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J-PLUS: TOMOGRAPHIC ANALYSIS OF GALAXY ANGULAR DENSITY AND REDSHIFT FLUCTUATIONS
IN DATA RELEASE 3.
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ABSTRACT

The Javalambre Photometric Local Universe Survey (J-PLUS) is a spectro-photometric survey covering
about 3,000 deg2 in its third data release (DR3), and containing about 300,000 galaxies with high
quality (odds> 0.8) photometric redshifts (hereafter photo-zs). We use this galaxy sample to conduct a
tomographic study of the counts and redshift angular fluctuations under Gaussian shells sampling the
redshift range z ∈ [0.05, 0.25]. We confront the angular power spectra of these observables measured
under shells centered on 11 different redshifts with theoretical expectations derived from a linear
Boltzmann code (ARFCAMB). Overall we find that J-PLUS DR3 data are well reproduced by our linear,
simplistic model. We obtain that counts (or density) angular fluctuations (hereafter ADF) are very
sensitive to the linear galaxy bias bg(z), although weakly sensitive to radial peculiar velocities of the
galaxy field, while suffering from systematics residuals for z > 0.15. Angular redshift fluctuations
(ARF), instead, show higher sensitivity to radial peculiar velocities and also higher sensitivity to the
average uncertainty in photo-zs (σErr), with no obvious impact from systematics. For z < 0.15 both
ADF and ARF agree on measuring a monotonically increasing linear bias varying from bg(z = 0.05) ≃
0.9± 0.06 up to bg(z = 0.15) ≃ 1.5± 0.05, while, by first time, providing consistent measurements of
σErr(z) ∼ 0.014 that are ∼ 40 % higher than estimates from the photo-z code LePhare, (σLePhare

Err =
0.010). As expected, this photo-z uncertainty level prevents the detection of radial peculiar velocities
in the modest volume sampled by J-PLUS DR3, although prospects for larger galaxy surveys of similar
(and higher) photo-z precision are promising.
Keywords: Cosmology: miscellaneous, observations, large scale structure of the universe

1. INTRODUCTION

Physical cosmology is currently entering a singular era
where the great advances achieved in the last two decades
are going to be critically tested with the advent of the
last generation of cosmological surveys of different na-
ture. These experiments will either confirm the current
cosmological paradigm (and possibly provide answers for

⋆ E-mail: chm@iac.es

some remaining questions, while probably giving rise to
new ones), or will provide definite evidence for the need
of new physics in our understanding of the universe.
From the side of the study of the Large Scale Struc-

ture (LSS) of the universe, efforts like Euclid (Euclid Col-
laboration et al. 2024), DESI (Levi et al. 2013), J-PAS
(Benitez et al. 2014; Bonoli et al. 2021), SPHEREx (Doré
et al. 2014), Roman Telescope (Wenzl et al. 2022), 4most
(de Jong et al. 2019), LSST (Ivezić et al. 2019), BINGO
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(Abdalla et al. 2022), SKA (Braun et al. 2015) are going
to mine further and deeper the light and matter distri-
bution of the universe up to z ∼ 5 (SKA should be able
to dig well into the epoch of reionization −z ∼ 10− in
the next decade). At the same time, experiments mea-
suring anisotropies of the Cosmic Microwave Background
(CMB) radiation such as the Simons Observatory (SO,
Ade et al. 2019), Stage IV (S4, Abazajian et al. 2016), or
LiteBird (Matsumura et al. 2014) will map with exquisite
precision the lensing of both the intensity and polar-
ization anisotropies of the CMB. While the B-mode of
the CMB polarization will constrain per se the inflation-
ary epoch, the gravitational deflection of CMB photons
will provide invaluable information on the matter dis-
tribution in the visible universe, and on the amplitude
of their spatial perturbations on different scales. From
these it will be possible to set constraints on the nature
of relativistic species (with neutrinos among them) and
dark matter (Albrecht et al. 2006; Baumann et al. 2018;
Dvorkin et al. 2022). Furthermore, the combination of
LSS and CMB observations will allow accessing physi-
cal effects impacting the CMB photon distribution, en-
abling consistency tests on the cosmological constraints
obtained from either the CMB or the LSS side.
Such consistency is already under exhaustive scrutiny

provided the apparent tension on the Hubble constant,
H0, as it is measured using the relatively simple, lin-
ear physics describing the universe at z ≃ 1, 100 (H0 ≃
68 km s−1 Mpc−1, Planck Collaboration et al. 2020;
Madhavacheril et al. 2024; Alam et al. 2021; Schöneberg
et al. 2022, to quote just a few), or by using stan-
dard candles and photometric local distance calibrators
(H0 ≃ 73 km s−1 Mpc−1, Riess et al. 2022; Murakami
et al. 2023; Galbany et al. 2023; Kenworthy et al. 2022;
Riess et al. 2021). The tension between these two sets
of measurements lies currently at the 5 − 7 σ level, de-
pending on the particular data set under analysis (see,
for a deep and recent review, Verde et al. 2023). While
it seems hard to reconcile those H0 measurements by
modifying the physics of the early universe without ruin-
ing other cosmological constraints (Knox & Millea 2020;
Kamionkowski & Riess 2023), latest tests on the local
distance calibrators with James Webb Space Telescope
(JWST) seem to confirm previous results based upon su-
pernova Type Ia as standard candles and Cepheid stars
as local distance calibrators (Riess et al. 2024b) 1 Fu-
ture data should then help clarifying the origin of this
apparent inconsistency.
In our current, so-called “concordance” cosmological

model (ΛCDM, see, e.g., Planck Collaboration et al.
2020), most of the energy (∼ 70 %) is in the form of
a repulsive force (dubbed as “dark energy”) which, in its
simplest form may reduce to a cosmological constant (Λ)
in Einstein’s relativistic description of an homogeneous
and isotropic universe. About ∼ 5/6 parts of the remain-
ing energy content is carried by an unknown, invisible
type of matter (dark matter), and hence only ∼ 1/6 of
the matter content of the universe (and roughly ∼ 5 %

1 Very preliminary results by Freedman et al. (2024) suggest
that the tension may be associated to the use of the cepheids as
distance calibrators, since the use of other calibrating stars (at the
tip of the red giant branch or A/B giants in the J region) seem to
point to values that are compatible from the early, young universe.
To some extent this is however refuted by Riess et al. (2024a).

of its total energy budget) corresponds to the baryonic
matter we are familiar to. Thus, well beyond the tension
on H0 (or other parameters of the model) that may or
may not survive the upcoming data, the nature of the
dominant components of the universe (dark matter and
dark energy) remains largely unknown, and this consti-
tutes a formidable task for cosmology and fundamental
physics.
In this context of careful, blind and consistent analy-

sis of present and upcoming cosmological datasets, new
ideas and approaches to extract cosmological constraints
out of the data are key towards a more precise (and accu-
rate) data exploitation. In the last few years a new cos-
mological observable, named as “angular redshift fluctu-
ations” (ARF), has been introduced as a new approach
to constrain the cosmological density and radial pecu-
liar velocity fields (Hernández-Monteagudo et al. 2021a).
The ARF use the redshift anisotropies of matter probes
selected under any given redshift shell as a complemen-
tary observable to the number of matter probes under
that same redshift shell (the latter quantity being the
standard 2D clustering, hereafter denoted by “angular
density fluctuations” or ADF). Previous Fisher forecasts
(Legrand et al. 2021) have demonstrated that the addi-
tion of ARF on top of ADF and CMB lensing roughly
halves the uncertainty on cosmological parameters like
Ωm, Ωb, H0, or ns, and shrinks the area of the er-
ror ellipse by one order of magnitude for the dark en-
ergy parameters (w0, wa). Roughly at the same time,
the implementation of an ARF tomographic analysis on
the SDSS DR13 spectroscopic sample of Luminous Red
Galaxies (LRGs, Hernández-Monteagudo et al. 2021b)
was able to provide bias measurements at ∼ 5 % preci-
sion per redshift bin, and an ≃ 7 % overall measurement
of the growth rate, thus yielding among the strongest
constraints on deviations from General Relativity (GR),
γ = 0.44+0.09

−0.07. ARF have also provided, in a cross-
correlation analysis with CMB intensity anisotropies,
among the strongest constraints on the kinetic Sunyaev-
Zeldovich effect (kSZ, Sunyaev & Zeldovich 1980) when
using spectroscopic data throughout the redshift range
z ∈ [0, 5], (Chaves-Montero et al. 2021).
So far the tightest cosmological constraints from spec-

troscopic galaxy surveys have been obtained in 3D anal-
ysis where a fiducial cosmology is adopted to convert
observed quantities (redshifts and angular position on
the sky) into 3D cartesian coordinates (see, e.g., Alam
et al. 2021; DESI Collaboration et al. 2024a,b). This ap-
proach ensures a full utilization of all k-modes present
in the data, with the fiducial model assumed being actu-
ally corrected by accounting for peculiar velocities and
imposing statistical isotropy. However, due to curva-
ture effects the interpretation of 2-point statistics on the
largest scales is not straightforward, and there remains
an implicit assumption of no cosmological evolution in-
side the 3D box under analysis. Instead, the 2D angu-
lar, tomographic approach proposed in, e.g., Balaguera-
Antoĺınez et al. (2018); Hernández-Monteagudo et al.
(2021a) adopts narrow redshift shells (σz ∼ 0.01− 0.05)
whose widths are negligible compared to the local Hubble
time, and where exact predictions (at least within linear
theory) can be made on the largest accessible scales. Of
course, any projection under a redshift shell involves the



J-PLUS. DR3 tomographic analysis of ADF and ARF 3

smoothing of some radial modes whose information is
lost to some extent, and the combined analysis of a large
number of redshift shells may be computationally chal-
lenging. Yet consistent results should be obtained via
either approach, and each of those may have different
limitations and suffer differently from systematics.
In this work we explore the implementation of a to-

mographic, angular ADF+ARF analysis of a pseudo-
spectroscopic survey like J-PLUS (Cenarro et al.
2019). By pseudo-spectroscopic surveys we refer to
multi narrow/medium-width optical band surveys like
COMBO (Wolf et al. 2003), ALHAMBRA (Moles et al.
2008), SHARDS (Pérez-González et al. 2013), PAU
(Mart́ı et al. 2014), J-PLUS (Cenarro et al. 2019), or
J-PAS (Benitez et al. 2014), for which, in every pixel
in the footprint, there exists a pseudo-spectrum with
as many data points as the number of filters carried
in the optical system. Typically, for these surveys the
spectral resolution roughly equals the number of opti-
cal filters, R ∼ Nfilter, with Nfilter = 17, 20, 12, and 56
for COMBO, ALHAMBRA, J-PLUS, and J-PAS, respec-
tively. Such modest level of effective spectral resolution
can not be compared to typical spectroscopic surveys (for
which R ≳ 500), although it still leaves room for a wealth
of science cases provided the photometric redshift preci-
sion can easily reach (and surpass) the 1 % level for a sig-
nificant fraction of the detected galaxies. For instance,
J-PAS with Nfilter = 56 should still be sensitive to the
radial BAO (Chaves-Montero et al. 2018), or should pro-
vide a superb catalogue of galaxy clusters and groups
(Ascaso et al. 2016; Doubrawa et al. 2024; Maturi et al.
2023).
This work formally addresses the use of ADF and ARF

with photometric redshifts in real data. This requires
implementing the error distribution of those redshift es-
timates in the predictions for the ADF and ARF angular
power spectrum. As we show below, this results in ADF
and ARF actually constrainig the typical uncertainties
of the photometric redshifts of the galaxy samples under
use. Since J-PLUS is a local, relatively shallow survey,
our linear theory model for the ADF/ARF angular power
spectra will be tested in a non-linear regime, and this
analysis will show how ADF and ARF suffer from non-
linearities, and how those bias estimates of the galaxies’
bias and peculiar velocities.
In Sect. 2 we introduce and describe the J-PLUS sur-

vey, together with its third data release and the selection
of the galaxy sample to analyze. In Sect. 3 we outline
our approach to correct for observational systematics,
and its outcome. In Sect. 4 we describe out theoretical
model for the ADF and ARF angular power spectrum,
and the parameters we attempt to constrain from their
comparison to the actual power spectra measured in J-
PLUS DR3 data. In Sect. 5 we present our results for
the ADF-only, ARF-only, and the combined ADF+ARF
analyses, with some further cross-correlation study of J-
PLUS data with Planck’s CMB convergence κ map. We
discuss our findings in Sect. 6, and conclude in Sect. 7.
In this work the adopt as fiducial cosmology a flat

ΛCDM model compliant with Planck 2018 analyses
(Planck Collaboration et al. 2020), with Ωch

2 = 0.122,
Ωbh

2 = 0.022 for the dark matter and baryonic matter
physical critical density parameters, respectively, nS =

0.96 for the scalar spectral index, h = 0.675 for the re-
duced Hubble constant, and As = 2 × 10−9 for the am-
plitude of the scalar curvature power spectrum. Any
cosmology-dependent quantity will be computed under
this model.

2. J-PLUS DR3

In this work we analyse the third data release of
the Javalambre Photometric Local Universe Survey (J-
PLUS, https://www.j-plus.es), covering 3,192 deg2

and gathering ∼47.4 million objects brighter than
rSDSS < 21 in the dual catalogue (containing entries in
at least the rSDSS-detection band). As first introduced in
Cenarro et al. (2019), J-PLUS is being conducted at the
Observatorio Astrof́ısico de Javalambre (OAJ2, Cenarro
et al. 2014), at 1,957 m above sea level in the Sierra
de Javalambre, Teruel, (Spain). Out of the two main
survey telescopes at the OAJ, JAST80 is responsible for
J-PLUS: it consists of a M1 84 cm diameter reflective
telescope in a German-equatorial mount, whose optical
system provides a field of view (FoV) diameter of 2 deg,
completely covering the 2 deg2 occupied by the 9.2 kpix
× 9.2 kpix CCD placed at its focal plane. This yields an
angular resolution of 0.55 arcmin pixel−1. Besides this
CCD, the instrument at its focal plane, T80Cam (Maŕın-
Franch et al. 2015), carries 12 different optical filters, the
standard SDSS g,r,i and z broad band filters, plus 8 addi-
tional, narrow and medium width (∼ 200–400 nm) filters
placed upon singular stellar spectral features: J0378 sen-
sitive to the [OII]λ3727 emission line feature, J0395 to
the Ca H+K complex, J410 to Hδ, J0430 to the G band,
J0515 to the Mg b triplet, J0660 to Hα, and J0861 to the
Ca triplet. Among the latter group we also include the
u filter which differs significantly from its SDSS coun-
terpart. Exposures in each of the filters were set such
that typical limiting magnitudes lie in the 20.5–21.5 mag
range, and the relative calibration of those bands lies at
the mmag level (López-Sanjuan et al. 2024). More de-
tails on the telescope, its optical system, and T80Cam
can be found in Cenarro et al. (2019).
For every entry in the source catalog, J-PLUS provides

an pseudo-spectrum with 12 entries, each corresponding
to each of the optical filters it mounts. Whistle J-PLUS
is originally conceived to characterize the stellar popula-
tions in the local universe (including our own Galaxy), it
has proved to be a superb tool to isolate emission-line ob-
jects like star forming galaxies or quasars (Spinoso et al.
2020; Lumbreras-Calle et al. 2022). A probability density
distribution (PDF) for the photometric redshift (photo-z
hereafter) is provided for 44.4 million objects, regardless
they are classified as galaxy, quasar, or star. An estimate
of the quality of those photo-z PDFs is given by the odds
parameter, defined as (Hernán-Caballero et al. 2021):

odds =

∫ zml+0.03(1+zml)

zml−0.03(1+zml)

dz P(z|G), (1)

where zml is the redshift maximizing the posterior photo-
z PDF P(z|G) for a given source being a “galaxy” (G).
High values of the odds parameter should hence cor-
respond to “packed” or “self-contained” photo-z PDFs
around zbest, or precise determination of the photo-zs.

2 https://oajweb.cefca.es/

https://www.j-plus.es
https://oajweb.cefca.es/
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2.1. Selection of galaxy-type objects in the catalogues

Our goal in this work is to conduct a tomographic anal-
ysis of the galaxy number density and redshift fluctua-
tions throughout the typical redshift depth sampled by
J-PLUS. We want to use galaxies for this purpose, and
we need identifying which J-PLUS DR3 sources are more
like to be galaxies, stars, and quasars. At this step, we
make use of two different, machine-learning based meth-
ods that have recently been applied on J-PLUS DR3.
The first one is based upon the work of von Mart-

tens et al. (2024), where the TPOT algorithm (Le et al.
2020) examines a large number of Machine Learning
(ML) based methods that attempt to classify J-PLUS
DR3 sources as galaxies, stars, and quasars. Those meth-
ods use a large training sample of spectroscopic data col-
lected by different, external surveys (SDSS DR18 with
∼660 thousand galaxies, LAMOST DR8 with 1.2 mil-
lion stars, and Gaia DR3 with ∼ 230 thousand quasars).
They use both photometric and morphological informa-
tion from all J-PLUS DR3 sources in the classification
process. The TPOT algorithm surveyed all those dif-
ferent ML-based models of J-PLUS DR3, and concluded
that one of them, XGBoost, provides the best outcome
in terms of purity and completeness. In this case, we de-
fine as “galaxy” every object whose probability of being
a galaxy exceeds the threshold 0.9.
The second one has been published in del Pino et al.

(2024), and hereafter will be dubbed as BANNJOS.
BANNJOS is a machine learning pipeline relying on
Bayesian neural networks to provide PDFs for stars,
galaxies and quasars. Towards this aim, it makes use of
photometric, morphological and astrometric data from
the J-PLUS DR3, Gaia DR3, and CATWISE2020 sur-
veys, on top of a total of 1.2 million spectroscopic sources
gathered from SDSS DR18, LAMOST DR9, DESI EDR,
and Gaia DR3. BANNJOS is proved to provide 95 % ac-
curacy for all objects brighter than rSDSS < 21, which is
precisely the magnitude cut applied in this work. Since
this method provides PDFs for being a star, galaxy, and
quasar for every catalog entry, in this case we define
“galaxy” as every object whose median of the PDF of
being a galaxy exceeds the threshold value 0.9.
On top of the restriction on rSDSS < 213, for both

galaxy-candidate catalogs we are also imposing two addi-
tional cuts: (i) all sources must have positive most-likely
photometric redshift (zml > 0), and (ii) all SExtractor
and mask flags must be zero for all filters. The two
galaxy-star-quasar classifiers are independent, and in
general yield similar but not identical outputs for a
generic sub-sample of J-PLUS DR3 sources. Neverthe-
less, as we shall show below, once we impose our require-
ments on the odds parameter, both classifiers yield galaxy
samples that are remarkably close.

2.2. The high odds galaxy sub-sample

Our initial motivation for considering high odds galax-
ies is exploiting the associated high precision photo-z
PDFs at searching for signatures of redshift space dis-
tortions in their angular density and redshift distribu-

3 The rSDSS magnitude used in this cut is corrected by Galactic
extinction using the relation rcorr = r − Ax× ebv, where the ebv
entry in the database provides the color excess E(B−V ) and Ax =
2.383.

Figure 1. : Average angular dN/dz for J-PLUS DR3
rSDSS < 21 objects labelled as galaxies by the two iden-
tification methods for different odds cuts

tions. However, when considering the two galaxy iden-
tification algorithms, it becomes clear that this choice
comes with another advantage. As shown in Fig. 1, the
actual number density for objects seen as “galaxies” by
each of the two algorithms described above is remarkably
similar when adopting the threshold odds > 0.8 (blue
solid and dashed lines in this plot). Given the large num-
ber (tens of millions) of galaxy candidates at low odds
(odds > 0.1), increasing this threshold to odds > 0.8
decreases the overall sample to ∼ 300, 000 galaxy candi-
dates, which is still a large enough sample to conduct our
tomographic analysis over the ∼ 3, 000 deg2 of J-PLUS
DR3. It can also be seen in this plot that the increas-
ing trend of dN/dz with redshift becomes modulated as
stricter conditions on the odds parameter are imposed.
It must be noted in passing that the shape of the dN/dz

plot for either algorithm at high redshifts (z > 0.3) is
remarkably similar to the corresponding curve obtained
for those objects labelled as “stars”, where we define as
star as every object that, under the cut of rSDSS < 21,
odds > 0.9, satisfies the condition of sgcl prob star>
0.9. The latter threshold is applied on the entry for be-
ing a star present in the table jplus.StarGalClass4.
This is a clear indication that stars may leak into the
“galaxy” classification at those high redshift bins poorly
probed by the modest size of JAST80 and the limited
exposure times of J-PLUS. At the same time, as we shall
show below, for redshifts z > 0.15–0.2 we start finding
evidence of non-negligible impact of systematics in the
angular distribution of our galaxy samples, so most of
our analyses focus on the z < 0.2 redshift range.

3. TOMOGRAPHY WITH MAPS OF ADF AND ARF.

The goal of this work is to conduct tomography of
the J-PLUS DR3 galaxy angular density and redshift

4 This table is accessible via the Asynchronous ADQL queries
link in https://archive.cefca.es/catalogues/jplus-dr3

https://archive.cefca.es/catalogues/jplus-dr3
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fields. This tomography will be conducted under Gaus-
sian redshift shells of widths σz = [0.01, 0.03, 0.05] and
nominally centered in a regular redshift array starting at
zmin = 0.05 and monotonically increasing with steps of
∆z = 0.02 up to zmax = 0.39. While this amounts to 18
different redshifts, we shall see that due to the impact of
systematics the actual redshift range under analysis will
restrict to z ∈ [0.05, 0.25] or 11 distinct central redshifts,
which give rise to 11×3 = 33 different Gaussian shells af-
ter accounting for the three widths under consideration.
A HEALPix5 (Górski et al. 2005) format sky mask is

produced under the resolution parameter Nside = 128,
which corresponds to pixels of roughly 0.25 deg2 area.
This pixelization is the default used in this work, and
allows safely probing harmonic multipoles up to ℓmax =
2×Nside = 256. This sky mask is built from the mangle
format tiles available at https://archive.cefca.es/
catalogues/jplus-dr3/. Initially, after dropping pix-
els with less than 5 % of their area covered, the active or
useful mask area amounts to 2,859 deg2, but after drop-
ping some few pixels at low galactic latitude with very
high star density plus some other region with abnormal
depths/exposure times, the effective area for the final
mask amounts to 2,795 deg2. This sky mask is fixed for
all redshift shells considered in this work.

3.1. Correction for systematics

Different observing conditions such as seeing or air-
mass, in combination with astrophysical factors like star
density or Galactic extinction are known to modulate the
observed number of galaxies. Therefore, for every red-
shift shell under study it becomes mandatory to correct
for (or at least ameliorate) the impact of the modulation
induced by those observational and astrophysical factors.
The J-PLUS DR3 database provides access to a number
of entries that account for the observing conditions (such
as seeing, airmass, limiting magnitude for a fixed aper-
ture, full width-half maximum (FWHM) for every filter,
etc), and these can be use to characterize their impact on
the observed number of galaxies in every direction/pixel
on the sky.
In this work we shall adopt the approach outlined in

Hernández-Monteagudo & J-PLUS Collaboration (2024),
which, inspired by Xavier et al. (2019), attempts to cor-
rect for different systematics whose angular pattern on
the survey’s footprint is known. The model of the ob-
served galaxy angular number density field as a function
of the real, underlying galaxy density field and the inter-
vening systematics reads as

nobs
g (n̂) =

(
n̄g(1+δg(n̂) )+α·M(n̂)

) Ns∏
1

(1+βiδMi(n̂)).

(2)
In this equation n̂ denotes the unit vector pointing to

a given direction on the celestial sphere, and each of the
Ns potential systematics angular template is broken into
their angular mean/monopole and fluctuations,

Mi(n̂) = (M̄i + δMi(n̂)), (3)

5 HEALPix’s URL site http://healpix.sf.net. Throughout
this work we use the python package healpy, Zonca et al. (2019).

Table 1: Full set of observables upon which we build
our potential systematics templates. For a more detailed
description of the templates, we refer to Hernández-
Monteagudo & J-PLUS Collaboration (2024).

Index Observable Label

0 Star density stars

1 Zero-point of the image zpt

2 Estimated image noise noise

3 Effective total exposure time teffective

4 Total exposure time texposed

5 Number of reduced images combined ncombined

6 FWHM estimate under Gaussian PSF fwhmg

7 50% detection mag. for point-like sources m50s

8 Mag. at SNR=5 and 2×FWHM aperture depth2fwhm

9 Mag. at SNR=5 and 3 arcsec aperture depth3as

10 E(B-V) colour excess from SFD98 ebv

11 E(B-V) colour excess from Planck ebvPlanck

12 Average airmass of tile airmass

13 Galaxy-weighted average odds parameter odds

where the index i runs from 1 to Ns, and the ampli-
tude has been re-normalized so that ⟨δM2

i (n̂)⟩n̂ = 1. In
Eq. 2, n̄g(1 + δg(n̂) ) denotes the real, underlying galaxy
number density field, and the vectors α and β reflect
the additive and mulplicative modulation exerted by the
potential systematics template set. In what follows, we
introduce ϵ via α = n̄g(1 + ϵ), and accounts for the am-
plitude of the additive systematics in units of n̄g. We
shall use α or ϵ indistinctly.
This procedure makes no assumption on the additive

or multiplicative nature of those potential systematics,
and simultaneously provides estimates (and associated
errors) for the α and β vectors. This method has also
been proved to leave minimal residuals (when compared
to standard methods that assume either an additive or
a multiplicative character for the systematics). We de-
fer the reader to Hernández-Monteagudo & J-PLUS Col-
laboration (2024) for further details on this systematics
amelioration algorithm. The set of potential systematics
that we consider in the analysis of J-PLUS DR3 is identi-
cal to the one presented in that work, and is summarised
in their Table I, that we also incoporate to this section.
In the two panels of Fig. 2 we display the estimates

for α (top panel) and β (bottom panel) extracted from
the BANNJOS galaxy sample. A very similar result is
obtained for the XGBoost galaxy sample. Each row cor-
responds to a combination of (zcenter, σz), with zcenter in-
creasing downwards in both panels, and σz varying faster
than zcenter along the Y -axis. Each column corresponds
to a different potential systematics template. Over-
all, this figure shows that the presence of systematics-
induced modulation of the observed galaxy number den-
sity increases with redshift, something that is easy to
accommodate since the abundance of faint sources are
more easily impacted by systematics. The additive coef-
ficients ϵi typically yield larger amplitudes than the mul-
tiplicative counterparts, and already for redshifts above
z ∼ 0.15 the ϵi values for several templates like noise,
efectime, m50s or depth2fwhm depart from zero notice-
ably. On the other hand, the multiplicative βi ampli-
tudes remain quite small down to zcenter ∼ 0.25, with
the exception of stars, ebv, ebvPlanck, airmass, and
odds (note the angular correlation of the first three of this
template sub-sample). At higher redshifts the βi coeffi-

https://archive.cefca.es/catalogues/jplus-dr3/
https://archive.cefca.es/catalogues/jplus-dr3/
http://healpix.sf.net
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Figure 2. : Tomographic systematics correction on J-
PLUS DR3 ADF shells for XGBoost galaxy identification
method and no assumption about purity.

cients for other systematics maps such as zpt, efectime,
texposed, ncombined, fwhmg, take non-zero values.
In our tomographic analyses, under each Gaussian red-

shift shell, we consider two different projections on the
2D sphere. The first one constitutes the standard galaxy
number density contrast δg (that we dub here as “an-
gular density fluctuations” or ADF). This observable is
computed from a map containing the number of galaxies
under the Gaussian shell that fall per pixel as

δg(n̂) =
ng(n̂)

⟨ng⟩n̂
− 1, (4)

where ng(n̂) is the galaxy number count per pixel, ei-
ther before or after correcting for systematics.
We also consider a second observable, the so-called an-

gular redshift fluctuations (hereafter ARF, Hernández-
Monteagudo et al. 2021a), that instead of counting galax-
ies per pixel, it observes the redshift deviations with re-
spect to the mean redshift under the shell. Depending
upon its normalization, there is room for two, slightly
different definitions for the ARF:

1. The first definition refers the redshift fluctuations
with respect to average number density of sources:(

δz(n̂)

)I

:=

∑
j∈n̂ Wj(zj − z̄)

⟨
∑

j∈n̂ Wj⟩n̂
. (5)

In this equation, the weight Wj provides the Gaus-
sian distance (in redshift) of the j-th galaxy falling
in pixel n̂ from the central redshift of Gaussian
shell: Wj = exp−(zj − zcenter)

2/(2σ2
z). The red-

shift z̄ refers to the average redshift under the shell,

z̄ =
∑

all j Wjzj/
∑

all i Wi, and is typically close to

zcenter (depending on the slope of dN/dz). The de-
nominator of the equation above contains the an-
gular average (denoted by ⟨...⟩n̂) of the number of
galaxies under the shell.

2. The second definition normalizes rather by the
amount of galaxies in each pixel, rather than by
its average. It is thus less stable in case of sparse
galaxy surveys with a low number of galaxies per
pixel, but at the same time it is less sensitive to
systematics (Hernández-Monteagudo et al. 2021a):(

δz(n̂)

)II

:=

∑
j∈n̂ Wj(zj − z̄)∑

j∈n̂ Wj
. (6)

Both definitions, despite being formally different, con-
verge to the same expression at the limit of linear theory
of cosmological perturbations when considering only the
so called density and redshift/Doppler terms, (Lima-
Hernández et al. 2022). In what follows we shall stick
to the first definition (and we shall refer to it simply
as δz(n̂), without super-indexes), unless otherwise ex-
plicited. Under this linear theory, both ADF and ARF
should be Gaussian fields that are completely determined
by their second order momenta, either the angular cor-
relation function w(θ) or its harmonic transform, the an-
gular power spectrum Cℓ for every harmonic multipole ℓ
(they are related via w(θ) =

∑
ℓ(2ℓ+1)/(4π)CℓPℓ(cos θ),

with Pℓ(x) the ℓ-th order Legendre polynomial). Stan-
dard Boltzmann codes like CAMB (Challinor & Lewis
2011) or CLASS (Lesgourgues 2011) provide predictions
for the angular power spectrum of the ADF under a
large variety of cosmological scenarios. More recently,
Lima-Hernández et al. (2022) modified the code CAMB

into ARFCAMB6 so that it also provides linear theory pre-
dictions for ARF. ARFCAMB is then our reference code
when comparing to theoretical predictions in this work
(see Sect. 4).
In Fig. 3 we display maps (in Galactic coordi-

nates) of the galaxy ADF or density contrast δg(n̂) =
ng(n̂)/⟨ng⟩n̂ − 1 before (left, top panel) and after (right,
top panel) correcting for systematics. The bottom, left
panel shows the difference or correction map nobs

g (n̂) −
ncorr
g (n̂). It can be seen that the raw map tends to miss

galaxies and structure at low galactic latitudes, both in
the northern and southern Galactic hemispheres, while a
very dense structure at δDEC ≈ 60 deg. is smoothed in
the corrected map. Typical ADF map amplitudes range
from δg ≃ −1 up to δg ∼ 3. Instead, the ARF map
shown in the bottom-right panel of this figure shows a
very different pattern: by construction it is symmetric
around zero, and it displays a very Gaussian histogram,
rarely reaching +/− 3σ excursions.
In Fig. 4 we show the outcome of our systematics ame-

lioration scheme. The left panel displays the pseudo-
angular power spectrum computed from the pre- (red)
and post-correction (blue) ADF map. The correction
is significant in practically the entire ℓ-multipole range
(with the exception of the smallest angular scales/high

6 ARFCAMB can be accessed at https://github.com/chmATiac/
ARFCAMB

https://github.com/chmATiac/ARFCAMB
https://github.com/chmATiac/ARFCAMB
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Figure 3. : Top, left panel: Angular density fluctuation map (or ADF/density contrast δg(n̂) map) from the BANNJOS
galaxy sample, computed under the Gaussian shell centered upon zcenter = 0.15 and with width σz = 0.05 before
correcting for systematics. All maps are given in Galactic coordinates. Top, right panel: Same as in previous panel, but
after correcting for systematics. Bottom, left panel: Difference or correction map, that amounts to nobs

g (n̂)− ncorr
g (n̂),

in units of number of galaxies per pixel. Bottom-right panel: ARF map corresponding to the same redshift shell
following the first definition given in Eq. 5.
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Figure 4. : Impact of systematics amelioration on the ADF map at zcenter = 0.15 and σz = 0.05 computed on top
of the BANNJOS galaxy sample. The left panel shows the shot-noise corrected pseudo-angular spectrum (no mask
correction applied) before (blue) and after (red) correction for systematics. The ratio of the two spectra, scaled to
5× 10−4, is also given by the green, dashed line. The amplitude of the additive (ϵi) and multiplicative (βi) correction
for each systematics template is given in the right panel.

ℓ-s). The ratio of the corrected angular pseudo-power
spectra over the raw one is given by the green, dashed
line: this ratio is normalized to 5 × 10−4 for visual-
ization purposes, reflects larger correction on larger an-
gular scales (lower ℓs). The right panel, instead, pro-
vides the actual estimates for α and β. Some of ϵi val-
ues are at the ∼ 0.1–0.2 level, which is not negligible.
Note that, given the strong correlated pattern between
efectime and texposed, the corrections associated to
these two templates partially cancel each other. For red-
shifts deeper than zcenter = 0.15, the impact of system-
atics are typically more important than shown in this
plot.
Unfortunately, it is not trivial to export the corrections

on the ADF map derived from our systematics amelio-
ration algorithm to the ARF maps since this would re-
quire having knowledge on how those corrections apply
under the Gaussian redshift shell. As already shown in
Hernández-Monteagudo et al. (2021a), the second ARF
definition given in Eq. 6 is unsensitive to either addi-
tive or multiplicative systematics as long as these remain
constant under the redshift shells, not a too demanding
requirement provided the adopted shell widths are rela-
tively narrow (σz ≤ 0.05). In what follows we will test
the robustness of ARF by adopting also Eq. 6, bearing
in mind its possible instabilities for low density shells.

3.2. Correlation matrices

As suggested by the typical width of the galaxy-
galaxy 3D correlation function, most of the clustering
of the large scale structure (LSS) shows up at scales of
∼ [5, 20] h−1 Mpc, while systematics associated to ob-
serving conditions and astrophysical foregrounds project
along the line of sight on much larger scales. Therefore,

a direct test for the presence of residual systematics con-
sists on testing the correlation between different redshift
shells lying at very different redshifts.
If we let δi(n̂) represent the ADF or ARF map at any

redshift shell i, then we can decompose it via

δi(n̂) =
∑
ℓ,m

δiℓ,mYℓ,m(n̂), (7)

where the Yℓ,m(n̂) constitute the orthonormal basis of
spherical harmonics. One can then easily cross-correlate
different redshift shells via the cross angular power spec-
trum

Ci,j
ℓ =

∑
m=−ℓ,ℓ δ

i
ℓ,m(δjℓ,m)⋆

(2ℓ+ 1)
, (8)

with (δiℓ,m)⋆ denoting the complex conjugate of δiℓ,m.
This cross power spectrum can again be written as the
harmonic transform of the angular cross-correlation func-
tion wi,j(θ):

wi,j(θ) = ⟨δi(n̂1)δ
j(n̂2)⟩n̂1·n̂2=cos θ =

2ℓ+ 1

4π
Ci,j

ℓ Pℓ(cos θ).

(9)
In order to quantify the level of systematics induced

correlation between distant redshift shells, we compute
the cross angular power spectrum between all possible
shells, add for all multipoles, and define the following
correlation matrix:

Corr0i,j =

2Nside∑
ℓ=2

Ci,j
ℓ , (10)
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which we choose to normalize by its diagonal,

Corri,j =
Corr0i,j√

Corr0i,iCorr
0
j,j

. (11)

In Fig. 5 we display the cross-correlation matrix Corri,j
obtained from ADF and ARF maps built from the XG-
Boost catalog (being the corresponding matrix for the
BANNJOS catalog very similar). The top row in the top
panel provides the cross-correlation matrix for the ADF
before correcting for systematics, while the bottom row
does for the post-correction case. Each column corre-
sponds to a different value of the shell width σz. The
off-diagonal structure in the top row is clearly positive,
pointing to the presence of systematics spanning through
very different redshift shells. This structure disappears
to a notable extent in the bottom row, obtained after cor-
recting for systematics: off-diagonal terms are now closer
to zero, although an appreciable level of positive entries
remain. This positive character points to some system-
atics residuals (otherwise one would expect a symmetric
distribution of off-diagonal elements around zero).
The bottom panel contains a similar exercise con-

ducted on ARF maps. In this case both rows use ARF
maps without any systematics correction, the difference
lying in the ARF definition adopted. The top row uses
the first ARF definition given in Eq. 5, while the bot-
tom row uses Eq. 6. At first sight it is obvious that the
ARF correlation properties differ significantly to those
of ADF, as first shown by Legrand et al. (2021): the
positive diagonal is followed by an anti-correlated set of
nearby neighbors that disappears as the redshift distance
increases. We can see that, at low redshifts, both ma-
trices display these correlation properties, with far off-
diagonal terms oscillating around zero, particularly for
the narrowest width (left column). Differences however
arise at higher redshifts, for which the anti-correlated
band of neighbors tends to vanish in the bottom row (cor-
responding to the second ARF implementation of Eq. 6).
While the reason for this mismatch is unclear, it restricts
to the extremely high redshift shells J-PLUS can reach
for regular galaxies, for which more aggressive system-
atics corrections are required, under significantly lower
galaxy number densities.

4. A LINEAR THEORETICAL REFERENCE MODEL FOR
NON-LINEAR SCALES

The J-PLUS DR3 survey is sampling the local uni-
verse with a relatively modest depth of z ∼ 0.3, with
most of our analyses restricting to yet lower redshifts
(zmax ≈ 0.2) given the non-trivial modulation of system-
atics. This redshift corresponds to a depth of roughly
∼ 600 h−1 Mpc, and most of our statistical power will
come from scales at least one order of magnitude smaller,
i.e., tens of h−1 Mpc. On such scale range cosmological
predictions at the linear level of the theory of perturba-
tions are known to be innacurate at best at the 10–30 %
level (see, Fosalba et al. 2015, for example).
Yet this degree of accuracy is admissible for the pur-

poses of this work. We aim at comparing ADF and
ARF (and their combination) as prospective cosmolog-
ical probes in spectro-photometric surveys like J-PAS.
Our goal is studying the redshift evolution of the lin-
ear bias, and setting the best possible constraints on the

amplitude of the radial peculiar velocities (the so-called
redshift-space-distortions term). We are also interested
in studying the behavior of ADF and ARF in a non-linear
regime and how they compare to linear theory predic-
tions. At the same time, developing corrections beyond
linear theory is motivated when cutting-edge cosmolog-
ical measurements are under reach, which is clearly not
the case in this study.
We therefore shall compare our measurements to lin-

ear theory prediction provided by the Boltzmann code
ARFCAMB, that incorporates ARF on top of the standard
cosmological observables (like ADF, weak lensing, and
intensity, polarization, and lensing angular anisotropies
of the Cosmic Microwave Background radiation), and all
of their possible cross-correlations.
Boltzmann codes like CAMB or CLASS include a set of

linear theory general-relativistic (GR) corrections when
computing the angular power spectra of the ADF. Those
GR corrections are also considered in the ARF compu-
tation within ARFCAMB. These corrections are added on
top of the leading contribution given by the density
term, tracking the density of the number counts of galax-
ies. Out of all relativistic corrections, the so-called
redshift correction, accounting for the radial gradient
of the galaxies’ peculiar velocity is in most cases the one
giving the largest contribution (particularly for narrow
shells). Next leading correction is typically the lensing
term, although this is only relevant for wide shells placed
at high redshifts (for which the redshift term is usually
negligible). Other peculiar velocity-related terms like
the radial term (inversely proportional to the distance
to the sources) are only relevant to the largest angular
scales, that we can hardly probe with our modest foot-
print of ≲ 3, 000 deg2.
Hence we shall consider two terms for both ADF

and ARF, namely the density and redshift terms,
which actually correspond to the density and veloc-
ity contributions to the transfer function defined in
Hernández-Monteagudo et al. (2021a). While the den-
sity term scales with redshift as b(z)σ8(z), the veloc-
ity contribution is proportional to E(z)f(z)σ8(z), with

E(z) =
√
Ωm(1 + z)3 +ΩΛ in a flat universe, f(z) =

d logDδ/d log a the growth rate given by the logarith-
mic derivative of the matter density growth factor Dδ,
and σ8(z) the linearly extrapolated rms of the matter
density contrast averaged inside spheres of comoving ra-
dius 8 h−1 Mpc. Most of the cosmological information
is encoded in the growth of density perturbations given
by Dδ(z) and its derivative f(z). From ADF/ARF we
can however only access the combinations bg(z)σ8(z) and
E(z)f(z)σ8(z). Since the angular power spectrum is a
two-point statistics derived from the ADF/ARF fields,
it can be written as the sum of the square of each two
terms plus a cross term:

Ctheory
ℓ = b2g C

δ, δ
ℓ + 2 bg C

δ, vlos
ℓ + Cvlos, vlos

ℓ . (12)

In this equation, the galaxy linear bias bg is coupled only
to the density term, and is a priori redshift dependent,
although we assume it to be a constant provided we are
considering relatively narrow redshift shells. The mod-
eling observed angular power spectrum differs from the
equation above since (i) the ADF and ARF are sampled
by discrete objects (galaxies) and this introduces a sam-
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Figure 5. : Top panel: Cross-correlation coefficient matrix for ADF before (top row) and after (bottom row) correction
for systematics (BANNJOS galaxy catalogue). A lower level of cross-correlation between distant redshift shells can
be seen in the latter case. Bottom panel: Cross-correlation coefficient matrix for ARF. The matrix at the top row
corresponds to definition I of the ARF, whereas the bottom one displays the result for definition II. Both correlation
patterns are very similar, with the exception of the highest redshift shells.
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pling (or shot noise) term, and (ii) due to small sky cov-
erage (the fraction of the sky covered by J-PLUS DR3
is about fsky ≃ 0.07) the Cℓ estimates are biased and
coupled (for different ℓs they are no longer independent
as under full sky coverage). We thus model the observed
angular power spectrum as

Cobs
ℓ = Mℓ,ℓ′

[
b2g C

δ, δ
ℓ′ + 2 bg AvC

δ, vlos
ℓ′ +A2

v C
vlos, vlos
ℓ′

]
+ Cshot noise

ℓ . (13)

Here, we have introduced a coupling matrix Mℓ,ℓ′ that
accounts for the bias and the coupling on the raw Cℓs
from a limited sky coverage (there is a summation on ℓ′

implicit in this equation). The shot noise term Cshot noise
ℓ

refers to raw Cℓs as they are estimated from the masked
sky. Finally, given the low value of fsky, we choose to
bin Cℓ into multipole bins of width ∆ℓ = 10, starting at
ℓmin = 12. Binning the multipoles into bins is equivalent
to multiplying by a new matrix of dimension BL,ℓ = 1/∆ℓ
if ℓ ∈ L and BL,ℓ = 0 otherwise. Our final data model is
then given by

Cobs
L = BL,ℓMℓ,ℓ′

[
b2g C

δ, δ
ℓ′ +2 bg AvC

δ, vlos
ℓ′ +A2

v C
vlos, vlos
ℓ′

]
+ BL,ℓC

shot noise
ℓ . (14)

Equation 14 reads as the model vector whose difference
with respect to the data vector is to be minimised. A pri-
ori, there exists a Cℓ vector for every redshift shell and
every width (zcenter, σz) for ADF and ARF, so our full
data vector considers all those redshift shells. Our model
vector depends on the galaxy linear bias, bg, which we
render as a separate parameter for every value of zcenter
(although we assume that it does not depend upon σz).
In contrast, theAv parameter giving the amplitude of the
redshift term7 is assumed constant throughout the en-
tire depth of our sample. The shot-noise term Cshot noise

ℓ
is computed, for each shell, by keeping the photo-z val-
ues of the real galaxy sample and shuffling randomly their
angular positions within the sky mask. Our estimate of
Cshot noise

ℓ is the average of the resulting angular power
spectra from such Nrandom = 20 random assignments of
angular coordinates.

4.1. ADF and ARF sensitivity to photo-z errors

Besides bg(z) and Av, there exists another parameter
to be determined in our model that has not explicitly
appeared yet. The effective width of the Gaussian red-
shift shells depends on the typical error in the photo-z
estimations of our galaxy samples. Boltzmann codes like
ARFCAMB require as part of the input the redshift distri-
bution of the sources, i.e., dN/dz. In our tomographic
study, this redshift distribution is then multiplied by a
Gaussian window with parameters (zcenter, σz). But since
the selection of our galaxies use the photo-zs, the actual
width of our Gaussian window is the sum in quadrature
of σz with the typical photo-z error, σErr. The correct
shape for dN/dz and (z − z̄) dN/dz to be input to our
Boltzmann code hence must include a convolution with

7 This amplitude Av parameter is taken with respect to the
amplitude of our fiducial model, i.e., Av := (Efσ8)/(Efσ8)fid.

the typical photo-z error PDF. Therefore the shape of
this PDF and its width σErr are input parameters for
our latest version of ARFCAMB.
In our analyses, and for the sake of simplicity, we have

assumed that the photo-z PDF shapes are Gaussian for
all shells, with a width σErr to be determined. We may
either assume that σErr is constant and the same for all
redshifts, or search for a different value for every zcenter.
The inclusion of non-zero photo-z errors results in a

clear suppression of the amplitude of the Cℓs for the
ARF, while for the ADF this suppression is more mod-
est but not negligible, more clearly visible for shells of
thinner or comparable width than σErr. Using ARFCAMB,
we have computed the ratio of the ADF and ARF an-
gular power spectrum multipoles of the non-zero σErr

case over the no photo-z error case, for different config-
urations of central redshift, shell width, bias, etc (see
Fig. 6). In practice, we compute a grid of models for this
ratio in terms of zcenter, σz, bg, and σErr, and interpolated
through this grid when sampling σErr.

4.2. The estimation of the covariance matrix

Given the complexity in mimicking several properties
of J-PLUS DR3 data (such as the odds-dependent selec-
tion function, or the impact of systematics residuals in
auto- and cross-angular power spectra), we have opted to
use the real data vector to build the covariance matrix
rather than relying on a large number of approximated
galaxy mocks. We further simplify this step by neglecting
all non-Gaussian contributions to the covariance matrix.
While our goal here is to constrain the galaxy bias, the
photo-z errors in our galaxy sample, and the amplitude
of radial peculiar velocities in the local universe, we are
not interested on to providing the tightest measurements
possible with this data set. Rather, we focus our study
on the compatibility of the ADF and ARF constraints,
the possible impact by systematics of any type, and on
whether it is possible or not to combine both probes to
measure the same set of cosmological and astrophysical
parameters.
We thus adopt the standard Gaussian approximation

for the covariance matrix. If we let latin indexes i and j
denote values of pairs the central redshift and Gaussian
widths (zcenter, σz), and provided we are considering in
our data vector the auto angular power spectra for each
i, we can write the (i, j) element of the covariance matrix
as

Covℓ,ℓi,j = ⟨Ci,i
ℓ Cj,j

ℓ ⟩ − ⟨Ci,i
ℓ ⟩⟨Cj,j

ℓ ⟩ =
2(Ci,j

ℓ )2

(2ℓ+ 1)fsky
, (15)

where the power spectra Ci,j
ℓ are obtained from real data.

We are assuming the covariance matrix is block diagonal
in the sense that we are neglecting that different multi-
poles (ℓ ̸= ℓ′) are not independent. In fact, given that
a binned multipole is written as CL = 1/NL

∑
ℓ∈L Cℓ,

it can be easily shown that the diagonal elements of the
binned covariance matrix can be written as

CovL,L = ⟨CLCL⟩ − ⟨CL⟩⟨CL⟩

=
1

NL ×NL

∑
ℓ∈L

∑
ℓ′∈L

Covℓ,ℓ′
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Figure 6. : Left column: Ratio of ADF Cℓ with non-zero photo-z errors wrt the corresponding case with σErr = 0.
Different central redshift, shell width and linear bias configurations are displayed. Right column: Same as left column
but for ARF. The suppression of the Cℓs induced by the photo-z errors is much more significant than for ADF. All Cℓ

computations have been conducted using ARFCAMB.
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Figure 7. : Logarithmic 2D map of the absolute value
of the covariance matrix (for ℓ = 50) when considering
both the ADF and the ARF probes. The first block
corresponds to the ADF, while the second to the ARF
(with typically lower amplitudes than the ADF). The
matrix index first runs over σz, and then over zcentre. It
can be see that the narrowest shells for ARF have lower
amplitude entries.

=
1

NL

∑
ℓ∈L

Covℓ,ℓ +ND
NL − 1

NL
. (16)

In this equation, ND is the average amplitude of all off-
diagonal elements of the covariance matrix inside the L
multipole bin. The first term in the right hand side of
the equation is simply the average of the diagonal ele-
ments of Covℓ,ℓ′ along the ∆ℓ = 10 bin. We are thus
neglecting the last term, and this should yield to lower
covariances and correspondingly lower errors in our in-
ferred parameters. While we should keep this in mind
when interpreting our results, we should also note that
this approach should contain all (Gaussian) contributions
to the diagonal of the covariance matrix from systemat-
ics, foregrounds, and non-linearities present in the data,
which are not straightforward to model.
In Fig. 7 we show a 2D plot of the correlation matrix

when considering both ADF and ARF probes.

4.3. Constraining the parameters

We implement a Monte Carlo Markov Chain (MCMC)
algorithm (using the software emcee, Foreman-Mackey
et al. 2013)) to constrain two different parameter sets
under to different configurations:

• First parameter configuration given by
{σErr, b

i
g,Av}, where the superscript i runs

through all 11 redshift shells ranging from
zcenter = 0.05 up to zcenter = 0.25, and where σErr

is taken to be the same for all redshift shells.

• A second parameter configuration extending the

previous one to {σi
Err, b

i
g,Av}, where we let the

typical uncertainty in the photo-z estimates to be
different for each redshift shell.

The uniform priors assigned to the parameters are
[0, 0.026] (first parameter configuration) and [0, 0.0325]
(second parameter configuration) for σi

Err (the maximum
values is taken to be twice an 2.5 times the value provided
by LePhare, respectively), and [0, 5] for both the bigs and
Av. These ranges are sufficiently wide so that if some of
the parameters under search hits the prior upper limits
one should invoke either non-linear physics, systematics,
or a combination of both. We adopted 8 different walk-
ers per parameter under consideration (so 104 walkers for
the first parameter configuration, and 184 for the second
one), with 3,000 steps per walker, with a burn-out phase
of 400 (which was checked to be long enough for conver-
gence).

5. RESULTS

In this section we describe the results of fitting the
ADF and ARF angular power spectra with the linear
model described in the previous section. In order to test
for consistency, we first conduct and interpret the ADF
and the ARF tomography independently of each other,
and compare the constraints obtained in either case. We
next opt to combine both probes, and extract joint pa-
rameter constraints from those, even if in some cases the
ADF and ARF outputs are incompatible and their com-
bination must be interpreted carefully.
In Fig. 8 we display, for the BANNJOS catalogue, the

observed angular power spectra for each redshift shell
(rows) and each shell width (columns) for ADF (left
panel) and ARF (right panel). The range of multipoles in
those panels that correspond to projected distances be-
low 5 h−1 Mpc are depicted in gray, and excluded from
the fits. These angular power spectra have been cor-
rected for shot noise, but not for the mask. The solid
curves provide the best-fit theoretical model after con-
volving by the effective sky mask. In the left panel re-
ferring to ADF, the blue curves denote the best fit ob-
tained after including only ADF in the MCMC chains
(and assuming a constant value of the photometric red-
shif error rms σErr for all redshift shells). The red curve,
instead, considers both ADF and ARF data in the pa-
rameter estimation. Analogously, in the right panel dis-
playing ARF angular power spectra, the green curve pro-
vide best-fit models for ARF data only, and the red ones
for ADF+ARF.
Overall the linear model adopted here provides a fairly

good fit to the data in most occasions. Narrow shells
(displayed in the left columns of both panels) contain
fewer galaxies, and suffer more from shot-noise resid-
uals. These shells for ARF are noisier than for ADF,
since they contain line-of-sight gradients that carry more
uncertainty. Narrow shells should also be impacted
more by non-linearities (as it was found in Hernández-
Monteagudo et al. (2021a)), provided they are compar-
atively sensitive to smaller scales than wider shells. In
some cases there is over-correction for shot noise (nega-
tive values of the Cℓs are given by orange squares), but
this is restricted to high multipoles. Since fits for the bias
parameter are done separately for each redshift shell (but
for the three widths at the same time), wider shells con-
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Figure 8. : Left column: Observed (binned) angular power spectra for each central redshift (running rows) and Gaussian
width (running in columns). These CLs are not corrected by the mask, but are corrected by our estimation of shot
noise. In some few cases this shot noise prediction is larger than the observed power spectrum power bands, yielding
negative values displayed by orange squares. The gray regions visible in top rows display the angular scales projecting
below the non-linear threshold of 5 h−1 Mpc at each redshift. The solid lines display the best-fit linear models, in blue
when considering ADF only, in red when considering ADF+ARF. Right column: Same as left column but for ARF.
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taining more galaxies typically carry most of the weight:
if there exists tension between the data and the linear
model, then narrow shells are the ones most likely show-
ing some degree of discrepancy. This tension for narrow
shells is more evident for ARF than for ADF, although
for ARF error bars are significantly larger than for ADF,
leaving room for optimal fits far from the narrow shell
data.
The joint ADF+ARF fits (red curves) are in many

cases indistinguishable from the ADF- and ARF-only
fits, particularly at low redshifts. Some tension between
the 1- and 2-probe fits starts to appear at z ≳ 0.17, at a
higher level for ARF than for ADF. Nevertheless, similar
best-fit curves for one- and two-probes do not necessar-
ily involve similar best-fit parameters. Indeed, as can
be seen in Fig. 9 for the case where σErr is constant for
all redshifts and the BANNJOS selection, the ADF-only
and ARF-only contours (blue and green colours, respec-
tively) are clearly incompatible for σErr (the first column
of this plot corresponds to this parameter). The tension
between the bias contours grows with redshift, surpass-
ing the ∼ 2 − σ level by first time at z = 0.17, and
then again at z = 0.23 and z = 0.25. The bias values
from ADF at z < 0.17 are systematically higher than
those from ARF, but at the same time, σErr is also much
higher. These two parameters are obviously correlated,
since higher values of the bias bg(z) combined with higher
values of σErr can yield similar amplitudes of the Cℓs than
those obtained under lower values of these two parame-
ters, provided that each of them have opposite effect on
the Cℓ amplitudes. Again for the BANNJOS catalogue,
Fig 10 shows the projected best-fit values for the param-
eters under the first parameter configuration (constant
σErr. The joint ADF+ARF fit (in green colour) is driven
by the ARF on σErr (since ARF are significantly more
sensitive to this parameter), and also for bias parameters
below z < 0.19. Above this redshift the ADF+ARF val-
ues are dominated by the ADF. The value provided for
σErr by the photo-z code LePhare is σErr = 0.010, which
is below (at the ≃ 9 σ level) the distribution for this
parameter from ARF, and also clearly discrepant with
the value provided by ADF. Regarding the velocity am-
plitude Av, there is a significant mismatch between the
ADF and the ARF outputs: ARF see no evidence for
radial peculiar velocities (Av = 0.42± 0.57), ADF point
to Av = 3.4±1.0, while the joint ADF+ARF fit provides
an intermediate solution that just by coincidence peaks
around Av ∼ 1, Av = 0.90± 0.56.
If we instead look at the results from the second con-

figuration (σErr as a function of redshift), we find again
for the BANNJOS catalogue that there is actually agree-
ment for σErr at low redshifts between both probes, al-
though systematically higher for ADF than for ARF,
which again translates into higher ADF bias estimates.
This is shown in the corner plot Fig. 11, whose results are
summarised in Fig. 12. A careful look at Fig. 11 reveals
a positive correlation of the {σErr(z), bg(z)} parameters
for the same shells: this is found in a diagonal whose first
panel is located in the first column and 13th row, display-
ing the correlation between σErr(z) and b(z) for the first
redshift bin. This diagonal follows further in the 14th
row and second column. In Fig. 12 one can also notice
that it is only at the highest redshift shells (z > 0.15)
when σErr estimates for ADF reach the ∼ 0.025 level,

which is higher than any ARF σErr estimate. Thus, on
what regards σErr and bg(z), ADF and ARF agree for
z < 0.17.

6. DISCUSSION

Despite of the modest cosmological volume probed by
J-PLUS DR3, and the correspondingly small scales sam-
pled by the survey, the linear model seems to provide a
surprinsingly good fit to the data. The agreement, for
most shells and widths, of the ADF-/ARF-only fits and
the joint ADF+ARF fits is also remarkable. A visual
analysis in Fig. 8 of the observed angular power spec-
tra suggests that non-linearities impact more ARF than
ADF, particularly on the narrower shells (σz = 0.01).
This was found in Hernández-Monteagudo et al. (2021a)
while comparing the linear theory predictions for the
ARF angular power spectra with the average outcome
of 100 COLA8 simulations: while the fits in real space
were acceptable, the simulations provided a systemati-
cally ∼ 5 % lower amplitude for all terms containing ra-
dial velocity contributions. This mismatch was modelled
by adding a thermal, random velocity field component
in the model. However, in this case, the measured ARF
for narrow shells is in most cases above the linear-theory
best fit. This power excess seems to be more attributable
to the non-linear density contrast, which, however, does
not show up to the same extent in the corresponding
cases for ADF (although we do see a systematic higher
amplitude of the measured Cℓs above the best-fit model
for most of these narrow shells).
Even when the best-fit angular power spectra for ADF-

/ARF-only and ADF+ARF are very similar, the inferred
values for bg(z) and σErr are not. This is caused by the
aforementioned degeneracy between these two parame-
ters, since they impact the amplitude of the Cℓs in oppo-
site ways. The recovered values for σErr and ADF are (in
all redshift bins but one) above the corresponding values
for ARF (but still compatible with these) if z < 0.17.
This translates in correspondingly higher ADF values
for bg(z) (but again compatible to those from ARF if
z < 0.17, see the corresponding PDF panels in Fig. 11).
At higher redshifts (z > 0.17) the ADF σErr(z) values
climb up to σErr(z) ∼ 0.025− 0.03, which is above twice
the average value provided by LePhare. Since these high-
z redshift shells carry significant statistical weight, they
drive the σErr estimate to ∼ 0.025 when it is considered
as constant throughout redshift shells (first parameter
configuration, left panel in Fig. 10).
Surprinsingly, for z > 0.17, the ADF bias estimates

flatten in a plateau at bg(z) ∼ 1.7 while the ARF coun-
terparts keep increasing monotonically with redshift up
to bg(z) ∼ 2.3 for z > 0.23. One would naively expect
the bias to increase with redshift, or at least this is the
behavior expected for halos at fixed mass. In our case
the selection is done under a cut in both apparent r-band
magnitude and odds, and this suggests that higher red-
shift objects should correspond to more luminous (and
thus more massive) haloes, which are bound to expecta-
tions for relatively higher bias values. Since the best-fit

8 The Comoving Lagrangian Acceleration algorithm (Tassev
et al. 2013) permits producing N-body catalogues of dark mat-
ter particles under any input cosmology with high precision up
to relatively small scales with a fraction of the CPU cost of the
corresponding full N-body simulation.
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Figure 9. : Corner plot for the first parameter configuration introduced in Sect. 4.3 where σErr is assumed constant
for all redshifts. The parameter set is {σErr, bg(zi),Av}, with the subscript i running from 1 to the number of redshift
shells Nshells = 11. The galaxy catalogue under use is BANNJOS.
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Figure 10. : Projected results for the first parameter configuration in Sect. 4.3 where σErr is assumed constant for all
redshifts. (Left panel): Posterion probability density distribution for σErr, the average uncertainty in the photo-z error.
The value provided by LePhare is σLePhare

Err = 0.010, significantly lower than the ARF and ADF+ARF constraints.
(Middle panel): Constraints on the linear bias paramter bg(z) for each redshift shell. (Right panel): Constraints in the
relative radial peculiar velocity amplitude with respect to the fiducial model Av. The galaxy catalogue under use is
BANNJOS.

models for ADF still fit the data remarkably well for
those high redshift shells, the low bias estimates must
be necessarily balanced by the contribution of the ve-
locity term. The velocity amplitude estimates for ADF
are well above the expected value of unity, Av ∼ 2 − 3,
whereas ARF estimates peak around A ∼ 0 and exclude
values above 3 with very high significance. The veloc-
ity term contributes preferentially at low and intermedi-
ate multipoles, which is also the angular regime where
systematics tend to contribute the most (see Fig. 4).
A likely interpretation of the parameter constraints is
thus that systematics residuals significantly contribute
to these high-redshift shells, triggering unphysical high
values of Av which leaves room for moderately low val-
ues of bg(z) while keeping σErr(z) high. Since these high
redshift bins have a significant statistical weight (the as-
sociated errors in the Cℓs are relatively small provided no
scale cut is applied and shot noise is similar than in lower
redshift bins), they tend to drive the joint Av estimation
to high values ( Av > 1).
We further test the stability of these results by com-

paring them with the outcome of the XGBoost catalogue
given in Fig. 13, to be compared to Fig. 12. Practi-
cally all estimates of σErr(z) and bg(z) remain compat-
ible (given their uncertainties) in both catalogues, with
the only exception for σErr(z) at z = 0.15, which for
ADF becomes σErr(z = 0.15) ≃ 0.002± 0.002, in tension
with its value for the BANNJOS catalogue (σErr(z =
0.15) ≃ 0.017±0.005). This pronounced variation at the
3 − σ level partially reflects the optimistic approach for
the covariance matrix adopted in Sect. 4.2. We neverthe-
less conclude that overall this comparison points towards
a compatible parameter estimation obtained for either
galaxy catalogue.

7. CONCLUSIONS

In this work we have conducted a tomographic study
of the angular density and redshift fluctuations in a high
odds (odds > 0.8), relatively deep (r < 21) galaxy sam-
ple from J-PLUS DR3. Our analyses have shown that
both ADF and ARF are able to yield measurements of

the galaxy bias bg(z) and the photo-z error σErr(z) for
each redshift shell. ADF and ARF provide also con-
straints on the amplitude of radial peculiar velocities Av,
although these are incompatible for reasons we address
below. Overall, a simplistic linear-theory model with two
sets of redshift bin parameters ({σErr(z), bg(z)}) and an
overall radial peculiar velocity amplitude Av suffice to
provide a surprinsingly good fit to the data. The results
we obtain do not depend significantly on which of the
two galaxy catalogues (BANNJOS or XGBoost) is under
analysis: both yield compatible results.
The estimates of σErr(z) are compatible from either

the ADF or the ARF probe for z < 0.17 (but almost al-
ways higher for ADF than for ARF), a redshift range
where we show systematics to have a low impact on
the angular distribution of galaxies. These estimates
of σErr(z) scatter around σErr(z) = 0.014 with a typi-
cal uncertainty of about 30 %, while the estimate from
LePhare is ⟨σErr(z)⟩ = 0.010. On that same redshift
range, the galaxy bias estimates from both ADF and
ARF seem to grow monotonically with z, with a very
similar slope, from b(z) ≃ 0.7 at z = 0.05 up to b(z) ≃ 1.6
at z = 0.15. Although compatible, ADF bias estimates
again lie systematically above ARF ones, and this is un-
derstood given the correlation between bg(z) and σErr(z)
for any given redshift shell: higher values of these two
parameters impact the amplitude of the angular power
spectrum in opposite ways, and it is thus possible to leave
the amplitude of the Cℓs practically untouched after in-
creasing both parameters conveniently.
While ARF see no evidence for non-zero Av, the ADF

measurements of this parameter are clearly discrepant,
since they point to Av ≈ 3.0±1.0. ADF are known to be
less sensitive than ARF to velocity terms and thus to Av

(see, e.g., Hernández-Monteagudo et al. 2021a; Legrand
et al. 2021), and for 0.05 < z < 0.15 ADF constraints
on Av are almost flat in the entire range Av ∈ [0, 5].
In this redshift range, ARF exclude high values of Av (
Av > 3) at very high significance. When higher redshift
bins are included in the analysis, the ADF bias estimates
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Figure 11. : Corner plot for the second parameter configuration introduced in Sec. 4.3, consisting in the parameter set
{σi

Err, bg(zi),Av}, where the subscript i runs from 1 to the number of redshift shells Nshells = 11. The galaxy catalogue
under use is BANNJOS.
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Figure 12. : Same as Fig. 10 but for the second parameter configuration of Sec. 4.3 observing a parameter set given
by {σi

Err, bg(zi),Av}, with i running from 1 to the number of redshift shells Nshells = 11. The galaxy catalogue under
use is BANNJOS.

bg(z) flatten out (contrary to the corresponding ARF es-
timates, which keep increasing monotonically with red-
shift), and σErr(z) from ADF also take their highest val-
ues. At the same time, ADF-derived constraints of Av

tend to prefer high (Av ≈ 3) values. We interpret these
high Av values as the reaction of the linear model to ac-
commodate low bg(z) and low σErr(z) values and some
likely systematics residual in the low-to-intermediate ℓ
domain where the velocity-related terms have larger im-
pact.
But for the lower redshift bins (z < 0.15), ours are (to

our knowledge) the first constraints on the photo-z errors
σErr derived from galaxy ADF and ARF tomography: by
measuring angular power spectra and comparing them to
theoretical expectations, we are able to derive estimates
of σErr that are similar to (although higher by about
∼ 40 %) the value provided by the photo-z estimator
(LePhare, σLePhare

Err = 0.010).
In future spectro-photometric surveys like J-PAS we

expect to handle remarkably smaller photo-z errors that
should enable measuring the bg(z) and Av parameters
with little sensitivity to the uncertainties on σErr. The
first few hundreds of square degrees of area being cur-
rently covered by J-PAS constitute our next test bench
where confronting those expectations with real data.
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López-Sanjuan C., et al., 2024, A&A, 683, A29

Lumbreras-Calle A., et al., 2022, A&A, 668, A60
Madhavacheril M. S., et al., 2024, ApJ, 962, 113
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Figure 14. : Distribution of the recovered Av values for
0.05 < z < 0.15 (red) and 0.05 < z < 0.25 (blue), for the
second parameter configuration (with redshift-dependent
σErr). The galaxy catalogue under use is BANNJOS.
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