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ABSTRACT
Cosmological information is usually extracted from the Lyman-𝛼 (Ly𝛼) forest correlations using only either large-scale infor-
mation interpreted through linear theory or using small-scale information interpreted by means of expensive hydrodynamical
simulations. A complete cosmological interpretation of the 3D correlations at all measurable scales is challenged by the need of
more realistic models including the complex growth of non-linear small scales that can only be studied within large hydrodynam-
ical simulations. Past work were often limited by the trade off between the simulated cosmological volume and the resolution
of the low-density intergalactic medium from which the Lyman-𝛼 signal originates. We conduct a suite of hydrodynamical
simulations of the intergalactic medium, including one of the largest Ly𝛼simulations ever performed in terms of volume (640
h−1Mpc), alongside simulations in smaller volumes with resolutions up to 25 h−1kpc. We compare the 3D Ly𝛼 power spectra
(𝑃3D,𝛼) predicted by those simulations to different non-linear models. The inferred Ly𝛼 bias and RSD parameters, 𝑏𝛼 and 𝛽𝛼

are in remarkable agreement with those measured in SDSS and DESI data. We find that, contrary to intuition, the convergence
of large-scale modes of the 𝑃3D,𝛼, which determines 𝛽𝛼, is primarily influenced by the resolution of the simulation box through
mode coupling, rather than the box size itself. Finally, we study the BAO signal encoded in 𝑃3D,𝛼. For the first time with a
hydrodynamical simulation, we clearly detect the BAO signal, however we only marginally detect its damping, associated with
the non-linear growth of the structures.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Neutral hydrogen in the intergalactic medium (IGM) scatters light
at 1216 Å, producing characteristic absorption features in the spec-
tra of distant quasars (QSO), dubbed the Lyman-𝛼 (Ly𝛼) forest.
Over the last decade, the Baryon Oscillation Spectroscopic Sur-
vey(BOSS) (Dawson et al. 2013) and extended BOSS (eBOSS) (Daw-
son et al. 2016) through the SDSS (Sloan Digital Sky Survey) (Eisen-
stein et al. 2011; Blanton et al. 2017) have measured the spectra of
more than 300,000 high-redshift QSOs allowing for the most precise
measurement to date of Ly𝛼 correlations in the IGM.

So far, observational measurements have been conducted on large
and small scales independently through the 3D auto-correlation func-
tion and the 1D power spectrum, respectively. Large-scale measure-
ments correlate absorption features across different lines of sight and
probe matter clustering on scales up to hundreds of h−1Mpc. They
allowed the detection of the Baryon Acoustic Oscillation (BAO) scale
at 𝑧 = 2.3, providing geometrical constraints on the expansion rate

†These two authors equally contributed to this work

and the angular diameter distance (Slosar et al. 2013; Bautista et al.
2017; de Sainte Agathe et al. 2019; du Mas des Bourboux et al.
2020) at a relatively high redshift which has not so far been probed
by other observables. More recently, (Cuceu et al. 2022) improved
these measurements by fitting the "full-shape" auto-correlation func-
tion, i.e. by including smaller scales than BAO analyses, and mea-
sured for the first time the Alcock-Paczynski (AP) effect (Alcock &
Paczynski 1979). Small-scale measurements so far focused on corre-
lations within individual quasar lines of sight, through the 1D power
spectrum. They probe matter clustering on scales as small as the
h−1Mpc scale, unreachable by other tracers (Palanque-Delabrouille
et al. 2013; Walther et al. 2018; Chabanier et al. 2019; Karaçaylı
et al. 2022; Ravoux et al. 2023; Karaçaylı et al. 2024). The 1D power
spectrum is particularly sensitive to the sum of neutrino mass and
the nature of dark matter. It has thus been used to put strong con-
straints on

∑
𝑚𝜈 , the sum of masses of neutrinos (Seljak et al. 2005;

Palanque-Delabrouille et al. 2015a,b; Palanque-Delabrouille et al.
2019) as well as several dark matter models, e.g. warm dark mat-
ter (Viel et al. 2005, 2013; Baur et al. 2017; Yèche et al. 2017), fuzzy
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dark matter (Iršič et al. 2017; Armengaud et al. 2017) or interacting
dark matter (Dvorkin et al. 2014; Xu et al. 2018; Garny et al. 2018).

The stage IV dark energy experiment DESI (Dark Energy Spectro-
scopic Instrument) (DESI Collaboration et al. 2016; Abareshi et al.
2022) as well as other upcoming surveys such as WEAVE (Pieri et al.
2016), will considerably improve cosmological measurements from
Ly𝛼 observations. DESI, which started its main survey in 2021, is
increasing by a factor of 4 the number of high-redshift quasar spectra,
going from ∼ 300,000 to ∼ 1,200,000, and consequently is signifi-
cantly increasing the number of close quasar pairs, with QSO density
increasing from ∼ 20 QSO/deg2 in eBOSS (Palanque-Delabrouille
et al. 2016) to ∼ 60 QSO/deg2 for DESI (Chaussidon et al. 2022).
Therefore, it offers an opportunity to conduct cosmological infer-
ence from 3D correlation measurement for the first time through
the Ly𝛼 3D power spectrum (𝑃3D,𝛼). Such a measurement would
combine cosmological information from both large and small scales,
and is expected to significantly improve precision on cosmological
parameters and break some parameter degeneracies. For instance,
measurement of the sum of neutrino masses would be improved by
increasing the statistical power on the Mpc scale (with more pixels
separated by a few Mpc than the 1D power spectrum alone) as well
as the AP measurement by taking into account even smaller scales
than current works. In another example, the 1D power spectrum suf-
fers from major degeneracies between

∑
𝑚𝜈 and the IGM thermal

state (Peeples et al. 2010; Kulkarni et al. 2015), which also reduce
density fluctuations, but only along the line of sight.

On the observational side, efforts have already been dedicated to
estimating the 𝑃3D,𝛼 from the data (Font-Ribera et al. 2018). First
measurements performed on eBOSS data and the forecasted improve-
ment that DESI will provide are given in Abdul-Karim et al. (2024)
and de Belsunce et al. (2024). However, on the theoretical side, we
need a robust framework to interpret these complex measurements.
On small scales, we have to rely on cosmological hydrodynamical
simulations to model the numerous non-linear physical processes
that govern the evolution of the baryonic gas in the IGM. A common
practice is to run ensembles of simulations to train computationally
efficient emulators in order to predict the Ly𝛼 1D power spectrum
in a fast way (Borde et al. 2014; Walther et al. 2021; Pedersen et al.
2021). 3D correlation modeling is very challenging as we need to
simulate large volumes (few hundreds of h−1Mpc at least) while
resolving the ∼ 100 kpc Jeans scale of the low-density IGM.

The 𝑃3D,𝛼 computed from such simulations can be fit to analyti-
cal models, which add small-scale corrections to the usual redshift-
space formula derived from the linear theory of gravitational col-
lapse (Kaiser 1987) for the Ly𝛼 flux field. These small-scale cor-
rections are either generic bias terms defined in a perturbation the-
ory approach (Givans et al. 2022; Ivanov 2024), or empirical func-
tions aimed at modelling physical phenomena that are at play at
those scales (McDonald 2003; Arinyo-i Prats et al. 2015). How-
ever, works so far have been limited by the volume and resolution
of such simulations, casting doubts on their interpretation and com-
parison with data. In particular, 𝛽𝛼, the Ly𝛼 RSD parameter, was
found to be lower in simulations than in observations, e.g. 𝛽𝛼 ∼
1.4 from 50 h−1Mpc GADGET-II simulations (Arinyo-i Prats et al.
2015) or 𝛽𝛼 ∼ 1.432 from the 300 h−1Mpc IllustrisTNG simula-
tions (Pillepich et al. 2019) at 𝑧 = 2.3 while eBOSS DR16 measured
𝛽𝛼 = 1.669 ± 0.071 (du Mas des Bourboux et al. 2020), and DESI
DR1 measured 𝛽𝛼 = 1.743+0.074

−0.100 (DESI 2024). However, we note
that measurements of the 𝛽𝛼 parameter have large uncertainties, as
they are degenerate with e.g. the impact of high column density
systems which contaminate the Ly𝛼 forest.

In order to go beyond past works limited by computational power

and set up a robust framework to model 3D correlations of the
Ly𝛼 forest accurately at the expected level of precision of the data, we
constructed the ACCEL2 (ACCELerated expansion of the universe
with ACCELerated computing on GPUs) suite of hydrodynamical
simulations. It includes one of the largest hydrodynamical simula-
tions of the Ly𝛼 forest to date. In this article, we present the suite
of simulations run with the grid-based code Nyx and perform a
𝑃3D,𝛼 fit based on common analytical models to demonstrate the
power of these large-volume simulations and how they improve ex-
isting state-of-the-art hydrodynamical simulations.

The considerable volume reached by our largest simulation makes
it possible, for the first time in a hydrodynamical simulation, to char-
acterize the BAO signal encoded in small-wavenumber modes of
𝑃3D,𝛼(𝑘 < 1 h Mpc−1). Previous studies Eisenstein et al. (2007);
Seo & Eisenstein (2007); Kirkby et al. (2013) have shown, for both
galaxy and Ly𝛼 clustering, that the non-linear growth of structures
damps the BAO signal. This damping term in the case of 𝑃3D,𝛼 is
actually included routinely in BAO fits (e.g. du Mas des Bourboux
et al. (2020)), but was only measured from an N-body simulation
"painted" with the Ly𝛼 signal (Hadzhiyska et al. 2023), and never
from hydrodynamical simulations. In this work, we therefore attempt
to measure the broadening of the BAO peak from our largest simula-
tion, in order to validate analytical expressions from Eisenstein et al.
(2007).

The article is structured as followed. Simulations are presented
in Sec 2. In particular, we describe the Eulerian code Nyx we use
to realize the suite of large-volume hydrodynamical simulations in
Sec. 2.1, we outline the characteristics of the suite and compare it
to state-of-the-art hydrodynamical simulations in Sec.2.2, and we
present the numerical methods used to extract 𝑃3D,𝛼 from the simu-
lations in Sec. 2.3. In Sec. 3, we describe the analytical models used
in this work. In Sec. 4, we present 𝑃3D,𝛼 fit results, and in particular
results on the Ly𝛼 bias and RSD parameter. In Sec. 5, we investigate
how these fits are impacted by artificially increasing the physical
resolution using the splicing technique. We measure the BAO signal
on our largest simulation in Sec. 6. Finally, we conclude and open
the road to future works in Sec. 7.

2 THE ACCEL2 SUITE OF SIMULATIONS

This section presents the suite of Nyx simulations along with the
numerical methods to compute Ly𝛼 sightlines and 3D power spectra.
In order to predict the Ly𝛼 forest signal in simulations, the diffuse
IGM with typical overdensity 0 ≤ 𝛿 ≤ 10 must be modeled. The
evolution of IGM depends on gravity and gas pressure forces which
are strongly affected by the reionization model. Following Chabanier
et al. (2023) findings, we use the hydrodynamical code Nyx, which
we describe in Sec.2.1. Then, we present the new suite of simulations
and compare it to previous works in Sec. 2.2. Finally, the numerical
approach to calculating the 𝑃3D,𝛼 is described in Sec. 2.3.

2.1 The Nyx code

Nyx is a publicly available1, parallel, adaptive mesh, cosmological
simulation code that solves the equations of compressible hydro-
dynamics of baryonic gas coupled with an N-body treatment of
the dark matter in an expanding universe (Almgren et al. 2013;

1 https://amrex-astro.github.io/Nyx
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Sexton et al. 2021). Nyx’s hydrodynamics is based on an Eule-
rian formulation, which is a very efficient approach for the low-
density regions of the intergalactic medium. The code uses a second-
order (dimensionally-unsplit) piecewise linear (PLM) or piecewise
parabolic method (PPM, Colella & Woodward 1984) to construct the
fluxes through the interfaces of each cell. The Poisson equation for
self-gravity of the gas and dark matter is solved using a geometric
multigrid method.
Nyx is built on the AMReX (Zhang et al. 2019) adaptive mesh

refinement (AMR) library and is written in C++. The approach to
AMR uses a nested hierarchy of logically-rectangular grids with
simultaneous refinement in both space and time. We use MPI to dis-
tribute AMR grids across nodes and use logical tiling with OpenMP
to divide a grid across threads for multi-core CPU machines (expos-
ing coarse-grained parallelism) and/or CUDA/HIP/DPC++ to spread
the work across GPU threads on GPU-based machines (fine-grained
parallelism).

Details of Nyx’s Ly𝛼 forest modeling are given in Lukić et al.
2015, but we quickly summarize it here as well. To model the Ly𝛼
forest, Nyx follows the abundance of six species: neutral and ionized
hydrogen, neutral, once and twice-ionized helium, and free electrons.
For these species, all relevant atomic processes – ionization, recom-
bination, and free-free transitions are modeled. Heating and cooling
source terms are calculated using a sub-cycled approach in order to
avoid running the whole code on a short, cooling timescale. It is
assumed that all gas elements are optically thin to ionizing photons,
such that their ionization state can be fully described by a uniform
and isotropic UV+X-ray background radiation field (Oñorbe et al.
2017).

2.2 The suite of simulations and comparison to existing
simulations

All simulations are initialized at 𝑧 = 200, using Zel’dovich approx-
imation (Zel’dovich 1970). Transfer functions were generated us-
ing both analytical approximation Eisenstein & Hu (1999) and the
CLASS (Blas et al. 2011) Boltzmann solver. We use cosmological pa-
rameters following Planck 2016 (Planck Collaboration et al. 2016):
Ω𝑏 = 0.0487, Ω𝑚 = 0.31, 𝐻0 = 67.5, 𝑛𝑠 = 0.96 and 𝜎8 = 0.83.

We produced a suite of 6 simulations with box size, 𝐿, ranging from
160 to 640 h−1Mpc , and a number of resolution elements, 𝑁𝑐 , rang-
ing from 15363 to 61443, which translates into resolutions ranging
from 25 to 100 h−1kpc. We use a uniform grid approach, which works
well for low-density regions. Table 1 presents a summary of the sim-
ulation characteristics. The main simulations are ACCL2_L160R25
and ACCL2_L640R100. The former has the smallest volume of our
suite but also has the highest resolution, 25 h−1kpc. This has been
shown to be the required resolution to study the Ly𝛼 forest down to
scales as small as the Mpc with percent-level accuracy (Lukić et al.
2015; Walther et al. 2021; Chabanier et al. 2023). The latter has
the largest volume, 640 h−1Mpc, larger than most current state-of-
the-art hydrodynamical simulations but has the coarsest resolution.
Intermediate simulations are used to study box size and resolution
effects. For each simulation, we have snapshots at z = 2.0, 2.6, 3.0,
3.6, 4.0 and 5.0.

Our suite of simulations considerably improves existing Ly𝛼 sim-
ulations not only by exceeding volumes probed but also by increasing
the physical resolution in the low-density regime, from which orig-
inates the Ly𝛼 forest signal. A visual representation of the baryon
density obtained from our largest simulation is given in Fig. 1.

For instance, when comparing to the Sherwood suite of sim-
ulations dedicated to Ly𝛼 studies (Bolton et al. 2017), with

ACCL2_L640R100 we increase the volume of the largest Sherwood
simulation by a factor of 64 while keeping an equivalent physical
resolution. With ACCL2_L160R25, we improve the physical reso-
lution by a factor of 4 while keeping the same cosmological vol-
ume. We also probe a larger volume than the MilleniumTNG sim-
ulation (Hernández-Aguayo et al. 2022) (by a factor of 1.8) with
a slightly better physical resolution in the intergalactic medium
(average physical resolution of ∼ 115 h−1kpc for MilleniumTNG
compared to 100 h−1kpc for ACCL2_L640R100). It is important to
keep in mind that the MilleniumTNG simulations model the galaxy
formation by including star formation, stellar population evolution,
and chemical enrichment following supernovae (SN), supermassive
blackhole formation, and galactic feedbacks (SN and blackholes).
However, those models have to be included via subgrid models that
rely on relatively ad-hoc subgrid-free parameters commonly cali-
brated on astrophysical observables. The choice of observables on
which those are calibrated lead to significant variations on different
cosmological observables (Chisari et al. 2019), in particular couples
of percent on the Ly𝛼 P1D (Chabanier et al. 2020). During the real-
ization of our study, we noted that the FLAMINGO project (Schaye
et al. 2023) realized very large hydrodynamical simulations. Their
simulations are probing larger volumes but with a resolution that is
significantly lower than our simulations, and are thus not adapted
to the study of Ly𝛼 forest according to the findings in (Lukić et al.
2015) and (Chabanier et al. 2023).

2.3 Extraction of Ly𝜶 power spectra

This section describes the simulation output data and how it is pro-
cessed to produce synthetic Ly𝛼 forest sightlines and 𝑃3D,𝛼. All the
Ly𝛼 fields and 𝑃3D,𝛼 computations are performed with the gimlet
post-processing software (see, for instance, Friesen et al. 2016).

For each simulation box, we take skewers along the three sim-
ulation axes, keeping periodic boundary conditions with the rays
passing through all cell centers. Then, we compute the (normalized)
transmitted flux 𝐹 at every pixel, with 𝐹 = 𝑒−𝜏 where 𝜏 is the optical
depth for Ly𝛼 photon scattering. The latter is defined as

𝜏𝜈 =
𝜋𝑒2

𝑚𝑒𝑐
𝑓12

∫
𝑛HI
Δ𝜈𝐷

𝜙𝜈𝑑𝑟, (1)

where 𝜈 is the observed frequency, 𝑒 is the electron charge, 𝑐 is the
speed of light, 𝑓12 is the oscillator strength for the Ly𝛼 resonance
transition, 𝑛𝐻𝐼

is the neutral hydrogen density, Δ𝜈𝐷 = (𝑏𝑇/𝑐)𝜈0 =

(
√︁

2𝑘𝐵𝑇/𝑚𝐻/𝑐)𝜈0 is the Doppler width with 𝑏𝑇 the Doppler pa-
rameter, 𝑚𝐻 the mass of hydrogen, 𝑘𝐵 the Boltzmann constant and
𝜙𝜈 is the line profile.

In general, the line profile is a Voigt profile, but we use the Doppler
profile instead for several reasons. The Doppler profile is equivalent
to the Voigt one for lines whose maximal optical depth is less than
1000. We are only interested in Ly𝛼 forest systems with optical
depths at line center of less than 10. For Lyman Limit Systems
(LLS) and Damped Ly𝛼 systems (DLAs), our simulations are not
designed to compute the correct density and temperature in any
case: the HI density in these systems should have self-shielding
corrections, which cannot be evaluated properly without coupled
radiative transfer-hydrodynamics in the simulations. If we were to use
Voigt profiles with these high column density systems, the damping
wings would not only be inaccurate, but those errors would then
contaminate nearby regions. The Doppler profile is

𝜙𝜈 =
1
√
𝜋

exp
−

(
𝜈 − (1 − 𝜈| |

𝑐 )𝜈0
Δ𝜈𝐷

)2 . (2)
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Name Box size [Mpc/h] Box size [Mpc] Number of cells Physical resolution [kpc/h]

ACCL2_L160R100 160 237 15363 100
ACCL2_L160R50 160 237 30723 50
ACCL2_L160R25 160 237 61443 25
ACCL2_L320R100 320 474 30723 100
ACCL2_L320R50 320 474 61443 50
ACCL2_L640R100 640 948 61443 100

Table 1. The set of simulations with the simulation name, the box size in h−1Mpc and in Mpc, the number of gas cells, and the equivalent physical resolution in
h−1kpc. The physical resolutions (precisely 104, 52, and 26 h−1kpc) are approximated for clarity and conciseness.

Figure 1. Slice showing the baryon density through the largest simulation, ACCL2_L640R100, with 640 h−1Mpc on each side and 61443 cells at 𝑧 = 2. The
left side shows the whole simulated box, while on the right we show a randomly selected zoom-in region of 80 h−1Mpc width, which is approximately the size
probed by current state-of-the-art Ly𝛼 hydrodynamical simulations.

In velocity space, peculiar velocities modify the optical depth by
shifting the absorption positions and broadening the lines. Thus, in
redshift space, we have

𝜏𝑣 =
𝜋𝑒2 𝑓12𝜆0
𝑚𝑒𝑐𝐻

∫
𝑛HI
𝑣th

exp

[
−

(
𝑣 − 𝑣′ − 𝑣 | |

𝑣th
,

)2]
𝑑𝑣′ (3)

where 𝜆0 is the rest-frame Ly𝛼wavelength, and 𝐻 is the Hubble
expansion rate at the given redshift. For each output, we use 𝑁2

cells×3
lines of sight, where 𝑁cells is the number of resolution elements per
dimension.

We define the flux perturbations as

𝛿𝐹 =
𝐹

⟨𝐹⟩ − 1 , (4)

where ⟨𝐹⟩ is the transmitted flux fraction averaged over all skewers.
Then, the three-dimensional Ly𝛼 flux power spectrum, 𝑃3D,𝛼 (𝑘, 𝜇)
is obtained by taking the average of the squared norm of the Fourier
transform of 𝛿𝐹 and averaging over 𝑘 , the norm of the Fourier mode,

and 𝜇 = 𝑘 ∥/𝑘 , the cosine of the angle between the mode and the
line-of-sight considered.

We average the power spectrum in 4 linear-space bins in |𝜇 |. The
wavenumbers 𝑘 (in h Mpc−1) are defined equally for each 𝜇 bin by
the gimlet software. It is taken as the linear array between 𝜋/𝐿 and
𝜋𝑁/𝐿, with 𝑁/2 bins, where 𝑁 is the number of cells, and 𝐿 the box
size (in h−1Mpc) for the simulation considered. For each (𝑘, 𝜇) bin
of a power spectrum, we associate a statistical uncertainty 𝜎(𝑘, 𝜇) =
𝑃3D,𝛼/

√︁
(𝑁 (𝑘, 𝜇)), where 𝑁 (𝑘, 𝜇) is the number of Fourier modes

used for the averaging in this mode. Note that this uncertainty does
not account for the cosmic variance associated with the specific seed
we choose for the initial conditions of our simulations.

All power spectra are computed as the average of the power spectra
computed along each of the three axes of the simulation. For all
outputs, we normalize the average transmitted flux fraction such
that:

𝐹 = exp (−𝜏eff) = exp
(
−0.0025 × (1 + 𝑧)3.7

)
, (5)

MNRAS 000, 1–17 (2023)
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which is in agreement with the redshift evolution found in high-
resolution data (Bolton et al. 2014; Walther et al. 2019).

2.4 Power spectrum on the ACCEL2 simulation grid

The three-dimensional power spectrum of our most resolved simu-
lation ACCL2_L160R25 and our largest one ACCL2_L640R100 are
represented at redshift 𝑧 = 2.0 in Fig. 2.

For ACCL2_L160R25, the resolution is four times smaller than
the IGM Jeans length, the scale where gas starts to be pressure
supported against gravitational collapse by its temperature, which is
sufficient to resolve the small-scale structure of the gas. We measure
a 𝑃3D,𝛼 profile similar to the one found in previous studies Arinyo-i
Prats et al. (2015), but with a more converged measurement at small
scales, especially for the transverse modes. The ACCL2_L640R100
simulation measures 𝑃3D,𝛼 at larger scales (𝑘 ≲ 0.02 h Mpc−1).
However, the resolution of the simulation is insufficient to correctly
model the Jeans smoothing and thermal broadening. Indeed, as shown
in previous studies Lukić et al. (2015); Chabanier et al. (2023), we
need a 20 h−1kpc resolution to have 𝑃3D,𝛼 converged at the level of
2-4% for wavenumbers up to tens of h Mpc−1.

We remind here the physical interpretation for the shape of
𝑃3D,𝛼 for different 𝜇 bins in ACCL2_L160R25. Jeans smoothing for
baryons is directly taken into account in our hydrodynamical sim-
ulations: the baryonic matter density is smoothed in all directions,
imposing an isotropic cut-off on 𝑃3D,𝛼. The thermal broadening is
specific to the Ly𝛼 forest, and by definition, it is visible only along the
lines-of-sight. Consequently, this broadening impacts the 𝑃3D,𝛼 in
an anisotropic way: the effect is maximum for |𝜇 | = 1 and vanishes
transversely (|𝜇 | ∼ 0).

Both effects impact 𝑃3D,𝛼 at small scales (𝑘 ≳ 2 h Mpc−1), but
the cut-offs related to thermal broadening and Jeans smoothing start
for different 𝑘 . Indeed, the thermal broadening suppression starts
at scales 𝑘 ∼ 2 h Mpc−1. Conversely, Jeans smoothing imposes a
power suppression that starts at smaller scales (𝑘 ∼ 10 h Mpc−1).
The near-transverse 𝜇 bin (|𝜇 | < 0.25) yields a measurement of Jeans
smoothing while the near-radial 𝜇 bin (0.75 < |𝜇 | < 1) witnesses
the combined effect of Jeans and thermal smoothing, and is domi-
nated by thermal broadening. Between both 𝜇 bins, the transition is
progressive.

At larger scales (𝑘 ∼ 0.1 h Mpc−1), the difference between 𝜇 bins
is mainly driven by the linear RSD Kaiser equation.

3 ANALYTICAL MODELING OF THE 3D POWER
SPECTRUM

We parameterize𝑃3D,𝛼 along the work of McDonald (2003); Arinyo-
i Prats et al. (2015). Those models were used in more recent 𝑃3D,𝛼 es-
timation from simulation (Givans et al. 2022). The principle is to
correct the Kaiser formula developed in the linear framework by a
non-linear term 𝐷 (𝑘, 𝜇) such that:

𝑃model,𝛼 (𝑘, 𝜇) = 𝑏2
𝛼

(
1 + 𝛽𝛼𝜇

2
)2

𝑃m (𝑘)𝐷 (𝑘, 𝜇) . (6)

The linear terms are 𝑃m, the linear matter power spectrum at the
considered redshift, 𝑏𝛼 is the Ly𝛼 bias, and 𝛽𝛼 is the Ly𝛼 RSD
parameter. They are theoretically following Seljak et al. (2005):

𝑏𝛼 =
𝜕𝛿𝐹

𝜕𝛿m

����
𝛿m=0

,

𝛽𝛼 =
𝑏𝜂 𝑓

𝑏𝛼
,

𝑏𝜂 = 𝜏𝛼
𝜕𝛿𝐹

𝜕𝜏𝛼

����
𝜏=0

,

(7)

where 𝛿𝐹 is the Ly𝛼 contrast, 𝛿m is the matter density contrast,
𝑓 is the logarithmic growth rate of linear perturbations, 𝑏𝜂 is the
Ly𝛼 velocity bias, and 𝜏𝛼 the Ly𝛼 optical depth. Here, all expressed
quantities (𝑃m, 𝑏𝛼, 𝛽𝛼, 𝐷) also depend on redshift.

The 𝐷 (𝑘, 𝜇) term is used to parameterize non-linearities of
𝑃3D,𝛼 at small scales and must be equal to unity at large scales.
At large scales (𝑘 ≲ 1 h Mpc−1) the Ly𝛼 physics is then entirely
driven by the 𝑏𝛼 and 𝛽𝛼 terms, as shown on Fig. 2.

The bias 𝑏𝛼 gives the amplitude of𝑃3D,𝛼 with respect to the matter
power spectrum, as shown in Fig. 2. Considering the definition of the
Ly𝛼 contrast 𝛿𝐹 in Eq. 4, the bias 𝑏𝛼 is negative. Indeed, a Ly𝛼 over-
absorption (𝐹 < ⟨𝐹⟩) yields a negative value of 𝛿𝐹 but corresponds
to a matter over-density. The RSD term 𝛽𝛼 is directly proportional
to the logarithmic growth rate of structures 𝑓 and is the source of the
dependence of 𝑃3D,𝛼 as a function of 𝜇 on large scale, as seen in
Fig. 2.

To model the non-linear contribution 𝐷 (𝑘, 𝜇), a first model was
developed in McDonald (2003) and rewritten in Arinyo-i Prats et al.
(2015) as

𝐷0 (𝑘, 𝜇) = exp
{(

𝑘

𝑘nl

)𝑎nl

−
(
𝑘

𝑘p

)𝑎p

−
(

𝑘𝜇

𝑘v0 (1 + 𝑘/𝑘v1)𝑎v1

)𝑎v0}
,

(8)

where 𝑘nl, 𝑎nl, 𝑘p, 𝑎p, 𝑘v0, 𝑘v1, 𝑎v0, and 𝑎v1 are free parameters. The
three terms in the exponential correspond respectively to the effects of
non-linear growth, Jeans smoothing suppression, and the associated
effect of thermal broadening and non-linear peculiar velocities along
the line-of-sight. This model is not optimal to describe the largest
scales, as it gives a 𝐷 (𝑘, 𝜇), which does not quickly converge to unity
for large scales (𝑘 ≲ 1 h Mpc−1).

A second model developed in Arinyo-i Prats et al. (2015) uses per-
turbation theory predictions to reduce the number of free parameters
and includes the matter power spectrum 𝑃m:

𝐷1 (𝑘, 𝜇) = exp

{ [
𝑞1

𝑘3𝑃m (𝑘)
2𝜋2 + 𝑞2

(
𝑘3𝑃m (𝑘)

2𝜋2

)2]
×[

1 −
(
𝑘

𝑘v

)𝑎v

𝜇𝑏v

]
−

(
𝑘

𝑘p

)2
}
,

(9)

where 𝑞1, 𝑞2, 𝑘v, 𝑎v, 𝑏v, and 𝑘p are free parameters. Here, the
non-linear growth corrections at different orders are controlled by
the parameters 𝑞1 and 𝑞2. In Arinyo-i Prats et al. (2015), the au-
thors also consider this model with a fixed value 𝑞2 = 0. The Jeans
smoothing is ruled by 𝑘p. Finally, the thermal broadening is handled
by (𝑘v, 𝑎v, 𝑏v).

Both models describe the physics of Jeans smoothing, non-linear
structure growth and thermal broadening responsible for the crossing
of curves for different 𝜇 bins in Fig. 2.
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Figure 2. Dimensionless three-dimensional power spectrum (Δ2
3D,𝛼

= 𝑘3𝑃3D,𝛼/2𝜋2) for our most resolved simulation ACCL2_L160R25 (left) and for our
largest simulation ACCL2_L640R100 (right). Both 𝑃3D,𝛼 are represented as a function of their wavenumber range (in h Mpc−1) for different 𝜇 bins, at redshift
𝑧 = 2.0.

4 FITS RESULTS ON SIMULATIONS

4.1 Fitting procedure

In our study, we are interested in fitting medium and large scales of
𝑃3D,𝛼. In particular, we do not attempt to fit correctly the small-
est scales in our simulations (𝑘 ≳ 20 h Mpc−1) which are signifi-
cantly influenced by the highly nonlinear physics of baryons. Similar
to Arinyo-i Prats et al. (2015), we apply several modifications to our
𝑃3D,𝛼 measurements before fitting the models outlined in Sec. 3.

We first choose to redefine the range of wavenumber on which the
fit will be realized. To reject the very-small scales, we first choose a
maximal value of wavenumber for the fit 𝑘c = 12 h Mpc−1, similar
to Arinyo-i Prats et al. (2015). Secondly, the number of wavenumber
bins is way larger for the medium and small scales (𝑘 ≲ 1 h Mpc−1)
compare to the large ones. We apply a constant binning in log(𝑘) to
outweight the largest scales in the fit. For the smallest wavenumber,
the 𝑃3D,𝛼 points are too sparse to impose this rebinning. Conse-
quently, we choose to keep a linear binning for 𝑘 < 𝑘l. We choose
𝑘l = 0.12 h Mpc−1, and a number of 20 points in the rebinned part
(𝑘 > 𝑘l), so that the number of bins is identical for 𝑘 > 𝑘l and 𝑘 < 𝑘l.

Again to avoid giving excessive weight to the smallest scales, we
follow the same prescription as in Arinyo-i Prats et al. (2015): we
modify the statistical uncertainty on 𝑃3D,𝛼by adding a parameter
𝜖 = 0.05 such that:

𝜎(𝑘, 𝜇) = 𝑃3D,𝛼 (𝑘, 𝜇)
[

1√︁
𝑁 (𝑘, 𝜇)

+ 𝜖

]
. (10)

This additional term can be seen as an ad-hoc 5 % systematic
uncertainty on our capacity to model 𝑃3D,𝛼 at small scales.

We fit 𝑃3D,𝛼 by 𝜒2 minimization using the iminuit (Dembinski
et al. 2022) package, implemented in lyapower �2, with a 𝜒2 loss
function defined by:

2 https://github.com/corentinravoux/lyapower

𝜒2 =
∑︁
(𝑘,𝜇)

(
𝑃3D,𝛼 − 𝑃model,𝛼

)2

𝜎2 , (11)

where for a given (𝑘, 𝜇) bin, the three-dimensional model 𝑃model,𝛼
is expressed by integrating the model given in 6, 8, and 9 over the
whole 𝜇 range of the considered bin, and at the middle value of the
k bin. We checked that integrating over 𝜇 is needed considering the
large 𝜇 bins we are considering, and that integrating the model over
the k bins does not change our fit.

Conversely to Arinyo-i Prats et al. (2015), we directly use the error
bars of the data 𝜎𝑃 in the 𝜒2 instead of the errors computed from
the fitted model, to avoid any biasing during the fit.

The linear power spectrum 𝑃m (𝑘, 𝑧) used in the model is com-
puted with the CLASS software Lesgourgues (2011)3. Previous stud-
ies (Arinyo-i Prats et al. 2015; Givans et al. 2022) used the matter
power spectrum from the simulation itself at the initial redshift, and
rescaled with a Boltzmann solver to the redshift of the fit. We tested
on our smaller grids that using directly CLASS or the initial matter
power spectrum from the simulation for the estimation of 𝑃m does
not change the fitted parameters. It is due to the high redshift our
simulations are initialized (𝑧 = 200), for which the linear matter
power spectrum and the one computed on simulation are very simi-
lar. Furthermore, for the BAO study in Sec. 6, we need a Boltzmann
code estimation of the matter power spectrum, so for simplicity we
chose to have the same estimation of 𝑃m for both 𝑃3D,𝛼 modeling
and BAO signal studies.

4.2 Results

Fig. 3 shows the simulated 𝑃3D,𝛼 and their fit with the 𝐷1
non-linear parameterization along with their relative difference for
the ACCL2_L160R100, ACCL2_L160R25, ACCL2_L320R50 and
ACCL2_L640R100 simulations at 𝑧 = 2.0. As explained above,

3 http://class-code.net/
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Figure 3. Simulated 𝑃3D,𝛼 (points) and their fit (dashed lines) of the 𝐷1 non-linear parameterization along with their relative difference for the ACCL2_L160R100
(blue), ACCL2_L160R25 (yellow), ACCL2_L320R50 (green) and ACCL2_L640R100 (red) simulations in 4 𝜇-bins at redshift 𝑧 = 2.0. All the power spectra are
represented normalized by the linear matter power spectrum.
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Figure 4. Redshift evolution for the linear parameters 𝑏𝛼 (left panel) and 𝛽𝛼 (right panel) for the ACCL2_L160R100 (blue), ACCL2_L160R50 (purple),
ACCL2_L160R25 (yellow), ACCL2_L320R50 (green) and ACCL2_L640R100 (red) simulations when fitting their 𝑃3D,𝛼 with the 𝐷1 non-linear parameterization
compared with the same parameters measured in the theoretical work from Arinyo-i Prats et al. (2015) (light blue dashed line), those measured in eBOSS DR16
data (du Mas des Bourboux et al. 2020) (black square), and in DESI Y1 data (DESI 2024) (red star).
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Figure 5. Redshift evolution for the linear parameters 𝑏𝛼 (left panel) and 𝛽𝛼 (right panel) for the ACCL2_L160R25 simulation when fitting its 𝑃3D,𝛼 with the
𝐷1 (blue), 𝐷1 (𝑞2 = 0) (yellow) and D0 (green) non-linear parameterization.

errors are larger at large scales because of cosmic variance, but
smaller scales have more weight in the fit making the agreement
between simulated 𝑃3D,𝛼 and fit much better at small scales, i.e.
𝑘 > 1 h Mpc−1. By eye, the fit looks equally good for all the simula-
tions but we note a slightly better agreement along the lines of sight
(0.75 ≤ |𝜇 | ≤ 1.0). An important finding is that ACCL2_L160R100
and ACCL2_L160R25 display significant differences (≥ 15%) even
at large scales whereas they have the same box size. This comes from
the fact that small-scale structures impact the growth of large-scale
modes through modes coupling with surprisingly more impact than
the box size (e.g. differences are smaller between ACCL2_L640R100
and ACCL2_L160R100).

Fig. 4 shows the redshift evolution for the linear parameters 𝑏𝛼

(left panel) and 𝛽𝛼 (right panel) fitted from the ACCL2_L160R100,
ACCL2_L160R25, ACCL2_L320R50 and ACCL2_L640R100 simu-
lations compared to the same parameters measured from simulations
of Arinyo-i Prats et al. (2015), and to those measured from eBOSS
DR16 data (du Mas des Bourboux et al. 2020), and DESI DR1
data (DESI 2024). All fit results are provided in Tab. A1 and A2.
First, all simulations have the same redshift evolution, with 𝑏𝛼 in-
creasing with decreasing redshifts due mostly due to the mean flux
evolution, imposed in our simulations by Eq. 5. At low redshifts,
the bias is in very good agreement among the different simulations
and with the one measured with data indicating that it does not de-
pend on the box size or resolution. We note a 15-30% difference at
high redshifts between the different simulations, with the resolution
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being the most impactful parameter. Indeed, 𝑏𝛼 is very similar for
ACCL2_L160R100 and ACCL2_L640R100 but increases as we in-
crease the resolution. As shown in Chabanier et al. (2023), resolution
requirement for the Ly𝛼 forest increases with redshift, as the signal
comes from lower density region at high redshifts compare to lower
redshifts. Finally, we note that while ACCL2_L160R100 and the sim-
ulation used in Arinyo-i Prats et al. (2015) are similar in terms of box
size and resolution, the bias is a few percent higher for the later and
has a weaker redshift evolution.

On the right panel of Fig 4, we have much more variations in the
fitted results of 𝛽𝛼 but they all have a similar redshift evolution. The
𝛽𝛼 term is sourced from peculiar velocities in the IGM by the RSD
effect. The velocities get larger as the universe evolves and structures
grow making gravitational attraction larger. Regarding dependence
on the resolution and box size, a main result of this study is that
the resolution has more impact on the values of linear parameters,
in particular 𝛽𝛼, than the box size as opposed to what we instinc-
tively thought. Indeed, 𝛽𝛼 is ∼ 40% lower for ACCL2_L160R100
than ACCL2_L160R25 at all redshifts, while the differences between
ACCL2_L160R100 and ACCL2_L640R100 are only about 5-10%.
Our high-resolution simulation ACCL2_L160R25 is in remarkable
agreement with the BOSS and DESI measurements. The differences
in the 𝛽𝛼 are driven by the differences in the 𝑃3D,𝛼 at large scale
modes that are strongly impacted by mode coupling. Therefore, we
conclude that the convergence of the RSD parameter 𝛽𝛼 is mainly
driven by the physical resolution, more than the box size. It therefore
appears that, as we increase resolution, we improve the characteri-
zation of structure growth at the smallest scales of our simulation,
and this impacts the related linear bias. Therefore, an under-resolved
simulation, like in Arinyo-i Prats et al. (2015), does not properly ac-
count for peculiar velocities in the IGM, thus reducing 𝛽𝛼. We also
note that the simulation in Arinyo-i Prats et al. (2015) have a less
steep redshift evolution.

We tested alternative fitting models developed in previous analy-
sis (McDonald 2003; Arinyo-i Prats et al. 2015) on our simulations.
The details of the fitted parameters, as well as the 𝜒2 and reduced 𝜒2

values, are given in Tab. A3. The 𝜒2 is calculated according to equa-
tion 11, and the reduced 𝜒2 by dividing by the number of degrees
of freedom. We note that the reduced 𝜒2 values are mostly below
one, which could be interpreted by over-fitting. However, those val-
ues cannot be easily interpreted as the error bars considered in this
study are highly correlated by adding the 𝜖 parameter in Eq.10. It
tends to increase error bars and largely decrease the 𝜒2 values. Fur-
thermore, the error bars are underestimated at large scales as they do
not account for cosmic variance. The latter effect increases the 𝜒2

values. Proper treatment of error bars in our 𝑃3D,𝛼 estimation would
necessitate running many simulations for large-scale error bars and
adequate estimation of systematics errors for the smaller scales. It is
out of the scope of this paper, and we stick to a direct comparison of
the level of residuals with the 𝜒2 parameters to interpret our fitting
performance.

Fig. 5 shows the 𝑏𝛼 and 𝛽𝛼 parameters for the ACCL2_L160R25
grid using our standard fitting procedure (𝐷1 non-linear term in 9)
compared to 𝐷1 (𝑞2 = 0) and 𝐷0 (8) parameterizations. The two 𝐷1
models yield the same result for both the bias and the RSD parameter.
The 𝐷0 model is in disagreement for 𝑏𝛼 only at large redshifts. We
find that the fitted 𝐷0 (𝑘, 𝜇) profile does not reach unity even for the
largest scales of our simulation (𝑘 ≲ 0.05 h Mpc−1), in accordance
with findings from Arinyo-i Prats et al. (2015) and Givans et al.
(2022). It indicates that the 𝐷0 model is not adequate for fitting, and
thus can have an impact the value of bias.

In Arinyo-i Prats et al. (2015) and in Givans et al. (2022), the

authors tend to prefer 𝐷1 (𝑞2 = 0) model to reduce the degree of
freedom of the fit. As shown in Tab. A3, we see that both the 𝜒2

and the reduced values are slightly lower for the 𝐷1 values. We
interpret this as the fact that we are fitting simulations with improved
resolution compared to Arinyo-i Prats et al. (2015) and Givans et al.
(2022), and our 𝑃3D,𝛼 estimations should include more non-linear
physics in our 𝑘 range because of modes coupling. The 𝜒2 values for
the 𝐷0 model are lower than the others, but based on the previous
consideration regarding the largest scales, we choose to discard this
model. Furthermore, some non-linear parameter values present a
chaotic redshift evolution for the 𝐷0 model, which is not the case
for the 𝐷1 models. To conclude, we prefer to keep the 𝐷1 model,
considering that the 𝐷1 (𝑞2 = 0) model is also viable.

5 FITS RESULTS ON SPLICED POWER SPECTRA

5.1 The splicing approach

We wish to keep the small-scale information from ACCL2_L160R25
while using the large-scale information simulated by
ACCL2_L640R100. Splicing is a numerical trick that uses
high-resolution simulations to correct the power spectrum of
lower-resolution simulations with a larger size. This technique
was used in McDonald (2003) and Borde et al. (2014) to estimate
the three-dimensional and one-dimensional power spectrum,
respectively.

Let us assume we have two simulations with large and small box
sizes (respectively L and S) and low and high resolutions (respec-
tively Lr and Hr). The splicing method consists of complementing
the simulations (S,Hr) and (L,Lr) with a "cheap" simulation (S,Lr)
to approximate the three-dimensional power spectrum of a hypo-
thetical (L,Hr) simulation. This approximated power spectrum, so-
called spliced, is defined using adapted rescalings for three different
wavenumber regions, defined by limit values 𝑘min and 𝑘max. The
spliced power spectrum 𝑃

sp
3D,𝛼

is expressed by

𝑃
sp
3D,𝛼

(𝑘, 𝜇) =



𝑃
(L,Lr)
3D,𝛼

( ®𝑘)
𝑃
(S,Hr)
3D,𝛼

(𝑘min, 𝜇)

𝑃
(S,Lr)
3D,𝛼

(𝑘min, 𝜇)
, for 𝑘 < 𝑘min ,

𝑃
(L,Lr)
3D,𝛼

( ®𝑘)
𝑃
(S,Hr)
3D,𝛼

(𝑘, 𝜇)

𝑃
(S,Lr)
3D,𝛼

(𝑘, 𝜇)
, for 𝑘min < 𝑘 < 𝑘max ,

𝑃
(S,Hr)
3D,𝛼

( ®𝑘)
𝑃
(L,Lr)
3D,𝛼

(𝑘max, 𝜇)

𝑃
(S,Lr)
3D,𝛼

(𝑘max, 𝜇)
, for 𝑘 > 𝑘max .

(12)

In the following, we note ACCL2_LXSRY, results coming from the
spliced 𝑃

sp
3D,𝛼

of a simulation with box size 𝑋 h−1Mpc and physical
resolution artificially increased to 𝑌 h−1kpc through the splicing
technique.

5.2 Splicing validation

We perform a first splicing to check the errors introduced by this
method. We use a splicing that can be verified, i.e., for which
we can also directly compute the 𝑃3D,𝛼 of a (L,Hr) simulation.
The box sizes used are (L,S) = (320, 160) h−1Mpc with resolu-
tions (Hr,Lr) = (50, 100) h−1kpc. The corresponding simulations
are ACCL2_L320R100, ACCL2_L160R50 and ACCL2_L160R100 so
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Figure 7. Redshift evolution for 𝑏𝛼(left panel) and 𝛽𝛼 (right panel) when fitting the true 𝑃3D,𝛼 from the ACCL2_L320R50 simulation (green) or its equivalent
spliced ACCL2_L320SR50 (pink).

that we can compare the results from the truth ACCL2_L320R50 and
its spliced equivalent ACCL2_L320SR50.

We used this verification to optimize the value of the bounds 𝑘min
and 𝑘max. In McDonald (2003), those limit wavenumbers are defined
by

𝑘min =
2𝜋
S

,

𝑘max =
𝑘Nyq

4
=

𝜋Lr
4L

,

(13)

where 𝑘Nyq is the Nyquist frequency of the (L,Lr) simulation. Those
definitions were valid for very small simulations with low resolution
and are not adapted for the range of wavenumber of our study. Instead
of the consideration used in McDonald (2003), we choose to define
the 𝑘min and 𝑘max in a numerical way to reduce the error introduced
by the splicing. A better recipe for 𝑘max is to choose it as the last
wavenumber for which the 𝑃3D,𝛼 difference between (L,Lr) and
(S,Lr) simulations is lower than 1%. We verified that this new criteria
minimizes the difference at small scales between the spliced and
"truth" 𝑃3D,𝛼. In Eq. 13, the initial definition of 𝑘min implies that
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a very few numbers of wavenumbers are concerned by the cut 𝑘 <

𝑘min, and that the computation of the splicing in this region is highly
impacted by the large variations of 𝑃3D,𝛼 due to cosmic variance.
By increasing this 𝑘min value, we found that the difference between
spliced and true 𝑃3D,𝛼 decreases. We choose a value 𝑘min = 20𝜋/S,
which gives one of the lowest differences.

Applying those updated wavenumber limits, the difference be-
tween the spliced 𝑃3D,𝛼 and the truth from the ACCL2_L320R50
output is shown in Fig. 6. For the smallest scales, 𝑘 ≤ 10 h Mpc−1,
the splicing method is precise at better than the 5% level. Consider-
ing large scales, the difference is mainly dominated by the variations
of the 𝑃3D,𝛼 estimation due to the low number of modes. Those
variations are mainly due to the simulation’s cosmic variance, which
depends on the initial conditions chosen. Since the initial conditions
are different between grid sizes 30723 and 61443, it is not possible
to reproduce the large-scale variation of the ACCL2_L320R50 with
the simulations we use for the splicing. Errors reach 20-30% for the
largest scales and are similar for all 𝜇 bins, but one should bear in
mind that those scales have large error bars and have a low impact
on the fit. More importantly, we compare in Fig 7 the fitted values of
𝑏𝛼 and 𝛽𝛼 when using the 𝑃3D,𝛼 of the simulation or its splice at
all redshifts. Both parameters are in remarkable agreement between
the true 𝑃3D,𝛼 and the spliced one, indicating that we can safely use
the splicing method to determine linear biases. The non-linear pa-
rameters, reported in Tab. A4, present some discrepancy between the
spliced and non-spliced versions, but those differences are negligible
compared to the error bars of the fit. We note, however, that the 𝜒2

values are better in the non-spliced case.

5.3 Results

We perform a second splicing for mimicking the 𝑃3D,𝛼 at
the largest volume and intermediate resolution, i.e., 50 h−1kpc.
We use box sizes (L,S) = (640, 320) h−1Mpc with resolu-
tions (Hr,Lr) = (50, 100) h−1kpc. The corresponding simulations
are ACCL2_L640R100, ACCL2_L320R50 and ACCL2_L320R100,
and the spliced power spectrum is ACCL2_L640SR50. We per-
form a third splicing using the higher-resolution simulation
(ACCL2_L160R25), our largest (ACCL2_L640R100), and the simu-
lation ACCL2_L160R100. This splicing is called ACCL2_L640SR25,
and the resolution improvement is four times higher. We note that
the splicing method was verified only for a factor two in res-
olution improvement, which must be considered when interpret-
ing the ACCL2_L640SR25 splicing. The spliced power spectra of
ACCL2_L640SR50 and ACCL2_L640SR25 are shown in Fig. 8,
and the fitted parameters are given in Tab. A5. Comparing those
𝑃3D,𝛼 with the Fig. 2, it is clear that the splicing method allows
to measure 𝑃3D,𝛼 over a wider dynamic range. The two spliced
𝑃3D,𝛼 exhibit similar features, but ACCL2_L640SR25 shows a
cleaner separation between 𝜇 binning at small scales due to the
improved resolution.

Fig 9 shows the redshift evolution of the bias and RSD parameters
as derived from the spliced 𝑃3D,𝛼 from ACCL2_L640SR50 along
with the results from the non-spliced 𝑃3D,𝛼 from ACCL2_L160R25,
ACCL2_L320R50 and ACCL2_L160R50, as well as the same values
from the ACCL2_L640SR25 splicing. For the three 𝑃3D,𝛼 with the
same resolution (true or artificially increased for the spliced power
spectra), as already observed in Sec. 4.2, the Ly𝛼 bias seems al-
ready converged for small boxes and at low resolution, so the biases
measured with the spliced power spectra are almost exactly matching
those from the other simulations. We note that the ACCL2_L640SR25
has a different bias value at high redshift, in agreement with the

findings in Sec. 4.2. The convergence of 𝛽𝛼 is mainly driven by
the physical resolution as the three same-resolution 𝑃3D,𝛼 have
a 𝛽𝛼 only a few percent different, i.e. ∼ 5% differences between
ACCL2_L320R50 and ACCL2_L160R50, and ∼ 2% differences be-
tween ACCL2_L640SR50 and ACCL2_L320R50. The very small
variation between the two latter 𝑃3D,𝛼 tends to indicate that we
are converged at the percent level in terms of box size.

These results agree with our previous findings, i.e., that the res-
olution is the main driver of the convergence of the RSD parame-
ter. This is striking when comparing the linear parameters for the
ACCL2_L640SR25 and ACCL2_L160R25 which are in almost per-
fect agreement in Fig. 9. As splicing have a very small impact on
the linear and non-linear parameters estimation, we consider the
ACCL2_L160R25 as our best fitting results since it does not intro-
duce potential errors that can be associated with a four-time resolu-
tion improvement in the splicing process. In conclusion, we refer the
reader to Tab. A3 for the best estimation of parameters with the 𝐷1
and 𝐷1 (𝑞2 = 0) models.

6 THE BAO IMPRINT ON THE 3D POWER SPECTRUM

Measuring three-dimensional correlations in the flux fluctuations of
the Ly𝛼 forest provides an accurate method for measuring the scale of
Baryon Acoustic Oscillations (BAO) signal. Given the scales reached
by the simulations developed in this study, we want to measure the
impact of the BAO on the 𝑃3D,𝛼. A goal of interest in the long
run is to measure the smoothing induced by non-linear structure
growth on the BAO signal. This smoothing was first estimated on
N-body simulations in Eisenstein et al. (2007). It was first derived
on Ly𝛼 forest data with BOSS (Kirkby et al. 2013) and added to all
the modeling of large-scales Ly𝛼 forest correlations (see e.g. Bour-
boux et al. (2020) and DESI (2024) for more recent studies). From
the results of our previous sections, we have seen that the non-linear
clustering of the Ly𝛼 forest can significantly impact the large scales
due to mode coupling. The statistical detection of BAO, both from
survey data and simulation, requires very large comoving volumes:
given their limited box size, previous hydrodynamical simulations
dedicated to the Ly𝛼 forest could not achieve such a detection. The
objective of this section is to measure the BAO signal along with
its non-linear damping using our largest hydrodynamical simula-
tion ACCL2_L640R100, and characterize potential deviation from
N-body simulations (Eisenstein et al. 2007).

6.1 BAO signal modeling

The models used in the previous sections do not enable us to suppress
the BAO signal or to incorporate a BAO damping caused by non-
linear growth. Therefore, we redefine the 𝑃𝑚 (𝑘) term in the Kaiser
formula (Eq. 6) to model the BAO signal, including its non-linear
damping, and detect it in the ACCL2_L640R100 simulation. As we
focus on this section on the BAO signal only, we consider that the
resolution of ACCL2_L640R100 is good enough for this study.

To isolate and identify the BAO signal, a typical modeling method
both in galaxies and Ly𝛼 forests (Eisenstein et al. 2007; Kirkby
et al. 2013; Bautista et al. 2020) consists of separating the matter
power spectrum into a smooth component (noted 𝑃smooth) and a part
containing wiggles caused by BAO (𝑃wiggles). We performed this
decomposition using the python package cosmoprimo�4 which ap-

4 https://github.com/cosmodesi/cosmoprimo
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plies a power spectrum filter as implemented in Wallisch (2018) and
provides the two components mentioned above independently. The
original matter power spectrum, taken before smoothing, is generated
as in Sec. 4, i.e., using the CLASS (Blas et al. 2011). We then incor-
porate the non-linear damping of the BAO signal with a Gaussian
function, such that the matter power spectrum in Eq. 6 becomes:

𝑃𝑚 (𝑘, 𝜇) = 𝑃smooth (𝑘) + 𝑃wiggles (𝑘) × exp

(
−
𝑘2Σ2

nl (𝜇)
2

)
(14)

where Σ2
nl = Σ2

∥ 𝜇
2+Σ2

⊥ (1−𝜇2). The smoothing effects of non-linear
bulk motions on the BAO can be described by the parameters Σ∥

along the line-of-sight and Σ⊥ transverse to the line-of-sight. These
damping terms result in a decrease in the amplitude of the BAO signal
oscillations present in the linear power spectrum template 𝑃wiggles,
making the BAO feature less prominent and more challenging to
detect. They are directly caused by non-linear structure formation
at the redshift we are considering and were extensively described
for galaxies Eisenstein et al. (2007); Seo & Eisenstein (2007), and
Ly𝛼 forest Kirkby et al. (2013).

As we are focusing on the largest scales of 𝑃3D,𝛼(𝑘 ≤ 0.5
h Mpc−1), we do not take into account the non-linear term 𝐷 (𝑘, 𝜇)
in Eq. 6, and use the BAO decomposition Eq 14 with the linear part
of the 𝑃3D,𝛼 model (the Kaiser formula). This model noted (BAO
damped), can be turned into a model without BAO oscillations, noted
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Figure 10. Measurements of the BAO feature from the 𝑃3D,𝛼of the ACCL2_L640R100 simulation at redshift 𝑧 = 2.0. Top: The points represents the ratios
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and Σ⊥, Σ∥ free (BAO damped) models are respectively represented by full, dashed and dotted lines. (Bottom) Residuals between the points and the models
normalized by the error bars 𝜎 (𝑘, 𝜇) for the bin 0.75 < |𝜇 | < 1.0. Only one 𝜇 bin is represented for clarity.

(no BAO) by setting the damping parameters to a very high value
Σ∥ = Σ⊥ = ∞, or a model without non-linear damping, noted (BAO)
by settings Σ∥ = Σ⊥ = 0. For verification purposes, we also per-
formed the study of this section with the non-linear term 𝐷 (𝑘, 𝜇).
We found that the results were independent of this term and that its
inclusion induced significant instability in the fit.

6.2 Detection of the BAO signal

We performed fits of the (no BAO), (BAO), and (BAO damped)
models, using 𝑃3D,𝛼resulting from the ACCL2_L640R100 simula-
tion at redshift 𝑧 = 2.0. We are only interested in the largest scales
for which the BAO signal is present, so we are focusing on a smaller
wavenumber range than in the previous section. We vary the maximal
wavenumber used in the fits, 𝑘max, from 0.1 to 0.5 h Mpc−1. This is
the typical wavenumber range where the BAO signal in the matter
power spectrum is present. Contrarily to previous sections, we do
not perform a constant log(𝑘) re-binning, as it can suppress the BAO
signal at smaller scales.

The result of the fit with 𝑘max = 0.3 h Mpc−1 on the four 𝜇 bins
for the three models are shown in Fig. 10. For the data points and the
models, we divide 𝑃3D,𝛼 by 𝑃smooth to highlight the oscillations of
the BAO signal at the expected range around 𝑘 ∼ 0.1 h Mpc−1. The
fit can capture the visible BAO signal for most considered scales.
We note a discrepancy at the smaller scale considered for transverse
correlations (𝜇 ∼ 0) due to the appearance of non-linearities that the
current model is not accounting for. The difference between (BAO)

and (BAO damped) models is small and can only be seen at high
wavenumbers.

In order to better quantify the detection significance of the BAO
signal, we compute the reduced 𝜒2 values for each model and differ-
ent 𝑘max values considered. They are shown in Fig. 11, together with
the reduced 𝜒2 ratio between the models for which BAO is consid-
ered and the (no BAO) model. Over all the 𝑘max range, we clearly see
that the data points prefer a model with BAO oscillation than with-
out. The (BAO) and (BAO damped) models then exhibit reduced 𝜒2

values close to 1 when fitting the 𝑃3D,𝛼with 0.15 ≤ 𝑘max ≤ 0.3. As
highlighted in Fig. 11, for this 𝑘max interval, the reduced 𝜒2 profile
of (BAO) and (BAO damped) models are within the 1 ±

√︁
2/𝑁dof

range, where 𝑁dof is the number of degree of freedom for the (BAO)
model. This suggests that a "good" fit is obtained when including the
BAO feature in the model, while the quality of the fit is less satisfying
without a BAO feature. For higher 𝑘max values, the goodness of fit
of the models is degraded because we do not include the non-linear
terms in this study.

To assess the significance of the BAO detection, we compute the 𝜒2

differences Δ𝜒2 between the (BAO damped) and (no BAO) models.
The 𝜒2 statistics with the results of the fit for the two considered
models results in a p-value 𝑝 < 0.0006 for all the 𝑘max considered
here, inducing a clear detection of the BAO signal.
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6.3 Non-linear damping parameters estimation

Fig. 12 shows the fitted damping parameters Σ∥ and Σ⊥, and their as-
sociated 1𝜎 error range, as a function of 𝑘max for the (BAO damped)
model. The measured values are stable as a function of 𝑘max for
𝑘max ≥ 0.3 h Mpc−1. We interpret this as the fact that the damping
is mainly impacting the smaller scales of the BAO signal due to the
exponential term in the Eq. 14, so that the fitter can only correctly
measure the damping for a large enough 𝑘max value. Therefore, we
considered the 𝑘max-asymptotic values to be our study’s measured
damping term values.

Following previous studies (Eisenstein et al. 2007; Seo & Eisen-
stein 2007; Kirkby et al. 2013), we can theoretically estimated the
damping parameters as

Σ⊥ = 10.4𝐷 (𝑧)𝜎8 (15)
Σ∥ = (1 + 𝑓 )Σ⊥ , (16)

where 𝐷 (𝑧) represents the linear growth factor, and f is the logarith-
mic growth rate. The values computed using CLASS (Blas et al. 2011)
for the cosmological model of our simulation are reported in Fig. 12.
Our measured values are in-between the theoretical ones and the case
of no damping, but with large uncertainties. Quantitatively, consid-
ering the asymptotic values and error bars, we report a detection of
Σ⊥ (resp. Σ∥ ) above zero at the 2.2𝜎 (resp. 0.8𝜎) level. Our fitted
values are in agreement with the theoretical predictions from Eq. 15
at the 1.4𝜎 (resp. 1.6𝜎) level for Σ⊥ (resp. Σ∥ ). We conclude that,
due to the large statistical uncertainty of our 𝑃3D,𝛼 measurement in
the wavenumber range of 𝑘 that is relevant for BAO, we only have a
mild hint of detection for the non-linear BAO damping. However, we
provide neither a clear detection of this damping term, nor a tension
with the theoretical prediction from Eq. 15.

7 CONCLUSION

In this work, we have presented the most precise calculation of the
three-dimensional Ly𝛼 power spectra over a range of scales exceed-
ing three orders of magnitude, using one of the largest simulations of
the IGM to date, as well as one with a very high physical resolution.
The suite of Nyx cosmological hydrodynamical simulations, named
ACCEL2 simulations, comprises six simulations with box sizes rang-
ing from 160 to 640 h−1Mpc and physical resolution ranging from
25 to 100 h−1kpc.

We use three common analytical models studied in McDonald
(2003); Arinyo-i Prats et al. (2015); Givans et al. (2022) that correct
the linear Kaiser equation to include an empirical model for non-
linear growth of structures, Jeans pressure smoothing and thermal
broadening. We show these non-linear models can fit the measured
power spectra from simulations from 𝑧 = 2.0 to 𝑧 = 4.0.

We study the convergence of the linear parameters, the Ly𝛼 bias
𝑏𝛼 and the Ly𝛼 RSD parameter 𝛽𝛼, with box size and physical res-
olution. While the bias only mildly depends on the simulation box
size and resolution, at least for redshifts 𝑧 ≤ 3, the RSD parame-
ter is strongly impacted. We find that the anisotropy of the power
spectrum at large scales, which determines 𝛽𝛼, is dominantly driven
by the physical resolution through mode coupling, more than by the
box size itself. This result constitutes a major finding of our work.
We show in Sec. 4.2 that at fixed physical resolution, varying the
box size from 160 to 640 h−1Mpc only impacts 𝛽𝛼 by 5-10%. On
the other hand, at fixed box size, varying the physical resolution
from 100 to 25 h−1kpc impacts 𝛽𝛼 by 60%. The 𝛽𝛼 values obtained

from our best resolution run are in better agreement with SDSS data
(𝛽𝛼 = 1.669 at 𝑧 = 2.334 (du Mas des Bourboux et al. 2020)) and
DESI DR1 data (𝛽𝛼 = 1.743 at 𝑧 = 2.33 (DESI 2024)), in particu-
lar compared to results from previous simulations which may have
significantly under-estimated this parameter due to the of lack of res-
olution. However, we would like to stress that we did not demonstrate
convergence for our calculation of 𝛽𝛼, which means that using even
better resolution would potentially yield higher values for 𝛽𝛼.

We also perform a splicing of our simulation set to compute a
spliced 𝑃3D,𝛼 which benefits both from the largest scales reached
and the highest resolution of our simulations. We show that the
spliced 𝑃3D,𝛼 provides very similar fitted values for both linear
and non-linear parameters. We concluded that our highest resolution
simulation gives our best-estimated model parameters, which are
provided in Tab. A3 for the 𝐷1 and 𝐷1 (𝑞2 = 0) models.

Finally, for the first time to our knowledge with a fully hydrody-
namical simulation, we measured the impact of the BAO feature on
𝑃3D,𝛼. We report a clear detection of the BAO signal, and obtain
a marginal detection of its damping. However, the large statistical
error bars, steaming from the ≲ 1 Gpc3 box size, prevent us from
quantitatively comparing this damping with predictions from the-
ory (Eisenstein et al. 2007).

The ACCEL2 hydrodynamical simulations are timely as they give
us the opportunity to test and improve three-dimensional Ly𝛼 power
spectrum models, for which some measurements have been recently
reported (Abdul-Karim et al. 2024; de Belsunce et al. 2024), and
is expected to be largely improved with data from DESI and other
similar surveys.

This work clearly points toward roads of improvement. First, we
need to establish confidence in measuring the RSD parameters from
simulations by reaching its full convergence with respect to physical
resolution, i.e., when there is no variation of 𝛽𝛼 when increasing
the resolution. Given that the box size effect is sub-dominant com-
pared to the impact of resolution, this can be done using smaller box
sizes, allowing us to push the resolution to very small scales (∼ 10
h−1kpc). Secondly, large scales are also significantly impacted by the
early-time statistical description of density fluctuations of the differ-
ent components. In this work, both dark matter and baryons have the
same transfer functions for initial conditions which is expected to in-
duce numerical errors (Hahn et al. 2021). Improved initial conditions
schemes should be used in future work.

One of the goals of this study is to create a numerical laboratory
to test and improve the models employed to describe the Ly𝛼 forest
correlations over an extensive range of scales. In particular, we think
this simulation set provides an opportunity to improve the modeling
of auto- and cross-correlations (du Mas des Bourboux et al. 2020;
DESI 2024) or assess promising theoretical models. As examples,
recent studies such as standard non-linear perturbation theory (Chen
et al. 2021) or effective field theory such as EFTofLSS (Ivanov 2024)
could be tested with our simulations in the context of the Ly𝛼 forest.
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Table A1. Table of all the fitted parameters for non-spliced 𝑃3D,𝛼 from the ACCL2_L160R100, ACCL2_L160R50, and ACCL2_L320R100 simulations.

Grid 𝐴𝐶𝐶𝐿2_𝐿160𝑅100

𝑧 4.0 3.6 3.0 2.6 2.0

𝑏𝛼 -0.53 ± 0.00781 -0.394 ± 0.00599 -0.233 ± 0.00384 -0.151 ± 0.00339 -0.0703 ± 0.00162
𝛽𝛼 0.346 ± 0.0459 0.478 ± 0.0495 0.781 ± 0.0584 1.0 ± 0.0679 1.28 ± 0.0793
𝑞1 2.52 ± 0.102 2.18 ± 0.0893 1.94 ± 0.0742 1.9 ± 0.14 1.6 ± 0.102
𝑞2 -1.0 ± 0.0579 -1.0 ± 0.0482 -1.0 ± 0.0553 -0.879 ± 0.112 -0.416 ± 0.0586
𝑘𝑣 16.7 ± 7.29 8.45 ± 2.01 3.82 ± 0.505 3.37 ± 0.345 3.14 ± 0.299
𝑎𝑣 0.252 ± 0.0993 0.314 ± 0.0975 0.51 ± 0.0989 0.586 ± 0.0949 0.471 ± 0.0634
𝑏𝑣 1.91 ± 0.222 1.87 ± 0.213 1.82 ± 0.18 1.74 ± 0.147 1.51 ± 0.0899
𝑘𝑝 7.11 ± 0.146 7.41 ± 0.165 8.35 ± 0.246 9.13 ± 0.447 9.03 ± 0.465
𝜒2 112.0 121.0 146.0 168.0 182.0
Reduced 𝜒2 1.49 1.61 1.95 2.24 2.42

Grid 𝐴𝐶𝐶𝐿2_𝐿160𝑅50

𝑧 4.0 3.6 3.0 2.6 2.0

𝑏𝛼 -0.459 ± 0.00717 -0.347 ± 0.0057 -0.217 ± 0.00468 -0.15 ± 0.0033 -0.0758 ± 0.00178
𝛽𝛼 0.513 ± 0.0514 0.702 ± 0.0565 1.06 ± 0.0659 1.27 ± 0.0722 1.51 ± 0.0843
𝑞1 2.5 ± 0.112 2.14 ± 0.0999 1.62 ± 0.161 1.33 ± 0.132 1.11 ± 0.104
𝑞2 -1.0 ± 0.0965 -1.0 ± 0.109 -0.72 ± 0.163 -0.426 ± 0.11 -0.136 ± 0.0624
𝑘𝑣 6.29 ± 1.1 3.59 ± 0.551 2.23 ± 0.292 1.81 ± 0.247 1.37 ± 0.217
𝑎𝑣 0.339 ± 0.0932 0.445 ± 0.0938 0.617 ± 0.103 0.592 ± 0.0891 0.432 ± 0.058
𝑏𝑣 1.63 ± 0.162 1.64 ± 0.148 1.68 ± 0.123 1.63 ± 0.1 1.45 ± 0.0646
𝑘𝑝 11.7 ± 0.714 13.4 ± 1.1 17.8 ± 3.57 19.5 ± 4.83 17.3 ± 3.68
𝜒2 100.0 109.0 130.0 141.0 159.0
Reduced 𝜒2 1.33 1.46 1.73 1.88 2.12

Grid 𝐴𝐶𝐶𝐿2_𝐿320𝑅100

𝑧 4.0 3.6 3.0 2.6 2.0

𝑏𝛼 -0.544 ± 0.00595 -0.405 ± 0.00453 -0.244 ± 0.00355 -0.163 ± 0.00248 -0.0758 ± 0.00121
𝛽𝛼 0.363 ± 0.0362 0.502 ± 0.0391 0.805 ± 0.0443 1.03 ± 0.0516 1.36 ± 0.061
𝑞1 2.34 ± 0.0683 2.03 ± 0.0582 1.63 ± 0.115 1.39 ± 0.0979 1.23 ± 0.0755
𝑞2 -1.0 ± 0.0429 -1.0 ± 0.0462 -0.78 ± 0.117 -0.503 ± 0.0776 -0.217 ± 0.0425
𝑘𝑣 12.3 ± 3.53 5.56 ± 1.21 2.56 ± 0.448 2.22 ± 0.348 1.87 ± 0.306
𝑎𝑣 0.208 ± 0.0731 0.253 ± 0.0704 0.418 ± 0.0733 0.432 ± 0.0701 0.31 ± 0.0431
𝑏𝑣 2.0 ± 0.13 2.0 ± 0.161 2.0 ± 0.276 1.89 ± 0.134 1.51 ± 0.075
𝑘𝑝 7.29 ± 0.0904 7.53 ± 0.0988 8.07 ± 0.173 8.26 ± 0.191 8.12 ± 0.195
𝜒2 80.7 79.1 84.7 85.7 79.8
Reduced 𝜒2 0.917 0.899 0.962 0.974 0.906
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Table A2. Table of all the fitted parameters for non-spliced 𝑃3D,𝛼 from the ACCL2_L160R25, ACCL2_L320R50, and ACCL2_L640R100 simulations.

Grid 𝐴𝐶𝐶𝐿2_𝐿160𝑅25

𝑧 4.0 3.6 3.0 2.6 2.0

𝑏𝛼 -0.404 ± 0.00676 -0.315 ± 0.00701 -0.209 ± 0.00453 -0.15 ± 0.00334 -0.0805 ± 0.002
𝛽𝛼 0.874 ± 0.0717 1.07 ± 0.0752 1.42 ± 0.0774 1.61 ± 0.0819 1.75 ± 0.0918
𝑞1 2.55 ± 0.121 1.92 ± 0.239 1.08 ± 0.171 0.779 ± 0.147 0.562 ± 0.125
𝑞2 -1.0 ± 0.349 -0.684 ± 0.33 -0.156 ± 0.192 0.0235 ± 0.137 0.16 ± 0.0835
𝑘𝑣 2.67 ± 0.856 1.78 ± 0.516 1.01 ± 0.324 0.61 ± 0.266 0.152 ± 0.15
𝑎𝑣 0.25 ± 0.0781 0.353 ± 0.093 0.445 ± 0.1 0.394 ± 0.0916 0.225 ± 0.068
𝑏𝑣 1.65 ± 0.131 1.69 ± 0.126 1.74 ± 0.109 1.7 ± 0.0907 1.54 ± 0.0613
𝑘𝑝 16.0 ± 1.9 18.4 ± 4.38 21.0 ± 6.89 21.3 ± 7.61 15.8 ± 3.63
𝜒2 33.5 35.5 38.1 39.9 44.7
Reduced 𝜒2 0.447 0.473 0.508 0.532 0.596

Grid 𝐴𝐶𝐶𝐿2_𝐿320𝑅50

𝑧 4.0 3.6 3.0 2.6 2.0

𝑏𝛼 -0.459 ± 0.00524 -0.351 ± 0.00516 -0.225 ± 0.0033 -0.157 ± 0.00235 -0.0797 ± 0.00128
𝛽𝛼 0.596 ± 0.0427 0.782 ± 0.0464 1.13 ± 0.0503 1.36 ± 0.0546 1.61 ± 0.0621
𝑞1 2.53 ± 0.0844 2.0 ± 0.166 1.22 ± 0.119 0.97 ± 0.1 0.814 ± 0.0797
𝑞2 -1.0 ± 0.152 -0.745 ± 0.221 -0.228 ± 0.126 -0.0674 ± 0.0873 0.0779 ± 0.0492
𝑘𝑣 4.26 ± 0.922 2.42 ± 0.524 1.29 ± 0.297 0.906 ± 0.237 0.489 ± 0.174
𝑎𝑣 0.238 ± 0.061 0.316 ± 0.0661 0.39 ± 0.0661 0.359 ± 0.0575 0.241 ± 0.0382
𝑏𝑣 1.71 ± 0.128 1.71 ± 0.118 1.71 ± 0.0978 1.63 ± 0.0791 1.41 ± 0.0507
𝑘𝑝 11.4 ± 0.385 12.0 ± 0.648 12.5 ± 0.754 12.6 ± 0.807 11.5 ± 0.662
𝜒2 39.4 39.6 40.3 39.7 44.9
Reduced 𝜒2 0.448 0.45 0.459 0.451 0.51

Grid 𝐴𝐶𝐶𝐿2_𝐿640𝑅100

𝑧 4.0 3.6 3.0 2.6 2.0

𝑏𝛼 -0.543 ± 0.00439 -0.406 ± 0.00336 -0.249 ± 0.00256 -0.165 ± 0.00171 -0.0769 ± 0.000826
𝛽𝛼 0.433 ± 0.0277 0.57 ± 0.03 0.862 ± 0.0354 1.09 ± 0.0383 1.42 ± 0.0442
𝑞1 2.37 ± 0.0563 2.04 ± 0.0481 1.47 ± 0.0995 1.26 ± 0.0799 1.15 ± 0.0604
𝑞2 -1.0 ± 0.0428 -1.0 ± 0.063 -0.607 ± 0.104 -0.388 ± 0.0685 -0.167 ± 0.0369
𝑘𝑣 9.74 ± 4.11 2.95 ± 1.04 1.53 ± 0.39 1.44 ± 0.302 1.27 ± 0.251
𝑎𝑣 0.107 ± 0.0955 0.155 ± 0.0507 0.291 ± 0.0596 0.316 ± 0.0532 0.241 ± 0.0339
𝑏𝑣 2.0 ± 0.183 2.0 ± 1.21 1.97 ± 0.218 1.84 ± 0.123 1.51 ± 0.0722
𝑘𝑝 7.19 ± 0.0805 7.43 ± 0.0886 7.8 ± 0.15 7.96 ± 0.162 7.85 ± 0.165
𝜒2 68.2 62.2 64.7 64.3 67.2
Reduced 𝜒2 0.609 0.555 0.578 0.574 0.6
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Table A3. Table of all the fitted parameters for different fits of the non-spliced ACCL2_L160R25 simulation at all redshifts using the non-linear parametrization
D1, D1(𝑞2 = 0) and D0.

Fit D1

𝑧 4.0 3.6 3.0 2.6 2.0

𝑏𝛼 -0.404 ± 0.00676 -0.315 ± 0.00701 -0.209 ± 0.00453 -0.15 ± 0.00334 -0.0805 ± 0.002
𝛽𝛼 0.874 ± 0.0717 1.07 ± 0.0752 1.42 ± 0.0774 1.61 ± 0.0819 1.75 ± 0.0918
𝑞1 2.55 ± 0.121 1.92 ± 0.239 1.08 ± 0.171 0.779 ± 0.147 0.562 ± 0.125
𝑞2 -1.0 ± 0.349 -0.684 ± 0.33 -0.156 ± 0.192 0.0235 ± 0.137 0.16 ± 0.0835
𝑘𝑣 2.67 ± 0.856 1.78 ± 0.516 1.01 ± 0.324 0.61 ± 0.266 0.152 ± 0.15
𝑎𝑣 0.25 ± 0.0781 0.353 ± 0.093 0.445 ± 0.1 0.394 ± 0.0916 0.225 ± 0.068
𝑏𝑣 1.65 ± 0.131 1.69 ± 0.126 1.74 ± 0.109 1.7 ± 0.0907 1.54 ± 0.0613
𝑘𝑝 16.0 ± 1.9 18.4 ± 4.38 21.0 ± 6.89 21.3 ± 7.61 15.8 ± 3.63
𝜒2 33.5 35.5 38.1 39.9 44.7
Reduced 𝜒2 0.447 0.473 0.508 0.532 0.596

Fit D1 (𝑞2 = 0)

𝑧 4.0 3.6 3.0 2.6 2.0

𝑏𝛼 -0.416 ± 0.00672 -0.323 ± 0.00545 -0.211 ± 0.00378 -0.149 ± 0.00276 -0.0779 ± 0.0015
𝛽𝛼 0.854 ± 0.0669 1.06 ± 0.0705 1.42 ± 0.0761 1.61 ± 0.0821 1.77 ± 0.0951
𝑞1 2.02 ± 0.116 1.5 ± 0.101 0.957 ± 0.0786 0.801 ± 0.0657 0.786 ± 0.0494
𝑞2 0.0 ± 0.1 0.0 ± 0.1 0.0 ± 0.1 0.0 ± 0.1 0.0 ± 0.1
𝑘𝑣 2.58 ± 1.18 1.39 ± 0.585 0.834 ± 0.245 0.645 ± 0.172 0.449 ± 0.124
𝑎𝑣 0.18 ± 0.0733 0.26 ± 0.0732 0.389 ± 0.067 0.406 ± 0.0586 0.338 ± 0.043
𝑏𝑣 1.65 ± 0.132 1.68 ± 0.125 1.74 ± 0.108 1.7 ± 0.0905 1.55 ± 0.0616
𝑘𝑝 12.7 ± 0.922 13.8 ± 1.23 17.6 ± 2.59 22.4 ± 5.45 29.7 ± 13.3
𝜒2 39.5 39.2 38.8 39.9 49.1
Reduced 𝜒2 0.527 0.522 0.517 0.532 0.655

Fit D0

𝑧 4.0 3.6 3.0 2.6 2.0

𝑏𝛼 -0.349 ± 0.00558 -0.283 ± 0.00454 -0.197 ± 0.00298 -0.145 ± 0.00201 -0.0794 ± 0.000957
𝛽𝛼 0.893 ± 0.05 1.08 ± 0.0515 1.4 ± 0.054 1.58 ± 0.0556 1.7 ± 0.0563
𝑘𝑛𝑙 0.456 ± 0.0166 0.551 ± 0.02 0.59 ± 0.0166 0.754 ± 0.017 0.803 ± 0.0113
𝑎𝑛𝑙 0.589 ± 0.00921 0.621 ± 0.0105 0.706 ± 0.00923 0.821 ± 0.00942 0.981 ± 0.00716
𝑘𝑝 1.4 ± 0.0584 1.39 ± 0.0575 1.04 ± 0.033 1.17 ± 0.0299 1.2 ± 0.0195
𝑎𝑝 0.811 ± 0.0143 0.811 ± 0.015 0.824 ± 0.0115 0.934 ± 0.0114 1.11 ± 0.00859
𝑘𝑣0 0.757 ± 0.0635 0.931 ± 0.0728 1.13 ± 0.0712 1.18 ± 0.0626 1.02 ± 0.0416
𝑎𝑣0 1.65 ± 0.115 1.69 ± 0.112 1.76 ± 0.0947 1.72 ± 0.0782 1.56 ± 0.0514
𝑘𝑣1 0.545 ± 0.0712 0.659 ± 0.0885 0.847 ± 0.107 1.09 ± 0.124 1.3 ± 0.121
𝑎𝑣1 0.742 ± 0.031 0.691 ± 0.0314 0.62 ± 0.0287 0.614 ± 0.0277 0.611 ± 0.0239
𝜒2 31.0 33.6 36.5 38.2 42.4
Reduced 𝜒2 0.425 0.46 0.5 0.523 0.581
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Table A4. Table of the fitted parameters for the splice verification comparing the true 𝑃3D,𝛼 from ACCL2_L320R50 and the spliced 𝑃3D,𝛼 from
ACCL2_L320SR50, associated to Fig. 7 with non linear parameters.

Grid 𝐴𝐶𝐶𝐿2_𝐿320𝑅50

𝑧 4.0 3.6 3.0 2.6 2.0

𝑏𝛼 -0.459 ± 0.00524 -0.351 ± 0.00516 -0.225 ± 0.0033 -0.157 ± 0.00235 -0.0797 ± 0.00128
𝛽𝛼 0.596 ± 0.0427 0.782 ± 0.0464 1.13 ± 0.0503 1.36 ± 0.0546 1.61 ± 0.0621
𝑞1 2.53 ± 0.0844 2.0 ± 0.166 1.22 ± 0.119 0.97 ± 0.1 0.814 ± 0.0797
𝑞2 -1.0 ± 0.152 -0.745 ± 0.221 -0.228 ± 0.126 -0.0674 ± 0.0873 0.0779 ± 0.0492
𝑘𝑣 4.26 ± 0.922 2.42 ± 0.524 1.29 ± 0.297 0.906 ± 0.237 0.489 ± 0.174
𝑎𝑣 0.238 ± 0.061 0.316 ± 0.0661 0.39 ± 0.0661 0.359 ± 0.0575 0.241 ± 0.0382
𝑏𝑣 1.71 ± 0.128 1.71 ± 0.118 1.71 ± 0.0978 1.63 ± 0.0791 1.41 ± 0.0507
𝑘𝑝 11.4 ± 0.385 12.0 ± 0.648 12.5 ± 0.754 12.6 ± 0.807 11.5 ± 0.662
𝜒2 39.4 39.6 40.3 39.7 44.9
Reduced 𝜒2 0.448 0.45 0.459 0.451 0.51

Grid 𝐴𝐶𝐶𝐿2_𝐿320𝑆𝑅50

𝑧 4.0 3.6 3.0 2.6 2.0

𝑏𝛼 -0.464 ± 0.0058 -0.352 ± 0.00567 -0.224 ± 0.0035 -0.155 ± 0.0024 -0.0777 ± 0.00121
𝛽𝛼 0.592 ± 0.0447 0.789 ± 0.0488 1.14 ± 0.052 1.36 ± 0.0554 1.59 ± 0.0605
𝑞1 2.46 ± 0.0887 2.03 ± 0.174 1.3 ± 0.121 1.09 ± 0.0984 0.963 ± 0.0739
𝑞2 -1.0 ± 0.14 -0.821 ± 0.222 -0.326 ± 0.122 -0.158 ± 0.0827 -0.0162 ± 0.0444
𝑘𝑣 3.82 ± 0.851 2.31 ± 0.482 1.41 ± 0.27 1.16 ± 0.22 0.868 ± 0.17
𝑎𝑣 0.255 ± 0.0631 0.333 ± 0.0657 0.426 ± 0.0652 0.409 ± 0.056 0.315 ± 0.0371
𝑏𝑣 1.73 ± 0.132 1.69 ± 0.117 1.71 ± 0.0978 1.61 ± 0.0788 1.4 ± 0.0513
𝑘𝑝 11.7 ± 0.418 12.4 ± 0.7 13.0 ± 0.83 13.3 ± 0.919 12.9 ± 0.877
𝜒2 53.5 63.1 83.3 98.3 111.0
Reduced 𝜒2 0.608 0.717 0.946 1.12 1.26

Table A5. Table of the fitted parameters for our the spliced 𝑃3D,𝛼 from ACCL2_L640SR50 and ACCL2_L640SR25 at all redshifts, associated to Fig. 9 with non
linear parameters.

Grid 𝐴𝐶𝐶𝐿2_𝐿640𝑆𝑅50

𝑧 4.0 3.6 3.0 2.6 2.0

𝑏𝛼 -0.464 ± 0.0054 -0.357 ± 0.00409 -0.229 ± 0.00252 -0.158 ± 0.00172 -0.0797 ± 0.000853
𝛽𝛼 0.639 ± 0.0362 0.811 ± 0.0371 1.14 ± 0.0388 1.34 ± 0.0407 1.56 ± 0.0435
𝑞1 2.52 ± 0.208 1.86 ± 0.167 1.13 ± 0.114 0.928 ± 0.0914 0.833 ± 0.0664
𝑞2 -0.961 ± 1.77 -0.5 ± 0.263 -0.13 ± 0.145 -0.0357 ± 0.097 0.0437 ± 0.0501
𝑘𝑣 2.99 ± 1.18 1.67 ± 0.547 1.07 ± 0.264 0.898 ± 0.206 0.685 ± 0.152
𝑎𝑣 0.133 ± 0.0556 0.205 ± 0.0604 0.336 ± 0.067 0.352 ± 0.0607 0.289 ± 0.0409
𝑏𝑣 1.63 ± 0.134 1.61 ± 0.128 1.66 ± 0.113 1.62 ± 0.0952 1.47 ± 0.0635
𝑘𝑝 10.9 ± 0.806 11.1 ± 0.855 12.0 ± 1.12 12.5 ± 1.31 12.3 ± 1.28
𝜒2 50.0 54.0 60.7 68.4 84.7
Reduced 𝜒2 0.463 0.5 0.562 0.634 0.784

Grid 𝐴𝐶𝐶𝐿2_𝐿640𝑆𝑅25

𝑧 4.0 3.6 3.0 2.6 2.0

𝑏𝛼 -0.408 ± 0.00499 -0.318 ± 0.00376 -0.208 ± 0.00232 -0.147 ± 0.00159 -0.0761 ± 0.000808
𝛽𝛼 0.902 ± 0.0398 1.1 ± 0.0404 1.42 ± 0.0417 1.6 ± 0.0431 1.75 ± 0.0452
𝑞1 2.5 ± 0.178 1.84 ± 0.139 1.13 ± 0.094 0.929 ± 0.0753 0.821 ± 0.0565
𝑞2 -0.866 ± 0.282 -0.534 ± 0.194 -0.17 ± 0.106 -0.0609 ± 0.0709 0.0388 ± 0.0381
𝑘𝑣 2.2 ± 0.504 1.56 ± 0.297 1.1 ± 0.178 0.909 ± 0.145 0.612 ± 0.11
𝑎𝑣 0.23 ± 0.048 0.331 ± 0.053 0.45 ± 0.0559 0.442 ± 0.0491 0.328 ± 0.0327
𝑏𝑣 1.68 ± 0.108 1.73 ± 0.104 1.74 ± 0.0865 1.69 ± 0.0722 1.49 ± 0.0491
𝑘𝑝 15.1 ± 1.25 16.3 ± 1.57 18.6 ± 2.41 19.7 ± 2.91 17.6 ± 2.18
𝜒2 58.3 59.5 63.2 74.0 107.0
Reduced 𝜒2 0.52 0.531 0.564 0.661 0.953
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