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The Rayleigh scattering of cosmic microwave background (CMB) photons off the neutral hydrogen
produced during recombination effectively creates an additional scattering surface after recombina-
tion that encodes new cosmological information, including the expansion and ionization history of
the universe. A first detection of Rayleigh scattering is a tantalizing target for next-generation CMB
experiments. We have developed a Rayleigh scattering forecasting pipeline that includes instrumen-
tal effects, atmospheric noise, and astrophysical foregrounds (e.g., Galactic dust, cosmic infrared
background, or CIB, and the thermal Sunyaev-Zel’dovich effect). We forecast the Rayleigh scat-
tering detection significance for several upcoming ground-based experiments, including SPT-3G+,
Simons Observatory, CCAT-prime, and CMB-S4, and examine the limitations from atmospheric and
astrophysical foregrounds as well as potential mitigation strategies. When combined with Planck
data, we estimate that the ground-based experiments will detect Rayleigh scattering with a signifi-
cance between 1.6 and 3.7, primarily limited by atmospheric noise and the CIB.

I. INTRODUCTION

Cosmic microwave background (CMB) measurements
continue to produce ever-tightening constraints on
ΛCDM cosmological parameters. With several next-
generation CMB experiments such as SPT-3G+[1], Si-
mons Observatory [2], and CCAT-prime [3, 4] deploy-
ing soon, and with CMB-S4 [5] on the horizon, we ex-
pect measurements of the primary CMB temperature
and polarization power spectra to approach the cosmic
variance limit in the coming decades. Further reduction
in the uncertainties of cosmological parameters will thus
require new and improved measurements of secondary
CMB anisotropies. Secondary anisotropies are distor-
tions to the primary CMB generated through interactions
between the CMB and its environment over the course
of its journey from last-scattering to detection. Gravita-
tional lensing of the CMB is one example of a secondary
anisotropy.

Secondary CMB anisotropy can also be generated
through the interaction of the CMB with neutral hydro-
gen atoms just after recombination. The usual picture
after recombination is of a completely transparent post-
recombination universe, but this is not strictly accurate.
CMB photons are able to interact with neutral hydrogen
atoms through a process known as Rayleigh scattering,

in which CMB photons scatter off the induced dipoles of
the hydrogen atoms. This interaction has a frequency-
dependent cross section which is proportional to ν4 [6–8].
Rayleigh scattering can be thought of as a screen just in
front of the primary last-scattering surface, providing a
frequency-dependent contribution to the primary CMB
temperature and polarization signals.

The Rayleigh scattering of the CMB has a number of
measurable effects on the CMB temperature and polar-
ization power spectra. On small scales, the increased
photon diffusion resulting from Rayleigh scattering leads
to the suppression of both temperature and polarization
anisotropies. The frequency dependence of the Rayleigh
scattering cross section causes the size of the sound hori-
zon to also be frequency dependent, leading to a shift in
the locations of acoustic peaks in both the temperature
and polarization power spectra. Additionally, Rayleigh
scattering boosts E-mode polarization anisotropies on
large scales. This results from the shift in the visibil-
ity function induced by the scattering of photons af-
ter recombination. Effectively, last scattering appears
to happen later, at a time when the local temperature
quadrupole is larger. This leads to increased E-mode
anisotropies on the largest scales [7, 8].

High-sensitivity measurements of Rayleigh scattering
have the potential to improve cosmological parameter
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constraints. It has previously been shown that the cos-
mological information available from Rayleigh scatter-
ing could significantly improve upon the constraint on
the primordial helium abundance [8] and on primordial
non-Gaussianity constraints [9]. It has also been shown
that constraints could be placed on the expansion his-
tory and sound speed of the universe at recombination,
which could provide information about the parameters
upon which these observables depend [8, 10].

A detection of the Rayleigh scattering contribution to
the CMB anisotropy is a primary science goal for the
next camera on the South Pole Telescope (SPT), called
SPT-3G+ [1]. This new higher-frequency camera will
observe beyond the peak of the CMB blackbody spec-
trum, complementing the lower-frequency SPT-3G data
[11] (see Table II). To estimate the signal-to-noise achiev-
able on the Rayleigh scattering signal by the combined
survey, we require a forecasting pipeline that includes the
effects of all potential contaminants. Previous work has
forecasted the achievable Rayleigh scattering signal-to-
noise of ground-based CMB experiments in the presence
of atmospheric emission [7, 8, 10]. However, the effect
of astrophysical foregrounds on Rayleigh scattering sen-
sitivity has only recently begun to be investigated [3]. In
this paper, we describe our Rayleigh scattering forecast-
ing pipeline, which includes astrophysical foregrounds in
addition to more standard instrumental and atmospheric
effects, and estimate the detection significance for up-
coming ground-based CMB experiments.

II. THE RAYLEIGH SCATTERING SIGNAL

As described in [7], [12] the Rayleigh scattering cross
section of photons off ground-state neutral hydrogen
is given by a frequency-dependent modification to the
Thomson scattering cross section:

σR ≈ σT

[(
ν

νeff

)4

+
648

243

(
ν

νeff

)6

+
1299667

236196

(
ν

νeff

)8

+ ...

]
, (1)

where σT is the Thomson cross section and νeff is roughly
the frequency of an H ionizing photon. The initial ν4

term largely dominates, and will be the only Rayleigh
scattering cross section considered in this analysis. This
is because ν � νeff for any millimeter or submillimeter
frequency.

We model the total CMB temperature signal as a
sum of a primary CMB component and a frequency-
dependent distortion induced by Rayleigh scattering:

T̃ = T + ∆T . Here, T̃ represents the total Rayleigh-
distorted temperature signal, T represents the primary
CMB temperature signal without Rayleigh distortion,
and ∆T represents the frequency-dependent Rayleigh

scattering contribution to the temperature signal. This
means that the total CMB temperature power spectrum
of a Rayleigh scattered CMB has the form:

C T̃ T̃` = 〈T̃ T̃ 〉
= 〈T T 〉+ 2〈T ∆T 〉+ 〈∆T ∆T 〉.

(2)

A similar form can also be written for the Rayleigh scat-
tering distortion of the E-mode polarization power spec-
trum. Using the modified version of CAMB described
in [7] to model Rayleigh scattering power spectra, we
calculate the Rayleigh cross- and auto-spectra expected
for the SPT-3G and SPT-3G+ observing bands, shown
in Figure 1. The solid black lines indicate the abso-
lute values of the primary CMB temperature and E-
mode polarization power spectra CTT` and CEE` respec-
tively. The solid colored lines indicate the absolute val-
ues of the primary-Rayleigh temperature and polariza-
tion cross-spectra CT∆T

` and CE∆E
` respectively. Note

the ν4 dependence of the amplitudes of these cross-
spectra. Dotted colored lines indicate the absolute val-
ues of the Rayleigh temperature and polarization auto-
spectra C∆T∆T

` and C∆E∆E
` respectively. The auto-

spectra have a ν8 dependence, and an amplitude so much
lower than their cross-spectrum counterparts as to be
essentially negligible in comparison. Indeed, in the fol-
lowing section we negelect Rayleigh auto-spectrum terms
throughout our derivation of the total Rayleigh scattering
signal-to-noise. This assumption will turn out to be well-
motivated, as the Rayleigh auto-spectrum amplitude is
several orders of magnitude less than the already difficult-
to-detect Rayleigh cross-spectrum.

III. METHODS

Our method of computing the total Rayleigh signal-
to-noise at each multipole consists of two steps. The
first is to separate the Rayleigh scattering signal from
the primary CMB signal in the presence of noise and
foregrounds. This component separation results in ex-
pected signal and noise power spectra for each primary
CMB auto-spectrum, primary-Rayleigh cross-spectrum,
and Rayleigh auto-spectrum. The second step uses these
values to compute the total Rayleigh scattering signal-
to-noise via the Fisher formalism.

A. Component separation

We employ a constrained linear combination algo-
rithm similar to the one described in [13] to separate
the Rayleigh scattering signal from the primary CMB
signal. For a set of maps at various frequencies, this
method identifies linear combinations of maps with the
minimum possible variance, one of which 1) is an un-
biased representation of the Rayleigh scattering signal,
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FIG. 1. CAMB predictions of Rayleigh scattering power
spectral contributions for SPT-3G and proposed SPT-3G+
bands. Top: Rayleigh scattering contributions to the CMB
temperature power spectrum. The absolute value of the
primary-primary temperature power spectrum is shown in
black, while solid-colored lines represent the absolute value of
the primary-Rayleigh cross-spectrum for each frequency band.
Dotted lines represent the absolute value of the Rayleigh auto-
spectrum for each frequency band. Bottom: Rayleigh scat-
tering contributions to the CMB E-mode polarization power
spectrum. Black, solid-colored, and dotted lines have mean-
ings analogous to those of the corresponding lines in the top
panel.

and 2) contains formally zero primary CMB signal, and
the other of which is an unbiased representation of pri-
mary CMB with no response to Rayleigh signal. For a
set of temperature and E-mode maps at frequencies ν,
X ≡ [Tν , Eν ], the best estimate for orthogonal primary

CMB and Rayleigh maps Ŷ ≡ [T̂ , Ê,∆T̂ ,∆Ê] are given
by:

Y = wtX, (3)

where

wt = (at(C + N)−1a)−1 at(C + N)−1, (4)

a is a 2-by-# of bands matrix representing the frequency
dependence of the primary CMB and Rayleigh signals,
and C and N are the band-band signal and noise covari-
ance matrices. If we choose to work in multipole space,
and we assume all sources of signal and noise are statis-
tically isotropic and Gaussian-distributed, then we can
assume C and N are only functions of ` (not m) and
are diagonal in ` space. In this case, we can perform the
calculation independently at each value of ` and write C
as C`(νi, νj), and similarly with N .

The signal covariance matrix C`(νi, νj) is constructed
from the CAMB-modeled Rayleigh and primary CMB
power spectra in the previous section. This means, for
example:

C`
T̃ Ẽ(νi, νj) = CTE` (νi, νj) + CT∆E

` (νi, νj)

+ C∆TE
` (νi, νj) + C∆T∆E

` (νi, νj). (5)

For the purposes of this analysis, we assume the final
auto-spectrum term to be negligible, meaning that the
each matrix entry is a sum of a frequency-independent
primary CMB term and two ν4-dependent Rayleigh-
primary cross-spectrum terms. The noise part of the
covariance matrix, N`(νi, νj), is constructed using mod-
els for detector noise, atmospheric emission, and galac-
tic/extragalactic foregrounds. These models are dis-
cussed extensively in Section IV.

B. Fisher calculation

We compute the total Rayleigh signal-to-noise using
the Fisher formalism. This method produces a combined
signal-to-noise value that takes into account correlations
between the various primary-Rayleigh cross-spectra. Us-
ing the outputs of the component-separation procedure in
the previous section, Ŷ ≡ [T̂ , Ê,∆T̂ ,∆Ê], we construct
our best estimates of the Rayleigh-primary cross-spectra,
for example:

ĈT∆T
` =

1

2`+ 1

∑̀
m=−`

T̂`m∆T̂`m (6)

=
1

2`+ 1

∑̀
m=−`

wt
T,`X`X`w∆T,`,

where wt
T,` and wt

∆T,` are the T and ∆T components
of the weights defined in Equation 4. We note that the
expectation value of this estimate is equal to

〈ĈT∆T
` 〉 = CT∆T

` +NT∆T
` , (7)

where NT∆T
` = wt

T,`N
T̃ T̃
` w∆T,`. We also note that the

T∆E and ∆TE versions of this have no noise bias term.
We thus adopt as our data vector:

d` =
[
ĈT∆T
` −NT∆T

` , ĈT∆E
` , Ĉ∆TE

` , ĈE∆E
` −NE∆E

`

]
.

(8)
Our model of this data vector is that it is equal to some
constant amplitude A times the model cross-spectra s`
calculated by CAMB plus noise:

d` = As` + n`,

s` =
[
CT∆T
` , CT∆E

` , C∆TE
` , CE∆E

`

]
.

(9)
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The total Rayleigh scattering cross-spectrum signal-to-
noise is then given by the signal-to-noise on the param-
eter A. The Fisher matrix, which in this one-parameter
case is a single value F`, is defined:

F` = −∂
2 lnL
∂A2

, (10)

where L is the likelihood function:

L` ∝ exp

[
−1

2
[d` −As`]ᵀΞ−1

` [d` −As`]
]
. (11)

Here Ξ` is the covariance matrix of the primary-Rayleigh
cross-spectra, whose elements are:

Ξ`,(AB,CD) =
1

(2`+ 1)fsky

[(
CAC` +NAC

`

) (
CBD` +NBD

`

)
+
(
CAD` +NAD

`

) (
CBC` +NBC

`

)]
,

(12)

with A,B,C,D ∈ {T,∆T ,E,∆E}. For example, the
Rayleigh temperature cross-spectrum on-diagonal term
Ξ`,(T∆T ,T∆T ) is:

(CTT` +NTT
` )(C∆T∆T

` +N∆T∆T
` ) + (CT∆T

` +NT∆T
` )2

(2`+ 1)fsky
.

(13)
Note that this is equivalent in form to the expression
for the temperature cross-spectrum Fisher noise given in
Equation 18 of [13]. Inserting Equations 11 and 12 into
Equation 10, the single Fisher matrix element reduces to:

F` = sᵀΞ−1s (14)

The signal-to-noise on A at a given ` is then:

S/N(`) =
√
F` =

√
sᵀ`Ξ

−1
` s`. (15)

We assume noise and foregrounds to be Gaussian and
hence uncorrelated between multipoles, however we note
that some foregrounds are likely to be mildly non-
Gaussian. Therefore the signal-to-noise forecasts pre-
sented below should be taken as upper bounds. The
cumulative Rayleigh signal-to-noise over all multipoles
is the quadrature sum of the signal-to-noise at each mul-
tipole:

S/N =

[∑
`>50

sᵀ`Ξ
−1
` s`

]1/2

. (16)

In Equation 16, we impose a minimum multipole on
the sum. Beyond the limitations from atmospheric noise

and large-angular-scale galactic foregrounds (which are
accounted for in the Fisher forecast), the minimum mul-
tipole accessible by a ground-based experiment is also
limited by the partial sky coverage and potentially by
contamination from terrestrial features picked up by the
far sidelobes of the beam. We choose `min = 50, which
is well above the fundamental limit set by the size of the
fsky = 0.03 patch that is the main survey field for SPT-
3G and the planned main survey field for SPT-3G+. The
difference in total S/N between `min = 50 and no mini-
mum is negligible (< 1%). Equation 16 with `min = 50 is
what we report as the “total Rayleigh signal” for a given
experiment and set of foregrounds.

IV. NOISE MODEL

Our noise model includes contributions from instru-
mental detector noise, atmospheric emission, and galac-
tic and extragalactic foregrounds. Our models for detec-
tor noise and atmospheric emission are similar to those
presented in [7], [8], and [10]. Each foreground is mod-
eled as an independent noise component with its own
covariance matrix. The noise input to the component
separation algorithm described above is the sum of these
foreground covariance matrices, the atmospheric covari-
ance matrix, and the diagonal matrix representing the
detector noise. Foregrounds are broadly grouped into
galactic and extraglactic sources. The following subsec-
tions will describe the functional forms of all noise com-
ponents considered in our analysis, while the foreground
model parameters are included in the appendix to this
paper.

A. Instrument detector noise

For an instrument observing at a set of frequencies νi,
with the contribution to map noise from detectors in each
band equal to Ndeti , the detector noise covariance matrix
is just the diagonal matrix:

Ndet(νi, νj) = Ndet
i δij (17)

Table II gives the estimated full-survey detector noise val-
ues (Ndet) for SPT-3G/SPT-3G+ along with other up-
coming CMB experiments.

B. Atmospheric emission

All ground-based CMB experiments must consider
emission from atmospheric water vapor as a major source
of signal contamination. Similarly to [10], we define for
each frequency band and observing site a characteristic
`knee below which white detector noise is overtaken by
noise from atmospheric water vapor, which we model as
a power law in ` with index α. Atmospheric noise in a
given frequency band is modeled as:
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Natmos
` (νi) = Ndet

i

(`knee(νi)

`

)α
. (18)

With this in mind, the covariance matrix for atmo-
spheric noise is:

Natmos
` (νi, νj) = Ndet

i

(`knee(νi)

`

)α
δij . (19)

Atmospheric noise parameters for SPT along with several
upcoming ground-based CMB experiments are given in
Table II. Note that by this definition, we assume that the
atmospheric noise is totally uncorrelated between bands;
we explore the effect of the opposite assumption (100%
correlation between bands) in Section V B.
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FIG. 2. Effect of each noise component on cumulative
Rayleigh scattering signal-to-noise for SPT-3G and SPT-3G+
data combined with Planck. Atmosphere and extragalactic
foregrounds strongly limit the achievable signal-to-noise at
low `, while extragalactic foregrounds alone become the dom-
inant limiting factor as ` increases.

C. Galactic sources

Emission from dust grains in our Galaxy is a known
contaminant to measurements of the CMB. The contri-
bution of galactic dust emission to the TT or EE spectra

is modeled by a power law in D` ≡ `(`+1)
2π C`:

D`(ν) = Adust(ν)
( `

80

)α
. (20)

Following [14], we use the publicly available Python Sky
Model (pySM) simulations [15, 16] to estimate Adust and

α at 145 GHz for TT and EE. Galactic dust temperature
and polarization amplitudes for all experiments consid-
ered here are given in Table III in the Appendix to this
paper. We assume the TE spectrum for galactic dust to
be the geometric mean of the TT and TE factors times
a correlation coefficient of 0.35. We scale this amplitude
to other frequency bands using a modified blackbody ap-
proximation, the details of which are discussed in Ap-
pendix A.2. Assuming full correlation of the galactic
dust signal between frequency bands, the noise covari-
ance matrix for galactic dust is:

Ndust
` (νi, νj) =

2π

`(`+ 1)

√
D`(νi)D`(νj), (21)

where the prefactor converts from D` to C` space.
Galactic synchrotron emission is also generally consid-

ered to be an important contaminant for CMB experi-
ments, particularly at frequencies below the peak of the
CMB blackbody spectrum. We model synchrotron using
a power law as in Equation 20, with temperature and
polarization amplitudes for each experiment again given
in Table III. See Appendix A.2 for further discussion of
these values and their scaling to other frequency bands.

D. Extragalactic sources

Our extragalactic foreground model consists of ther-
mal Sunyaev-Zel’dovich (tSZ) and cosmic infrared back-
ground (CIB) components, as well as extragalactic radio
sources. The tSZ component is modeled as a power law
in `:

D`(ν) = AtSZ(ν)

(
`

3000

)α
, (22)

where AtSZ = 4µK2 and α = 0 at 150 GHz, as seen in
Table III. The method for scaling the tSZ amplitude to
other frequency bands is described in Appendix A.3. We
neglect any polarized tSZ component.

Modeling the CIB is a challenging task that has been
the subject of many detailed studies (e.g., [17, 18]). For
this work, we are primarily interested in: 1) correctly re-
producing the total power and frequency scaling of the
CIB reported in the literature, including frequency decor-
relation; and 2) being able to separate the clustered and
shot-noise components of the CIB. To this end, we have
modeled the CIB as originating from two separate in-
finitely thin screens at redshifts z = 0.5 and z = 3.5. At
each redshift, there is a clustered component and a shot-
noise (“Poisson”) component, for a total of four indepen-
dent components. The Poisson component is flat in C`,
while the `-space shape of the clustered CIB components
is assumed to follow a power law like that in Equation
22, but with an index α = −1.2, following, e.g., [19].
The amplitudes of the four CIB components are given in
Table III. Scaling of these amplitudes to other frequency
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FIG. 3. Rayleigh signal-to-noise for the combination of SPT-3G, SPT-3G+, and Planck broken down by spectrum, Left in
the absence of foregrounds and Right including all foregrounds and atmosphere. These spectra are correlated, which causes
the total combined Rayleigh signal-to-noise for SPT to be less than the quadrature sum of the signal-to-noise of the individual
spectra. As expected, the total cumulative Rayleigh signal-to-noise is dominated by that of the T∆T cross-spectrum. The
T∆T and E∆T signal-to-noise are severely diminished by the addition of foregrounds, most notably extragalactic foregrounds.
The T∆E and E∆E signal-to-noise are less affected, and this slight degradation is mostly due to galactic dust. The dotted
lines in the right panel show the signal-to-noise for each spectrum when Planck data is excluded. These lines are not included
in the left panel because they are visually indistinguishable from the corresponding solid lines.

bands is described in Appendix A.3. While this model
is clearly ad hoc and unphysical, it does reproduce key
results in the literature for clustered and Poisson CIB
power at 150 and 220 GHz [19] and the degree of corre-
lation in CIB power between bands from 95 to 1200 GHz
[20]. The clustered and Poisson CIB are considered to
be unpolarized. While the clustered component is unpo-
larized by construction, the Poisson component has been
suggested to be 4% polarized as an upper bound [21]. We
have repeated these forecasts for a case in which the Pois-
son CIB component is 4% polarized and found negligible
change in the results of the forecasts.

Extragalactic radio sources are primarily a contami-
nant at low frequencies. While their effect on the high-
frequency SPT-3G+ bands is negligible, their inclusion is
necessary when forecasting the Rayleigh scattering sen-
sitivity of other planned experiments. We assume the
clustering power of radio sources to be negligible and
only forecast the Poisson signal, adopting a value of
Aradio = 0.17µK2 at 150 GHz, as seen in Table III. This
is lower than the measured value in, e.g., [19], because
we assume a flux cut of 1 mJy (roughly the 5σ detec-
tion threshold in the SPT-3G 150 GHz band), compared
to roughly 6 mJy in that work. When we forecast for
other experiments, we keep this power constant despite
the fact that those experiments will have slightly different
source detection thresholds. We have checked that using

the Simons Observatory 145 GHz detection threshold of
roughly 2.7 mJy (which results in a radio Poisson am-
plitude of Aradio = 0.51µK2) has no measurable effect
on our results.1 We assume extragalactic radio sources
to be 3% polarized following [23], [21]. The scaling of
this model to other frequency bands is again detailed in
Appendix A.3.

Using the above expressions for each D`, the covari-
ance matrix for each extragalactic foreground component
(assuming 100% correlation between bands) can be ex-
pressed:

N fg
` (νi, νj) =

2π

`(`+ 1)

√
D`(νi)D`(νj), (23)

where the prefactor again converts from D` to C` space.

1 We note that the dusty source Poisson amplitude is insensitive
to source cut threshold down to below 1 mJy at 150 GHz [e.g.,
22], at which point the number of sources masked approaches the
number of independent resolution elements in the map—i.e., the
dusty source Poisson power is dominated by sources at or below
the confusion limit for a ∼1-arcmin beam.
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V. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Using the component separation and Fisher calculation
methods described in Section III, with the noise part of
the covariance matrix constructed from the components
described in Section IV, the total Rayleigh signal-to-noise
at each multipole can be calculated. We first present
these forecasts for SPT, including the current SPT-3G
camera and the planned SPT-3G+ camera. Throughout
this section, we assume that all experiments will perform
a joint analysis with Planck data, however we will quan-
tify the impact of this assumption on our forecasts. For
SPT, which observes approximately 3% of the sky, we
include Planck data from the same sky patch. Quan-
titatively, this means we add rows and columns to our
correlation matrix corresponding to Planck’s frequency
bands, but maintain fsky = 0.03 throughout the Fisher
calculation.

The frequency bands used in this forecast include SPT-
3G’s 95, 150, and 220 GHz bands, SPT-3G+’s, 225, 285,
and 345 GHz bands and Planck’s 30, 44, 70, 100, 143,
217, 353, 545, and 857 GHz bands. Detector noise values
for the SPT bands are given in Appendix A, while Planck
detector noise values come from Table 4 of [24]. Being a
space-based experiment, Planck has no atmospheric noise
component.

Figure 2 shows the resulting SPT Rayleigh signal-to-
noise for four scenarios: (1) detector noise only in gray,
(2) detector noise plus atmospheric emission in blue, (3)
detector noise plus galactic dust in green, and (4) detec-
tor noise plus extragalactic sources in orange. The black
line represents the total Rayleigh signal-to-noise when all
noise components are considered together. The curves
on this plot represent the cumulative Rayleigh signal-to-
noise up to each multipole `. This is the result of Equa-
tion 6 for a given `, and is equal to the quadrature sum of
all individual multipole signal-to-noise values up to and
including `.

It is immediately apparent that extragalactic fore-
grounds have the most dramatic effect on the Rayleigh
scattering signal-to-noise for SPT. This effect is compara-
ble to the effect of the atmosphere at low multipoles, but
persists through higher multipoles at which atmospheric
contamination is of less concern. Figure 2 demonstrates
that for SPT, the Rayleigh scattering detection is limited
by extragalactic foregrounds more than it is limited by
atmospheric noise or detector noise.

The Rayleigh scattering signal-to-noise is dominated
by contribution from the primary CMB temperature–
Rayleigh temperature cross-spectrum T∆T . This is il-
lustrated by Figure 3, which shows the relative signal-
to-noise of each of the four available primary-Rayleigh
cross-spectra: T∆T , T∆E,E∆T , and E∆E in relation
to the total combined signal-to-noise. The left panel in-
cludes no foregrounds, and the right panel includes all
foregrounds. As one would expect, multiple pairs of spec-
tra are strongly correlated, meaning that the Rayleigh
scattering information contained within each of these sig-

nals is not independent. We see this manifest in the total
combined Rayleigh signal-to-noise (black line in Figure
3) being lower than the quadrature sum of the signal-to-
noise values of the individual cross-spectra in Figure 3.
These four cross-spectra respond differently to the pres-
ence of foregrounds. Largely unpolarized extragalactic
foregounds are the limiting noise component for 〈T∆T 〉
and 〈E∆T 〉, which degrade severely between the left and
right panels of Figure 3. The remaining spectra, 〈T∆E〉
and 〈E∆E〉, are only midly affected, mostly by the 10%
polarized galactic dust component.

A. Forecasts for other upcoming experiments

Figure 4 shows the Rayleigh signal-to-noise forecasted
for SPT-3G+ (black) along with Simons Observatory [2]
(blue), CCAT-prime [3, 4] (pink), and the CMB-S4 [5]
wide field survey (green) and deep field survey (orange)
in the presence of only detector and atmospheric noise.
Detector noise and atmospheric parameters used for each
of these experiments are given in Table II, while galactic
foreground estimates are shown in Table III. All cumu-
lative signal-to-noise values reported in this section for
each experiment with and without including Planck data
are recorded in Table I.

Solid colored lines in Figure 4 indicate the total
Rayleigh signal-to-noise achievable for each experiment
when combined with Planck data. In this analysis, each
ground-based experiment is combined with the Planck
data that overlaps each experiment’s observing area on
the sky. Thus, wide experiments are able to utilize a
larger portion of the available Planck information than
are deep experiments. The dotted lines in Figure 4 indi-
cate the Rayleigh signal-to-noise achievable by each ex-
periment without including Planck data. The left panel
of Figure 4 shows Rayleigh forecasts in the absence of any
foregrounds or atmosphere. In this limit, all experiments
show significant improvements over Planck in Rayleigh
sensitivity.

The right panel of Figure 4 shows the effect of adding
the atmospheric noise component described in the pre-
vious section. The atmospheric noise decreases the de-
tection significance of the wide survey experiments more
significantly, such that the resulting Rayleigh detection
of a wide experiment comes mostly from the Planck data
with which it is combined. Deep experiments lose sig-
nificant low-ell signal-to-noise, but the majority of the
Rayleigh scattering detection for each deep experiment
still comes from the experiment itself (not Planck).

The left panel of Figure 5 shows the Rayleigh forecasts
for upcoming ground-based experiments in the presence
of detector noise and galactic foregrounds only. Galactic
foregrounds do not affect the achievable Rayleigh signal-
to-noise of ground-based experiments as much as the at-
mospheric contamination. With galactic dust and syn-
chrotron emission as the only foregrounds, all upcoming
ground-based CMB experiments perform relatively sim-
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(a) Detector noise only
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(b) Detector noise and atmosphere

FIG. 4. Comparison of the forecasted Rayleigh signal-to-noise for upcoming CMB experiments. Left: Achievable signal-to-
noise with detector noise as the only component in the noise model. Right: Signal-to-noise achievable with both detector noise
and atmospheric components included in the noise model. All experiments are assumed to be combined with Planck data.
Dotted lines represent the Rayleigh signal-to-noise achievable for each experiment without Planck data. The addition of the
atmosphere severely impacts wide experiments, and the majority of their Rayleigh detections come from Planck. The addition
of atmosphere also removes low-` signal-to-noise from deep experiments, but Planck data only constitutes a small portion of
their Rayleigh detections.
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(a) Detector noise and galactic foregrounds
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(b) Detector noise and extragalactic foregrounds

FIG. 5. Comparison of the total forecasted Rayleigh signal-to-noise for upcoming CMB experiments with galactic (Left) and
extragalactic (Right) foregrounds included in addition to detector noise. Again all experiments are assumed to be combined
with Planck data, and dotted lines represent the achievable Rayleigh signal-to-noise for each experiment without Planck data.
The left panel illustrates the ability of Planck data to remove the galactic dust component from CMB maps. CMB-S4-Wide,
with its large field, benefits the most from this effect. The right panel reveals that extragalactic foregrounds severely decrease
the Rayleigh detection significance of all ground-based experiments, even when Planck data is included. For deep experiments,
this loss is more significant than that caused by the atmosphere.
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FIG. 6. Total forecasted Rayleigh scattering signal-to-noise for upcoming ground-based experiments. As above, dotted lines
represent the signal-to-noise for each experiment if Planck data is not included. The inclusion of Planck data majorly benefits
wide experiments, which are able to utilize a larger portion of Planck’s sky coverage. Without Planck, deep experiments expect
slightly more significant Rayleigh scattering detections.

Experiment (fsky)
Detectors Det. + Atmos. Det. + Gal. Det. + Exgal. All

w/ Planck Alone w/ Planck Alone w/ Planck Alone w/ Planck Alone w/ Planck Alone

SPT (3%) 21.2 21.1 6.3 5.9 15.1 2.4 2.7 2.1 1.6 1.2

Simons Obs. (40%) 14.1 12.0 7.5 0.9 13.3 1.0 4.4 2.6 2.8 0.5

CCAT-prime (44%) 12.7 10.0 7.3 0.3 11.9 3.2 4.7 3.3 2.7 0.2

CMB-S4 Deep (3%) 40.0 39.9 11.9 11.7 18.3 3.2 4.2 3.7 2.0 1.4

CMB-S4 Wide (65%) 35.9 34.6 10.1 2.8 32.3 3.2 8.4 4.5 3.7 1.2

Planck (65%) - 8.7 - 8.7 - 8.1 - 3.7 - 3.2

TABLE I. Total forecasted Rayleigh scattering signal-to-noise for upcoming ground-based CMB experiments combined with
Planck data. This table summarizes the results displayed in Figures 4, 5, and 6. Column labels indicate which noise components
are included in the model to produce the forecasts in a given column. For each set of noise components, subcolumns indicate the
forecasted Rayleigh scattering signal-to-noise with and without the addition of Planck data. The bottom row shows forecasts
for Planck data only, assuming 65% sky coverage.
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ilarly when combined with Planck, with the exception
of CMB-S4-Wide, which performs significantly better.
Without Planck, the Rayleigh detection significance of all
ground-based experiments falls to a similar 3-4-σ level,
highlighting the ability of Planck data to remove galactic
dust contamination during component separation. CMB-
S4-Wide, with the largest observing field among the ex-
periments considered here, benefits the most from com-
bination with Planck data.

The right panel of Figure 5 shows the Rayleigh fore-
casts in the presence of detector noise and extragalactic
foregrounds (tSZ, CIB, and extragalactic radio sources)
only. This panel illustrates the significant impact of
extragalactic foregrounds on Rayleigh scattering detec-
tions, even when Planck data is utilized. For wide ex-
periments combined with Planck, the loss in detection
significance due to extragalactic foregrounds alone is ap-
proximately equal to the loss due to atmosphere. For
deep experiments combined with Planck, this loss is sig-
nificantly more severe than atmospheric loss. Comparing
to the left panel, it is clear that Planck is not nearly as
successful at removing extragalactic foregrounds during
component separation as it is at removing galactic fore-
grounds.

Including all of the above noise components in our
model, we produced total forecasts for Rayleigh scat-
tering signal-to-noise for upcoming experiments in the
presence of atmospheric, galactic, and extragalactic fore-
grounds. These total forecasts are presented in Fig-
ure 6. All forecasted signal-to-noise values are shown
in Table I. These forecasts indicate that, in combina-
tion with Planck data, all upcoming ground-based CMB
experiments can expect a Rayleigh scattering detection
with a signal-to-noise of roughly 1-4. For wide experi-
ments, the majority of this detection comes from Planck
data, as indicated by the dotted lines. Though deep ex-
periments can expect slightly lower signal-to-noise than
wide experiments, their Rayleigh scattering detections
come mostly from the experiments themselves. Without
Planck, the highest-significance Rayleigh scattering de-
tections of 1.5-2 come from deep experiments. It is also
relevant to note that this model predicts that a roughly
3-σ Rayleigh scattering detection is potentially present in
the Planck dataset corresponding to the CMB-S4-Wide
observing patch, which encompasses 65% of the sky. This
is backed up by the forecasted signal-to-noise values for
Planck alone with fsky = 0.65, which are shown in the
last row of Table I.

Of the components present in our extragalactic fore-
grounds model, we found the CIB to be the largest limiter
of total achievable Rayleigh signal-to-noise.

B. Atmospheric correlation

As noted in Section IV B, in our fiducial forecasting
pipeline we assume low-` noise from the atmosphere to
be uncorrelated between frequency bands. Depending on

the specific experiment configuration, and in the limit
that the low-` noise from the atmosphere comes entirely
from clouds of water vapor that are optically thin at all
observing frequencies, this contribution could in princi-
ple be nearly 100% correlated between detectors and fre-
quency bands. One promising path towards mitigating
atmospheric contamination recalls early CMB/tSZ ex-
periments such as SuZIE [25], in which the atmosphere
is at least partially mitigated by forming linear combina-
tions of channels that are least sensitive to atmosphere—
i.e., treating the atmosphere in the same way we treat
correlated foregrounds in this work [26].

We produce an alternate set of forecasts in which
the atmospheric contribution is 100% correlated between
bands. The most straightforward way to achieve this
would be to modify Equation 19 to read

Natmos
` (νi, νj) =

√
Ndet
i Ndet

j × (24)(`knee(νi)

`

)αi/2(`knee(νj)

`

)αj/2
.

The problem with this formulation is that the values of
`knee (in temperature) for the various upcoming exper-
iments were estimated assuming that the atmospheric
noise will integrate down at least partially as the number
of detectors is increased. If atmospheric noise is instead
100% correlated across all detectors and bands, its power
spectrum in a given band will be independent of detec-
tor number. To create a self-consistent atmospheric noise
covariance matrix for the fully correlated case, we must
scale the amplitude back up by the amount it was as-
sumed to scale down in the uncorrelated case.

The values of `knee for the future South Pole experi-
ments SPT-3G+ and CMB-S4 Deep are taken directly
from measurements in SPT-3G; as such, they implicitly
assume that the atmospheric noise will integrate down
with the number of detectors. The values of `knee for the
future Chile experiments SO, CCAT-prime, and CMB-S4
Wide are calculated using the SO Noise Calculator (as
described in [2]), which starts with noise power spectra
measured with ACTPol and assumes that independent
camera sub-modules or optics tubes will see independent
atmosphere—i.e., that the atmospheric noise will scale
from ACTPol to a future instrument by the inverse num-
ber of optics tubes. There is also a factor-of-2 reduction
assumed from the larger focal planes of the future instru-
ments. Our self-consistent model for atmospheric noise
covariance in the fully correlated case thus looks like

Natmos
` (νi, νj) =

√
fiNdet

i fjNdet
j × (25)(`knee(νi)

`

)αi/2(`knee(νj)

`

)αj/2
,

where fi is a scaling factor that is equal to

ndet
i /ndet, SPT-3G

i (where ndet
i is the number of detectors

in band i) for the future experiments at the South Pole
and 2× ntube

i (where ntube
i is the number of optics tubes

in band i) for the future experiments in Chile. Finally,
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(a) Detector noise and atmosphere only (no Planck)
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(b) All foregrounds combined with Planck

FIG. 7. Rayleigh forecasts when the atmosphere is taken to be totally correlated between bands. Left: Forecasts including only
detectors and correlated atmosphere. In this plot, experiments are not combined with Planck so that the effect of correlated
atmosphere may be clearly seen. Solid lines correspond with the dotted lines in the right panel of Figure 4, and dotted lines
represent the same forecasts with a fully correlated atmosphere. Right: Forecasts including Planck data, all foregrounds and
a fully correlated atmosphere. Solid lines here correspond to the solid lines in Figure 6, and dotted lines represent the same
forecasts with a fully correlated atmosphere.

we note that because SPT-3G and SPT-3G+ will not
observe simultaneously, we zero the atmospheric noise
correlations between the SPT-3G and SPT-3G+ bands
in the SPT covariance matrix.

The dotted lines in Figure 7 show the effects of the fully
correlated atmosphere model relative to the fully uncor-
related model used above. These represent two extremes
of atmosphere correlation, meaning that with Planck
data and all foregrounds included, the true Rayleigh scat-
tering signal-to-noise should lie somewhere between the
solid and dotted lines in the right-hand panel of Figure
7.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

A ground-based Rayleigh scattering detection is chal-
lenging in that it requires an experiment to have high sen-
sitivity at frequencies beyond the peak of the CMB black-
body spectrum as well as the ability to mitigate both at-
mospheric and astrophysical foreground contamination.
With many upcoming CMB ground-based experiments
proposing low-noise, high-frequency cameras, a first de-
tection of Rayleigh scattering is moving closer into reach.
Our Rayleigh scattering forecasting pipeline, based on
the constrained linear combination method described in
[13], indicates that, though upcoming experiments will be
severely limited by atmospheric emission and extragalac-
tic foregrounds, a first Rayleigh scattering detection may

still be possible in the upcoming decade if experiments
combine their data with Planck and place high priority on
understanding and removing both atmospheric contam-
ination and that from extragalactic foregrounds. Extra-
galactic foregrounds, particularly the CIB, strongly limit
the achievable significance of a Rayleigh scattering de-
tection. This effect is approximately equal to that of the
atmosphere for wide experiments, and exceeds the effect
of the atmosphere for deep experiments. Thus it is vital
for future ground-based Rayleigh scattering detections
that attention be paid to understanding and mitigating
extragalactic foreground contamination.

When all noise components are included in our model,
significant Rayleigh scattering detections are only achiev-
able if ground-based experiments combine their data with
the Planck data that overlaps their observation patch.
This is particularly true for wide experiments, for whom
the majority of the Rayleigh scattering detection comes
from the Planck data overlapping their large observation
fields. Table I summarizes the forecasted Rayleigh signal-
to-noises for each experiment combined with Planck,
where quantities in parentheses indicate how much of
each detection comes from Planck data. Without the
addition of Planck data, we have found that upcoming
experiments can expect a Rayleigh scattering detection
signficance of around 1-σ. This is in agreement with
the Rayleigh forecasts presented for CCAT-prime alone
in [3], and in fact, our Rayleigh signal-to-noise forecast
for CCAT-prime without Planck with all foregrounds
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included (S/N ≈ 0.3) matches that presented in [3].
Our forecasts for Simons Observatory, CCAT-prime, and
CMB-S4-Wide without Planck and with only atmosphere
included also roughly match those presented in [10]. For
deep experiments, though the forecasted Rayleigh detec-
tion significance when including Planck data is lower than
that of wide experiments, the majority of the signal-to-
noise in these deep experiment detections comes from the
deep experiments themselves (Figure 6).

We find that Planck data alone, with fsky = 0.65,
may already contain a roughly 3-σ Rayleigh scattering
detection, as shown in the last row of Table I. A higher
Rayleigh detection may also be achievable by combining
deep ground-based experiments with all available Planck
data, rather than just the Planck data that overlaps
these experiments’ fsky = 0.03 observing patches. Fur-
ther progress on atmospheric and CIB removal, beyond
that considered here, will likely be necessary for current
and planned ground-based experiments to significantly
increase the Rayleigh scattering detection significance be-
yond what should be achievable from Planck data alone.
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Appendix A: Noise model parameters

1. Instrument and atmospheric parameters

Table II lists the values of beam size (FWHM), map
depth, and atmospheric model parameters (`knee and α)
for each band of each ground-based instrument consid-
ered in this analysis. Assumed full-survey map depths for
SPT-3G are taken from [11]; map depths for SPT-3G+
are calculated from design detector noise values and as-
suming four years of observation with efficiency similar
to SPT-3G. Atmospheric parameter values for SPT-3G
are estimated from on-sky data; values for SPT-3G+ at
220 GHz are assumed to be identical to SPT-3G, while
numbers for higher-frequency bands are scaled using the
measured levels of precipitable water vapor (PWV) at the
South Pole integrated over the design SPT-3G+ bands.

Sources for other experiments’ values are given in the
caption to Table II. Map depth values for Planck, though
not included in Table II, are taken from Table 4 of [24].
Some experiments use a different atmospheric model in
which `knee is fixed and Natmos = Nred( `knee` )α + Nwhite,
whereNwhite is the detector noise. For these experiments,
we convert their parameters to the equivalent ones in our
model, using:

`knee = `fixed

(
Nred

Nwhite

) 1
α

, (A1)

where `fixed is the fixed value of `knee used in their atmo-
spheric model.

2. Galactic dust and synchrotron amplitudes

We rely on the publicly available Python Sky Model
(pySM) simulations [15, 16] developed based on the
Planck Sky Model code [27] for galactic foregrounds.
The approach is similar to the one followed in [14]. For
both the Deep and Wide surveys, we estimate the power
spectrum of the galactic dust and synchrotron signals
in pySM, both in temperature CTT` and polarization
CEE` . Since CTE` = 0 in pySM, we set the TE corre-
lation using the geometric mean of the two signals as

CTE` = ρgal
TE

√
CTT` CEE` with ρgal

TE = 0.35 for all galactic

foregrounds [28]. We use the pySM S0 d0 dust and S0 s0
synchrotron models in this work.

We fit a power law of the form D` = A

(
`

80

)α
to

determine the dust and synchrotron amplitudes at our
reference frequencies of 145 and 93 GHz, respectively,
and we scale those amplitudes to other bands as:

C`,ν1ν2 = C`,ν0ν0 εν1,ν2
ην1ην2
ην0ην0

, (A2)

where ν0 = 145 or 93 GHz, and ν1, ν2 correspond to fre-
quency bands listed in Table II. The terms εν1 and εν2 in
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Instrument Band Beam T Map Depth E Map Depth `knee,T αT `knee,E αE

(GHz) (arcmin) (µK-arcmin) (µK-arcmin)

SPT-3G 95 1.7 2.7 3.8 1200 -4.2

200

-2.6

(fsky = 0.03) 150 1.2 2.2 3.1 1900 -4.1 -2.2

220 1.1 8.8 12.4 2100 -3.9 -2.2

SPT-3G+ 225 0.8 2.9 4.1
2100

-3.9 200 -2.2(fsky = 0.03) 285 0.6 5.6 7.9

345 0.5 28 39.6 2600

Simons Obs. 27 7.4 52 74
400

-3.5 700 -1.4

(fsky = 0.40) 39 5.1 27 38

93 2.2 5.8 8.2 1900

145 1.4 6.5 9.2 3900

225 1.0 15 21.2 6700

280 0.9 37 52.3 6800

CCAT-p 220 1.0 15 21.2 7300

-3.5 700 -1.4

(fsky = 0.50) 280 0.8 28 39.6 8800

350 0.6 107 151 10600

410 0.5 407 576 8200

850 0.3 6.8 × 105 9.6 × 105 4600

CMB-S4-Wide 27 7.4 21.5 30.4
400

-3.5 700 -1.4

(Chilean LAT) 39 5.1 11.9 16.8

93 2.2 1.9 2.7 1900

145 1.2 2.1 2.9 3900

(fsky = 0.65) 225 0.9 6.9 9.7 6700

278 0.7 17 23.8 6800

CMB-S4-Deep 20 11.4 8.7 12.3

400
-4.2 150

-2.7(S. Pole TMA) 27 8.4 5.1 7.1

(fsky = 0.03) 39 5.8 3.3 4.6

95 2.5 0.5 0.71 1200 -2.6

150 1.6 0.5 0.66 1900 -4.1

200 -2.2220 1.1 1.5 2.05
2100

-3.9

285 1.0 3.4 4.85 -3.9

TABLE II. Instrument and atmospheric parameters for all ground-based experiments considered in this analysis. Ndet in Section
IV is defined as the square of the map depth. SPT-3G map depth values come from [11], while SPT-3G+ values are calculated
using design detector noise and assuming four years of observation with similar efficiency to SPT-3G. SPT-3G atmospheric
noise parameters come from on-sky measurements, and SPT-3G+ values are scaled from these using PWV values in each band.
CCAT-prime values come from [3]. CMB-S4 Deep map depths, bands, and beams are taken from the CMB-S4 wiki.a Since
atmospheric parameters on that wiki were not updated at the time of writing, CMB-S4 Deep atmospheric parameters were
assumed to be identical to those of the corresponding SPT bands. Official CMB-S4 Wide values were also not publicly available
at the time of writing, so values were taken from Table VIII of [10]. Simons Observatory map depths, bands, and beams come
from [2], and atmospheric parameters were assumed to be identical to those of the corresponding CMB-S4 Wide bands. Since
CMB-S4 Wide and CCAT-prime use a different atmospheric model to the one described in Section IV, parameters have been
converted to ones that produce equivalent atmospheric noise in our model. Planck values for map depth, though not included
in Table II, are taken from Table 4 of [24].

a https://cmb-s4.uchicago.edu/wiki/index.php/Delensing_sensitivity_-_preliminary_results#V3R0

https://cmb-s4.uchicago.edu/wiki/index.php/Delensing_sensitivity_-_preliminary_results#V3R0
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Foreground Parameter Deep TT Wide TT Deep EE Wide EE

Galactic

Adust,145 [µK2] 3.253 1168 0.048 1.161

αdust,145 -0.400 -0.246 -0.400 -0.371

Asynch,93 [µK2] 0.005 0.055 0.001 0.010

αsynch,93 -0.4

Extragalactic

AtSZ,150 [µK2] 4

N/A

αtSZ,150 0

ACl-loz,220 [µK2] 40

αCl-loz,220 0.8

ACl-hiz,220 [µK2] 20

αCl-hiz,220 0.8

APo-loz,220 [µK2] 20

αPo-loz,220 2

APo-hiz,220 [µK2] 50

αPo-hiz,220 2

ARadio,150 [µK2] 0.17 8 × 10−5

αRadio,150 2

TABLE III. Anchor values for galactic and extragalactic foreground amplitudes and power law slopes. Galactic foregrounds
include galactic dust and galactic synchrotron radiation, while extragalactic foregrounds include the thermal Sunyaev Zel’dovich
effect, the four-component CIB model presented in Section IV.D, and extragalactic radio sources. The models for each of these
components are detailed in § IV C and § IV D. These values are scaled to other frequency bands as described in Appendix A 2
and A 3.

Eq.(A2) encode the conversion of radiance to equivalent
fluctuation temperature of a 2.7K blackbody:

εν1,ν2 =

dBν0
dT

dBν0
dT

dBν1
dT

dBν2
dT

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
T=TCMB

, (A3)

while ην represents the spectral energy distribution of
either dust or synchrotron. For dust we use a modified
blackbody of the form

ην = νβd Bν(Td), (A4)

with βd = 1.6, and Td = 19.6 K, while for synchrotron
we assume a power law in frequency

ην = ν2+βs (A5)

with βs = −3.10.
For simplicity, we assume in the estimation of dust

and synchrotron amplitudes that the observing regions
for the three “wide” experiments (SO, CCAT-prime, and
CMB-S4 Wide) are identical and equal to the 57% of sky
available between decl. 68◦ and 25◦ and with galactic lati-
tude b > 10◦. This means that the assumed galactic fore-
ground amplitudes will be slightly pessimistic for SO and

CCAT-prime and slightly optimistic for CMB-S4 Wide.
Similarly, we assume the observing regions for the two
“deep” experiments (SPT-3G/3G+ and CMB-S4 Deep)
are identical and equal to the SPT-3G region defined by
−50◦ < R.A. < 50◦ and −70◦ < decl. < −42◦. The
galactic foreground parameters derived from this proce-
dure are given in Table III.

3. Extragalactic foreground amplitudes

Like the galactic dust model, both the tSZ and CIB
models are defined at fiducial frequencies, and the am-
plitudes are scaled to other frequency bands. The CIB
clustered and Poisson amplitudes are defined in Section
III.D at 220 GHz and are scaled in exactly the same way
as the galactic dust amplitudes above, but with

ην = B

(
ν,
TCIB

1 + z

)
ν2, (A6)

where TCIB = 30K, and z is one of zlow = 0.5 or zhi = 3.5
corresponding to the low and high redshift CIB compo-
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nents respectively. The clustered and Poisson CIB com-
ponents are considered unpolarized.

The tSZ amplitude is defined in Section III.D at 150
GHz and is scaled to other bands using the tSZ spectral
shape relative to dB(ν)/dTCMB:

f(ν)tSZ = x
ex + 1

ex − 1
− 4, (A7)

where x = ν/56.8 GHz. The tSZ amplitude at frequency

ν is:

A(ν)tSZ =
A0,tSZ

f(ν)2
SZ

. (A8)

We assume the tSZ is unpolarized, and thus all tSZ am-
plitudes for polarization are zero. Finally, the extragalac-
tic radio source amplitude, also defined in Section III.D
scales to other frequency bands in a similar way to Equa-
tion A5, but with the 2 + βs exponent replaced by −0.7
(e.g., [29]). Extragalactic radio sources are considered
3% polarized following [23], [21], so that extragalactic
radio amplitudes for E polarization are 4.5× 10−4 times
the extragalactic radio amplitudes for temperature.

[1] Karia Dibert, Pete Barry, Zhaodi Pan, Adam Anderson,
Bradford Benson, Clarence Chang, Kirit Karkare, Ju-
liang Li, Tyler Natoli, Maclean Rouble, Erik Shirokoff,
and Antony Stark. Development of mkids for measure-
ment of the cosmic microwave background with the south
pole telescope, 2021. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/

2111.04816.
[2] Peter Ade, James Aguirre, Zeeshan Ahmed, Simone

Aiola, Aamir Ali, David Alonso, Marcelo A. Alvarez,
Kam Arnold, Peter Ashton, Jason Austermann, Humna
Awan, Carlo Baccigalupi, Taylor Baildon, Darcy Bar-
ron, Nick Battaglia, Richard Battye, Eric Baxter, An-
drew Bazarko, James A. Beall, Rachel Bean, Dominic
Beck, Shawn Beckman, Benjamin Beringue, Federico
Bianchini, Steven Boada, David Boettger, J. Richard
Bond, Julian Borrill, Michael L. Brown, Sarah Marie
Bruno, Sean Bryan, Erminia Calabrese, Victoria Cala-
fut, Paolo Calisse, Julien Carron, Anthony Challinor,
Grace Chesmore, Yuji Chinone, Jens Chluba, Hsiao-
Mei Sherry Cho, Steve Choi, Gabriele Coppi, Nicholas F.
Cothard, Kevin Coughlin, Devin Crichton, Kevin D.
Crowley, Kevin T. Crowley, Ari Cukierman, John M.
D’Ewart, Rolando Dünner, Tijmen de Haan, Mark De-
vlin, Simon Dicker, Joy Didier, Matt Dobbs, Bradley
Dober, Cody J. Duell, Shannon Duff, Adri Duivenvoor-
den, Jo Dunkley, John Dusatko, Josquin Errard, Giulio
Fabbian, Stephen Feeney, Simone Ferraro, Pedro Fluxà,
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