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ABSTRACT
Galaxy–galaxy lensing (GGL) and clustering measurements from the Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument Year 1 (DESI Y1)
dataset promise to yield unprecedented combined-probe tests of cosmology and the galaxy–halo connection. In such analyses,
it is essential to identify and characterise all relevant statistical and systematic errors. We forecast the covariances of DESI
Y1 GGL+clustering measurements and the systematic bias due to redshift evolution in the lens samples. Focusing on the
projected clustering and GGL correlations, we compute a Gaussian analytical covariance, using a suite of N-body and log-
normal simulations to characterise the effect of the survey footprint. Using the DESI One Percent Survey data, we measure
the evolution of galaxy bias parameters for the DESI Luminous Red Galaxy (LRG) and Bright Galaxy Survey (BGS) samples.
We find mild evolution in the LRGs in 0.4 < z < 0.8, subdominant to the expected statistical errors. For BGS, we find less
evolution for brighter absolute magnitude cuts, at the cost of reduced sample size. We find that for a redshift bin width ∆z = 0.1,
evolution effects on DESI Y1 GGL is negligible across all scales, all fiducial selection cuts, all fiducial redshift bins. Galaxy
clustering is more sensitive to evolution due to the bias squared scaling. Nevertheless the redshift evolution effect is insignificant
for clustering above the 1-halo scale of 0.1h−1Mpc. For studies that wish to reliably access smaller scales, additional treatment
of redshift evolution is likely needed. This study serves as a reference for GGL and clustering studies using the DESI Y1 sample.

Key words: cosmology: large-scale structure of Universe – galaxies: haloes – methods: statistical – methods: numerical

1 INTRODUCTION

The large-scale structure (LSS) in our Universe carries a wealth of
information, and has become an essential probe in constraining fun-
damental physics and testing the current cosmological paradigm and
galaxy formation. Accessing the information contained in the LSS
requires summary statistics that capture the salient features in the ob-
served density field. The galaxy auto-correlation function has long
been the workhorse summary statistic, and has produced some of
the earliest LSS constraints on the underlying cosmological model
(e.g. Percival et al. 2001; Hamilton & Tegmark 2002; Cole et al.
2005; Tegmark et al. 2006; Padmanabhan et al. 2007). In the last two
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decades, weak gravitational lensing has emerged as another power-
ful probe of cosmology and gravity that complements the informa-
tion content of the galaxy auto-correlation function (e.g. Dalal et al.
2023; Lange et al. 2023; Abbott et al. 2022; Leauthaud et al. 2022;
Heymans et al. 2021; Mandelbaum 2018; Blake et al. 2016; Schrab-
back et al. 2010).

Weak gravitational lensing refers to the correlated gravitational
distortion induced in background galaxy shapes by foreground LSS,
as their light travels towards us. This effect is a powerful cosmolog-
ical probe because it is sensitive to the geometry along the light path
and the potential wells of the intervening structure. In principle, we
can extract the cosmological information through auto-correlation
of the observed shapes of galaxies, commonly referred to as cos-
mic shear (see Kilbinger 2015 for a review), or by cross-correlation
of the shapes of the galaxies with positions of foreground galax-
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ies, often referred to as galaxy-galaxy lensing (GGL; e.g. Mandel-
baum et al. 2013; Brainerd et al. 1996). In this paper, we are primar-
ily concerned with the combination of galaxy-galaxy lensing with
galaxy auto-correlation functions, which improves the constraining
power on cosmology by breaking degeneracies with galaxy bias (e.g.
Dvornik et al. 2023; Pandey et al. 2022; Yuan et al. 2020; Leauthaud
et al. 2017; Coupon et al. 2015).

The Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI) is a spectro-
scopic galaxy survey with the primary goal of determining the na-
ture of dark energy through the most precise measurement of the ex-
pansion history of the universe ever obtained (Abareshi et al. 2022;
DESI Collaboration et al. 2016; Levi et al. 2013). The baseline sur-
vey began in 2021 and will obtain spectroscopic measurements of
40 million galaxies and quasars in a 14,000 deg2 footprint in five
years. This represents an order-of-magnitude improvement both in
the volume surveyed and the number of galaxies measured over pre-
vious surveys such as BOSS and eBOSS (Alam et al. 2020; Ahu-
mada et al. 2020). The DESI large-scale structure samples are di-
vided into 4 target classes: the bright galaxy survey (BGS) sample,
the luminous red galaxies (LRG), the emission line galaxies (ELG),
and the quasi-stellar objects (QSO), with increasingly high redshift
kernels. The LRG and BGS samples at lower redshift provide a clean
and excellently calibrated foreground lens sample for galaxy-galaxy
lensing studies. With these two samples, DESI will provide unprece-
dentedly high signal-to-noise measurement of galaxy-galaxy lens-
ing over large overlap footprints with photometric surveys such as
Hyper-Suprime Cam (HSC) survey (Aihara et al. 2018; Miyazaki
et al. 2018; Mandelbaum et al. 2018a,b), the Dark Energy Survey
(DES, Dark Energy Survey Collaboration et al. 2016; Park et al.
2016; Drlica-Wagner et al. 2018), the Kilo-Degree Survey (KiDS-
1000, Kuijken et al. 2019; Wright et al. 2020; Hildebrandt et al.
2021; Giblin et al. 2021; Heymans et al. 2021), and in the future,
Euclid space telescope (Euclid Collaboration et al. 2020; Laureijs
et al. 2011) and Vera Rubin Observatories’ Legacy Survey of Space
and Time (LSST, Ivezic et al. 2008).

In order to robustly analyze the lensing and clustering measure-
ments to the necessary precision in DESI, we need to understand and
characterize all the relevant systematics, and accurately determine
the covariance between the measured correlations. A leading sys-
tematic error arises when the observed lens galaxy samples evolve
over the width of the redshift bin, but the model ignores such evo-
lution and makes predictions at a fixed redshift. This simplification
rides on the assumption that the targeted sample is sufficient uni-
form within a redshift bin, but a significantly evolving galaxy bias
can break this assumption. Thus, when selecting a lens sample for
cosmological analysis, it is essential to test this assumption and char-
acterize any potential biases. Several studies have leveraged existing
data to demonstrate significant redshift evolution in the galaxy bias
of LRGs (Zhai et al. 2017; Lange et al. 2019; Yuan et al. 2023b;
Pandey et al. 2023). Specifically, Pandey et al. (2023) found that
ignoring the evolution can lead to approximately 1σ biases in the
cosmological constraints in future Rubin LSST analyses.

In this paper, we model the redshift evolution of the DESI BGS
and LRG samples using the DESI One-Percent survey clustering
measurements (DESI Collaboration et al. 2023a,b). From our best-
fit models, we predict the systematic biases due to redshift binning
and compare them to the statistical uncertainties of DESI Y1. We
note several key trade-offs: (1) increasing the number of redshift
bins reduces the evolution effect within each bin but results in nois-
ier covariances; (2) a higher absolute magnitude cut results in a more
uniform sample but at the cost of reduced sample size; (3) a higher
maximum redshift in the lens sample increases the sample size but at

the cost of increased intrinsic alignment (IA) contamination. Finally,
we also address the needs of analyses that rely on pre-determined
simulation snapshots for modeling. This paper accompanies Lange
et al. (2024), which assesses additional theoretical systematic effects
on the DESI GGL measurements.

We also present our determination of the analytical covariance for
DESI Y1 analyses of projected galaxy-galaxy lensing and clustering
statistics. This error forecast is required for both assessing the im-
portance of systematic errors, such as due to lens evolution, as well
as performing the future cosmological analysis. Our fiducial covari-
ance is calculated using an analytical approach, following previous
treatments by (e.g.) Singh et al. (2017); Shirasaki & Takada (2018);
Dvornik et al. (2018); Blake et al. (2020). In this paper we use N-
body and log-normal simulations, sampling the same footprint as the
data, to test and improve the efficacy of this approach.

This paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we describe the
DESI LRG and BGS samples and the photometric source samples
used for this analysis. We present the analytic covariance matrix cal-
culation in section 3, and in section 4 we describe the pipeline we
use to model the redshift evolution of the lens samples. In section 5,
we predict the lens bin biases of the DESI Y1 LRG and BGS sam-
ples compared to the statistical noise for a fiducial set of redshift
bins. We summarise our findings in section 6.

2 DATA

The fiducial DESI Y1 galaxy-galaxy lensing analysis will utilize the
LRG and BGS samples as lenses, and DES, KiDS and HSC sam-
ples as sources. We briefly describe these samples in this section.
We also introduce the relevant summary statistics for Y1 analysis:
galaxy clustering and galaxy-galaxy lensing.

To model the redshift evolution of the lens samples, we make use
of the DESI One Percent Survey data. DESI observed its One Per-
cent Survey as the third and final phase of its science validation (SV)
program in April and May of 2021. Observation fields were cho-
sen to be in 20 non-overlapping ‘rosettes’ selected to cover major
datasets from other surveys, including the Cosmic Evolution Sur-
vey (COSMOS), HSC, DES deep field, Galaxy And Mass Assem-
bly (GAMA), Great Observatories Origins Deep Survey (GOODS),
and anticipated deep fields from future LSST and Euclid observa-
tions. Each rosette is observed at least 12 times, resulting in over
99% completeness for the LRG and BGS samples. The One Percent
Survey essentially produces a smaller but more complete preview
version of the upcoming DESI main sample, and is ideal for calibrat-
ing galaxy-halo connection models and building high fidelity mocks.
Full details of this sample are presented in DESI Collaboration et al.
(2023a) and DESI Collaboration et al. (2023b).

2.1 DESI LRG

LRGs are essential for large-scale structure studies. LRGs are specif-
ically selected for observations due to two main advantages: 1) they
are bright galaxies with the prominent 4000 Å break in their spectra,
thus allowing for relatively easy target selection and redshift mea-
surements; and 2) they are highly biased tracers of the large-scale
structure, thus yielding a higher S/N per-object for clustering mea-
surements compared to typical galaxies. The LRG SV target selec-
tion is defined in Zhou et al. (2020). The DESI LRG sample has
a target density of 605 deg−2 in the redshift range 0.4 < z < 0.8,
significantly higher than previous LRG surveys (BOSS and eBOSS
Dawson et al. 2013, 2016), while the sample also extends to z ∼ 1.
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Figure 1. The DESI lens density-redshift distribution as seen in the One-percent sample. We also over-plot the source galaxy distribution in each tomographic
bin. The three panels correspond to three source galaxy datasets, where the grey vertical dashed lines represent the default lens bins. The short solid vertical
lines in the bottom panel mark the AbacusSummit and Aemulus simulation snapshots for the reference.

Within the DESI One Percent Survey, the LRG main sample consists
of 89,059 galaxies, 43,269 in the northern footprint and 45,790 in the
southern footprint. The shaded blue histogram in Figure 1 shows the
mean spatial density of the LRG sample as a function of redshift. We
only consider the LRG sample in the redshift interval 0.4 < z < 0.8
for fiducial cosmology analyses.

2.2 DESI BGS

During DESI bright time, a BGS sample is observed, which has a
‘Bright’ and ‘Faint’ component, as well as Milky Way stars. In this
work, we only consider the higher priority BGS Bright sample for
simplicity and do not consider the faint sample as it suffers from
complicated incompleteness and systematic effects. The BGS SV
target selection is defined in Hahn et al. (2023); Ruiz-Macias et al.
(2021). Within the One Percent Survey, the BGS Bright sample con-
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Figure 2. The distribution of the DESI One-percent survey BGS Bright sam-
ple in r-band absolute magnitude and redshift. The thick lines indicate the
redshift bins and magnitude cuts considered in this paper. Two bins are out-
lined with dashed borders to indicate that these bins are highly incomplete.

sists of 115,602 galaxies in redshift range 0.1 < z < 0.4. The mean
number density as a function of redshift is shown through the or-
ange shaded histograms in Figure 1, whereas Figure 2 shows the
full distribution of BGS Bright galaxies in the absolute magnitude-
redshift plane. The thick blue lines show the fiducial selection cuts
we adopt for this analysis. We have three R-band magnitude cuts at
-19, -20, -21, and three redshift bins 0.1-0.2, 0.2-0.3, 0.3-0.4. The
dashed lines show selections that are highly incomplete: MR < −19
in 0.2 < z < 0.3, and MR < −20 in 0.3 < z < 0.4. These cuts
are sub-optimal as they do not provide meaningful statistical gains
over brighter more complete selections in the same redshift bins.
Thus, these two selections are likely not relevant for our final analy-
sis setup. We include these bins in our results for completeness.

Given that the BGS is an apparent-magnitude selected sample, a
key consideration when attempting to define a homogeneous subset
of lens galaxies is the absolute magnitude cut. For the DESI fiducial
large-scale BGS clustering analyses, a conservative magnitude cut of
MR < −21.5 is sufficient, as it renders the Poisson noise negligible
on the large scales relevant to Baryon Acoustic Oscillation (BAO)
analysis. However, given galaxy-galaxy lensing analyses are noise-
limited rather than sample variance-limited, we intend to retain a
much larger fraction of the BGS sample to maximize statistical pre-
cision. Figure 3 shows how different absolute magnitude cuts change
the mean number density of the BGS sample as a function of red-
shift. Applying a MR < −19 cut removes approximately 3.3% of the
sample; a MR < −20 cut removes approximately 31% of the sample;
MR < −21 cut removes approximately 76% of the sample. The ab-
solute magnitudes are defined in Eq. 6 in DESI Collaboration et al.
(2023b). Figure 3 shows the mean number density as a function of
redshift for these different absolute magnitude cuts. A brighter mag-
nitude cuts results in a more uniform n(z), but at the cost of removing
a large fraction of the sample. We will analyse the effects of these
choices on the resulting statistical and systematic errors in this study.

2.3 Photometric sources

In this study we consider a cross-correlation analysis of these DESI
lens samples with three weak lensing datasets with significant over-

0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
z

10 4

10 3

10 2

n(
z)

 (h
3 M

pc
3 )

BGS Bright, N=115602
BGS MR < -19, N=111843
BGS MR < -20, N=81817
BGS MR < -21, N=30265

Figure 3. The DESI BGS mean density as a function of redshift for different
magnitude cuts. The legend also states the BGS sample size for different
magnitude cuts, within the fiducial redshift range of 0.1 < z < 0.4.

lap with DESI: the DES Year 3 dataset (DES-Y3 Gatti et al. 2021),
the current KiDS dataset (KiDS-1000 Giblin et al. 2021) and the
HSC Year 1 dataset (HSC-Y1 Mandelbaum et al. 2018a).

The Dark Energy Survey has used the Dark Energy Camera at the
Blanco 4-m telescope to image 5000 deg2 in grizY filters. The Y3
sample comprises data taken during the first three years of DES op-
erations, covering the full footprint with approximately half the final
exposure time, resulting in a catalogue with depth i ≈ 23. The DES-
Y3 shear catalogue contains approximately 100 million galaxies
covering an area of 4143 deg2, with effective source number density
neff = 5.6 arcmin−2 and shape noiseσe = 0.27. The sample is divided
for tomographic analysis into 4 photometric redshift bins with me-
dian redshifts z = [0.34, 0.52, 0.74, 0.96] (Amon et al. 2022), whose
redshift distributions are calibrated by self-organising maps (SOMs)
and further constrained by clustering cross-correlations (Gatti et al.
2022; Myles et al. 2021; Buchs et al. 2019). We adopt these redshift
distributions in our forecasts described below.

The Kilo-Degree Survey is a European Southern Observatory
public survey using a combination of optical imaging in ugri bands
from the 2.6-m VLT Survey Telescope with depth r ≈ 25, and over-
lapping near-infrared imaging in ZY JHKs bands from the VISTA-
VIKING survey. The KiDS-1000 lensing catalogue is based on the
fourth KiDS data release, comprising 1006 deg2 of imaging data.
The sample consists of 21 million galaxies with neff = 6.2 arcmin−2

and σe = 0.27 (Giblin et al. 2021), divided into 5 photometric bins
for tomographic analysis by photometric redshift zB derived using
the BPZ method, with bin limits zB = [0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 0.7, 0.9, 1.2]. The
redshift distributions of these sources samples were determined by
the KiDS collaboration using the SOM methodology (Hildebrandt
et al. 2021).

Finally, Hyper Suprime-Cam is a wide-field imaging camera on
the 8.2-m Subaru telescope, which has been used to conduct a 6-
year deep, multi-band imaging survey. The Wide layer, which is de-
signed for weak lensing cosmology, aims at covering 1400 deg2 in
grizy bands with depth r ≈ 26. The HSC first-year shear catalogue
is based on about 90 nights of HSC Wide data covering 137 deg2

with depth i ≈ 24.5, and contains about 9 million galaxies with
neff = 17.6 arcmin−2 (Mandelbaum et al. 2018a). The source sample
is split into tomographic bins by photometric redshifts with bin lim-

MNRAS 000, 1–18 (2015)
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its z = [0.3, 0.6, 0.9, 1.2, 1.5], with the redshift distributions for each
bin estimated using the COSMOS 30-band photo-z catalogue.

2.4 Summary statistics

For this analysis we consider two summary statistics: the projected
2-point galaxy correlation function (2PCF), wp, and the surface mass
density contrast, ∆Σ, measured by galaxy-galaxy lensing. We start
by introducing the 3D 2PCF, which can be compressed into a 2D
function due to rotational symmetry. We can express this 2D cor-
relation function in terms of transverse separation rp and line-of-
sight (LoS) separation rπ, ξ(rp, rπ), which we can compute using the
Landy & Szalay (1993) estimator:

ξ(rp, rπ) =
DD − 2DR + RR

RR
, (1)

where DD, DR, and RR are the normalized numbers of data-data,
data-random, and random-random pair counts in each bin of (rp, rπ).
The redshift-space ξ(rp, rπ) represents the full information content
of the 2PCF.

To avoid the complexities of modeling the small-scale finger-of-
god effect, we can further compress ξ(rp, rπ) to the projected galaxy
2PCF, wp, which is the line-of-sight integral of ξ(rp, rπ),

wp(rp) = 2
∫ rπ,max

0
ξ(rp, rπ) drπ. (2)

Whilst wp is strictly less informative than ξ(rp, rπ) as it excludes the
velocity information encoded in the LoS clustering, it is easier to
model as it avoids non-linear velocity effects, and its covariance ma-
trix is more tractable owing to the data compression. It is common
for combined-probe analyses to consider wp in addition to weak
lensing measurements for breaking of parameter degeneracies, for
example associated with galaxy bias.

The galaxy-galaxy lensing observable we use is the mean surface
mass density contrast profile ∆Σ, defined as

∆Σ(rp) = Σ(< rp) − Σ(rp), (3)

where Σ(r⊥) is the azimuthally averaged and projected surface mass
density at radius rp and Σ(< rp) is the mean projected surface mass
density within projected separation rp (Miralda-Escude 1991; Wil-
son et al. 2001; Leauthaud et al. 2017):

Σ(≤ rp) =
2
r2

p

∫ rp

0
Σ(R′)R′dR′ . (4)

3 ANALYTICAL COVARIANCES

3.1 Computation of analytical covariance for projected
correlations

The assessment of the significance of systematics due to lens evolu-
tion, as well as the statistical analysis of the survey measurements,
depends on the covariance of the measured correlation functions,
(for example) ∆Σi and ∆Σ j for lens-source combinations i and j be-
tween two scales rp,k and rp,l,

Cov
[
∆Σi(rp,k),∆Σ j(rp,l)

]
=

⟨∆Σi(rp,k)∆Σ j(rp,l)⟩ − ⟨∆Σi(rp,k)⟩ ⟨∆Σ j(rp,l)⟩.
(5)

We use analytical methods to determine the covariances between
different statistics, redshifts and scales for the DESI BGS and LRG
samples and the DES, KiDS and HSC weak lensing datasets. Our
covariance computation follows the methods of Blake et al. (2020)

(see also Singh et al. (2017); Shirasaki & Takada (2018); Dvornik
et al. (2018)) and is fully described in Appendix A; we provide a
brief summary here.

We compute a Gaussian analytical covariance including the sam-
ple variance, noise and mixed contributions. We assume a fiducial
non-linear matter power spectrum, the measured DESI galaxy red-
shift distributions in each bin, and the weak lensing source survey
configurations in tomographic bins defined for DES-Y3 (Amon et al.
2022), KiDS-1000 (Giblin et al. 2021) and HSC-Y1 (Hikage et al.
2019) including the shape noise and effective source number density
in each bin. We evaluate the covariance in 15 logarithmic bins of
projected separation in the range 0.08 < rp < 80 h−1 Mpc. For the
wp covariance, we set rπ,max = 100 h−1 Mpc. We assume the linear
bias factors determined for early DESI data by Prada et al. (2023).
The covariance is noise-dominated on small scales, so the assump-
tion of linear bias does not have a significant impact on these scales.
We evaluate the covariances for the forecast overlap areas of DESI-
Y1 and these weak lensing surveys: (716, 456, 142) deg2 for DES-
Y3, KiDS-1000 and HSC-Y1 overlapping with BGS, and (845, 455,
153) deg2 with LRGs.

3.2 Covariance comparisons with N-body simulations and
jack-knife errors

We tested the analytical covariance determination for the surface
mass density contrast ∆Σ(rp) using the Buzzard DESI-Lensing simu-
lations (DeRose et al. 2024). These simulations build realistic DESI
target and weak lensing source populations within the Buzzard simu-
lation suite (DeRose et al. 2019a). The DESI targets are included via
a halo occupation distribution prescription, and the sources are pop-
ulated by a statistical method which includes photometric redshift
errors, magnitude distributions, source weights and multiplicative
shear calibration bias. We refer the reader to DeRose et al. (2024)
for a full description of these simulations.

We created mock source and lens samples matched to the angu-
lar footprint of the overlapping DESI-Y1 and weak lensing datasets.
We determined these “survey masks” from the angular completeness
maps of the DESI-Y1 redshift catalogues (where the completeness is
defined relative to the final DESI target density), intersected with the
footprint of each weak lensing dataset, using a Healpix nside = 1024
pixelisation. The window functions in each case are illustrated for
the three weak lensing surveys in Fig. 4, where we note that DESI-
Y1 BGS and LRG observations have different completeness maps,
such that we treat these two redshift ranges separately. For the case
of HSC, we have artificially arranged the six survey regions more
compactly in Fig. 4. Tiling the irregular geometries of these inter-
sections within a Buzzard quadrant allows (8, 3, 12) realisations to
be extracted for the (KiDS, DES, HSC) footprints, producing a total
of (64, 24, 96) realisations across the 8 separate Buzzard simula-
tions.

For the different combinations with the source samples, we mea-
sured the surface mass density contrast ∆Σ(rp) around the lenses, us-
ing the same measurement code as described in Blake et al. (2020).
Specifically, we applied the∆Σ(rp) estimator assuming a single spec-
troscopic redshift distribution for each source sample, and therefore
we do not utilise the individual source photo-z estimates. We esti-
mated ∆Σ(rp) in 15 logarithmically-spaced projected separation bins
in the range 0.08 < rp < 80 h−1 Mpc, and we corrected our results for
the multiplicative shear calibration bias introduced in the mocks. We
estimated both the “tangential” and “cross” components of ∆Σ(rp).
For the tangential (or “E-mode”) component, for each source-lens
pair included in the estimate, the source shape is projected perpen-
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Figure 4. The window functions applied when creating the ensemble of Buzzard mocks including survey overlap masks. Window functions are illustrated for
the DESI-Y1 BGS (left-hand column) and LRG observations (right-hand column), using the DESI completeness maps in a Healpix nside = 1024 pixelisation,
where the colour bar indicates the DESI completeness level. The different rows display the intersection of these DESI completeness maps with the KiDS-1000,
DES-Y3 and HSC-Y1 survey footprints. The axes indicate separation in degrees relative to the field centre, where for the case of HSC-Y1, we have artificially
arranged the six widely-separated survey regions in a more compact format. The areas shown in the panel titles correspond to the total area of intersection
between the DESI and lensing survey footprints.

dicular to the source-lens separation vector, measuring the contri-
bution of weak gravitational lensing. For the cross (or “B-mode”)
component, the source shapes are first rotated by 45◦, which serves
as a useful systematic error test which we will apply to the real data.
We refer the reader to Heydenreich et al. (2024) for a full discussion
of ∆Σ estimates in the context of the DESI Y1 data.

We illustrate our results using the example of the masked simu-
lations of DESI-Y1 BGS and KiDS-1000, noting that the analyses
of the other survey configurations reach similar conclusions. Fig.5
displays the tangential and cross ∆Σ(rp) measurements between the
five tomographic source samples of the KiDS-1000 mocks, around
the three lens samples of the DESI-Y1 BGS mocks (0.1 < z < 0.2,
0.2 < z < 0.3 and 0.3 < z < 0.4). We plot the mean and standard
deviations of the measurements across the 64 realisations, compared
to the fiducial cosmological models in each case, scaled by a linear
galaxy bias factor jointly fit to the data at each lens redshift. The
models are a good description of the measurements, and (in these
mock catalogues) we detect no evidence of a “cross” component.

Fig. 6 displays a comparison between different estimates of the
error in these ∆Σ measurements. In this figure we compare the esti-
mate from the analytical covariance (solid black line), with the stan-
dard deviation across the 64 mock realisations (represented by the
green band, whose width indicates the “error in the error” due to the
limited number of realisations), with the jack-knife error estimated
using 100 jack-knife regions containing equal number of lenses
(dashed red line). The jack-knife regions are defined by boundaries
of constant right ascension and declination and have average areas
between 1.4 and 8.5 deg2 depending on the survey. The analytical
covariance is determined from the Gaussian contribution, together
with the noise correction using the measured number of source-lens
pairs. Generally speaking, the different error estimates agree within
10 − 20%, depending on scale and redshift.

Fig. 7 displays the full correlation matrix of the ∆Σ data vector,
when the different redshift and separation bins are concatenated to-

gether, where the analytical covariance is displayed in the upper-left
triangle of both panels, and the numerical and jack-knife covariance
in the lower-right triangles. We see a similar qualitative structure in
the different estimates of the covariance matrix, which features sig-
nificant correlation between measurements for different source sam-
ples and the same lenses, at adjacent large separations, and negli-
gible correlation between measurements for different lens samples.
Fig. 8 compares estimates of the correlation coefficients for covari-
ance matrix elements sharing the same scale bin, for different lens
and source bins offset from the central diagonal.

In Appendix B we use log-normal mocks to investigate the effects
of the survey footprint on the galaxy-galaxy lensing covariance. The
window functions of the source and lens samples can alter the sam-
ple variance contribution to the Gaussian covariance on large scales
(Kilbinger & Schneider 2004; Sato et al. 2011; Shirasaki et al. 2019;
Friedrich et al. 2021; Joachimi et al. 2021). We show that these ef-
fects are more significant for the cross-component of the galaxy-
galaxy lensing, which may be used in a null test for the presence of
B-modes. We find that for the DESI-Y1 footprint geometry shown
in Fig.4, the error in the tangential (cross) component increases with
reference to the analytical prediction by 10% (30%) at the scales at
which 50% of source-lens pairs are “lost” by the boundary. We de-
scribe our corrections to the covariance for these effects in Appendix
B.

4 MODELLING LENS BIN EVOLUTION

In this section we describe how we create our model for the red-
shift evolution of the DESI lens samples. Our pipeline first analyzes
the DESI One Percent Survey data to constrain the galaxy bias pa-
rameters as a function of redshift. Then we produce high-fidelity
redshift-dependent mocks using the best-fit galaxy bias model. Fi-
nally, we compute the summary statistics and the biases associated
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Figure 5. The “tangential” and “cross” components of the surface mass density contrast ∆Σ(rp) of the five tomographic source samples of the KiDS-1000
mocks, around the three lens samples of the DESI-Y1 BGS mocks, for the simulations including the overlap mask. The different panels display measurements
for different combinations of source and lens samples, as indicated by the captions above and to the right of each panel. We plot the mean and standard deviation
of the measurements across 64 Buzzard masked regions. The solid lines show the fiducial cosmological models, where a linear bias factor has been jointly fit to
each lens redshift slice using the separation range rp > 5 h−1 Mpc (indicated by the un-shaded regions). The units of ∆Σ(rp) are h M⊙ pc−2, and the y-axes are
scaled by a factor of rp (in h−1 Mpc) for clarity of presentation.

Figure 6. A comparison between error estimates of the tangential component of the surface mass density contrast ∆Σ(rp) of the five tomographic source samples
of KiDS-1000, around the three lens samples of DESI-BGS, for the Buzzard mocks including survey overlap masks. The different panels display error estimates
for different combinations of source and lens samples. We compare the error in ∆Σ(rp) predicted by the analytical covariance (solid black line), with the standard
deviation of the measurements across 64 Buzzard regions (the green band, which indicates the error in the inferred standard deviation arising from the limited
number of regions), with the jack-knife error (dashed red line).
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Figure 7. The correlation matrix corresponding to the covariance of the tangential ∆Σmeasurements of the KiDS-1000 and DESI-Y1 BGS mocks, including the
survey masks. The measurements use Ntom = 5 source tomographic samples, Nlens = 3 lens samples and Nsep = 15 separation bins, which are concatenated into
a data vector of length Nlens ·Ntom ·Nsep = 225, where the innermost loop is over separations, and the outermost loop is over lens bins. The analytical covariance
is depicted in the upper-left triangle of both panels. The lower-right triangles display the numerical covariance derived from 64 realisations (left-hand panel)
and the average jack-knife covariance of the 64 realisations (right-hand panel). The correlation matrix is divided into sections corresponding to the different
lens bins, indicated by the horizontal and vertical dotted lines.

Figure 8. The correlation coefficient of the off-diagonal covariance of the
tangential ∆Σ measurements of the KiDS-1000 and DESI-Y1 BGS mocks,
r(i, j) = Ci j/

√
Cii C j j. The different panels display the full set of correlation

coefficients for matrix elements sharing the same scale bin, for different lens
and source bins offset from the central diagonal. We compare the correla-
tion coefficient predicted by the analytical covariance (solid black line), the
Buzzard realisations (green band) and the jack-knife covariance (dashed red
line).

with different lens bin choices, whose significance we assess using
the analytical covariances.

4.1 HOD model

For galaxy bias modeling, we adopt the Halo Occupation Distribu-
tion model (HOD), which probabilistically populates dark matter ha-
los with galaxies according to a set of halo properties. Statistically,

the HOD can be summarized as a probability distribution P(ng|Xh),
where ng is the number of galaxies of the given halo, and Xh is some
set of halo properties.

In the vanilla HOD model, halo mass is assumed to be the only
relevant halo property Xh = Mh (Zheng et al. 2005, 2007). This
vanilla HOD separates the galaxies into central and satellite galax-
ies, and assumes the central galaxy occupation follows a Bernoulli
distribution whereas the satellites follow a Poisson distribution.

For both the LRG and the luminosity-limited BGS samples, the
HOD is well approximated by a vanilla model given by Zheng et al.
(2007); Zehavi et al. (2011); Guo et al. (2015):

n̄LRG
cent (M) =

fic

2
erfc

[
log10(Mcut/M)

√
2σ

]
, (6)

n̄LRG
sat (M) =

[
M − κMcut

M1

]α
n̄LRG

cent (M), (7)

where the five vanilla parameters characterizing the model are
Mcut,M1, σ, α, κ. We describe these parameters as follows: Mcut sets
the minimum halo mass to host a central galaxy; M1 sets the typical
halo mass that hosts one satellite galaxy; σ controls the steepness
of the transition from 0 to 1 in the number of central galaxies; α is
the power law index on the number of satellite galaxies; and κMcut

gives the minimum halo mass to host a satellite galaxy. We have
added a modulation term n̄LRG

cent (M) to the satellite occupation func-
tion to remove satellites from halos without centrals. We have also
included an incompleteness parameter fic, which is a downsampling
factor controlling the overall number density of the mock galaxies.
This parameter is relevant when trying to match the observed mean
density of the galaxies in addition to clustering measurements. By
definition, 0 < fic ≤ 1.

For this analysis, we use the AbacusHOD code to find best-
fit HODs and sample HOD posteriors. AbacusHOD is a highly
efficient HOD implementation that enables a large set of HOD
extensions (Yuan et al. 2021). The code is publicly available
as a part of the abacusutils package at https://github.com/
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abacusorg/abacusutils. Example usage can be found at https:
//abacusutils.readthedocs.io/en/latest/hod.html.

The HOD code is implemented on top of the AbacusSummit
simulation suite, which is a set of large, high-accuracy cosmo-
logical N-body simulations using the Abacus N-body code (Mak-
simova et al. 2021; Garrison et al. 2019, 2021). For this analy-
sis, we use the base simulation box at Planck 2018 cosmology
AbacusSummit_base_c000_ph000 (Planck Collaboration et al.
2020). The box contains 69123 particles within a (2 h−1Gpc)3 vol-
ume, which yields a particle mass of 2.1 × 109 h−1 M⊙. 1

The dark matter halos are identified with the CompaSO halo finder,
which is a highly efficient on-the-fly group finder specifically de-
signed for the AbacusSummit simulations (Hadzhiyska et al. 2022).
In addition to determining the number of galaxies per halo, the stan-
dard HOD model also dictates the position and velocity of the galax-
ies. In the vanilla model, the position and velocity of the central
galaxy are set to be the same as those of the halo center, specifi-
cally the L2 subhalo center-of-mass for the CompaSO halos. For the
satellite galaxies, they are randomly assigned to halo particles with
uniform weights, each satellite inheriting the position and velocity
of its host particle.

To extract the redshift evolution, we conduct standard HOD fits in
multiple redshift bins centered around AbacusSummit output snap-
shots. The best-fit parameters are then interpolated as a function of
redshift to derive an approximate redshift evolution model, as we
describe in the following subsection.

4.2 Dark Emulator

Having obtained the best-fitting HOD parameters in each redshift
bin, we interpolate the best-fit parameters as a function of red-
shift with simple polynomials to build a simple empirical redshift-
dependent galaxy bias model. Then, we apply these models to the
Dark Emulator dark matter model to generate realistic redshift-
dependent mocks. Dark Emulator essentially provides an emulated
model of the halo power spectrum as a function of cosmology, red-
shift, halo mass, and scale (Nishimichi et al. 2019; Kobayashi et al.
2022). It is trained on a large suite of dark matter only simulations
evaluated at 100 different cosmologies.

Dark Emulator then computes the galaxy correlation and galaxy-
galaxy lensing statistics by convolving the vanilla HOD with the em-
ulated halo power spectrum and Fourier transforming back to con-
figuration space. Using Dark Emulator, we evaluate the wp and ∆Σ
statistics along a dense grid of lens redshifts (∆z = 0.01), with input
redshift dependent HOD parameters evaluated from the interpolated
HOD(z).

To measure evolution biases from assuming a fixed HOD, we first
compute the ‘real’ measurement ∆Σevol (or wp,evol), which we model
by integrating the ∆Σ along the dense redshift grid over the full red-
shift bin, weighted by the n(z) of the observed sample. Then, we
compute the naive model measurement ∆Σfixed (or wp,fixed), which
assumes a fixed HOD at a fixed redshift. For analytic theories, this
fixed redshift can be approximated as the mean redshift of the sam-
ple in the corresponding redshift bin. Thus, ∆Σfixed is computed by
simply evaluating our redshift dependent model at the mean redshift.

1 For more details, see https://abacussummit.readthedocs.io/en/
latest/abacussummit.html

More precisely,

∆Σfixed = ∆ΣDE (zmean, HOD(zmean) ) , (8)

∆Σevol =

∫
dz n(z)∆ΣDE (z, HOD(z) ) , (9)

where ∆ΣDE is the ∆Σ model from Dark Emulator, n(z) is the lens
redshift distribution, and zmean is the mean redshift in the correspond-
ing redshift bin given n(z). 2 We then use comparisons between these
∆Σ evaluations to determine the impact of these assumptions from
different lens bin configurations, characterizing the lens bin bias as,

δz−evol =
|∆Σfixed − ∆Σevol|

∆Σevol
. (10)

We can repeat this exercise for wp to calculate the evolution effect
on the projected clustering. We note that assuming zmean for the fixed
redshift is a conservative scenario, and real analyses may choose to
further tune the assumed redshift.

5 SYSTEMATICS DUE TO LENS EVOLUTION

In this section, we compare biases due to redshift evolution to the
expected statistical error of the DESI Y1 LRG and BGS samples in
a set of fiducial redshift bins.

5.1 LRG

To model the redshift evolution of the LRG sample, we conduct
HOD fits in the two fiducial redshift bins 0.4 < z < 0.6 and
0.6 < z < 0.8. We refer the readers to section 4.1 for the model
description and Yuan et al. (2023a) for the detailed HOD analysis.
We use the posterior means quoted in Table 3 of Yuan et al. (2023a)
for this analysis. We reproduce the relevant numbers in Table 1.

We build a simple model of LRG redshift evolution HOD(z) by
linearly interpolating the best-fit values of log Mcut and log M1 as
a function of redshift. The parameters α, σ and κ are poorly con-
strained and are thus held fixed at their posterior mean values in the
lower redshift bin. We then feed the HOD(z) to Dark Emulator to
produce a redshift-dependent LRG mock from z = 0.4 to z = 0.8
and compute the biases in wp and ∆Σ due to redshift evolution using
Eq. 10. Because the n(z) of the LRG is fairly flat, the mean redshift
of LRGs is fairly close to the middle of the redshift bin. Specifi-
cally, we obtain zmean ≈ 0.509 for the 0.4 < z < 0.6 sample, and
zmean ≈ 0.705 for the 0.6 < z < 0.8 sample.

We compare the redshift evolution systematic error δz−evol with the
expected statistical error from the same redshift bin, calculated as
the cumulative noise-to-signal of the summary statistic, integrating
from large to small scales:

σstat(rp) =
√

xT (r > rp)C−1 x(r > rp), (11)

where x is the target data vector (wp or ∆Σ), and C is the correspond-
ing analytic covariance matrix forecast in Section 3. One can simply
interpret this measure as how accurately we can determine the am-
plitude of the summary statistics as increasingly smaller scales are
incorporated.

Figure 9 shows the ratio of δz−evol to the statistical error σstat as a

2 We note that assuming mean sample redshift is fairly naive, and additional
differences between model and data could be accounted for by shifting the
mean redshift. Nevertheless, this assumption is useful in presenting a worst
case scenario.
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Figure 9. The ratio of the error induced by LRG redshift evolution δz−evol divided by the statistical error σstat., as a function of projected scale rp. Note that we
show the cumulative measure above a minimum projected scale rp. The two panels correspond to the two fiducial LRG lens bins. The orange curve shows wp,
whereas the blue curve shows ∆Σ. The width of the two curves indicate the spread between different photometric source samples (DES Y3, KiDS-1000, and
HSC). It is clear that for LRGs, the redshift evolution in the fiducial redshift bins is insignificant compared to the statistical error.

Sample LRG

z range 0.4 < z < 0.6 0.6 < z < 0.8

log Mcut 12.89 12.79

log M1 14.08 13.88

σ 0.27 0.21

α 1.20 1.07

κ 0.65 1.4

Table 1. LRG HOD posterior means as found in Table 3 of Yuan et al.
(2023a). The masses are in units of h−1 M⊙.

function of the minimum projected scale rp included in the analy-
sis. We draw a dashed line at δz−evol/σstat = 1, above which redshift
evolution becomes a significant systematic effect. The two panels
correspond to the two redshift bins, whereas the two colors corre-
spond to the summary statistics wp and ∆Σ. The widths of the band
correspond to the spread between different source samples (DES Y3,
KiDS-1000, and HSC). It is clear that for LRGs, the systematic due
to redshift evolution is insignificant given DESI Y1 statistics. This
is true for both fiducial lens bins and for all source samples. This
statement also holds down to scales as small as 0.1 h−1Mpc.

5.2 BGS

For the BGS sample, we perform our analysis not just in terms of
redshift binning, but also in terms of cuts in absolute magnitude MR.
We follow the same procedure as for the LRG sample to model the
BGS redshift evolution for different magnitude cuts. The BGS sam-
ple has not been analyzed with an HOD model in multiple redshift
bins in previous papers, so we conduct an additional set of HOD
fits of the BGS sample. To construct HOD(z), we conduct vanilla
HOD fits of the BGS Bright sample at AbacusSummit snapshots
z = 0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, spanning our DESI redshift bins. We repeat the
fits for 3 different absolute magnitude cuts, MR < −19, MR < −20,
and MR < −21. We only consider the vanilla HOD model for sim-
plicity, and fit the projected 2PCF wp within 0.1 < rp < 32 h−1Mpc.

We assume Gaussian likelihoods and use the diagonal errors com-
puted with 60 jackknife regions. The HOD best-fits are summarized
in Table 2, and the best-fit wp predictions are displayed in Figure 10.
Note that we have shifted the wp along the y-axis for visual clarity.
We have also skipped MR < −19 at z = 0.4 since that is the same
sample as MR < −20 at z = 0.4 (Figure 2). Note that we are only
varying the two mass parameters in these HOD fits because they are
much better constrained than the other parameters given the noisy
measurements.

Figure 11 visualizes the evolution of the best-fit HODs for differ-
ent magnitude-limited BGS samples. We see clear redshift depen-
dency for all different magnitude cuts. The faintest MR < −19 sam-
ple displays the strongest redshift-evolution. The MR < −21 sample
is less sensitive to redshift and has a similar HOD to that of the LRG
samples shown in gray. The dependence of the mass parameters (and
linear bias) on absolute magnitude cuts is consistent with findings of
Prada et al. (2023) (see Table 4). The satellite occupation parameters
are also similar to that of Prada et al. (2023).

We again build an HOD(z) model by interpolating parameters
log Mcut and log M1. We compute δz−evol and σstat. for the BGS sam-
ple using Dark Emulator, except we repeat these calculations for
different magnitude cuts: MR < −19, MR < −20, and MR < −21.

Figure 12 shows the ratio of δz−evol to σstat. as a function of
scale, but we organize the plots differently than for LRGs. The three
columns correspond to the three fiducial redshift bins, whereas the
the two rows correspond to the two summary statistics. We use three
different colors to show three different magnitude cuts. The horizon-
tal dashed lines indicate the threshold where the redshift evolution
becomes a statistically significant effect. The widths on the curves
again show the spread between different source samples. We have
skipped MR < −19 in 0.3 < z < 0.4 as it is the same sample as
MR < −20 at 0.3 < z < 0.4. We have also used open hatches instead
of solid colors for the two bins where the sample is highly incom-
plete: MR < −19 in 0.2 < z < 0.3, and MR < −20 in 0.3 < z < 0.4.
These two choices are not relevant for the final cosmology analysis
as they do not represent significant gains over brighter magnitude
cuts in the same redshift bins.

We see that the systematics due to redshift evolution are some-
what more significant for BGS than for LRGs. As expected, the
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Sample BGS MR < −19

z range 0.05 < z < 0.15 0.15 < z < 0.25 0.25 < z < 0.35 0.35 < z < 0.45

log Mcut 11.59 11.87 12.19 -

log M1 12.29 12.68 13.14 -

Sample BGS MR < −20

log Mcut 11.89 12.04 12.20 12.39

log M1 12.71 12.85 13.15 13.17

Sample BGS MR < −21

log Mcut 12.59 12.59 12.92 13.12

log M1 13.69 13.66 13.50 13.83

Table 2. BGS HOD best-fits across 4 redshift bins and 3 absolute magnitude cuts. The best-fit wp predictions are shown in Figure 10. Note that we use an
non-fiducial redshift range (offset from fiducial bins by 0.05) for the HOD analysis to accommodate the fact that our AbacusSummit simulation snapshots are
at z = 0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4. We then use these best-fit values to derive the redshift evolution of the sample in the fiducial DESI redshift bins. We have fixed 3 HOD
parameters σ = 0.1, α = 0.8, κ = 1.0 for stable fits given the limited S/N in the data vector. We have skipped MR < −19 at z = 0.4 since it is the same sample as
MR < −20 at z = 0.4. The masses are in units of h−1 M⊙. These best-fit HODs are also visualized in Figure 11.

significance of redshift evolution decreases with the limiting abso-
lute magnitude. For lensing, redshift evolution remains insignificant
across all scales and all magnitude cuts in the fiducial redshift bins.
For clustering, redshift evolution is notably more important due to
the bias squared scaling. Specifically, redshift evolution can be sig-
nificant for wp at the very small scales rp < 1 h−1Mpc, but the signif-
icance drops as we move to brighter samples and higher complete-
ness. The highly incomplete selections shown in open hatches tend
to suffer from worse evolution effects. Thus, for analyses that focus
on 2-halo scales and larger, redshift evolution should be insignifi-
cant given Y1 statistics. For analyses that aim to leverage the 1-halo
scales, more care should be given to evolution effect.

A new type of analyses using simulation-based models to derive
cosmological constraints have recently gained popularity. Some re-
cent examples include for example Lange et al. (2023); Yuan et al.
(2022); Zhai et al. (2022); Lange et al. (2022). While promising to
utilize smaller scales than traditional analytic methods, these analy-
ses are limited to redshift snapshots available in the simulation out-
puts. We assess the redshift evolution systematics for these types of
analyses in Appendix C.

6 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

DESI Y1 data are expected to deliver high-precision GGL and clus-
tering measurements and strong constraints on cosmological param-
eters. It is essential to forecast the statistical errors and characterise
the impact of different systematics. In this paper, we present the co-
variance forecasts for DESI Y1 GGL and clustering measurements
and assess the significance of lens sample redshift evolution. Our
key findings are:

• A Gaussian analytical covariance calculation agrees with the
galaxy-galaxy lensing error across an ensemble of mock catalogues
within around 10%, across the majority of scales and redshifts.
• Survey footprint effects increase the covariance on the largest

scales, especially for the “cross” component of galaxy-galaxy lens-
ing. These effects will be important when using B-mode tests on
scales comparable to the survey footprint.
• The DESI LRG sample in fiducial bins of 0.4 < z < 0.6 and

0.6 < z < 0.8 shows very mild evolution with insignificant effect on
the lensing and clustering measurements.

• The evolution in the BGS sample is dependent on the absolute
magnitude cut, with brighter cuts resulting in less evolution and vice
versa. Galaxy lensing should not be sensitive to redshift evolution
across all scales, magnitude cuts, and redshift bins in our fiducial
setup. Galaxy clustering is more sensitive, where evolution effects
can be significant on 1-halo scales at rp < 1h−1Mpc.

This paper should be a reference for making analysis choices with
DESI Y1 samples, especially in selecting redshift bins and magni-
tude cuts. For LRGs, we find the fiducial redshift bins to be more
than sufficient in controlling the redshift evolution effects. For BGS,
we find galaxy–galaxy lensing to be safe given fiducial choices.
Galaxy clustering is also safe if the analysis does not utilise the
smallest scales. For small-scale analyses that want to maximise sam-
ple size, additional redshift bins might be needed. Alternatively,
one can adopt different magnitude cuts for different redshift ranges.
Specifically, lower redshift bins tend to see less evolution at fixed lu-
minosity and thus can adopt a fainter magnitude cut. Figure 12 acts
as a reference plot for making these magnitude choices.

There are several caveats with this analysis. For simplicity, we
do not characterise or report the uncertainties on the HOD fits. This
means that the systematic effects we report in Figure 9 and Figure 12
are of their mean expected amplitudes, not their worst-case ampli-
tudes. However, because the best-fit HODs produce continuous and
expected behaviors as a function of redshift, we expect the uncertain-
ties of the HOD fits to be small and that our conclusions are robust.
Similarly, the HODs themselves are calibrated in finite redshift bins
assuming a model at a fixed redshift. We designed these bins to be
centered on the simulation output in the BGS analysis to reduce this
bias. Nevertheless, a more rigorous examination of redshift evolu-
tion is needed beyond Y1.

Additionally, we have modeled the redshift dependence with an
interpolation scheme between a small number of snapshots. While
that is sufficient for identifying the overall trends, it potentially in-
troduces spurious evolution effects due to the low number of in-
terpolated points and errors in the best-fit. We suggest a repeat of
this analysis using simulated lightcones and properly implemented
HOD(z) models. Finally, we directly applied the best-fit HODs from
AbacusSummit to Dark Emulator, which relies on a different set of
simulations and different halo finders. This leads to a small system-
atic bias that is ignored in this paper.
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Figure 10. The DESI EDR BGS Bright wp fits across three different absolute magnitude cuts. The solid lines denote the data with jackknife errors. The dashed
lines showcase the best-fit prediction. The orange and green curves have been shifted up by +10 and +20 respectively for visual clarity. Note that we use an
non-fiducial redshift range (offset from fiducial bins by 0.05) for the HOD analysis to accommodate the fact that our AbacusSummit simulation snapshots are at
z = 0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4. We then use these best-fit values to derive the redshift evolution of the sample in the fiducial DESI redshift bins.
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Figure 11. The DESI One-percent BGS Bright sample HOD best-fit across
three different magnitude-limited subsamples (different panels and colors)
and four redshift bins (different line styles). The gray solid and gray dashed
lines represent the LRG HOD best-fits from Table 1. We see clear redshift
evolution in BGS sample. The MR < −21 sample is qualitatively similar to
the LRG sample.

This work made use of Astropy:3 a community-developed core
Python package and an ecosystem of tools and resources for astron-
omy (Astropy Collaboration et al. 2013, 2018, 2022).

DATA AVAILABILITY

The simulation data are available at https://abacussummit.
readthedocs.io/en/latest/. The AbacusHOD code package is
publicly available as a part of the abacusutils package at https:
//github.com/abacusorg/abacusutils. Example usage can be
found at https://abacusutils.readthedocs.io/en/latest/
hod.html. All mock products will be made available at https:
//data.desi.lbl.gov.

All data points shown in the published graph will be also available
at https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10724372.
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Figure 12. The ratio of the redshift evolution effect in the fiducial redshift bins to the expected statistical error for BGS sample with different magnitude cuts.
The three columns correspond to the three fiducial BGS lens bins. The top row shows the results for wp, whereas the bottom row shows the results for ∆Σ. The
three colors show the three different absolute magnitude cuts, while the width of the curves represents the spread between different photometric samples. We
have skipped MR < −19 in 0.3 < z < 0.4 as it is the same sample as MR < −20 at 0.3 < z < 0.4. We have also used open hatches instead of solid colors for
the two bins that are highly incomplete (dashed lines in Figure 2). We see that for galaxy lensing, redshift evolution remains insignificant across all scales and
magnitude cuts in the fiducial redshift bins. For galaxy clustering, redshift evolution is insignificant at scales greater than rp > 1 h−1Mpc. The redshift evolution
is less important for brighter samples and tend to be worst for highly incomplete samples.
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APPENDIX A: GAUSSIAN COVARIANCE OF PROJECTED
CORRELATIONS

In this section we detail our determination of the analytical covari-
ance for the projected correlation functions, ∆Σ(rp) and wp(rp).

A1 Relation of projected correlations to power spectra

The projected mass density around lens galaxies at projected sep-
aration rp is determined by the 3D galaxy-mass cross-correlation
function ξgm(r) as,

Σ(rp) = ρm

∫ ∞

−∞

drπ
[
1 + ξgm(rp, rπ)

]
, (A1)

where rπ is the line-of-sight separation and ρm is the mean cosmic
matter density. The surface mass density contrast is then found by
averaging the projected density over directions in the plane of the
sky defined by ϕ, such that,

∆Σ(rp) = Σ(< rp) − Σ(rp)

=
2
r2

p

∫ rp

0
dr′p r′p Σ(r′p) − Σ(rp)

= ρm

∫ ∞

−∞

drπ

[
2
r2

p

∫ rp

0
dr′p r′p

∫ 2π

0

dϕ′

2π
ξgm(r′p, rπ)

−

∫ 2π

0

dϕ
2π
ξgm(rp, rπ)

]
,

(A2)

after substituting in Eq.A1. We can express this in terms
of the galaxy-mass cross-power spectrum by using ξgm(r) =∫

d3 k
(2π)3 Pgm(k) e−ik·r, obtaining,

∆Σ(rp) = ρm

∫
d3 k

(2π)3 Pgm(k)
[∫ ∞

−∞

drπ e−ik∥rπ

]
×[

2
r2

p

∫ rp

0
dr′p r′p

∫ 2π

0

dϕ′

2π
e−ik⊥ ·r′p −

∫ 2π

0

dϕ
2π

e−ik⊥ ·rp

]
= ρm

∫
d3 k

(2π)3 Pgm(k)×[
L∥ δ̃D(k∥)

] [ 2
r2

p

∫ rp

0
dr′p r′p J0(k⊥r′p) − J0(k⊥rp)

]
= ρm

∫
d2 k⊥
(2π)2 Pgm(k⊥) J2(k⊥rp),

(A3)

where k⊥ is the 2D Fourier wave vector in the plane of the sky, k∥ is
the wave number in the line-of-sight direction, L∥ is the thickness of

the redshift slice, and Jn indicates a Bessel function of the first kind.
The projected galaxy correlation function at projected separation rp

is defined by,

wp(rp) =
∫ rπ,max

−rπ,max

drπ ξgg(rp, rπ), (A4)

where rπ,max is the upper limit used in the measurement, and
ξgg(r) is the 3D galaxy correlation function. We can express this
in terms of the galaxy auto-power spectrum by using ξgg(r) =∫

d3 k
(2π)3 Pgg(k) e−ik·r, obtaining,

wp(rp) =
∫

d3 k
(2π)3 Pgg(k) e−ik⊥ ·rp

∫ rπ,max

−rπ,max

drπ e−ik∥rπ . (A5)

Averaging the measurement over directions ϕ we find,

wp(rp) = 2rπ,max

∫
d3 k

(2π)3 Pgg(k) J0(k⊥rp) j0(k∥rπ,max). (A6)

where j0 is a spherical Bessel function. In the Limber approximation
we suppose that only tangential modes contribute to the projected
clustering, which allows us to simplify Eq.A6 to the form,

wLim
p (rp) =

∫
d2 k⊥
(2π)2 Pgg(k⊥) J0(k⊥rp) × 2rπ,max

∫ ∞

−∞

dk∥
2π

j0(k∥rπ,max)

=

∫
d2 k⊥
(2π)2 Pgg(k⊥) J0(k⊥rp).

(A7)

A2 Covariance of projected correlations

We may deduce the covariance of ∆Σ(rp) using Eq.A3 (for similar
treatments, see Singh et al. 2017; Shirasaki & Takada 2018; Dvornik
et al. 2018; Blake et al. 2020),

Cov
[
∆Σ(rp),∆Σ(r′p)

]
= ρ2

m

∫
d2 k⊥
(2π)2

∫
d2 k′⊥
(2π)2 Cov

[
Pgm(k⊥), Pgm(k′⊥)

]
J2(k⊥rp) J2(k′⊥r′p)

=
ρ2

m

As

∫
d2 k⊥
(2π)2 Cov

[
Pgm(k⊥), Pgm(k⊥)

]
J2(k⊥rp) J2(k⊥r′p),

(A8)

where As = Ωs χ
2
eff is the projected survey area at the effective lens

distance χeff .
We now use the relations between the spatial and angular power

spectra for a narrow redshift slice,

CNar
gκ (ℓ) = ρm

Σ−1
c (χeff)
χ2

eff

Pgm

(
ℓ

χeff

)
, (A9)

where ℓ is the angular wave number and the general expression for
the covariances between the angular power spectra of different fields
(labelled A, B,C,D) and samples (labelled i, j, k, l) (Krause & Eifler
2017),

Cov
[
Ci j

AB,C
kl
CD

]
=

[
Cik

AC + δ
K
ik δ

K
AC N i

A

] [
C jl

BD + δ
K
jl δ

K
BD N j

B

]
+

[
Cil

AD + δ
K
il δ

K
AD N i

A

] [
C jk

BC + δ
K
jk δ

K
BC N j

B

] (A10)

where N indicates the noise auto-power spectrum of a field. Apply-
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ing Eq.A9 and Eq.A10,

Cov
[
Pgm(k⊥), Pgm(k⊥)

]
=

χ4
eff

ρ2
m

[
Σ−1

c (χeff)
]2 Cov

[
CNar

gκ (k⊥χeff),CNar
gκ (k⊥χeff)

]
= P2

gm(k⊥) +
χ4

eff

ρ2
m

[
Σ−1

c (χeff)
]2

[
Cκκ(k⊥χeff) + Nκ

] [
CNar

gg (k⊥χeff) + Ng

]
.

(A11)

The expression for the covariance is then,

Cov
[
∆Σ(rp),∆Σ(r′p)

]
=

1
As

∫
dk⊥ k⊥

2π
J2(k⊥rp)J2(k⊥r′p)×ρ2

mP2
gm(k⊥) +

χ4
eff[

Σ−1
c (χeff)

]2

[
Cκκ(k⊥χeff) + Nκ

] [
CNar

gg (k⊥χeff) + Ng

]
(A12)

Similarly for the “cross” component,

Cov
[
∆Σ×(rp),∆Σ×(r′p)

]
=

1
As

χ4
eff[

Σ−1
c (χeff)

]2 ×∫
dk⊥ k⊥

2π
J2(k⊥rp) J2(k⊥r′p) Nκ

[
CNar

gg (k⊥χeff) + Ng

]
.

(A13)

The covariance of wp(rp) follows from Eq.A6,

Cov
[
wp(rp),wp(r′p)

]
= 4r2

π,max

∫
d3 k

(2π)3

∫
d3 k′

(2π)3

Cov
[
Pgg(k), Pgg(k′)

]
J0(k⊥rp) J0(k′⊥r′p) j0(k∥rπ,max) j0(k′∥rπ,max).

(A14)

Using Cov
[
Pgg(k), Pgg(k′)

]
= 2

[
Pgg(k) + 1

ng

]2
δ̃D(k − k′), where

the factor of 2 accounts for the fact that the modes −k and k are not
independent, this becomes,

Cov
[
wp(rp),wp(r′p)

]
=

8r2
π,max

Vs

∫
d3 k

(2π)3

[
Pgg(k) +

1
ng

]2

×

J0(k⊥rp) J0(k⊥r′p) j2
0(k∥rπ,max),

(A15)

where Vs is the survey volume. In the Limber approximation where
only tangential modes contribute to the covariance,

CovLim
[
wp(rp),wp(r′p)

]
=

8r2
π,max

Vs

∫
d2 k⊥
(2π)2

[
Pgg(k⊥) +

1
ng

]2

J0(k⊥rp) J0(k⊥r′p)×∫ ∞

−∞

dk∥
2π

j2
0(k∥rπ,max)

=
4rπ,max

Vs

∫
dk⊥ k⊥

2π

[
Pgg(k⊥) +

1
ng

]2

J0(k⊥rp) J0(k⊥r′p)

=
4rπ,max

Vs

∫
dk⊥ k⊥

2π

[
P2

gg(k⊥) +
2Pgg(k⊥)

ng

]
J0(k⊥R) J0(k⊥r′p)

+
2rπ,max

πrp n2
g Vs
δD(rp − r′p).

(A16)

Eq.A16 is identical to Eq.31 in Marian et al. (2015), neglecting the
term “wLim

gg (rp)” in their expression. This term arises if we use a Pois-
son rather than a Gaussian model for the galaxy statistics, and can
be neglected on large scales.

A3 Cross-covariances involving projected correlations

The cross-covariance between ∆Σ(rp) and wp(rp) follows from
Eq.A3 and Eq.A7,

Cov
[
∆Σ(rp),wLim

p (r′p)
]
=

ρm

As

∫
d2 k⊥
(2π)2 Cov

[
Pgm(k⊥), Pgg(k⊥)

]
J2(k⊥rp) J0(k⊥r′p).

(A17)

We now use the relation for narrow redshift slice,

CNar
gg (ℓ) =

1
χ2

eff L∥
Pgg

(
ℓ

χeff

)
. (A18)

Applying Eq.A18, Eq.A9 and Eq.A10,

Cov
[
Pgm(k⊥), Pgg(k⊥)

]
=

χ4
eff L∥

ρm Σ
−1
c (χeff)

Cov
[
CNar

gκ (k⊥χeff),CNar
gg (k⊥χeff)

]
=

χ4
eff L∥

ρm Σ
−1
c (χeff)

× 2
[
CNar

gg (k⊥χeff) + Ng

]
CNar

gκ (k⊥χeff)

= 2
[
Pgg(k⊥) +

1
ng

]
Pgm(k⊥).

(A19)

Hence, the cross-covariance expression is,

Cov
[
∆Σ(rp),wLim

p (r′p)
]
=

2 ρm

As

∫
dk⊥ k⊥

2π

[
Pgg(k⊥) +

1
ng

]
Pgm(k⊥) J2(k⊥rp) J0(k⊥r′p).

(A20)

APPENDIX B: TESTING FOOTPRINT EFFECTS ON THE
COVARIANCE USING LOGNORMAL MOCKS

In this section we use lognormal mock catalogues to calibrate the
impact of the survey footprint on the covariance of galaxy-galaxy
lensing statistics. For some previous investigations of this issue, we
refer the reader to Kilbinger & Schneider (2004); Sato et al. (2011);
Shirasaki et al. (2019); Friedrich et al. (2021); Joachimi et al. (2021).
Footprint effects cannot be readily included in analytical treatments
of the covariance, even for the Gaussian term. However, numerical
investigations allow the significance of the effects to be explored.

Lognormal realisations are a useful resource for such investiga-
tions because a large ensemble of simulations can be cheaply gener-
ated (we use 1000 realisations for our analysis), permitting the dif-
ferences between the covariances for different configurations to be
accurately quantified. We generated these mocks using the Full-sky
Lognormal Astro-fields Simulation Kit (FLASK, Xavier et al. 2016),
adopting the same fiducial cosmology as the Buzzard N-body sim-
ulations and a lens redshift distribution and bias evolution matching
the DESI configuration. We simulated a weak lensing source distri-
bution with a density of 10 arcmin−2, sampled from a generic source
redshift distribution for z < 1.85 which we sub-sampled into the to-
mographic bins of the three weak lensing surveys. (We could match
the complete source density of KiDS and DES, and we sub-sampled
the HSC source density by a factor of 2.) We also sampled the mocks
to match the angular completeness of each of the DESI and weak
lensing survey overlap regions illustrated in Fig.4.

We measured the tangential and cross-components of the galaxy-
galaxy lensing signal for each realisation, γt and γ×, and compared
the result to the analytical covariance determination. For the pur-
poses of this comparison, the analytical covariances were computed
using the effective convergence and galaxy model power spectra out-
put by the FLASK code, at the corresponding angular resolution,
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which capture the lognormal effects. These power spectra differ from
the models used to determine the analytical covariance of the Buz-
zard simulations, which is why the numerical FLASK covariance
cannot be used directly as the data covariance.

The results of this galaxy-galaxy lensing error comparison are
displayed in Fig.B1, for the overlap footprints between DESI and
KiDS, DES and HSC. The upper panel shows the observed source-
lens pairs as a function of angular separation, as a fraction of the
theoretical pair count that would be observed in the absence of sur-
vey boundary effects. The angular scale where 50% of pairs are lost
is indicated by the vertical dashed line, which occurs at 3.39◦, 4.29◦

and 1.72◦ for the KiDS, DES and HSC overlaps, respectively. These
relative scales agree well with the survey geometries displayed in
Fig.4. The remaining two panels of Fig.B1 display the ratio of the
standard deviation of the γt and γ× measurements across the real-
isations, to the prediction of the analytical covariance. The width
of the bands indicate the variation across the different combinations
of lens and source tomographic bins, which are combined in this
plot for clarity. The two covariance determinations agree well on
small scales, but we find that the analytical calculation underesti-
mates the survey covariance on large scales, with this effect being
most significant for γ×. We can interpret this finding by considering
the “mixing” of E-mode and B-mode convergence power in the con-
tributions to the Gaussian covariance including a survey footprint:
the contribution of the (larger) E-mode power to γ× exceeds that of
the (smaller) B-mode power to γt. We find that at the angular scales
noted above where 50% of pairs are lost, the γt error increases by
around 10% or less, and the γ× error increases by around 30%.

In our calculation of the analytical covariances for these survey
footprints, we include these effects by multiplying the diagonal er-
rors by this correction factor, whilst maintaining the same cross-
correlation between the off-diagonal elements as predicted by the
analytical calculation. (The corrections for the off-diagonal covari-
ances are noisy, as the denominators are small.) For the ∆Σ covari-
ances, we cannot compute the correction directly as a function of R,
since the FLASK simulations are purely angular. Hence in this case
we interpolate the correction at the corresponding angular separation
of each lens redshift bin, θ = R/χ(zl).

We tested the efficacy of these corrections by applying them to
a “B-mode test” of the Buzzard and FLASK mocks. This test ver-
ifies that the γ× measurements are consistent with zero, using the
assumed covariance combining all source and lens bins. We con-
sider analyses adopting both the original analytical covariance, and
the corrected covariance described above. The distribution of χ2 val-
ues across the different realisations, corresponding to these cases,
is shown in Fig.B2. We assume the maximum fitting scales indi-
cated in Fig.B1, at which 50% of source-lens pairs are excluded by
the survey boundary. We find that if the original (uncorrected) co-
variance is used, the χ2 values are over-estimated compared to the
number of degrees of freedom, owing to the under-estimate of the
covariance, such that the γ× = 0 hypothesis is erroneously rejected
for many realisations. However, following the correction to the co-
variance based on the FLASK lognormal mocks, an appropriate χ2

distribution is recovered again.

APPENDIX C: SIMULATION-BASED ANALYSES

In this section, we characterize the significance of redshift evolu-
tion effects for simulation-based analyses. For DESI, two simulation
suites are considered for such analyses: AbacusSummit (Maksimova
et al. 2021) and Aemulus (DeRose et al. 2019b). The available rel-

Figure B1. The impact of survey geometry on the error in the tangential and
cross-components of the average shear (γt and γ×). The upper panel shows
the fraction of observed source-lens pairs as a function of angular separa-
tion θ, compared to the theoretical pair count that would be observed in the
absence of survey boundary effects. Results are shown for KiDS, DES and
HSC DESI overlap footprints, where the band indicates the standard devi-
ation across different pairs of lens and source samples. The angular scale
corresponding to losing 50% of pairs is indicated by the vertical dashed line.
The middle and lower panel display the ratio of the standard deviation of the
average shear measurements across the realisations, to the analytical covari-
ance error. The bands again indicate the standard deviation of results across
the different lens and source samples.

evant redshift snapshots are displayed at the bottom of Figure 1 in
short vertical lines. For the BGS sample, the AbacusSummit snap-
shots are unfortunately lying at the edge of the fiducial redshift bins.
Using these snapshots for the fiducial bins is expected to result in
large systematic biases. Thus, it is necessary for simulation-based
analyses to use custom non-fiducial redshift bins for the BGS sam-
ple.

Given that the relevant AbacusSummit snapshots are at z =
0.2, 0.3, 0.4, the simplest redshift binning scheme for AbacusSum-
mit-based analyses is 0.15 < z < 0.25, 0.25 < z < 0.35, and
0.35 < z < 0.45. Figure C1 shows the ratio between the redshift
evolution bias and the cumulative noise-to-signal of the BGS sample
in this alternative binning scheme and where the theory predictions
are made at z = 0.2, 0.3, 0.4. We have noted the custom offset bins
in the title of the panels. We have again highlighted the incomplete
selections with open hatches.

Comparing to Figure 12, we see larger evolution effects due to
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Figure B2. The distribution of χ2 values obtained when performing a “B-
mode test” (that γ× = 0) using the Buzzard and FLASK simulations includ-
ing the KiDS, DES and HSC overlap footprints. The open and solid his-
tograms correspond respectively to using the original analytical covariance,
and the covariance corrected for survey footprint effects using the FLASK
lognormal mocks. The vertical line corresponds to the number of degrees of
freedom in each case.

the fact that we are limited to fixed redshifts instead of the mean
sample redshift. However, the qualitative trends in terms of scale
and magnitude cuts remain the same, as we expect.

For galaxy–galaxy lensing, we see that the bias due to redshift
evolution continues to be insignificant relative to statistical noise.
For galaxy clustering, the evolution effects become important at
scales rp ∼ 1 h−1Mpc and below, especially at higher redshift.
This suggests that simulation-based analyses that intend to utilize
rp < 1 h−1Mpc should either carefully account for evolution system-
atics at the smallest scales, or use narrower redshift bins to reduce
the effect of redshift evolution, or change the effective redshift.
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Figure C1. The ratio of the redshift evolution effect in the offset redshift bins to the expected statistical error for BGS sample in a simulation-based analysis.
The three columns correspond to the three new BGS lens bins centered on AbacusSumit snapshots (z = 0.2, 0.3, 0.4). The top row shows the results for wp,
whereas the bottom row shows the results for ∆Σ. The three colors show the three different absolute magnitude cuts, while the width of the curves represents
the spread between different photometric samples. The color scheme is identical to Figure 12. We see that redshift evolution is insignificant at scales greater
than rp > 1 h−1Mpc.
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