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We explore the science prospects of a 14,000 deg2 Kinematic Lensing (KL) survey with the Dark
Energy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI) and overlapping imaging surveys. KL infers the cosmic
shear signal by jointly forward modeling the observed photometric image and velocity field of a disk
galaxy. The latter can be constrained by placing multiple DESI fibers along the galaxy’s major and
minor axis, a concept similar to the DESI Peculiar Velocity Survey. We study multiple subset galaxy
samples of the DESI Legacy Survey Data Release 9 catalog and quantify the residual shape noise,
σǫ, of each sample as a function of cuts in r-band magnitude using mock observations. We conduct
simulated likelihood analyses for these galaxy samples and find that a DESI-KL program can place
highly interesting constraints on structure formation at very low redshifts, i.e. σ8(z < 0.15). We
conclude that if the S8 tension consolidates as a phenomenon, a DESI-KL survey can provide unique
insights into this phenomenon in the very late-time Universe. Given the different footprints of DESI
and Rubin Observatory’s Legacy Survey of Space and Time (LSST), lensing results from both
surveys are highly complementary and can be combined into a joint lensing survey. We further note
that DESI-KL benefits multiple additional science cases, e.g. studies of modified gravity models
when combined with peculiar velocity surveys, and dark matter studies that are based on galaxy-
galaxy lensing of dwarf galaxies.

I. INTRODUCTION

Weak gravitational lensing (WL) by the large-scale
structure, so-called cosmic shear, is one of the core mea-
surement techniques of future cosmological surveys such
as Rubin Observatory’s Legacy Survey of Space and Time
[LSST1 1], the Nancy Grace Roman Space Telescope [Ro-
man2 2–4], and the Euclid3 [5] mission. While the com-
munity is developing a variety of analytical, numerical,
and observational techniques to mitigate systematic ef-
fects that impact weak lensing, the options to reduce sta-
tistical uncertainties are limited.
These statistical uncertainties are encoded in the cos-

mic shear covariance and can be broadly separated into
shot noise, cosmic variance, and super-sample variance
terms. The latter two can only be decreased by increas-
ing the survey volume. The first, however, depends on
the ratio of galaxy shape noise (squared) and the surface
number density of galaxies σ2

ǫ /ngal. Commonly, the only
way to reduce this noise component is to increase the
galaxy number density of a survey by including fainter
objects in the analysis. The shape noise σǫ itself cannot
be reduced further in imaging surveys since its main con-
tribution, the unknown intrinsic ellipticity of the source
galaxies, is a consequence of the degeneracy between the

∗ jiachuanxu@arizona.edu
1 https://rubinobservatory.org/
2 https://roman.gsfc.nasa.gov/
3 https://www.esa.int/Science_Exploration/Space_Science/Euclid

intrinsic ellipticity and the cosmic shear effect itself.
Recently, Kinematic Lensing (KL) has been proposed

as a potential avenue to reduce shape noise in the case of
disk galaxies [6–16]. The core idea of KL is to combine
the photometrically measured galaxy ellipticity with the
spectroscopically measured galaxy velocity field. Since
the velocity field and the photometric galaxy image trans-
form differently under cosmic shear, their joint mea-
surement tightly controls residual uncertainties in the
galaxy inclination angle and hence significantly reduces
the shape noise term.
Other advantages of the KL method are: 1) the spec-

troscopic information eliminates photo-z uncertainties,
2) the targeted galaxies have significantly higher photo-
metric signal-to-noise ratios (SNR) compared to standard
WL sample, which renders shape measurement uncer-
tainties insignificant, and 3) since KL controls for the in-
trinsic galaxy orientation, it is immune to intrinsic galaxy
alignment uncertainties.
The main challenge of KL is to spectroscopically mea-

sure the velocity field for each of its source galaxies, a
requirement that results in a significantly reduced galaxy
sample size that is likely located at lower redshift com-
pared to source samples used in traditional WL. Highly
multiplexed spectroscopy from ground–based surveys,
e.g. the ongoing Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument
[DESI4 17, 18] survey, the 4-metre Multi-Object Spectro-

4 https://www.desi.lbl.gov/
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scopic Telescope [4MOST5 19] survey, the MUltiplexed
Survey Telescope [MUST6 20], or high-resolution wide-
field grism surveys from space, e.g. with the Roman
Space Telescope (perhaps even with Euclid), are near-
term opportunities to conduct KL measurements at scale.

In this paper, we explore the potential cosmological sci-
ence return of a KL survey using DESI fiber spectroscopy.
Located at Kitt Peak National Observatory inside the 4-
meter Mayall telescope, DESI observations are taken via
5000 robotic fibers that cover a 7.45 square degree field
of view. The instrument measures galaxy spectra at a
wavelength range of 360 < λ < 980 nm with a spec-
tral resolution of 2000–5500 depending on wavelength.
Its primary science goal is to explore cosmic acceleration
by studying the 3D clustering of galaxies with spectro-
scopic measurements, which requires one successful spec-
troscopic measurement per galaxy.
A DESI-KL survey would rely on the idea that mul-

tiple fibers are placed across the galaxy in order to con-
strain the velocity field. This concept has been imple-
mented successfully already as part of a DESI secondary
targeting program, specifically the DESI Peculiar Veloc-
ity (PV) Survey [21]. The main difference between the
DESI PV and a potential DESI-KL survey is that the lat-
ter would require a larger galaxy sample that would push
to smaller/fainter objects and go to higher redshifts.

We have identified clustering at very low redshift,
σ8(z < 0.15), as a potentially high-profile science case for
a DESI-KL survey. The core idea is that current results
on S8 from primary CMB measurements show a 2–3σ S8

tension with galaxy lensing and clustering surveys, while
they are consistent with CMB lensing [22–24]. This gives
rise to the idea that the S8 tension may be most pro-
nounced at low-z. Over the coming years, LSST, Euclid,
and Roman will provide excellent S8 measurements at in-
termediate redshifts while CMB lensing experiments such
as Simons Observatory [SO7 25] will tightly constrain
S8 at higher redshifts. A DESI-KL survey is uniquely
suited to provide insights into matter clustering at low-z
due to its increased shear signal-to-noise on a per-galaxy
basis and the general advantage of lensing–based mea-
surements being independent of any assumption between
dark and luminous matter.

Beyond the science case of matter clustering at low
redshift, we would like to stress that other science cases
based on lensing will benefit greatly from KL. For exam-
ple, dark matter models from stacked lensing of dwarf
galaxies [26–28] and modified gravity studies that com-
bine KL and peculiar velocities at very low redshifts [29–
31]. While studying these cases in detail is beyond the
scope of this paper they are nevertheless interesting to
map out in the future.

5 https://www.4most.eu/cms/home/
6 https://must.astro.tsinghua.edu.cn/en
7 https://simonsobservatory.org/

We start this paper by explaining the basics of KL
measurements and cosmological modeling (Sec. II). In
Sec. III we describe potential KL galaxy samples start-
ing from the DESI Legacy Survey [32] and then consider-
ing subsets thereof, in particular the Bright Galaxy Sur-
vey sample [33, 34]. Our simulation pipeline that infers
the KL signal from simulated DESI imaging and spec-
troscopy is detailed in Sec. IV. From the inferred KL
signal we derive the residual shape noise contribution to
the statistical uncertainties and then simulate a cosmo-
logical likelihood analysis for the various galaxy samples
in Sec. V. We conclude in Sec. VI.

II. KINEMATIC LENSING

We only briefly summarize the basics of Kinematic
Lensing and refer the reader to [14, 15] for more details
of our implementation. Throughout this work, we refer
to g1, g2 as the reduced shear defined in equatorial coor-
dinate system and g+, g× as the reduced shear defined
in the galaxy frame where the X and Y axes are aligned
with the photometric major and minor axes of the galaxy.

A. KL measurement basics

The observed ellipticity ǫ̂ ≡ ǫ̂1+ iǫ̂2 of a galaxy can be
expressed as a combination of its intrinsic shape ǫ̂int and
the reduced shear g ≡ g1 + ig2 as [35]

ǫ̂ =
ǫ̂int + g

1 + g∗ǫ̂int
. (1)

The standard WL industry is built on the assumption
that ǫ̂int is (approximately) independently and randomly
distributed. Thus, when measuring the two-point statis-
tics over a large galaxy sample, the intrinsic shape aver-
ages to zero, and only the cosmic shear-induced correla-
tion remains. Residual correlations of 〈ǫ̂int(θ′)ǫ̂int(θ′+θ)〉
and 〈ǫ̂int(θ′)g(θ′ + θ)〉 are attributed to intrinsic align-
ment effects. Since ǫ̂int degenerates with g in Eq. (1), the
measured two-point statistics of g has an irreducible un-
certainty ∝ σ2(ǫ̂int) ≈ 0.372, aka the shape noise, which
is much larger than typical shear signal ∼ 0.01.
The observed line-of-sight (LoS) kinematic field of a

galaxy vobsLoS(θ) is also distorted by cosmic shear as

vobsLoS(θ) = vLoS(A · θ), (2)

where vLoS is the true LoS kinematic field and A de-
scribes the shear distortion from observed position θO to
the true position in the source plane θS

A ≡ ∂θS

∂θO
= (1− κ)

(
1− g1 −g2
−g2 1 + g1

)

. (3)

For simplicity, we assume that the galaxy’s major and
minor axes are aligned with the X and Y axes and there-
fore g1 and g2 reduce to g+ and g×. As an example,

https://www.4most.eu/cms/home/
https://must.astro.tsinghua.edu.cn/en
https://simonsobservatory.org/
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for a disk galaxy with a Vcirc rotation velocity plateau,
the observed maximum rotation velocities along the ma-
jor and minor axes of the galaxy are (neglecting terms
higher than or equal to O(g2))

v′major = −Vcirc sin i,

v′minor = Vcirc sin i cos i

(

1 +
1 + e2obs
2eint

)

g× ,
(4)

where i is the inclination angle of the galaxy and e ≡ |ǫ̂|
is the ellipticity of the galaxy. For a disk galaxy of aspect
ratio qz, eint can be related to i by

eint =
1−

√

1− (1− q2z) sin
2i

1 +
√

1− (1− q2z) sin
2i

. (5)

Also, disk galaxies follow the Tully-Fisher relation [TFR,
36, 37]

log10(Vcirc) = a+ b (MB −Mp) + ǫTF , (6)

where a, b are intercept and slope, MB is the broad-band
magnitude, Mp is the pivot magnitude, and ǫTF is the
intrinsic scatter of the TFR with a standard deviation of
σTF. The values a, b, and ǫTF can be self-calibrated from
the galaxy sample.
Naively, combining Eqs. (1-6) we can solve for g+ and

g×

ĝ+ =
e2obs − e2int

2e2obs(1 − e2int)
,

ĝ× =

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

v′minor

v′major

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

2eint
cos i (2eint + 1 + e2obs)

,

(7)

given eobs measured from photometry images, v′minor and
v′major measured from spectra. The intrinsic ellipticity
and inclination angle can be indirectly inferred from TFR
(broad-band magnitude) and the spectra. Intuitively
speaking, cosmic shear impacts the galaxy photometry
and LoS kinematic in different manners such that com-
bining the two can break the degeneracy between ǫ̂int and
g in Eq. (1), and suppress the shape noise by an order of
magnitude [8, 14, 15].
The above equations provide a useful intuitive expla-

nation of the KL concept. However, the practical im-
plementation of a KL shear estimation involves building
a full forward modeling pipeline of the sheared galaxy
image and velocity field as a function of shear and the
specific galaxy and instrument properties (see Sec. IV).

B. KL cosmology inference basics

Similar to standard cosmic shear analyses of photomet-
ric galaxy surveys, we quantify the cosmological informa-
tion content using second-order summary statistics of the
shear field, e.g. the cosmic shear tomographic angular
power spectrum, correlating galaxy samples in redshift

tomography bins i and j assuming the Limber approxi-
mation:

Cij
κκ(ℓ) =

∫

dχ
qiκ(χ)q

j
κ(χ)

χ2
Pδδ(ℓ/fK(χ), z(χ)), (8)

where χ is the comoving distance, fK(χ) is the comov-
ing angular diameter distance, ℓ is the wave vector, and
Pδδ is the 3D nonlinear matter power spectrum, which is
provided by Halofit in this work [38, 39]. The lensing
efficiency for the ith bin is given by

qiκ(χ) =
3H2

0Ωm

2c2
χ

a(χ)

∫ χh

χ

dχ′
ni
src(χ

′)

n̄i
src

fK(χ′ − χ)

fK(χ′)
, (9)

where ni
src(χ) ≡ ni

src(z(χ)) dz/dχ represents the redshift
distribution of source galaxies in the ith bin, with n̄i

src

the 2D galaxy density within the same redshift bin. χh

is the comoving distance to the horizon.
The corresponding covariance for these power spectra

can be written as the sum of Gaussian, Non-Gaussian,
and Super Sample Covariance terms [40–42]

C = CG + CNG + CSSC . (10)

The first term CG reads

CG(C
ij
κκ(ℓ1), C

kl
κκ(ℓ2)) =

4πδℓ1ℓ2
Ωs(2ℓ1 + 1)∆ℓ1

[C̄ik
κκ(ℓ1)C̄

jl
κκ(ℓ1)

+ C̄il
κκ(ℓ1)C̄

jk
κκ(ℓ1)] ,

(11)
where ∆ℓ1 is the ℓ1 bin width, Ωs is the survey area, and
δℓ1ℓ2 is the Kronecker delta function. We refer to [42]
and references therein for details of the modeling of the
other two terms CNG and CSSC.
The main difference between KL and traditional WL

is encapsulated in the shape noise term σǫ which enters
the Gaussian covariance via the definition

C̄ij
κκ(ℓ1) ≡ Cij

κκ(ℓ1) + δij
σ2
ǫ

n̄i
src

. (12)

The shape noise term, which in the above definition ac-
counts for the shape noise of both shear components, is
generally much smaller for KL compared to traditional
WL, which has σǫ ≈ 0.37 [43]. We study the shape noise
of KL samples in Sec. IV.
These expressions for shear power spectra and their

covariances allow us to run simulated likelihood analysis
for specific DESI-KL samples in Sec. V. For more details
of the modeling, see [14, 42, 44].

III. DESI GALAXY SAMPLES

The basic idea of a DESI-KL survey is to place multi-
ple fibers across the galaxy image in order to constrain
the velocity field. This concept has already been imple-
mented successfully for the DESI peculiar velocity sur-
vey (DESI-PV) [21]. The goal of the DESI PV survey is
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FIG. 1. Architecture of the KL shear inference pipeline: the orange box (top) illustrates the data simulator, which forward
models images and spectra from an astrophysical model, input shear, and instrument characteristics. We show five illustrative
1D spectra which are taken by the fibers annotated by the red circular apertures on the mock r-band image. The diameter of
the red circular apertures corresponds to the DESI fiber diameter 1.′′5. The blue box illustrates the Bayesian inference stage,
which produces best-fitting models and shear posterior (black box) for a set of input data, which is also generated by the data
simulator in this work with realistic SNR.
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FIG. 2. The redshift distribution of the KL samples defined
in Sec. III. The samples mentioned in the figure legend, from
top to bottom, correspond to the samples 1 to 6 defined in
Table I. The redshift of samples 1 and 2 are estimated from
their median photo-z in the tractor catalog, while the redshift
of samples 3-6 are spectroscopic redshift measured in SV3.
We show the parametric fits to those redshift distributions in
dashed lines with the same color.

to measure the two-point statistics between galaxy over-
density and peculiar velocity at z ≤ 0.1 to constrain the
late-time structure growth fσ8. The DESI PV sample
mainly consists of early-type galaxies (ETGs) and late-
type galaxies (LTGs). Both redshift and distance are
needed to calculate peculiar velocities. Distances to the
galaxies are estimated via the fundamental plane (FP) for
the ETGs and the Tully-Fisher relation for the LTGs. To
measure the rotation velocity of LTGs, two offset fibers

Sample
Selection
Criteria ngal (arcmin−2) z0 α

1 1.a & 2.a 0.527 0.0894 0.8826
2 1.a & 2.b 0.173 0.0259 0.6835
3 1.b & 2.a 0.180 0.1027 1.1616
4 1.b & 2.b 0.097 0.0569 0.9701
5 1.c & 2.a 0.120 0.0777 1.1031
6 1.c & 2.b 0.083 0.0504 0.9537

TABLE I. Summary of KL sample target selection criteria
and the resulting sample number density and redshift dis-
tribution. We define six samples with their target selection
criteria shown in the second column and the surface number
density in the third column. We show the best-fitting param-
eters of n(z) distribution in Eq. (13) in columns four and five.

are placed along the major axis with ±0.4R26 from the
galaxy center, in addition to the central fiber observa-
tion conducted as part of the BGS program [see the
Fig. 8 in 21, for an example measurement]. Here R26

is the semimajor axis radius measured at µ = 26 mag
arcsec−2 r-band isophote. The final DESI PV survey
is predicted to measure PV from ∼ 133, 000 FP–based
and ∼ 53, 000 TF–based galaxies over the 14, 000 deg2

DESI 5-year footprint and expect a 4 percent precision
on fσ8(z < 0.15).

The DESI-KL sample requirements differ from that of
the PV sample in that the KL sample requires a signifi-
cantly higher galaxy number density which also includes
galaxies at higher redshifts. Consequently, we include
smaller galaxies (half-light radius > 1.′′0, abbreviated as
hlr thereafter) than the PV sample and we forward model
the velocity field. An example data set is shown in Fig. 1,
where four offset fibers are placed along both the major
and minor axes of the galaxy, in addition to the central
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fiber observed in BGS.
We start with the DESI Legacy Imaging Survey [32]

as the basis for our galaxy sample selection. The Legacy
Survey covers 14, 000 deg2 spanning approximately in
declination −18◦ < δ < +84◦. The Legacy Survey Data
Release 98 [LS DR9 from hereon 45] contains three opti-
cal bands in (g, r, z) and four infrared bands fromWISE.
The optical bands images are composed by three survey
projects: the Beijing-Arizona Sky Survey [BASS, 46], the
DECam Legacy Survey [DECaLS, 32], and the Mayall
z-band Legacy Survey [MzLS, 32]. We use the tractor
sweep catalog [47, 48] for the photometry, shape, photo-
z, and morphology measurements.
From the LS DR 9 catalog, we select disk galaxies

with half-light radii larger than 1′′ to accommodate off-
set fibers in the galaxy. We start from a modified version
of the LTGs target selection criterion in [21] since both
the KL and the PV samples are targeted at galaxies fol-
lowing the TFR, and the LTGs target selection in [21]
has a high precision for LTGs (85.1–92.7 percent of the
selected targets are classified as LTGs). We identify six
possible galaxy samples suitable for a DESI-KL survey
(see Fig. 2) which are described below (see Appendix A
for the exact target selections):
We first select bright galaxies from the tractor cata-

log. Following [34], three parallel selection criteria are
proposed, ranked by galaxy number density from high to
low:

• Criterion 1.a LS r ≤ 22: This is the most relaxed
selection criterion among the three. We pose sim-
ilar selection criteria as the one in [34] but relax
the r-band magnitude cut to 22. The motivation
is to include more galaxies to study the trade-off
between number density v.s. SNR.

• Criterion 1.b BGS Any: This is more stringent than
1.a and we include all galaxies that are either se-
lected as BGS Bright or BGS Faint. The benefit is
that their redshift and emission line properties are
already measured by BGS, which eliminates many
of the uncertainties in target selection using the
photometric catalog. Also, we only need to take
offset fiber exposures for the BGS Any sample.

• Criterion 1.c BGS Bright: This criterion selects
galaxies from the BGS Bright sample. This ensures
high SNR but reduces the number density.

We then select disk galaxies by imposing the following
two parallel criteria

• Criterion 2.a: The tractor morphology is classified
as inclined exponential, round exponential, or Ser-
sic profile and with Sersic index ≤ 2, and the above-
atmosphere hlr ≥ 1′′.

8 https://www.legacysurvey.org/dr9/

• Criterion 2.b: Same as 2.a but with a more conser-
vative cut on the above-atmosphere hlr ≥ 1.′′5.

Altogether we get six galaxy samples that satisfy one
criterion within 1.a-c and one criterion in 2.a-b. We
show the spectroscopic or median-photometric redshift
distribution d2N/(dzdΩ) of these six samples in Fig. 2
as binned histograms. We also fit a parametric redshift
distribution

n(z) ∝ z2exp[−(z/z0)
α] , (13)

to the histogram of each sample, and show the corre-
sponding best-fitting n(z) in dashed lines. The smoothed
parametric n(z) is then used in the cosmological fore-
cast in Sec. V. We summarize the key sample properties
related to kinematic lensing analysis in Table I. These
samples span a sufficiently large variety for us to con-
sider. For convenience, we refer to samples 1 and 2 as
“the Legacy Survey samples” and use them interchange-
ably in the following sections due to their nature as pho-
tometric samples. If not mentioned explicitly, we mean
sample 1 by “the Legacy Survey sample” since it is much
more constraining than sample 2.

IV. SIMULATING KL WITH A DESI GALAXY

SAMPLE

A. KL simulation overview

We use a modified version of the KL simulation
pipeline presented in [15] to quantify the shape noise level
for a realistic DESI galaxy sample. We illustrate the sim-
ulation pipeline framework in Fig. 1 and summarize the
key steps below.
Given observed 2D broad-band images and 1D fiber

spectra (denoted as data vector D), we forward model
both images and spectra (denoted as model vector M)
to derive the maximum a posteriori probability (MAP)
estimate of model parameters θ. The posterior is com-
puted as

p(θ|D) ∝ L(D|θ)p(θ), (14)

where p(θ) is the prior of model parameters. We assume
Gaussian likelihood for both the 2D images and the 1D
spectra and ignore noise correlation

L(D|θ) =
N∏

i=1

exp

(

− (Di −Mi(θ))
2

2σ2
i

)

, (15)

where the subscript i ∈ [1, N ] stands for the ith im-
age/spectrum observation and σi is the standard devia-
tion of the noise in the ith observation.
In a real KL measurement, D comes from observed

data. In this forecast work, however, we use the same
model to both generate mock data at fiducial parameter
θfid and fit the MAP parameter to recover θfid.

https://www.legacysurvey.org/dr9/
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The KL measurement pipeline contains a data simu-
lator to forward model mock images and spectra given
input parameters θ. The data simulator first generates
an intensity profile I(x|θ) (dimensionless, above the at-
mosphere) and line-of-sight (LoS) rotation velocity field
vLoS(x|θ) (km s−1) that are distorted by cosmic shear,
as well as an observer-frame spectral energy distribution
(SED) model F obs

λ (λ|θ) (erg s−1 cm−2 nm−1). Then it
constructs the 3D photon distribution

f(x, λ|θ) = I(x|θ)F obs
λ

(
λ

1 + vLoS(x)/c

∣
∣
∣
∣
θ

)
λ

hc
. (16)

We use f(x, λ|θ) to further generate mock 2D photome-
try image

MI(x|θ) =
At

G
(P ∗ I)(x)

∫

dλ
F obs
λ (λ|θ)
hc/λ

T (λ) , (17)

or mock 1D fiber spectrum

MS(λ|θ) =
At

G
R ·
∫

d2xf(x, λ′|θ)(M∗P)(x)T (λ′) ,

(18)
where A is the effective collecting area of the telescope,
t is the exposure time, G is the detector gain, P is the
point-spread function (PSF), T (λ) is the system through-
put (including atmosphere transmission, optical train
throughput, and detector quantum efficiency), M is the
fiber aperture mask, R is the resolution matrix of DESI
spectrograph [49, 50], and ∗ means convolution. We then
sample the model space (see Table II) and evaluate the
cosmic shear uncertainties σg1 and σg2 from their 1D pro-
jected posteriors. These allow us to compute the shape

noise as σǫ =
√

σ2
g1

+ σ2
g2
.

B. Single galaxy measurement

In order to generate the 3D photon distribution
f(x, λ|θ), we adopt the following parametric models for
I(x|θ), vLoS(x|θ), and F obs

λ (λ|θ):
a. Morphology We use the inclined exponential pro-

file in GalSim [51] to model the intensity profile. It
is controlled by five parameters: the inclination angle
i (i = 0 for face-on), the position angle θint (θint = 0
for alignment with the x-axis), the scale radius Rs, and
reduced shear g1, g2. The 3D intensity distribution is
determined as (in the galaxy intrinsic cylindrical coordi-
nate)

I3D(R, h|Rs) ∝ sech2(h/hs)exp(−R/Rs), (19)

where h is the distance to the x-y plane, R is the pro-
jected radius in the x-y plane, and hs is the scale height.
We assume a fixed aspect ratio qz ≡ hs/Rs = 0.1 in our
analysis. The 3D profile is then projected into 2D plane
according to i and θint to get I2D(x|i, θint, Rs), and then
distorted by g1, g2

I(x|g1, g2, i, θint, Rs) = I2D(A · x|i, θint, Rs) , (20)

where A is the distortion matrix defined in Eq. (3).
b. Spectral Energy Distribution The SED is sepa-

rated into two components: continuum and emission
lines. We adopt a typical continuum of barred spiral
galaxies and add Gaussian emission lines on top of the
continuum. The observer-frame continuum is controlled
by two parameters: redshift z and the flux density at
observer-frame pivot wavelength λobs

norm = 850 nm. Each
emission line is controlled by two parameters: redshift z
and flux F . We assume a fixed rest-frame 1σ emission
line width of 0.05 nm in this work, which corresponds
to a velocity dispersion ∼ 23 kms−1. We mainly con-
sider four emission lines in this work: Hα, [O ii] doublet,
[O iii]4960 and [O iii]5008.
c. Velocity field For the kinematic structure, we as-

sume an infinitesimal thin circular disk and the rota-
tion velocity can be expressed as a regular arctan func-
tion [52, 53]

vrot(R) =
Vcirc

π/2
tan−1(

R

Rvscale
) , (21)

where Rvscale is the scale radius of the rotation curve.
We then project the rotation velocity along LoS based on
i, θint and add the peculiar velocity v0, and distort the
projected velocity field by g1, g2 [see 14, 15, for details
on the projection and shear distortion].
Integrating the models above, we are sampling 10 pa-

rameters during KL shear inference for a single emission
line analysis with Hα: θ=(g1, g2, θint, sin i, v0, Vcirc,
Rvscale, Rh, Fcont, FHα). For multiple emission line anal-
yses, we add three more parameters (F[O ii], F[O iii]4960,
F[O iii]5008). The priors of those parameters are summa-
rized in Table II. Specifically, we include the TFR prior
on Vcirc as a Gaussian prior of 80 km s−1, which corre-
sponds to σTF ≈ 0.11 dex for Vcirc = 300 km s−1. We
note that this is a relatively conservative choice since σTF

generally ranges from 0.05 to 0.12 [54–56].
For single galaxy KL measurement, the data vector

D is produced at some fiducial parameter θfid and we
use emcee [57] to sample the posterior given the priors
and realistic noise and use getdist [58] to derive the 1D
marginalized g1, g2 uncertainties.

C. Mock observation configuration

1. Photometric images

In our baseline forecast, the image component comes
from the Legacy Survey, specifically the g, r, z bands im-
ages in BASS, MzLS, and DECaLS. The median 5σ depth
for an extended source with 0.45′′ hlr in those bands are
g = 24.0, r = 23.4, and z = 22.5 respectively. We note
that this is the most conservative choice, and for example,
UNIONS9 [59], LSST, or Euclid overlap would provide a

9 https://www.skysurvey.cc/

https://www.skysurvey.cc/
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Parameter Description Fiducial Value Prior Units
g+ Reduced shear component 0.0 U(-0.5, 0.5) 1
g× Reduced shear component 0.0 U(-0.5, 0.5) 1
θint Intrinsic galaxy position angle 0.0 U(-π, π) rad
sin i Galaxy inclination 0.05–0.95 U(0, 1) 1
v0 Galaxy systemic velocity 0.0 N (0, 10) km s−1

Vcirc Maximum rotation velocity 300 N (300, 80) km s−1

Rvscale Velocity scale radius 0.5–2.0 U(0.1, 5) arcsec
Rh Intensity half-light radius 0.5–2.0 U(0.1, 0.5) arcsec
Fcont Continuum flux density at 850 nm 0.3–75.4 U(10−5, 105) 10−16 erg s−1 cm−2 nm−1

FHα Hα flux 1.20–301.43 U(10−5, 105) 10−16 erg s−1 cm−2

F[O ii] [O ii] flux 0.88–221.05 U(10−5, 105) 10−16 erg s−1 cm−2

F[O iii]4960 [O ii]4960 flux 0.24–60.29 U(10−5, 105) 10−16 erg s−1 cm−2

F[O iii]5008 [O ii]5008 flux 0.28–70.33 U(10−5, 105) 10−16 erg s−1 cm−2

qz Aspect ratio 0.1 fixed 1
σint
λ Rest-frame emission line width 0.05 fixed nm

z Redshift 0.3 fixed 1

TABLE II. A list of KL shear measurement model parameters. We show the fiducial values used for mock data D generation
in the third column and the priors in the fourth column. Some parameters have a range of fiducial values when generating
the mock data and we show their range in the fiducial value. We denote flat priors as U(min, max) and Gaussian priors as
N (mean, std).

much deeper imaging dataset.
We set the observation parameters A, t, G in Eq. (17)

such that an object with 24.0/23.4/22.5 magnitude in
g/r/z band has a median SNR of 5. To study possible
synergies with LSST, we also explore a range of r-band
depth (5σ depth of point source): 24.5, 25.81, 26.5, and
27.04, where the 25.81 and 27.04 correspond to LSST Y1
and Y10 depth. We assume a typical seeing of 1.′′0 and
a pixel scale of 0.′′2637.

2. Fiber spectra

The fiber spectra simulation is performed assuming
typical dark-time conditions. We adopt the dark sky
model presented in specsim as the nominal dark con-
dition, with airmass of 1, no extinction, and a seeing
FWHM of 1.′′0. The sky background r-band surface
brightness is r = 20.61 mags/arcsec2.
To infer the kinematic information, we need spectra

from fibers offset from the galaxy center to sample differ-
ent parts of vLoS. Positions of special interest are along
the major and minor axes where large and zero central
wavelength shifts are expected. We consider two fiber
configurations in this work:

• Five fibers configuration (major+minor): As shown
in Fig. 1, we place four offset fibers along the ma-
jor and minor axes, right next to the central fiber,
which is taken from the main BGS program. We
assume the same exposure time tnominal for all four
offset fibers and assume 180 seconds nominal expo-
sure time for the central fiber.

• Three fibers configuration (semi-(major+minor)):
Other than the central fiber, we place one fiber in

Properties
KPNO

Mayall 4-meter
CTIO

Blanco 4-meter
Effective diameter (cm) 332.42 378.29
Pixel scale (′′/pix) - 0.2637
PSF FWHM (′′) 1.0 1.0
Read noise (e−/pix) 3.41(b)/2.6(r)/2.6(z) 7
Gain (e−1/ADU) 1 4
Dispersion (nm/pix) 0.08 -

TABLE III. Summary of instrument properties and observa-
tion conditions adopted in mock images and spectra genera-
tion. We show the properties of DESI (KPNO Mayall 4-meter
telescope) in the second column and DECaLS (CTIO Blanco
4-meter telescope) in the third column.

the semimajor axis and another one in the semimi-
nor axis (e.g. fiber 2, 3, 5 in Fig. 1). This will
reduce the fibers needed while still covering the in-
formation along the major and minor axes. In order
to compare the shape noise performance purely due
to fiber placements, the exposure time is set to two
times the nominal time used in the five-fiber cases.

We consider two nominal offset-fiber exposure times, 600
and 900 seconds, in this analysis. The reduced 1D spectra
are cropped into 5 nm wide snippets around the emission
lines with a dispersion of 0.08 nm/pixel. We assume the
DESI instrument settings in Eq. (18). We list the instru-
ment properties used in this work in Table III.

D. Sample-averaged shape noise

Shear uncertainty of kinematic lensing is a function of
images and spectra SNR, galaxy size, and inclination an-
gle [14, 15, 43]. Bright, well-resolved, and low-inclination
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FIG. 3. Shape noise as a function of r-band magnitude. The data set adopted here is g, r, z band images at the depth of
LS DR9, and [O ii], [O iii]4960, [O iii]5008, Hα emission lines taken at both the central fiber (from BGS main survey) and
the offset fibers (assuming 600 or 900 seconds exposure). On the left panel, we show the results where four offset fibers are
placed along major and minor axes, while on the right panel we show where two offset fibers are placed along the semi-major
and semi-minor axes but with exposure time doubled. We show results with 600 (900) seconds nominal exposure time in solid
(dashed) lines. The shape noises of the g+, g× components are shown in blue and red. The combined shape noise σǫ is shown
in black. We annotate the r-band limit for the BGS Bright and Faint samples with vertical dotted-dashed grey lines.

galaxies have lower shape noise. To evaluate the average
shape noise for a galaxy sample, we evaluate σǫ on a
3D grid of (rmag, sini, Rh), which covers the parameter
space spanned by galaxy sampled defined in Sec. III. We
generate mock data on each grid point and run our KL
simulation pipeline as described in Sec. IVB. Then, we
evaluate the average of σǫ on the grid, weighted by galaxy
number density and inverse variance of cosmic shear at
each grid point. We quote the weighted average shape
noise as the effective shape noise of the sample.
We use the r-band magnitude and half-light radius dis-

tribution derived from LS DR9 catalog and assume a
random distribution for the inclination angle. We first
show the shape noise as a function of r-band magnitude
and marginalized over inclination angle and hlr in Fig. 3,
which applies to all the KL samples. The dataset as-
sumed in Fig. 3 includes g, r, z band images at LS DR9
depth and five (left panel) or three (right panel) fiber
spectra taken. Results for two nominal exposure times,
600 and 900 seconds, are shown in the figure, and we
define the 600-second scenario as our baseline going for-
ward.
We also explore how shape noise depends on galaxy

inclination by down-selecting the sample based on the
observed inclination angle sin i < 0.7, 0.8, 0.9, and 1.0.
The results are shown in Fig. 4. Although excluding high-
inclination galaxies can improve the average shape noise,

the loss in galaxy number density is too severe a hit for
this approach to be promising. Nevertheless, if we need
to down-select galaxies from a given population, e.g. due
to a lack of fibers, the inclination angle is an important
criterion.

Based on the relation between shape noise and r-band
magnitude in Fig. 3, we derive the weighted shape noise
σǫ for each sample defined in Sec III, as a function of
r-band magnitude cut. We show σǫ/

√
ngal for LS DR9

Rh > 1.′′0 (sample 1), BGS Any Rh > 1.′′0 (sample 3),
and BGS Bright Rh > 1.′′0 (sample 5) in Fig. 5, where
we also annotate the LSST Y1, Y6, and Y10 levels. The
other three samples with hlr > 1.′′5 are less compelling
than their hlr > 1.′′0 equivalent and thus are not shown
here. Overall, those three samples have similar σǫ/

√
ngal

as LSST Y1, albeit over very different redshift ranges.
We note that although the shape noise degrades quickly
as the sample becomes fainter, including all the faint
galaxies in those samples is still beneficial, and we do
not down-select the six samples in the following analyses.
The final sample-averaged shape noises for samples 1–6
are around 0.071, 0.050, 0.047, 0.039, 0.041, and 0.037
respectively, based on our simulated KL measurements.
These numbers serve as reasonable estimates of shape
noise that account for realistic data quality and sample
properties.
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FIG. 4. Changes in shape noise when selecting galaxies based
on the observed inclination angle. We show the shape noise
in the top panel and the ratio between shape noise with incli-
nation cut and without in the bottom. While shape noise for
lower inclination angle is generally lower, the loss in number
density more than offsets the gain in shape noise.

V. SIMULATED LIKELIHOOD ANALYSES OF

VERY-LOW-REDSHIFT S8 CONSTRAINTS

A. Science case motivation

In this paper we explore the science case of a high-
precision “very-low-redshift S8” measurement, which is
motivated by the emerging S8 tension between the pri-
mary CMB observables and low redshift clustering and
weak lensing measurements. Recent results comparing
Planck data with data from DES, KiDS, HSC, or BOSS,
indicate a 2–3σ difference between low and high red-
shift constraints on S8 [60–66],. This tension is slightly
reduced for the case when comparing Planck to CMB
lensing measurements, e.g., from Planck itself or ACT,
or when including CMB lensing information in the low-
redshift datasets of weak lensing and galaxy clustering.
[22–24, 67, 68]

If this emerging picture is confirmed by future sur-
veys (in particular by DESI, LSST Y1, ACT, SPT), it is
not unlikely that the source of the S8 tension is located
at very low redshifts. This very low-redshift regime at
z < 0.15 is an excellent target for a KL initiative since
constraints from galaxy clustering are limited by lack of
volume and traditional weak lensing/cosmic shear anal-
yses are integrated measurements that are mostly sen-
sitive to significantly higher redshifts. While KL is an
integrated measurement as well, its low shape noise per

galaxy can efficiently probe the low redshift range with-
out including higher redshift galaxies.
We therefore consider a tomographic weak lensing an-

gular power spectrum analysis of the 14,000 deg2 DESI-
KL survey. We break the KL samples into four tomo-
graphic bins with equal number density per tomographic
bin. As a comparison, we also consider two LSST weak
lensing scenarios as defined in [1]: 12,300 deg2 LSST Year
1 with 11.1 gal/arcmin2 and 14,300 deg2 LSST Year 10
with 27.7 gal/arcmin2, both with ten equal-density to-
mographic bins and a shape noise of 0.37 [43].

B. Methodology

We use CosmoLike [42, 44] for computing the data
vector D and its covariance C at a fiducial point in pa-
rameter space, following the equations for cosmic shear
power spectra and covariances described in Sec. II. The
Cij

κκ(ℓ) is evaluated at 15 logarithmic bins in 20 ≤ ℓ ≤
3000. We split the σ8 parameter into two independent
parameters that are sensitive to clustering above and be-
low redshift of 0.15, denoted as σ8(z ≥ 0.15) and σlow−z

8

respectively in the following analyses. We only consider
these two cosmological parameters in our analysis and we
will comment on this fact further below in Sec. VC.
Regarding the systematics, we include shear calibra-

tion bias, redshift uncertainties, and baryonic feedback in
both DESI-KL and LSST-WL analyses. Since KL mea-
sures cosmic shear and intrinsic shape separately for each
galaxy, it is immune to intrinsic alignment (IA) theoret-
ically. Thus we assume perfect IA control for the KL
sample while mitigating the IA biases in LSST analyses.
We refer to Appendix B for detailed settings of system-
atics modeling.
The posterior probability of the parameter space (2D

cosmological parameters pco = (σlow−z
8 , σ8(z ≥ 0.15))

plus nuisance parameters) is sampled by MCMC chains
using Bayes’ theorem assuming that a multi-variate
Gaussian likelihood describes the statistical distribution
of our data points

L(D|p) = N×exp

(

−1

2

[
(D −M)T · C−1 · (D −M)

]

︸ ︷︷ ︸

χ2(p)

)

,

(22)
where the model vectorM is a function of cosmology and
nuisance parameters, and the normalization constant N
can be ignored under the assumption that the covariance
is constant in the parameter space [see 69–71, for discus-
sions].

C. Results

We consider several DESI-KL surveys that all cover
14,000 deg2 but have different galaxy samples (see Fig.
2) and shape noise levels. The primary variations are
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sample size, redshift distribution, and shape noise level
that can be achieved. These variables are directly con-
nected to questions of survey strategy and any potential
DESI-KL survey will have to optimize the trade space of
exposure time, number of fibers per galaxy measurement,
available galaxies in the field of view, and the quantities
that directly affect constraining power.

The results of our simulated analyses are depicted in
Fig. 6. From left to right we show results for our sam-
ples 1 and 3, i.e the Legacy Survey sample with cuts in
magnitude r ≤ 22 and half-light radius hlr ≥ 1 arcsec,
and for the BGS Any sample (hlr ≥ 1.0 arcsec), which
yield ngal = 0.53/arcmin2, and ngal = 0.18/arcmin2, re-
spectively. The different colors in Fig. 6, correspond to
different shape noise levels, specifically, σǫ = 0.04 (red),
σǫ = 0.05 (green), σǫ = 0.07 (yellow), which can be com-
pared to the expected shape noise levels for each galaxy
sample in Fig. 5 and Sec. IVD. In addition to the DESI-
KL scenarios, we also show LSST Y1 (dark blue, dotted-
dashed) and LSST Y10 (light blue, dotted-dashed) anal-
yses using the redshift distributions and galaxy number
densities as defined in [1]. We note that the systematics
quoted in [1] is a little bit optimistic and is challenging
to achieve.

The most constraining contour, the Legacy Survey
sample (sample 1) with σǫ = 0.04, gives tighter con-

straints on σlow−z
8 compared to even LSST Y10. Re-

ducing the shape noise for this sample to σǫ = 0.05 re-
turns constraints that are located between LSST Y10 and
Y1 constraining power, and going further to σǫ = 0.07
is still competitive with LSST Y1. The results of our
shape noise simulation in Fig. 5 however demonstrate
that a 600s exposure time is not sufficient to achieve
σǫ = 0.04 and that the more realistic constraining power
of the Legacy Survey sample will be closer to the yellow
contours.

For the BGS Any sample (sample 3), the reduced num-
ber density of galaxies significantly degrades constrain-
ing power compared to the full Legacy Survey sample.
Nevertheless, the cases of σǫ = 0.04 and σǫ = 0.05 are
not significantly degraded compared to LSST-Y1. The
shape noise simulation results in Fig. 5 indicate that a
KL measurement with the BGS sample can achieve con-
straining power located between the red and green, even
with only 600s exposure time. We consider this BGS Any
scenario to be an interesting concept to explore further,
given the limited amount of time required to implement
such a survey (see Sec. VD).

The fact that we simulate a 2D pco = (σlow−z
8 , σ8(z ≥

0.15)), while keeping all other cosmological parameters
fixed impacts DESI-KL and LSST results very differ-
ently. In a more realistic analysis that opens up further
cosmological parameter dimensions, a DESI-KL survey
will struggle to constrain several cosmological parame-
ters, in particular, ns, h0,Ωb due to lack of volume con-
sidered, and its number density is also low as a weak
lensing survey, while LSST will do much better in self-
constraining these parameters. However, an immediate

boost to the performance of a DESI-KL survey is to in-
clude the 3D clustering of the same galaxy sample since
the spectra information is a prerequisite, and the fact
that the lensing and clustering are measured from the
same sample further shrinks the uncertainty due to their
shared systematics [72]. Another upgrade to a DESI-KL
survey is replacing the imaging data with the UNIONS
survey, which is much deeper (r-band depth 24.9) than
the Legacy Survey and also covers the northern DESI
footprint. As we mentioned in Sec. VE, an r-band 24.9
depth imaging quality can decrease the shape noise by
∼ 20 percent. In that case, the shape noise of the BGS
Any sample is around 0.38 and its performance is the
same as LSST Y1.
Also, we note that a DESI-KL survey is very robust

against the common weak lensing systematics. In an
analysis that fixes all the nuisance parameters, the de-
rived constraining power on σlow−z

8 is the same as the
baseline analysis, while the LSST Y1 and Y10 analyses
degrade a lot by opening up systematics dimension, and
could degrade more if the systematics adopted in this
work can not be met.
Consequently, the tomographic weak lensing power

spectrum is not an optimal way to extract the informa-
tion encoded in a DESI-KL survey. A more meaningful
comparison will have to include multi-probe analyses and
study the trade space of systematics and external probes,
which is beyond the scope of this paper and we defer to
future work.

D. DESI-KL survey implementation

A 14,000 deg2 DESI-KL survey based on the largest
galaxy sample considered in this paper (see Fig. 2), i.e.
the Legacy Survey sample (r ≤ 22, hlr ≥ 1′′, ngal = 1896
galaxies deg−2) would require 3532 hours of DESI dark
time. These calculations assume four offset fibers across
the galaxy with 600 seconds nominal exposure time.
Given the amount of dark time of DESI per year, i.e.
1383 hours [73], and accounting for an average dust and
air mass extinction of 1.51, such a survey would consume
all of the DESI dark time over 3.85 years. Variations
that only assume two fibers per galaxy, a smaller survey
footprint, or an increased/decreased exposure time are
straightforward to calculate from this estimate.
If one were to target the BGS Any sample (hlr ≥ 1′′,

649 galaxies deg−2) the required survey time reduces to
1202 hours of DESI dark time, which corresponds to ∼ 16
months. Several differences between these two scenarios
should be noted:

• While a fair fraction of the BGS Any galaxies can
be targeted during bright time, the bulk of the
fainter galaxies in the Legacy Survey sample will
require dark time observations.

• Since all BGS Any galaxies already have a central
fiber measurement this allows us to identify galax-
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ies with bright emission lines and to rank them as a
function of emission line flux. This knowledge will
allow us to optimize target selection for bright and
dark times and hence overall survey strategy. For
the majority of the Legacy Survey sample, however,
this estimate will be solely based on galaxy colors
and morphology.

An actual implementation of a DESI-KL survey of
course depends on several external considerations, in par-
ticular on the overall integration of the different science
cases and their prioritization in a coherent survey strat-
egy. We note that DESI-KL is an excellent candidate
for a spare fiber program since the target density is ex-
tremely high.

E. Synergies with LSST

We stress that cosmological constraints from LSST
weak lensing and the DESI-KL survey idea are highly
complementary. Given that DESI-II will primarily cover
the northern sky and LSST will survey the south, a DESI-
KL initiative allows for an interesting comparison and
ultimately combination of the two constraints.
In the overlap region of LSST and DESI-II the bene-

fits are even more tangible. On the LSST side, spectro-
scopic information will allow for the well-known benefits
of better photo-z calibration and improved control of in-
trinsic galaxy alignment uncertainties. On the DESI-KL
side, we simulate the impact of improved (deeper) pho-
tometric imaging on the KL measurement technique and
summarize our results in Fig. 7. We find that access
to LSST Y1 photometric information (r ≈ 25.81 mag)
can further reduce the residual KL shape noise by ap-
proximately a factor of 2. This increases to a factor of
3 improvement when using LSST Y10 photometric in-
formation. Of course, instead of LSST, any other deep
imaging surveys that cover the northern sky (e.g. Euclid
and UNIONS) can be used to boost the KL shape noise
gains.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

The ∼2 σ difference in S8 between primary CMB mea-
surements from Planck and low redshift observations
from weak lensing and galaxy clustering is one of the
primary hints of tensions in the ΛCDM model. This dif-
ference generally becomes less pronounced when CMB
lensing (from Planck and ACT) is folded into the anal-
ysis, either in combination with galaxy lensing and clus-
tering, or when comparing to Planck primary CMB mea-
surements directly. This motivates the possibility that
the origin of the S8-tension may be located at very low
redshifts.
In this paper, we explore the prospects of a Kinematic

Lensing survey with the Dark Energy Spectroscopic In-
strument (DESI-KL) that would target this low redshift
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FIG. 7. Shape noise as a function of deeper photometric cov-
erage. Here we show how σǫ-r relation is impacted by the
survey depth of the imaging component. Lines from light to
deep blue assume r-band survey depth of 23.4 (Legacy Sur-
vey DR9 level), 24.5, 25.81 (LSST Y1 level), 26.5, and 27.04
(LSST Y10 level). This indicates the gains in shape noise that
can be obtained in the overlapping area of DESI and LSST
and of course also if DESI overlaps with other photometric
surveys of relevant depth. Here we assume four offset fibers
are placed along major and minor axes of the galaxy with a
nominal exposure time of 600 seconds. The shape noise is de-
rived by fitting r-band photometry image and spectra of Hα,
[O ii], [O iii]4960, and [O iii]5008.

regime and attempt a high-precision S8 measurement.
DESI-KL is based on the idea of breaking the degener-
acy between intrinsic shape and cosmic shear with both
photometry and kinematic information of disk galaxies.
The kinematic information of a disk galaxy is measured
by pointing additional fibers along the major and minor
axes of the galaxy.

Our simulation program to assess the constraining
power of such a survey is based on two main pillars: 1)
Firstly, we simulate the expected shear measurement un-
certainty of a realistic DESI-KL mock observation for
a variety of different galaxy samples, and therefore the
resulting shape noise. 2) Secondly, we run simulated like-
lihood analyses that forecast the constraining power on
a low-z/high-z σ8 split parameter set, where the low-z
corresponds to z ≤ 0.15 and high-z to z > 0.15.

We focus on exploring an extended Bright Galaxy
Survey sample selected from the DESI Legacy Sur-
vey (sample 1, ngal = 0.527 arcmin−2) and the Bright
Galaxy Survey sample (BGS Any or sample 3, ngal =

0.180 arcmin−2), where the latter already have spectra at
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the center of the galaxy. The relevant quantity for sta-
tistical noise in cosmic shear surveys is σǫ/

√
ngal, which

motivates the idea to include larger galaxy samples in the
analysis. Our KL inference pipeline however shows that
the residual shape noise in the KL measurement strongly
depends on the magnitude of the galaxy or signal-to-
noise. Consequently, we find that statistical gains, e.g.
when going from the BGS sample to sample 1, are less
significant and less economically efficient given the three-
fold longer total exposure time required.

We compare the σǫ/
√
ngal values of the extended BGS

sample and the BGS Any sample to corresponding num-
bers that traditional weak lensing from LSST Y1 (12,300
deg2, ngal = 11.1 arcmin−2) and LSST Y10 (14,300 deg2,

ngal = 27.7 arcmin−2) will achieve, albeit with a galaxy
sample spread out over a much larger range in redshift.
While the statistical power of LSST Y10 remains un-
matched, both samples cross below the LSST Y1 statis-
tical noise level. Generally, we find that our KL measure-
ment precision does not increase rapidly with exposure
time or with the number of fibers placed on the galaxy
(we consider two and four-fiber spectra in our analysis),
but these statements need to be revisited when analyz-
ing a pilot dataset. Given these findings, we suggest that
a DESI-KL survey focused on the BGS Any sample can
provide a formidable, localized measurement of structure
formation at low redshift.

We confirm this idea by running simulated likelihood
analyses that sample the two-dimensional cosmological
parameter space of pco = (σlow−z

8 , σ8(z ≥ 0.15)) along
with systematics. We find that a BGS Any KL survey
can indeed constrain low redshift σ8 at a similar level to
LSST Y1, especially when deeper northern sky imaging is
available (e.g. UNIONS). To reach LSST Y10 constrain-
ing power, a KL survey focused on the extended BGS
sample with significantly longer exposure time than 900s
may be required.

Overall we find that a DESI-KL survey that targets
low-z structure formation with the BGS Any galaxy sam-
ple is an interesting option that should be explored fur-
ther. Such a survey will be quasi-immune towards the
standard suite of systematics that haunt traditional weak
lensing measurements (shear and photo-z calibration,
and intrinsic alignment). However, the small volume of
such a survey will require additional information to con-
strain cosmological parameters that govern the geometry
of our Universe (ns, h, Ωb). Luckily, these parameters
are tightly constrained by the DESI clustering and BAO
programs, which enables a nice synergy of DESI inter-
nal observations. We stress that DESI-KL and LSST are
highly synergistic endeavors. Together these can enable
a lensing program that spans the entire northern and
southern galactic sky, which are very different in terms
of instrumentation and measurement technique, and that
consequently enable a variety of studies that compare and
ultimately combine both information sources.

Kinematic Lensing with DESI can be a highly syn-
ergistic program with several other DESI science cases.

The combination of low redshift lensing measurements
and peculiar velocity information enables the design of
formidable tests for modified gravity, similar to the com-
bination of clustering and peculiar velocities that was
mapped out in [21]. Furthermore, any dark matter stud-
ies that use lensing to measure the mass profile of dwarf
galaxies [26–28] will greatly benefit from the enhanced
signal-to-noise. If successful, such a DESI-KL program
can enable such measurements on individual dwarf galax-
ies rather than stacks.

The findings in this paper need to be validated via a
pilot study on actual DESI (peculiar velocity) data that
informs the exact trade space of exposure time, fiber po-
sition(s), and galaxy properties, which we defer to future
work.
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Appendix A: Exact Selection Criteria

Here we show the exact target selection criteria used
in Sec. III
Criterion 1.a Similar to the BGS sample target se-

lection [34], we first impose the star-galaxy separation

(REF CAT!=G2) | (GGaia − rraw > 0.6), (A1)

then we cut on fiber magnitude

rfiber <

{

22.9 + (r − 17.8) for r < 17.8,

22.9 for 17.8 < r < 22,
(A2)

and require it to be observed in grz bands

(NOBS G > 0)& (NOBS R > 0)& (NOBS Z > 0). (A3)

We also discard objects with extreme color by requiring

−1 < g − r < 4,

−1 < r − z < 4,
(A4)

and cut out bright objects that satisfy

(r > 12)& (rfibertot < 15). (A5)
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Criterion 1.b This criteria includes galaxies in BGS
Bright and BGS Faint. Since BGS science validation
spectrum are available when we plan the KL survey, we
also require the sample to have good redshift measure-
ment

(ZWARN == 0)& (SPECTYPE == GALAXY)&

(∆χ2 > 40)& (ZERR < 0.0005 (1 + Z)).
(A6)

Criterion 1.c Same as 1.b except here we require the
galaxy is in BGS Bright.
Criterion 2.a Here we require that the morphology is

classified as late-type galaxies

MORPHTYPE =







EXP

REX

SER for SERSIC ≤ 2

, (A7)

and the half-light radius is larger than 1 arcsec

SHAPE R ≥ 1.′′0. (A8)

Criterion 2.b Same as 2.a except we require the half-
light radius to be SHAPE R ≥ 1.′′5.

Appendix B: Systematics Modeling

Shear calibration bias We consider multiplicative
shear calibration bias mi in this work

Cij
κκ(ℓ) → (1 +mi)(1 +mj)Cij

κκ(ℓ), (B1)

and we impose Gaussian priors centered at zero for mi.
We set the standard deviation of mi to 0.013 (LSST Y1)

and 0.003 (LSST Y10) based on [1]. We note that the KL
sample is much brighter and larger than the traditional
weak lensing sample, and we assume a standard deviation
of 0.0004 for it.
Redshift uncertainty We model the redshift uncer-

tainty as a Gaussian smoothing with mean of ∆i
z and

width of σi
z(1 + z) [e.g., see 14]. We assume (∆i

z , σ
i
z) =

(0, 0.05) for LSST Y1 and Y10, and we impose Gaus-
sian priors on ∆i

z and σi
z . For LSST Y1, ∆i

z ∼
N (0, 0.002) and σi

z ∼ N (0.05, 0.006). For LSST Y10,
∆i

z ∼ N (0, 0.001) and σi
z ∼ N (0.05, 0.003) [1]. For

DESI-KL, note that the sample has spectroscopic red-
shift, we set (∆i

z , σ
i
z) = (0, 0.0005), which corresponds

to the target selection criteria in Eq. (A6). We set their
priors to ∆i

z ∼ N (0, 0.0001) and σi
z ∼ N (0.0005, 0.0001).

Baryonic feedback We use principal component anal-
ysis (PCA) method to mitigate the baryonic feed-
back bias in weak lensing power spectrum [22, 74–76].
The principal components (PCs) are reduced from a
suite of different hydrodynamical simulations: Horizon-
AGN [77], Illustris/IllustrisTNG [78, 79], Eagle simula-
tion [80], Massiveblack-II [81] and the OWLS AGN sim-
ulation [82, 83]. We marginalize over the first 2 PCs with
Gaussian priors on Q1 ∼ N (0, 40) and Q2 ∼ N (0, 10) for
both LSST-WL and DESI-KL.
Intrinsic alignment We use nonlinear align-

ment [NLA 84–86] model to mitigate the IA bias
in LSST-WL analyses. Four parameters are intro-
duced to control the NLA model: the IA amplitude
AIA ∼ N (5.92, 3.0), the luminosity dependency
βIA ∼ N (1.1, 1.2), and the redshift dependency

ηIA ∼ N (−0.47, 3.8) for z ≤ 0.3 and ηhigh-zIA ∼ N (0, 2.0)
for z > 0.3 [87]. We do not include IA uncertainties
in KL analyses but see [16] for a discussion of IA-like
systematics that only affects KL, which is likely to be
negligible.
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