Cosmic Shear Analysis choices

Quantifying the impact of and interplay between different analysis
choices for LSST-Y1 in cosmic shear
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Cosmic Shear Analysis
Choices

* 2-point statistic

* Cosmological parameter choices

* |A model

* Baryon feedback mitigation

* Photo-z uncertainty marginalisation
* Priors on astrophysical parameters
* Priors on cosmological parameters
* Sampler

* Statistic to report
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Goals for this project:

Which systematics dominate in the
default case?

What are the requirements on the
priors not to be systematics limited?

Which systematics mimic one another
and how does this bias constraints?

Be able to make recommendations for
modelling choices in LSST-Y1

Validate aspects of the DESC
modelling pipelines

‘DE



Cosmic Shear Analysis
Choices

* Cosmological parameter choices
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Cosmic Shear Analysis
Choices

* 2-point statistic
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Cosmic Shear Analysis

Choices
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Mock Analysis

* We consider two mock cosmic

shear data vectors: m
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Cosmic Shear Analysis
Choices
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Cosmic Shear Analysis choices: Quantifying the impact of and
interplay between different analysis choices for LSST-Y1 in cosmic shear

* Which systematics dominate in the default case?

* What are the requirements on the priors not to be
systematics limited?

* Which systematics mimic one another and how does this bias
constraints?

* Be able to make recommendations for modelling choices in
LSST-Y

* Validate aspects of the DESC modelling pipelines
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