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ABSTRACT

The James Webb Space Telescope (JWST) ushers in a new era of astronomical observation and dis-
covery, offering unprecedented precision in a variety of measurements such as photometry, astrometry,
morphology, and shear measurement. Accurate point spread function (PSF) models are crucial for
many of these measurements. In this paper, we introduce a hybrid PSF construction method called
HybPSF for JWST NIRCam imaging data. HybPSF combines the WebbPSF software, which simulates
the PSF for JWST, with observed data to produce more accurate and reliable PSF models. We apply
this method to the SMACS J0723 imaging data and construct supplementary structures from residuals
obtained by subtracting the WebbPSF PSF model from the data. Our results show that HybPSF signif-
icantly reduces discrepancies between the PSF model and the data compared to WebbPSF. Specifically,
the PSF shape parameter ellipticity and size comparisons indicate that HybPSF improves precision by
a factor of approximately 10 for R? and 50% for e. This improvement has important implications for
astronomical measurements using JWST NIRCam imaging data.

Keywords: gravitational lensing: weak-methods: data analysis-instrumentation: James Webb Space
Telescope—galaxies: clusters: SMACS J0723

1. INTRODUCTION distant objects could be observed and variety properties
The JWST provides us an unprecedented chance to of the universe at high-redshift can be investigated more
precisely.

gaze our universe. With its powerful observation capa-

bility in near infrared wavelengths, more details about We are interested in galaxy clusters which are the

largest gravitationally bounded structures in the uni-
verse. By studying the mass distribution of galaxy clus-
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2022), the investigations of star formation efficiency in
cluster contexts by comparing the distribution of the
ratio of stellar mass to total mass within galaxy clus-
ters(Bahcall et al. 1995; Jauzac et al. 2012; Bahcall &
Kulier 2014; Hoag et al. 2016; Jauzac et al. 2016; Finney
et al. 2018). Studying the high redshift universe with the
help of magnification effect of clusters(Strait et al. 2018;
Welch et al. 2022; Morishita & Stiavelli 2023; Sharon
et al. 2023). And the nature of dark matter(such as
the self-interaction cross-section (Markevitch et al. 2004;
Randall et al. 2008; Wittman et al. 2018; Harvey et al.
2019; Gilman et al. 2021; Andrade et al. 2022)) could
also be investigated from the spatial offset of the bary-
onic and dark-matter profiles in clusters.

Accurate mass distribution measurements of galaxy
clusters require combining both strong and weak lensing
signals in mass modeling methods (Bradac et al. 2004;
Bradac et al. 2005, 2006; Oguri et al. 2012; Umetsu et al.
2016; Wong et al. 2017; Congdon & Keeton 2018). In
the weak lensing regime, the precision of shear measure-
ments determines the accuracy of mass distributions,
and one of the most significant systematic errors comes
from inaccurate Point-Spread-Function (PSF) model-
ing (Schneider 2005; Schneider et al. 2006; Mandelbaum
2018). The PSF describes how point sources would ap-
pear in the image and smears the intrinsic galaxy image,
ultimately affecting the accuracy of galaxy shape mea-
surements. The PSF is mainly affected by atmospheric
turbulence (for ground-based telescopes), telescope op-
tics, and detector effects. The accuracy of shear mea-
surements is heavily affected by imprecise PSF model-
ing, and reliable mass modeling for galaxy clusters also
requires credible PSF modeling. Additionally, astrome-
try and photometry of point sources cannot be done with
high precision without PSF-fitting (Anderson & King
2000; Mighell 2005; Nardiello et al. 2022). Therefore, ac-
curate PSF modeling is crucial for various astronomical
measurements and analyses, including mass distribution
measurements of galaxy clusters, shear measurements,
astrometry, and photometry.

Generally, PSFs should be first measured at star po-
sitions and then properly interpolated to galaxy posi-
tions (Mandelbaum 2018; Jarvis et al. 2021; Zuntz et al.
2018), and a certain number of stars are usually re-
quired for PSF modeling. However, for space telescopes
like HST and JWST, star images are often undersam-
pled (Adorf 1989; Lauer 1999; Wylezalek et al. 2022;
Smith et al. 2009), and the number of PSF stars in a
single exposure might not be enough to construct the
PSF model for classical PSF modeling methods (van
der Marel et al. 2002; Rhodes et al. 2007; Gillis et al.
2020). Therefore, forward modeling methods (e.g., Tiny

Tim for HST (Krist et al. 2011) and WebbPSF! (Per-
rin et al. 2012, 2014, 2015) for JWST) are essential for
obtaining the PSF of observed images.Forward model-
ing methods can model the PSF by simulating PSFs
for a telescope’s instruments in imaging modes. How-
ever, there may be discrepancies between the model and
data due to differences in instrument configurations be-
tween simulations and practical telescope status (Hoff-
mann & Anderson 2018). To obtain more accurate PSF
models, some improved methods have been developed
(Rhodes et al. 2007; van der Wel et al. 2012; Brooks
et al. 2019; Liaudat et al. 2021, 2023). For example,
WaveDiff (Liaudat et al. 2023) reconstructs the best
fit wavefront based on a differentiable optical forward
model according to the data to obtain better PSF mod-
els. WebbPSF calculates the PSF by using the results of
in-flight wavefront sensing measurements (Optical Path
Difference files, OPD), which are produced by the JWST
Wavefront Sensing Subsystem (WSS) roughly every two
days in flight (Brooks et al. 2019). However, there is
still a prominent discrepancy at the inner region of the
PSF between data and WebbPSF models (Ding et al.
2022; Ono et al. 2022).

In this paper, we introduce a hybrid PSF model-
ing method, HybPSF, for JWST NIRCam images that
combines simulated PSFs from WebbPSF with observed
data. We analyze the residuals obtained by subtracting
the WebbPSF PSF model from the data using Principal-
Component-Analysis (PCA) method and construct the
residual model in the images. PCA is a statistical non-
parametric procedure that converts a set of observations
of possible variables into a set of linearly uncorrelated
principal components and is popular for data compres-
sion and information extraction (Pearson 1901; Shlens
2014; Li et al. 2016; Nie et al. 2021a). The final PSF
model is a composition of the WebbPSF model and the
constructed residual model. SMACS J0723 is a massive
galaxy cluster (z~0.388) (Ebeling et al. 2001; Repp &
Ebeling 2018) previously observed by the Hubble Space
Telescope (HST) in the HST/ACS and WFC3 cameras
(Coe et al. 2019). JWST’s First Deep Field has released
observed data of the massive galaxy cluster SMACS
J0723 (Pontoppidan et al. 2022), which were performed
with NIRCAM filters FO90W, F150W, F200W, F277W,
F356W, and F444W. We will use the SMACS J0723
NIRCam imaging data to demonstrate our method. The
advantage of SMACS J0723 is that there are more stars,
which are from LMC (Summers et al. 2023), that can be
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used in PSF modeling and facilitate accurate shear mea-
surement.

This paper is structured as follows: We introduce the
data reduction for star image selection and the discrep-
ancy between the model and data in Section 2 and 3
respectively. The hybrid PSF model and its compar-
isons with WebbPSF model is described in Section 4.
We provide a summary of this work in Section 5.

2. DATA REDUCTION AND STAR IMAGE
SELECTION

In this work, we use the JWST first released NIR-
Cam Imaging data of SMACS0723, including FO90W,
F150W, F200W in the short wavelength channel and
F277W, F356W, and F444W in the long wavelength
channel, to develop and validate our PSF modeling
method. We started our data processing based on
the ”stage two” products, which are processed by
JWST? version 1.8.1 in the context of jwst_1017.pmap
(Bushouse et al. 2017, 2019, 2022). The ”1/f’ noise (Liv-
ingston 1965; Rest 2015) is also removed using a method
developed by Wang et al. (in prep.)®. We mark cosmic
rays or bad pixels using an improved statistical algo-
rithm in multiple exposures coaddition to reduce their
impact on PSF reconstruction. To minimize the effect
of cosmic rays or bad pixels removal on PSF reconstruc-
tion, we fill normal flux values to the marked pixels gen-
erated by the statistics over the normal coadded pixels
on the same position. Finally, we extract our PSF star
images from the above processed data and convert pixel
values into counts (Nardiello et al. 2022).

We select our PSF star image candidates accord-
ing to the “FLUX_RADIUS”, “FWHM_IMAGE” and
“FLUX_AUTO” parameters measured from SExtrac-
tor (Bertin & Arnouts 1996, 2010). In the parame-
ter space, stars appear as a locus of points with con-
stant size and are separate from the larger cluster of
galaxies (Jarvis et al. 2021). Figure 1 shows an ex-
ample of the selected PSF stars from channel F444W,
“jw02736001001_02105_-00009_nrcblong_cal. fits” in the
parameter space where the star locus appears separate
from the other points. We use the Friends-of-Friends
(FOF) method to analyze the images and select stamps
that have multiple sources as blended stamps (Zhang
et al. 2019). Each source is identified as a number of
connected pixels that are above 20 by using the FOF
method, and the number of pixels in each group should
be larger than 7. We found that over 20% and 80%

2 https://jwst-pipeline.readthedocs.io/en/stable/jwst /
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of the stamps in short and long wavelength channels are
blended, respectively. Next, we select unblended stamps
as PSF star image candidates. For the blended stamps,
we choose those stamps with the disconnected pixels of
multi objects as candidates. To avoid the effect of bright
pixels from non-star objects, the pixels of objects lo-
cated at the edge of the stamps are masked and set to
zero. Meanwhile we construct a mask image M for each
stamp in which the masked pixels have zero value and
the others are set to 1 for each selected blended image.

Besides, faint star images generally are inappropri-
ate for PSF modelings (Paulin-Henriksson et al. 2009;
Zhang et al. 2022). In order to use as many stars
as possible for PSF modeling, we choose stamps that
have SNRs (Signal-to-Noise Ratios) larger than 10 as
PSF star candidates. Our star stamps are arranged
into 80 x 80 pixels (~ 2.48" x 2.48" for short wave-
length channel and ~ 5.04” x 5.04” for long wavelength
channel), and with the result that ~ 40% of the star
images have SNR < 40. Despite the low SNR being
inadequate for typical PSF modeling, the central re-
gion of these images still offers valuable information for
HybPSF due to its emphasis on discrepancies between
data and WebbPSF. Finally, we further preserve can-
didates with ellipticity within 3¢ to exclude the poten-
tial contaminated images. Figure 2 shows examples of
star stamp candidates and the final selected star im-
ages of jw02736001001-02101-00002_nrcalong_cal. fits,
which is the second exposure of Module A in long wave-
length channel “F277W?”. Processed images show that
the contamination at the margin of the stamps is masked
effectively when compared with the candidate images,
and significant diffraction structures are visible in the
star images.

Figure 3 shows the number of selected stars on
each chip from all of the NIRCam Imaging data of
SMACS0723 used in this work. The histogram of star
numbers shows two peaks, corresponding to the short
and long wavelength filters, respectively. On average,
approximately 12 stars per chip are detected from the
short wavelength band data, which is significantly lower
than the typical number ( 100) required for precise PSF
modeling (Paulin-Henriksson et al. 2009, 2008), and we
will discuss later on the consequences of this low number
on the analysis.

3. DISCREPANCY BETWEEN WEBBPSF PSF
MODEL AND OBSERVED DATA

WebbPSF provides an easy-to-use way to generate ac-
curate PSF for JWST NIRCam images. We first check
the consistency of the generated PSFs with the observed
data by generating PSFs with WebbPSF using the cor-
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Figure 1. The distribution “FWHM” as a func-

tion of “magnitude” for all object detected from
“jw02736001001_02105-00009_nrcblong-cal. fits” by
SExtractor. The “AB [Magnitude]” is estimated from:
FLUX _AUTO measuring from SExtractor, and “FWHM
[pixel]” corresponds to the value of “FWHM_IMAGE”
from SExtractor. The blue stars at the bottom of image
represent the PSF stars.

Figure 2. Examples of our selected star stamps. The upper
panels represent the star image candidates without masking
the neighboring sources, and the lower panels shows the cor-
responding images after masking.

responding positions, detectors, and filters. In addition,
the telescope Optical Path Difference (OPD) files are
used, and the OPD information is loaded through the
“load_wss_opd_by_date” method* in WebbPSF, where
the argument of “DATE-BEG” can be read from the
header of the corresponding fits image.

We compared the profiles of WebbPSF PSF's and star
images. The center of the WebbPSF model is generated
at the center of a pixel, while the center of the star im-
ages is randomly sampled within a pixel. To make a fair
comparison, we first generated the PSFs of correspond-

4 https://webbpsf.readthedocs.io/en /latest /jwst_measured _opds.
html
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Figure 3. Distributions of our select PSF star numbers on
single exposed chip for each channel, respectively. The red
dashed lines represent the threshold number of stars for PSF
modeling in this work. Chips with a selected star number
larger than 6 are accepted for PSF modeling and are marked
as "accepted for PSF modeling” on the right-hand side of
the image.

ing star images with an ”oversample” factor of 2. Then,
we aligned the centers of the oversampled PSFs with
the star images using cubic-spline interpolation. The
centers of the star images were estimated using the fast
shape estimation algorithm (Li et al. 2012). Next, we
downsampled the oversampled PSF images to the same
resolution as the data. Finally, we masked both the star
images and the corresponding PSFs to have the same
masked area, as mentioned in section 2, and normalized
their fluxes.

Figure 4 shows the residual images obtained
by subtracting the corresponding PSFs from
the star images, which were selected from
Jw02736001001-02101_00002_nrcalong_cal. fits. The
residuals exhibit similar patterns, with almost all of
them having negative values in the central region.
This indicates that the profile of the simulated PSF
by WebbPSF is sharper than that of the star images.
This discrepancy has also been reported by Ding et al.
(2022) and Ono et al. (2022). The difference in value of
some residuals could be larger than 0.02. Such a remark-
able difference between the PSF model and the actual
PSFs could introduce systematic errors into the final
measurements of astrometry, photometry, and cluster
mass reconstruction.

The general way to construct the PSF model for a
galaxy is to first reconstruct the PSF using the observed
star images, which represent the exact PSFs at the star
positions, and then interpolate the PSF to the target po-
sitions in the same image, due to the PSF variations in
the field. The number of stars required depends on the
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Figure 4. Residual image samples of the star images after subtracting the WebbPSF PSF images.
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Figure 5. Statistical results of the shape parameter resid-
uals (JR?/R?,0e1 and dez) for the channel “F277W” from
EMPCA method.

different interpolation methods (Bergé et al. 2012; Gen-
tile et al. 2013; Schmitz et al. 2020). Usually, the PSF
reconstruction is applied on a single Charge-Coupled-
Device (CCD) chip due to the potential discontinuities
of the PSF field across the chips on single exposures
(Dahle et al. 2002; Jee et al. 2009; Jee & Tyson 2011;
Jee et al. 2013; Finner et al. 2021; Nardiello et al. 2022).
This limits the number of stars available for PSF mod-
eling. Moreover, the star images have very complex
structures, as shown in Figure 2, which increases the
complexity (Paulin-Henriksson et al. 2008) of the PSF
model. Constructing a PSF model with high complexity
requires numerous stars (Paulin-Henriksson et al. 2008,
2009). However, as shown in Figure 3, the number of
selected stars is fairly low, especially for the short wave-
length band, which may not be enough to construct a
high-precision PSF model.

Principal component analysis (PCA),
parametric data compression method, is widely used
in PSF modeling for HST (Jee et al. 2007; Nakajima

a non-

et al. 2009; Schrabback et al. 2010; Finner et al. 2017,
2023c,b). However, the star images are too noisy
to construct accurate PSF modeling using the PCA
method.  Expectation-Maximization-PCA (EMPCA)
(Bailey 2012), an improved PCA method, provides an
approach to compose Principal-components (PC) with
noisy data-sets or with missing values. Li et al. (2016)
used EMPCA to reconstruct the PSF with high ac-
curacy, and Maturi (2017) modeled optical images of
galaxies with high precision using the EMPCA method.
This suggests that EMPCA might also be suitable for
our star images with masked pixels and low SNRs. In
the next step, we use the long wavelength data of chan-
nel "F277TW” to test the PSF reconstruction efficiency
of the EMPCA method. To evaluate the reconstruction
effectiveness of EMPCA, we assess the size R and el-
lipticity e (Paulin-Henriksson et al. 2008, 2009) of the
PSFs. These parameters are used to estimate the poten-
tial errors in the PSF model constructed by EMPCA. e
and R are usually defined based on the central second
brightness moments @;; of the PSF profile (Hoekstra
et al. 1998; Bartelmann & Schneider 2001):

Q11 — Q22 o — 2Q12

,eg=——- and R? =
Qi1+ Q22 Q11 + Q22

Q11 + Qoao.
(1)

To suppress the noise at the outskirts of the stamps for
the e and R measurements, we use a circular Gaussian
function with a full-width at half-maximum (FWHM)
of approximately 9 pixels.

Figure 5 shows the shape residuals between the data
and reconstructed PSFs from EMPCA. The discrepancy
between the model and the data could be 0.4 or more,
which is mainly caused by the low SNR and limited num-
ber of star images used for PSF modeling. The results
are far from the general reconstruction accuracy (~0.01)
required for cluster mass by weak lensing (Jee et al.
2005; Holhjem et al. 2009). Therefore, the customary
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PSF modeling methods (such as EMPCA) might be in-
adequate for this situation. It is worth mentioning that
Finner et al. (2023a) obtained a very excellent PSF mod-
eling accuracy based on the coadded image of channel
F200W. The primary difference between our results and
theirs is that they utilized star images with a relatively
high SNR of 80~1000 to construct the inner region (with
a stamp size of approximately 0.62” x 0.62” in the chan-
nel of F200W) of the PSFs.

Although there are some differences between the PSF
model from WebbPSF and the observed data, the mod-
els still display excellent agreement with the data. Fur-
thermore, we can see the prominent diffraction spike
structures (Pontoppidan et al. 2022), which can also
be found in the WebbPSF PSF model (Perrin et al.
2012), in the observed data. However, this structure
is hard to reconstruct from the PSF star images be-
cause star images are fairly faint, and the spikes are
totally drowned in noise. Thus, WebbPSF provides us
invaluable information about the PSF outer region pro-
file for JWST NIRCam imaging. And the similarity of
the residuals gives us a potential possibility to improve
the WebbPSF PSF model. We will introduce our sup-
plementary method for improving the WebbPSF model
in the next section.

4. HYBIRD PSF MODELS BY COMBINING
WEBBPSF AND RESIDUALS

In this paper, we attempt to improve the WebbPSF
PSF model by addressing the residuals. As discussed
earlier, the key question now is how to parameterize
the residual images. Given the similar structures of the
residual images, we can use the PCA method to extract
the most dominant structures of residuals. In the PCA
scenario, the approach can be expressed as follows:

I, =m;WebbPSF; + Res;,
=m;WebbPSF; + EgzijlCil + noise. (2)

where I; represents the ith star image in the field.
WebbPSF; is the corresponding WebbPSF PSF model,
and m; is provided for WebbPSF to capture the poten-
tial variations in the field. Res; is the corresponding
residual image, P, represents the [th principal compo-
nent, and Cj; is the coefficient of P;. Finally, the hybrid-
PSF(HybPSF) is defined as:

HybPSF; =m;WebbPSF; 4+ Simex PGy, (3)

And the number of principal components [ used in this
work is l,q: = 10, which provides the best trade-off
between time consumption and reconstruction perfor-
mance for the entire residual dataset.

In the classical PCA scenario, the star images should
be center-aligned, which is usually achieved through in-
terpolation (Jee et al. 2007; Jee & Tyson 2011). How-
ever, interpolation can cause potential problems such as
aliasing effects and smoothing. To avoid these issues,
we use a modified iISPCA method (Nie et al. 2021a) to
construct the principal components of the residual im-
ages. iISPCA uses a set of oversampled basis functions to
align the center of observed images without modifying
the data. The principal components are then composed
of these basis functions: P, = X3 D,,, B,,,, where By,
is the basis function and D,, is the coefficients of the
basis functions. In Nie et al. (2021a), the Moffatlets
basis function showed flexibility in capturing complex
structures, so we also use the Moffatlets basis function
in this work. Because we want to construct the principal
components for the residual images rather than the star
images, the x? equation of iSPCA can be rewritten as:

Nstar Npixel

2= Y Iy — HybPSF,)* Wi,
i=1 k=1
Nstar Npixel

= 3 (Iik — m;WebbPSFy, — 23;&;30“)2 Wik
i=1 k=1
(4)

In equation 4, W;; represents the weight of the ¢kth
pixel, where the subscript I and k represent the order
of basis functions and pixel index, respectively. In our
approach, W, is the inverse of the estimated noise vari-

ance, defined as G% (Nie et al. 2021a). However, in our

case, the star ima%es have masked pixels that need to
be considered. Therefore, we set Wy, = UM%, where M
is the mask image mentioned in section 2. '

The basis function in equation (4) can be sampled
at any resolution theoretically. However, in this work,
we consider the time consumption and the oversampling
factor of the WebbPSF PSF model. Therefore, we gen-
erate the basis functions with an oversampling factor
of “oversample’ x 2. This means that the constructed
principal components are also oversampled. We then
downsample the principal components to the same res-
olution as the WebbPSF PSF model to construct the
HybPSF.

It is worth noting that although principal components
are used to construct the residuals, the basis functions
must be aligned with the center of star images. Addi-
tionally, the residuals exhibit the most significant dis-
crepancy in the central region of the images, so we can
only calculate the x2 in the inner region of the stamps.
For this work, we used only the central 44 x 44 pixels
of each image to calculate Y2, rather than the entire
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Figure 6. Residual image samples of the star images after subtracting the HybPSF model images.
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Figure 7. Ellipticity comparison between the data and the modeled PSFs in channel F277W. The whiskers mimic the elliptictiy
of the PSFs.The left, middle and right panel correspond to the ellipticity of star image, model and residual subtracting the

model from data respectively.

stamp area, which also helped to reduce time consump-
tion. After calculating the coefficients of m;, C; and
D;y, from equation 4, we reconstructed the PSF of each
star image by combining the WebbPSF; and Res; mod-
els from iSPCA, respectively. In order to capture the
spatial variations of the PSFs, we used bivariate polyno-
mials to fit the coefficients of the principal components
and WebbPSF in the field for each CCD chip (Jee et al.
2007). We found that polynomials below second order
were unable to fit the residuals field well, so we only
adopted chips with PSF star numbers larger than 6 for

PCA. Figure 3 shows the distribution of star numbers on
the accepted chips on the right side of the pink dashed
line, while chips on the left were not used in this work.

Now we summarize the model process of HybPSF as
follows :

1. Extracting star images: In this step, we extract
the PSF star images and construct the masked areas and
weight images and then normalise each images.

2. Constructing residual images: Generating the
corresponding WebbPSF, and subtracting the centrally
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Figure 8. Distribution of the shape parameter residuals (§R?/R? de; and dez) for the JWST NIRCam imaging data used in
this work. The blue and red histogram represent the results obtained from WebbPSF and HybPSF, respectively. Lighter color
histograms represent the reuslts from all samples.



aligned and flux normalised model from the star images
to get the residual images.

3. Calculating X2 equation: Aligning the WebbPSF
to the center of each data respectively, and use the data,
WebbPSF, and masked images to calculate the x? equa-
tion.

4. Constructing the HybPSF model: Applying the
polynomial fitting to the coefficients C;; and m; of each
chip respectively, and combining the WebbPSF and Resi
model at target positions from WebbPSF and fitted
polynomial respectively. The maximum order of poly-
nomials depends on the number of PSF stars used in the
PSF reconstruction, for example: when the number of
PSF stars is greater than 21, the maximum order is 5.

Figure 6 displays the residual image ex-
amples of the star images after subtract-
ing the HybPSF, which correspond to
Jw02736001001-02101_00002_nrcalong_cal. fits. We ob-
serve that the maximum difference between HybPSF
and the data is less than 0.006, which is nearly one or-
der of magnitude smaller than that shown in Figure 4.
The pattern of the residual images shows less similarity,
indicating that HybPSF has successfully extracted the
most prominent structure in the residuals. However, the
residuals still exhibit some structures, which may result
from the small number of stars used for PCA decomposi-
tion. Overall, almost all of the images show considerable
improvement. Figure 7 provides an example of ellipticity
comparison between the data, WebbPSF, and HybPSF.
The primary features of the ellipticity distributions in
the field are captured by HybPSF and WebbPSF, and
the distribution of whiskers in the residual panel appears
random.

Figure 8 shows distributions of the shape parameter
residuals (§R?/R?,6e; and dey) for the JWST NIRCam
imaging data used in this work, respectively. And de
and 0R?/R? values are obtained by subtracting the e
and R of the PSF model from the measurement of the
star images. The light-colored distributions in Figure 8
represent the results from all of the samples, including
images with low SNRs, which are used as a contrast. As
shown in Figure 8, the d R? /R? distributions in channels
F150W, F200W, F277W, F356W, and F444W, and the
de; distributions in FO90W appear separated for the two
methods. However, all of the residuals are spread over
a wide range for both methods. To avoid the noise ef-
fect in shape estimations, we use star images with high
SNRs (SNR>100) as a contrast to obtain more explicit
comparisons. The results, shown in Figure 8 with a
heavier color, demonstrate that the §R?/R? and de;
distributions for the two methods mentioned above are
clearly separated. The peaks of the HybPSF distribu-
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tion (shown in red) are closer to 0 compared to those of
the WebbPSF distribution (shown in blue). The results
from high SNR data indicate more compact distribu-
tions.

Furthermore, we present the statistical results of de
and dR?/R? for the two methods in Figure 9. As
with Figure 8, the results are obtained for two types of
datasets (all samples and high SNR samples). The scat-
ter plots from high SNR data show much smaller ranges
than those from all samples. The results of §R?/R? are
clearly separated, suggesting that the size precision of
the PSF model is improved significantly, and the ellip-
ticity precision is also improved to some extent. Table
1 shows the mean shape residuals for WebbPSF and
HybPSF in each channel from samples with high SNRs,
respectively. The results of HybPSF are closer to zero
than that of WebbpSF. Specifically, the mean residu-
als of dR?/R? in the F150W, F200W, F277W, F356W,
and F444W channels decreased by an order of magni-
tude (from a few percent to parts per thousand). Ad-
ditionally, the values of the ellipticity component de; in
channel FO90W also show a decline. The 1o uncertainty
of the residuals is constrained to few percent, indicating
that the model may be acceptable for cluster mass anal-
ysis using weak lensing (Jee et al. 2005; Holhjem et al.
2009).

Based on Figures 8 and 9, the mean residual values of
HybPSF from all samples and high SNRs samples are
statistically consistent. This suggests that low SNRs
images could also provide effective constraints for JWST
NIRCam imaging PSF reconstruction in our method.

The HybPSF model can be regarded as the central
profile calibrated WebbPSF, and the ellipticity has more
dependence on the peripheral profile of the PSF ac-
cording to its definition. Hence, the improvement for
PSF size is more evident than that for ellipticity. We
also observe that the error of de is smaller than that of
SR?/R? in Figure 9. Our method can also reconstruct
the PSFs with high precision for the ”stage three” data
products of JWST, which may be used more widely. To
demonstrate this effect, we use the Drizzle coadded im-
ages (Fruchter & Hook 2002; Wang & Li 2017) from
one chip in the long wavelength channels for PSF re-
construction using HybPSF, since they would expect to
have more PSF stars with high SNRs. In the coad-
ded images, we choose star images with SNR>40 for
PSF modeling and images with SNR>100 for contrast.
Additionally, we restrict the comparison region of the
PSFs to the inner 30 x 30 pixels to avoid noise effects.
Generally, the stacked image would not be the average
of multiple exposures due to rotation, geometric distor-
tion, etc. (Fruchter & Hook 2002). For simplicity, we
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Figure 9. Statistical results of the shape parameter residuals (§R*/R?,de1 and dez) for the JWST NIRCam imaging data used
in this work. The blue and red points represent the results obtained from WebbPSF and HybPSF, respectively. The error bars

represent the 1o width of the distributions.

Table 1. The mean value and 1o width of the residual distributions.

Methods Channels < de; > 1o width < dex > 1lo width < 5R2/R2 > 1o width number of contrast
F090W -0.031 0.021 -0.005 0.023 0.097 0.068 194
F150W -0.017 0.018 -0.0002 0.014 0.083 0.025 334

WebbPSF  F200W -0.007 0.011 -0.003 0.011 0.060 0.016 317
F27TW -0.006 0.020 0.003 0.017 0.125 0.052 172
F356W -0.004 0.016 0.003 0.012 0.099 0.038 200
F444W 0.002 0.016 0.002 0.011 0.083 0.035 212
F090W 0.001 0.015 -0.001 0.011 0.024 0.051 194
F150W 0.0005 0.016 0.0004 0.013 -0.000 0.048 334

HybPSF F200W -0.001 0.007 -0.0002 0.004 0.001 0.014 336
F27TW 0.003 0.012 0.001 0.012 0.001 0.036 172
F356W 0.002 0.012 0.001 0.011 0.005 0.044 200
F444W 0.001 0.010 0.0003 0.006 -0.004 0.027 212

construct the WebbPSF for coadded images by averag-
ing the WebbPSF corresponding to multiple exposures
obtained for each star.

Figure 10 displays the shape residual results of the
coadded images, and the width of the residual distribu-
tions is much smaller than those in Figure 9. The lo
uncertainty of these points is markedly reduced to ~0.01
for 6R?/R? and parts per thousand for de, as shown in
Table 2.

Based on the residuals and shape parameter compar-
isons, HybPSF appears to have better performance than
WebbPSF. HybPSF constructs a residual model based
on PCA and provides supplements to the WebbPSF PSF
model. We expect this could help us to make better mea-
surements for cluster mass, astrometry, photometry, etc.

Furthermore, HybPSF can provide a PSF model with a
considerable area that is difficult to achieve using only
the empirical method based on star images. This ad-
vantage is promising for the upsampling deconvolution
method (Wang et al. 2022). However, we also observe
some structures left in the residuals, as seen in Figure
4. Therefore, the PSF is not reconstructed perfectly by
our method, which may be caused by the small number
of star images in the single exposure. Additionally, we
did not consider the spectral energy distribution (SED)
dependence of each stellar object in WebbPSF, which
may help to calculate more accurate PSF models.

The shape comparisons above mainly focus on the in-
ner region of PSFs to avoid noise effects. One of the
features of HybPSF is that it includes outer profiles,
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Figure 10. Statistical results of the shape parameter residuals estimated based on coadded images (§R*/R?,de; and Jez) of
channel F277W, F356W and F444W, respectively. The error bars represent the 1o width of the distributions.

Table 2. The mean value and 1o width of the residual distributions for coadded data.

Channels < de; > 1o width < dex > 1o width < (5R2/R2 > 1o width number of contrast

F27TTW 0.002 0.008 -0.001 0.005 -0.002 0.017 27
HybPSF  F356W -0.001 0.006 0.001 0.004 -0.003 0.011 23
F444W  -0.0009 0.005 0.0005 0.005 -0.001 0.010 23
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Figure 11. Star spike deduction test. Left, the observed data. Middel, the residual obtained by subtracting WebbPSF from
the data. Right, the residual obtained by subtracting HybPSF from the data. The images are shown in log scale.

such as the diffraction spikes. We cut a large stamp
(6.3"” x 6.3") with prominent diffraction spikes from the
long wavelength channel F356W to test the performance
of HybPSF. In this test, we set the coefficient m of
WebbPSF to be 1. This is because that the coefficient
m; is estimated from faint star images which show no
distinct spikes structures in the very outer regions, and
the constraints for considerably bright stars might be
inappropriate. Figure 11 shows the spike correction of
WebbPSF and HybPSF, respectively. The star flux is
calibrated using the flux of the inner circular region with
a radius of 10 pixels from the center of images. The
outer region of HybPSF is constructed from WebbPSF,
so they have very similar performance, as shown in Fig-
ure 11. This suggests that HybPSF can also capture the
spike structures at very large scales of the JWST NIR-
Cam image PSFs. We then estimate the AB magnitude
of the star based on the two PSF models, and the dif-

ference in AB magnitude estimated from the two PSF
models is ~ 0.01 magnitude.

5. SUMMARY

With the powerful observation capability of JWST,
we are entering a new era of exploring our universe.
However, accurate modeling of its PSF is also required
for high-precision astrophysical measurements. In this
paper, we introduce a PSF modeling method called
HybPSF for the NIRCam images, which combines ob-
served data and simulated PSFs from WebbPSF.

To extract proper star images from the observed data,
we began with the ”stage two” calibrated file and then
filled up the contaminated pixels and performed de-
blending for each star image in later steps. However,
comparing the observed data and the simulated PSF
from WebbPSF, we found that the residuals still had
significant structures, suggesting that the PSF model
could be improved potentially.
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We then attempted to extract the remaining sig-
nals from the residuals using the iISPCA method, and
supplemented the constructed residual model back to
WebbPSF to obtain a PSF model (HybPSF) that would
be more consistent with the observed data. The value
range of the corresponding residuals from HybPSF re-
veals the improvements of our method. Finally, we
checked the model precision on the PSF shape param-
eters: e and R. The e and R of the HybPSF models
showed better precision than WebbPSF' to some extent,
especially on R. This suggests that HybPSF is more
consistent with the data than WebbPSF. Additionally,
our method can provide oversampled PSF images, which
could be promising for up-sampling PSF deconvolution
(Wang et al. in prep). Additionally, this method is also
applicable to i2d.fits images. Given our scientific inter-
est in accurately measuring shear, we aimed to avoid
uncertainties in the PSF resulting from image stacking.
Therefore, we required accurate PSF information from
individual images (cal.fits). The PSF obtained in this
work will also be utilized for PSF deconvolution and
image stacking (Wang in prep).

However, there are still some discrepancies between
our model and the data, which can be seen in the resid-
ual images and shape residuals. This may be caused
by the limited number of stars used for PSF modeling,
and some chips were dropped due to the limited num-
ber of stars. This issue may be alleviated by considering
all star images in the entire field, as done in Liaudat
et al. (2020); Finner et al. (2023a), and galaxy images
may also provide some help in solving this problem (Nie
et al. 2021b). Additionally, SED information of the stel-
lar objects can help WebbPSF construct more accurate
PSF models, which we will explore in future work. The
brighter-fatter effect is another important systematic in
PSF modeling. However, Finner et al. (2023a) men-
tioned that this effect would not significantly impact

cluster mass reconstruction. We will check for these in-
fluences on PSF modeling in the future. Overall, we
expect that this improved PSF model will help us ob-
tain better astrophysical measurements, such as cluster
mass, photometry, and more.
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