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ABSTRACT

We present the catalog of RR Lyrae stars observed in the first year of operations of the Dark En-

ergy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI) survey. This catalog contains 6,240 RR Lyrae stars out to

∼ 100 kpc from the Galactic center and over 12,000 individual epochs with homogeneously-derived

stellar atmospheric parameters. We introduce a novel methodology to model the cyclical variation of

the spectroscopic properties of RR Lyrae from single-epoch measurements. We employ this method

to infer the radial velocity and effective temperature variation of fundamental mode and first-overtone

RR Lyrae stars and to determine their systemic velocities and mean temperatures. For fundamental

mode pulsators, we obtain radial velocity curves with amplitudes of ∼30–50 km s−1 and effective tem-

perature curves with 300–1,000K variations, whereas for first-overtone pulsators these amplitudes are

∼ 20 km s−1 and ∼ 600K, respectively. We use our sample to study the metallicity distribution of the

halo and its dependence on Galactocentric distance (RGC). Using a radius-dependent mixture model,

we split the data into chemodynamically distinct components and find that our inner halo sample

(RGC ≲ 50 kpc) is predominantly composed of stars with [Fe/H] ∼ −1.5 dex and largely radial orbits

(with an anisotropy parameter β ∼ 0.94), that we associate with the Gaia-Sausage-Enceladus merger

event. Stars in the outer halo field exhibit a broader and more metal-poor [Fe/H] distribution with

more circular orbits (β ∼ 0.39). The metallicity gradient of the metal-rich and the metal-poor compo-

nents is found to be 0.005 and 0.010 dex kpc−1, respectively. Our catalog highlights DESI’s tantalizing

potential for studying the Milky Way and the pulsation properties of RR Lyrae stars in the era of large

spectroscopic surveys.

Keywords: Catalogs(205) Computational methods(1965) Halo stars(699) Milky Way stellar halo(1060)

Milky Way Galaxy(1054) RR Lyrae variable stars(1410) Radial velocity(1332) Spec-

troscopy(1558) Stellar effective temperatures(1597) Surveys(1671)

1. INTRODUCTION

RR Lyrae stars (RRLs, or RRL for single stars)

are low-mass (< 1M⊙), short-period (< 1 d) pulsat-

ing variable stars that lie in the intersection between

the horizontal branch (HB) and the instability strip in

the Hertzsprung-Russell diagram (see e.g., Walker 1989;

Catelan & Smith 2015). Because of their ubiquity in

old and metal-poor systems, RRLs are important trac-

ers of the formation of the Galactic halo, globular clus-

ters, and dwarf galaxies, providing unaltered insight

on their early conditions and evolution (e.g., Monelli

& Fiorentino 2022, and references therein). Moreover,

RRLs are excellent distance indicators (with uncertain-

ties < 5%) due to their well-defined period-luminosity

relation towards the infrared (see e.g., Longmore et al.

1986; Bono et al. 2001; Catelan et al. 2004; Muraveva

et al. 2015; Marconi et al. 2022; Mullen et al. 2023;

Prudil et al. 2024a) and luminosity-metallicity relation

in optical bands (see e.g., Sandage 1990; Caputo et al.

2000; Garofalo et al. 2022), which together with their

intrinsic brightness and their overall easily identifiable

pulsation properties, makes them ideal targets to map

Galactic substructures and the outer halo (> 20 kpc),

where they are found in large numbers (e.g., Vivas
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& Zinn 2006; Mateu et al. 2018; Medina et al. 2018;

Mart́ınez-Vázquez et al. 2019; Vivas et al. 2020; Prudil

et al. 2021; Cook et al. 2022; Cabrera Garcia et al. 2024;

Medina et al. 2024).

Based on their modes of pulsation, periods, and light

curve shapes, RRL variables are classified into three

main groups: ab, c, and d-type RRLs (RRab, RRc, and

RRd, respectively). The first group (RRab) is the most

numerous and corresponds to stars that pulsate in the

radial fundamental mode and are characterized by their

saw-tooth light curve shapes, and by the anticorrelation

between their periods (> 0.45 d) and pulsation ampli-

tudes (∼ 0.3 − 1.5mag in the V−band). Stars in the

second group (RRc) pulsate in the radial first overtone

and exhibit more sinusoidal light curves, with shorter

periods than RRab (∼ 0.2–0.45 d) and smaller ampli-

tudes (< 0.7mag in V ). The less common third class

(RRd) comprises stars in which the radial fundamen-

tal and the first-overtone mode are simultaneously ex-

cited (the latter being the dominant mode), with rela-

tively low amplitudes and roughly sinusoidal light curves

with significant scatter around the mean curve (see e.g.,

Jerzykiewicz & Wenzel 1977; Nemec et al. 2024).

To take maximum advantage of RRLs as tracers of

the outer halo, obtaining complete 6D phase-space in-

formation (positions and velocities) along with chemical

abundances (or at least [Fe/H]) is imperative. Coupled

with stellar atmosphere parameters, these data are crit-

ical for constraining the physics of RRL pulsation, as

they can be used to investigate correlations between pe-

riods and amplitudes of RRLs, the dependence of the

horizontal-branch morphology on [Fe/H] (Fabrizio et al.

2019; Savino et al. 2020), the conditions of their forma-

tion (e.g., Bono et al. 1997; Kervella et al. 2019; Prudil

et al. 2019; Bobrick et al. 2024), the width of the RRL

instability strip (e.g., Preston et al. 2006; For & Sneden

2010; Marconi et al. 2015), and the influence of metal-

licity on long-term period and amplitude modulations

(Blažko 1907; Li et al. 2023). However, deriving the

information from spectroscopic measurements is often

challenging (particularly for faint, distant RRLs), ham-

pered by the intrinsic short-timescale variation of their

pulsation. In fact, conducting spectroscopic campaigns

on RRLs must consider the variation of the aforemen-

tioned properties throughout the RRLs’ pulsation cycle,

which restricts the ability to co-add multiple exposures

to increase the signal-to-noise ratio due to the smear-

ing of spectral features. Moreover, while individual ef-

forts are valuable for investigating small samples, con-

ducting spectroscopic follow-ups, and identifying spe-

cific case studies (e.g., Kolenberg et al. 2010; For et al.

2011; Hansen et al. 2011; Nemec et al. 2013; Medina

et al. 2023), large catalogs of RRLs with spectroscopic

measurements are often required in order to study the

properties of RRLs as a population with high statistical

significance.

A direct application of large RRL catalogs with

chemodynamical information concerns the study of the

metallicity and velocity distribution of the halo. Gener-

ally speaking, the metallicity distribution of halo stars

and, in particular, the radial metallicity gradient of

galaxies provide significant insights into the processes

that govern the evolution of galaxies. Indeed, it is ex-

pected that, as a consequence of the hierarchical forma-

tion of galaxies, massive (metal-rich) satellites sink into

the host galaxy more efficiently than less massive (more

metal-poor) satellites, resulting in a decrease in metal-

licity with increasing distance from the host (see e.g.,

Larson 1976; Tinsley 1980). Over the last decade, am-

ple evidence of the presence of gradients in the metal-

licity distribution has been collected from simulations

(e.g., Tissera et al. 2014; Starkenburg et al. 2017; Buck

et al. 2023; Cardona-Barrero et al. 2023; Buder et al.

2024) and observationally in both the Milky Way and

external galaxies (e.g., Hayden et al. 2015; Anders et al.

2017; Dietz et al. 2020; Mart́ınez-Vázquez et al. 2021;

Taibi et al. 2022; Fu et al. 2024). Moreover, observa-

tions of Milky Way stars and simulations of Milky Way-

like galaxies have shown that the velocity anisotropy of

the halo can vary as a function of distance from the

Galactic center (e.g., Deason et al. 2013b; Cunningham

et al. 2016; Bird et al. 2021; Iorio & Belokurov 2021; Liu

et al. 2022; Deason & Belokurov 2024; He et al. 2024).

Indeed, trends and features in the velocity anisotropy

profile provide valuable insight on the accretion history

of the Galaxy and the radialization of satellite orbits

in the accretion process (see e.g., Bird & Flynn 2015;

Loebman et al. 2018). For instance, numerical sim-

ulations generally predict an increase of the velocity

anisotropy with distance, from more isotropic near the

Galactic center to more radial out to the virial radius

(see e.g., Sales et al. 2007; Rashkov et al. 2013; Emami

et al. 2022; He et al. 2024; Mondal & Pandey 2024).

This, in turn, reflects the effects of dynamical friction on

the accretion of multiple low-mass progenitors over long

timescales (see e.g, Abadi et al. 2006; Debattista et al.

2008; Rashkov et al. 2013) and the orbital radialization

of massive satellites (e.g., Amorisco 2017; Nipoti 2017;

Vasiliev et al. 2022). Given their status as old and metal-

poor halo tracers and the fact that they can be charac-

terized out to large radii with precisely-derived distances

(e.g., Sesar et al. 2017; Stringer et al. 2021; Feng et al.

2024; Medina et al. 2024), the existence of large cata-

logs of RRLs with homogeneously-derived spectroscopic
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properties are then also key for investigating the chemo-

dynamics of the halo.

A significant number of medium to large-scale sur-

veys with high potential for the spectroscopic study of

RRLs have been conducted over the past few years.

Examples of such surveys include the Radial Velocity

Experiment (RAVE; Steinmetz 2003; Steinmetz et al.

2020), the Bulge Radial Velocity Assay (BRAVA; Rich

et al. 2007), through its Bulge RR Lyrae Radial Veloc-

ity Assay (BRAVA-RR; Kunder et al. 2020), the Sloan

Extension for Galactic Understanding and Exploration

(SEGUE; Yanny et al. 2009) the Apache Point Obser-

vatory Galactic Evolution Experiment (APOGEE; Ma-

jewski et al. 2017; Beaton et al. 2021), the GALactic

Archaeology with HERMES (GALAH; De Silva et al.

2015; Buder et al. 2021), and the Large sky Area Multi-

Object fiber Spectroscopic Telescope (LAMOST; Cui

et al. 2012; Zhao et al. 2012) survey. When combined

with large photometric surveys and recent data releases

from the Gaia mission (Gaia Collaboration et al. 2016,

2023), these surveys have enabled the investigations of

RRLs across different regions of the Galaxy in exquisite

detail. Recent examples of these efforts are numer-

ous. Ablimit et al. (2022), for instance, used a combi-

nation of thousands of LAMOST, GALAH, APOGEE,

and RAVE RRL spectra to study the assembly history

of the Galaxy. A similar study was performed by Liu

et al. (2022) to investigate the metallicity distribution

of RRLs in the halo, combining LAMOST and SEGUE

spectra. Similarly, single-epoch low and medium reso-

lution spectra from the latest data release of the LAM-

OST survey, encompassing ∼ 11, 000 individual RRL

variables, were used by Wang et al. (2024) to determine

their stellar atmospheric parameters, which can be used

to shed new light on the study of stellar evolution and

pulsation, as well as the structure of the Milky Way.

More recently, Prudil et al. (2024b) employed APOGEE

spectra to develop model templates of radial velocity

variations in RRLs within the Solar neighborhood, fa-

cilitating further studies of RRLs in other Galactic re-

gions.

The Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI) is

one such large-scale spectroscopic survey, primarily de-

signed to map the large-scale structure of the universe

throughout its 5-year duration (DESI Collaboration

et al. 2016a,b, 2022). In the last couple of years, DESI

has successfully obtained medium-resolution (R∼2,000-

5,000) spectra of millions of sources in the northern

hemisphere, consisting of mostly galaxies and quasars,

but also Milky Way stars (Cooper et al. 2023). The

rich and homogeneous dataset provided by DESI offers a

unique opportunity for the full characterization of thou-

Figure 1. Number of spectroscopic epochs of the RRLs in
the DESI Y1 catalog.

sands of RRLs, an opportunity that has not been ex-

plored in sufficient detail yet.

In this paper, we employ data from DESI’s first

year of operations (Y1) to build a catalog of RRLs

with homogeneously-derived spectroscopic properties.

In Section 2, we present the dataset the DESI Y1 RRL

sample is built upon, including RRL-relevant informa-

tion of the DESI Milky Way Survey. Section 3 provides

an overview of the spectroscopic pipelines used to per-

form the processing of the DESI database, and details

the methodology developed to derive the spectroscopic

properties of RRLs accounting for their pulsations. We

discuss the validation of such properties in Section 4.

In Section 5, as an example of usage of the DESI Y1

RRL catalog and to show the robustness of our data, we

perform a study of the metallicity distribution, metal-

licity gradient, and velocity anisotropy of the halo out

to large radii. Lastly, we summarize the content of this

paper and the main properties of the DESI Y1 RRL

catalog in Section 6.

2. DESI DATA

The Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI

DESI Collaboration et al. 2016a,b, 2022) is a multi-

object spectroscopic instrument that deploys 5,000

fibers over a 3.2 deg diameter field of view, mounted on

the Mayall 4-m telescope at Kitt Peak National Obser-

vatory (KPNO). These fibers feed into 10 contiguous

spectrographs (petals), each consisting of a blue arm

(3,600-5,550 Å, with a resolution R between 2,000 and

3,200), a red arm (5,550-6,560 Å, with R between 3,200

and 4,100), and a near-infrared arm (6,560-9,800 Å, with
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R between 4,100 and 5,000). The DESI processing and

reduction pipeline (Guy et al. 2023) handles both the

wavelength calibration and flux calibration of the ac-

quired data.

The DESI survey follows a structure based on surveys

and programs. The surveys are defined as the set of ob-

servations designed for the instrument’s commissioning

(CMX), three stages of science verification (SV), and

the 5-year main survey conducted after completion of

the SV phase. The programs, defined as dark, bright,

and backup, correspond to the observing conditions in

which the surveys are carried out. More specifically,

they are selected using an effective time metric com-

puted from the seeing, sky background, transparency,

and airmass at the time of the observations (i.e., the

survey speed; see Schlafly et al. 2023). A fourth pro-

gram, other, was used for the CMX and SV1 surveys.

Although DESI is primarily designed to study the

large-scale structure of the universe and to measure its

expansion history using galaxies as targets (see e.g., Levi

et al. 2013), about 7 million stars in the Galactic thick

disk and halo have been observed as part of its Milky

Way Survey (DESI-MWS). This survey operates pre-

dominantly in bright-sky conditions and targets stars

with magnitudes 16 < r < 19. However, a significant

number of stars (including RRLs) were observed in the

dark and other programs. RR Lyrae variables are a

prioritized target class for DESI-MWS. The target list

of the DESI Y1 database includes sources with Galactic

latitudes |b| > 20 deg classified as RRLs in the Gaia

Data Release 2 (DR2) catalog, based on Gaia’s gen-

eral variability classifier and the Special Object Stud-

ies (SOS) classifier (Holl et al. 2018; Clementini et al.

2019), as well as faint RRLs in the Pan-STARRS1 cat-

alog (Sesar et al. 2017). For a comprehensive descrip-

tion of the targeting strategy of DESI-MWS, we refer

the reader to the overview provided by Cooper et al.

(2023) and Koposov et al. (2024). The DESI Y1 spec-

troscopic data can be accessed through the first public

release of the DESI project (DR1; DESI Collaboration

et al. 2025), and the value added catalogs associated to

DESI-MWS will be presented in a separate paper (Ko-

posov et al., in prep). The main data products presented

in these catalogs, resulting from the processing pipelines

of DESI-MWS, are detailed in Section 3.1.

2.1. The DESI RR Lyrae catalog

For this work, we considered single epoch observations

from the main program and the science verification cat-

alogs, observed as part of DESI Y1’s bright, dark,

and backup programs. With this, the DESI RRL cat-

alog contains stars down to G ∼ 21mag. These data

are part of DESI’s DR1 catalog and contains 9,760,208

single-epoch spectra of 4,873,914 sources with unique

Gaia source id. We perform basic cuts based on the

spectroscopic properties of the DESI spectra (further de-

scribed in Section 3) to ensure the quality of the final

catalog. For this, only single-epoch observations with

uncertainties in radial velocity smaller than 10 km s−1

and [Fe/H] > −4.0 dex are considered, and those for

which no warnings are produced by DESI’s processing

pipeline RVSpecFit (as indicated by the SUCCESS flag

set to True; Koposov 2019). This reduced the size of

the catalog of usable exposures to 7,266,789.

To construct the DESI Y1 RRL sample, we cross-

matched the aforementioned filtered catalog with the

recent Gaia DR3 RRL catalog (Clementini et al. 2023),

which contains a total of 271,779 RRLs, using a cross-

match radius of 0.5 arcsec. The result of this crossmatch

is a catalog comprised of 12,301 epochs of 6,240 individ-

ual RRLs. This makes the DESI Y1 RRL catalog one

of the largest homogeneous spectroscopic RRL catalogs

existing to date. Figure 1 depicts the number of spectro-

scopic epochs of the RRLs in our catalog. The number of

epochs per star ranges from 1 to 35, and the bulk of our

sample consists of stars observed only once (∼ 58%) or

twice (∼ 24%). For ∼ 80 RRLs DESI Y1 provides over

10 epochs, and 11 stars DESI possess over 20 epochs.

The spatial distribution of our sample is shown in Fig-

ure 2, in Galactic coordinates. In terms of classification,

the DESI Y1 RRL sample consists of 4,524 RRab, 1,609

RRc, and 107 RRd stars. Figure 3 shows their distri-

bution in the so-called Bailey diagram (period vs. am-

plitude). Throughout this paper, we describe in detail

the spectroscopic properties of the stars in our catalog

making distinctions on their classification. A detailed

analysis of the Bailey diagram and the dependence of its

morphology on spectroscopic properties (mainly [Fe/H])

will be presented in a separate paper.

3. SPECTROSCOPIC ANALYSIS

3.1. Observed spectroscopic properties

We base our analysis on the spectroscopic proper-

ties obtained by the main DESI-MWS data processing

pipelines applied to DESI’s DR1 catalog, namely the

RVS and the SP pipelines. The RVS pipeline determines

radial velocities and atmospheric parameters (Teff , log

g, [Fe/H], and [α/Fe]) of all stellar objects using the

Python package RVSpecfit (Koposov 2019), which was

adapted to handle DESI data and is based on interpo-

lated stellar templates (PHOENIX models; Husser et al.

2013). The SP pipeline relies on the optimization and

interpolation of model grids fitted to data, using the



6 Medina, Li, Koposov, et al.

Figure 2. Left: Spatial distribution in Galactic coordinates of the DESI Y1 RRLs, color-coded by heliocentric distance. The
Gaia all-sky map is shown in the background as a reference. Image Credit: Gaia Data Processing and Analysis Consortium
(DPAC); A. Moitinho / A. F. Silva / M. Barros / C. Barata, University of Lisbon, Portugal; H. Savietto, Fork Research,
Portugal. Top right: Histogram of heliocentric distances of the DESI Y1 RRL catalog. This figure shows the natural decline of
the number of RRLs observed as a function of distance. The overdensity at dH ∼ 80 kpc corresponds to the Draco dwarf galaxy.
Bottom right: Mean signal-to-noise ratio (S/N) of the DESI Y1 RRLs averaged from the three arms of DESI as a function of
heliocentric distance.

Figure 3. Bailey diagram of the DESI Y1 RRL sample.
The depicted amplitudes of pulsation (in the V−band) are
obtained from the peak-to-peak G magnitudes in the Gaia
catalog using the transformations described by Clementini
et al. (2019). The distinction between RRab, RRc, and RRd
stars is based on the classification listed in the Gaia DR3
catalog (Clementini et al. 2023).

FORTRAN code FERRE1 (Allende Prieto et al. 2006).

These model grids have between two and five parameters

(Teff , log g, [Fe/H], [α/Fe], and microturbulence) and

derives atmospheric parameters and covariance matri-

ces for every spectrum, using PHOENIX models (same

as for the RVS) for stars with 2300 < Teff [K] < 5100 and

Kurucz ATLAS9 models (Kurucz 1979, 1993) for stars

with 3500 < Teff [K] < 30000 (Mészáros et al. 2012; Al-

lende Prieto et al. 2018). This pipeline has been adapted

for its application on DESI data through the Python

code PIFERRE2. For more details of DESI’s processing

pipelines, we refer the reader to the overview of DESI-

MWS by Cooper et al. (2023) and the early data release

by Koposov et al. (2024). We note that neither of these

pipelines make special considerations for the analysis of

short-period variable stars.

To study the cyclical variation of spectroscopic prop-

erties of RRLs, accounting for their pulsating nature, as

we do in this work, it is important to estimate when in

the pulsation cycle (of each star) each epoch was taken.

We estimate the phase of individual epochs ϕ from the

1 https://github.com/callendeprieto/ferre
2 https://github.com/callendeprieto/piferre

https://github.com/callendeprieto/ferre
https://github.com/callendeprieto/piferre
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reference epoch listed in the Gaia DR3 catalog and the

time of the middle of DESI’s exposures. These refer-

ence epochs correspond to the time of maximum light

in the G−band light curve of each RRL, as measured by

Gaia, and the resulting phases ϕ represent the moment

in the pulsation of the star where a given observation

was made. It is worth mentioning that time offsets be-

tween spectroscopic and photometric measurements (the

latter used to build light curves and to infer reference

epochs) can lead to shifts in the predicted phases, which

may in turn result in inaccurately determined systemic

properties. Empirical and theoretical evidence indicates

that the evolution of RRLs off the zero-age horizontal

branch and across the instability strip is associated with

period changes (hence, shifts in the predicted phases;

see e.g., Jurcsik et al. 2001; Szeidl et al. 2011). One

would expect that high period change rates lead to a

low accuracy in phase determinations at a fixed epoch

separation between spectroscopic and photometric mea-

surements. Another effect that is worth mentioning is

the amplitude, period, and phase modulation observed

in 20%–30% of the RRab stars and 5-40% of the RRc

stars (e.g., Szeidl 1988; Moskalik & Poretti 2003; Nagy

& Kovács 2006; Kolenberg et al. 2010; Catelan & Smith

2015), the so-called Blazhko effect (Blažko 1907). The

Blazhko effect occurs in timescales longer than the typ-

ical single-pulsation periods of RRLs (typically weeks-

months versus ≤ 1.1 d; see e.g., Buchler & Kolláth 2011;

Prudil & Skarka 2017; Netzel et al. 2018) and with am-

plitude variations a few tenths of magnitudes smaller

than those of a single cycle (≤ 1.0mag). The time dif-

ference between DESI’s data and the reference epoch

date from the light curves in Gaia ranges from ∼ 2250 d

(SV survey) to ∼ 2880 d (main survey). To quantify the

effect of measurement offsets, period changes, and long

timescales modulation in sizable samples is, however, a

challenging task, as this requires long temporal baselines

for measurements comparison. Thus, we recognize this

limitation in the current analysis and identify this as a

research avenue to be explored in the near future (e.g.,

combining future Gaia data releases with large collec-

tions of RRL light curves from the literature, such as

OGLE).

3.2. Systemic velocity determination

For RRLs, neither radial velocities from coadded spec-

tra nor those from single exposures are suitable as es-

timates of their their center-of-mass velocities, due to

their pulsating nature. In fact, not only can the ampli-

tude of the observed radial velocity curve easily reach

50–60 km s−1 peak to peak, but its shape depends on

the spectral lines measured to estimate the Doppler shift

(see e.g., Clementini et al. 1990; Jeffery et al. 2007), as

different lines are produced at different depths in the

stellar atmosphere (metallic lines are formed deeper in

the atmosphere than Balmer lines) and the motion of

different atmospheric layers is not synchronous – the so-

called Van Hoof effect (van Hoof & Struve 1953). Thus,

in order to estimate the center-of-mass velocity of RRLs

(i.e., their systemic velocity), it is important to correct

the observed velocity based on the phase of the pulsation

at which the RRLs are observed.

Similar to the rest of the spectroscopic properties de-

rived by the RVS pipeline, these observed RV estimates

are available for single-epoch observations and for coad-

ded spectra. For this work, we employ single and multi-

epoch radial velocities to estimate the systemic velocity

of our RRLs. In terms of uncertainties, ∼ 85% of our

sample have observed (single-epoch) RVS radial velocity

uncertainties < 3.5 km s−1, with a median of ∼ 1 km s−1.

In the rest of this section, we describe two independent

approaches followed to correct our observed velocities for

the pulsation component affecting the systemic velocity

estimates. For both approaches, we employ the radial

velocities obtained with the DESI-MWS RVS pipeline

applied to DESI’s DR1 catalog, in conjunction with the

available phase of observations ϕ.

3.2.1. Radial velocity curve modeling

Our sample contains individual stars that, together,

represent the full pulsation cycle of RRLs, with homo-

geneous phase coverage. Here, we construct a Bayesian

inference model to determine the parameters describ-

ing the cyclic variation of the radial velocity of RRLs

in our sample and the systemic velocity of each star.

For this, we assume that the sample is composed of

single-epoch observations that are a good representation
of the underlying phase-dependent radial velocity curve

(RVC) variation, and observations that are not consis-

tent with these models (i.e., outliers). The fraction of

outlier stars for the model is represented by the parame-

ter fout, whereas the fraction of observed velocities used

to construct a given RVC template is (1 − fout). To

account for correlations between the shape of the RVCs

and the pulsation type, we split the sample between fun-

damental mode and first overtone pulsators.

For each star i, observed at phases ϕj (where the j

values depend on the total number of epochs per star),

we model the systemic velocity vsys,i obtained from its

(multiple) vobs,i,j observation(s) as:

P (vobs,i,j |vmod,i(ϕj)) = foutN (vobs,i,j |0, σvout)

+(1− fout)N (vobs,i,j |vmod,i(ϕj), σvRRL,i,j
)

(1)
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where the modeled velocity vmod,i(ϕj) is defined as

vmod,i(ϕj) = vsys,i +Ki · V (ϕj), (2)

with vsys,i determined from a Gaussian prior centered at

0 km s−1 with scatter σvsys , N (0, σvsys), and

Ki = 25 · 10Ampv·
(AG,i−1)

2.5 (3)

V (ϕj) =

3∑
k=1

Ak(P ) cos(2πϕjk) +Bk(P ) sin(2πϕjk).

(4)

In this representation, AG,i corresponds to the light-

curve amplitude in the G band of the i−th star and

Ampv is a model parameter. The two Fourier terms Ak

and Bk are defined to account for the dependence of

the light-curve shapes and the period P through linear

relations:

Ak = Ak,1 +Ak,2P (5)

Bk = Bk,1 +Bk,2P (6)

where Ak,1, Ak,2, Bk,1, and Bk,2 are model parameters.

We note that the period of the RRLs is not a free param-

eter in the model and is taken from the Gaia catalog.

Lastly, σvout
and σvRRL,i,j =

√
σ2
v + σ2

vobs,i,j
represent

the dispersion of the outlier and RRL velocity distri-

bution, the latter encompassing a systematic velocity

uncertainty σv (in log scale), and the error of the ob-

served radial velocities, σvobs,i,j
Therefore, our model

is defined by as many parameters as unique number of

stars (vsys,i), plus 17 parameters corresponding to the

amplitude of the RVC Ampv, twelve Fourier coefficients,

the fraction of outliers for the model (fout), the σ of the

outlier distribution σvout
(in log scale), a systematic ve-

locity uncertainty σv (in log scale), and the weight of

the velocity distribution (σvsys).

We compute our models’ parameters maximizing their

likelihood using the probabilistic programming language

for Bayesian inference Stan with its Python interface

Cmdstanpy3. The parameter space is explored with 36

chains of 2,000 steps each, which is sufficient to reach

convergence and to compute robust results. We define

the prior for each parameter as follows using uniform

and normal distributions. For the Fourier coefficients

Ak and Bk, in particular, we use normal distributions

3 https://github.com/stan-dev/cmdstanpy

centered in values between −2.0 and 0.3, chosen to en-

sure the convergence of the model when using the full

period range of our sample. We estimate our model pa-

rameters from the median of the marginalized posterior

distributions, and their uncertainties from the 16th/84th

percentiles. Table 1 summarizes the priors and the re-

sulting parameters for the RVC structural parameters,

and includes the number of epochs used for each model.

Figure 4 displays examples of RVC templates con-

structed from the parameters resulting from this

methodology. The figure shows RVCs as the change in

velocity relative to the RRL systemic velocity (∆v), as

a function of phase for four periods of RRab stars (0.35,

0.50, 0.65, and 0.80 d) and for two periods of RRc stars

(0.30 and 0.40 d). The figure also shows the corrected

velocity (observed velocity minus derived systemic veloc-

ity) for all DESI Y1 RRLs, split by RRL classification

and color-coded by period. From the RVCs derived for

RRab stars, we observe radial velocity variations (am-

plitudes) of ∼ 50 km s−1 throughout their pulsation cy-

cle, with a slight dependence on the period of pulsa-

tion. The RVCs of RRab are characterized by a smooth

increase in observed velocity for most of the pulsation

and a steep decrease at ϕ ∼ 0.80, close to the phase of

maximum contraction (at the start of the rising branch

of the RRL luminosity), where abrupt changes in the

stars’ atmospheric kinetic energy are expected (see e.g.,

Kolenberg et al. 2010). For RRc stars, the RVCs are in

general more sinusoidal with radial velocity variations of

the order of ∼ 20 km s−1 for both of the periods shown,

in agreement with previously reported RVC measure-

ments (see e.g., Braga et al. 2021; Prudil et al. 2024b).

We note that Figure 4 displays a RVC with a distinctly

small line-of-sight amplitude for short-period RRab at

0.35 d (of the order of ∼ 30 km s−1), and we consider this

observable partially attributable to low number statis-

tics. In fact, 92% of our RRab sample lies in the [0.45,

0.70] d period range (and only 51 RRab have periods

shorter than 0.45 d), in contrast to RRc stars, which

have a much more compact period distribution (92% of

the RRc stars have periods within [0.25, 0.40] d).

The systemic velocity uncertainties are derived from

the 1σ intervals of the velocity posterior distribution of

every star in our sample that fulfills our adopted qual-

ity cuts, regardless of the number of available epochs.

These uncertainties range from 1 to ∼ 150 km s−1 for

RRab stars (∼ 75% with uncertainties < 30 km s−1),

and from 1 to ∼ 130 km s−1 for RRc variables (∼ 85%

with uncertainties < 10 km s−1), and are mostly driven

by the number of epochs per star. In fact, only stars

with fewer than three epochs display large systemic ve-

locity uncertainties, with RRab being more affected by

https://github.com/stan-dev/cmdstanpy
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Table 1. Optimal parameters for each of the radial velocity curve models described in Section 3.2.1 and derived using
Cmdstanpy. We split our dataset into RRL subclasses and provide the number of observations used as input for the models
(N). For each parameter, we report the median of the posterior distributions and the confidence intervals (C.I.) defined from
their 16th and 84th percentiles.

RRab (N = 8881)

Parameter Prior Median C.I.

A11 N (0.3, 10.0) −0.190 [−0.276, −0.101]

A12 N (−2.0, 10.0) −0.967 [−1.124, −0.815]

A21 N (0.2, 10.0) −0.062 [−0.138, 0.013]

A22 N (−1.0, 10.0) −0.516 [−0.645, −0.385]

A31 N (0.2, 10.0) −0.095 [−0.164, −0.024]

A32 N (−0.7, 10.0) −0.175 [−0.299, −0.053]

B11 N (0.3, 10.0) −0.488 [−0.572, −0.404]

B12 N (−1.8, 10.0) −0.603 [−0.750, −0.453]

B21 N (0.1, 10.0) −0.219 [−0.294, −0.145]

B22 N (−0.4, 10.0) 0.100 [−0.027, 0.232]

B31 N (−0.1, 10.0) −0.281 [−0.354, −0.207]

B32 N (0.2, 10.0) 0.514 [0.388, 0.638]

Ampv N (1.0, 2.0) 0.782 [0.742, 0.823]

fout U(0.0, 1.0) 0.047 [0.042, 0.051]

lnσvout U(1.5, 3.0) 2.160 [2.141, 2.179]

lnσv U(−1.0, 1.5) 0.830 [0.820, 0.841]

σvsys U(50.0, 500.0) 171.068 [169.240, 172.881]

RRc (N = 3178)

Parameter Prior Median C.I.

A11 N (0.3, 10.0) −0.299 [−0.480, −0.137]

A12 N (−2.0, 10.0) −0.859 [−1.356, −0.391]

A21 N (0.2, 10.0) −0.013 [−0.163, 0.131]

A22 N (−1.0, 10.0) −0.232 [−0.670, 0.201]

A31 N (0.2, 10.0) 0.217 [0.074, 0.384]

A32 N (−0.7, 10.0) −0.645 [−1.131, −0.225]

B11 N (0.3, 10.0) −0.515 [−0.696, −0.353]

B12 N (−1.8, 10.0) 0.638 [0.202, 1.103]

B21 N (0.1, 10.0) −0.402 [−0.581, −0.245]

B22 N (−0.4, 10.0) 1.175 [0.710, 1.704]

B31 N (−0.1, 10.0) −0.112 [−0.255, 0.029]

B32 N (0.2, 10.0) 0.380 [−0.042, 0.799]

Ampv N (1.0, 2.0) 0.909 [0.650, 1.188]

fout U(0.0, 1.0) 0.009 [0.006, 0.012]

lnσvout U(1.5, 3.0) 2.285 [2.224, 2.354]

lnσv U(−1.0, 1.5) 0.828 [0.815, 0.842]

σvsys U(50.0, 500.0) 171.422 [168.557, 174.299]

the constraint on the number of epochs than RRc (as the

median of their distributions are 30 km s−1 and 8 km s−1,

respectively). On the other hand, the vast majority

(99%) of stars with three or more than three epochs have

systemic velocity uncertainties < 10 km s−1, and 87% of

them have uncertainties < 5 km s−1. The decrease in ve-

locity uncertainty as a function of number of epochs N

can be characterized as 10.94+6.21
−3.89 N

−0.61+0.12
−0.15 km s−1 for

RRab stars, and 7.09+3.35
−0.41 N−0.49+0.13

−0.01 km s−1 for RRc

stars (where the error of the coefficients represent the

1σ confidence regions). Thus, stars with large velocity

uncertainties are outliers in our sample. We note that

testing our methodology on a similar dataset but twice

as large, namely the DESI second data release, does not

significantly affect the aforementioned decrease in ve-

locity uncertainty as a function of N (as this requires

a more complex modeling that takes into account, e.g.,

outlier models that depend on phase). This, however,

results in a factor of two increase in the precision of

the RVC parameters, and resolves the limitations of the

model for short-period RRab stars, confirming the im-

portance of the sample size in constructing the RVCs.

In terms of the scatter of single epoch measurements

with respect to the velocity predicted by the RVCs at

a given phase (measured as observed minus predicted

radial velocity; see Figure 4), we observe a slight vari-

ation as a function of period and, more notably, pulsa-

tion type. Indeed, the median difference between the

observed and predicted velocity is ≤ 1 km s−1 across the

period ranges analyzed, with the more significant differ-

ences for RRab in the 0.40-0.60 d period range. As for

the standard deviation of the velocity difference distri-

butions, they are of the order of ∼ 10 km s−1 for RRab

(≤ 12 km s−1 across period ranges) and ∼ 6 km s−1 for

RRab (≤ 8 km s−1 across period ranges), but are highly

affected by a few outliers. Figure 4 also shows the vari-

ation of the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles of these

distributions, in phase bins of 0.05. For RRab, the 1σ

regions of the residuals vary from 3-6 km s−1 for ϕ in the

range [0.00, 0.75] and increase to ∼ 15 km s−1 in [0.75,

1.00]. For RRc, the 1σ region is found between 3 and

6 km s−1 consistently across the entire RRL pulsation

cycle.

Lastly, we note that no distinction on velocities mea-

sured from different absorption lines is done for this

analysis, to account for the Van Hoof effect. This is

likely the reason for the presence of bumps in the RVCs

of both RRab and RRc stars (the latter being less af-
fected overall), and a tentative explanation for the afore-

mentioned high systemic velocity uncertainties. A de-

tailed line-by-line analysis will be presented in a contin-

uation of this work, employing a larger dataset from the

first three years of DESI’s operations (DESI Y3).

3.2.2. Literature RVCs

Line-of-sight velocity templates for RRLs are available

in the literature and are constructed from visual and/or

near infrared spectra of single-mode RRLs, using cata-

logs of different sizes (e.g., Sesar 2012; Braga et al. 2021;

Prudil et al. 2024b). Here, we describe our approach to

estimate the systemic velocity of the DESI RRLs ac-

counting for their pulsating component employing the

radial velocity curve models of Braga et al. (2021) (here-

after B21). These templates were built using 31 RRab
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Figure 4. The resulting RVCs from the models described in Section 3.2.1, for RRab (left) and RRc (right). The observed
velocities of individual observations relative to the RVCs are plotted with markers color-coded by period. For RRab variables,
marginally larger dots are used for measurements of the significantly less numerous RRLs in the shorter period bin. Example
RVCs are displayed for fixed periods, in period bins centered at [0.35, 0.50, 0.65, 0.80] d for RRab, and [0.30, 0.40] d for RRc.
Each of the RVCs shown is scaled by a G−band amplitude AG corresponding to the mean peak to peak g of the RRL sample
that falls within the range of its corresponding period bin. The bottom panels in each plot display the deviations of the
observed velocities with respect to the velocities predicted by the model for each observation, depending on phase, pulsation
period, and light curve amplitude. In the bottom panels, dashed lines represent the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles of the
residual distribution, in phase bins of 0.05.

stars (split into period bins) and five RRc stars with

well-sampled radial velocity curves. The velocities de-

scribed above represent an ideal use-case for the models

of Braga et al. (2021), as the latter are available not

only for different RRL types, but also for different sets

of lines, namely Balmer and metallic lines.

To obtain RRLs’ velocities on a line-by-line basis,

for each star, we first generated a radial velocity tem-

plate using the spectral analysis tool iSpec (Blanco-

Cuaresma et al. 2014; Blanco-Cuaresma 2019). These

spectra are produced adopting ATLAS9 model atmo-

spheres (Castelli & Kurucz 2003) and employing a

SPECTRUM radial transfer code, with the Vienna

Atomic Line Database (VALD) atomic line list in the

range 3000–11000 Å (Piskunov et al. 1995; Ryabchikova

et al. 2015). To generate the spectra for each star, we

adopt the atmospheric parameters obtained by the RVS

pipeline (Teff , log g, [Fe/H], v sin i), assuming a limb

darkening coefficient of 0.6 and a fixed resolution for

each arm of the spectrograph, mimicking those of DESI.

Then, for each epoch of a given star, we compute the

mean velocity shift (and its standard deviation) com-

paring with the template for Hα (at rest wavelength

6563 Å), Hβ (4861 Å), Hγ (4340 Å), Hδ (4102 Å), and

the calcium-triplet region (at 8498–8662 Å) using a χ2

minimization routine and a Markov Chain Monte Carlo

(MCMC) sampling. We perform the χ2 computation in

a ±65 Å from the center of each line, and in the range

8460–8680 Å for the calcium-triplet region. We use the

velocity obtained by the RVS pipeline as a first guess

for the individual lines’ velocities, sampling the veloc-

ity space within a 30 km s−1 window from these values.

This value is sufficient to account for velocity differences

caused by different line-to-line measurements for most of

the RRLs’ pulsation cycle (see e.g., Sesar 2012). To ob-

tain a single systemic velocity for a given RRL, we then

applied the radial velocity curve correction from B21

for each line and then averaged them, weighted by their

uncertainties.

3.3. Iron abundances
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Figure 5. Column normalized 2D histogram depicting
the variation of iron abundance with respect to the mean
[Fe/H] (∆[Fe/H]) of each star in our catalog with multi-epoch
spectra, as a function of phase. Dashed lines represent the
16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles of the ∆[Fe/H] distribution
in phase bins of width 0.05, and show a median difference of
∼ 0.00 dex with 1σ variation of up to ∼ 0.20 dex across the
RRLs’ pulsation.

We derive the [Fe/H] of the stars in our sample using

the RVS pipeline on the single epoch catalog and those

from SP pipeline on DESI’s coadded spectra. For the

former, if more than one epoch is available, we adopt

their mean [Fe/H] as a reasonable estimate of the stars’

metallicities. We note, however, that the presence and

strength of metallic lines might be subject to variations

throughout the pulsation of RRLs. In fact, the recent

work by Wang et al. (2024) showed that the [Fe/H]

of RRL might exhibit variations of about 0.25-0.30 dex

near ϕ ∼ 0.90. Figure 5 depicts the differences between

single epoch [Fe/H] and the mean [Fe/H] (∆[Fe/H]) for

every star in our sample with multi-epoch spectra as

a function of phase. When splitting the pulsation cy-

cle in 0.05 phase bins, we find no clear correlation be-

tween ∆[Fe/H] and ϕ. Furthermore, our results show

a median difference of ∼ 0.00 dex with a 1σ variation

of up to ∼ 0.20 dex consistently throughout the RRL

pulsation cycle. Thus, we do not expect our RVS-based

multi-epoch iron abundances to present strong biases

with phase.

In addition to the iron abundances measured by the

RVS and the SP pipelines (described in Section 3.1), we

estimate the metallicity of our sample using an alter-

native approach that relies on existing [Fe/H] calibra-

tions and that is suitable for DESI’s medium-resolution

spectra. More specifically, we derived the [Fe/H] of our

sample using the recent calibration of the ∆S method

(Preston 1959; Layden 1994) done by Crestani et al.

(2021a). This method estimates [Fe/H] of an RRL based

on its correlation with the equivalent width of the Ca

K line (3933 Å) and different combinations of Balmer

lines (more specifically, Hβ , Hγ , and Hδ, at 4861, 4340,

and 4102 Å, respectively). We modeled these absorp-

tion lines using the Python code mpfit4 and measured

their equivalent widths using a combination of Gaussian

and Lorentzian profiles, with a width of 20 Å around the

lines central wavelengths.

3.4. Distance determination

The heliocentric distance (dH) of our RRL sample is

determined using the absolute magnitude-metallicity re-

lation inferred by Garofalo et al. (2022) in the Gaia G

band, using the intensity-averaged G magnitude pro-

vided in the Gaia catalog (int average g). That is,

we employ the following relation:

MG = (0.28+0.36
−0.36)[Fe/H] + (0.97+0.49

−0.52), (7)

where MG represents the absolute magnitude in G.

Thus, knowledge of the RRLs iron abundances is re-

quired to compute their distances, due to the linear de-

pendency of MG on [Fe/H] in Equation 7.

For our sample of halo field RRLs, we employ the

iron abundances estimated by DESI’s RVS pipeline (Sec-

tion 3.3). To obtain reliable dH estimates for our RRLs

in known stellar systems, we crossmatched our sample

with existing catalogs of high probability stars in glob-

ular cluster and dwarf galaxies. Further details of the

crossmatch process are provided in Section 4.1. For ev-

ery star in any of these globular clusters or dwarf galax-

ies, we adopt the mean metallicity of the corresponding

host. Under this assumption, metallicity deviations at a

0.25 dex level correspond to distance differences of ∼2%,

which fall within the typical distance uncertainty of our

sample (∼5%, which corresponds to [Fe/H] differences

of ∼0.4 dex).

Distances are computed via distance modulus us-

ing the absolute magnitudes from Equation 7 and

extinction-corrected intensity-averaged G magnitude

from Gaia. We employ the dust maps from Schlafly

& Finkbeiner (2011) and adopt the traditional value of

relative visibility (RV ) in the diffuse interstellar medium

RV = 3.1 (Schultz & Wiemer 1975; Cardelli et al. 1989)

with AG/AV = 0.859265. Figure 2 depicts the dH dis-

4 https://github.com/segasai/astrolibpy
5 http://stev.oapd.inaf.it/cgi-bin/cmd 3.3

https://github.com/segasai/astrolibpy
http://stev.oapd.inaf.it/cgi-bin/cmd_3.3
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Table 2. Same as Table 1 but for the model parameters of the Teff curves.

RRab (N = 8881)

Parameter Prior Median C.I.

A11 N (−2.0, 10.0) 5.267 [2.989, 7.551]

A12 N (40.0, 20.0) 25.408 [21.237, 29.531]

A31 N (0.2, 10.0) 6.001 [4.041, 7.973]

A12 N (40.0, 20.0) 25.408 [21.237, 29.531]

A22 N (7.0, 20.0) 6.716 [2.991, 10.419]

A32 N (−0.7, 20.0) −3.701 [−7.211, −0.236]

B11 N (−5.0, 10.0) −0.093 [−2.148, 1.955]

B12 N (6.0, 20.0) 8.605 [5.029, 12.207]

B31 N (−0.1, 10.0) −0.190 [−2.126, 1.710]

B21 N (−1.0, 10.0) −2.165 [−4.023, −0.210]

B22 N (15.0, 20.0) 5.559 [2.102, 8.880]

B32 N (0.2, 20.0) −2.408 [−5.772, 1.027]

AmpTeff
N (1.0, 2.0) 1.435 [1.376, 1.495]

fout U(0.0, 1.0) 0.010 [0.009, 0.012]

lnσTeff out
U(1.5, 5.0) 3.853 [3.821, 3.887]

lnσTeff
U(−1.0, 2.5) 2.333 [2.326, 2.341]

σTeff sys U(50.0, 2, 000.0) 424.116 [418.6, 429.8]

RRc (N = 3178)

Parameter Prior Median C.I.

A11 N (−2.0, 10.0) 22.143 [18.803, 25.575]

A12 N (40.0, 20.0) −28.380 [−36.215, −20.601]

A31 N (0.2, 10.0) −5.164 [−7.779, −2.699]

A12 N (40.0, 20.0) −28.380 [−36.215, −20.601]

A22 N (7.0, 20.0) −0.550 [−7.893, 6.650]

A32 N (−0.7, 20.0) 16.384 [9.142, 24.074]

B11 N (−5.0, 10.0) −3.482 [−6.072, −0.981]

B12 N (6.0, 20.0) 8.138 [0.713, 15.531]

B31 N (−0.1, 10.0) 2.252 [−0.133, 4.716]

B21 N (−1.0, 10.0) −6.779 [−9.412, −4.240]

B22 N (15.0, 20.0) 17.917 [10.457, 25.622]

B32 N (0.2, 20.0) −5.467 [−12.621, 1.600]

AmpTeff
N (1.0, 2.0) 0.429 [0.198, 0.654]

fout U(0.0, 1.0) 0.002 [0.001, 0.003]

lnσTeff out
U(1.5, 5.0) 3.888 [3.759, 4.058]

lnσTeff
U(−1.0, 2.5) 2.261 [2.251, 2.270]

σTeff sys U(50.0, 2, 000.0) 989.075 [971.9, 1, 006.8]

Figure 6. Same as Figure 4 but for the Teff variation of the RRLs in our sample throughout their pulsation periods, for RRab
(left) and RRc (right). The Teff variation curves described in Section 3.5 are plotted with solid lines, and the observed Teff of
individual observations relative to those curves are depicted with markers color-coded by period. The Teff curves shown in these
panels are computed for the same period bins as for Figure 4 (i.e., centered at [0.35, 0.50, 0.65, 0.80] d for RRab, and [0.30,
0.40] d for RRc), and scaled by the G−band amplitude of the RRLs in their corresponding period bins.

tribution of the RRLs in kpc, showing that our sample

covers a wide range of distances, out to ∼ 115 kpc. Ad-

ditionally, Figure 2 shows the DESI three-arm averaged

signal-to-noise ratio (S/N) as a function of dH, which is

≤10 for most stars beyond 50 kpc.

3.5. Effective temperatures

The Teff estimates for the RRLs in our sample relies

largely on the temperature measurements from the RVS

pipeline and our knowledge of the ephemeris of each

observation. It is important to recognize that the single-

epoch Teff observations are not good estimates of the

RRLs’ mean Teff for a significant fraction of the RRL

pulsation cycle, and their variation in temperature can
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easily reach 1000-2000K peak to peak (see e.g., For et al.

2011; Pancino et al. 2015).

We modeled the Teff variation of our sample in a

similar manner as done for the systemic velocity esti-

mates (Section 3.2.1), based on the derivation of varia-

tion curves. That is, we build the model

P (Teff obs,i,j |Teff mod,i(ϕj)) = foutN (Teff obs,i,j |0, σTeff,out
)

+(1− fout)N (Teff obs,i,j |Teff mod,i(ϕj), σTeff,RRL,i,j
)

(8)

where Teff obs,i,j is the temperature of a star i observed

at phases ϕj and

Teff mod,i(ϕj) = Teff sys,i +Ki · VTeff
(ϕj), (9)

with Teff sys,i defined from a Gaussian prior centered at

6000K with scatter σTeff sys
, N (6000, σTeff sys

), and

Ki = 25 · 10AmpTeff
·
(AG,i−1)

2.5 (10)

V (ϕj) =

3∑
k=1

Ak(P ) cos(2πϕjk) +Bk(P ) sin(2πϕjk).

(11)

In this equation, we define the Fourier parameters Ak

and Bk as a function of period P , so that Ak = Ak,1 +

Ak,2P and Bk = Bk,1+Bk,2P . As in the case of the RVC

modeling, in the previous equation AG,i represents the

peak-to-peak G−band amplitude of the i-th RRL, and

AmpTeff
, Ak,1, Ak,2, Bk,1, and Bk,2 are the model pa-

rameters (i.e., these parameters are shared by the RRLs

in the sample used to model the Teff curve). This means

that the number of parameters of a model is equal to 17

(those in Equation 11) plus the number of stars used for

the model (that is, a single ‘systemic’ Teff is estimated

for each star). Similar to the procedure followed to esti-

mate the RRLs’ center-of-mass velocities (Section 3.2.1),

we compute the best model parameters following a max-

imum likelihood approach using the Python interface to

CmdStan, CmdStanPy.

To compute Teff curves, we split our sample into fun-

damental mode and first-overtone pulsators. Further-

more, for the modeling process we only consider obser-

vations with no warnings from the RVS pipeline, with

5500 < Teff (K) < 8500 to avoid outliers, and with Teff

uncertainties < 300K. The adopted priors for our model

and the resulting best parameters are provided in Ta-

ble 2.

Similar to Figure 4, Figure 6 shows RRab Teff curve

templates for four periods, and RRc Teff curve tem-

plates for two periods, together with the relative Teff of

every measurement in our sample (with respect to the

mean Teff , for each star). The figure depicts Teff varia-

tions of ∼ 300–1000K throughout the pulsation cycle of

RRab stars, and a more consistent variation of ∼ 600K

for RRc stars. We note that, for RRab, the derived

curves fail at modeling the Teff increase immediately af-

ter the phase of maximum compression, or minimum

atmospheric kinetic energy, where the stars rapidly ap-

proach the phase of maximum light (at ϕ ≳ 0.9). Re-

garding the level of scatter of Teff variation of individual

stars, the bulk of the ∆Teff distribution reaches ∼ 700K

below the mean temperature for both for RRab and RRc

stars, and ∼ 1000K and ∼ 500K above it for RRab and

RRc stars, respectively (that is, the Teff variations are

larger for the former).

As for the mean Teff uncertainties, unlike our sys-

temic velocity estimates, we do not find strong corre-

lations with the number of epochs for both RRab and

RRc stars. In fact, the median Teff uncertainty is of

∼ 30–35K in both cases, regardless of the number of

epochs. We do, however, observe that stars with less

than 4 epochs are more prone to outliers in the Teff un-

certainty distribution, and the likelihood of obtaining

outliers in this distribution decreases as the number of

epoch increases.

In terms of residuals (observed vs. predicted Teff), we

observe that the shape of the distribution is a function

of ϕ, with a median of ∼ 45K. If we split the pulsation

cycle in phase bins of width 0.05, we find a clear correla-

tion between the residuals and ϕ. Indeed, the median of

the ϕ-dependent residual distributions is predominantly

> 0K and varies between ∼ −25 and ∼ 100K (the lat-

ter observed near ϕ = 0.95). The residual dispersion (1σ

region) is also a function of ϕ for RRab, and reaches a

maximum of close to 500K in the ϕ range [0.90-1.00].

For RRc stars, the median is consistently between 10

and 35K across their pulsation cycle, with 1σ dispersion

regions between 30 and 150K (depending on ϕ). Both

the median and the dispersion of the residuals reach a

maximum at ϕ ∼ 0.85. We thus conclude that our mean

Teff estimates are reliable, although caution should be

considered in the 0.85 < ϕ < 1.00 range (for both single-

epoch-corrected Teff and for our modelled Teff curves).

4. VALIDATION OF SPECTROSCOPIC

PROPERTIES

4.1. Selection of RRLs in the Galactic field and in

substructures

To identify RRLs in the Galactic halo field, and to dis-

tinguish them from RRLs belonging to known globular

clusters and dwarf galaxies, we perform a crossmatch

with the catalogs of stars in globular clusters and in
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Figure 7. Posterior distribution from MCMC sampling of the mean velocity and velocity dispersion of RRLs in Draco dSph.
This figure displays the sampling space obtained from applying our methodology to the uncorrected velocities from the RVS
pipeline (in turquoise), to the velocities corrected by our Bayesian approach (orange), and to those corrected using the radial
velocity templates from B21 (red). In each panel, a vertical line represents the line of sight velocity reported by Walker et al.
(2015) (−290.7± 0.8 km s−1). We note that a bias of 0.93 km s−1 exists in the determination of velocities with DESI (Koposov
et al. 2024), which affects the leftmost and middle panels. Considering this bias, our RVC-modeled velocities provides the best
agreement with the results of Walker et al. (2015).

Table 3. Line of sight velocity (vx) and velocity dispersion (σvx) of the systems with RRLs analyzed in Section 4. Here,
vlit is used to represent these values as listed in the literature. The references to previous works correspond to Walker et al.
(2015) (W15), Baumgardt & Hilker (2018) (BH18), and Simon & Geha (2007) (SG07). The velocity obtained from applying
our MCMC methodology without correcting the velocity of our RRLs by their pulsating component is denoted by vRVS. The
columns v0 and vB21 represent our results from MCMC sampling the systems’ velocity after correcting for the pulsation of the
RRLs using our Bayesian model and the radial velocity curves of B21, respectively. We also include the number of stars N used
to compute the statistics of the DESI RRLs, and we highlight that only the statistics of Draco are robust. We note, however,
the remarkable agreement between the mean metallicity estimates obtained from our RVC modeling (v0) and those from the
literature for the systems with ≥ 4 RRLs when the RVS bias (−0.93 km s−1) is considered.

Name vlit σvlit
Reference vRVS σvRVS

v0 σv0 vB21 σvB21
N

(km s−1) (km s−1) (km s−1) (km s−1) (km s−1) (km s−1) (km s−1) (km s−1)

Draco −290.7 ± 0.8 9.1 ± 1.2 W15 −290.3+2.9
−2.9 21.1+2.3

−2.0 −289.7+2.7
−2.7 18.7+2.2

−1.8 −292.5+2.6
−2.6 17.3+2.1

−1.8 59

Pal 5 −58.6 ± 0.1 0.7 BH18 −56.6+4.8
−4.8 11.0+5.4

−3.1 −57.9+2.0
−1.9 0.2+1.5

−0.2 −55.5+2.8
−3.2 1.2+5.6

−1.2 5

NGC 5904 53.5 ± 0.2 7.8 BH18 36.8+4.7
−4.5 9.7+5.5

−3.0 55.6+4.0
−3.3 7.8+4.8

−2.6 55.5+3.3
−2.2 4.1+3.9

−2.2 4

NGC 5466 106.8 ± 0.2 1.6 BH18 99.9+8.6
−9.5 19.6+13.4

−6.6 109.8+5.1
−2.9 0.6+8.0

−0.6 113.2+11.7
−9.0 18.7+16.3

−11.0 3

NGC 5024 −63.4 ± 0.2 5.6 BH18 −55.0+9.0
−8.0 17.8+11.5

−6.2 −62.2+1.8
−2.1 2.4+3.5

−2.3 −63.5+1.4
−1.5 0.2+1.3

−0.2 3

Ursa Major II −116.5 ± 1.9 6.7 ± 1.4 SG07 −104.7+9.1
−8.9 19.4+17.5

−7.7 −122.6+2.2
−2.2 0.2+1.7

−0.2 −119.7+1.6
−1.3 0.9+3.4

−0.9 2

NGC 6341 −120.5 ± 0.3 8.7 BH18 −138.5+8.0
−8.2 17.3+15.1

−6.5 −121.2+2.3
−2.0 2.0+4.5

−1.9 −119.4+3.1
−3.1 0.3+3.0

−0.3 2

NGC 5053 42.8 ± 0.2 1.6 BH18 45.9+16.6
−16.8 37.2+25.8

−14.1 43.9+1.6
−1.6 0.2+1.3

−0.2 40.0+2.2
−2.2 0.2+1.9

−0.2 2

dwarf galaxies compiled by Vasiliev & Baumgardt (2021)

and Pace et al. (2022), respectively. Considering that

the astrometric information in these catalogs are also

based on Gaia data, the crossmatch is performed using a

0.5 arcsec search radius, ensuring a pure sample of RRLs

dwarf galaxies and clusters (although this might slightly

increase the contamination in our Galactic field sample).

We should note, however, that no special distinctions for

RRLs were made in the compilation of the catalog (e.g.,

considering their pulsating nature), and therefore mem-

bership to these systems is tentative. From this cross-

match, we find a total of 22 RRLs in nine Milky Way

star clusters (Pal 5, NGC 5904, NGC 5466, NGC 5024,

NGC 5053, NGC 6341, NGC 2419, NGC 4147, and

NGC 5634) and 62 RRLs in three dwarf galaxies (Draco,

Ursa Major II, and Boötes III). Of these 62 RRLs, 59

are found in the Draco dwarf spheroidal galaxy (dSph).

The DESI Y1 footprint significantly overlaps with that

of the Sagittarius (Sgr) stream (Cooper et al. 2023).

Similar to Erkal et al. (2021) and Byström et al. (2024),

we label stars as likely Sgr stream members based on

their position relative to the stream, their heliocentric

distance, and their radial velocity. For the positions, we

transform the stars’ equatorial coordinates into a Sgr
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Figure 8. Line-of-sight velocity distribution of RRLs
in Draco, for the RRLs’ velocities taken directly from the
RVSpec pipeline (turquoise filled bars), the velocities cor-
rected using our RVC modeling (orange filled bars), and
those corrected using the B21 RVC models (red unfilled
bars). A long dashed vertical line represents the vlos of Draco
reported by Walker et al. (2015) (−290.7± 0.8 km s−1), and
short vertical lines depict their reported velocity dispersion
(−9.1 ± 1.2 km s−1). This plot shows that not accounting
for the pulsation component of our sample results in a wide
dispersion around the expected value, whereas narrower dis-
tributions (overall) are observed when using the corrected
velocities.

stream coordinate system Λ̃⊙, B̃⊙. These coordinates

represent stream longitude and latitude, respectively.

We follow the convention of Belokurov et al. (2014) and

adopt a stream longitude Λ̃⊙ that increases in the direc-

tion of motion of Sgr. Therefore, Λ̃⊙[deg] = 360 − Λ⊙,

where Λ⊙ is the Sgr stream longitude defined by Ma-

jewski et al. (2003). For the distances, we use the values

defined in Section 3.4 and label stars within three stan-

dard deviations from the distance splines of Hernitschek

et al. (2017) (which reach distances out to ∼ 100 kpc)

and with |B̃⊙| < 15 deg. For the radial velocities, we use

the center-of-mass velocities obtained in Section 3.2.1

and select stars within 3.5 standard deviations from the

values reported by Vasiliev et al. (2021) as likely Sgr

stream stars. Following these definitions, we find a total

of 600 RRLs that are likely members of the Sgr stream.

Consequently, the list of RRLs that are not in the

aforementioned clusters or galaxies, nor in the Sgr

stream, contains 5554 stars (89% of the full sample).

We refer to this sample as the DESI field RRLs from

hereon.

4.2. Draco as a testbed for parameter comparisons

In order to validate our results and to test the per-

formance of our methodology quantifying the effect of

our assumptions, we compare our velocity and [Fe/H]

estimates with literature values for the Draco dSph.

We selected this galaxy as it contains the largest num-

ber of RRLs of the globular clusters and dwarf galax-

ies observed by DESI (see Section 4.1). The catalog

resulting from the crossmatch with the compilation of

dwarf galaxies properties by Pace et al. (2022), con-

tains their main chemo-dynamical properties. This in-

cludes proper motions, line-of-sight velocities, velocity

dispersion, metallicities, and metallicity dispersion. It

is worth mentioning that the sample of Draco stars in

DESI extends further in radius from its center than pre-

vious studies (e.g., Walker et al. 2015). Therefore, spe-

cial considerations should be made given the location of

our RRL sample in the outskirts of Draco (as discussed

in Section 4.2.2). Additionally, the catalog by Pace

et al. (2022) lists likely member stars with individually-

measured membership probabilities (Pmemb). Here, we

select RRLs with Pmemb > 0.90. We note in passing

that variable stars are not considered special cases for

the computation of these probabilities (e.g., to correct

their observed velocities for their pulsation), and there-

fore, their true membership is not guaranteed.

4.2.1. Line-of-sight velocity

To compute the mean observed velocity of a group of

RRLs in Draco (its systemic velocity) and its velocity

dispersion, we employ the MCMC Python parameter-

space sampler emcee6 (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013).

This computation relies on the assumption that the ve-

locities in the system follow a Gaussian distribution,

which can be described by a mean systemic velocity µ

and an intrinsic dispersion σv. Then, following Walker

et al. (2006), we adopt a Gaussian likelihood function of

the form:

log L = −1

2

(
N∑
i=1

log(σ2
v + σ2

vi) +

N∑
i=1

(vi − µ)2

σ2
v + σ2

vi

)
,

(12)

where vi and σvi refer to the velocity of a given star in

the system and its measured uncertainty. For this pro-

cess, we use 50 walkers, a burn-in period of 100 steps,

and a total number of steps of 1000. These choices en-

sure the convergence of the MCMC routine. Finally,

we report the values corresponding to the median of

6 https://github.com/dfm/emcee

https://github.com/dfm/emcee
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Figure 9. Same as Figure 7 but showing the posterior of the metallicity distribution (mean µ and dispersion σ) of RRLs
in Draco. The metallicities shown correspond to those obtained from the RVS and the SP pipelines (left and center panels,
respectively), and from the ∆S method (right). The literature value for the mean metallicity of Draco (−2.00 ± 0.02 dex) and
its dispersion (0.34± 0.02 dex) are displayed with solid lines, showing that the ∆S metallicity estimates are the most consistent
with these values. For the left and center panels, the literature value falls outside the displayed region for µ.

Table 4. Similar to Table 3, but comparing the metallicity and metallicity dispersion σ obtained in this work (with subscripts
RVS, SP, and ∆S) for RRLs in Draco and in globular clusters with those from the literature ([Fe/H]Lit and [Fe/H]Lit). In this
table, we compare with the metallicities reported by Kirby et al. (2013) (K13), Bailin (2019) (B19), and Bailin & von Klar
(2022) (B22).

Name [Fe/H]Lit σ[Fe/H]Lit
ref [Fe/H]RVS σ[Fe/H]RVS

[Fe/H]SP σ[Fe/H]SP
[Fe/H]∆S σ[Fe/H]∆S

N

(dex) (dex) (dex) (dex) (dex) (dex) (dex) (dex)

Draco −2.00+0.02
−0.02 0.34 ± 0.02 K13 −2.37+0.07

−0.07 0.42+0.06
−0.05 −2.36+0.06

−0.06 0.43+0.04
−0.04 −2.04+0.05

−0.05 0.34+0.04
−0.04 59

Pal 5 −1.32 ± 0.10 – B22 −1.45+0.04
−0.04 0.06+0.06

−0.04 −1.48+0.03
−0.03 0.07+0.04

−0.02 −1.28+0.07
−0.08 0.15+0.10

−0.06 5

NGC 5904 −1.25 ± 0.10 0.03+0.00
−0.00 B22 −1.33+0.04

−0.03 0.03+0.04
−0.02 −1.50+0.03

−0.03 0.06+0.04
−0.02 −1.22+0.11

−0.11 0.21+0.17
−0.09 4

NGC 5466 −2.20 ± 0.10 – B22 −2.10+0.07
−0.07 0.10+0.11

−0.04 −2.06+0.06
−0.06 0.10+0.11

−0.04 −1.80+0.14
−0.12 0.17+0.20

−0.09 3

NGC 5024 −1.97 ± 0.10 0.07+0.01
−0.01 B22 −2.28+0.06

−0.05 0.06+0.11
−0.04 −2.32+0.02

−0.02 0.03+0.03
−0.01 −2.08+0.09

−0.09 0.06+0.14
−0.04 3

NGC 6341 −2.24 ± 0.03 0.08+0.03
−0.01 B19 −2.45+0.18

−0.21 0.23+0.47
−0.12 −2.58+0.14

−0.15 0.17+0.39
−0.09 −2.12+0.10

−0.09 0.09+0.25
−0.07 2

NGC 5053 −2.23 ± 0.10 0.04+0.02
−0.00 B22 −2.65+0.06

−0.07 0.04+0.14
−0.03 −2.60+0.18

−0.16 0.19+0.45
−0.10 −2.12+0.08

−0.08 0.05+0.17
−0.04 2

the posterior distributions, adopting the 16th and 84th

percentile limits as lower and upper uncertainties, re-

spectively. We perform this analysis for a) our uncor-

rected RVS velocities, b) our velocities corrected by the

Bayesian approach described in Section 3.2.1, and c) our

velocities corrected by the RVCs of B21 (Section 3.2.2).

Our results are summarized in Table 3. Figure 7 shows

the mean velocity and the velocity dispersion obtained

with this method for Draco. For this analysis, we do

not take into account the bias caused by the spatial

distribution of RRLs in Draco, as stars located in its

outskirts might exhibit higher velocity dispersions than

stars closer to its center (see e.g., Walker et al. 2007).

From the values in Table 3, we conclude that correct-

ing for the pulsation of the RRLs plays a significant

role in correctly estimating the mean velocity of a sys-

tem, regardless of the number of RRLs used (although

we should highlight the impact of low number statis-

tics on this conclusion). A notable result is that we

are able to recover the line of sight velocity of Draco

(−290.7± 0.8 km s−1, Walker et al. 2015) without need-

ing to apply the pulsation correction. At first sight, this

estimate is even better than those resulting from the cor-

rected velocities. We note, however, that a 0.93 km s−1

bias was detected by Koposov et al. (2024), when com-

paring RVS-based velocities in DESI with APOGEE

spectra (DESI’s velocities are 0.93 km s−1 larger than

those in APOGEE). This bias does not affect our ve-

locities inferred with the B21 RVCs, as the line-by-

line velocities used for this correction are computed

independently from RVS. When applying the velocity

bias to our estimates, we find that the systemic veloci-

ties of Draco are −291.12 km s−1, −290.59 km s−1, and

−292.52 km s−1 when using uncorrected, DESI RVS-

corrected, and B21-corrected RRL velocities, respec-

tively. Thus, our RVS-corrected velocities are in re-

markable agreement with the reported velocity of Draco.

This is the case for most of the systems shown in Table 3
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as well, when the 0.93 km s−1 bias is considered. We also

note that we obtain the largest velocity dispersion when

using uncorrected velocities. Lastly, the velocity disper-

sion observed in our corrected samples is consistent with

the velocity dispersion found in Draco by Walker et al.

(2015) (9.1 ± 1.2 km s−1) and the uncertainties of our

systemic velocities (typically < 15 km s−1 for the stars

in Draco), added in quadrature.

The velocity spread of our measurements, as observed

in the distribution of individual stars’ velocities, also

represents a benchmark for assessing the precision and

accuracy of our line-of-sight velocity corrections. Since

this metric is highly dependent on the number of stars,

we only analyze the velocity dispersion of RRLs in

Draco. Figure 8 depicts the distribution of our three

samples of RRL velocities. As it can be inferred from

Table 3 and directly observed in Figure 8, the velocity

distributions from both of our estimates of (corrected)

systemic velocities are narrower than for uncorrected

RRLs, although in all cases the median of the distribu-

tions are in good agreement with each other. For the un-

corrected velocities, the width of the distribution mea-

sured from its 16th and 84th percentiles, corresponds

to 21.8 and 22.0 km s−1, respectively. For the veloci-

ties inferred from our Bayesian approach, the velocity

spread is reduced to 15.1 and 20.2 km s−1, equivalent to

a 10-30% decrease. It is noteworthy, however, that we

find two stars in the distribution of DESI RVC-corrected

velocities (with Gaia IDs 1433146680194267520 and

1433157675310524288) for which the correction results

in larger deviations with respect to the bulk of the distri-

bution. For these stars, observed five times each, most

of the epochs were taken near ϕ ∼ 1.0 and 0.75, respec-

tively. The case of the B21-template-corrected velocities

is similar to the previous one, as we also observe a sig-

nificant reduction of the width of the distribution (to

14.5 and 18.6 km s−1, or 15-30% decrease).

4.2.2. Metallicity

Similar to the line of sight velocities comparison, we

estimate the mean metallicity and the metallicity dis-

persion of the RRLs in Draco using MCMC. For this

exercise, we employ the iron abundances obtained with

DESI’s RVS and SP pipelines, and from the ∆S method.

The resulting posterior distributions are depicted in Fig-

ure 9.

From the figure, it is clear that the mean of the [Fe/H]

distribution of the RRLs in Draco is systematically more

metal poor than the value reported by Kirby et al.

(2013) ([Fe/H]= −2.00± 0.02 dex) for the RVS and SP-

derived metallicities (by 0.35 to 0.40 dex, respectively).

The metallicity dispersion is also larger for the values de-

rived by these pipelines, as compared with that of Kirby

et al. (2013) although the RVS metallicity dispersion is

just marginally higher. We find the best agreement with

the Kirby et al. (2013) values when using the ∆S val-

ues, both for the mean of the metallicity distribution

(which is marginally more metal poor, by 0.04 dex) and

for the metallicity dispersion (which is the same as that

literature value).

This is also the case if we compare with the mean

metallicity of Draco found by Kirby et al. (2011) ([Fe/H]

= −1.93 ± 0.01 dex). A tentative explanation for the

discrepancy between the DESI (RVS and SP pipeline)

metallicities is the metallicity gradient found in Draco

by Kirby et al. (2011), of −0.73 dex deg−1. Indeed,

the mean distance of our RRLs to the dwarf’s cen-

ter (RA, DEC) = (260.0684 deg, 57.9185 deg) (Muñoz

et al. 2018) is 0.18 deg, whereas the sample of Kirby

et al. (2011) is constrained to a region within ∼ 0.1 deg.

Adopting their metallicity gradient results in a decline

of 0.13 dex in metallicity at 0.18 deg from the center of

Draco, which is consistent with our ∆S measurement.

Moreover, the median [Fe/H] from the RVS, SP, and ∆S

method when only considering RRLs within 0.1 deg are

−2.27, −2.17, and −1.87 dex, respectively, which shows

a ∼ 0.2− 0.3 dex difference for the two first cases when

compared with the results by Kirby et al. (2011). These

values can also be compared with the RVS metallicities

of the Draco members detected in DESI analyzed by Ko-

posov et al. (2024) (i.e., not only RRLs), −2.25 dex (or

−1.97 dex within 0.1 deg). Thus, the disagreement be-

tween our RVS and SP metallicities and those from the

literature are likely not only explained by the metallicity

gradient of Draco, but also by the fact that the short-

period pulsation of RRLs is not accounted for in these

pipelines.

Following the same methodology, we compare the

metallicity and metallicity dispersion of globular clus-

ters with at least two RRLs in our sample with liter-

ature values (similar to Table 3), taking into account

that our estimations are affected by low number statis-

tics. As shown in Table 4, both RVS and SP metal-

licities are underestimated at a ∼ 0.15-0.20 dex level

at [Fe/H] ∼ −1.30 dex (for systems like Pal 5 and

NGC 5904; Bailin & von Klar 2022), and ∼ 0.20-0.40 dex

for [Fe/H] ≤ −1.8 dex (for systems like NGC 6341 and

NGC 5053 at [Fe/H] ∼ −2.25 dex; Bailin 2019; Bailin &

von Klar 2022). Conversely, for the [Fe/H] obtained with

the ∆S method we find an overestimation of the system’s

metallicities at a ∼ 0.05 dex level at [Fe/H] ∼ −1.30 dex,

and ∼ 0.10-0.40 dex for the more metal-poor systems.

4.3. Comparison with [Fe/H] in literature catalogs
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Figure 10. Comparison of the [Fe/H] derived by the DESI pipelines for our sample of RRLs with those from the literature.
In the leftmost column, we show the comparisons between our [Fe/H] and those from high-resolution studies including those
tabulated by Crestani et al. (2021a) and Crestani et al. (2021b) (filled circles, CHR calibration sample), and APOGEE (squares).
The second column (from left to right) shows the result of a crossmatch with the photometric metallicities derived by Mullen
et al. (2021) (for RRab, M21) and Mullen et al. (2022) (for RRc, M22), respectively. In these panels, filled circles represent stars
with [Fe/H] computed from optical light curves by these authors, whereas crosses are used for their metallicities from infrared
light curves. The middle column displays a comparison with the photometric metallicity predictions of RRab using Gaia optical
and KS infrared bands from Dékány & Grebel (2022) (D22). The fourth column shows the results from the comparison with
the metallicities in the Gaia DR3 catalog. The rightmost column depicts the comparison with the mean [M/H] derived by Wang
et al. (2024) (W24) using a template-matching method on LAMOST low- and medium-resolution spectra. A diagonal dashed
line is used in each case to represent the identity relation.

To evaluate the performance of our determined iron

abundances and to find any existing trends in our data,

we compare our metallicity estimates with those de-

rived in the literature for RRLs from low-, medium-,

and high-resolution spectra. For this comparison, we

again use the [Fe/H] obtained with the DESI MWS

processing pipelines (RVS and SP) and those from the

∆S method. We crossmatch the DESI Y1 RRL cat-

alog with existing catalogs containing large numbers

of halo RRLs. Here we consider those derived from

high-resolution spectra from Crestani et al. (2021a) and

from APOGEE (Majewski et al. 2017; Beaton et al.

2021), those from the photometrically-derived (from op-

tical to infrared light curves) metallicities of Mullen

et al. (2021) (RRab), Mullen et al. (2022) (RRc), and

Dékány & Grebel (2022) (RRab), and the medium- to

low-resolution-based metallicities from Gaia DR3 (Gaia

Collaboration et al. 2023; Clementini et al. 2023) and

LAMOST (Wang et al. 2024). We note that, for the 59

stars in common with Wang et al. (2024), the median

number of epochs is three, with a maximum of 10 epochs

and nine stars having more ≥ 7 epochs. For the stars

in this sample, we use the mean of the provided [M/H]

for our comparison. The result of these comparisons is

shown in Figure 10, along with the root mean square

(rms) of the stellar metallicities used in the plots.

Figure 10 shows that the rms of the comparisons lie

typically between 0.3 and 0.7 dex. From the comparison

with the high-resolution sample, we find that the rms of

each of our metallicity estimates is < 0.30 dex (with-

out counting the APOGEE star with Gaia source id

4420736655826086400, which is an outlier), although the
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very small number statistics used for this computation

should be considered. From the comparison with photo-

metric metallicities of Mullen et al. (2021) and Mullen

et al. (2022), we observe the rms to be between ∼ 0.35

and ∼ 0.45 dex, with a consistently larger scatter for

metallicities from mid-infrared light curves (in the range

0.50-0.55 dex). Our [Fe/H] estimates are systematically

higher than those of Dékány & Grebel (2022) (0.15, 0.40,

and 0.10 dex more metal-rich, as measured by the me-

dian differences), regardless of the method used. We

note that a similar trend was observed by these authors

when comparing their metallicities with those estimated

by Hajdu et al. (2018) from KS−band light curves (a

∼ 0.4 dex offset in the same direction as our results)

and Iorio & Belokurov (2021) from Gaia G−band light

curves (0.2–0.3 dex, also in the same direction). The cor-

relation between our measurements are clearer for RV

and SP (with rms ∼ 0.35 dex), with a larger rms for our

∆S estimates (∼ 0.55 dex). Both our RV and SP metal-

licities are systematically more metal-poor than those

from Gaia (with median [Fe/H] differences of 0.30, 0.10,

and 0.40 dex), and the data shows large rms in each case

(> 0.5 dex). This is also seen for the comparison with

the metallicities from Wang et al. (2024) (with median

[Fe/H] differences of 0.35, 0.15, 0.45 dex), and in this

case we observe marginal evidence of a correlation with

our ∆S values. In short, our derived [Fe/H] are consis-

tent overall (at a ≲ 0.25 dex level) with high-resolution

metallicities (subject to low number statistics), and our

RVS and SP metallicities show the largest differences

with those from Gaia DR3 and the values from LAM-

OST based on template fitting. For photometric metal-

licities, we find a better agreement with those derived

from optical and near-infrared band light curves than

those from mid-infrared light curves.

4.4. The Period-Teff relation

According to stellar evolution theory, not only do

RRLs occur in a narrow region of the Hertzprung-Russel

diagram (the instability strip), but also their sizes (den-

sity) and periods evolve as they move along the hori-

zontal branch (according to the pulsation equation; see

Catelan & Smith 2015, and references therein). As a

consequence, a correlation between periods of pulsation

and Teff would be expected for stars along the horizontal

branch, and checking for such correlation is a suitable

test for our Teff variation models.

Figure 11 shows the position of our sample in the P -

Teff space, for temperatures directly taken from the RVS

pipeline (uncorrected) and for temperatures corrected

by our Teff modeling (Section 3.5). The figure shows

that the vast majority of Teff measurements lying above

Figure 11. The period-Teff anticorrelations of RRLs ob-
served in the DESI catalog. The top (color-coded by their
pulsation modes) and middle (color-coded by their phases)
panels depict these quantities for uncorrected temperature
estimates, and the bottom panel shows the temperatures cor-
rected by our Teff variation model. Applying our model sig-
nificantly reduces the observed scatter in temperature for
both fundamental and first-overtone pulsators, making the
observations consistent with the anticorrelations predicted
by pulsation theory, although the Teff decrease in RRab re-
sults in a less clear decreasing trend with period. In the
bottom panel, linear functions are used to fit the observed
trend for RRab and RRc separately. The full dataset, with-
out classification distinctions, is successfully represented by
a single third-degree polynomial.

the expected polynomial decrease of Teff with period are

caused by epochs at phases ≲ 0.4 and ≳ 0.65. The figure

also illustrates a clear improvement in the distinctness

of the P -Teff sequences for our sample, resulting from

narrower Teff distributions as a function of P . Indeed,

for RRc stars, implementing the Teff correction makes a

significant difference in reducing the scatter of the an-

ticorrelation. For RRab, on the other hand, the correc-

tion comes at a cost, as after applying it the quadratic-

like P -Teff part of the sequence becomes less clear, even

though the presence of high temperature estimates is
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significantly reduced. The broadening of the RRab re-

gion can be attributed to the intrinsic scatter in our Teff

corrections. Furthermore, we observe that the feature of

decreasing Teff for short period RRab (< 0.4 d), visible

in the top and bottom panels of Figure 11, is lost after

applying the correction, and is likely as a consequence

of the larger range of observed Teff and the low number

of RRab in these period ranges.

To characterize these anticorrelations, we employ em-

cee adopting a third-order polynomial to model the

period-Teff relation for RRab and RRc stars. We find

that 32 walkers and chains with 400 steps are sufficient

to appropriately sample the parameters’ posterior distri-

butions. For the uncorrected sample, if only Teff mea-

surements for phases between 0.4 and 0.65 are consid-

ered, the resulting relation is

Teff [K] = 9406.9+1072.6
−299.9 − 12015.6+1841.7

−6627.4 P

+ 14003.3+12567.3
−3523.0 P 2 − 5362.6+2228.8

−7469.3 P 3.
(13)

If instead we employ our entire dataset of corrected Teff

estimates, we obtain

Teff [K] = 10811.3+99.6
−79.5 − 19473.4+469.3

−618.0 P

+ 27296.3+1233.6
−818.1 P 2 − 12589.5+508.8

−766.3 P 3
(14)

A similar empirical study was performed by Li et al.

(2020) using ∼ 1700 RRLs in the LAMOST catalog. In

that work, the data was used to identify RRLs with ab-

normal temperatures, a signature interpreted as stem-

ming from the misclassification of the RRLs or their

association with companions in binary systems. There-

fore, we recognize this as a direct application of our cat-

alog, but its exploration is beyond the scope of our work.

A more detailed analysis of the Teff of the stars in our

sample, and their use to constrain the shape of the in-

stability strip as a function of [Fe/H] will be presented

in a companion paper.

5. THE CHEMODYNAMICS OF THE HALO

Here, we analyze the bulk chemodynamical properties

of the ∼ 5500 RRLs in the halo field (i.e., those not

in globular clusters, dwarf galaxies, or the Sagittarius

stream). Specifically, we use these properties to inves-

tigate the metallicity distribution function (MDF) and

the gradient of metallicity as a function of Galactocen-

tric distance (RGC) in the halo, and the kinematics of

halo RRLs. For this, we compute RGC adopting a a

spherical halo and a distance of the Sun to the Galactic

center of 8.2 kpc (GRAVITY Collaboration et al. 2021).

Figure 12. Top: Column normalized 2-D histogram show-
ing the iron abundance of DESI Y1 field RRLs as a func-
tion of Galactocentric distance. A thick solid line represents
the moving median across the RGC bins, whereas thin solid
(dashed) lines are used to depict the [16,84]th ([5,95]th) in-
terval regions. The binned data indicates two distinct re-
gions: one characterized by a significant and relatively metal-
rich overdensity with low dispersion in [Fe/H] within 40-
50 kpc, and a region with large scatter beyond that limit.
Bottom: Results of our Gaussian mixture modeling for the
RRL [Fe/H] distribution in log(RGC) bins. The mean of the
Gaussians is shown with either dashed or solid lines, and
the shaded regions represent the width σ of these Gaussians.
Solid lines are used to depict if either the one two components
model is preferred over the one component model, whereas
dashed lines represent the disfavored model (as measured by
the BIC metric). The transition between these two regimes
occurs at ∼45 kpc.

5.1. Halo metallicity distribution

Figure 12 (top panel) depicts the [Fe/H] of our sam-

ple as a function of Galactocentric distance in a column-

normalized 2-D histogram. In the figure, we also show
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Figure 13. Relative BIC score of multi-component Gaus-
sian mixture models of the halo MDF with respect to a single
Gaussian fit. At a given radius, a model with a significantly
larger (relative) BIC score depicts a preference of such model
over others. The shaded region is used to highlight relative
BIC values < 0, i.e., where a 1-component model is pre-
ferred over a multi-component Gaussian decomposition. In
each distance bin, a small offset in the x-axis is added to the
data for a better comparison of the values shown.

the median and the [16,84]th and [5,95]th percentile in-

tervals of the overall metallicity distribution as a func-

tion of the binned log(RGC). Two distinct regimes are

visible in the figure: one dominated by a prominent

metal-rich component (with [Fe/H] ∼ −1.5 dex), which

extends out to log(RGC) ∼ 1.6 (∼ 40 kpc), and one that

displays a larger scatter in metallicity (∼ 0.25 dex larger,

as measured by the percentile intervals), which is more

metal-poor overall ([Fe/H] ≤ −2.0 dex).

To understand the properties of these two compo-

nents, we split our RRLs in distance bins in logarith-

mic space and model the MDF of the RRLs in each bin

following a Gaussian mixture modeling approach. The

chosen binning ensures a reasonable number of stars to

be used for the MDF analysis in each bin. For each

MDF, we adopt a model consisting of one Gaussian (sin-

gle component model) and one using two Gaussians (two

component model). The result of this analysis is dis-

played in Figure 12 (bottom panel). In this figure, the

central position and variance of the Gaussian compo-

nents used to model the MDFs (per bin) are shown. In

each bin, we compute the Bayesian information crite-

rion (BIC; Schwarz 1978) metric to assess which model

is preferred. Figure 12 shows that, based on the BIC

metric, within log(RGC [kpc]) ∼ 1.65 (RGC ∼ 45 kpc) a

2-component Gaussian is preferred over a single Gaus-

sian fit. Beyond that radius, a single Gaussian model is

preferred. We highlight that adopting these models and

using the aforementioned metric to select a better model

is only valid under the assumption that the underlying

distributions are, in fact, Gaussians. In that regard, we

note that populations covering a wide range of metal-

licites can exhibit considerably non-Gaussian chemical

distributions (see e.g., Naidu et al. 2020; Myeong et al.

2022), and this approach is a strong oversimplification

to study the chemodynamical distribution of halo stars

(see e.g., An & Beers 2021; Liang et al. 2021; Cabrera

Garcia et al. 2024). Indeed, there is growing evidence

showing that the MDF of the components of the halo

have strongly non-Gaussian shapes (e.g., Naidu et al.

2021; Liu et al. 2022; Donlon & Newberg 2023; Khop-

erskov et al. 2023; Zhu et al. 2024; Mori et al. 2024;

Viswanathan et al. 2024), which is supported by expec-

tations from the products of galaxy chemical evolution

models (e.g., Leaman 2012; Sanders et al. 2021).

As described above, we assume that the halo MDF

can be represented by one or two Gaussian compo-

nents only, which is an oversimplification of the true

nature of the halo. Indeed, several authors have re-

ported the presence of multiple components in the MDF

of the halo as a function of RGC (see e.g., Naidu et al.

2020; Viswanathan et al. 2024). To test this with our

dataset, we repeated the aforementioned analysis incor-

porating up to two additional components to the Gaus-

sian mixture model. In Table 5, we report the BIC

score of multiple Gaussian mixture fits (XG) relative

to the BIC score of a single Gaussian model (SG), i.e.,

∆BICSG−XG = (BICSG −BICXG). Figure 13 shows the

same metric but normalized by BICSG for a better visu-

alization. Thus, the table and the figure show where a

single Gaussian suffices/fails to describe the MDF (rel-

ative BIC < 0 and > 0, respectively), and where a

given multiple component model is preferred over differ-

ent number of components (inferred from comparatively

larger relative BIC, at a given RGC bin).

From this model evaluation and from an inspection

of the mixture model MDF fits, we find that describing

our data with two Gaussians is a reasonable assump-

tion for a good fraction of the region log(RGC) ≲ 1.6

(∼ 40 kpc), whereas beyond that radius a single Gaus-

sian model is always preferred. This is also the case

when adopting a different evaluation metric, namely the

Akaike information criterion (AIC; Akaike 1981). Our

result contrasts with the description of the outer halo

(RGC > 45 kpc) using photometric metallicities from the

Pristine Survey (Starkenburg et al. 2019) recently re-

ported by Viswanathan et al. (2024) (Figure 13 in their

work), where three Gaussian components are required

to characterize the MDF. This discrepancy should be
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Figure 14. Left: [Fe/H] distribution of the entire DESI Y1 sample. This distribution can be modeled by two Gaussian
components: one thin component centered at [Fe/H]∼ −1.5 dex and a wider and more metal-poor component with a mean at
[Fe/H]∼ −2.3 dex. Right: Same as the left panel, but for the RRLs in different halo regions. These panels show the dependency
of the number of Gaussian components needed to model the data, as (at least) two components are observed in the inner halo,
whereas a single Gaussian is able to reproduce the metallicity distribution of the outer halo. The central position of these
distributions become more metal-poor as the RRL distances increase.

Table 5. Comparison of the BIC scores of multigaussian
mixture models with respect to a single component model.
Values > 0 indicate the preference of a multicomponent mix-
ture model over a single Gaussian.

RGC ∆BICSG−2G ∆BICSG−3G ∆BICSG−4G

[kpc]

6.2 23.3 10.9 4.6

9.3 73.0 46.2 23.6

13.9 237.6 203.4 246.1

20.9 438.4 453.9 405.9

31.2 249.0 234.6 209.3

46.6 −6.8 −21.5 −33.2

69.7 −9.8 −23.7 −28.7

104.3 −8.5 −10.6 −19.9

attributed, at least partially, to low number statistics

affecting our sample of RRLs at RGC > 45 kpc (a fac-

tor of 10 smaller than that used by Viswanathan et al.

2024), which limits our ability to draw firm conclusions

at these distances. Larger samples of outer halo RRLs

with homogeneously-derived [Fe/H] (e.g., from upcom-

ing DESI data releases) are required to inspect the num-

ber of components of the MDF at RGC > 50 kpc in

greater detail.

Figure 14 shows the MDF of our entire sample mod-

eled by the multiple component approach, and a sim-

ilar visualization for the RRLs in three representa-

tive regions, namely RGC < 20 kpc (the inner halo),

20 < RGC [kpc] ≤ 40 kpc (“extended” inner halo, or

transition region), and RGC > 40 kpc (the outer halo).

The MDFs in this figure show how, for RGC < 20 kpc,

the data is well represented by two Gaussians, centered

at [Fe/H]= −1.53 dex (with width σ = 0.22 dex) and

[Fe/H]= −2.01 dex (σ = 0.54 dex). As the distance

to the Galactic center increases, the position of these

Gaussians shifts towards the more metal-poor regime,

at [Fe/H]= −1.57 dex (σ = 0.22 dex) and [Fe/H]=

−2.29 dex (σ = 0.37 dex). Beyond 40 kpc, the two com-

ponents become less distinct, and the data can be rep-

resented by a single Gaussian ([Fe/H]= −2.06 dex with

σ = 0.52 dex).
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Our findings are consistent with the current knowledge

of the dual origin of the Galactic halo, where its inner

regions are composed of a combination of stars accreted

from massive satellites and stars formed in-situ, whereas

its outskirts are predominantly composed of stars ac-

creted from satellites. These formation scenarios and the

dual component halo have been thoroughly investigated

in the past (e.g., White & Rees 1978; Chiba & Beers

2001; Naidu et al. 2020; Limberg et al. 2022). Indeed,

the radial metallicity gradient has been interpreted to

be the outcome of massive radial mergers (e.g., Car-

ollo et al. 2007, 2010), which includes the accretion of

the massive and metal-rich dwarf galaxy responsible for

the Gaia-Sausage-Enceladus (GSE) merger event (Be-

lokurov et al. 2018; Haywood et al. 2018; Helmi et al.

2018). The presence of this metal-rich component is

supported by our results. Moreover, the limit between

the two aforementioned regimes occurs between 40 and

50 kpc, roughly consistent with the break in the halo

number density profile reported by several authors us-

ing different stellar tracers across the entire sky (see e.g.,

Keller et al. 2008; Deason et al. 2013a; Das et al. 2016;

Deason et al. 2018; Medina et al. 2018; Thomas et al.

2018; Stringer et al. 2021; Yu et al. 2024; Amarante et al.

2024; Medina et al. 2024). Recently, Liu et al. (2022)

studied the MDF of a sample of∼ 4300 RRLs with SDSS

(Yanny et al. 2009) and LAMOST (Deng et al. 2012; Liu

et al. 2020) spectroscopic measurements. We note that,

although the transition region found by these authors is

closer to 30 kpc, we find an overall agreement with their

results.

5.2. The metallicity gradient of the metal-poor halo

and GSE

To characterize the halo metallicity gradient with

our RRL sample, we extend the methodology employed

above and follow a Bayesian mixture model approach.

We assume that the halo can be effectively described

by two components, and that each component (thin and

broad, from their [Fe/H] distribution) can be described

by the mean and the variance of a Gaussian in radial ve-

locity (vr), azimuthal velocity (vϕ), and [Fe/H]. The in-

clusion of the stars’ velocities in the model is supported

by studies that confirm existing correlations between the

Galactocentric velocity and iron abundance of the two

observed overdensities in the inner halo (see e.g., Be-

lokurov et al. 2018). We emphasize that, although this

approach allows us to capture observable chemodynam-

ical trends in the halo, adopting a model with Gaussian

[Fe/H] and velocity distributions for the halo compo-

nents is a caveat in our analysis (see e.g., Lancaster et al.

2019; Sanders et al. 2021) with room for improvement

in future work. Furthermore, previous works have re-

ported the presence of more than two components in

the chemodynamical distribution of halo stars (and of

halo RRLs in particular). Iorio & Belokurov (2021), for

instance, identified four distinct halo components using

the Gaia DR2 RRL catalog, corresponding to the disk,

the GSE merger, the quasi isotropic accreted halo, and

a metal-rich centrally concentrated in-situ component.

Although we expect our sample to be dominated by the

GSE and the quasi isotropic halo, given the footprint of

DESI Y1 and the analysis presented in Section 5.1, a

detailed evaluation of the contribution of each of these

components to our sample remains to be done and will

be the focus of a forthcoming work.

We allow the mean metallicity to vary as a linear func-

tion of Galactocentric distance (in kpc) in the model,

as µ[Fe/H] = a + b RGC. Moreover, we assume that the

fraction of stars in the metal-rich component pGSE varies

with radius as

pGSE(RGC) = pinner + (pouter − pinner)/(1 + e−(RGC−µ)/k)
(15)

where pinner, pouter, µ, and k are model parameters.

Using this representation, the model is allowed to con-

strain the extent in distance of the metal-rich compo-

nent (as defined by the parameter µ), and the frac-

tion of stars associated with that component depends

on whether RGC < µ (where pGSE tends to pinner) or

RGC > µ (where pGSE tends to pouter). Then, the likeli-

hood for a star i belonging to the GSE and metal-poor

component (LGSE
i and LMP

i , respectively), defined from

multivariate Gaussians in vR, vϕ, and [Fe/H], and the

likelihood function (Ltot) are defined as:

LGSE
i = LGSE

vr,i × LGSE
vϕ,i

× LGSE
[Fe/H],i, (16)

LMP
i = LMP

vr,i × LMP
vϕ,i

× LMP
[Fe/H],i, (17)

ln(Ltot) =

N∑
i=1

ln(pGSE LGSE
i + (1− pGSE) LMP

i ), (18)

Following Bayes’ rule, the posterior probability of a

star belonging to the GSE-like component is:

Pi =
pGSELGSE

i

pGSELGSE
i + (1− pGSE)LMP

i

. (19)

Therefore, our model is described by 18 parameters:

four to define the fraction of stars belonging to the GSE

component (pinner, pouter, µ, and k), four to trace the de-

pendence of [Fe/H] on RGC (two per component, aGSE
[Fe/H],

bGSE
[Fe/H], a

MP
[Fe/H], and bMP

[Fe/H], where the superindices GSE
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Figure 15. Iron abundance as a function of Galactocen-
tric distance for our RRL sample, color-coded by the GSE
membership probability computed by our Bayesian mixture
model. The top panel shows, with large circles, the stars
likely associated with the GSE merger (with pGSE > 0.7),
whereas the bottom panel uses large circles for the stars with
pGSE < 0.4. The color scheme shows that the extent of the
stars likely associated with the GSE accretion event is pre-
dominantly < 40 kpc. The metallicity gradient of both GSE
and halo field RRLs are shown with dashed lines.

and MP refer to the GSE-like and metal-poor compo-

nents, respectively), two for the width of the [Fe/H]
Gaussians (one per component, σGSE

[Fe/H] and σMP
[Fe/H]), four

for the means of the velocity Gaussians (vGSE
ϕ , vGSE

r ,

vMP
ϕ , vMP

r ), and four for their variance (σGSE
vϕ

, σGSE
vr ,

σMP
vϕ

, σMP
vr ). The adopted flat priors for each parameter

are provided in Table 6.

To determine the best fit parameters, we explore the

parameter space following an MCMC methodology and

the Python package emcee (Foreman-Mackey et al.

2013). We find that 32 walkers, each taking 2000 MCMC

steps, suffice to obtain robust results. We define the

optimal parameters as the median of the marginalized

distributions, and their uncertainties as their 16th and

84th percentiles. Our results are summarized in Table 6

and depicted in Figure 15.

Figure 16. Fraction of RRLs likely associated to GSE as
a function of Galactocentric distance, using different cuts in
pGSE.

Our analysis indicates that the mean metallicity of the

Gaussians composing the RRLs MDF can be described

as:

[Fe/H]GSE = −1.427+0.011
−0.011 − 0.005+0.000

−0.001 RGC,

[Fe/H]MP = −1.718+0.012
−0.012 − 0.010+0.001

−0.000 RGC

(20)

where the constant and multiplicative coefficients are

provided in units of dex and dex kpc−1. The GSE

component is characterized by a scatter of σGSE
[Fe/H] =

0.184+0.004
−0.004 dex, whereas the metal-poor component dis-

plays σMP
[Fe/H] = 0.474+0.006

−0.007 dex. From Equation 20, our

sample shows a mild decrease in iron abundance as a

function of RGC (of 0.005 and 0.010 dex kpc−1 for the

GSE and metal-poor component, respectively). We note
that the gradient of the metal-poor component is larger

than that found by Liu et al. (2022) (0.003 dex kpc−1)

in the halo field using LAMOST RRLs. Our results

also confirm the slightly negative metallicity gradient

detected by these authors in GSE. However, the metal-

licity gradient found for the metal-rich component is

about a factor of two smaller than the value reported

by these authors (0.009 dex kpc−1). We also note that

our GSE metallicity gradient is about three times shal-

lower than the one measured by Khoperskov et al. (2023)

using APOGEE DR17.

Figure 16 illustrates the fraction fGSE of RRLs with

pGSE above three probability cuts (0.5, 0.7, and 0.9), as

a function of RGC. These fractions are computed as the

number of RRLs with pGSE larger than the correspond-

ing threshold with respect to the total number of field

RRLs per distance bin. The figure shows that, if the se-
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Table 6. Resulting parameters of our RGC-dependent mix-
ture modeling of the [Fe/H] distribution in the halo.

Parameter Prior Median C.I.

pinner U(0.000, 1.000) 0.497 [0.485, 0.509]

pouter U(0.000, 1.000) 0.379 [0.338, 0.418]

µ [kpc] U(30.0, 60.0) 37.3 [35.1, 40.7]

k log-U(−1.000, 0.900) −0.230 [−0.769, 0.259]

vGSE
ϕ [km s−1] U(−100.000, 150.000) 4.558 [3.867, 5.273]

σGSE
vϕ

[km s−1] log-U(1.000, 2.500) 25.180 [24.348, 25.981]

vGSE
r [km s−1] U(−100.000, 150.000) 3.776 [0.782, 6.792]

σGSE
vr

[km s−1] log-U(1.000, 2.500) 136.186 [133.984, 138.297]

aGSE [dex] U(−3.000, −1.000) −1.427 [−1.438, −1.416]

bGSE [dex kpc−1] U(−0.010, 0.005) −0.005 [−0.006, −0.005]

σGSE
[Fe/H] [dex] U(0.000, 4.000) 0.184 [0.180, 0.188]

vMP
ϕ [km s−1] U(−100.000, 300.000) −2.294 [−4.492, −0.070]

σMP
vϕ

[km s−1] log-U(1.000, 3.000) 107.926 [106.285, 109.562]

vMP
r [km s−1] U(−100.000, 300.000) 8.156 [5.068, 11.069]

σMP
vr

[km s−1] log-U(1.000, 3.000) 137.336 [135.425, 139.334]

aMP [dex] U(−2.500, −0.500) −1.718 [−1.730, −1.706]

bMP [dex kpc−1] U(−0.100, 0.005) −0.010 [−0.010, −0.009]

σMP
[Fe/H] [dex] U(0.000, 3.000) 0.474 [0.467, 0.480]

lected probability cut is pGSE > 0.5 or pGSE > 0.7, the

fraction of RRLs with GSE-like chemodynamics varies

between ∼0.4–0.5 within 40 kpc. Beyond that radius,

fGSE quickly drops to < 0.20. We note that the our es-

timation of fGSE lies on the lower side of the overall GSE

RRL fraction reported by Iorio & Belokurov (2021) at

5 < RGC [kpc] < 25 (between 50 and 80 per cent), but

is consistent with their estimation for stars with Carte-

sian Z coordinates (above and below the plane) between

15 and 25 kpc. Furthermore, for the lower pGSE thresh-

old, the GSE fraction does not reach fGSE ∼ 0 beyond

∼ 40 kpc and, instead, a sudden increase is observed at

∼ 75 kpc. We attribute this increase to the underdensity

of metal-poor stars seen at that distance in Figure 15.

5.3. The eccentricity of the metal-poor halo and GSE

In order to further inspect the overall kinematic prop-

erties of field and GSE RRLs, we compute the eccen-

tricity of their orbits modeled using the Python mod-

ule GALPY (Bovy 2015)7. We integrate the orbits for

5Gyr backwards in time. We adopt the built-in MW-

Potential2014 to model the Galactic potential, which

consists of a spherical nucleus and bulge (Hernquist po-

tential; Hernquist 1990), a Miyamoto-Nagai disc model

(Miyamoto & Nagai 1975), and a spherical Navarro-

Frenk-White dark matter halo (Navarro et al. 1997).

Additionally, we considered the perturbation of the

Milky Way potential caused by the Large Magellanic

7 http://github.com/jobovy/galpy

Figure 17. Top: Iron abundance as a function of Galac-
tocentric distance and color coded by the eccentricity of the
orbit of each star. This plot further demonstrates the pres-
ence of two populations in the data: a largely radial popula-
tion, that dominates at < 45 kpc, and one with eccentricity
< 0.5, present at all radii. Bottom: Eccentricity distribution
of the RRLs in our sample. Unfilled histograms represent
the distribution of highly likely and unlikely GSE members,
showing that we are able to distinguish the bulk of the pre-
dominantly radial orbits of the GSE stars with our mixture
modeling approach.

Cloud (LMC), as growing evidence indicates that its

effects on the Milky Way potential can be significant

(especially for modeling orbits; see e.g., Erkal et al.

2018; Cunningham et al. 2020; Vasiliev et al. 2021; Med-

ina et al. 2023). For the LMC current position, we

http://github.com/jobovy/galpy
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adopted central equatorial coordinates and a distance of

(α = 78.77 deg, δ = −69.01 deg) and dLMC = 49.6 kpc

(Pietrzyński et al. 2019), respectively. For its cur-

rent motion, we assumed µα = 1.850mas yr−1 and

µδ = 0.234mas yr−1 as proper motions (Gaia Collab-

oration et al. 2018), and a systemic line-of sight velocity

of 262.2 km s−1 (van der Marel et al. 2002). We adopt an

LMC mass of 1.88× 1011 M⊙ (Shipp et al. 2021) and a

scale length that recovers the circular velocity at 8.7 kpc

from the LMC center observed by van der Marel & Kalli-

vayalil (2014) (aLMC = 20.22 kpc). To account for the

fact that the LMC is not bound to the Milky Way in

MWPotential2014, we multiply the halo mass by a fac-

tor of 1.5 (as suggested in GALPY’s documentation).

Lastly, we integrate the orbits in the presence of an LMC

in motion, considering the effect of the Chandrasekhar

dynamical friction in the orbit integration of the LMC,

and ignoring the gravitational perturbations caused by

other massive Milky Way satellites.

To derive the orbital parameters of the stars in our

sample and their uncertainties, we employ Gaia DR3

proper motions and DESI-derived systemic velocities.

We integrate orbits from 500 GALPY realizations,

varying the input parameters (systemic velocities, he-

liocentric distances, and proper motions) assuming that

they follow Gaussian distributions built from the covari-

ance matrices of the stars in the Gaia DR3 catalog. The

parameters and their uncertainties are then estimated

as the median of the resulting distributions and their 16

and 84 percentiles, respectively. We note that a detailed

analysis of the RRLs’ orbital parameters is beyond the

scope of this paper, and will be presented in separate

works.

Figure 17 depicts the dependence of the iron abun-

dance of our sample on Galactocentric distance, color-

coded by orbital eccentricity. Additionally, Figure 17

shows the distribution of eccentricities, for likely field

and GSE RRLs. The figure clearly shows that the in-

ner halo contains RRLs with eccentricities covering the

entire [0,1] range, but it displays predominantly high ec-

centricities (e > 0.90). As expected, a large number of

these stars are likely members of GSE, as 35% (2,134

RRLs) of them display GSE membership probabilities

> 0.70. In contrast, the outer halo (> 45 kpc) is charac-

terized by a dearth of stars in radial orbits, as most of

the stars at these distances have eccentricities < 0.5.

5.4. The velocity anisotropy of the metal-poor halo and

GSE

The data at hand enable us to investigate the over-

all velocity distribution of the metal-poor halo and GSE

components. We estimate the velocity anisotropy pa-

Figure 18. Velocity anisotropy parameter β as a function
of the logarithm of the Galactocentric distance RGC for our
entire sample and for the highly likely and unlikely GSE
members shown in Figure 17. A small offset in the x-axis is
applied to the data for a better visualization.

rameter β of each component adopting its definition in

spherical coordinates, β = 1 − (σ2
ϕ + σ2

θ)/(2σ
2
r) (−∞ <

β < 1), where σ refers to the velocity dispersion, and

the subindices r, ϕ, and θ represent the Galactocentric

distance, the azimuthal angle 0 < ϕ < 2π, and the po-

lar angle 0 < θ < π (Binney & Tremaine 2008; Bird

et al. 2019), respectively. This definition ensures that,

for an isotropic system, σθ = σϕ = σr (β = 0), whereas

β > 0 represents a system with orbits predominantly ra-

dial and β < 0 one with mostly tangential orbits. If we

define stars highly probable members of the GSE (metal-

rich) component as those with membership probabilities

> 0.7 (2,134 RRLs), and those in the metal-poor com-

ponent as stars with probabilities < 0.2 (3,002 RRLs),

we find βGSE ∼ 0.93 and βMP ∼ 0.35. With this result,

we confirm the link between the bulk of the inner halo

RRLs with the GSE merger event, taking into account

that the stars in GSE display orbits that are largely ra-

dial (Belokurov et al. 2018).

Similar to previous works (e.g., Bird et al. 2019; Liu

et al. 2022), we measure the dependency of β on Galac-

tocentric radius for the stars likely associated to the GSE

(pGSE > 0.7), for the stars belonging to the metal-poor

component of the halo (pGSE < 0.2), and for the en-

tire sample (irrespective of the stars’ pGSE). We split

the data into log(RGC) bins and, in each bin, we follow

the maximum likelihood methodology described in Sec-

tion 4.2.1. That is, we determine the velocity dispersion

and its error (per velocity component) using Equation 12

and from the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles of their

posterior distributions. The β parameter is then com-
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puted from its definition and its error is determined from

the propagation of uncertainties.

The results of this analysis are displayed in Fig-

ure 18. The figure shows that the stars likely associ-

ated with the GSE merger event exhibit predominantly

radial orbits across the distance range they cover (out

to log(RGC [kpc]) ∼ 1.60, or RGC ∼ 40 kpc), with

β = 0.94 ± 0.01. For the metal-poor component, we

observe relatively constant β values with distance, of

∼ 0.39± 0.06 (with increasing β uncertainties with dis-

tance). We note that the flat behavior of β for the GSE

and the metal-poor component is not surprising, giving

that our model to compute pGSE assumes the variance

of their radial and azimuthal velocity components dis-

tributions (σGSE
vϕ

, σGSE
vr , σMP

vϕ
, σMP

vr ) to be independent

of radius. When using the entire sample (i.e., with-

out distinction between GSE and MP), the resulting

β values lie between those from the GSE and MP-like

samples, with a trend of decreasing β as a function of

log(RGC) across the explored distance range. Using the

Python package scipy, we find that this trend follows

β = 0.91 (±0.09) − 0.17 (±0.07) log(RGC [kpc]). A po-

tential explanation for the observed decline in β with dis-

tance is that the more metal-rich RRLs are only present

within a certain radius (with a high fGSE; see Figure 16),

affecting β only within a constrained region and keep-

ing 0.6 < β < 0.8. Beyond that radius, the metal-poor

component (with a more isotropic velocity distribution)

dominates, resulting in the observed decreasing trend.

Our results are broadly consistent with several recent

works that have measured the halo velocity anisotropy

using different tracers. Bird et al. (2019), for instance,

analyzed the velocity distribution of K giants observed

by LAMOST and Gaia and found reasonably flat β

values for the metal-rich ([Fe/H]< −1.8 dex) and the

metal-poor ([Fe/H]< −1.8 dex) end of the halo MDF

out to ∼ 25 kpc (β ∼ 0.9 and 0.6, respectively). Be-

yond that radius, the reported β of both subsamples

declines to β ∼ 0.3–0.5 (for 25 < RGC [kpc] < 60).

In a similar study, Bird et al. (2021) combined LAM-

OST, SDSS/SEGUE, and Gaia data of K giants and

blue horizontal-branch stars (BHBs) and found that, for

−1.7 < [Fe/H] < −1.0, the halo exhibits a β profile that

begins to decline at RGC ∼ 20 kpc, from β ∼ 0.9 to

0.7 for K giants, and β ∼ 0.8 to 0.1 for BHBs. For

the metal-poor halo ([Fe/H] < −1.7 dex), they find a

relatively constant β (between 0.2 and 0.7, depending

on the metallicity range probed) across all distances, in-

dependent of star type. Also using BHBs observed by

LAMOST, Vickers et al. (2021) found that metal-rich

BHBs have more radial velocity dispersion-dominated

orbits at all radii within 25 kpc (β ∼ 0.70) than metal-

poor BHBs (β ∼ 0.62). Iorio & Belokurov (2021), im-

posing a fourfold symmetry and employing Gaia DR2

proper motions of RRLs, found that 50–80 per cent of

the halo out between 5–25 kpc display radially-biased

kinematics, where stars with −1.7 < [Fe/H] < −1.2

have predominantly β ∼ 0.9 while for lower [Fe/H] stars

β drops to 0.2–0.4. A similar trend is observed by Liu

et al. (2022) using LAMOST RRL data, where they ex-

hibit β ∼ 0.8 out to ∼ 20–30 kpc when using the entire

sample, and ∼ 0.7 after the removal of GSE. Beyond

this radius, these authors report β to decline to 0.3–0.5

at RGC ∼ 45 kpc. If we considered our entire sample

(Figure 18), we find a relatively constant β value, with

a decline starting at log(RGC [kpc]) ∼ 1.4 (∼ 25 kpc).

6. CONCLUSIONS

Taking advantage of the rich and homogeneous

dataset provided by DESI in its first year of oper-

ations, we built a catalog of 6,240 spectroscopically-

characterized RRL based on a crossmatch with the Gaia

DR3 RRL catalog. With a total of over 12,000 individ-

ual epochs, this compilation is one of the largest homo-

geneous spectroscopic RRL catalogs existing to-date.

The observed spectroscopic properties of our sample,

namely line-of-sight velocities, effective temperatures,

iron abundances, and surface gravities, are determined

using the main pipelines developed for the DESI Milky

Way survey (RVSpec and SP). In addition, iron abun-

dances were also derived using existing calibrations of

the ∆S method. The value of [Fe/H] obtained with

both methods cover a wide range of metallicities, from

∼ −3.8 dex to above solar, which makes this sample well-

suited for a variety of stellar astrophysics and Galactic

archaeology studies.

We developed a novel Bayesian inference approach to

build DESI-based radial velocity curves and to quantify

the dependence between their shapes and the period of

the RRLs’ pulsation (and pulsation type). This method

allows us to estimate the systemic (center of mass) ra-

dial velocity for each of the RRLs in our sample, cor-

recting for the effect of radial pulsation regardless of the

number of available epochs. Additionally, we utilize this

approach and the observed (phase dependent) effective

temperatures to compute the mean effective tempera-

ture of each RRL. The resulting corrected Teff signifi-

cantly reduce the scatter of the Teff distribution of our

RRLs, which enable us to recover and estimate empiri-

cally their Period-Teff relation. We note that the model-

ing of the variation of these spectroscopic properties has

room for improvement, in particular for the short-period

regime of RRab stars and for their phase of rapid con-

traction at the end of their pulsation cycle. Moreover, in
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this work we make no distinction between radial veloc-

ity curves obtained from different sets of absorption lines

(as done by, e.g., Sesar 2012 and Braga et al. 2021) to

correct for the Van Hoof effect. These improvements will

be implemented with larger datasets at hand in future

DESI data releases. We highlight that the methodology

followed and the derived radial velocity and Teff curves,

obtained from a single large and homogeneous database,

can be applied to other homogeneous datasets to derive

both systemic properties of RRLs from single-epoch and

spectroscopic variation curves. The DESI Y1 RRL cat-

alog, containing pulsation-corrected line-of-sight veloc-

ities and Teff , as well as the rest of the spectroscopic

properties discussed in this work, will be made publicly

available on the DESI data access website8. The Stan

and Python code required to derive the pulsational vari-

ation curves of RRLs based on single and multi-epoch

spectra (for velocities and Teff) will be made available

at https://github.com/gmedinat/DESI-RRL-modeling.

We use the large number of RRLs observed by DESI

in the Draco dwarf spheroidal galaxy to validate our es-

timated metallicities and velocities. In terms of [Fe/H],

we find that our ∆S results are the most similar with

the expectations for Draco, considering its metallicity

gradient. We find that estimating the RRLs systemic

velocity using both our Bayesian method and the set of

radial velocity curves from Braga et al. (2021) provide

results consistent with the literature. Between these

two methods, our Bayesian modeling results in a better

agreement with the systemic velocity of Draco obtained

from high-resolution spectroscopy. Moreover, the veloc-

ity corrections applied reduce the velocity dispersion of

Draco RRLs to a value consistent with its known veloc-

ity dispersion and the typical uncertainty of our RRL

corrections.

To show the robustness of our data and as an ex-

ample of usage of the catalog, we employ the avail-

able 7D information of our RRL sample (phase-space

and [Fe/H]) to study the metallicity distribution of the

halo. Our results suggest that, if the halo is composed

of two populations that can be described by Gaussian

distributions in chemodynamical space, the existence of

a relatively metal-rich component ([Fe/H]∼ −1.5 dex)

is constrained to < 50 kpc in Galactocentric distance.

We emphasize that assuming that the metallicities and

velocities of the halo components follow Gaussian dis-

tributions is an oversimplification of the true nature of

the halo (see e.g., Leaman 2012; Lancaster et al. 2019;

Naidu et al. 2021; Iorio & Belokurov 2021; Sanders et al.

8 Upon acceptance of publication of this manuscript.

2021), and recognize this as a caveat of our analysis that

leaves room for improvement in future studies. We as-

sociate the metal-rich component of the halo with the

Gaia-Sausage-Enceladus (GSE) merger event, and con-

firm the slightly negative metallicity gradient detected

in GSE RRLs by Liu et al. (2022), although with a

smaller decrease with radius (−0.005 dex kpc−1). Com-

paratively, we find a steeper metallicity gradient for the

more metal-poor component ([Fe/H]∼ −2.0 dex) of the

halo (−0.010 dex kpc−1). Moreover, we find that the

stars likely associated with the GSE are a dominant

component in the inner halo, as ∼35% have kinemat-

ics and [Fe/H] consistent with this merger. Indeed, the

orbits of the stars in this component are predominantly

radial, with a value of velocity anisotropy of β ∼ 0.94,

(in contrast to the anisotropy of the field sample, of

β ∼ 0.39). Our results indicate that β remains rela-

tively constant as a function of distance (between 10

and 50 kpc) for the metal-rich and metal-poor compo-

nents, while the sample as a whole displays a decrease

of β with distance (β ∼ 0.8 to below β < 0.5 beyond

50 kpc). We highlight that larger samples of distant

RRLs with various chemical abundance information (at

least α−elements), as those that will be provided by fu-

ture DESI data releases, will be key in providing clearer

picture of the structure of the RRL metallicity and β

distribution in the outer halo (including the presence of

multiple distinct components).

The DESI survey provides an ideal dataset to com-

prehensively map the Galactic outer halo for studies

involving high-quality chemodynamical information of

millions of stars. The RR Lyrae catalog presented in

this work, with its homogeneously derived spectroscopic

properties, represents an opportunity to advance in this

direction (and to study the physics of their pulsation),

making the most of the multiple benefits of using these

stars as tracers of the halo in the era of large spectro-

scopic surveys that just began. In this paper, we em-

ployed this rich dataset for a low-hanging-fruit scientific

application, and the results of a detailed characteriza-

tion of the sample presented in this work, with addi-

tional applications for the study of stellar pulsations,

the accretion history of the Galaxy, and its mass (the

latter being one of DESI’s key projects), are underway

and will be presented in a series of separate papers. Cur-

rently, the DESI survey is in its fourth out of five years of

operations, and the analysis of RRLs in upcoming data

releases has began. These extended datasets roughly du-

plicate the number of RRLs in DR1 (more than doubling

the number of epochs for RRLs in DESI Y1), and will

enable studies of halo RRLs with larger number statis-

tics than those presented in this work. Thus, joined

https://github.com/gmedinat/DESI-RRL-modeling
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endeavors exploiting the synergies between RRL sam-

ples in large existing databases, like those from DESI or

LAMOST (Wang et al. 2024), with those from large up-

coming spectroscopic surveys, like WEAVE in the north-

ern hemisphere (through its dedicated Galactic Archae-

ology surveys; Dalton et al. 2012; Jin et al. 2024) and

4MOST in the southern hemisphere (through its ded-

icated 4MOST Gaia RR Lyrae Survey, 4GRoundS; de

Jong et al. 2019; Ibata et al. 2023) and the upcoming

fourth Gaia data release will be pivotal for the devel-

opment of Galactic and stellar astrophysics studies with

catalog samples of sizes never seen before.
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Pietrzyński, G., Graczyk, D., Gallenne, A., et al. 2019,

Nature, 567, 200, doi: 10.1038/s41586-019-0999-4

Piskunov, N. E., Kupka, F., Ryabchikova, T. A., Weiss,

W. W., & Jeffery, C. S. 1995, A&AS, 112, 525

Preston, G. W. 1959, ApJ, 130, 507, doi: 10.1086/146743

Preston, G. W., Sneden, C., Thompson, I. B., Shectman,

S. A., & Burley, G. S. 2006, AJ, 132, 85,

doi: 10.1086/504425
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153, 204, doi: 10.3847/1538-3881/aa661b

Shipp, N., Erkal, D., Drlica-Wagner, A., et al. 2021, arXiv

e-prints, arXiv:2107.13004.

https://arxiv.org/abs/2107.13004

Simon, J. D., & Geha, M. 2007, ApJ, 670, 313,

doi: 10.1086/521816

Starkenburg, E., Oman, K. A., Navarro, J. F., et al. 2017,

MNRAS, 465, 2212, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stw2873

Starkenburg, E., Youakim, K., Martin, N., et al. 2019,

Monthly Notices of the Royal Astronomical Society, 490,

5757, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stz2935

Steinmetz, M. 2003, in Astronomical Society of the Pacific

Conference Series, Vol. 298, GAIA Spectroscopy: Science

and Technology, ed. U. Munari, 381,

doi: 10.48550/arXiv.astro-ph/0211417

Steinmetz, M., Guiglion, G., McMillan, P. J., et al. 2020,

AJ, 160, 83, doi: 10.3847/1538-3881/ab9ab8

Stringer, K. M., Drlica-Wagner, A., Macri, L., et al. 2021,

ApJ, 911, 109, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/abe873

Szeidl, B. 1988, in Multimode Stellar Pulsations, ed.

G. Kovacs, L. Szabados, & B. Szeidl, 45

Szeidl, B., Hurta, Z., Jurcsik, J., Clement, C., & Lovas, M.

2011, MNRAS, 411, 1744,

doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2010.17815.x

Taibi, S., Battaglia, G., Leaman, R., et al. 2022, A&A, 665,

A92, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/202243508

Thomas, G. F., McConnachie, A. W., Ibata, R. A., et al.

2018, MNRAS, 481, 5223, doi: 10.1093/mnras/sty2604

Tinsley, B. M. 1980, FCPh, 5, 287,

doi: 10.48550/arXiv.2203.02041

Tissera, P. B., Beers, T. C., Carollo, D., & Scannapieco, C.

2014, MNRAS, 439, 3128, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stu181

van der Marel, R. P., Alves, D. R., Hardy, E., & Suntzeff,

N. B. 2002, AJ, 124, 2639, doi: 10.1086/343775

van der Marel, R. P., & Kallivayalil, N. 2014, ApJ, 781,

121, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/781/2/121

van der Walt, S., Colbert, S. C., & Varoquaux, G. 2011,

Computing in Science and Engineering, 13, 22,

doi: 10.1109/MCSE.2011.37

van Hoof, A., & Struve, O. 1953, PASP, 65, 158,

doi: 10.1086/126567

Vasiliev, E., & Baumgardt, H. 2021, MNRAS, 505, 5978,

doi: 10.1093/mnras/stab1475

Vasiliev, E., Belokurov, V., & Erkal, D. 2021, MNRAS, 501,

2279, doi: 10.1093/mnras/staa3673

Vasiliev, E., Belokurov, V., & Evans, N. W. 2022, ApJ, 926,

203, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ac4fbc

Vickers, J. J., Li, Z.-Y., Smith, M. C., & Shen, J. 2021,

ApJ, 912, 32, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/abe4d0

Virtanen, P., Gommers, R., Oliphant, T. E., et al. 2020,

Nature Methods, 17, 261, doi: 10.1038/s41592-019-0686-2

Viswanathan, A., Byström, A., Starkenburg, E., et al. 2024,

arXiv e-prints, arXiv:2408.17250,

doi: 10.48550/arXiv.2408.17250

Vivas, A. K., Mart́ınez-Vázquez, C., & Walker, A. R. 2020,

ApJS, 247, 35, doi: 10.3847/1538-4365/ab67c0

Vivas, A. K., & Zinn, R. 2006, AJ, 132, 714,

doi: 10.1086/505200

Walker, A. R. 1989, AJ, 98, 2086, doi: 10.1086/115282

Walker, M. G., Mateo, M., Olszewski, E. W., et al. 2006,

AJ, 131, 2114, doi: 10.1086/500193

—. 2007, ApJL, 667, L53, doi: 10.1086/521998

Walker, M. G., Olszewski, E. W., & Mateo, M. 2015,

MNRAS, 448, 2717, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stv099

Wang, J., Shi, J., Fu, J., Zong, W., & Li, C. 2024, ApJS,

272, 31, doi: 10.3847/1538-4365/ad43d5

Wenger, M., Ochsenbein, F., Egret, D., et al. 2000, A&AS,

143, 9, doi: 10.1051/aas:2000332

White, S. D. M., & Rees, M. J. 1978, MNRAS, 183, 341,

doi: 10.1093/mnras/183.3.341

Yanny, B., Rockosi, C., Newberg, H. J., et al. 2009, AJ,

137, 4377, doi: 10.1088/0004-6256/137/5/4377

Yu, F., Li, T. S., Speagle, J. S., et al. 2024, arXiv e-prints,

arXiv:2402.00104, doi: 10.48550/arXiv.2402.00104

Zhao, G., Zhao, Y.-H., Chu, Y.-Q., Jing, Y.-P., & Deng,

L.-C. 2012, Research in Astronomy and Astrophysics, 12,

723, doi: 10.1088/1674-4527/12/7/002

Zhu, H., Guo, R., Shen, J., et al. 2024, ApJ, 974, 167,

doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ad6b17

http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/aa661b
https://arxiv.org/abs/2107.13004
http://doi.org/10.1086/521816
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stw2873
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stz2935
http://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.astro-ph/0211417
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/ab9ab8
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/abe873
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2010.17815.x
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/202243508
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sty2604
http://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2203.02041
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stu181
http://doi.org/10.1086/343775
http://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/781/2/121
http://doi.org/10.1109/MCSE.2011.37
http://doi.org/10.1086/126567
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stab1475
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staa3673
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ac4fbc
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/abe4d0
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41592-019-0686-2
http://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2408.17250
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4365/ab67c0
http://doi.org/10.1086/505200
http://doi.org/10.1086/115282
http://doi.org/10.1086/500193
http://doi.org/10.1086/521998
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stv099
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4365/ad43d5
http://doi.org/10.1051/aas:2000332
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/183.3.341
http://doi.org/10.1088/0004-6256/137/5/4377
http://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2402.00104
http://doi.org/10.1088/1674-4527/12/7/002
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ad6b17

	Introduction
	DESI data
	The DESI RR Lyrae catalog

	Spectroscopic analysis
	Observed spectroscopic properties
	Systemic velocity determination
	Radial velocity curve modeling
	Literature RVCs

	Iron abundances
	Distance determination
	Effective temperatures

	Validation of spectroscopic properties
	Selection of RRLs in the Galactic field and in substructures
	Draco as a testbed for parameter comparisons
	Line-of-sight velocity
	Metallicity

	Comparison with [Fe/H] in literature catalogs
	The Period-Teff relation

	The chemodynamics of the halo
	Halo metallicity distribution
	The metallicity gradient of the metal-poor halo and GSE
	The eccentricity of the metal-poor halo and GSE
	The velocity anisotropy of the metal-poor halo and GSE

	Conclusions

