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ABSTRACT
The Andromeda galaxy (M 31) is our closest neighbouring spiral galaxy, making it an ideal target for studying the physics of the
interstellar medium in a galaxy very similar to our own. Using new observations of M 31 at 4.76 GHz by the C-Band All-Sky
Survey (C-BASS), and all available radio data at 1◦ resolution, we produce the integrated spectrum and put new constraints on
the synchrotron spectral index and anomalous microwave emission (AME) from M 31. We use aperture photometry and spectral
modelling to fit for the integrated spectrum of M 31, and subtract a comprehensive model of nearby background radio sources.
The AME in M 31 is detected at 3𝜎 significance with a peak near 30 GHz and flux density 0.27 ± 0.09 Jy. The synchrotron
spectral index of M 31 is flatter than our own Galaxy at 𝛼 =−0.66 ± 0.03 with no strong evidence of spectral curvature. The
emissivity of AME, averaged over the total emission from M 31 is lower than typical AME sources in our Galaxy, implying that
AME is not uniformly distributed throughout M 31 and instead is likely confined to sub-regions—this will need to be confirmed
using future higher resolution observations around 20–30 GHz.

Key words: galaxies: individual: M31 – galaxies: ISM – radiation mechanism: non-thermal – radiation mechanism: thermal –
diffuse radiation – radio continuum: ISM

1 INTRODUCTION

The Andromeda Galaxy, also known as Messier 31 (M 31), is the clos-
est spiral galaxy to our Galaxy, its radio continuum extent subtending
≈ 2.7◦ × 1◦ on the sky (Berkhuĳsen et al. 1983). The proximity of
M 31 and its similarities to our own Galaxy have made it an ideal
target for testing our understanding of the interstellar medium (ISM)
and it has been studied at many wavelengths from radio (e.g., Brown
& Hazard 1950; Beck et al. 1980; Berkhuĳsen et al. 2003), to IR/sub-
mm (e.g., Gordon et al. 2006; Fritz et al. 2012; Planck Collaboration
et al. 2015), optical (e.g., Lauer et al. 1993) and UV (e.g., Code &
Welch 1979). Together these observations have greatly improved our
understanding of a range of physical phenomena within M 31, from
the synchrotron emission emitted by cosmic rays, to thermal dust
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properties, and the physics of star-formation within a galaxy like our
own.

At radio frequencies (. 100 GHz) the emission from normal galax-
ies is typically due to synchrotron and free-free processes, while
at higher frequencies (& 100 GHz) thermal dust radiation domi-
nates. Anomalous microwave emission (AME), first observed sev-
eral decades ago (Kogut et al. 1996; Leitch et al. 1997), is a fourth
component that is characterized by a spectrum that is peaked around
30 GHz. The most favoured model for AME is that it is generated
by rapidly rotating spinning dust grains (Draine & Lazarian 1998;
Ali-Haïmoud et al. 2009). AME has been found in a range of Galac-
tic structures from high Galactic latitude cirrus clouds (e.g. Davies
et al. 2006; Planck Collaboration XII 2014; Harper et al. 2022), to
individual dust clouds and Hii regions (Watson et al. 2005; Casassus
et al. 2008; Cepeda-Arroita et al. 2021; Rennie et al. 2022). Yet,
AME in other galaxies seems to be far less prevalent with little or no
evidence of AME in the integrated spectra of several spiral galaxies
(Peel et al. 2011; Bianchi et al. 2022), and the only clear detection of
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AME in external galaxies being confined to individual star-forming
regions (Hensley et al. 2015; Murphy et al. 2018). When estimating
the average emissivity of the AME (i.e., the AME brightness per unit
dust column) from other galaxies we find that it is much lower than
known sources of AME implying that AME is generally not uni-
formly distributed throughout the ISM. A detailed review of current
AME science can be found in Dickinson et al. (2018).

The first attempt to characterise AME in M 31 used a combination
of WMAP and Planck data alongside older radio surveys (Planck
Collaboration et al. 2015), and found there is a tentative evidence
for AME in the integrated spectrum of M 31. Later, observations
at ≈ 6 GHz by the Sardinian Radio Telescope (SRT) completely
changed the prospect of AME in M 31, suggesting that AME is the
dominant emission component at 30 GHz and the emissivity was
similar to that observed in our own galaxy (Battistelli et al. 2019)—
something not found in other galaxies, or by the Planck Collaboration
et al. (2015) analysis.

We revisit the integrated spectrum of M 31 using observations
from the C-Band All Sky Survey (C-BASS) at 4.76 GHz (Taylor et
al. in prep.), and the publicly available QUI Joint Tenerife Exper-
iment (QUĲOTE) wide survey (Rubiño-Martín et al. 2023) obser-
vations at 11 to 19 GHz. These two surveys fill in the gap between
WMAP/Planck microwave frequencies and lower frequency radio
data. Unlike the SRT data, the C-BASS and QUĲOTE observations
have resolutions comparable to the other surveys, making them ideal
for constraining the low frequency spectrum of M 31.

The paper is structured as follows: In Section 2 we give an overview
of the C-BASS experiment and the ancillary datasets used. In Sec-
tion 3 we give an overview of how we perform aperture photometry
and the model fitted to the SED of M 31. Section 4 describes how we
model and remove other extragalactic radio sources from the region
around M 31. In Section 5 we present the main results, followed by
a discussion in Section 6. Finally, Section 7 summarises the main
conclusions.

2 DATA

2.1 C-BASS

The C-Band All Sky Survey (C-BASS) is a ground-based full-
sky survey of total intensity and polarisation at a frequency of
4.76 GHz (Jones et al. 2018). The survey has an angular resolu-
tion of 0.◦73 full-width half-maximum (FWHM). C-BASS observed
the northern hemisphere from the Owens Valley Radio Observatory
in California, USA, and observations of the southern sky are ongoing
at Klerefontein, South Africa. In this work we use the C-BASS North
total intensity data that has been deconvolved to a Gaussian beam
with a FWHM of 1◦. Below we give a brief summary of the C-BASS
instrument, data processing, and maps; full details will be published
in Taylor et al. (in prep.).

The C-BASS North telescope is a 6.1 m Gregorian antenna. To sup-
press sidelobe pick-up and symmetrise the beam response the primary
antenna was under-illuminated; a radio-absorbing baffle surrounded
the edge of the primary; and the struts supporting the secondary
were replaced with a low-loss dielectric cone (Holler et al. 2013).
The telescope beam contains 73 per cent of the power in the main
beam, and 95 per cent within 9.◦2 radius.

The receiver was a cryogenically cooled dual circularly polarised
correlation receiver that allows for the simultaneous measurement of
Stokes I, Q, and U. The receiver has a nominal bandwidth of 4.5–
5.5 GHz, but the effective bandwidth was 0.5 GHz due to notch filters

installed around the centre of the band to suppress fixed terrestrial
radio frequency interference (RFI) (King et al. 2014).

C-BASS North observations were taken between 2012 Novem-
ber and 2015 March, with a total observing time of approxi-
mately 2000 hours. The observing strategy was to perform 360◦
azimuth sweeps at fixed elevations. The total sky area covered was
26000 sq. degrees and the minimum declination observed was −15◦.

The C-BASS north data processing pipeline will be described in
detail in Taylor et al. (in prep.). The data processing includes masking
transient RFI and solar system objects, modelling and subtracting
ground emission, and suppressing a microphonic 1.2 Hz oscillation
in the time-ordered data (TOD) that is due to the receiver cryogenics.

The C-BASS maps are made using the Descart (Sutton et al.
2010) implementation of the destriping map-making method. De-
striping map-making fits offsets to the time correlated 1/ 𝑓 noise in the
C-BASS TOD by using the covariance of the sky signal and C-BASS
observing strategy. Jack-knife tests of the C-BASS data found that
residual 1/ 𝑓 noise and other systematics after map-making are less
than a 1 per cent on scales of the C-BASS beam.

The absolute temperature scale of the C-BASS map was set by
the WMAP models of the flux density and secular changes of the
supernova remnant Taurus A (Tau A) (Weiland et al. 2011). The flux
density models for such bright calibrator sources (e.g., Cas A and
Tau A) are known to ≈ 0.5 per cent precision, providing a precise
absolute calibration scale. The band-averaged central frequency of
C-BASS when calibrated against a flat-spectrum source (𝛽 = −2
in brightness temperature units) was 4.76 GHz. The calibration un-
certainty of the C-BASS intensity map has additional contributions
from colour corrections, and the beam model. The total calibration
uncertainty of the C-BASS North map is conservatively assumed to
be 3 per cent.

2.2 Ancillary Data

We use additional surveys at radio and infrared bands to fully sample
the spectrum of M 31 around the peak in the spinning dust emission.
A summary of these ancillary data is given in Table 1. All maps are
smoothed to a common 1◦ resolution and repixelized into HEALPix
𝑁side = 256 maps.

The well-known Haslam 408 MHz map is used to constrain low-
frequency emission (Haslam et al. 1981, 1982). We use the version
of the 408 MHz map that was reprocessed by Remazeilles et al.
(2015), which significantly reduces the striping artefacts due to 1/ 𝑓
noise along the scan directions. The survey has a native resolution of
approximately 56 arcmin FWHM. The 408 MHz survey is calibrated
against an absolutely calibrated 404 MHz survey (Pauliny-Toth &
Shakeshaft 1962) with a nominal calibration uncertainty of 5 per cent.
However, uncertainties in the beam of the 408 MHz are not well
known and can translate into scale-dependent changes in the flux
density across the map that could be up to tens of percent. There
are also residual 1/ 𝑓 noise stripes that can contribute up to 3.8 Jy
per beam. As such, to account for all these effects we conservatively
assign a 10 per cent calibration uncertainty to the 408 MHz data,
similar to other analyses (e.g., Planck Collaboration et al. 2014).

The full-sky map at 1.42 GHz (Reich & Reich 1986, 1988) com-
bines data from the German Stockert 25-m and Argentinian Villa
Elisa 30-m telescopes to produce a full-sky map with 36 arcmin
resolution. We use a destriped version of the map, calibrated using
absolute sky horn measurements. It is common to apply a main-beam
to full-beam correction factor of 1.55 to bring the absolute calibra-
tion onto the main-beam scale, however Planck Collaboration et al.
(2015) suggests a factor of 1.3 would be better as the source is par-
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Table 1. The integrated flux densities of M 31 for the three cases considered: without subtracting the CMB, subtracting the SMICA CMB model, and lastly
subtracting our model of background radio sources at each frequency as well as the SMICA CMB model. We include the flux densities from the Planck (Planck
Collaboration et al. 2015) and SRT analysis (Battistelli et al. 2019) for comparison.

No CMB CMB CMB & Source
Survey Frequency Cal.4 subtraction Subtracted Subtracted Planck Collaboration et al. (2015)2 Battistelli et al. (2019)3

(GHz) (%) (Jy) (Jy) (Jy) (Jy)
Haslam 0.408 10.0 17.5±1.9 17.5±1.9 18±2 23±4 18.4±1.6

SRT HI-1 1.385 5.0 – – – – 5.4±0.4
Reich 1.42 10.0 8.5±0.7 8.5±0.7 8.4±0.7 – –

SRT HI-2 1.437 5.0 – – – – 5.3±0.4
C-BASS 4.76 3.0 4.06±0.14 4.06±0.14 4.04±0.14 – –
SRT C-1 6.313 5.0 – – – – 1.21±0.08
SRT C-2 6.938 5.0 – – – – 1.19±0.09

QUĲOTE 12.0 5.0 2.73±0.16 2.75±0.16 2.48±0.16 – –
WMAP 22.8 3.0 2.27±0.11 2.12±0.08 1.84±0.07 2.09±0.10 2.00±0.17
Planck 28.4 1.0 2.28±0.11 1.95±0.05 1.71±0.06 2.05±0.11 1.86±0.15
WMAP 33.0 3.0 2.11±0.15 1.85±0.08 1.54±0.08 1.88±0.14 1.71±0.21
WMAP 40.7 3.0 2.00±0.20 1.48±0.10 1.22±0.10 1.73±0.18 1.31±0.16
Planck 44.1 1.0 2.07±0.24 1.53±0.11 1.24±0.11 1.31±0.21 1.45±0.25
WMAP 60.7 3.0 3.6±0.4 2.27±0.20 1.90±0.20 2.9±0.4 1.7±0.4
Planck 70.4 1.0 3.5±0.6 1.83±0.24 1.51±0.24 3.3±0.5 2.1±0.4
WMAP 93.5 3.0 5.1±0.9 2.9±0.4 2.6±0.4 4.3±0.8 3.5±1.0
Planck 100.0 1.0 8.2±1.0 5.3±0.4 5.0±0.4 7.3±1.2 5.8±0.5
Planck 143.0 1.0 20.4±1.6 14.2±0.7 14.0±0.7 18.2±1.5 15.7±1.4
Planck 217.0 1.0 80±3 68.2±1.5 67.9±1.5 76±8 69±6
Planck 353.0 1.3 325±7 318±6 318±6 298±13 318±24
Planck 545.0 6.0 1054±65 1054±65 1054±65 1020±100 1027±73
Planck 857.0 6.4 3120±210 3120±210 3120±210 3050±310 3020±190

COBE-DIRBE 1249.0 13.5 5890±810 5890±810 5890±810 5700±770 –
COBE-DIRBE 2141.0 10.6 7310±810 7310±810 7310±810 7300±1000 –
COBE-DIRBE 3000.0 11.6 3570±440 3570±440 3570±440 3600±500 –
1 We combine both the 11 and 13 GHz data into a single channel, see Section 2.2 for details.
2 The Planck analysis includes contributions from the CMB and background sources.
3 The SRT analysis subtracted the a CMB model and background radio sources.
4 Calibration uncertainties for each survey are discussed in Section 2.1 and Section 2.2.

tially resolved. We adopt the factor of 1.3 for this analysis, but the
results do not depend significantly on which factor is chosen. As with
the 408 MHz data there are large uncertainties in this map related to
the scale-dependent changes in flux density due to the beam, residual
noise stripes, and the inherent calibration uncertainty. Reich & Re-
ich (1988) give an uncertainty on the full-beam to main-beam ratio
of approximately 5 per cent when directly comparing the flux density
conversion factors of the Stockert data to that of an older radio survey,
however when doing a comparison of these two surveys at a com-
mon resolution they find a 16 per cent scatter in the measured pixel
brightnesses. Noting that these uncertainties include contributions
from two surveys, and that there is no simple way to determine pre-
cisely full-beam to main-beam ratio for a resolved source like M 31
in the Stockert data, we assign the 1.42 GHz survey a conservative
10 per cent calibration uncertainty.

The QUI Joint Tenerife Experiment (QUĲOTE) Multi-Frequency
Instrument (MFI) is a four horn focal plane array that observes be-
tween 10 and 20 GHz at 1◦ resolution (Rubiño-Martín et al. 2023).
The QUĲOTE MFI wide survey data covers the entire Northern sky
including M 31. We use the 2023 data release available on the NASA
LAMBDA website1. For this analysis we combine the MFI 11 and
13 GHz channels together and then smooth the combined map to
1◦ resolution assuming a weighted average of the FWHM for both
the 11 and 13 GHz channels of 55.◦61 and a frequency of 12 GHz.

1 https://lambda.gsfc.nasa.gov/product/quijote/index.html

The reason for combining the maps is the high correlation in the
noise between the two channels, which is 90–95 per cent in intensity
(Rubiño-Martín et al. 2023). The 17 and 19 GHz channels do not
have sufficient sensitivity to detect M 31 and are therefore excluded.
The calibration uncertainty for the QUĲOTE MFI data is 5 per cent.

We use maps from the Planck NPIPE joint LFI and HFI reprocess-
ing (Planck Collaboration et al. 2020b) with eight frequency bands
ranging from 28.4 GHz to 857 GHz. It should be noted that this is
different from the Planck Collaboration et al. (2015) analysis, which
uses the maps from the 2015 data release. We do not use the 100 GHz
and 217 GHz maps, as these frequency bands contain contamination
from CO molecular lines (e.g., Planck Collaboration et al. 2014).
This has a significant effect on the estimate of the flux densities at
these frequencies, which in turn affects the modelling of the ther-
mal dust emission. We adopt calibration uncertainties for the LFI of
3 per cent (Planck Collaboration et al. 2014) and HFI of 5 per cent
(Planck Collaboration et al. 2020a); these uncertainties account for
colour corrections, residual beam asymmetries, and other low-level
systematic errors.

WMAP has five frequency bands: 22.8 GHz, 33.0 GHz, 40.7 GHz,
60.7 GHz and 93.5 GHz. The maps, smoothed to 1◦, are the final
9-year maps (Bennett et al. 2013) stored in the LAMBDA2 archive.
A 3 per cent overall calibration uncertainty was applied to take into
account potential low-level systematics such as beam asymmetries,

2 https://lambda.gsfc.nasa.gov
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which was used by other studies (Planck Collaboration et al. 2014).
We believe this is reasonable since we are not limited by instrumental
noise.

Infrared surveys let us measure the (modified) blackbody curve
of thermal dust at temperatures above ≈ 15 K. The COBE-DIRBE
survey (Hauser et al. 1998), at 240 `m (1249 GHz) and 140 `m
(2141 GHz) are used to measure the peak of the thermal dust spec-
trum. The Zodi-Subtracted Mission Average (ZSMA) maps are used,
regridded to the HEALPix format.

3 PHOTOMETRY AND MODELLING

3.1 Spectral models

The integrated emission from M 31 is modelled as a combination of
up to five components: synchrotron, free-free, spinning dust, thermal
dust emission, and the CMB. The full model is defined as

𝑆total (a) = 𝑆synch (a, 𝐴synch, 𝛼)
+ 𝑆ff (a,EM) + 𝑆AME (a, 𝐴AME, aAME)
+ 𝑆td (a, 𝜏250, 𝑇td, 𝛽) + 𝑆CMB (a,Δ𝑇), (1)

where each contribution is explained in detail below.
The synchrotron emission is modelled as a simple power-law, with

two free parameters:

𝑆synch (a) = 𝐴syncha
𝛼, (2)

where 𝐴synch is the synchrotron amplitude at 1 GHz, a is the fre-
quency in GHz and 𝛼 is the flux density spectral index. We also
include an alternative synchrotron model that allows for spectral
curvature:

𝑆synch (a) = 𝐴syncha
𝛼+𝐶 log(a) , (3)

where 𝐶 is the spectral curvature parameter.
The free-free flux density is converted from a free-free brightness

temperature, 𝑇ff , by

𝑆ff =
2𝑘𝑇ffΩa2

𝑐2 , (4)

where 𝑘 is the Boltzmann constant, Ω the solid angle of the aperture,
and a is the observing frequency. The free-free brightness tempera-
ture is given by

𝑇ff = 𝑇e
(
1 − 𝑒−𝜏ff

)
, (5)

where 𝑇e is the electron temperature and 𝜏ff is the free-free optical
depth. The optical depth 𝜏ff is given by Draine (2011)

𝜏ff = 5.468 × 10−2𝑇−1.5
e a−2

GHzEM 𝑔ff , (6)

where EM (pc cm−6) is the emission measure and 𝑔ff is the Gaunt
factor. We use the approximation for the Gaunt factor derived by
Draine (2011):

𝑔ff ≈ ln

{
exp

[
5.960 −

√
3
𝜋

ln
(
𝑍𝑖aGHz𝑇

−3/2
4

)]
+ 𝑒

}
, (7)

where 𝑒 is Euler’s constant, aGHz is the frequency in GHz, 𝑇4 is the
temperature in units of 104 K and 𝑍𝑖 is the charge on the scattering
ions (assumed to be singly ionised). We use a fixed electron temper-
ature of 8000 K, which is typical for most Galactic sources (Paladini
et al. 2003), and only fit for EM. Such assumptions have negligible
impact on the spectral model.

The thermal dust is modelled as a modified blackbody. It is fitted
using

𝑆td = 2ℎ
a3

𝑐2
1

𝑒ℎa/𝑘𝑇d − 1
𝜏250 (a/1.2THz)𝛽dΩ, (8)

where 𝜏250 is the optical depth at 250`m, 𝑇d is the dust tempera-
ture, and 𝛽d is the dust emissivity spectral index. Using a single-
component modified blackbody model is a simplification of the ther-
mal dust emission spectrum since we know in M 31 there will be
many dust components with different emissivities, and temperatures.
However, this approximation will only cause issues around the peak
of the thermal dust emission spectrum at a > 1000 GHz, which is
not critical for characterising the AME and the spectrum at lower
frequencies.

We model the spinning dust component as a fixed template, pro-
duced using the SpDust code (Ali-Haïmoud et al. 2009). The chosen
template represents the warm neutral medium (WNM) as defined by
Draine & Lazarian (1998), which is generally representative of AME
regions (Dickinson et al. 2018). This template has a peak frequency
of 28.1 GHz. The overall shape of the spinning dust spectrum is not
strongly dependent on the environment in this analysis as the choice
of environment mostly affects the spinning dust peak frequency and
amplitude both of which are free parameters in this analysis. To
fit the spinning dust component to an arbitrary peak frequency we
interpolate the WNM model from SpDust such that

𝑆AME = 𝐴AME
𝑗 (a × aWNM/a0)
𝑗 (ar × aWNM/a0)

Ω, (9)

where a is the input frequency, aWNM is the peak frequency of the
template (i.e. 28.1 GHz in flux density), ar is the reference frequency
to fit the flux density to, and a0 is the fitted peak frequency. In this case
we fit the flux density of the spinning dust curve at 28.4 GHz. We also
tried other models such as the log-normal approximation (Stevenson
2014) or multi-component SpDust models (Planck Collaboration
et al. 2014) but these models require more free parameters that are
not favoured by the data.

We model the contribution of the cosmic microwave background
(CMB) anisotropies using

𝑆cmb =
2𝑘a2

𝑐2 ΩΔ𝑇, (10)

whereΔ𝑇 is the mean CMB brightness over the aperture in thermody-
namic units3, and the other symbols have their standard definitions.

3.2 MCMC Fitting

We use the emcee (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2019) implementation of
the Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) to sample from our spec-
tral model. Using an MCMC sampler to perform the model fitting
is preferable to a more traditional least-squares method as it allows
for a more complete interpretation of parameter correlations, and al-
lows for the implementation of priors. We use 200 chains, each with
10000 samples, with a burn-in of 4000 samples for each spectral fit;
these MCMC parameters were chosen as a balance between having a
chain length that was sufficient for most chains to pass Gelman-Rubin
convergence tests (Gelman & Rubin 1992) without using excessive
computational resources. Any chains that had not converged after
10000 samples were reinitialised with starting parameters sampled

3 To convert Rayleigh-Jeans units (𝑇RJ) to thermodynamic units (𝑇K) we
𝑇RJ = 𝑇K𝑥2𝑒𝑥/(𝑒𝑥 − 1)2 where 𝑥 = ℎa/𝑘𝑇cmb.
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from the posterior distribution of the converged chains and then rerun
for 10000 samples. Finally, we tested for sample-sample autocorrela-
tion and found that a thinning the chains by 15 samples was sufficient
to remove sample-sample correlations.

Starting parameters for the MCMC chains are calculated using the
Python numpy Levenberg-Marquardt least-squares implementation.
We enforced positivity for all amplitude parameters (except for the
CMB anisotropy amplitude). The impact of this prior is seen most in
the determination of the emission measure (EM), which has a cut-off
in its lower tail causing a slight underestimate of its uncertainty. The
effect of the hard prior on EM can be seen in Figure 6.

We used the Fastcc package4 (Peel et al. 2022) to calculate colour
corrections at the reference frequency given in Table 1 for each sur-
vey. The Fastcc code offers precalculated fits for a range of source
spectral indices, utilising the measured bandpasses of several surveys,
including: WMAP, Planck, QUĲOTE, and C-BASS. We integrated
the Fastcc code into our spectral fitting, updating the colour correc-
tions for each survey for the trial spectrum derived by each sample
in the MCMC chains. Colour corrections typically alter the observed
flux densities 1–2 per cent.

3.3 The CMB

At microwave frequencies the brightness of M 31 is comparable to the
brightness of the CMB anisotropies at scales of a approximately 1◦. In
fact, between 70–100 GHz approximately half of the total flux density
within the aperture is related to a CMB fluctuation. Therefore even
small errors in the contribution of the CMB fluctuations could result
in a relatively large error in the flux density at microwave frequencies.
As such, the CMB contribution to M 31 must be carefully considered.

There are two ways to approach the CMB contribution: model the
CMB anisotropies as an additional component in the spectral fitting,
as was done in the Planck analysis (Planck Collaboration et al. 2015);
or the CMB contribution can be subtracted from the maps using one
of the Planck CMB solutions. The first solution is problematic since
it is adding an additional parameter to the overall fit, and the CMB
contribution is also highly degenerate with the other components
(synchrotron, AME, and free-free emission) at microwave frequen-
cies. The second solution of subtracting the CMB directly from the
maps faces the question of the reliability of the various CMB so-
lutions. When we include the CMB (best-fit parameters given in
Table 2) we find we cannot easily constrain the CMB brightness
within the aperture. We find the CMB brightness to be 0.3 ± 1.1 `K
in thermodynamic units, which is equivalent to 0.03 ± 0.12 Jy at
30 GHz and 0.2 ± 1.0 Jy at 100 GHz. We are not able to constrain
the CMB anisotropies directly from the integrated spectrum, and
even the uncertainties from the differences in the four CMB models,
discussed in Section 3.5, are larger than the fitted CMB brightness.
Measuring the flux density of the CMB anisotropies within the M 31
aperture using the CMB models gives a flux density of 0.2–0.3 Jy at
30 GHz—an order of magnitude larger than the fit predicts. Further,
the CMB amplitude is highly degenerate with the free-free and AME
amplitudes, and it appears the flux density of the CMB anisotropies
are being absorbed into the free-free emission measure parameter. It
is for these reasons that we do not favour fitting for the CMB spec-
trally, but opt instead to subtract it using one of the available CMB
models.

In Figure 1 we show a side-by-side comparison of the Planck
217 GHz map with the four Planck CMB solutions: Independent

4 www.github.com/mpeel/fastcc

Component Analysis of power spectra (SMICA; Cardoso et al. 2008);
needlet-based internal linear combination (NILC; Delabrouille et al.
2009); Commander–a pixel-based parameter fitting method (Eriksen
et al. 2008); and a multi-resolution internal template cleaning method
(SEVEM; Fernández-Cobos et al. 2012). There is a CMB fluctuation
around the lower-right edge of the disk that is as bright as, and at
many frequencies brighter than, the emission from M 31 itself. It
has been suggested it may not be a CMB fluctuation but may be
associated with cold gas clouds in the M 31 halo (De Paolis et al.
2014; Tahir et al. 2022) though we did not consider this possibility
for this analysis. The four different CMB solutions are very similar,
although there are low-level residuals of the molecular disk of M 31
in the SEVEM and NILC solutions. The SMICA and Commander
solutions are very similar, with a negligible M 31 residual.

Comparing the aperture photometry of M 31 when using each
of the four different CMB maps shows that at 22.8 GHz the largest
change in flux density between all of the models is Δ𝑆 = 0.1 Jy,
which is approximately 5 per cent of the total flux density mea-
sured. At 70.4 GHz, where the CMB is the dominant component, the
largest difference is Δ𝑆 = 0.8 Jy between the CMB components—
approximately 50 per cent of the total measured flux density. We find
that the Commander solution has the highest flux density, while the
SMICA solution gives the lowest flux density. We therefore choose
to use the SMICA solution to subtract the CMB from the WMAP
and Planck data.

3.4 Aperture Photometry

Table 1 presents the flux density and uncertainty, excluding colour
corrections, at each frequency. We do not include colour corrections
to enable direct comparison between our analysis and the Planck
(Planck Collaboration et al. 2015) and SRT (Battistelli et al. 2019)
analyses. The Planck flux densities have not had the CMB or back-
ground sources subtracted, while the SRT flux densities have had
both the CMB and background sources subtracted.

We used aperture photometry to construct an integrated flux den-
sity spectrum of M 31 using apertures matched to those used in the
Planck analysis (Planck Collaboration et al. 2015) and the more re-
cent analysis by the SRT (Battistelli et al. 2019). We used an elliptical
aperture encompassing the entirety of M 31. The semi-major axis of
the aperture is 100 arcmin, with a minor-to-major ratio is 0.7, and a
position angle of 45◦ relative to Galactic North5.

To estimate the background emission, we determined the median
of the pixels within an elliptical annulus with an inner and outer semi-
major axis of 110 arcmin and 154 arcmin respectively. This annulus
is 4 arcmin wider than that used by the Planck and SRT analyses. We
left a 10 arcmin gap between the aperture and annulus to minimize the
over-subtraction of source flux density that was smoothed outside of
the aperture. Figure 2 shows the aperture and annulus used for three
bands: C-BASS, WMAP K-band (22.8 GHz), and Planck 857 GHz.

3.5 Photometry Uncertainties

The uncertainty, 𝜎2
𝑆
, in the measured flux density, 𝑆, has several

contributions: the pixel noise uncertainty within the aperture, the
uncertainty in the mean of the background annulus, the calibration
uncertainty of the survey (given in Table 1), the uncertainty in the
background radio source brightnesses, and the background emission

5 The solid angle of the aperture was Ω = 3.72 × 10−3 sr
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Figure 1. Top row: Planck 217 GHz data before and after subtraction of the
SMICA CMB solution. Middle row: SMICA and Commander CMB solutions.
Bottom row: SEVEM and NILC CMB solutions. These maps are shown at
5 arcmin resolution to show the M 31 residuals in the CMB maps, however the
fluctuations will be substantially smaller when smoothed to the 1◦ resolution
used in the analysis.

uncertainty. We define the uncertainty in the flux density at each
frequency as

𝜎2
𝑆
= 𝜎2

annu𝑁𝑆

[
1 + 𝜋

2
𝑁𝑆

𝑁annu

]
+ 𝑆2𝛿2

𝑔 + 𝜎2
src + 𝜎2

cmb𝑁𝑆 , (11)

where 𝑁𝑆 and 𝑁annu are the number of pixels in the aperture and an-
nulus respectively, 𝜎annu is the standard deviation of the annulus, 𝛿𝑔
is the calibration uncertainty, 𝜎src is the uncertainty from the back-
ground radio sources, and 𝜎cmb is the uncertainty due to residuals
after subtracting a model of the CMB.

To estimate 𝜎2
src we used the model uncertainties associated with

each source fit (as described in Section 4.1). We calculate the model
variance for each source at each frequency and sum over all of these
to create a source variance map. The source aperture variance (𝜎2

src)
is simply the quadrature sum of the source variances within the
aperture.

There is no simple way to determine the correlated systematics
errors associated with the four CMB solutions in the region around
M 31 (i.e., it is possible all four maps are subtracting some flux
density associated with M 31). However, we can use the differences

between all four CMB solutions to obtain a lower limit on the CMB
uncertainty, which we refer to as 𝜎cmb in Equation 11. To do this we
created the six possible unique difference maps between the SMICA,
NILC, SEVEM, and Commander CMB solutions. We then consid-
ered two methods to estimate the uncertainty in the CMB solutions.
First, we measured the integrated flux density of each difference
map, and took the standard deviation between them. At 30 GHz the
typical uncertainty from the CMB was 0.041 Jy, while at 70 GHz
it was 0.20 Jy. In thermodynamic units the uncertainty in the CMB
was 1.34 `K. The second method was to measure the mean standard
deviation of the pixels within the aperture for each difference pair.
In this case we found the uncertainty in the CMB, near M 31, was
1.55 `K. For 𝜎cmb, we used the average of these two uncertainties
to get 𝜎cmb = 1.45 `K, which is scaled to each frequency. As stated
earlier, this will be an underestimate of the total CMB uncertainty
as this method cannot account for correlated errors between all four
CMB solutions.

In Table 1, we show the measured flux densities with and without
subtracting a CMB model. After subtracting the CMB, we find that
the uncertainty in the flux density decreases. This is because the
CMB fluctuations contributing to the uncertainty from within the
annulus are greater than the additional uncertainty resulting from
the differences in the CMB models. For instance, we note that in the
frequency range of 70–100 GHz, when the CMB is not subtracted, the
uncertainties are approximately 3 times larger than when the CMB
is subtracted. This is because the CMB at these frequencies is the
dominant source of emission. For example, at 30 GHz the typical
RMS due to the CMB anisotropies within the annulus is 0.11 Jy,
while the uncertainty due to CMB model subtraction is just 0.041 Jy.

4 EXTRAGALACTIC POINT SOURCES

4.1 Source Fitting and Subtraction

The spectral energy density (SED) of each source was modelled
using a simple power-law, or a curved power-law model. Fits were
performed on all available radio data between 0.1 and 100 GHz.
More details about each source and the source catalogue are given in
Appendix A. For sources modelled by a simple power-law relation-
ship we used

𝑓 (a) = 𝐴

(
a

a𝑟

)𝛼
, (12)

where 𝐴 is the amplitude, a𝑟 is a fixed reference frequency at 1 GHz,
and 𝛼 is the source spectral index. For sources with curved spec-
tra we included a curvature term into the power-law fit, changing
Equation 12 to

𝑓 (a) = 𝐴

(
a

a𝑟

)𝛼+𝐶 log(a)
, (13)

where 𝐶 is the curvature term. The models were fit using the SciPy6

implementation of the L-BFGS-B algorithm (Byrd et al. 1995) in the
minimize package.

We used the Akaike information criterion (AIC, Akaike 1974) to
determine which model was preferred for each source. As we have
a small number of measurements per source, we use the corrected
AIC statistic that modifies the penalty function for small sample sizes

6 https://scipy.org/
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Figure 2. M 31 as seen at 4.76 GHz by C-BASS (left), WMAP K-band (22.8 GHz, middle), and Planck 857 GHz (right), after smoothing to 1◦. The flux density
was measured from pixels within the inner ellipse, while the background was estimated from the pixels between the inner and outer ellipses. The gray markers
indicate the location of known radio sources. The brightest source at 4.76 and 22.8 GHz is 5C 3.50, which we mark with a red circle. All maps have had the
SMICA CMB solution subtracted.

(AICc). The AICc is defined as

AICc = −2L + 2𝑘2 + 2𝑘
𝑛 − 𝑘 − 1

, (14)

where L is the maximum of the log-likelihood, 𝑘 is the number of
model parameters, and 𝑛 is the number of measurements. We find
that for the majority of sources a simple power law is sufficient, with
several sources modelled using a curved power-law (see Table A1).
We used the model with the lowest AIC value as the best-fitting
model for each source.

For many sources in the source catalogue (Appendix A) the un-
certainty in the catalogue was either very small (less than 1 per cent)
or was not given at all. In these instances we set the uncertainty to
be 10 per cent of the flux density.

4.2 5C3.50

The brightest extragalactic background source at frequencies
5–70 GHz is the AGN 5C 3.50 (referred to as B3 0035+413 in Battis-
telli et al. 2019). In Figure 3 we show the spectrum of 5C 3.50 from
radio to infrared frequencies. We can see that at frequencies less
than 100 GHz the source has a flat spectrum and is steeply falling at
higher frequencies. The peak flux density of the source is ≈ 0.6 Jy
at 5 GHz, which is about 15 per cent of the total flux density within
the aperture at 5 GHz, and similarly it accounts for 24 per cent of the
total flux density at 30 GHz. Therefore it is critical to determine an
accurate model of the source flux density.

Complicating the model of 5C 3.50 are indications of variability,
which is to be expected from a compact AGN. Evidence of the
variability of 5C 3.50 can be seen in the inset spectrum of Figure 3,
where we can see between 4 and 8 GHz there is a jump in flux
density by a factor of two. We also see evidence for variability within
frequency bands, for example the flux density for 5C 3.50 at 1.4 GHz
measured by the Very Large Array (VLA, Condon et al. 1998) was
0.692 ± 0.021 Jy in 1998, while the flux density reported by the
Green Bank Telescope (GBT, White & Becker 1992) was 0.404 Jy
(no uncertainty was reported) in 1992; a 50 per cent change in a 6
year period.

Figure 3. Ancillary data on 5C 3.50 (B3 0035+413), the brightest extragalac-
tic background source near M 31. Fits for the broken power-law (blue) and
curved power-law (orange) models are shown with the shaded areas indicat-
ing the 1𝜎 model uncertainties. The inset shows a zoom-in of the radio data
between 0.1–100 GHz. The legend shows the AICc and best-fit parameters
for the curved power-law (Equation 13) and broken power-law (Equation 15)
models.

To assess the variability of 5C 3.50, we used historical data cover-
ing 2009–2019 from the OVRO 40-m monitoring program (Richards
et al. 2011). The data shows a steady decline in brightness from
0.59±0.01 Jy in 2009 to a minimum of 0.32±0.01 Jy in 2019. This
decline covers the period when most observations used in this anal-
ysis were in progress, but does not include the period when WMAP
data were being taken (2001–2010). To observe the effect this source
has on the data, we looked at the single-year data from WMAP and
found that, on average, most years are within 1𝜎 of the survey av-
erage flux density, but there were significant drops in flux density
in 2002 and 2006. The change in flux density in 2002 and 2006
were Δ𝑆2002 = −0.26 ± 0.11 Jy and Δ𝑆2006 = 0.30 ± 0.11 Jy, re-
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spectively. If these drops in the flux density of M 31 were associated
with 5C 3.50 then that would imply a change in the flux density of
5C 3.50 of 40 per cent relative the model average given in Table A1.
The yearly data from the Planck 28.4 GHz data (2009 to 2012) also
shows that there is significant evidence for variations in the bright-
ness of 5C 3.50, its flux density changing slowly between 2009 and
2012 by 30–50 per cent—similar to the largest changes seen within
the WMAP data. Figure 4 shows the measured flux densities from
WMAP and Planck for each year. Overall, the impact of the variabil-
ity of 5C 3.50 over the most critical frequency range of 10–100 GHz
is significant but does not exceed 10 per cent of the total flux density
of M 31. At 30 GHz this would constitute a maximum flux density
change of approximately 0.2 Jy.

For 5C 3.50 we fit the SED over all available radio and infrared
data. We do not fit over the narrower range of frequencies because
of the broad peak at 4–8 GHz that is shown in the inset panel of
Figure 3, which may be from source variability over the ten year time
span of all the radio observations. It is also possible that the peak
is a real structure in the spectrum of 5C 3.50 due to processes such
as synchrotron self-absorption, but further observations would be
needed to confirm this. We fit the SED of 5C 3.50 for both the curved
power-law model (Equation 13) and an additional broken power-law
model defined as:

𝑓 (a) = 𝐴

(
a

a𝑏

)𝛼(a)
, (15)

where 𝛼(a) at frequencies less than the break frequency, a𝑏 , are 𝛼1
and 𝛼2 at frequencies greater than a𝑏 . The functional form of 𝛼(a)
was

𝛼(a) = 𝛼1 + 𝑆(a − a𝑏) (𝛼1 − 𝛼2) , (16)

where 𝑆 is a sigmoid function defined as 𝑆(𝑥) = (1 + 𝑒−𝑥)−1. Using
this model we find that at radio frequencies below the best-fit break
frequency (a𝑏 = 264 ± 14 GHz) the spectrum can be described by
a power-law with a spectral index of 𝛼1 = −0.036 ± 0.010, and at
higher frequencies the source has a steeper spectral index of 𝛼1 =

−1.25 ± 0.010. To account for the variability of 5C 3.50 we add an
additional 10 per cent uncertainty at each frequency, which is the
dominant source of uncertainty shown in the models in Figure 3.

5 RESULTS

We present the best-fitting spectral energy distribution (SED) after
subtracting the SMICA CMB solution and background radio sources
in Figure 5. The best-fitting parameters are listed in Table 2, alongside
those given in Battistelli et al. (2019) and Planck Collaboration et al.
(2015). Our preferred model is the "AME & power-law synchrotron"
model in Table 2. For this section and Section 6, unless explicitly
stated, all comparisons between models will be between our preferred
model and the other models listed in Table 2.

In Figure 5 we can clearly see that at all frequencies spinning dust
emission is sub-dominant to the synchrotron component. We find
that when fitting for spinning dust emission we find a 3𝜎 detection of
𝐴AME,30 = 0.27±0.09 Jy, which is a similar to significance to that of
the Planck analysis (Planck Collaboration et al. 2015) but is much less
significant than the SRT measurements (Battistelli et al. 2019). The
biggest difference between this analysis and the SRT analysis is the
constraint of the lower frequency synchrotron emission. We can see
that the SRT measurements at 6.313 GHz are four times fainter than
the C-BASS measurements at 4.76 GHz in Table 1. The substantially
steeper estimate of the M 31 synchrotron spectrum from the SRT

Figure 4. Integrated flux density of M 31 (including 5C 3.50) from WMAP
22.8 GHz and Planck 28.4 GHz data for each year between 2001 and 2012.
We use the same aperture photometry parameters as with the main analysis
(described in Section 3) but do not subtract nearby sources. The variations in
the flux density is a combination of measurement error and true variations in
the flux density of 5C 3.50. The solid lines and highlighted regions show the
measured flux densities at 22.8 and 28.4 GHz from Table 1.

models therefore predicts a far larger spinning dust component to
make up for the lower synchrotron emission at 30 GHz. However,
with C-BASS the predicted synchrotron spectrum is closer to that
of previous studies, and the spinning dust is similarly small. We
believe that the main reason for the differences between the SRT and
C-BASS measurements is due to spatial filtering in the SRT data,
this is discussed more in Section 6.

In Figure 6 we show the posterior distributions of each parameter
for the model with the CMB and sources subtracted, AME included,
and a power-law synchrotron model. The figure shows that for most
parameters the posterior is peaked. The emission measure (EM) pa-
rameter however shows a sharp cut-off due a hard positivity prior
we enforce. As such, the EM uncertainties are underestimated in Ta-
ble 2 for all model configurations, but it is especially underestimated
for the model shown in Figure 5 as we do not make a significant
detection.

Figure 6 also shows that there is a correlation between the EM,
the synchrotron parameters (𝐴sync and 𝛼) and the spinning dust am-
plitude (𝐴AME,30). This is expected, and was also seen in Planck
Collaboration et al. (2015), because a lower amplitude, steeper spec-
trum synchrotron component would require additional contributions
from either the EM or spinning dust components to explain the
flux density observed around 20–70 GHz. The strong correlation be-
tween the thermal dust parameters in Figure 6 is the well-known dust
temperature–𝛽 correlation caused by combination of effects such as
noise uncertainties, multiple dust grain environments, and the physics
of the dust grain emission (e.g., Shetty et al. 2009; Ysard et al. 2012).

It is possible to model AME using a log-normal distribution as
has been shown in several analyses (Stevenson 2014; Cepeda-Arroita
et al. 2021). However, fitting a log-normal distribution requires the
introduction of an additional width parameter. We found that when
using this model the width parameter was highly degenerate with the
EM parameter, implying that the data do not support this additional
parameter.

We find that the spectral index of the synchrotron emission is
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Figure 5. Integrated flux density spectrum for the M 31 after subtracting the SMICA CMB solution and background radio sources. Four emission components
are fitted for: synchrotron, free-free, thermal dust, and spinning dust emission. The inset spectrum shows the residual flux density after subtracting all but
the spinning dust model in the region around the fitted spinning dust peak frequency. We include the flux densities measurements from the SRT (Battistelli
et al. 2019) and the Effelsberg (Beck et al. 2020) observations of M 31 for reference but these were not used in the fit. The black-dotted line shows the best-fit
synchrotron spectral index from Battistelli et al. (2019) with the amplitude referenced to the C-BASS flux density measurement at 4.76 GHz.

Table 2. Mean posterior parameter estimates for the four cases discussed in the text. For comparison we include the previous parameter fits from the Planck and
SRT analyses.

CMB & Source Subtracted
No CMB CMB AME & Power-Law1 AME & Curved No AME & Power-Law

Parameter Subtraction Subtracted Synchrotron Synchrotron Synchrotron Planck 2015 SRT 2019
𝐴sync (Jy) 8.3 ± 0.8 9.7 ± 0.6 10.6 ± 0.5 10.2 ± 0.6 9.9 ± 0.5 9.5 ± 1.1 7.0 ± 0.5
𝛼 −0.73 ± 0.10 −0.63 ± 0.05 −0.66 ± 0.03 −0.60 ± 0.06 −0.61 ± 0.04 −0.92 ± 0.16 −1.10 ± 0.09
𝐶 – – – −0.04 ± 0.03 – – –
EM (cm−6 pc) 3.9 ± 1.5 1.1 ± 0.8 0.4 ± 0.4 1.1 ± 0.8 0.9 ± 0.6 1.8 ± 1.3 1.1 ± 0.9
𝛿𝑇 (`K) 0.3 ± 1.1 – – – – – –
𝑇𝑑 (K) 19.5 ± 0.8 17.3 ± 0.4 17.2 ± 0.4 17.3 ± 0.4 16.9 ± 0.4 18.2 ± 1.0 18.8 ± 0.5
𝜏 1.06 ± 0.19 1.78 ± 0.18 1.84 ± 0.19 1.79 ± 0.19 2.00 ± 0.2 1.2 ± 0.2 –
𝛽 1.44 ± 0.09 1.76 ± 0.05 1.77 ± 0.05 1.76 ± 0.05 1.81 ± 0.04 1.62 ± 0.11 1.49 ± 0.06
𝐴AME,30 (Jy) 0.18 ± 0.15 0.32 ± 0.11 0.27 ± 0.09 0.38 ± 0.12 – 0.7 ± 0.3 1.45 ± 0.18
aAME (GHz) 35 ± 13 25 ± 2 24 ± 2 26 ± 2 – – –
𝜒2 9.8 20.6 18.7 18.6 26.5 – –
𝜒2
𝑟 1.4 2.6 2.3 2.3 2.9 – –

AIC 107 110 106 106 119 – –
1 This is the preferred model that we refer to most often in the main text.

flatter (𝛼 = −0.66±0.03) than the spectral indices in Battistelli et al.
(2019) or Planck Collaboration et al. (2015), and is more typical of
other galaxies (Condon et al. 1998). This is much flatter than the
synchrotron spectrum found in our Galaxy, which typically has a
spectral index of 𝛼 = −1 at frequencies of a > 5 GHz (e.g., Harper

et al. 2022). However, nearer the Galactic plane there is evidence that
synchrotron emission is flatter (e.g. Kogut et al. 2007; Fuskeland et al.
2014), which will be the dominant component when measuring the
integrated emission from a galaxy.

In Table 2 we compare the 𝜒2 residuals and the Akaike Information
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Figure 6. Posterior distributions for each parameter for the model shown in Figure 5. The model includes an AME component and a power-law synchrotron
component, and has both CMB and background sources subtracted. The hard cut-off in the EM parameter is due to a positivity prior.

Criterion (AIC, Akaike 1974) of each model. As we are using nested
models in the case of either including or excluding the spinning
dust component (for columns under the "CMB & Source Subtracted"
heading in Table 2) the AIC is an ideal tool for comparing the models.
Instead of simply using the maximum likelihood value to determine
the AIC we sum over the entire posterior to better account for biases
due to non-Gaussian posterior distributions (Hilbe et al. 2017). We
define the modified AIC as before in Equation 4.1. Although the AIC
does not give a direct indication of the absolute quality of the fit,
values can be compared between two nested models, with the lower
AIC value indicating the model is a better representation of the data.

The AIC values in Table 2 show that fitting for AME after subtract-
ing the CMB and point sources is slightly preferred (AIC = 106)
over not including a spinning dust component (AIC = 119). Taking
the difference of the AIC values for with and without spinning dust
gives ΔAIC = 13. In general, a ΔAIC > 4 is considered significant
(Hilbe et al. 2017), implying that we do detect spinning dust in the
integrated spectrum of M 31.

We also tried fitting for spectral curvature in the spectral index
of the synchrotron emission from M 31 using the same model given
by Equation 13. We found that the curved synchrotron model had
the same AIC and 𝜒2 values as the non-curved power-law spectrum.
Fitting for a curved synchrotron component does not significantly
change the AME component of M 31, but does double the observed
emission measure. Given theoretical insights, particularly for our
own Galaxy, that there is little evidence for synchrotron steepening
or flattening with frequency (e.g. Strong et al. 2011) and that the cur-
vature term was detected with low significance (𝐶 = −0.04 ± 0.03),
we prefer the model that includes no steepening. We give the best-
fitting parameters including for the curved synchrotron component
in Table 2 for reference.
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6 DISCUSSION

6.1 Comparison of C-BASS with Other Radio Observations

The results presented in Section 5 are driven by the introduction of
the C-BASS point at 4.76 GHz, where we measure a flux density
of 4.04 ± 0.14 Jy. This is higher than the flux densities measured
by the Effelsberg telescope (Berkhuĳsen et al. 2003) at 4.85 GHz of
1.79±0.20 Jy and the SRT (Battistelli et al. 2019) at 6.313 GHz of
1.207 ± 0.084 Jy, as shown in Figure 5.

The most likely reason for the difference in the flux densities be-
tween C-BASS and the other two surveys is the spatial filtering over a
small area of the sky. The SRT and Effelsberg observations have reso-
lutions of a few arcminutes, while C-BASS has 45 arcmin resolution.
In general, it is difficult to measure the largest scales observed by a
survey due to large-scale systematics from the receiver, atmosphere
or surrounding environment. In this case, the largest scales measured
by the SRT and Effelsberg are comparable to the size of M 31, as
such these scales are more likely to be lost during data processing.
Meanwhile, C-BASS observes the entire Northern hemisphere, and
so preserving signal on scales of just a few degrees is consider-
ably easier. We have verified this using end-to-end simulations to
assess the impact of the C-BASS data processing and map-making
on filtering the signal in the C-BASS map and found that there is
no significant filtering beyond the first few multipoles and certainly
none at scales of M 31 (the details of these simulations will be given
in the upcoming C-BASS survey paper). Therefore, the difference in
flux density is either because both the SRT and Effelsberg are filter-
ing out emission from M 31, or possibly that C-BASS is adding in
emission from our Galaxy that is filtered out in the higher resolution
datasets. The latter is unlikely to be the case as we do not observe
any bright Galactic background features in any of the lower resolu-
tion datasets and we effectively filter out scales larger than M 31 by
subtracting a tight background annulus, as shown by the C-BASS
data in Figure 2. However, evidence for filtering can be seen in the
SRT data around bright point sources such as 5C 3.50 where a large
negative ring surrounds the source.

To make a fair comparison with the lower resolution surveys re-
quires replicating the filtering applied to the higher resolution data,
which was attempted by Battistelli et al. (2019). This process can
only be approximated, as the higher resolution information is not
available in the low resolution surveys. By using C-BASS data, with
a comparable resolution to these other surveys, we can make a fairer
comparison of the total integrated flux density of M 31 without the
need to make additional corrections.

6.2 Synchrotron Emission

We find that, for our favoured model including an AME component,
a power-law synchrotron component, and with the CMB and back-
ground sources subtracted, the average synchrotron spectral index
of M 31 is 𝛼 = −0.66 ± 0.03. Synchrotron emission is the dominant
emission component around 30 GHz—approximately twice the ther-
mal free-free emission and AME contributions. The Planck analysis
in Planck Collaboration et al. (2015) found a slightly steeper spec-
tral index of 𝛼 = −0.9 ± 0.2, however the inclusion of the C-BASS
and QUĲOTE measurements show that the synchrotron spectrum is
slightly flatter.

The 5 arcmin resolution analysis of M 31 using Effelsberg data at
2.645, 4.86, and 8.35 GHz (Beck et al. 2020) found a spectral index
of 𝛼 = −0.81 ± 0.02 for the non-thermal emission component—a
value that lies between our analysis and that of the Planck analysis.

In Figure 5, we can see that the flux densities for M 31 observed by
the Effelsberg data are approximately a factor of two lower than those
predicted by the best-fit model using the C-BASS/QUĲOTE data.
Comparing the synchrotron spectral indices from the Effelsberg and
our analyses suggests that the estimate of the synchrotron spectral
index from the 64-m SRT observations of 𝛼 = −1.1±0.09 (Battistelli
et al. 2019; Fatigoni et al. 2021) is too steep—though all three are
consistent with the Planck result of 𝛼 = −0.92 ± 0.16 within 2𝜎.
This is critical because a steeper synchrotron spectral index would
imply a much lower synchrotron contribution at 30 GHz that in the
SRT model is replaced by the large AME contribution predicted by
the SRT model.

In the Milky Way, estimates of the spectral index of diffuse syn-
chrotron emission are generally found in the range −1.1 < 𝛼 < −1
at WMAP and Planck frequencies (e.g., Davies et al. 2006; Dunkley
et al. 2009; Harper et al. 2022), and flatten to 𝛽 ≈ −2.7 at frequencies
of a few hundred MHz to 1 GHz (e.g. Lawson et al. 1987; Reich &
Reich 1988). At higher frequencies it is possible that further steepen-
ing of the synchrotron spectrum can occur due to spectral aging of the
cosmic ray electron (CRE) population (Strong et al. 2011), though
observing spectral aging in diffuse synchrotron emission is challeng-
ing; the effect of spectral aging has been clearly seen in supernova
remnants (e.g., Sun et al. 2011). To test for spectral curvature in
M 31 we included a curvature term, shown in Equation 3. We found
that when fitting the CMB and source subtracted M 31 spectrum
with a three component fit of: free-free, thermal dust, and curved
synchrotron emission the curvature term is 𝐶 = −0.007 ± 0.017,
implying there is no significant detection of curvature. If we include
AME in the fit, then the curvature term is𝐶 = −0.04±0.03 reducing
the synchrotron contribution near 30 GHz; the excess flux density is
then absorbed into the free-free component (but the AME amplitude
remains unchanged). However, we find there is a ≈ 1𝜎 constraint on
the curvature, indicating that even an insignificant curvature in the
M 31 synchrotron spectrum can have a significant impact on the es-
timation of other parameters—especially the free-free contribution.

6.3 Anomalous Microwave Emission in M31

We find a 3𝜎 detection of AME in M 31 of 0.27± 0.09 Jy at 30 GHz
for the model where CMB and background sources are subtracted,
and there is no synchrotron spectral curvature. Though the exact
significance changes slightly between models, in all cases where the
spinning dust model is included (and the CMB is subtracted) we
detect AME at similar levels of significance. For the case where
the CMB is not subtracted but instead fitted in the spectrum, we
find that there is a barely significant detection (1.2𝜎) of AME at
0.18 ± 0.15 Jy at 30 GHz. This reduction in significance when not
subtracting the CMB is because the frequency range where AME
peaks is the same as the frequencies where the CMB is the dominant
component, 30–100 GHz.

We find an AME amplitude that is less than the amplitude
predicted from the Planck Collaboration et al. (2015) analysis of
𝑆AME,30 = 0.7 ± 0.3 Jy at 30 GHz, and is much less than the
predicted integrated AME flux density from the SRT analysis of
𝑆AME,25 = 1.4 ± 0.2 Jy at 25 GHz. The inclusion of the 4.76 GHz
C-BASS data is the key difference between these analyses as it allows
for the synchrotron emission at high frequencies to be constrained as
discussed in Section 6.2.

We find that the AME brightness at 30 GHz relative to the dust
opacity at 353 GHz, often referred to as AME emissivity, has a value
of 0.17± 0.07 K/𝜏353–assuming a uniform brightness over our entire
nominal aperture. This is much smaller than the AME emissivity
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found in Galactic sources with well-measured AME, which typically
has a value in the range 5–10 K/𝜏353 (Hensley et al. 2016; Harper
et al. 2022) for cirrus regions, but can be as high as 23.9 K/𝜏353 in
particular molecular clouds (Planck Collaboration et al. 2011).

We would expect that the average AME emissivity in M 31 to be
lower than what is found in targeted observations of AME sources.
This is because we do not expect that AME to be uniformly distributed
throughout the ISM in M 31 or any galaxy. Moreover, the integrated
spectrum of M 31 is dominated by bright synchrotron and free-free
features, such as supernova remnants or Hii regions, associated with
the molecular disk. The integrated emission from Hii regions is rarely
found to be dominated by AME (e.g., Scaife et al. 2008; Paladini
et al. 2015; Rennie et al. 2022). Instead, we are more likely to find
AME associated with dust clouds at the edge of these Hii regions,
such as in the case of the Hii region associated with _-Orionis (e.g.,
Cepeda-Arroita et al. 2021). Similarly, bright supernova remnants in
the Galactic plane tend to show little evidence of AME (e.g., Sun
et al. 2011; Cruciani et al. 2016; Rennie et al. 2022). Therefore, if we
assume M 31 is similar to our own Galaxy, then the total integrated
emission will be dominated by these regions that have little or no
AME component, and therefore reduce the average AME emissivity.

The apparent lack of AME in the integrated emission of other
galaxies in the 10–50 GHz range (Peel et al. 2011; Bianchi et al.
2022) is also likely due to the same dilution over the entire volume
of the galaxy. However, more observations are needed to determine
whether this is true in general. This point is further supported by
observations of several galaxies (Murphy et al. 2012), including
NGC 6946 (Hensley et al. 2015) and NGC 4725 (Murphy et al.
2018), which found AME within only a few extranuclear regions.

One reason why it is important to determine the contribution of
AME to the integrated spectrum of galaxies in general is that free-
free emission can be used to determine star-formation rates. It has
been suggested that 30 GHz is an ideal target frequency where the
synchrotron and thermal dust contributions are minimal (Murphy
et al. 2011). If AME is also a significant contribution, then this will
bias any SFR estimates to lower values.

6.4 Star-Formation in M31

Free-free emission is directly proportional to the star-formation rate
of a galaxy (Murphy et al. 2011). Using the updated values for
fitted emission measure, and an assumed electron temperature of
8000 K, we can estimate the star-formation rate of M 31 using one
of several derived scaling relations (Kennicutt 1998; Condon et al.
1998; Murphy et al. 2011). Here we adopt the relations given in
Murphy et al. (2011). When fitting for spinning dust emission with a
power-law synchrotron model we do not find a significant detection
of the emission measure: EM = 0.4 ± 0.4 cm−6 pc, thus we can
only put a 1𝜎 upper limit on the expected star-formation rate of
< 0.12 𝑀� yr−1. If we do not fit for AME, the EM is higher at
EM =0.9 ± 0.6 cm−6 pc, which corresponds to a flux density of
𝑆ff = 0.25 ± 0.18 Jy at 30 GHz, and a star-formation rate of 0.12 ±
0.09 𝑀� yr−1. If we use the model including AME and a curved
synchrotron component we find an emission measure similar to that
found when not including the AME in the synchrotron power-law
model: EM = 1.1 ± 0.8 cm−6 pc, or 𝑆ff = 0.33 ± 0.23 Jy at 30 GHz,
corresponding to a star-formation rate of 0.16 ± 0.12 𝑀� yr−1.

The Planck analysis found a star-formation rate for M 31 of
0.12 𝑀� yr−1, which is consistent within 1𝜎with our estimates. Esti-
mates of the star-formation rate from H𝛼 give 0.44 𝑀� yr−1 (Azimlu
et al. 2011), IR/UV comparisons estimate 0.25±0.05 𝑀� yr−1 (Ford
et al. 2013), and Xu & Helou (1996) estimated 0.36 ± 0.14 𝑀� yr−1

using IRAS data. All of which are several times higher than the
star-formation rates we have predicted from the integrated free-free
emission of M 31.

The finding that all the estimates of the total star-formation rate of
M 31 using continuum free-free emission are lower than those found
using other tracers is surprising. There have been multiple surveys of
the integrated emission from other galaxies that show that, in general,
free-free estimates of star-formation rates are consistent with other
tracers (e.g., Murphy et al. 2011), however, AME is never included
in these models, and generally there is only one measurement around
the AME peak. There are several possible explanations for why our
estimates of the star-formation rates are lower than expected. First,
clearly the choice of model for the SED is critical, where models
including AME predicted a systematically lower free-free emission
contribution. However, the AME amplitude is robust and is supported
by the data. Possibly then this indicates that the synchrotron emission
spectrum is steepening at high frequencies, but even then our star-
formation rates are lower than those predicted by other tracers.

Another possible reason for the differences in star-formation rates
relates to the models used to calibrate the star-formation rates derived
for the different tracers. The calibration of star-formation tracers de-
pends on assumptions about the initial mass function and stellar
evolution models (Kennicutt 1998), which when measuring the star-
formation rate from the global integrated emission, as we have done,
can be very different to those of individual local regions (Calzetti
2013), as was done for H𝛼 survey of M 31 (Azimlu et al. 2011). Fur-
thermore, when probing individual regions versus the global signal,
very different timescales are being measured with the global signal
being dominated by star-formation over the period of 10–100 Myr,
while local regions will be sensitive to more recent star-formation
events of the order 1–10 Myr (Calzetti 2013).

A further factor to consider when comparing the star-formation
rates derived from H𝛼 and UV to radio derived star-formation rates
is the effect of dust. H𝛼 and UV tracers will suffer from attenua-
tion due to dust along the line-of-sight. It is possible to correct for
dust absorption but it becomes increasingly difficult, and with larger
uncertainties, as the dust opacity becomes large. If the attenuation
due to dust is over corrected, then this would bias the H𝛼 and UV
estimates high.

Ultimately, it is difficult, given the large uncertainties on all of
the star-formation rates presented, to give a definitive answer to the
global star-formation rate of M 31 other than it is approximately
0.3 𝑀� yr−1. Additionally, we cannot rule out that AME dominates
free-free emission in the global integrated signal of M 31. This is
critical to determine as free-free emission at 30 GHz is commonly
used to determine star-formation rates in surveys such as COLDz
(Algera et al. 2022), and if AME generally dominates over free-free
at 30 GHz for other galaxies then this would bias star-formation rate
estimates high. To answer this question will require future observa-
tions of M 31 at arcminute resolutions so that the AME and free-free
emission components of individual star-forming regions can be mea-
sured.

7 CONCLUSIONS

We have presented a new measurement of the integrated spectrum
of M 31, using C-BASS data as an additional constraint on the low-
frequency emission. We find that the integrated spectrum of M 31
at microwave frequencies has contributions from synchrotron, free-
free, and AME. Similarly to Planck Collaboration et al. (2015), we
find that AME is marginally detected with a 3𝜎 significance of
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0.27 ± 0.09 Jy. Further, we find that the average AME emissivity
integrated over all of M 31 to be 0.17 ± 0.07 K/𝜏353. This is much
lower than the typical value found for AME sources; since we are
measuring the average AME emissivity, this implies that the AME
must not be uniformly distributed throughout M 31–this is similar
to what is observed in our Galaxy and other galaxies where AME
has been observed (e.g., Hensley et al. 2015). We have showed that
there are significant differences between the low-frequency fluxes
observed by low resolution surveys like C-BASS and QUĲOTE, and
the high resolution observations by the SRT (Battistelli et al. 2019)
and Effelsberg (Berkhuĳsen et al. 2003) that we expect are due to
filtering of large-scale emission in the data processing of the high
resolution data.

We attempted to fit the spectrum of M 31 using both power-law
and curved power-law models of synchrotron emission. Although
there is no statistical preference for synchrotron spectral curvature,
the curved synchrotron models resulted in a higher emission mea-
sure and star-formation rate estimates that are more consistent with
other star-formation tracers, but were still a factor of two or more
lower. Therefore, we cannot entirely rule out the possibility of the
synchrotron spectrum steepening at higher frequencies.

In conclusion, we find tentative evidence for AME within M 31;
however, the low average emissivity suggests that it is not uniformly
distributed throughout the ISM and instead is localised to smaller
sub-regions within the galaxy. Recent results using dedicated obser-
vations of M 31 from the QUĲOTE MFI are consistent with our re-
sults when using the same aperture photometry (Fernández-Torreiro
et al. 2023). However, the main results of the QUĲOTE analysis
used the smaller apertures that match those given in Battistelli et al.
(2019), and in this case they find an AME flux density that is three
times higher than what we find, and subsequently a much fainter (and
steeper—𝛼 = −0.99 ± 0.21) synchrotron contribution. This clearly
shows the importance of both constraining the low frequency syn-
chrotron emission with data like C-BASS and also the choice of
aperture that is used. Ultimately, there remains some uncertainty
regarding the nature of AME within M 31 that will require future
follow-up observations at frequencies around the peak of the AME
spectrum (20–30 GHz) with arcminute resolution that can resolve
individual AME emitting regions. Such observations are already un-
derway at both 22 GHz with the SRT (Fatigoni et al. 2021), and at
30 GHz with COMAP (Cleary et al. 2022).
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APPENDIX A: SOURCE CATALOGUES

The integrated flux density of extragalactic point sources near M 31
are comparable to the total integrated flux of M 31 itself at lower
frequencies (. 20 GHz) (Berkhuĳsen et al. 2003). Therefore mod-
elling and separating these background sources is critical to correctly
estimate the relative contributions of free-free, synchrotron, and spin-
ning dust emission associated with M 31. Also, flat spectrum sources
(e.g., AGN) can turn over at frequencies of tens of gigahertz (Rani
et al. 2011) mimicking a spinning dust spectrum. Fainter source pop-
ulations tend towards a uniform Gaussian distribution across the sky,
and hence will provide a similar flux density in both the annulus
and aperture used for aperture photometry, i.e., they form part of the
quasi-uniform background when the number of sources is large. We
are primarily concerned with the brightest sources that contribute
within the vicinity of M 31, which can strongly bias the photometry.

We used the NRAO VLA Sky Survey (NVSS Condon et al. 1998)
catalogue to select bright sources at 1.4 GHz within a region con-
taining the aperture and background annulus centred on M 31. We
cross-referenced each source using the NASA/IPAC Extragalactic
Database (NED)7 to confirm each source was not associated with
M 31 itself. We used the historical photometry data available from
NED to construct models for each source (Section 4.1) and then used
these models to create point source maps at each frequency band that
were then subtracted from the original data. All sources with only one
frequency were discarded, and we also discarded one source with a
rising spectrum, as the model predicted it would be extremely bright
at microwave and sub-mm frequencies but this was not seen in any
of the continuum surveys. After discarding bad sources, we were left
with 71 sources to construct our background source maps. Most of
the background radio sources contribute less than a few percent of
the total flux density from M 31 except for the variable AGN 5C 3.50
that has a flux density at 5 and 30 GHz comparable to M 31. A full
summary of the modelled background radio sources is given in Ta-
ble A1. In Figure 3 we show the fitted spectrum of 5C 3.50, which
uses a combination of radio and infrared data to define the spectrum.
For all other sources we fitted the models to just the available radio
data. Figure A1 shows examples of the fits to the second and third
most bright radio sources near M 31.

DATA AVAILABILITY

All model fits for M 31 and radio sources can be made available upon
request. Ancillary datasets described in Section 2.2 are available via

7 https://ned.ipac.caltech.edu
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Table A1. Modelled point sources within the photometry aperture around M 31 in order of brightness at 5 GHz. Sources are selected from the NVSS 1.4 GHz
survey (Condon et al. 1998) and cross-checked in the NED extragalactic source database. All source names use the NVSS designation except 5C 3.50, which is
referenced in the main text. Sources that did not include ancillary data at more than one frequency or had steeply rising spectra are excluded. The source flux
densities are from the model fits (see Section 4.1 for details).

408 MHz 5 GHz 30 GHz
Source R.A. Dec. Angular Sep. Flux Density Flux Density Flux Density Model

(J2000) (J2000) (arcmin) (Jy) (mJy) (mJy)
5C 3.50 (B3 0035+413) 00h38m24.84s +41◦37′06.00′′ 52.91 604.8 ± 63.7 553.1 ± 56.5 518.9 ± 54.3 Broken Power Law
NVSS J004217+400948 00h42m17.46s +40◦09′48.5′′ 66.50 1892.7 ± 98.2 200.4 ± 8.7 28.1 ± 4.7 Curved Power Law
NVSS J004647+390046 00h46m47.52s +39◦00′46.6′′ 143.12 112.9 ± 18.1 191.6 ± 10.6 70.5 ± 10.1 Curved Power Law
NVSS J004812+402152 00h48m12.94s +40◦21′52.6′′ 82.55 1516.1 ± 85.5 136.8 ± 8.6 24.5 ± 2.9 Power Law
NVSS J004439+424801 00h44m39.17s +42◦48′01.4′′ 94.36 1325.0 ± 81.5 124.0 ± 4.7 22.8 ± 1.6 Power Law
NVSS J003235+394215 00h32m35.51s +39◦42′15.5′′ 148.97 992.6 ± 49.8 118.7 ± 9.0 26.0 ± 3.6 Power Law
NVSS J004218+412926 00h42m18.71s +41◦29′26.8′′ 14.15 1026.9 ± 67.7 113.2 ± 4.3 23.4 ± 1.7 Power Law
NVSS J004802+393726 00h48m02.06s +39◦37′26.6′′ 115.75 220.3 ± 14.5 111.6 ± 8.2 68.7 ± 9.7 Power Law
NVSS J003506+423818 00h35m06.02s +42◦38′18.4′′ 118.34 923.9 ± 64.3 110.0 ± 9.7 24.0 ± 3.9 Power Law
NVSS J005331+402721 00h53m31.76s +40◦27′21.5′′ 131.81 666.0 ± 45.7 88.3 ± 7.1 20.8 ± 3.0 Power Law
NVSS J005413+384214 00h54m13.78s +38◦42′14.5′′ 202.79 188.7 ± 45.2 82.4 ± 4.7 45.5 ± 10.2 Power Law
NVSS J005832+390209 00h58m32.28s +39◦02′09.2′′ 225.30 310.7 ± 82.3 81.7 ± 13.6 31.4 ± 13.7 Power Law
NVSS J005455+382150 00h54m55.87s +38◦21′50.9′′ 223.84 1261.7 ± 65.8 77.1 ± 4.9 10.5 ± 1.2 Power Law
NVSS J003035+421128 00h30m35.15s +42◦11′28′′ 146.81 114.9 ± 75.6 69.4 ± 10.9 48.5 ± 18.6 Power Law
NVSS J003216+400711 00h32m16.24s +40◦07′11.2′′ 137.51 285.1 ± 19.8 66.0 ± 4.9 23.2 ± 3.3 Power Law
NVSS J004154+392521 00h41m54.96s +39◦25′21′′ 111.16 1026.5 ± 50.4 65.5 ± 2.4 9.2 ± 0.6 Power Law
NVSS J005332+403443 00h53m32.35s +40◦34′43.6′′ 129.27 420.0 ± 37.1 63.5 ± 10.7 16.5 ± 4.9 Power Law
NVSS J004843+404458 00h48m43.83s +40◦44′58.5′′ 74.68 358.7 ± 23.6 62.1 ± 5.0 17.7 ± 2.7 Power Law
NVSS J004654+435328 00h46m54.58s +43◦53′28.3′′ 163.97 410.5 ± 31.7 58.7 ± 4.6 14.6 ± 2.2 Power Law
NVSS J003638+425229 00h36m38.62s +42◦52′29.2′′ 117.83 1196.9 ± 70.6 57.9 ± 4.2 6.6 ± 0.9 Power Law
NVSS J004755+394900 00h47m55.49s +39◦49′00.2′′ 105.31 180.0 ± 19.9 56.2 ± 9.2 24.4 ± 7.2 Power Law
NVSS J004441+382957 00h44m41.56s +38◦29′57.9′′ 167.67 135.2 ± 17.2 55.8 ± 2.8 29.7 ± 3.7 Power Law
NVSS J003111+394156 00h31m11.43s +39◦41′56.1′′ 161.89 439.3 ± 26.3 55.6 ± 6.3 12.7 ± 2.6 Power Law
NVSS J003018+380355 00h30m18.81s +38◦03′55.4′′ 239.76 227.9 ± 18.6 53.2 ± 3.7 18.8 ± 2.6 Power Law
NVSS J003525+394047 00h35m25.6s +39◦40′47.7′′ 126.63 330.8 ± 22.1 53.0 ± 4.0 14.3 ± 1.9 Power Law
NVSS J004354+404634 00h43m54.35s +40◦46′34.2′′ 32.39 421.0 ± 30.9 52.5 ± 4.8 11.9 ± 2.1 Power Law
NVSS J003022+381723 00h30m22.53s +38◦17′23.2′′ 228.52 634.9 ± 36.2 52.3 ± 5.9 8.8 ± 1.8 Power Law
NVSS J004601+435517 00h46m01.85s +43◦55′17.4′′ 163.28 819.8 ± 63.1 51.9 ± 8.8 7.2 ± 2.2 Power Law
NVSS J003419+424659 00h34m19.26s +42◦46′59.4′′ 130.55 593.3 ± 45.3 51.7 ± 4.6 9.0 ± 1.5 Power Law
NVSS J005405+412515 00h54m05.78s +41◦25′15.2′′ 128.28 170.0 ± 17.6 51.2 ± 7.8 21.7 ± 5.7 Power Law
NVSS J005744+415410 00h57m44.68s +41◦54′10.8′′ 172.65 404.2 ± 25.3 51.1 ± 5.8 11.6 ± 2.3 Power Law
NVSS J004349+383010 00h43m49.42s +38◦30′10.1′′ 166.42 684.4 ± 38.3 49.3 ± 6.1 7.5 ± 1.7 Power Law
NVSS J003137+391904 00h31m37.9s +39◦19′04.3′′ 172.70 472.0 ± 34.7 49.0 ± 6.5 9.7 ± 2.4 Power Law
NVSS J003406+430242 00h34m06.03s +43◦02′42.8′′ 143.44 410.1 ± 29.0 48.8 ± 5.4 10.7 ± 2.1 Power Law
NVSS J004358+393756 00h43m58.38s +39◦37′56.6′′ 99.19 378.4 ± 23.0 48.6 ± 3.6 11.2 ± 1.5 Power Law
NVSS J005044+381310 00h50m44.93s +38◦13′10.8′′ 204.95 423.6 ± 30.2 48.4 ± 2.9 10.3 ± 1.3 Power Law
NVSS J003428+403556 00h34m28.73s +40◦35′56.4′′ 101.80 385.7 ± 26.8 48.4 ± 6.2 11.0 ± 2.6 Power Law
NVSS J003007+433524 00h30m07.93s +43◦35′24.2′′ 197.11 220.3 ± 16.2 45.0 ± 5.1 14.5 ± 2.9 Power Law
NVSS J003641+380903 00h36m41.28s +38◦09′03.8′′ 199.63 675.3 ± 33.3 44.0 ± 6.1 6.2 ± 1.5 Power Law
NVSS J003039+423704 00h30m39.67s +42◦37′04.9′′ 157.14 309.9 ± 24.8 43.8 ± 7.3 10.8 ± 3.1 Power Law
NVSS J004824+431931 00h48m24.46s +43◦19′31.2′′ 138.53 209.2 ± 17.8 43.3 ± 3.0 14.0 ± 2.0 Power Law
NVSS J003048+411053 00h30m48.78s +41◦10′53.7′′ 134.58 1232.7 ± 73.3 43.3 ± 2.7 3.9 ± 0.4 Power Law
NVSS J005213+424102 00h52m13.75s +42◦41′02.9′′ 135.73 462.9 ± 30.3 42.9 ± 5.6 7.8 ± 1.8 Power Law
NVSS J003736+393812 00h37m36.72s +39◦38′12.4′′ 114.03 192.8 ± 21.0 42.1 ± 1.8 0.3 ± 0.1 Curved Power Law
NVSS J004844+395331 00h48m44.72s +39◦53′31.5′′ 107.29 304.5 ± 21.2 41.7 ± 3.1 10.0 ± 1.4 Power Law
NVSS J005537+383212 00h55m37.54s +38◦32′12.2′′ 221.04 264.9 ± 18.9 41.6 ± 4.7 11.1 ± 2.2 Power Law
NVSS J003719+385916 00h37m19.29s +38◦59′16.5′′ 150.25 590.0 ± 43.4 41.1 ± 6.0 6.1 ± 1.6 Power Law
NVSS J003848+411607 00h38m48.28s +41◦16′07.4′′ 44.29 170.0 ± 19.4 39.0 ± 3.0 13.6 ± 2.0 Power Law
NVSS J005411+421634 00h54m11.47s +42◦16′34.8′′ 141.71 463.1 ± 29.4 36.2 ± 3.3 5.9 ± 0.9 Power Law
NVSS J003956+411138 00h39m56.35s +41◦11′38.4′′ 31.84 187.1 ± 14.2 36.2 ± 6.0 11.2 ± 3.2 Power Law
NVSS J005351+424936 00h53m51.6s +42◦49′36.1′′ 155.23 120.0 ± 18.9 35.5 ± 5.9 14.8 ± 4.8 Power Law
NVSS J005540+393337 00h55m40.34s +39◦33′37.8′′ 179.81 469.2 ± 35.2 35.3 ± 5.6 5.5 ± 1.6 Power Law
NVSS J004942+382259 00h49m42.41s +38◦22′59.5′′ 190.84 226.2 ± 15.7 35.3 ± 6.2 9.3 ± 2.8 Power Law
NVSS J005755+424606 00h57m55.38s +42◦46′06.1′′ 191.68 200.0 ± 19.9 35.2 ± 5.7 10.2 ± 2.9 Power Law
NVSS J005057+420452 00h50m57.43s +42◦04′52.1′′ 104.24 242.8 ± 21.0 35.0 ± 5.5 8.7 ± 2.5 Power Law
NVSS J004653+394254 00h46m53.45s +39◦42′54.4′′ 104.58 130.0 ± 21.6 34.4 ± 4.9 13.3 ± 3.7 Power Law
NVSS J005110+383842 00h51m10.93s +38◦38′42.5′′ 184.96 140.0 ± 19.0 34.4 ± 4.5 12.6 ± 3.0 Power Law
NVSS J004648+420855 00h46m48.11s +42◦08′55.5′′ 69.74 400.7 ± 23.5 33.9 ± 4.8 5.8 ± 1.4 Power Law
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Figure A1. Best fit power-law and curved power-law models to the radio data
for NVSS J004217+400948 (top) and NVSS J004647+390046 (bottom). The
best fit parameters and AICc values for each model are shown in the legend.

from the papers cited, the NASA LAMBDA website, or the Planck
legacy archive. The C-BASS map is not currently available but will
be published (Taylor et al., in prep.) and released in the near future.
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