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Validating modeling choices through simulated analyses and quantifying the impact of different systematic ef-
fects will form a major computational bottleneck in the preparation for 3×2 analysis with Stage-IV surveys such
as Vera Rubin Observatory’s Legacy Survey of Space and Time (LSST). We can significantly reduce the com-
putational requirements by using machine learning based emulators, which allow us to run fast inference while
maintaining the full realism of the data analysis pipeline. In this paper, we use such an emulator to run simulated
3×2 (cosmic shear, galaxy-galaxy lensing, and galaxy clustering) analyses for mock LSST-Y1/Y3/Y6/Y10 sur-
veys and study the impact of various systematic effects (galaxy bias, intrinsic alignment, baryonic physics, shear
calibration and photo-z uncertainties). Closely following the DESC Science Requirement Document (with sev-
eral updates) our main findings are: a) The largest contribution to the ‘systematic error budget’ of LSST 3×2
analysis comes from galaxy bias uncertainties, while the contribution of baryonic and shear calibration uncer-
tainties are significantly less important. b) Tighter constraints on intrinsic alignment and photo-z parameters can
improve cosmological constraints noticeably, which illustrates synergies of LSST and spectroscopic surveys. c)
The scale cuts adopted in the DESC SRD may be too conservative and pushing to smaller scales can increase
cosmological information significantly. d) We investigate the impact of photo-z outliers on 3×2 pt analysis and
find that we need to determine the outlier fraction to within 5 − 10% accuracy to ensure robust cosmological
analysis. We caution that these findings depend on analysis choices (parameterizations, priors, scale cuts) and
can change for different settings.

I. INTRODUCTION

The upcoming Vera Rubin Observatory’s Legacy Survey
of Space and Time [LSST1, 1] will be part of a new era of
cosmological surveys aimed at uncovering the nature of dark
energy. Along with other Stage-IV surveys [2] like Euclid 2

[3], the Nancy G. Roman Space Telescope [NGRST3, 4], and
the Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument [DESI 4 5], LSST
will examine the nature of dark energy with an exquisite pre-
cision. Among the various probes of dark energy in LSST,
multiprobe cosmological analyses with weak lensing, galaxy-
galaxy lensing, and galaxy clustering, commonly referred to
as ‘3×2 analysis’, will provide one of the strongest constraints
on the dark energy parameters [6].

However, weak lensing and galaxy clustering measure-
ments are strongly impacted by various systematic effects [7].
The impact of systematic effects is mitigated through var-
ious strategies, for example, by cutting out relevant scales
where the modeling is imprecise or by including additional
‘nuisance’ parameters in the model. While these mitigation
schemes can reduce the bias on cosmological parameters, us-
ing an aggressive scale cut or an overly flexible systematics

∗ supranta@sas.upenn.edu
1 https://www.lsst.org/
2 https://sci.esa.int/web/euclid
3 https://roman.gsfc.nasa.gov/
4 https://www.desi.lbl.gov/

model leads to a loss in constraining power. As a result, bias-
variance tradeoff is at play when deciding our analysis choices
that are applied to the actual dataset and mapping out different
aspects of this tradeoff is crucial as we prepare for LSST data
analysis. Such an exercise will allow us to prioritize algorith-
mic development or future observational efforts to mitigate the
systematic effects most important for our cosmological anal-
ysis. Identifying priorities for systematics mitigation strategy
is the objective of this paper.

The analysis choices for the Stage-III survey cosmic shear
and multiprobe analyses are determined using the full data
analysis pipeline to ensure that the results are robust to known
systematic effects [e.g. 8–10]. These impact studies require
hundreds to thousands of computationally expensive Markov
Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) chains. Furthermore, the pro-
cess needs to be repeated for each new probe or analysis.
For Stage-IV survey data analysis, this challenge will become
computationally even more expensive mostly because of the
more complex systematics models that consequently span a
larger parameter space. While simulated likelihood analysis
with the full analysis pipeline is the most correct way to per-
form these impact studies, it is a serious computational bot-
tleneck for future Stage-IV surveys. As such, we need robust
forecasting pipelines that can perform fast, yet accurate infer-
ence.

Fisher matrix formalism is a common technique for fast
forecasting, but it assumes that the posterior can be described
as a multivariate Gaussian [11] and it can show numerical in-
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stabilities in high dimensions [12–14]. Alternate proposals for
fast cosmological analyses include analytically marginalizing
subsets of the full parameter space [15–18] but these methods
too rely on the assumption that the impact of marginalized
parameters on the data vectors can be linearized, which may
not be suitable for nonlinear systematics models. Importance
sampling is another approach frequently used for quick im-
pact studies, but it only works close to the already sampled
parameter space and it becomes problematic in high dimen-
sional parameter spaces with degeneracies.

Machine-learning based emulators that are trained on the
specific analysis pipeline are emerging as a computationally
efficient and accurate avenue to predict the data vectors. How-
ever, standard emulator designs struggle to perform well in
high-dimensions due to the curse of dimensionality. To cir-
cumvent this problem, iterative emulators have been proposed
in the literature [19–22] where training points are acquired
from a previous iteration of sampling. In this paper, we use
the emulator introduced in [20] to extensively study different
aspects of 3×2 analysis with LSST. This method can perform
accurate emulation in the high-dimensional parameter spaces
of Stage-IV surveys such as LSST at a fraction of the com-
putational cost of running the full pipeline. While we focus
on LSST in this paper, our emulator provides a framework for
undertaking the impact studies in preparation for any future
photometric surveys such as Roman Space Telescope and Eu-
clid.

In this paper we study the impact of marginalization over
different systematic effects closely following the Dark En-
ergy Science Collaboration Science Requirement Document
[6, DESC-SRD from hereon]. The main differences/updates
compared to the DESC-SRD are: 1) Our simulated likelihood
analyses uses emulator-based MCMC runs, while the DESC-
SRD uses Fisher matrix, 2) our data vector is comprised of
real space angular correlation functions, while DESC-SRD
performed its analysis in Fourier space, 3) we also marginalize
over baryonic physics uncertainties, and 4) we chose a differ-
ent lens sample and tomographic binning.

With respect to the latter point, the DESC-SRD uses the
LSST Gold sample as the lens sample, whereas we perform a
‘lens=source’ analysis where the source sample itself is used
as the lens sample. Such analyses have been previously con-
sidered in [23, 24] and are motivated by the idea that using
one galaxy sample as both the lens and source sample reduces
the number of systematic parameters in a likelihood analysis.
For example, [24] show an increase in the signal-to-noise of
the data vectors and stronger self-calibration of the redshift
distribution when going from the ‘standard’ analysis to the
‘lens=source’ analysis.

This paper is structured as follows: After describing the
theoretical basics and LSST survey assumptions in section II
and III respectively, we move to the main goal of this paper,
i.e. exploring the ‘systematic error budget’ of our baseline 3x2
analyses as a function of survey progress of LSST (Y1, Y3,
Y6, Y10) in section IV. Specifically, we quantify how much
cosmological constraints weaken when marginalizating over
(combinations of) different systematic effects and when as-
suming different priors on the systematics parameters. In sec-

tion V we examine the gain in cosmological information when
including small scales through improved baryonic and galaxy
bias models. Finally, we explore how future spectroscopic
surveys can improve cosmological constraints from LSST in
section VI before concluding in section VII.

II. THEORETICAL BASICS

A. Theoretical modeling of the data vectors

Our 3×2 data vector is comprised of real-space two point
correlation functions which requires the calculation of pro-
jected angular power spectra for the convergence field and
galaxy density field. The angular power spectrum of two ob-
servables, A and B (here, A/B stand for either the conver-
gence field or the galaxy density field) for a Fourier mode, ℓ
is given in terms of the 3D power spectrum PAB(k, z) as,

Cij
AB(ℓ) =

∫ χH

0

dχ
qiA(χ)q

j
B(χ)

χ2
PAB

[
ℓ+ 1/2

χ
, z(χ)

]
, (1)

where, the Latin indices (i/j) label the tomographic bins. The
weight kernels q for the galaxy density field, δg and the con-
vergence field, κ are given as,

qiδg (χ) =
ni[z(χ)]

n̄i

dz

dχ
, (2)

qκ(χ) =
3H2

0Ωm

2c2
χ

a(χ)

∫ χH

χ

dχ′ dz
dχ′

ni[z(χ′)]
n̄i

χ′ − χ

χ′ . (3)

In the above, ni(z) denotes the redshift distribution of galax-
ies in the i-th tomographic bin, χ denotes the comoving dis-
tance, χH denotes the comoving horizon distance, a is the
scale factor, n̄i is the mean number density of source/lens
galaxies. H0 is the Hubble constant, Ωm is the matter frac-
tion of the Universe and c is the speed of light.

In case of the lens sample being different from the source
sample, the n(z) entering both equations are different, how-
ever we use the source sample itself as a lens sample; there-
fore we use the same n(z) in both kernels. The power spec-
trum entering equation (1) is related to the nonlinear mat-
ter power spectrum, Pδδ , which we calculate assuming the
HALOFIT prescription [25]. The power spectra associated with
the galaxy density field and the convergence field are given as,

PδgB(k, z) = bg(z)PδB(k, z), (4)

PκB(k, z) = PδB(k, z), (5)

where, B stands for δg/κ, and bg is the galaxy bias. In the
above, we have also assumed the Limber approximation [26,
27].

The real space correlation functions, namely the cosmic
shear ξ±, galaxy-galaxy lensing, γt, and galaxy clustering, w,
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are given in terms of the angular power spectra as [10],

ξij± =
∑
ℓ

2ℓ+ 1

2πℓ2(ℓ+ 1)2
[G+

ℓ,2(cos θ)±G−
ℓ,2(cos θ)]C

ij
κκ(ℓ),

(6)

γij
t (θ) =

∑
ℓ

(2ℓ+ 1)

2πℓ2(ℓ+ 1)2
P 2
ℓ (cos θ)C

ij
δgκ

, (7)

wi(θ) =
∑
ℓ

2ℓ+ 1

4π
Pℓ(cos θ)C

ii
δgδg (ℓ). (8)

In the above, Pℓ and P 2
ℓ are the Legendre and associated Leg-

endre polynomials. The functions G±
ℓ,2 are given in [28]. Fi-

nally, to compare against the measurement of the correlation
function, we average the correlation functions in angular bins.
The details of the scale cuts and angular bins used in this work
is given in section III C.

B. Simulated likelihood analysis

To gauge the impact of systematic effects on cosmological
constraining power we conduct simulated likelihood analyses
in a joint parameter space of cosmological parameters and sys-
tematics parameters.

We compute the posterior probability in parameter space as

P(θ|dsim) ∝ L(θ|dsim)P(θ), (9)

where, θ is the collection of cosmological and systematic pa-
rameters and P(θ) is the prior on these parameters. In the
above equation, L is the likelihood function which is assumed
to be Gaussian

logL(θ|dsim) = −1

2
[dmodel(θ)−dsim]

TC−1[dmodel(θ)−dsim].

(10)
The simulated data vectors dsim are computed at a fiducial
point in parameter space (see Table II), the model vectors
dmodel are computed as a function of cosmological and sys-
tematic parameters, and C is the covariance of the data vector.
In sections V A and VI, we perform impact studies by comput-
ing contaminated dsim at different parameter values and then
analyzing them with fiducial models. dsim are noiseless in the
sense that no noise is added to the computed theory data vec-
tor.

We use the COCOA5 framework [29] to compute the data
and model vectors following the prescription of the previous
section. COCOA(COBAYA-COSMOLIKE ARCHITECTURE) in-
tegrates COSMOLIKE [30], into the COBAYA likelihood frame-
work [31].

We use COSMOCOV [32] to calculate the covariance for our
3×2 analyses. COSMOCOV6 is a publicly available code that
uses analytical calculations to compute the covariance of the

5 https://github.com/CosmoLike/Cocoa
6 https://github.com/CosmoLike/CosmoCov

real-space correlation functions including the super-sample
and the connected non-Gaussian part of the covariance. The
code has been used to compute the 3×2 real space covariances
for the relevant Dark Energy Survey (DES) analyses [33, 34]
and the Fourier covariance for the DESC-SRD [6]. We refer
the reader to [10, 30, 32] for exact details of the covariance
calculation.

In our cosmological analysis, we use the commonly used
w0-wa parameterization of the dark energy (DE) equation of
state [35, 36], where the redshift-dependent DE equation of
state is given as,

w(a) = w0 + wa

(
z

1 + z

)
. (11)

In the later sections, we report our results in terms of wp,
which is the DE equation of state at a pivot redshift zp, such
that w0 and wp are roughly uncorrelated. We use zp = 0.4 as
our pivot redshift.

The calculation of the model vector during the MCMC is a
significant computational cost. In this paper, the model vector
is computed with the help of an emulator that speeds up the
calculation by orders of magnitude (see section II C).

C. Neural Network Emulator

In this paper we train the same 3 layer, fully connected neu-
ral network architecture (1024 neurons, ReLU activation func-
tion) as in [20] to predict the model data vector as a function
of the cosmological and systematic parameters. We add one
minor modification in that we train 4 different neural networks
to separately predict the ξ+, ξ−, γt and w parts of the model
vector, instead of training one network for all parts.

Even with extensive training, a brute force approach of
building an emulator over the full prior range of the high-
dimensional parameter space of LSST 3×2 analyses did not
yield sufficiently accurate results. Similar to [20] we solve
this problem by combining two ideas: Firstly, we shrink the
emulated parameter space by separating “slow” and “fast” pa-
rameters (also see [37] for this idea). The former are included
in the emulator and the latter are applied after the emulator has
returned its result. Examples for slow parameters are cosmo-
logical parameters, IA, and photo-z parameters, examples for
fast parameters in our implementation are baryonic uncertain-
ties, galaxy bias, and shear calibration. Secondly, we imple-
ment an iterative design, where we acquire training samples
from a tempered posterior that is obtained from an MCMC
analysis using the emulator from the previous iteration. In
that way, we acquire more training samples in the high pos-
terior region, which is significantly smaller than the full prior
range. The combination of these ideas gives excellent results
for an LSST likelihood analysis after 3-4 iterations of training
the neural network [see 20, for details].

We note that this type of iterative local training reduces the
walltime of an MCMC significantly since the calculation of
the training sample can be fully parallelized during each itera-
tion. Since the subsequent emulator based MCMC only takes
minutes, the main computational bottleneck is the training of

https://github.com/CosmoLike/Cocoa
https://github.com/CosmoLike/CosmoCov
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TABLE I. Survey configurations for our mock LSST-Y1/Y3/Y6/Y10
surveys. neff denotes the effective number density of the source sam-
ple. z0, α are the parameters controlling the redshift distribution
given in equation 12. σe and σz denotes the shape noise and the
photo-z scatter respectively.

Parameter LSST-Y1 LSST-Y3 LSST-Y6 LSST-Y10
Area 12300 12744 13411 14300
neff 10.47 16.75 22.52 27.10
z0 0.193 0.184 0.179 0.176
α 0.876 0.828 0.800 0.783
σe 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26
σz 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05

the neural network. Including emulator training, the walltime
of such an MCMC is of order 1-2h; all subsequent chains us-
ing this trained emulator run within minutes, using one chain
per core.

Our locally trained emulator has limitations especially in
the context of impact studies (see sections V A, VI A), where
the data vector is contaminated with a known systematic that
is not perfectly captured with our default analysis pipeline (see
Section V A).

In that case the resulting posterior is offset from the region
where the emulator was trained, which degrades its accuracy.
We have explored this issue and find that the emulator is re-
liable if the best-fit parameter value of the contaminated data
vector is within ∼ 2σ of the fiducial cosmology and systemat-
ics parameter value.

This accuracy is sufficient for most of the results presented
in this paper. Where it is necessary (e.g, in Sections V A,
VI A, VI B), we retrain our emulator for the appropriate pa-
rameter regions.

We emphasize the importance of exploring alternative neu-
ral network architectures that can cover a larger parameter
space reliably, but postpone corresponding studies to future
work.

III. SURVEY ASSUMPTIONS AND MODELING CHOICES

A. LSST survey assumptions

We closely follow the LSST-DESC SRD [6] to design our
Y1, Y3, Y6, and Y10 mock surveys. As specified in the
DESC-SRD, we assume the Y1 survey area to be 12300 deg2

and the Y10 survey area to be 14300 deg2. We interpolate the
areas of Y3 and Y6 linearly between Y1 and Y10, resulting in
survey areas of 12744 deg2 and 13411 deg2 for Y3 and Y6,
respectively. We note that survey optimization is an ongoing
effort in LSST and that the final footprints will likely look
differently.

In this paper, we consider a “lens=source” analysis [see e.g.
24] using the source sample as defined in the DESC-SRD also
as the lens sample.

The resulting redshift distribution is fit to the parametric
form [38],

n(z) ∝ z2 exp[−(z/z0)
α]. (12)

The effective number density and the values of z0 and α are
obtained as a function of idepth which can be approximated
using the following analytic formulae,

neff = 10.47× 100.3167(idepth−25) (13)
z0 = 0.193− 0.0125(idepth − 25) (14)
α = 0.876− 0.069(idepth − 25). (15)

We assume that the LSST-Y1, Y3, Y6 and Y10 surveys will
have idepth = 25.1, 25.7, 26.1, 26.35 respectively. The re-
sulting redshift distributions are convolved with a Gaussian
photo-z error of standard deviation, σz = 0.05(1 + z). The
galaxies are then binned into 10 tomographic bins of equal
galaxy number density. The resulting redshift distributions
are shown in Figure 1 with effective number density for LSST-
Y1/Y3/Y6 and Y10 being neff = 10.47, 16.75, 22.52 and 27.1
arcmin−2, respectively (also see Table I). In section VI A,
we will also consider the impact of photo-z outliers, which
changes the redshift distribution of the galaxies.

B. Systematics modelling

Our analysis includes observational systematic effects such
as photo-z uncertainties, shear biases and astrophysical sys-
tematics including baryons, intrinsic alignment and galaxy
bias.

1. Photo-z

Inaccuracies in the photometric redshift distribution, ni(z)
are modeled as a simple shift model that adds a new param-
eter, ∆i

z , to each tomographic bin, which shifts the redshift
distribution as,

ni(z) → ni(z +∆i
z). (16)

In “lens=source” analyses, we use the same ∆z parameter for
both the lens and source samples. This reduces the dimen-
sionality of the parameter space, compared to using a different
lens sample, and results in improved constraints on photomet-
ric redshift parameters and cosmological parameters [24]. Our
baseline analysis follows the DESC-SRD and assumes that the
redshift distributions can be characterized with a precision of
0.2% (σ[∆z] = 0.002). In section IV B, we examine the im-
pact of a more pessimistic photo-z prior. Photo-z parameters
are slow parameters that are included in the emulator training.

2. Baryons

Baryons impact matter distribution on small scales, which
in turn affects the 3×2 observables. We use the formalism of
[39, 40] to account for the effects of baryons. In this formal-
ism, we measure the changes in the matter power spectrum
caused by baryonic physics in various hydrodynamical simu-
lations. In this paper, we use 8 hydrodynamical simulations:
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FIG. 1. The redshift distribution, n(z), for the LSST Y1/Y3/Y6/Y10 mock LSST surveys. The redshift distribution is generated according to
the analytical distribution given in equation (12) and then divided into 10 tomographic bins with equal number of galaxies in each bin. The
parameters z0, α are given in Table I.

TABLE II. Fiducial value and the prior used on various cosmological and systematic parameters. In the table flat[a, b] denotes a flat prior
between a and b, whereas Gauss[µ, σ2] denotes a Gaussian prior with mean µ and standard deviation σ. See section III B for more detail on
the modelling of the systematic parameters.

Parameters Fiducial LSST-Y1 Prior LSST-Y3 Prior LSST-Y6 Prior LSST-Y10 Prior
Cosmology
ωc 0.1274 flat[0.01, 0.3] flat[0.01, 0.3] flat[0.05, 0.25] flat[0.05, 0.25]
log(As × 1010) 3.04452 flat[2.5, 3.5] flat[2.5, 3.5] flat[2.65, 3.4] flat[2.65, 3.4]
ns 0.97 flat[0.87, 1.07] flat[0.87, 1.07] flat[0.91, 1.04] flat[0.91, 1.04]
ωb 0.0196 flat[0.01, 0.04] flat[0.01, 0.04] flat[0.01, 0.04] flat[0.01, 0.04]
h 0.70 flat[0.60, 0.80] flat[0.60, 0.80] flat[0.60, 0.80] flat[0.60, 0.80]
w0 −1. flat[−1.7,−0.3] flat[−1.7,−0.3] flat[−1.7,−0.3] flat[−1.7,−0.3]
w0 + wa −1. flat[−3.0,−0.1] flat[−3.0,−0.1] flat[−3.0,−0.1] flat[−3.0,−0.1]
Intrinsic Alignment
aIA 0.5 flat[−5, 5] flat[−5, 5] flat[−5, 5] flat[−5, 5]
ηIA 0 flat[−5, 5] flat[−5, 5] flat[−5, 5] flat[−5, 5]
Linear galaxy bias
b
(i)
1 flat[0.8, 3] flat[0.8, 3] flat[0.8, 3] flat[0.8, 3]

Photo-z bias
∆i

z,source 0 Gauss(0., 0.0022) Gauss(0., 0.0022) Gauss(0., 0.0022) Gauss(0., 0.0022)
Shear calibration
mi 0 Gauss(0., 0.0052) Gauss(0., 0.0052) Gauss(0., 0.0052) Gauss(0., 0.0052)
Baryon PCA amplitude
Q1 0 flat[−1000, 1000] flat[−1000, 1000] flat[−1000, 1000] flat[−1000, 1000]
Q2 0 flat[−1000, 1000] flat[−1000, 1000] flat[−1000, 1000] flat[−1000, 1000]
Q3 0 flat[−1000, 1000] flat[−1000, 1000] flat[−1000, 1000] flat[−1000, 1000]

Illustris TNG-100 [41], MassiveBlack-II [42], Horizon-AGN
[43], 2 simulations (T8.0 and T8.5) of the cosmo-OWLS sim-
ulation suite [44] and 3 simulations (T7.6, T7.8, T8.0) of the
BAHAMAS simulation suite [45].

We perform a Principal Component Analysis (PCA) to cap-
ture said difference as it affects our model vectors (equations
(6)-(8)) with only a few modes. The 3×2 data vector includ-
ing baryonic physics is then modeled in terms of the principal
components PCi as,

dbaryons = ddmo +

NPCA∑
i=1

QiPCi, (17)

where {Qi}, the amplitude of the PCi, represent the addi-
tional nuisance parameters varied in a likelihood analysis and
ddmo is the dark matter only data vector. In this paper, we
use NPCA = 3 following [40] who explored the number of
PCs necessary for an LSST Y10 analysis. The {Qi} are fast

parameters, hence not included in the emulator training.

3. Intrinsic alignment

We model the intrinsic alignment using a redshift-
dependent nonlinear alignment (NLA) model [46]. In this
model, the change in the angular power spectrum due to IA
is modelled using a redshift dependent amplitude,

AIA(z) = −aIA
C1ρcrΩm

G(z)

(
1 + z

1 + z0,IA

)ηIA

, (18)

where, C1ρcr = 0.0134, z0,IA = 0.62, G(z) is the linear
growth factor. There are only two free parameters in this
model – aIA, ηIA that parameterize the amplitude and the red-
shift dependence of the IA signal, respectively. For further
details on our exact intrinsic alignment modeling, we refer to
[6, 10, 47].
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For additional complexity of IA modeling we refer to [48–
50]. IA parameters are slow parameters that are included in
the emulator training.

4. Shear multiplicative bias

We model possible biases in the shear inference through a
multiplicative factor

γmeasured = (1 +m)× γtrue. (19)

Specifically, we add an extra parameter mi for each tomo-
graphic bin, which modifies the modeled observables as:

ξij± → (1 +mi)(1 +mj)ξij± , (20)

γij
t → (1 +mi)γij

t . (21)

The mi are fast parameters, hence not included in the emulator
training.

5. Galaxy bias

Following the DESC SRD we only include linear galaxy
bias in our model. As we will see in section V A, this choice
does not bias cosmological constraints given the DESC SRD
scale cuts. The big are fast parameters, hence not included
in the emulator training. The training data vectors are com-
puted at the fiducial galaxy bias, big,fid. Linear galaxy bias
then changes the galaxy-galaxy lensing and the galaxy clus-
tering part of the data vector as,

γij
t (bjg) =

(
bjg

bjg,fid

)
× γij

t (bjg = bjg,fid), (22)

wi(big) =

(
big
big,fid

)2

× wi(big = big,fid). (23)

The fiducial value for the galaxy bias in the i-th redshift bin is
set to bi = 1.05/G(z̄i), where G is the growth function and
z̄i is the mean redshift of the i-th redshift bin [51].

We compute the galaxy clustering part of the 3×2 pt data
vector using the non-Limber prescription of [52], but neglect-
ing contributions from magnification bias. In addition to the
density-density terms, galaxy bias also enters through cross-
terms of density and redshift-space distortion. We opted to
only vary galaxy bias as a fast parameter for the first term and
neglect variations of the latter. We have confirmed that this
approximation does not impact our contours.

The fiducial values and the prior used for the various cos-
mological and systematics parameters are given in Table II.

C. Angular binning and scale cuts

We bin the data vectors in 20 logarithmically spaced angu-
lar bins, ranging from 1 arcminute to 400 arcminutes. To mini-
mize the impact of baryonic physics and nonlinear galaxy bias

on cosmological results we adopt the DESC-SRD scale cuts
with minor changes given that our 3×2 analysis is conducted
in real space. The scale cuts for galaxy-galaxy lensing and
galaxy clustering are obtained by applying the real space cut
of 21 h−1 Mpc (approximately corresponding to the DESC-
SRD cut of kmax = 0.3 h Mpc−1) to angular scales. For cos-
mic shear the DESC-SRD’s ℓmax = 3000 limit is converted to
real-space as θmin = 2.756(8.696) arcmin for ξ+/−, so that
ℓmaxθmin corresponds to the first zero of the Bessel function
J0/4.

In section V, we evaluate the science return and potential bi-
ases from imperfect modeling choices by extending the anal-
ysis to smaller scales.

IV. MAPPING IMPACT OF SYSTEMATICS

In this paper we pursue two different avenues to quantify
the impact of systematics: Firstly, we consider the increase
in uncertainty when marginalizing over nuisance parameters
associated with the different types of systematics. Secondly,
we study parameter biases that occur when not (properly) ac-
counting for systematics in the analyses. We note that both
approaches are affected by the exact parameterization that is
assumed for the systematics and results will change as a func-
tion of said parameterization and also as a function of other
analysis choices, in particular scale cuts (see section V) and
priors (see section IV B).

A. Systematics error budget

As described in section III B, we marginalize over 5 dif-
ferent groups of systematic effects, namely, photo-z bias, in-
trinsic alignment, galaxy bias, shear multiplicative bias, and
baryonic modeling uncertainties. We quantify the contribu-
tion of each of these systematic sets to the overall error budget
individually and in combination.

In Figure 2 we show 128 simulated 3×2 MCMC analyses
and quantify the science return with the standard dark energy
figure-of-merit (see Table III for the exact numerical values).
Each row corresponds to a different LSST dataset (from top
to bottom: Y1, Y3, Y6, Y10). We increase the complexity
of the analysis (the size of the parameter space) from left to
right, starting with the cosmology-only analysis and ending
with the full likelihood analysis that contains all 5 groups of
systematic effects.

Comparing the cosmology-only analysis on the far left col-
umn to the next set, where we marginalize over each group
of the systematics individually, we clearly see that the largest
degradation in constraining power comes from the inclusion
of galaxy bias uncertainties (green). We further find that in-
trinsic alignment (yellow) and photo-z uncertainties (red) also
cause a significant loss in constraining power, with multiplica-
tive shear calibration (blue) being less important, and bary-
onic uncertainties (dark gray) barely degrading the informa-
tion content.
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FIG. 2. w0-wa Figure-of-merit budget for all combinations of systematics. The different colors in the legend shows systematic parameter that
is varied in a given chain. For example, when the red bar is present, the photo-z bias parameters are varied. The size of the different bars are
equal and do not denote the contribution of different systematics. When multiple systematic parameter combinations are varied, it captures the
contribution from the correlated systematic parameters in the chain.

This is further illustrated in Figure 3, which quantifies the
error budget contributions from statistical uncertainties and
the various systematics. Based on Table III, we calculated
the systematics budget as the difference between the figures
of merit in the first and last rows of the table. We then further
subdivide the systematics budget based on the relative degra-
dation of the “Cosmo only” FOM values and the FOMs in the
bracket below where we vary the systematics sets individually.

While some details vary for the Y1/Y3/Y6/Y10 scenarios,
the lack of more stringent priors on galaxy bias parameters or
a less flexible parameterization of galaxy bias is the largest
contributor to the systematic error budget by far and conse-
quently poses the largest opportunity to improve. Intrinsic
alignment and photo-z uncertainties follow as the next leading
concerns and finally shear calibration and baryonic physics
uncertainties contribute least to the error budget.

Our analysis above provides a ranking of how much the
dark energy equation of state parameters can be improved
by finding better priors for the different systematics groups.
However, it is important to note that this ranking will likely
look different for other cosmological parameters of interest,
e.g. S8 or H0. Further, this ranking can also look different if a

different parameter space is considered, e.g. more complex
dark energy or modified gravity models, or when different
scale cuts are employed. Each parameter space is unique and
we stress that a study as the one conducted in Figure 2 should
be performed early on when defining the analysis choices for
a given science case. Our neural network emulator allows for
such studies at scale.

The ranking expressed by Figure 2 and Table III will also
change if the parameterization of the groups of systematics
changes. For example, a parameterization of baryonic physics
uncertainties that has more degrees of freedom will impact the
cosmological parameter space differently and can also cause a
stronger degradation for dark energy parameters. Vice versa, a
more confined parameterization of galaxy bias can reduce the
degradation we see above. Lastly, we note that galaxy bias and
baryonic physics parameterizations are inherently coupled to
the question of scale cuts, which we explore further in Section
V.

For the exact analysis choices of this paper as described in
Section II we find that LSST 3×2 point analysis are systemat-
ics limited in the sense that systematic effects will contribute
more to the overall error budget than statistical uncertainties.
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FIG. 3. Fractional uncertainties quantified through the dark energy figure of merit based on Table III (see text for calculation details). We stress
that these values change depending on the very specific analysis choices (scale cuts, systematics parameterization, parameter priors) assumed.
However, for this specific analysis, the takeaway is that the wide ranging prior on galaxy bias is the largest source of systematic uncertainty,
followed by IA and PZ, then shear calibration. Tighter priors on our baryon PC amplitudes will only be useful for different analysis choices,
e.g. different scale cuts.

TABLE III. The dark energy figure-of-merit for different combination of systematic parameters.
Varied systematic parameters LSST-Y1 LSST-Y3 LSST-Y6 LSST-Y10
None (Cosmo only) 54 121 172 224
Vary 1 set of systematic parameters
Photo-z 45 95 140 190
IA 42 97 141 187
Galaxy bias 30 76 102 125
Shear calibration 46 114 159 203
Baryons 53 117 170 223
Vary 2 sets of systematic parameters
Photo-z, IA 34 75 112 154
Photo-z, Galaxy bias 29 63 78 89
Photo-z, Shear calibration 41 86 132 184
Photo-z, Baryons 45 94 139 191
IA, Galaxy bias 22 60 80 98
IA, Shear calibration 36 88 124 160
IA, Baryons 42 96 142 193
Galaxy bias, Shear calibration 27 67 85 99
Galaxy bias, Baryons 30 74 92 105
Shear calibration, Baryons 46 107 160 218
Vary 3 sets of systematic parameters
Galaxy bias, Shear calibration, Baryons 30 65 88 109
IA, Shear calibration, Baryons 42 87 145 219
IA, Galaxy bias, Baryons 25 55 74 93
IA, Galaxy bias, Shear calibration, 20 54 70 78
Photo-z, Shear calibration, Baryons 44 86 131 186
Photo-z, Galaxy bias, Baryons 29 59 73 80
Photo-z, Galaxy bias, Shear calibration 28 58 74 88
Photo-z, IA, Baryons 36 71 112 162
Photo-z, IA, Shear calibration 31 67 101 138
Photo-z, IA, Galaxy bias 22 45 58 67
Vary 4 sets of systematic parameters
IA, Galaxy bias, Shear calibration, Baryons [Photo-z fixed] 24 50 66 81
Photo-z, Galaxy bias, Shear calibration, Baryons [IA fixed] 28 54 72 90
Photo-z, IA, Shear calibration, Baryons [Galaxy bias fixed] 35 66 104 152
Photo-z, IA, Galaxy bias, Baryons [Shear calibration fixed] 21 44 54 64
Photo-z, IA, Galaxy bias, Shear calibration [Baryons fixed] 20 41 51 61
Vary all systematics 20 38 51 61
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TABLE IV. Optimistic and pessimistic priors used in section IV B
Systematic Pessimistic prior Optimistic prior
IA
a1 Flat[-5,5] Gauss[0.5, 0.0192] for LSST-Y1

Gauss[0.5, 0.0152] for LSST-Y3
Gauss[0.5, 0.0132] for LSST-Y6

Gauss[0.5, 0.0122] for LSST-Y10
η1 Flat[-5,5] Gauss[0, 0.1452] for LSST-Y1

Gauss[0, 0.1102] for LSST-Y3
Gauss[0, 0.0912] for LSST-Y6
Gauss[0, 0.0792] for LSST-Y10

Photo-z bias
∆z Gauss(0,0.0052) Gauss(0,0.0022) for LSST-Y1

Gauss(0,0.00152) for LSST-Y3
Gauss(0,0.00152) for LSST-Y6
Gauss(0,0.0012) for LSST-Y10

Shear bias
m Gauss(0,0.012) Gauss(0,0.0052)

TABLE V. Dark energy figure-of-merit for different combinations
of optimistic and pessimistic (shortened as ‘Opti’ and ‘Pessi’ in the
table) priors defined in Table IV. The results are shown in Figure 4.

∆z prior IA prior m prior Y1 Y3 Y6 Y10

Pessi
Pessi Pessi 16 29 35 44

Opti 17 30 36 46

Opti Pessi 22 39 48 62
Opti 22 40 50 66

Opti
Pessi Pessi 20 39 50 70

Opti 21 42 54 74

Opti Pessi 24 47 62 82
Opti 26 50 67 94

Comparing the cosmology-only FoMs in Table III with the
FoM where all systematic parameters are varied, we find a
factor of 2-3 difference depending on the dataset.

B. Information gain from improved priors

In this section we explore the gain in constraining power
when improving the prior knowledge on systematics parame-
ters. These gains can be achieved via external observations,
simulations, or algorithmic development. For example, future
spectroscopic surveys in the LSST footprint [53–56] can have
significant impact on photo-z [57–59] and intrinsic alignment
uncertainties [60–62]. We simulate different scenarios by im-
posing optimistic and pessimistic priors on different system-
atic parameters as shown in Table IV and summarize our re-
sults in Figure 4 and Table V.

• Intrinsic alignment: [53] demonstrated that proposed
wide-field spectroscopy of LSST galaxies can yield a
2× improvement in the signal-to-noise of the IA mea-
surements. In this paper we chose our fiducial priors on
a1 and η1 (see Table IV) as a pessimistic scenario and a
Gaussian prior with a standard deviation half the uncer-
tainty of the fiducial analysis as the optimistic scenario.

• Photo-z bias: Photo-z uncertainties can be improved
using larger spectroscopic samples [53, 54, 57, 59]
or better algorithms [63–66]. For the optimistic sce-
nario, we assume that the photo-z biases can be con-
strained at the level of LSST requirements [6], σ[∆z] =
0.002(0.001) for LSST-Y1 (Y10). The optimistic prior
for the LSST-Y3/Y6 is taken to be, σ[∆z] = 0.0015, an
intermediate values between the LSST-Y1 and Y10 op-
timistic values. Our pessimistic scenario assumes that
this accuracy will be hard to achieve [58] and that the
photo-z’s can be characterized with a standard deviation
of σ[∆z] = 0.005 only.

• Shear multiplicative bias: We follow the DESC-SRD
to assume a shear multiplicative bias of σm = 0.005
in the optimistic case. As a pessimistic scenario, we
assume a standard deviation of σm = 0.01.

We run our MCMC chains with all combinations of the op-
timistic and pessimistic priors on the 3 groups of systemat-
ics considered: intrinsic alignment, photo-z biases and shear
multiplicative bias. We do not consider uncertainties due to
baryonic physics and galaxy bias in this section, since the pa-
rameterization of these small-scale systematics is a topic of
active research and strongly dependent on scale cuts.

The results of these analyses are presented in Table V and
Figure 4. As we can see, shear multiplicative bias does not
impact the results even if we are only able to determine it at
a ∼ 1% level (twice the value of DESC-SRD). On the other
hand, strongly constraining IA and photo-z biases can lead to
stronger constraints on cosmological parameters.

For the pessimistic scenario in ∆z , the dark energy figure-
of-merit is degraded by ∼ 20% (for Y1) to ∼ 40% (for Y10).
Similarly, constraining IA better by a factor of 2 (optimistic
scenario for IA) leads to an improvement in FoM of ∼ 30-
40%. When considering the optimistic scenario for both IA
and photo-z, this leads to an improvement of over 50% for
LSST-Y1 and almost 100% improvement for LSST-Y10.

V. INCLUDING SMALL SCALES IN 3×2 ANALYSIS

Our ability to include small scales in 3×2 data vectors is
limited by uncertainties in modeling baryonic physics and
nonlinear galaxy bias. While discarding small scale data
points ensures unbiased results, it also discards meaningful
cosmological information.

We explore scale cuts different from those we adopted from
the DESC-SRD (see Section III C) and quantify how they af-
fect cosmological parameter constraints. We first conduct so-
called impact studies to explore potential biases that occur
when pushing to smaller scales (Section V A). After determin-
ing a range of appropriate scale cuts for our LSST scenarios,
we explore the potential information gain/loss from choosing
more aggressive/conservative scale cuts in Section V B.
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FIG. 4. Dark energy Figure of merits for different combinations of optimistic and pessimistic priors. The blue (red) bars correspond to
optimistic (pessimistic) prior on ∆z . The optimistic and pessimistic priors on the intrinsic alignment are denoted with a backslash (\) and a
dense right slanted line hatch (/) hatch respectively. The pessimistic priors on shear calibration bias is denoted with dots and the optimistic
prior is left unfilled. The corresponding values are given in Table IV.

A. Impact studies

In this section, we analyze synthetic data vectors that con-
tain the effects of known systematics. Studying the robustness
of our standard analysis pipeline with respect to these system-
atic effects allows us to determine acceptable scale cuts. We
separately consider baryonic effects and nonlinear galaxy bias
in Figure 5 and Figure 6, respectively, using shifts in the 1D
wp dimension as a metric. We consider a scale cut accept-
able if the difference between the uncontaminated and con-
taminated data vector is < 0.3σ in wp. Note, that this citeria
is not equivalent to the parameter bias on wp itself being be-
low this threshold due to the fact that projection effects cause
1D-biases that affect even the uncontaminated data vector (see
black squares in Figure 5 and red circles in Figure 6).

In Figure 5 we conduct our impact study when contami-
nating our data vectors with baryonic physics scenarios. As
a first example, we look at the impact of baryons on dark en-
ergy constraints when analyzing the results with the optimistic
scale cut of 1 arcmin in both ξ± (note that the fiducial scale
cut was θmin = 2.756/8.696 arcmin for ξ+/−). The results
of this analysis are presented in Figure 5, where we plot the

marginalized 1D posteriors of the dark energy parameter wp

of the analysis with data vectors contaminated with baryonic
scenarios of different hydrodynamical simulations. We ana-
lyze the data vectors with a varying number of baryon PCs
and find that for most scenarios, marginalizing over 2 or 3
PCA modes is sufficient to capture the small-scale baryonic
effects. We conclude that an aggressive scale cut of 1 arcmin
in both parts of the cosmic shear data vector ξ± is acceptable
for our simulated analyses.

For our second example of impact study, we study the im-
pact of nonlinear galaxy bias on 3×2 analysis. In these simu-
lated analyses, we contaminated our data vector with a more
realistic nonlinear bias model using perturbation theory as de-
scribed in [67]. In our simulated data vector, the second order
bias parameter, b2, is calculated in terms of the linear bias pa-
rameter, b1, using the fitting formula of [68]. The tidal and
the third-order bias term is set to their co-evolution values
[67, 69]. We analyze these data vectors for 4 different scale
cuts ranging from 4h−1 Mpc to 16h−1 Mpc.

The results, shown in Figure 6, demonstrate that analyzing
the nonlinear galaxy bias data vector with a linear bias model
leads to substantial biases in the 1D posterior of wp for scale
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FIG. 6. Impact of nonlinear galaxy bias on wp. When analyzing linear bias data vector with a linear galaxy bias model (shown in red circles),
there are no biases in the inference. Note however that due to projection effects, the resulting 1D posteriors are not centred on the fiducial
value. However, when analyzing the data vector containing nonlinear galaxy bias with a linear bias model (shown in blue squares), constraints
are significantly biased at scale cuts Rgal

cut ≲ 8 h−1 Mpc.

cuts ≲ 8 h−1 Mpc for Y1 and Y3 LSST scenarios. Based on
this analysis we adopt 16 and 12 h−1 Mpc as more agressive
scale cuts that we explore further below.

Altogether these two figures show the results from 176
MCMC chains, a computational load that was massively sped
up using one emulator. We note that biases that are more than
2σ from the fiducial value are not credible given the accuracy
of our emulator. For the purpose of determining scale cuts this
does not matter, since 2σ deviations are intolerable anyhow.

We note that in both cases, baryons and galaxy bias, the 1D
parameter bias in other cosmological dimensions may exceed
those of wp. Which biases in which dimensions are tolerable
for specific parameterizations and scale cuts needs to be de-
cided by the DESC collaboration well before touching data.

B. Information gain when including small scales

After validating new scale cuts we now move to quantify
the possible information gain for the LSST Y1 scenario. We
run cosmological analyses for the LSST-Y1 survey scenario
with 3 different scale cuts while marginalizing over all sys-
tematic parameters.

For galaxy-galaxy lensing and galaxy clustering we assume
scale cuts of 21/16/12 h−1 Mpc ranging from scales as con-
servative as in the DESC-SRD to the more aggressive range
that we validated in the section above. We pair these scale
cuts for 2×2 with 3 choices for cosmic shear, where ξ+ and
ξ− get different scale cuts. From least to most aggressive our
scale cuts read: θ+/−

min = 5.5/17.4 arcmin, θ+/−
min = 2.75/8.7

arcmin, θ+/−
min = 1/1 arcmin. We note that the middle sce-

nario corresponds to the DESC-SRD choice.

The results are shown in Figure 7, where blue corresponds
to the most conservative, red to the intermediate, and black to
the most aggressive scale cut. We see a marked improvement
in the cosmological constraining power by pushing our anal-
yses to smaller scales, which is something we strongly rec-
ommend DESC to consider. The dark energy figure-of-merit
improves from 18.9 to 26.4 when going from the most con-
servative to the intermediate scale cut and to 31.5 for the most
aggressive version. This is a significant gain and approaching
the LSST Y3 FOM of 38.

We further note that the gain in cosmological information
can be further enhanced by improved priors on the galaxy bias
parameters. Our analysis indicates that the cosmological in-
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FIG. 7. Constraints on cosmological and baryonic physics parameters obtained with LSST-Y1 3×2 pt analysis using a conservative scale cut
of Rgal

cut = 21 h−1 Mpc, θ+cut = 5.5 arcmin(blue), the baseline scale cut of Rgal
cut = 16 h−1 Mpc, θ+cut = 2.7 arcmin (red-dashed), and a more

aggressive scale cut of Rgal
cut = 12 h−1 Mpc, θ+cut = 1 arcmin (gray). Pushing to smaller scales improves the cosmological scales with the gain

primarily coming from the small scales in GGL and galaxy clustering. Pushing to smaller scales also improves the constraints on baryonic
physics as we can see by comparing the constraints on Q1.

formation gain primarily come from GGL and galaxy cluster-
ing parts of the data vector.

Going to smaller scales in cosmic shear, significantly boosts
the information on the baryon PC amplitude parameters (see
the first one, Q1, as an example in Fig. 7); the impact on
cosmological parameters is limited.

VI. LSST SYNERGIES WITH SPECTROSCOPIC
DATASETS

We explore synergies of LSST and spectroscopic datasets,
e.g. obtained from the Dark Energy Spectrsocopic Instrument
(DESI). These synergies manifest most prominently around
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FIG. 8. Impact of inaccurate determination of photo-z outlier frac-
tions on cosmological constraints with LSST-Y10 mock survey. For
each of the analysis shown here, the model assumes the outlier frac-
tion to be 0.02. But the simulated data vector is computed assuming
an outlier fraction of 0.015 (blue contours), 0.02 (red contours) and
0.025 (grey dashed contours). As can be seen from the figure, inac-
curate determination of the outlier fraction can lead to highly biased
inference of the cosmological parameters.

two systematic classes of LSST, namely photo-z uncertainties
(Section VI A) and intrinsic alignment ((Section VI B).

We note that in the sections below we retrain the emulator
if a parameter bias of more than 2σ is observed in order to
ensure the accuracy of all posteriors.

A. Impact of catastrophic photo-z outliers

In previous sections, we assume that uncertainty in the pho-
tometric redshift distributions for the tomographic bins can be
accurately captured with just a constant shift. However, due
to type/redshift degeneracies, some of the redshifts are mis-
estimated by O(1) or more, commonly known as catastrophic
redshift outliers. If these outliers are not properly addressed
in the analysis, they can significantly skew the results of cos-
mological studies for Stage-IV surveys [23, 24, 70–72].

By conducting impact studies, we determine the level of
accuracy required in controlling the outlier fraction to ensure
that the cosmological analysis remains unbiased. We apply
this analysis to our mock surveys for LSST-Y1 and Y10. The
results of these analyses can be used to establish the spectro-
scopic requirements for a reliable cosmological analysis with
LSST.

To conduct our impact studies, we use the LSST mock
galaxy sample created by [73] that includes realistic photo-
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FIG. 9. Bias in the w0-wa parameters as a function of difference in
the assumed outlier fraction for the LSST-Y1 (red circles) and LSST-
Y10 (green circles) mock surveys. The dashed and dotted black lines
corresponds to 0.3σ and 0.5σ bias in the w0-wa plane. As we can see
from the figure, in order to achieve cosmological inference with less
than 0.5σ bias, we need to determine the outlier fraction to within
5% (10%) accuracy for LSST-Y10 (Y1).

z imperfections including catastrophic outliers. We fit a
multivariate Gaussian to the joint probability distribution,
pout(ztrue, zphot), of the outlier sample and add it to the analytic
redshift distribution (equation (12)). We create a set of simu-
lated data vectors with different outlier fractions and analyze
them with an emulator trained with a fixed outlier fraction of
2% (the outlier fraction in [73]).

With this analysis, we determine the accuracy required to
estimate the outlier fraction to get robust cosmological con-
straints. This can be used to set requirements on the spectro-
scopic needs for LSST [70, 71]. It is worth noting that we
do not consider cross-correlations between different redshift
bins and the effect they may have on self-calibrating photo-z
outliers [23].

The results of our analysis are displayed in Figures 8 and
9. Figure 8 illustrates the impact on cosmological constraints
if the fraction of outliers is mis-estimated in the analysis. The
figure shows that a mis-estimation of the outlier fraction can
result in significant biases in the wp-S8 plane.

Figure 9 shows the bias in the w0-wa plane for varying
levels of mis-estimation in the outlier fraction for LSST-Y1
and LSST-Y10 mock surveys. The figure demonstrates that
in order to ensure that the cosmological constraints are not
shifted by more than 0.3σ, the outlier fraction must be deter-
mined to an accuracy of 0.001 (0.002) for LSST-Y10 (Y1),
or a 5%(10%) determination of the outlier fraction. These are
stringent requirements on the accuracy with which the outlier
fraction must be known in order to ensure robust cosmological
constraints using LSST 3×2 analysis.
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B. Mitigating IA uncertainties with low-z spectroscopic
surveys

A high-density spectroscopic galaxy sample at z < 1
[e.g, 74] can be used to directly measure intrinsic alignment
through position-shape cross-correlations [e.g., 60, 62]. [47]
suggest that removing or strongly mitigating intrinsic align-
ment uncertainties at low-z will be sufficient for an LSST like
analysis. Below we explore this idea in the context of our 3×2
lens=source analysis.

We first create a synthetic data vector which contains our
fiducial intrinsic alignment contribution and analyze it using
a model with no IA. As we can see in Figure 10, ignoring
IA in the analysis leads to a large bias in the cosmological
constraints (grey contours).

Under the assumption that a dense low-z spectroscopic
sample will be able to model the intrinsic alignment at low-z,
we create a synthetic data vector that only has an IA contami-
nation at z > 1. When we analyze this data using a model
with no intrinsic alignment, the resulting constraints in the
wp-S8 plane (red contours) overlap almost perfectly with the
constraints obtained if there was no IA in the universe (blue
contours).

We conclude that controlling IA at z < 1 can largely solve
the IA contamination for LSST, which is in line with the find-
ings of [47]. Our analysis is optimistic in the sense that IA
cannot be modelled perfectly even in the presence of a high-
accuracy measurement with low-z spectroscopy. The idea
nevertheless is interesting and we leave a more detailed quan-
titative exploration to future work.

While not shown here, we also investigate the impact these
low-z surveys can have on LSST 3×2 pt analysis by better
constraints on ∆z at low redshifts. We find that better con-
straints on ∆z can only marginally improve the cosmological
constraints – it leads to O(5%) improvement in w0-wa FoM.

VII. SUMMARY

Understanding the response of the posterior probability to
different analysis choices is a critical part of preparing for the
data analysis of LSST (and other experiments). Running the
required number of high precision MCMC chains is a signif-
icant computational bottleneck, which will only increase for
more complex modeling analyses planned in the future.

We introduced an iterative neural network based emulator
design in [20] to solve this issue. The emulator allows us to
run fast 3×2 analyses while maintaining the realism of the full
data analysis pipeline.

In this paper, we used this emulator to study changes in pa-
rameter biases and error budgets for a ‘lens = source’ 3×2
analysis with LSST. Using the emulator allows us to run
several hundreds of simulated likelihood analyses for LSST-
Y1/Y3/Y6 and Y10 mock surveys while only using modest
computational resources. While the specific results obtained
in this paper will change for different analysis choices, the
methodology described here is applicable for any analyses.
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FIG. 10. Impact of not modeling intrinsic alignment on cosmological
constraints from LSST-Y1 3×2 pt analysis. In all the three analyses,
we ignore intrinsic alignment in the model. The blue contours show
the analysis of a data vector that contains no intrinsic alignment con-
tamination. The analysis of data vectors with IA contamination is
shown with grey-dashed contours. As we can see, ignoring IA leads
to large biases in the cosmological constraints. However, if we are
able to perfectly model IA at z < 1 (mimicked by having IA contam-
ination in the data vector only at z > 1), the resulting cosmological
constraints are no longer biased (red contours). This result shows
the value of a low-z spectroscopic survey for mitigating IA in LSST
analysis.

For the analysis explored in this paper, we find that priors
on galaxy bias parameters would provide the largest gain in
cosmological information, whereas improved priors for bary-
onic or shear multiplicative uncertainties do not have a signifi-
cant impact to the overall error budget. Between these two ex-
tremes, we find that constraints on photo-z and IA uncertain-
ties can improve the dark energy figure-of-merit noticeably,
which directly points to synergies of future spectroscopic sur-
veys and LSST.

We further explore different scale cuts than those suggested
by the DESC-SRD in 3×2 analyses by analyzing data vec-
tors that are contaminated with known small scale systematics
(galaxy bias and baryonic physics models). We determine the
largest scalecut where the inferred cosmology is not signifi-
cantly biased and subsequently run analyses with these more
aggressive choices. We find significant gains in cosmological
(∼ 40% improvement in the dark energy figure-of-merit) in-
formation with tolerable biases when adopting scale cuts that
are smaller compared to those used in the DESC-SRD.

Finally, we study synergies of LSST 3×2 analyses with
spectroscopic data sets in the context of a low redshift spec-
troscopic dataset as could be obtained from DESI. We explore
two aspects in particular : i) the impact of catastrophic photo-
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z outliers on LSST 3×2 analysis and ii) intrinsic alignment
mitigation strategies based on low-z spectroscopic direct mea-
surements of the effect.

For the former, we find that the outlier fraction needs to be
determined to within 5% (10%) accuracy to ensure unbiased
inference of dark energy. Such analyses can be used to put
requirements on the spectroscopic needs for photo-z estima-
tion. For our intrinsic alignment study, we find that mitigating
IA at z < 1 leads to robust cosmological inference for LSST
3×2 analysis – presence of IA at high-z do not noticeably bias
cosmology parameters.

To optimize future surveys like LSST but also Roman,
SPHEREx, Euclid, DESI it is critical to map the consequences
of different analysis choices. Our locally trained, iterative
neural network emulator is a useful tool in this context, but
the parameter space over which it can be trained sufficiently
accurate is still small. We defer exploring more sophisticated
neural network architectures that can span a larger parameter
range to future studies.
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