model
is trained on just 101 real cluster images and measure-
ments, and already achieves high performance, so even
a small amount of extra data could help to improve its
predictions. For now, the model’s best use is in quickly
and automatically processing a very large number of im-
age samples in order to study large-scale trends in the
ICL fraction, and identify any particularly interesting,
outlying systems for detailed follow up studies.

In this work, we have shown that a machine learning
model can accurately predict the ICL fraction in clus-
ter images given only a small number of real training
images by leveraging transfer learning. Its ability to
quickly process many images at once makes it a good
candidate for dealing with the massive amounts of data
that large imaging surveys such as LSST and Euclid will
provide us. More data and development of the various
manual measurement methods used in the ICL field will
be used to refine the fine-tuning of the model and con-
tinue to improve its performance. All of the code used
for creating, training, and testing the model is made
available to anyone interested in using it on GitHub at
https://github.com/lpcan/MICL (Canepa et al. 2024).
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