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Abstract

We present a new gamma ray energy reconstruction method based on
Random Forest to be commonly used for the data analysis of the MAGIC
Telescopes, a system of two Imaging Atmospheric Cherenkov Telescopes.

The energy resolution with the new energy reconstruction improves com-
pared to the one obtained with the LUTs method. For standard observations
i.e. dark conditions with pointing zenith (Zd) less than 35 deg for a point-like
source, the energy resolution goes from ∼ 20% at 100 GeV to ∼ 10% at a
few TeV.

In addition, the new method suppresses the outlier population in the
energy error distribution, which is thus better described by a Gaussian dis-
tribution. The new energy reconstruction method enhances the reliability
especially for the sources with steep spectra, in higher energies and/or in
observations at higher Zd pointings.

We validate the new method in different ways and demonstrate some cases
of its remarkable benefit in spectral analysis with simulated observation data.

Keywords:
Very High Energy gamma ray, Cherenkov Telescopes, Energy
reconstruction, Random Forest

Email address: ishio.kazuma@fis.uni.lodz.pl (Kazuma Ishio)

Preprint submitted to ”will be submitted to” Astroparticle Physics December 8, 2022

ar
X

iv
:2

21
2.

03
59

2v
1 

 [
as

tr
o-

ph
.I

M
] 

 7
 D

ec
 2

02
2



1. Introduction

MAGIC is a system of two 17 m-diameter Imaging Atmospheric Cherenkov
Telescopes (IACTs) located at the Roque de los Muchachos Observatory on
the Canary Island of La Palma, Spain, at an altitude of 2200 m a.s.l.(Aleksić
et al., 2016a,b). The main target of the system is to observe very-high-energy
(VHE, energy & 100 GeV) gamma rays, and it was designed to reach the low
energy threshold by optimizing various specifications. The achieved energy
threshold is as low as ∼50 GeV at the trigger level for observations at zenith
distance angles below 30 deg in dark conditions (without moon) (Aleksić
et al., 2016b). Using the so-called sum-trigger, it is possible to reach an even
lower energy threshold (Dazzi et al., 2021). The detection method of IACTs
is to take images of Cherenkov radiation from an extensive air shower (EAS),
which is a cascade of secondary particles initiated by a high energy particle
such as a gamma-ray photon, when it enters the atmosphere. By analysing
the images, the properties of primary particles, namely the particle species,
incoming direction and energy, can be reconstructed.

In this paper we will present a new gamma ray energy reconstruction
method for the MAGIC telescopes. In early times of MAGIC when there
was only one telescope, the algorithm of the energy estimator was based on
RF (Albert et al., 2008a). When the second telescope was introduced and
the system started stereo observations (Aleksić et al., 2012), the data enabled
the stereo reconstruction of shower geometry. This improved significantly the
estimation of the distance to the shower maximum, thus the correspondent
upgrade was needed also for the data analysis including the energy estimator.
At that time, the Look Up Tables method (LUTs-Erec) , based on a simplified
shower model, was introduced and it has been used over the last decade in
the MAGIC standard analysis (Aleksić et al., 2016b).

First we describe the previous energy reconstruction method in MAGIC
together with a brief overview of those in the other representative IACTs, in
Section 2. The new method will be introduced in the Section 3. The verifi-
cation and the performance evaluation will follow in Section 4 and Section 5.

2. Energy estimation methods

The gamma ray energy is one of the three properties of the primary parti-
cle together with the particle species and incoming direction, that we recon-
struct in an event observed with MAGIC. The reconstruction for each event
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starts from a pair of two images, which are the charge and the timing distri-
butions over the pixels, taken by the two telescopes. The background noise
in the images is removed by image cleaning techniques (Aleksić et al., 2016b),
and the remaining region of interest is characterized in different aspects via
parametrization. Then the estimators are generated by supervised learning
of the relation between the parameters and the target property, adopting
simulated events as the training samples. In the following, we explain the
parameters, the simulation and a general view for energy reconstruction,
mentioning the previous method and the strategies in the other IACTs.

Let us firstly list the image parameters, namely the ones calculated di-
rectly from the charge and the timing distributions. The main and classic
parameters are the so-called “Hillas parameters”(Hillas, 1985), as: Width,
Length, Center of Gravity position (CoG) and Size (image brightness or
intensity, in units of photoelectrons), which are under interpretation of the
charge distribution as an elliptical shape. As an auxiliary parameter, Leakage
characterises the truncation of the image, by quantifying the fraction of total
charge at the pixels on the edge of camera with respect to Size. There are
two kinds of Leakage defined; Leakage1 is for the outmost row on the edge,
and Leakage2 is for the second row. As for the arrival time distribution,
the most important parameter is TimeGradient, which is the gradient of the
arrival time distribution with respect to the projected location of the pixels
along the major axis. This parameter has a close relation to the geometrical
configuration of the EAS (Aliu et al., 2009).

We can also extract the geometrical parameters, namely the geometry of
the EAS with respect to the telescopes, once the incoming direction of the
primary particle is determined. There are two ways to estimate the incoming
direction, which are the classic method as the intersection of the shower axes
(Daum et al., 1997) and the so-called Disp method (see fig. 5 in Aleksić
et al., 2012). The Disp- geometry performs considerably better than Classic-
geometry. On the other hand, the true incoming direction is accessible in a
simulated data, as the direction of primary particle injection. Dependent on
these incoming directions, the reconstructed shower geometry is different.In
this paper, we discriminate these geometries by adding the prefixes Classic-,
Disp- and True- to the geometrical parameters respectively. And we describe
a geometrical parameter with two prefixes when different kinds of geometries
are used between the training and applying the estimator. For example, we
will describe a geometrical parameter with the prefix True-Disp-, when ”True-
” parameter is used for training an estimator, and then ”Disp-” parameter
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is applied for energy estimation.
The most important geometrical parameters are Impact as the lateral

distance of a telescope from the shower axis and MaxHeight as the height
of the maximum Cherenkov emission. Also the Disp parameter itself is im-
portant and can be regarded as a part of geometrical parameters, as it is
correlated with Impact and MaxHeight. The Disp parameters for individ-
ual camera field of views (FoVs) are the basis for the Disp method, each
of which is the angular distance from the CoG to the incoming direction
of the primary gamma ray. The Disp is estimated from the image parame-
ters. There are other geometrical parameters used for the standard analysis
from the MaxHeight and Zd combined with the location specific information
such as atmosphere density and geomagnetic field. CherenkovDensity and
CherenkovRadius are the auxiliary parameters to indicate the longitudinal
and lateral information respectively1, and CosBSangle is the angular distance
of the incoming direction from the geomagnetic field direction, to account the
deflection of the secondary particles hence of the Cherenkov radiation (Com-
michau et al., 2008).

The relation between the event parameters and the gamma-ray proper-
ties is extracted from the train samples generated by the standard MAGIC
simulation package (Majumdar et al., 2005; Carmona et al., 2007), with the
gamma-ray showers generated using the Corsika code (Heck et al., 1998).
Enormous number of Monte Carlo (MC) simulated gamma rays are gener-
ated, in order to realize a smooth distributions of events in energy, in pointing
direction, in incoming direction and in arrival location on the ground. The
most standard setting is for the case a point like source is observed on its
presence in the sky at Low Zd (5 deg to 35 deg) with wobbling observation
(Fomin et al., 1994a), with 0.4 deg of wobble angle. Roughly 107 events
are generated for the dataset. To be generally used for any observation of
this kind, the pointing directions are equally distributed in Az and given Zd
range, and the source direction with respect to the FoV is also equally dis-
tributed in the ring-like region with a radius of the wobble angle around the
center of the FoV. The arrival locations on the ground are chosen in uniform

1They are to characterise the distance to the shower maximum in terms of the
Cherenkov radiation, by a typical 86 MeV electron at the shower maximum. CherenkovRa-
dius is the radius of illumination on the plane perpendicular to the pointing direction at the
center of the two telescopes, and CherenkovDensity is the photon density of illumination
on the plane.
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distribution within a circular region with a radius of 350 m around the center
of the telescopes system in the plane perpendicular to the shower axis. The
energy distribution range from 10 GeV to 30 TeV distributed in power law
of index -1.6.

The above mentioned parameters can be viewed for an energy estimator
in the following way. The most fundamental view is that a primary particle
with higher energy creates more secondary particles, thus the emission is in-
trinsically brighter. Therefore Size plays the main role in energy estimation,
with the auxiliary parameters for corrections. The corrections take into ac-
count the truncation of the image due to the limited FoV of the camera, the
distance to the shower maximum, and the deflection of secondary particles
by the geomagnetic field. The energy estimators in the MAGIC analysis have
been following this principle.

The LUTs-Erec stands on two telescope-wise estimators. Each estima-
tor takes the image parameters for the correspondent telescope and the ge-
ometrical parameters. The procedure consists of two stages. In the first
stage, the Size parameter is modified via empirical formulae using the fol-
lowing parameters: The correction factor for image truncation is based on
Leakage2. The one for geomagnetic field effect uses True-Disp-CosBSangle.
The ones using Zd and the Classic-Disp-CherenkovDensity are to normal-
ize the brightness in terms of the longitudinal component of the distance to
the EAS. In the second stage, the conversion factor from the corrected Size
to energy is retrieved by searching through a two-dimensional LUT, which
has the corrected-Size as one dimension, and the Impact parameter as the
other dimension. The corrected size is expressed as

√
log10(CorrectedSize)

in order to optimize the binning, while the Impact is expressed in the unit
of Classic-Disp-CherenkovRadius so that it can take into account that the
light pool radius changes according to the longitudinal distance. After the
telescope-wise estimations are obtained, they are averaged weighted with
uncertainties.

These days, deep convolutional neural networks (CNNs) are being ex-
plored as a promising method for IACT full-event reconstruction. There
have been some remarkable attempts (Nieto et al., 2021a; De et al., 2022;
Jacquemont et al., 2021), based on a technique to interpret a hexagonal pixel
layout into cartesian coordinate (Nieto et al., 2021b). In the latest research
for the MAGIC (Miener et al., 2021), the pixel-wise image information is fed
to the estimator after the image cleaning. The performance reaches compet-
itive level (see also Figure 6 for the performance), however a drawback is the
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demand of expensive computational resource. The production of an estima-
tor is required not only for the observation settings like pointing directions,
but also when there is a change in performance of the telescopes. Therefore
an estimator with lighter weight will play an important role to enable a swift
action in analysis.

Along with MAGIC, the other major ground-based observatories at present
with a system of more than one imaging Cherenkov telescopes (Funk, 2015)
are H.E.S.S. (High Energy Stereoscopic System) (Aharonian et al., 2006)
and VERITAS (Very Energetic Radiation Imaging Telescope Array System)
(Meagher, 2015). Both of them have the same basis of detection that the
multiple telescopes view the shower from different angles. In the energy
reconstruction, they adopt different strategies.

Standard analyses for VERITAS use look-up tables derived from simu-
lated events to reconstruct the energy of incident air showers based on the
strength of the signal and the distance of the air shower from the telescope
(Park, 2015). The energy bias is close to zero above around 200 to 500 GeV
depending on the cut condition, and below a few tens of TeV. The energy
resolution is about 15 % - 20 %, with increase for energies larger than 10
TeV (Park, 2015).

The standard analysis for H.E.S.S. is called Image Pixel-wise fit for At-
mospheric Cherenkov Telescopes (ImPACT), which is based on the likelihood
fitting of camera pixel amplitudes to an expected image template, directly
generated from Monte Carlo simulations (Parsons and Hinton, 2014; Parsons
et al., 2015). For the events with standard ImPACT method standard cuts,
the energy bias is close to zero above 500 GeV, and the resolution is better
than 10 % above 1 TeV (Parsons and Hinton, 2014; Parsons et al., 2015).

Note that the definitions of energy bias and resolution are different by
articles, in both the event selections and the computation.

3. The new energy estimator

The new energy reconstruction method (RF-Erec) adopts Random Forest
(RF)(Breiman, 2001). It was originally developed for the single telescope
data (Albert et al., 2008a), and we have adjusted it for the stereo observation
data by investigating the necessary parameters for the input variables.

Although it is possible to almost automatically search for the event pa-
rameters for the energy from their importance scores obtained from training
of RF, we selected the parameters based on the insights on the EAS and the
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telescopes system in order to avoid unknown systematic effects. The selec-
tion resulted in the different set of parameters from the ones for the previous
method, the LUTs-Erec. We listed 21 parameters, of which 16 are the ones
from individual telescopes, shown in the Table 1. Compared to the LUTs-
Erec, we have found 11 additional parameters for better corrections of the
Size.

Table 1: The event parameters used for the energy estimators.

Event parameter RF-Erec LUTs-Erec

Size (tel.1/2) • •
Leakage1 (tel.1/2) •
Leakage2 (tel.1/2) • •
Time Gradient (tel.1/2) •
Width (tel.1/2) •
Length (tel.1/2) •
Disp (tel.1/2) •
Disp-Impact (tel.1/2) •
True-Disp-Impact (tel.1/2) •
Disp-MaxHeight •
Disp-CosBSangle •
True-Disp-CosBSangle •
Disp-CherenkovDensity •
Classic-Disp-CherenkovDensity •
Disp-CherenkovRadius •
Classic-Disp-CherenkovRadius •
Zd of telescope pointing • •

The list of the event parameters used as input variables for the energy esti-
mators, RF-Erec and LUTs-Erec. The geometrical parameters are indicated
with the basis direction reconstruction methods as prefixes; Classic-, Disp-
and True- (see the main text for the details). The ones with two prefixes
indicate that the different reconstruction bases are used in the construction
and the application of estimators, represented by the first and the second
prefixes.

For taking into account the truncation of the image, both Leakage1 and
Leakage2 are selected, while the LUTs-Erec uses only Leakage2. For the
distance corrections, the LUTs-Erec used only Impact, CherenkovDensity,
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CherenkovRadius and Zd, while the additional parameters for the RF-Erec
are Disp, MaxHeight, TimeGradient, Width and Length.

And the geometrical parameters are chosen from different reconstruction
methods. The LUTs-Erec adopted True-Disp- values for Impact and Cos-
BSangle, and Classic-Disp- values for CherenkovDensity and CherenkovRa-
dius. In the RF-Erec, all the geometrical parameters use Disp- values. The
True-Disp- parameters in LUTs-Erec are intended to use in the training pro-
cess the True- values, namely the geometry based on the injection direction
of the simulated gamma ray. By learning the relation between the true ge-
ometry of the shower and the target value, the estimator was expected to
avoid the smearing of the estimator response by these geometrical variable
error. The replacement of geometrical parameters by True- values has been
adopted also in some other cases (H. E. S. S. Collaboration et al., 2018).
However this strategy is vulnerable to noise and biases because the accuracy
of an estimated geometrical parameter is always limited. A systematic effect
will appear when the estimated value fluctuates significantly more than the
noise level of true values in train samples. In the study for the RF-Erec,
such systematic effect was found and this strategy was cancelled (we discuss
the effect further in Section 5.1). For simplicity of the analysis procedure,
CherenkovRadius and CherenkovDensity were used as Classic-Disp- in the
LUTs-Erec, and they are changed to Disp- in the RF-Erec for a slightly better
performance.

In addition, the target value, namely the energy, is set to logarithmic
form, as it ranges over multiple decades and the train samples distribute in
a power law.

The event selection for train samples was also modified. As RF is robust
owing to the averaging process in calculating the estimand, the cut condition
is relaxed, and the remaining cut only rejects the events with inconsistency
of reconstructed arrival directions by the two telescopes in the Disp method.
In contrast, the LUTs-Erec rejected the given train samples with a large
direction reconstruction error, a reconstructed Classical MaxHeight lower
than typical gamma ray event, and a truncated shower image. The relaxed
cut results in a better performance, especially with obvious improvement at
high energies by accepting all the events of truncated images. 2

2Alternative plan.... In contrast, the LUTs-Erec rejected the given train samples with
a squared error of direction reconstruction larger than 0.1 deg2, a reconstructed Classical
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The parameters for the forest generation, namely the number of trials
for a split, the minimum samples at the last node and the number of trees,
are set to 5, 3 and 100 respectively. These values are selected by balancing
the computational cost and performance, however the performance does not
change significantly.

The importance scores of the input variable in the forest generation
change dependent on the pointing direction. Figure 1 shows the importance
scores in different Zd ranges. For example, in the lower Zd range, the images
of high energy events tend to be larger and sometimes they get truncated,
thus the Leakages have greater importance scores, on the other hand, the
distance to the shower increases with the Zenith angle which therefore gains
greater importance.

4. Verification

There is no way to evaluate the energy reconstruction in a controlled way
as there is no robust calibration source of gamma ray energy. Instead we
perform three indirect ways to validate the energy reconstruction.

4.1. Parameter distribution

The distribution of a parameter, for example the Size, depends on energy,
and this is how the energies can be reconstructed. However, the estimator
is trained with MC events, not the real events. Therefore it is a reasonable
check to see if the parameters distribute consistently between MC and real
gamma rays in a given energy.

To this end, we adopted the observation data of the large flaring activity
of the blazar Mrk421 in April 2013, which delivered the highest VHE gamma
ray fluxes (during hour and day timescales) recorded by MAGIC to date
(Acciari et al., 2020). The flux was highest during the first four days, April
12, 13, 14 and 15 in 2013. The integrated flux > 200 GeV varied from 1 · 10−9

to 2 · 10−9cm−2s−1, corresponding to around 5 to 10 times the photon flux of
the Crab Nebula. This resulted in ∼ 1.7 ·105 of excess events in total for this
validation study, which amounts to a total observation time of ∼ 20 hours,

MaxHeight lower than typical gamma ray event that resulted in the CherenkovRadius larger
than 40m, and a shower image truncated larger than Leakage 0.2. The relaxed cut results
in a better performance, especially with obvious improvement at high energies by removal
of the Leakage cut.
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Figure 1: Importance scores of the input variables for RF-Erec training The importance
of a variable is calculated as the total reduction in sum of squared errors in the target
value, the logarithm of energy.

after the selection of the Zd range from 5 deg to 35 deg and very good weather
conditions. The observation was performed in ”wobble mode”(Fomin et al.,
1994b), with the source direction offset by 0.4 deg from the camera center.
The parameter distributions of the real gamma rays are constructed from the
events with their reconstructed incoming directions around the object (”ON”
direction), subtracted by the ones around the counterpart direction, which
is at the same distance from the camera center but in the opposite direction
(”OFF” direction) 3.

For a reasonable comparison, the population of MC data was aligned to
the real data by introducing two weights on individual events. One is the
weight for aligning pointing history, which is constructed from the difference

3This background estimation is based on the instrument response well approximated
to radial symmetry. Therefore it is possible to select multiple OFF regions at the same
radial distance and area as long as they don’t overlap.
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of Zd distributions. The Az direction is not considered because of negligible
contribution at low Zd. The other is for the energy spectrum. Since the
true energy is not accessible in real data, the comparison is possible only
in estimated energy, although the distribution is distorted by the statistical
process of the estimation error, dependent on the intrinsic energy spectrum.
Therefore the spectral shape of MC gamma rays, generated in a power law
distribution with the index of -1.6 was adjusted to the observation data.
The spectral analysis on the observation data with the MAGIC standard
analysis, with the forward unfolding method using the power law with semi-
exponential cutoff, gave the best fit result among the usual assumptions with
the reasonable probability, χ2/n.d.f. = 13.2/16 (p-value = 0.66).

Based on the above mentioned adjustments, the parameter distributions
are compared in the dimension of estimated energy, focusing on those with the
highest contributions to energy reconstruction. The distribution separated in
estimated energies suffers from deformation due to energy migration, however
they should still show the consistency, since the deformation should happen
in the same way for both real data and MCs.

The results are shown in Figure 2. The left panels show the distributions
of the parameters in four selected estimated energy ranges, 0.10 - 0.13 TeV,
0.32 - 0.42 TeV, 1.0 - 1.3 TeV and 3.2 - 4.2 TeV; they are separated at equal
distances in logarithmic energy to the next ranges, and the width of range is
chosen to contain enough number of events. The shapes are different among
the energies however the MC and the real data mostly agree with each other.
The right panels show the mean and RMS of the distribution in the energy
bins, overlaid on top of the residuals of the two dimensional histograms of the
parameter values and the estimated energies. In the residual histograms, the
distribution of real data is subtracted from that of MC data, and is shown as
the ratio to the total number of events in the real data integrated over each
energy bin. All the grids with good statistics are within few percent of the
total events in the estimated energy bin.

In this comparison, we see a good agreement of the parameter distribu-
tions between the MC and the real gamma rays.

4.2. Crab spectrum

Another way to compare different energy reconstruction methods is to
check in each case the resulting spectrum for the Crab Nebula, the ”standard
candle” in VHE gamma ray astronomy. We performed this test in four
Zenith distance ranges; LZd, MZd, HZd and VHZd, which are Zd=[5,35]deg,
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Figure 2: The variable distributions of parameters. The distributions of Size of the tele-
scope vs estimated energy are drawn (for M1 in the top and M2 in the bottom). The Obs
is the real gamma rays, extracted as the residuals of ON events from OFF events. The MC
is the distribution of MC gamma rays weighted for energies to align the spectrum with
the real gamma rays. The left panels are the profile histograms, for four selected energy
bands. The right panels are the mean and the RMS around the mean in the binned energy
ranges, on top of the residual of the two histograms normalized by the total number of
events in each estimated energy bin of the observation data. The energy ranges with more
than 100 events of the excess events are presented.

Zd=[35,50]deg, Zd=[55,65]deg, and Zd=[70,80]deg. All the observations were
performed during astronomical night, with no moon in the sky or near the
horizon, and in good weather, to avoid any other systematic effects. The
total exposure is 11.5 hours, 5.8 hours, 3.7 hours and 20.5 hours for LZd,
MZd, HZd and VHZd respectively.

The process followed the MAGIC standard analysis including the event
selection. The events with the Size above 50 photoelectrons are selected,
then they are processed in the two more efficiency-based event selections in
the given estimated energy bins: one is for the angular distance to the ON
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or OFF directions within the 75% collection efficiency of point-like source,
and the other is for the hadronness, which is the measure of how likely to a
background event (Albert et al., 2008b), within the 90% collection efficiency
of the gamma-ray events.

The number of excess events and background events, from the ON region
and three OFF regions available by the wobble pointing, are fitted using the
forward unfolding method with a curved power-law fit function:

dN

dE
= f0 · (E/1 TeV)a+b log10(E/1TeV)[cm−2s−1TeV−1] , (1)

where f0, a and b are the amplitude, the power-law index and the curvature,
and all the fit results in the considered Zd ranges were consistent with the
observed number of events, showing at least 10 % of the probability.

The result is shown in Figure 3. For clarity, the spectrum is presented in
the form of spectral energy distribution, i.e. E2dN/dE. The curves of the
fitted spectral functions from RF-Erec and LUTs-Erec are drawn, together
with those from the two latest studies with MAGIC (MAGIC Collaboration
et al., 2015; Aleksić et al., 2016b). The flux points, shown together, are
calculated taking into account the energy migration and the fitted spectral
shape in the collection area derived in estimated energy.

In the lower panels, the residual of spectral points with respect to Aleksić
et al. (2016b) is drawn. All the data points are well aligned with the reference
spectra especially in the lower Zd ranges, and the deviations can be explained
within expected statistic and systematic uncertainties.

4.3. Consistency in both telescopes

The response of the two telescopes is different, due to multiple effects
mainly from the different populations of telescope elements such as the mir-
rors and PMTs (Aleksić et al., 2016a, 2012). The MC simulations are fine
tuned to take into account this inter-telescope calibration. In addition, the
LUTs-Erec consists of the telescope-wise estimators in which the energy is
reconstructed from the geometrical parameters and the image parameters
of either one telescope. Therefore, the LUTs-Erec had been validated in
the consistency between the estimated energies obtained independently from
both telescopes (Aleksić et al., 2016b).

We perform here a similar test for the RF-Erec. Unlike the LUTs-Erec,
the RF-Erec is based on single estimator. In order to make the telescope-
wise estimators like the ones in the LUTs-Erec, the two RF-based estimators
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Figure 3: The Crab Nebula spectra obtained with LUTs-Erec and RF-Erec are shown in
blue and magenta respectively, in different Zd ranges. The dashed lines are the spectral
functions by the forward unfolding fit, and the points are calculated taking into account the
energy migration and the fitted spectral shape in the collection area derived in estimated
energy. The spectrum from the latest study with MAGIC (Aleksić et al., 2016b) is drawn
together. The lower panels show the normalized residual from the latest study.

16



Figure 4: The inter-telescope consistency is evaluated in the estimated energies, by the
telescope-wise estimators in LUTs-Erec (left) and RF-Erec(right). The distribution of
the difference between M1 based estimated energy and M2 based one, normalized by the
estimated energy, is shown here, by the peak of the Gaussian fit as the points, the error
bar as the 68 % containment, and the shaded region as 95 % containment.

were separately constructed by removing the image parameters of either one
telescope. We also perform the same evaluation on the real data as described
in Section 4.1. To be able to compare the results between the MC and real
data, the weights are applied in the same way.

Figure 4 shows the result for the RF-Erec and LUTs-Erec separately. In
each panel, the distributions of the difference between M1 based estimated
energy and M2 based one, normalized by the stereo estimated energy, are
drawn for the MC data and the observation data. Binned in estimated en-
ergies, the mean of the distributions, obtained as the peak of Gaussian fit,
is shown, together with the 68 % containment and 95 % containment of the
population represented by the error bars and the shaded regions.

All the distributions are centered around zero, indicating that the inter-
telescope calibration in the MC data is properly done. In both RF-Erec and
LUTs-Erec, the mean and the 68 % containment are consistent between the
MC and real data within a few percent accuracy, and the 95 % containment
ranges are within 10 % difference. These differences are sufficiently small
considering the overall systematic uncertainty expected to be around 10 %.

17



5. Performance

We compare the performance of the new energy estimator, RF-Erec, with
the previous strategy, LUTs-Erec. First we show the migration matrix, not
only because it is the simplest way to compare, but also because it plays
the main role in a spectral analysis. The quantification of the generalization
error is also important, and we show it in bias and resolution.

However, the energy reconstruction is used mainly for spectral analyses
and the actual impact on it needs to be evaluated over the accumulation of
statistics. To this end, we also discuss the distortion of the energy histogram
due to energy migration from the aspect of the reliability of a bin.

5.1. The migration matrix

A migration matrix is a matrix containing the probabilities for given true
energies of gamma rays to be reconstructed into a given bin in estimated
energy. It is constructed based on the test samples, namely an additional
set of MC gamma rays dedicated for evaluations of the estimators and the
instrument response function. To this end, the test samples are processed in
the same event reconstruction and event selection as the standard analysis.
Also, the weight for Zd and energy distribution are applied to depict the
specific Crab Nebula observation data. The result is shown in Figure 5,
separately drawn in the four Zd ranges.

In a better energy reconstruction, the probability of the reconstructed
energy should be concentrated close to the true energy. The migration ma-
trices obtained with LUTs-Erec show a wide spread of migration probabilities
while the ones from RF-Erec have a tight band of bins along the diagonal
line, indicating a better energy resolution, which will be discussed in the next
section.

In the example shown here, the LUTs-Erec migration matrix for
Zd=[55,65] deg has a cell, which tells that events of the true energy < 100
GeV have a probability above 20 % to migrate to estimated energy of about
5 TeV. The high probability in an isolated bin is due to the low statistics
nature of lowest energies close to the threshold, however, the bin is placed at
such high energy bin due to the swap strategy for Impact. Because the true
value of Impact was given in the construction of estimator in LUTs-Erec,
the estimators did not learn the error on Impact. Since the Impact point is
derived tracing the shower axis from incoming direction through the shower
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Figure 5: Migration matrices from LUTs-Erec and RF-Erec in different Zd ranges.
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maximum to the ground, the error on the incoming direction affects the di-
rection of the vector towards the Impact point and results in the error of the
Impact point, thus that of Impact. In case of low Zd, this error would be
small enough that it would not introduce a visible systematic effect 4. How-
ever, the error increases with Zd because the distance to the shower from the
telescopes becomes longer, and the larger error will eventually result in an
estimated Impact significantly larger than the possible Impact range for the
energy. Since a larger Impact is always possible for a higher energy event,
the up-scatter of the estimated energy occurs.

Such large estimation error in the low statistic energy range close to
the trigger threshold brings difficulty in precisely compensate the energy
migration by unfolding in an energy spectrum. Therefore this issue can
cause a visible systematic effect in an unfolded spectrum, especially when
the spectrum is steep.

We emphasize that the above-mentioned systematic effect is not visible
anymore in RF-Erec, after the cancellation of the use of the True- values in
the training process.

5.2. The generalization error

We evaluate here the generalization error as the bias and resolution in
energy, again separately in the four Zd ranges. The bias is the averaged
difference of the prediction of our model from the correct value, and the
resolution is the spread of the model prediction. These general trends are
investigated for the distributions of the normalised error, (Eest−Etrue)/Etrue

in the test samples, divided into bins of true energy 5. In a practical point of
view to characterize the majority of the gamma-ray events for an unfolding
process in a spectral analysis, we obtain the bias and resolution through
a Gaussian fit 6; the bias and the resolution are the peak position and the
standard deviation of the fitted Gaussian respectively. This resolution, which

4Assuming a case with typical maximum error of the direction reconstruction in lowest
energies as ∆θ ∼ 0.2 deg and typical MaxHeight as ∼ 10 km in low Zd, the error of Impact
point would be ∼ 40 m.

5The events are selected in the same way as the standard analysis. Note that the
energy resolution can be easily improved in the multi-TeV range with tighter quality cuts,
however at the price of lowering the collection area.

6The fit is applied to the samples after standard cuts, and the fit range is deter-
mined from the average and the standard deviation (SD) of the population, where the
lowest/highest edge of the range is the average +/− the SD.
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we call resolution (σ), does not take into account the tail of the distribution
outside the standard deviation of the fitted Gaussian, and we also investigate
the standard deviation (SD) of the population and call it ”resolution (SD)”.

The results are shown in the upper panels of Figure 6. RF-Erec shows sig-
nificant improvement of resolution compared to LUTs-Erec in all Zd ranges.
In the low Zd range, the improvement of resolution (σ) is significant above 1
TeV, where the resolution (σ) by RF-Erec reaches around 10 % at a few TeV,
while the one by LUTs-Erec never goes below ∼ 15 % and becomes worse
(∼ 30 %) as energy increases. In the low energy side, the resolution (σ) are
comparable at mostly ∼ 20%. Moreover, the resolution (SD) by RF-Erec
almost always outperforms the LUTs-Erec, with a reduction from ∼ 30 %
at 100 GeV to more than 50 % in the TeV range. The large discrepancy be-
tween the resolution (σ) and the resolution (SD) in the LUTs-Erec indicates
the large amount of outliers.

In the other Zd ranges, the improvement is more significant. RF-Erec
keeps the resolution (σ) and the resolution (SD) close to each other regard-
less of the Zd range. On the other hand the discrepancy is very large in
LUTs-Erec, indicating that the fitted Gaussian shape does not describe the
distribution well any more.

A larger resolution (SD) than a resolution (σ) comes from the wider tails,
and we quantify it by introducing the quantile ratio 95/68, which is the
ratio of the quantile widths of 95 % containment around the peak of the
distribution to that of 68 %. For a Gaussian distribution, this value is 2.
The results are in the lower panels of Figure 6. In RF-Erec the quantile ratio
is always around 2, while in the LUTs-Erec it is always larger and it reaches
even 4 in Zd range from 55 to 65. In the Zd range from 70 to 80, the quantile
ratio in LUTs-Erec is small, just because the error distribution is already too
wide that the edges of the distribution are already truncated by the limited
energy range of the training.

Common features between RF-Erec and LUTs-Erec are the resolution
worsening at low energies, and the deviations of biases at lowest and highest
edges. The degraded resolution at low energies is due to the dimmer and
smaller shower images, which affect the reconstruction by higher fluctuations
in estimating the total light content and the distance to the shower. The bias
rapidly increases at low energies due to the threshold effect. For the high
energy, the bias decreases due to the limited energy range of the simulation,
which also gives superficially reduced resolution, thus it can be relaxed by
extension of the train samples’ energy range at a cost of computation.
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Figure 6: Performance of the LUTs-Erec (black) and RF-Erec (red) energy estimators are
shown as a function of true energy, separately for four different ranges of Zenith distance.
The top subpanels show the bias and the resolutions. The bias and the resolution (σ)
are derived from the Gaussian fit and the resolution (SD) is the standard deviation of the
population. The bottom subpanels are the quantile ratio, which is the ratio of the quantile
widths of 95 % containment around the peak of the distribution to that of 68 %.
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5.2.1. In a morphology study

We evaluate the generalization error also for the events from the outer
region in the field of view, for a morphology study or a study with an extended
source. The estimator is constructed and evaluated with the MC gamma rays
with incoming directions homogeneously distributed in a region with 1.5deg
angular diameter around the center of the field of view. The majority of
possible events to trigger is sufficiently included in this region, as the trigger
region is 1 deg in the central region of the camera. The data set was produced
with a pointing direction between 5 and 35 degrees in Zenith angle.

The regions of reconstructed incoming directions are grouped by the offset
angle from the center of the camera, into below 0.4 degree, 0.6 to 0.8 degree,
and above 1.0 degree. Figure 7 shows the performances for the three offset
ranges. The performances are consistent within a few percent accuracy. The
small bias can be seen in the inner region in the FoV in both methods 7,
due to the mixture of the training events in the different incoming angles.
However the effect of the offset angle is sufficiently small and the performance
is good in both bias and resolution for RF-Erec, in all the energy ranges.

5.3. Bin reliability

Here we try to quantify the performance of both methods for different
cases of the source spectrum. The error in estimated energy is inevitable,
and the major outcome when the statistics is accumulated is a deforma-
tion of the estimated energy distribution from the true energy distribution.
The deformation is not negligible in gamma ray observations because of the
power-law-like nature of the spectra 8, so that we must correct it using the mi-
gration matrix via either forward unfolding or unfolding (Albert et al., 2007).
However the correction leaves uncertainty from the ambiguity given by the

7The bias seems to act on both RF-Erec and LUTs-Erec as dragging the error distribu-
tion of the events in the inner region, in the negative direction: In case of LUTs-Erec, the
high bias with its peak at around several TeV looks relaxed in the inner region, while in
case of RF-Erec, the estimations starts to be negatively biased in the inner region. Note
that the direction reconstructions are the same.

8The energy distribution of observed events is also power-law-like because of relatively
flat collection area far from the threshold. In such distribution, lower energy events are
always more abundant than in the higher energy ones, thereby the tiny fraction of spillover
to an estimated energy bin from the lower energy side results in a considerable amount.
Such contamination can overwhelm the genuine events and cause a systematic difference
of the slope in the reconstructed energy spectrum.
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irreducible background events as well as by the limited precision in producing
the migration matrix from MC data. This ambiguity is the major drawback
in a spectral analysis and we assess it by quantifying the reliability of a bin
in the estimated energy distribution. The assessment requires a selection of
a pointing direction, which changes the performance of the energy estimator,
and also a spectral shape, whose spectral slope significantly changes the influ-
ence to the higher energy bins. We select two different ranges of the pointing
direction and two slopes of spectrum; low/high Zd (Zd ranges of from 5 to
35 degrees and 55 to 65 degrees), and hard/soft spectrum (spectral indices
of 2.5/ 5.0). Based on these selected Zd ranges and spectra, the relations
between the true energy and estimated energy distributions are generated in
the following way.

For a given Zd range, an example pointing history of observation is deter-
mined, which is used for generating the collection area and the migration ma-
trix from the MC events. For a given source with the given observation, the
expected true energy distribution per unit time of the acquired gamma-ray
events can be expressed as the source spectrum multiplied by the collection
area. The expected distribution over the estimated energies per unit time
is obtained by multiplying the energy migration matrix to the true energy
distribution. The errors are calculated from those of the collection area and
the migration matrix. We choose the binning to be 7 bins per decade in both
Eest to that of Etrue, so that they can be compared bin by bin and a bin
should contain a sufficient quantile in the range of estimated energy for the
median energy event assuming a resolution of ∼ 15%9. Based on them, we
discuss the reliability in two ways, the bin purity and the spillover ratio.

5.3.1. Bin purity

We define bin purity for a given estimated energy bin, as the expected
fraction of events whose estimated remained in the same energy bin as their
true energies. The result, shown in Figure 8, has significant difference be-
tween RF-Erec and LUTs-Erec, especially in the range above a few hundreds
of GeV. The improvement is more dramatic in a steeper spectrum or a higher
Zd observation. Note that the bin purity depends strongly on the size of the
bin. LUTs-Erec has larger energy resolution thus it adopted wider bins to

9For the steep source, the evaluation was done separately for low energy and high
energy, because the number of events are enormously different. The low energy and high
energy evaluation has the overlap region so that the purity continues smoothly.
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keep the performance. This comparison shows that RF-Erec gives possibility
to study source spectra with finer binning (which is in agreement with the
shown earlier improvement of the energy resolution).
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Figure 8: The bin purities as a function of energy, with LUTs-Erec and RF-Erec, are
shown for two power-law indices and two Zd ranges, denoted in the panels.

5.3.2. Spillover ratio

The spillover ratio focuses on the risk of having fake signal events appear-
ing in an estimated energy bin without a real signal in the corresponding true

26



energy bin. This is the case when the original spectrum has a cutoff how-
ever the energies of some observed events are reconstructed to be beyond the
cutoff. Having such confusing signal, an analyzer is forced to consider the
possibility of its existence even after the distribution correction, which can
lead to different physics implications.

To investigate this risk, we add a hard cutoff at energy Ecut of 1 TeV
in the aforementioned power-law spectra for the simulated observation data.
Due to the different conditions around the cutoff, we define the spillover ratio
in a Eest bin in two ways. Below Eest <1TeV, the spillover ratio is the ratio
of the number of events in Eest, denoted as N(Eest), to that in Etrue, denoted
as N(Etrue). Above the cutoff energy of 1 TeV, there is no event in Etrue,
thus the denominator is set to the number of events (in Etrue) at the last bin
below 1 TeV. The lowest energy side is treated similarly10. Figure 9 shows
the result. We begin the discussion on the range above 1TeV, and continue
also on the other energies.

Above 1 TeV, while the ideal spillover ratio is 0 because of no signal
above the cutoff energy, the energy estimation error brings spillover events
in Eest distribution there, resulting in a positive value. In all the investigated
conditions, RF-Erec shows good performances; the ratio quickly falls down
above 1 TeV and disappears already at 2 TeV. On the other hand, LUTs-Erec
shows a long tail continuing even above 10 TeV with several % of the events
with true energies at the last bin below 1 TeV. These events exist in this range
by their energy estimation errors much higher than usual events. Therefore
the correction of the distribution is doomed to face the very low statistics of
MC events in characterising the migration.

Below 1 TeV, the ratio should ideally be 1, but in general it shifts posi-
tively because of the higher spillover amount from lower energy. Nonetheless
the ratio is mostly close to 1 for both RF-Erec and LUTs-Erec for the hard
spectrum in Low Zd. The difference is significant in high energies in the
steep spectrum. Despite the higher spillover due to the steep spectrum, the
spillover ratio in RF-Erec approaches 1 for higher energy by better energy
resolution, on the other hand the ratio by LUTs-Erec does not improve for
higher energy, and it shows a rising trend to above 2 in the case of a steep

10The lowest energy bin of continuous positive excess bins is chosen as the reference bin.
Below the bin, the ratio of the excess events of Eest in each bin to that of Etrue in the
reference bin is calculated.
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spectrum in low Zd. It indicates that the bins are already dominated by the
contamination from different energies of Etrue, and it is consistent with the
drop of bin purity shown in Figure 8.

6. Conclusions

We presented the RF-Erec, the new method of gamma ray energy recon-
struction for the MAGIC observation data. With the remarkable improve-
ment, we update the standard analysis method, previously adopted for the
last decade of the stereo observations in the MAGIC collaboration. We have
validated the RF-Erec in different point of views, including the consistency
with the LUTs-Erec, the previous method, by comparing the Crab spectrum
in all the pointing zenith (Zd) ranges.

We have shown the performance of the RF-Erec. For standard observa-
tions i.e. dark conditions with Zd less than 35 deg for a point-like source,
the energy resolution goes from ∼ 20% at 100 GeV to ∼ 10% at a few TeV.
This is a significant improvement with respect to the LUTs-Erec method in
the high energies over several hundreds of GeV, which reaches even more
than double. At the higher Zd ranges, the RF-Erec keeps the energy resolu-
tion around 20% throughout the target energy range, while the LUTs-Erec
worsens as large as 40%.

In addition, the new method suppresses the outlier population in the
energy error distribution, which is thus better described by a Gaussian dis-
tribution. We quantify the spread of outliers by the ratio of the 95 % to
the 68 % containment width. Such quantile ratio in RF-Erec reaches down
to 2, indicating that the error distribution is as narrow as a Gaussian, while
LUTs-Erec always has larger tails especially in the medium to high Zd ranges.
By this improvement, the RF-Erec enhances the reliability especially for the
sources with steep spectra, in higher energies and/or in observations at higher
Zd pointings.

We have demonstrated its remarkable benefit in some example spectral
analyses with simulated observation data. RF-Erec always keeps the bin
purity (assuming 7 bins per decade) around 0.6 to 0.7 in case of a hard
spectral index of 2.5 observed in a low Zd range, and around 0.4 in case
of a soft spectral index of 5 observed in a high Zd range. This is greatly
better than LUTs-Erec especially in high energies, where LUTs-Erec shows
the bin purity far less than 0.1 especially above a few hundred GeV in the soft
spectrum case. The outlier events with overestimated energies can dominate
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the higher energy bins. This means that the correction of the deformed
estimated energy distribution to the expected true energy distribution is
difficult (suffers from large uncertainty). We also focused on the case where
the spectrum has a cutoff at 1 TeV, and investigated its spillover ratio in order
to see if the events with the estimated energy above 1 TeV are sufficiently
low. In RF-Erec the ratio quickly falls down above 1 TeV and disappears
already at 2 TeV. On the other hand, LUTs-Erec shows a long tail continuing
even above 10 TeV with several per cent of the events with true energies
at the last bin below 1 TeV. In this case the deformation of the energy
distribution smears out the cutoff and it would be challenging to strongly
claim the significance of the existence of the cutoff.
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dini, B. Biasuzzi, A. Biland, M. Bitossi, O. Blanch, S. Bonnefoy, G. Bon-
noli, F. Borracci, T. Bretz, E. Carmona, A. Carosi, R. Cecchi, P. Colin,
E. Colombo, J.L. Contreras, D. Corti, J. Cortina, S. Covino, P. Da Vela,
F. Dazzi, A. DeAngelis, G. De Caneva, B. De Lotto, E. de Oña Wilhelmi,
C. Delgado Mendez, A. Dettlaff, D. Dominis Prester, D. Dorner, M. Doro,
S. Einecke, D. Eisenacher, D. Elsaesser, D. Fidalgo, D. Fink, M.V. Fon-
seca, L. Font, K. Frantzen, C. Fruck, D. Galindo, R.J. Garćıa López,
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A. González Muñoz, S.R. Gozzini, W. Haberer, D. Hadasch, Y. Han-
abata, M. Hayashida, J. Herrera, D. Hildebrand, J. Hose, D. Hrupec,
W. Idec, J.M. Illa, V. Kadenius, H. Kellermann, M.L. Knoetig, K. Kodani,

31

https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0927650515000663
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0927650515000663


Y. Konno, J. Krause, H. Kubo, J. Kushida, A. La Barbera, D. Lelas, J.L.
Lemus, N. Lewandowska, E. Lindfors, S. Lombardi, F. Longo, M. López,
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cerra González, W. Bednarek, L. K. Bellizzi, E. Bernardini, A. Berti,
J. Besenrieder, W. Bhattacharyya, C. Bigongiari, A. Biland, O. Blanch,
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39

http://arxiv.org/abs/1807.01302 http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201732153
http://arxiv.org/abs/1807.01302 http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201732153


minis Prester, A. Donini, D. Dorner, M. Doro, D. Elsaesser, V. Fallah
Ramazani, A. Fattorini, G. Ferrara, L. Foffano, M. V. Fonseca, L. Font,
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Garćıa López, M. Garczarczyk, D. Garrido Terrats, M. Gaug, N. Godi-
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