
Draft version May 9, 2024
Typeset using LATEX twocolumn style in AASTeX631

The Simons Observatory: Beam characterization for the Small Aperture Telescopes

Nadia Dachlythra ,1 Adriaan J. Duivenvoorden ,2, 3 Jon E. Gudmundsson ,4, 1 Matthew Hasselfield ,2

Gabriele Coppi ,5 Alexandre E. Adler ,1 David Alonso ,6 Susanna Azzoni ,7, 8 Grace E. Chesmore ,9

Giulio Fabbian ,10, 11 Ken Ganga ,12 Remington G. Gerras,13 Andrew H. Jaffe ,14 Bradley R. Johnson ,15

Brian Keating ,16 Reijo Keskitalo ,17, 18 Theodore S. Kisner ,17, 18 Nicoletta Krachmalnicoff ,19, 20, 21

Marius Lungu ,22 Frederick Matsuda ,23 Sigurd Naess ,24 Lyman Page ,3 Roberto Puddu,25

Giuseppe Puglisi ,26, 27 Sara M. Simon ,28 Grant Teply,16 Tran Tsan,16 Edward J. Wollack ,29

Kevin Wolz,19, 20 and Zhilei Xu 30

1The Oskar Klein Centre, Department of Physics, Stockholm University, AlbaNova, SE-10691 Stockholm, Sweden
2Center for Computational Astrophysics, Flatiron Institute, 162 5th Avenue, New York, NY, USA 10010
3Joseph Henry Laboratories of Physics, Jadwin Hall, Princeton University, Princeton, NJ 08544, USA

4Science Institute, University of Iceland, 107 Reykjavik, Iceland
5Department of Physics, University of Milano - Bicocca, Piazza della Scienza, 3 - 20126 Milano (MI), Italy

6Department of Physics, University of Oxford, Denys Wilkinson Building, Keble Road, Oxford OX1 3RH, UK
7Department of Physics, University of Oxford, Denys Wilkinson Building, Keble Road, Oxford OX1 3RH, United Kingdom

8Kavli Institute for the Physics and Mathematics of the Universe (Kavli IPMU, WPI), UTIAS, The University of Tokyo, Kashiwa, Chiba
277-8583, Japan

9Department of Physics, University of Chicago, 5720 South Ellis Avenue, Chicago, IL 60637, USA
10Center for Computational Astrophysics, Flatiron Institute, New York, NY 10010, USA

11School of Physics and Astronomy, Cardiff University, The Parade, Cardiff, CF24 3AA, UK
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ABSTRACT

We use time-domain simulations of Jupiter observations to test and develop a beam reconstruc-1

tion pipeline for the Simons Observatory Small Aperture Telescopes. The method relies on a map2

maker that estimates and subtracts correlated atmospheric noise and a beam fitting code designed to3

compensate for the bias caused by the map maker. We test our reconstruction performance for four4

different frequency bands against various algorithmic parameters, atmospheric conditions and input5

beams. We additionally show the reconstruction quality as function of the number of available obser-6

vations and investigate how different calibration strategies affect the beam uncertainty. For all of the7
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cases considered, we find good agreement between the fitted results and the input beam model within8

a ∼ 1.5% error for a multipole range ℓ = 30 – 700 and a ∼ 0.5% error for a multipole range ℓ = 509

– 200. We conclude by using a harmonic-domain component separation algorithm to verify that the10

beam reconstruction errors and biases observed in our analysis do not significantly bias the Simons11

Observatory r-measurement.12

Keywords: Detectors — Beams — Optical systematics — Cosmic Microwave Background — Telescopes

1. INTRODUCTION

The temperature anisotropy of the Cosmic Microwave

Background (CMB) has been mapped across a wide

range of angular scales (see e.g., Bennett et al. 2013;

The Planck Collaboration I et al. 2020). Information

in the polarization anisotropies, which are significantly

weaker, has yet to be characterized as extensively. Con-

tinued measurements of the CMB polarization will help

break the degeneracy between various cosmological pa-

rameters and provide an additional probe into the cos-

mic inflation paradigm. For the latter case, the commu-

nity is focusing on measuring the power of the parity-odd

polarization component, the so-called B-mode polariza-

tion, on degree scales and larger, that could be directly

sourced by a primordial background of stochastic grav-

itational waves, a key prediction of some inflationary

scenarios (see e.g., Komatsu 2022). It is common prac-

tice to quantify the amplitude of the primordial B-mode

polarization in terms of the tensor-to-scalar ratio, r.

The Simons Observatory (SO) Small Aperture Tele-

scopes (SATs) aim to constrain the tensor-to-scalar ratio

with unprecedented sensitivity, targeting a statistical er-

ror of σ(r) = 0.003 (The Simons Observatory et al. 2019)

or better. In order to do so, a collection of 42-cm aper-

ture SATs will observe the CMB temperature and po-

larization from a 5200 m altitude at the Atacama desert

in Chile. Observations will be done in six frequency

bands to allow mitigation of Galactic foregrounds (see

e.g., Krachmalnicoff et al. 2016). The tensor-to-scalar

ratio constraint is an ambitious goal that calls for a

comprehensive understanding of our telescopes’ perfor-

mance.

Improper beam modeling can significantly bias the

telescope’s science goals. A small beam reconstruction

error between different frequency bands is important for

the success of foreground component separation anal-

yses. The B-modes from the polarized Galactic fore-

grounds are much stronger than the primordial signal

we are seeking, and thus, a slightly biased estimation

of the amplitude of the foregrounds due to calibration

mismatch can lead to an important bias on the tensor-to-

scalar ratio. Furthermore, recovering the beam transfer

function with a small error also facilitates the calibration

against Planck data. This calibration will happen at in-

termediate angular scales where the smoothing effect of

the beam is important. Biased estimates of the beams

will again lead to relative biases between the frequency

bands, which may significantly bias the inference of the

primordial B-mode amplitude.

The main beam systematics represents only a small

fraction of the long list of optical systematics that can

impact cosmological analysis of data from small aper-

ture CMB telescopes. These include beam asymme-

tries of various types; beam sidelobes; polarization an-

gle errors; internal reflection causing so-called ghosting;

pointing errors and half-wave-plate-related systematics,

including spurious scan-synchronous effects. For efforts

related to constraining amplitude of primordial B-mode

polarization, it is perceivable that all of the effects listed

above could be non-negligible. Many of these effects are

discussed in the following publications: Shimon et al.

(2008); Fraisse et al. (2013); The Planck Collaboration

VII et al. (2016); Salatino et al. (2018); BICEP2/Keck

Array XI et al. (2019); Xu et al. (2020); Abitbol et al.

(2021); Duivenvoorden et al. (2021). The accurate de-

termination of azimuthally averaged Stokes I beam pro-

files for Simons Observatory Small Aperture Telescopes

represents a necessary, but not a sufficient requirement

for accurate constraints of the amplitude of primordial

B-mode polarization

Beam calibration techniques for CMB telescopes have

been investigated in a number of publications (see e.g.,

Aikin et al. 2010; Keating et al. 2012; Hasselfield et al.

2013; The Planck Collaboration VII et al. 2016; BI-

CEP2/Keck Array XI et al. 2019; Lungu et al. 2022).

This paper adds to the existing literature by investigat-

ing the observational requirements and capabilities for

beam reconstruction for the SO SATs. Although opti-

cal design software can be used to predict the far-field

beam response, the final beam model used for science

analysis will rely heavily on planet observations that

are made through fluctuating atmosphere. It is there-

fore important to develop algorithms that accurately

capture the details of such observations. This involves
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creating simulations that include realistic detector noise

and atmospheric emission and using those to show how

our beam reconstruction depends on observation time,

properties of atmospheric emission, and low-frequency

thermal variations in our instrument.

The paper is structured as follows: Section 2 describes

the SAT instrument design and physical optics models

which will be used throughout the paper.

Section 3 summarizes the simulation pipeline. Details

of analysis methods are described explicitly in Section

4 with key results summarized in Section 5. Section 6

offers conclusions and discussion.

2. INSTRUMENT DESIGN AND BEAM

MODELING

The Small Aperture Telescopes use a three-lens cryo-

genically cooled silicon refractor design (Matsuda 2020).

The optics have a 42-cm diameter aperture and support

a wide field-of-view (35◦) (Galitzki 2018). The cryo-

mechanical and optical design is described in Ali et al.

(2020). Each SAT can support up to approximately

10,000 dichroic detectors occupying in total 7 hexag-

onal, 150-mm diameter, silicon wafers forming a (also

hexagonal) focal plane with a radius of approximately

17.5 cm (see Figure 1 of Galitzki (2018)). The detec-

tors are cooled to 100 mK while the lenses and aperture

stop are cooled to 1 K. The dichroic detectors operate at

two Low-Frequency (LF), two Mid-Frequency (MF), and

two Ultra-High-Frequency bands (UHF), centred near

27 and 39, 93 and 145, and 225 and 280 GHz.

The SATs are equipped with a cryogenically cooled

half-wave plate (HWP) mounted skywards of the optics.

The spinning HWP (at 2 Hz) modulates the linearly po-

larized component of the sky in a controlled fashion.

Any unpolarized signal from the sky and atmosphere

is left unmodulated, which suppresses temperature-to-

polarization (T-to-P) leakage and allows for a clean mea-

surement of the polarized sky signal.

More details about the HWP design and related stud-

ies for Simons Observatory can be found in Hill et al.

(2018); Salatino et al. (2018). The telescopes are ex-

ternally baffled to suppress signal from the ground and

nearby mountains. Specifically, each SAT telescope has

a free-standing ground shield, a nominally reflective co-

moving shield and a nominally absorptive forebaffle.

Diffraction caused by baffling elements can potentially

create polarized beam sidelobes that couple to both the

ground and the Galaxy; modelling of the effect for a

shielded refractor has been investigated in Adler & Gud-

mundsson (2020).

Figure 1. The 3-lens SO SAT refracting telescope design
which was implemented in TICRA TOOLS for the production
of far-field beam maps for the SATs. In this setup, the light
rays (in time-reversed simulations) travel from a centre (red
lines) and edge pixel (blue lines) of the focal plane through
the three lenses (blue) and the aperture stop (purple surface)
towards the far-field (the grey surface, not to scale) where the
output beam is tabulated. The distance from the focal plane
to the sky side of the primary lens is approximately 81 cm.
The diameter of the three silicon lenses is about 45 cm.

The beam models for the SO telescopes are generated

using Ticra Tools1 (formerly GRASP), proprietary soft-

ware based on physical optics and the physical theory of

diffraction. With Ticra Tools, we simulate various opti-

cal components such as lenses, antennas, feed-horns and

stops allowing us to capture critical features of the SO

SAT design. For this analysis, we simulate the 2D far-

field co- and cross-polar beam maps for pixels at various

locations on the focal plane. Figure 1 shows a represen-

tative telescope configuration as set up in Ticra Tools.

We simulate beam maps for four frequency bands cen-

tred on 93, 145, 225 and 280 GHz. We will be refer-

ring to those four frequency bands as Mid-Frequency 1

(MF1), Mid-Frequency 2 (MF2), Ultra-High-Frequency

1 (UHF1) and Ultra-High-Frequency 2 (UHF2). For

each, we make band-integrated maps from five single-

frequency simulations over a 20% bandwidth around the

centre frequency. For the nominal input models we use

throughout the paper, we assume a top-hat spectral re-

sponse function, although different weighting schemes

can be implemented trivially. A class of potential input

beam models for the SATs assuming non-uniform pass-

band and different types of frequency scaling are shown

in Appendices A.1 and A.2 for reference.

1 TICRA, Landemærket 29, Copenhagen, Denmark
(https://www.ticra.com)
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Figure 2. Top: Beam profiles of the band-averaged input
beammodels for the four SO SATs frequency bands discussed
in this paper. Solid and dashed lines show the cases for a
detector placed on the center (0 cm) and the edge (18 cm)
of the focal plane, respectively. The beam profiles are com-
puted by radially binning the 2D band-averaged beam maps.
Bottom: Transfer functions for the beam models whose pro-
files are presented in the top plot.

Figure 2 shows the SAT beam profiles (top) and cor-

responding transfer functions (bottom) for the band-

averaged simulations, assuming a pixel at the centre
(solid lines) and edge (dashed lines) of the focal plane,

respectively. From the top panel of the figure, we see

that the beam profiles are approximately Gaussian in

the centre with a sidelobe at larger angles, where the

beam power roughly drops as the inverse cube of the

angle. The edge pixel is located 18 cm from the centre

of the focal plane, corresponding to a beam centroid that

is shifted by ∼ 17.5◦ relative to the telescope boresight.

The centre and edge pixel beam models shown in this

figure will be assigned to all detectors of the centre and

one of the edge wafers correspondingly when simulating

timestreams.

The simulated far-field maps correspond to the co-

polar component of the beam. The cross-polar compo-

nent is small in amplitude and should be studied to-

gether with the instrument’s HWP performance. As

planets are mostly unpolarized, observed polarization

would be the result of T-to-P leakage, which the HWP

failed to prevent (see Section 5 of Lungu et al. (2022)).

This part of the analysis is left for future work.

The SAT beams are treated as azimuthally symmet-

ric throughout the paper, a choice that is strongly mo-

tivated by the GRASP simulations. As we will be scan-

ning the sky both when rising and setting, the cross-

linking in temperature maps will, furthermore, sym-

metrise the beams. Any T-to-P leakage caused by re-

maining beam asymmetry is expected to be suppressed

by the spinning HWP (Salatino et al. 2018).

Frequency-band FWHM Ellipticity Solid angle

[arcmins] ϵ [10−6 sr]

MF1 (93 GHz) 27.4 0.030 78.9

MF2 (145 GHz) 17.6 0.036 30.5

UHF1 (225 GHz) 13.5 0.046 17.3

UHF2 (280 GHz) 12.1 0.045 13.6

Table 1. Best-fit beam size (FWHM), ellipticity and solid
angle per frequency band for the simulated SAT beams, as-
suming a pixel placed at the focal plane centre. The forward
gain derived from the total beam solid angle is 52.0, 56.2,
58.6 and 59.7 dBi for MF1, MF2, UHF1, and UHF2, respec-
tively.

Table 1 provides an overview of the simulated beams

in terms of Full-Width-Half-Maximum (FWHM), solid

angle, and the best-fit value for the beam ellipticity, de-

fined as:

ϵ =
θmaj − θmin

θmaj + θmin
, (1)

where θmaj and θmin are the FWHM of the beam’s ma-

jor and minor axis, respectively. The values in Table

1 are determined by fitting 2D elliptical Gaussians to

the beam maps and apply to a pixel placed on the cen-

ter of the focal plane. Our estimates suggest that the

beam FWHM of a pixel located at the edge of the fo-

cal plane will differ by about 1-2 % from its centre-pixel

value while the beam ellipticity may change by a factor

of ∼ 50% from the center to the edge of the focal plane.

The results presented in this paper, however, are shown

to be largely insensitive to the predicted variation in

beam ellipticity across the focal plane (see Section 5.2).

3. SIMULATION PIPELINE

In this section, we discuss potential calibration

sources, and describe the software and scan strategy em-

ployed to simulate the time domain data from observa-

tions of a bright point source, given the beam model

discussed in the previous section.
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3.1. Candidate sources

Due to beam dilution, only a handful of natural point

sources exist that are bright enough to calibrate the SAT

beams. Of these, Jupiter is the brightest (Weiland et al.

2011; The Planck Collaboration LII et al. 2017) and

most suitable for SAT calibrations from the Atacama

desert. We focus on the characterization of the instru-

ment’s response to an unpolarized source as a baseline.

The polarization response, which additionally requires

a measurement of instrument’s polarization angle and

cross-polar beam components is left for future work.

Artificial calibration sources have the potential to

overcome the limitations of the astrophysical sources.

At the moment sources mounted on tall structures

have been successfully used for beam calibration (BI-

CEP2/Keck Array XI et al. 2019). For the future bal-

loons (Masi et al. 2006), drones (Dünner et al. 2021),

and even satellites (Johnson et al. 2015) are being con-

sidered. The use of drones for calibration purposes is

the subject of multiple active studies (Nati et al. 2017).

Calibration sources mounted on drones can be tuned in

brightness, frequency, and cadence in order to meet the

calibration requirements of different instruments. Addi-

tionally, these sources can be equipped with a polarizing

wire grid which facilitates the calibration of polariza-

tion intensity and angle (Dünner et al. 2020). This last

aspect is particularly important as there are very few

polarized astrophysical sources that are bright enough

to calibrate the polarization response of the SO SATs

(the highest upper limit of the planets polarization frac-

tion, pfrac, is assigned to Uranus and corresponds to

pfrac < 3.6% at 100 GHz within 95% confidence limits

(The Planck Collaboration LII et al. 2017)).

There is a trade-off between calibrating with astro-

physical and man-made sources. In the case of drones,

flight endurance, especially in the thin atmosphere at

high altitudes, is one of the main obstacles to success-

ful calibration campaigns for experiments such as the

Simons Observatory. After recent on-site testing, the

maximum flight time for the drone has been established

to be ∼ 12 min (Coppi et al. 2022). For this reason, the

nominal calibration strategy relies on the planets.

Figure 3 shows a comparison of the Signal-to-Noise

Ratio (SNR) we can achieve when observing some of the

brightest planets and when observing a source mounted

on a drone as a function of frequency. The SNR estima-

tion relies on the source’s power and takes into account

the Net-Equivalent-Power (NEP) and optical efficiency

of the telescope while assuming the same integration

time per pixel for all sources. When using the drone,

we can expect a significantly higher SNR, which scales

more smoothly with frequency compared to the various

100 125 150 175 200 225 250 275
Frequency [GHz]
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R 
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Mars
Jupiter
Saturn
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Figure 3. Comparison between the expected SNR when
observing an artificial source mounted on a drone versus
planet observations, for a single detector as a function of
frequency. For all cases included in this plot, the noise has
been considered to be in the range of 20 − 90 aW/

√
Hz, de-

pending on the band, with a 1 s integration time and 20%
bandwidth. The artificial source is assumed to be at a 500-m
distance from the telescope (with a power output of−18 dBm
at all frequencies and an antenna gain of 6.5 dBi).

planets’ cases. Note that the planets’ brightness values

are calculated as a function of their average estimated

distance from the Earth over the year 2023. The exact

calculations leading to the SNR values of Figure 3 are

described in Appendix B.

3.2. The TOAST and sotodlib software

The simulated time-ordered data of the Jupiter obser-

vations are generated with the help of the Time-Ordered

Astrophysics Scalable Tools (TOAST2) library and the

sotodlib3 library, that interfaces with TOAST and pro-

vides experiment configuration files that are specific to

SO.

The TOAST software was developed for simulating,

gathering and analyzing telescope time-ordered data. It

is open-source software which is used in the framework

of many current and next-generation CMB telescopes

like LiteBIRD, Simons Array, Simons Observatory and

CMB-S4. TOAST has been used in a recent study of in-

strumental systematics for experiments aiming to ob-

serve the CMB polarization (Puglisi et al. 2021).

The software can generate instrumental noise, atmo-

spheric noise and scan-synchronous signals from ground

2 https://github.com/hpc4cmb/toast
3 https://github.com/simonsobs/sotodlib
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pickup as well as simulate the effect of a HWP. The code

is end-to-end parallelized and optimized for low mem-

ory consumption, which facilitates its use with work-

load managers on large servers. TOAST allows one to

simulate sky observations for different scan strategies

of tunable parameters (scanning speed, observing time

and sky patch among others), and implement various

sky models.

The TOAST simulator module creates a focal plane con-

figuration based on specified hardware parameters and

samples the beam over a sky patch specified by the

scheduler.

To simulate the atmosphere with TOAST, an additional

file containing weather parameters is required. The cor-

responding module creates an atmospheric volume that

moves with constant wind speed, set by the user or ran-

domly drawn, and observed by individual detectors on

the focal plane. This part of the code needs a set of in-

put parameters, for example, for the detector gain, the

field of view, and the center and width of the dissipa-

tion and injection scales of the Kolmogorov turbulence,

describing atmospheric fluctuations (Kolmogorov 1941;

Errard et al. 2015). In this work we limit ourselves to an

atmospheric model based purely on water vapor, as ex-

perience proves it is the dominant disruption for CMB

experiments (Morris et al. 2022). Other potential ab-

sorbers such as clouds, ice crystals and oxygen are left

for future work.

3.3. Scan strategy and noise parameters

For the Jupiter observations, we simulate Constant

Elevation Scans (CES) to avoid systematic effects aris-

ing from varying the telescope’s elevation, and we set

a maximum allowed observing time of an hour. Given

an observing site, time and target, TOAST simulates ob-

serving schedules that conform to observing constraints

such as elevation and boresight distance to Sun and the

Moon. It uses the PyEphem4 software to predict the tar-

get’s location with respect to the observatory. We run

the scheduler with an allowed elevation range of [45◦,

55◦] and Sun/Moon avoidance radii set to 45◦. The

sampling rate and scanning speed are set to 200 Hz and

1.5 ◦ s−1, respectively, at all times. The chosen max-

imum duration for a single CES facilitates tuning and

calibrating the instrument; however, it takes Jupiter ap-

proximately 55 minutes to pass through the observing

patch. After scheduling a single CES that follows these

requirements, the scheduler moves on to the next day

when Jupiter is available for observation. The simu-

4 https://rhodesmill.org/pyephem/

Figure 4. Jupiter’s daily trajectory over the three months
we are simulating (from June to August of 2021). Each of
these curves shows the planet’s elevation as a function of
Universal Time Coordinated (UTC) time and is color-coded
according to its azimuth value. The elevation of the observ-
ing region (indicated by the black dashed line) lies between
45 and 55◦ and corresponds to ∼ 1 hour of scanning.

lated scans consider a single wafer (equipped with 860

detectors) each time instead of the full focal plane and

cover an azimuth range of ∼ 20◦. In practice, we will

measure Jupiter with the HWP continuously spinning

but do not model it in the simulation. The signal am-

plitude from the sources is orders of magnitude greater

than the polarized signal from the microwave sky and

thus we neglect this effect in the current simulations.

Figure 4 shows the daily trajectory of Jupiter over the

full months of June, July, and August of the year 2021

which we choose to simulate in terms of the planet’s el-

evation as a function of time. Each curve is color-coded

according to Jupiter’s azimuth value. The 2D interval

defined by the black dashed line refers to the observed

region.

It should be noted that the chosen azimuth and ele-

vation ranges of the observing patch are not yet set in

stone, and we expect them to evolve as we move closer to

the telescope’s deployment. This is because the choice of

these parameters is primarily motivated by the source’s

availability during the observing period. The lower limit

of the simulated elevation range is slightly lower than

the most recent specifications, which set the nominal

scanning elevation at 50◦ degrees. As atmospheric load-

ing worsens with decreasing elevation, our chosen strat-

egy should be considered as a slightly pessimistic case

although we do not anticipate increasing the elevation

range by 5◦ to improve our results significantly.

For the chosen observation period and scan strategy

described above, we accumulated ∼50 hours of Jupiter
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simulations in total, as some days the planet was not

observable due to observing elevation and solar/lunar

avoidance constraints. These simulations include atmo-

spheric emission of both fixed and fluctuating weather

parameters (see discussion in Section 5.3). For the

scope of this project, we consider the atmosphere to

be unpolarized even though it can intermittently carry

a non-negligible polarization fraction (Takakura et al.

2019). Furthermore, the simulations include realis-

tic white and red detector noise expressed in Noise-

Equivalent-Temperature (NET). A detailed description

of the noise model and parameters for the SATs can

be found in Table 1 of The Simons Observatory et al.

(2019). For the planet temperature calculation, we rely

on the thermodynamic temperatures listed in Table 4

of The Planck Collaboration LII et al. (2017). The re-

trieved temperature values are then interpolated to the

frequency range we wish to simulate and converted to

TCMB units which express temperature in terms of the

offset from the mean CMB temperature value.

4. ANALYSIS PIPELINE

We describe the map-maker applied to the Jupiter

simulations and the associated atmospheric noise mit-

igation techniques. We offer insights into the different

parameters of the algorithm and summarize the method

used to fit the radial beam profiles and transfer func-

tions.

Both the map-making and beam fitting are based on

methods developed for ACT (Hasselfield et al. 2013;

Lungu et al. 2022). The main new method development

for this paper is the noise mitigation approach described

in Section 4.1. Although the method is qualitatively

similar to those used in the above references papers, our

new implementation allows for more fine-grained tuning

of the noise subtraction compared to the ACT imple-

mentations. Additionally, the previous implementations

have not been described in full detail in the literature, so

we provide a detailed description here. The size of the

telescope’s field-of-view compared to the angular scale

of the atmospheric fluctuations largely determines the

effectiveness of the noise subtraction. A larger field-of-

view will lower the effectiveness. We describe in detail

how our implementation is tuned to take into account

the large field-of-view of the SO SAT compared to ACT

and demonstrate that the noise subtraction is still suffi-

ciently effective.

4.1. Map-making and low-level processing

The simulation of planet observations starts with the

generation of signal timestreams by using the TOAST and

sotodlib software. The timestreams include white and

correlated noise and are produced for all the detectors

of each of the seven SAT focal plane wafers, as described

in Section 3.3. However, the results shown in this pa-

per only concern the center and one of the edge wafers.

We gather all the timestreams simulated this way and

construct 10◦ × 10◦ maps around the planet.

We do not use a standard maximum-likelihood (ML)

mapmaker for this analysis. While these are, in princi-

ple, unbiased and optimal and would therefore appear to

be an ideal choice for measuring the instrument beam,

in practice, they are only unbiased if the data precisely

follow the fitted model. In reality, this is never the case.

In this case, unmodeled gain and pointing fluctuations

mean the observed signal is time-dependent in a way

that a static image of the sky cannot capture. The re-

sult of such model errors is a bias that is typically at

the sub-percent level but is non-local and is spread out

by roughly a noise correlation length. This bias is large

enough to completely overwhelm the fainter wings of the

beam profile (Næss 2019).

To avoid this bias, we use a specialized filter-and-bin

mapmaker that uses our knowledge of the planet’s po-

sition to build a filter that removes as much of the at-

mosphere as possible while leaving the planet’s signal al-

most untouched (see Hasselfield et al. (2013), Choi et al.

(2020)). In particular, if we assume that the planet’s sig-

nal is entirely contained inside a mask with radius θmask

around its location, and that the noise is correlated with

covariance matrix Cn, then we can use all the data out-

side of the mask to make a prediction about the noise

inside the mask and subtract it (Lungu et al. 2022).

d′ = d− arg max
n

P (n|dθ>θmask
,Cn). (2)

Here d′ and d are the raw and clean data vectors, respec-

tively, n is the noise vector, and dθ>θmask
are the data

outside of the mask. To the extent that all the signal

is contained inside the mask, this subtraction will not

introduce a bias. In practice, a small part of the signal

will extend outside θmask, and there will be a trade-off

between bias and noise subtraction (see discussion be-

low).

For computational efficiency and to keep the imple-

mentation simple, we do not maximize P in Equation 2,

but instead approximate it using the Nmodes strongest

principal components of a copy of d where the area in-

side the mask has been filled in using polynomial in-

terpolation. These principal components are then sub-

tracted from the original d to form the cleaned d′. Effec-

tively, we’re using the detectors outside the mask at any

given moment to predict what correlated noise the detec-

tors inside the mask should be seeing, and subtracting
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Figure 5. Top: The PCA eigenvalues of some of the
strongest 300 correlated modes of the covariance matrix aver-
aged over all detectors of the centre wafer for a single 93GHz
Jupiter observation, as calculated from the map maker de-
scribed in Section 4.1. Bottom: The noise amplitude of the
binned data as function of number of correlated modes sub-
tracted. The noise level is calculated as the standard devi-
ation of all the data at the outer 10% of the mask. Notice
that the eigenvalues are shown in logarithmic scale while the
noise levels are in linear scale.

that. This approximation ignores the temporal correla-

tions of the noise, but seems to perform sufficiently well

for our configuration.

After this cleaning, we assume that any remaining

noise in d′ is uncorrelated, and can be mapped using

a simple inverse-variance-weighted binned mapmaker.

Note that the resulting map is only low-bias inside the

masked region θ < θmask. Any data outside θmask are

effectively highpass filtered due to the noise subtraction

and, thus, heavily biased.

The effectiveness of this method depends strongly on

the signal being compact (so one can use a small θmask)

compared to the correlation length of the noise. It is

therefore best suited for high-resolution telescopes like

ACT or the Simons Observatory Large Aperture Tele-

scope, but still performs reasonably well for the SO SAT.

The mask radius, θmask, around the source and the

number of modes, Nmodes, can be tuned to optimize the

performance of the algorithm. As the noise levels are es-

timated from the region that remains unmasked, a too

small θmask might result in subtracting beam power of

substantial amplitude while one might fail to properly

capture the relevant noise modes with a too large θmask.

The top panel of Figure 5 shows the PCA eigenvalues of

some of the 300 strongest modes for a single observation,

performed with the 93 GHz frequency band beam model

and fixed PWV. Even though the total number of esti-

mated modes equals the number of simulated detectors

(860 detectors per single-wafer simulation), we find this

truncated sample representative enough to capture the

rate of the eigenvalues’ decreasing amplitude. Each data

point in this plot corresponds to the average eigenvalues

of all the detectors of the centre wafer of the focal plane.

The large value of the first mode presented in this fig-

ure (∼2 orders of magnitude larger than the next mode)

indicates how the atmospheric noise may be crudely ap-

proximated as a single correlated mode. The bottom

panel of Figure 5 presents the noise amplitude of the

same 93 GHz planet map estimated as the standard de-

viation of all the data points included in the outer 10%

of the mask as a function of the number of subtracted

modes. The results illustrate an overall reduction of the

noise amplitude with increasing number of modes in an

almost monotonic fashion. The noise variance is shown

to be statistically compatible with zero after subtracting

∼ 300 modes.

The outer scale of atmospheric turbulence is observed

to be significantly smaller than the 12-degree field of

view of a single SAT wafer (Errard et al. 2015). Splitting

the wafer into subsets of fewer detectors and estimat-

ing the correlated modes across these subsets, instead,

would likely adequately capture the atmospheric noise

model with a smaller number of modes than in the case

of estimating the noise correlations from the full wafer.

Relevant modifications to the map-making pipeline will

be made, if necessary, when we start observations.

We set θmask to be equal to a radius, outside of which

the beam power has fallen below ∼ 0.01% of its peak

value, following the example of Lungu et al. (2022).

Figure 6 shows some of the binned modes that were

calculated from the PCA analysis for the same simu-

lation. The 1st mode shows the atmospheric emission

amplitude scaling with telescope boresight elevation, as

expected, while the rest of the modes of the top row

probe stripy patterns in slightly different directions and

scales. The bottom row shows modes corresponding to

detector correlations of significantly smaller amplitude.

Subtracting these faintest modes might be excessive and

could, in turn, end up negatively impacting the perfor-

mance of the beam model reconstruction algorithm. Fig-

ure 5 suggests that the most suitable number of modes

to subtract should be of the order of ten.

It is interesting to look at the impact of subtracting a

different number of correlated modes directly on planet

maps. Figure 7 shows a single, 93 GHz, 4◦ × 4◦ planet

map after subtracting the 1st, 2nd, 3rd, 4th, 30th, 100th,

150th and 300th mode, following the reasoning of Figure

6. From this multi-panel plot, we see the atmospheric

striping starting to subside after the ∼4th mode, while

the contrast between the masked and unmasked region
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Figure 7. Peak-normalised beam maps constructed from the same 93GHz Jupiter simulation after subtracting up to the 1st,
2nd, 3rd, 4th, 30th, 100th, 150th and 300th strongest correlated modes shown in Figure 6. Note that now we only show 4◦ × 4◦

patches around the source as we want to take a closer look at the noise subtraction effect inside the masked region. The chosen
color scale saturates the beam but better captures the noise mitigation progression.

becomes more pronounced with increasing number of subtracted modes. As expected, the faintest eigenmodes
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of the covariance matrix will better capture the noise

of the unmasked region since the eigenmodes are esti-

mated in this region. Consequently, subtracting these

faint modes from the maps will lower the noise ampli-

tude in the unmasked region, but not impact as much

the masked region around the source.

4.2. Beam profile fitting

For the beam profile fitting of the planet observations,

we closely follow the method developed for the Atacama

Cosmology Telescope (ACT) (Lungu et al. 2022). The

beam fitting method is implemented in beamlib, a ver-

sion of the code from the work of Lungu et al. (2022) that

has been adjusted to SO hardware specifications. This

section summarizes the main aspects of the method.

The fitting pipeline takes a set of input maps and trims

them to a size that should refer to a region well con-

tained inside θmask. The next step is to correct for the

bias caused by the noise mode subtraction. As in the

case of the ACT beams, we find this effect to be fairly

consistent with a constant offset deviation of the beam

wing from the 1/θ3 function that the input SAT beams

approximately follow (see Section 2). For the constant

offset estimation, we use a relatively ‘flat’ part of the

beam profiles (where the oscillatory sidelobe pattern is

not as pronounced), and the beam power has fallen be-

low ∼ 0.1% of its peak value. The best-fit value for

this offset is computed for each observation and then

subtracted from each observation before averaging the

beam profiles.

The core (main) beam is fitted, employing the basis

functions from Lungu et al. (2022):

fn(θℓmax) =
J2n+1(θℓmax)

θℓmax
, (3)

where J2n+1 are Bessel functions of the first kind, n is a

non-negative integer and ℓmax is allowed to vary around

some mean value defined by the beam resolution. The

angle of the transition from the ‘core’ to the ‘wing’ re-

gion of the beam is specified by the user, yet it is allowed

to vary slightly in the code in order to retrieve its op-

timal value. The reconstructed beam transfer function

is calculated as the Legendre transform of the best-fit

model:

bℓ =
2π

ΩB

∫ −1

−1

B(θ)Pℓ(cos θ)d(cos θ), (4)

where Pℓ(cos θ) are the Legendre polynomials, ΩB is the

beam solid angle and B(θ) is the best-fit radial beam

profile comprised of the core and wing fit. Besides the

best-fit harmonic transform, beamlib also calculates the

eigenmodes of the beam-fitting covariance matrix, which

we will refer to as error modes throughout the paper.

Figure 8. Shrinking estimator λ∗ as defined in Lungu
et al. (2022) as a function of the number of input Jupiter
simulations for all frequency bands.

A small number of available planet observations can

be problematic when estimating the bin-bin covariance

matrix of the binned radial profile. For that reason,

the code employs a shrinking technique. The idea be-

hind the approach is the following: the level of down-

weighting of the off-diagonal components of the covari-

ance matrix should depend on the number of available

observations. This approximation is parametrized by

the so-called shrinkage intensity, λ̂∗ (see Eq. (A5), Ap-

pendix A, Lungu et al. (2022)). The shrinkage intensity

is applied to a biased version of the covariance matrix,

T, where we have set all the off-diagonal components to

zero and the empirical, unbiased covariance matrix, S,

to synthesize the ‘shrunk’ covariance matrix, C, that we

will use for the beam fitting as (Eq. (A6), Appendix A,

Lungu et al. (2022)):

C = λ̂∗T + (1 − λ̂∗)S (5)

One can easily conclude that the larger the number

of observations, the closer we can get to an unbiased

covariance estimation. Figure 8 shows the value of λ∗

as a function of the number of input observations to

the beam fitting code for our frequency bands. The

shrinkage intensity seems to converge to a value of ≈ 0.1

for a set of Nobs = 50 observations in all cases.

5. RESULTS

We now present the reconstructed beam profiles and

corresponding transfer functions for several different

simulation parameters for the 93 GHz band. A subset of

indicative results is shown for the rest of the frequency

bands as well. We are particularly interested in isolating

the factors that will most strongly impact the quality of

our beam reconstruction.
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5.1. Dependence on the subtracted correlated noise

modes

The beam fitting performance is tightly linked to our

ability to suppress the atmospheric signal sufficiently,

which, in turn, depends on the number of correlated

noise modes one removes from the data. For the sim-

ulation setup we employed, we find that the number of

correlated modes that need to be removed typically lies

between Nmodes = 5 and Nmodes = 50 for the frequency

bands we consider.

The choice of the number of subtracted modes relies

on a combination of different criteria, as summarized

in Figure 9. The top panel shows the linear bias in

multipole-space between normalized fitted and normal-

ized input beam transfer function as a function of the

number of modes removed (varying colors) for simula-

tions performed at the 93 GHz frequency band. The

middle panel shows the corresponding real-space vari-

ance between planet maps for the different number of

modes subtracted. Each curve shown in this panel is es-

timated by computing the per radial bin variance of the

beam profiles of a set of maps that have the same num-

ber of correlated modes removed. The bottom panel of

the figure refers to the best-fit beam profiles of the same

planet sets along with the input beam model.

From the middle panel, we see that the logarithmic

variance between different observations reduces consis-

tently with an increasing number of subtracted modes,

but after some mode (Nmodes ≳ 20), it starts increasing

again. We expect the strongest noise modes to be quite

similar between simulations assuming different dates,

but fainter modes should reflect some degree of day-

to-day atmospheric changes. Subtracting these fainter

modes inevitably increases the variance between differ-

ent maps to some extent. Such behavior can indicate
that we should not remove any more modes to avoid the

risk of also subtracting signal along with the noise.

The chosen number of modes, Nmodes, should be the

best combination of low bias and low variance, which

is the case for Nmodes=10 –20. Ideally, we would like

the bias of the fitted beam transfer function to be fairly

constant across the different multipole bins. We decide

to use Nmodes = 10, for the 93 GHz case.

Higher frequency bands require more modes to be re-

moved since the atmospheric brightness scales with fre-

quency. For 145, 225, and 280 GHz, we find that the

number of modes that best satisfies our selection crite-

ria is Nmodes = 10, 30 and 40, respectively. Depending

on the different simulation parameters, one might find

a preferred (narrow) range of modes instead of a single

global value. An alternative approach would be to sub-

tract all the correlated modes and estimate a transfer

Figure 9. Top: The linear bias in multipole space be-
tween the normalized fitted and normalized input beam pro-
file. Middle: the variance of the different planet maps (in
logarithmic scale). Bottom: The best-fit beam profiles along
with the input beam profile (black dashed line). All results
are shown as a function of the number of correlated modes
for the 93-GHz frequency band.

function for the bias caused by this process by running

additional simulations. For this work, we aim to only

mildly bias our data so that the nature of this bias is

fairly predictable and, in turn, easily corrected.

5.2. Dependence on detector position

The fidelity of the beam reconstruction process de-

pends on the input beam models. The input models

depend, in turn, on the position of the detector on the

focal plane. To assess the impact of the detector posi-

tion on the fitting performance, we use beam models for

a pixel on the centre and the edge of the focal plane.

In both cases, we bin the data into maps with the ten

most correlated modes removed after masking and gap-

filling a region that extends to a radius of θmask = 2.5◦

around the source. The gap-filling is done with polyno-
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Figure 10. Best-fit beam profiles generated from 3 months
of Jupiter simulations for the 93GHz frequency band, per-
formed with an input beam model for a centre (orange curve)
and an edge pixel (green curve). The input beams (or-
ange/green dashed lines) and data points (gray/black error-
bars) of the fitted models are also shown.

Figure 11. The beam transfer function bias, as compared
to the input model, generated from 3 months of Jupiter sim-
ulations for the 93GHz frequency band, performed with an
input beam model for a centre (orange curve) and an edge
pixel (green curve). The band around the solid lines repre-
sents the 1σ error envelope determined from the beam error
modes.

mial interpolation of the unmasked data over the masked

region.

Figure 10 shows the reconstructed beam profiles from

a set of three months of simulated Jupiter observations

for the centre (orange curve) and one of the edge wafers

(green curve). The detectors of the centre wafer share

the centre pixel beam model while those of the edge

wafer are assigned the edge pixel beam model (as dis-

cussed in Section 2). The selection of the exact edge

wafer is not important as the TICRA TOOLS setup is

radially symmetric with respect to any of the edge pixels

of the telescope’s focal plane (see Figure 1). The atmo-

spheric PWV was set to ∼ 1 mm at all times and we did

not allow for wind speed variations. The results show

the fitted centre-pixel beam model following closely the

input model, up to ∼ 4 times the beam size (FWHM =

27.4 ′ at 93 GHz), while the edge-pixel beam profile de-

viates slightly from the input towards the largest radial

bins.

Figure 11 quantifies the above statement in terms of

the bias on the beam transfer functions of the two re-

constructed beam profiles compared to the input beams.

From the figure, we can see that, while the centre-pixel

model reconstruction is better, the transfer function bias

remains well under 1.5% for a multipole range ℓ = 30 –

700 for both cases.

5.3. Dependence on weather conditions

Different atmospheric conditions could affect the per-

formance of the beam reconstruction algorithm. During

the chosen observation period, we expect the weather

conditions to vary to some extent. Generally speaking,

there are a variety of parameters driving the atmospheric

behavior. From these parameters, the amount of Precip-

itable Water Vapor (PWV) has the strongest impact on

the atmospheric emission (see e.g., Dünner et al. 2012;

Errard et al. 2015).

The impact of PWV on atmospheric transmission can

be seen in Figure 1 of Errard et al. (2015). We de-

fine the transmission at some frequency, ν, as the ratio

T (ν) ≡ I(ν)/I0(ν) of the radiation received by the de-

tector, I(ν), and the radiation above the atmosphere,

I0(ν). A high PWV value implies a low transmission

T (ν) which can be defined as the negative exponent of

the airmass, m(90◦ − el), times some standard value of

the optical depth, τ0, measured at the zenith (Errard

et al. 2015):

T (ν) = e−m(90◦−el)τ0 , (6)

where el is the elevation. The airmass is, in turn, com-

puted as a function of the zenith angle (see Equation (2)

of the same paper). This relationship holds at high ele-

vations if we model the atmosphere as a parallel planar

slab; in this case, m(90◦ − el) ≈ 1/ sin(el). The at-

mospheric transmission contributes to the total loading,

E(ν), as follows (Errard et al. 2015):

E(ν) = [1 − T (ν)]Bν(Tatm). (7)

In the above, Bν(Tatm) is the spectral radiance of a

blackbody of temperature equal to the atmospheric tem-

perature, Tatm.

Figure 12 shows the binned time-ordered data of a

single Jupiter observation, including atmospheric emis-
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Figure 12. Binned data of a single, ∼ 1-hour, Jupiter ob-
servation for all detectors in the centre wafer at 93 (top)
and 280GHz (bottom) that have the mean temperature sub-
tracted and have no correlated noise modes removed. The
left and right panels represent simulations that include at-
mospheric emission of PWV = 0.5 and 2.5mm, respectively.

sion of PWV = 0.5 mm (left column) and PWV =

2.5 mm (right column) at 93 (top row) and 280 GHz

(bottom row). The data are binned after subtracting the

mean (atmospheric) temperature and have no correlated

modes removed. The atmospheric intensity and there-

fore striping is shown to increase non-negligibly with

PWV value, as expected. For the cases presented, the

SNR at 0.5 (2.5) mm is estimated as SNR = 35 (30) for

the 93 GHz band and SNR = 140 (60) for the 280 GHz

band, respectively.

The atmospheric signal is strongly correlated between

different detectors. The wind speed and direction im-

pact the correlation length along with the outer scale

of turbulence and scan strategy. For two detectors with

beam centroids that lie parallel to the wind direction,

we will observe maximum signal correlation (Equations

23-26 of Morris et al. (2022)). To explore these effects,

we run simulations for a center pixel in the 93 GHz fre-

quency band and different cases of atmospheric param-

eters described in Table 2.

Case PWV South wind speed West wind speed

[mm] [m/s] [m/s]

i 1.17 -1.25 3.4

ii 1.17 -1.25 ± 1 3.4 ± 2.5

iii 2.5 -1.25 3.4

iv 1.17 ± 1 -1.25 3.4

v 1.17 ± 1 -1.25 ± 1 3.4 ± 2.5

Table 2. PWV, wind speed, and direction assumed in the
various simulation cases described in Section 5.3.

Figure 13. Beam transfer function bias from the input
beam model, for the simulation cases (ii) - (v) described in
Table 2. The simulations were performed with the 93GHz
frequency band beam model assuming a pixel at the centre
of the telescope’s focal plane. Note that, for ease of visu-
alization, the different errorbars are slightly offset in the ℓ-
direction. The black dashed case corresponds to the nominal
case (i).

The PWV value, wind speed, and direction are either

fixed or allowed to fluctuate around a mean value fol-
lowing some distribution that is consistent with histori-

cal distributions according to MERRA-2 (Global Mod-

eling and Assimilation Office (GMAO) (2015) for the

Atacama observation site. These distributions are in-

cluded in TOAST and are specified per hour of the day

and month. The mean and standard deviation values

quoted in Table 2 are synthesized from the individual

simulations of the full observing period we have chosen.

Notice that the estimated fixed mean PWV value

strongly agrees with the one motivated by seasonal data

of the ACT telescope (∼ 1 mm), which is located at the

SO observation site (see Figure 4 of Morris et al. (2022)).

The simulated PWV is uniformly distributed, and the

surface temperature and pressure are kept constant at

270 K and 530 hPa, respectively. The wind speed values

in Table 2 have a positive or negative sign in order to

also incorporate the wind direction.
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Figure 13 shows the uncertainty of the reconstructed

beam transfer function with respect to the input beam

model for the cases (ii), (iii), (iv) and (v), as described

in Table 2, in the form of blue, orange, green and red

errorbars, respectively. The mean bias of the nominal

case, (i), is demonstrated with a black dashed line sur-

rounded by a gray-shaded uncertainty band for refer-

ence. The error bars are shown per 40 multipoles for

easier visualization and extend to a multipole number

of ℓmax = 700. The beam fitting performance is rather

stable across the different weather cases we have consid-

ered. However, the quality of the results slightly wors-

ens with added atmospheric complexity, with the largest

errorbars of Figure 13 corresponding to the case where

both PWV and wind speed are allowed to fluctuate (case

(v)). A large PWV value implies an increased tempera-

ture of the atmospheric brightness. Since the latter also

scales with frequency, the quality of the results depends

on the ratio between the planet and atmospheric bright-

ness at the frequency band of interest and how efficiently

we can suppress the correlated noise. Nevertheless, we

should highlight that, for all the atmospheric parame-

ters chosen, we were still able to recover the input beam

with an uncertainty smaller than ∼ 1.5% in all cases, for

the multipole range ℓ = 30 – 700 (for 93 GHz).

5.4. Dependence on the number of observations

The beam reconstruction algorithm depends on the

number of available observations. To probe this, we

present the accumulated SNR as function of the number

of Jupiter simulations for four different frequency bands

centred on 93, 145, 225 and 280 GHz. The beam mod-

els in the simulations assume a detector placed at the

center of the focal plane.

In our analysis, we face a trade-off between the over-

all accuracy of the reconstructed beam model and ex-

tending the model to larger angles. The SNR obviously

decreases as we move away from the centre of the beam.

Therefore, our attempts at fitting beam models in the

faint wings of the sidelobes can sometimes bias our over-

all results. Assessing the reconstruction noise as a func-

tion of the number of observations is essential for opti-

mizing the planet observing strategy. Figure 14 shows

the estimated SNR ratio for all frequency bands when

the number of available observations ranges from 5 to

50. The dots refer to SNR values estimated by deter-

mining the noise that remains in the planet maps, which

is approximated as the standard deviation of the data in

the outer 10% of the mask. The dashed lines are the fits

of the SNR values to an underlying A
√
Nobs +B model

(for some constants A and B), which is the statistical be-

havior we would expect. Based on Figure 14, we decide
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Figure 14. Signal-to-Noise ratio as a function of the num-
ber of simulated ∼ hour-long Jupiter observations for four
frequency bands centred on 93, 145, 225 and 280GHz. The
circles represent SNR values estimated by determining the
noise levels of the maps, and the dashed lines represent the
best fits of the data points to a A

√
Nobs +B model.

that attempting to model all the frequency bands down

to −35 dB is a reasonable choice. This value matches

the acquired SNR for the lowest frequency band when

the full observation set is employed and translates to a

mask radius θmask ∼ 5 θFWHM for the 93 GHz case. For

consistency, we also use θmask ∼ 5 θFWHM for the other

frequency bands.

5.5. Dependence on the frequency band

Figure 15 shows the reconstructed beam profiles for

the four frequency bands compared to their input mod-

els. From the figure, we see the beam profiles of the

MF and UHF bands following different sidelobe pat-

terns in the target region. The beamlib code adapts

to these differences by optimizing the interplay between

the Bessel function basis model, which fits the beam core

(where the sidelobe structure is expected to be more pro-

nounced), and the 1/θ3 fit of the beam wing. The tran-

sition from core to wing fit is denoted with a black verti-

cal line. Of all frequency bands, the 280-GHz band has

the largest uncertainty on the reconstructed beam pro-

file. The corresponding harmonic transform errors and

their uncertainty, as calculated from beamlib, are pre-

sented in Figure 16. The plot shows a bias that roughly

decreases in amplitude with increasing band centre fre-

quency, especially for the multipole range 100 < ℓ <

300, and remains under ∼ 1.3% at all times. Table 3

shows the maximum values of the reconstructed beam

transfer function error, δBℓ = (Bfit
ℓ /Bin

ℓ )− 1, for all fre-

quency bands both for the full and a slightly truncated

multipole range which will be further evaluated for cal-

ibration against Planck data in Section 5.6.
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Figure 15. Best-fit beam profiles for the boresight pixel
beam model at the 93-, 145-, 225- and 280-GHz frequency
bands. Note that the panels showing the 93- and 145-GHz
results have different horizontal range than those showing
results for 225- and 280-GHz. The vertical black line repre-
sents the transition between the core and wing fit.

Figure 16. Beam transfer function error with respect to
the input beam per frequency band for the beam models of
Figure 15.

The multipole region at which B-modes are expected

to peak is still well contained within the truncated mul-

tipole range. The bias on the solid angle estimation,

δΩ = (Ωfit/Ωin) − 1, from beamlib is also shown.

Frequency δBℓ δBℓ δΩ

band [GHz] ℓ = 30− 700 ℓ = 50− 200

93 ≤ 1.2% ≤ 0.6% 1.8%

145 ≤ 0.4% ≤ 0.2% 0.7%

225 ≤ 0.2% ≤ 0.06% 1.1%

280 ≤ 0.1% ≤ 0.05% 0.7%

Table 3. The reconstructed beam transfer function and
solid angle bias for the different frequency bands. The beam
transfer function bias is shown both for the full and slightly
truncated multipole range.

These results reflect not only the expected scaling of

the SNR as a function of frequency (and associated beam

size) but also the success of the basis function choice

for the beam model. This argument becomes evident

when looking at the ringy pattern of the 93 GHz band

transfer function bias and associated uncertainty. Notice

that the uncertainty of the reconstructed beam transfer

function reduces as the number of available input simu-

lations (and therefore accumulated SNR) increases. An

estimate that quantifies this statement is provided in

Appendix C.

5.6. Calibration multipole range and error modes

The technique chosen for the absolute calibration

of the beam transfer functions will impact the ℓ-

dependence of the bias. Calibrating the SAT beam

transfer function against previous CMB experiments,

such as Planck, is carried out by matching the spectra

of the two telescopes over a limited range of multipoles.

Since B-modes are expected to peak at a multipole num-

ber of ℓ ≈ 80, a calibration range around this lower

multipole region is naturally motivated.

We test the impact of different calibration choices di-

rectly on the bias of the reconstructed beam transfer

function compared to the input. We do this by drawing

104 realizations, B′
ℓ, of the reconstructed beam transfer

function Bfit
ℓ and the first 10 error modes δB

(i)
ℓ :

B′j
ℓ = Bfit

ℓ +

10∑
i=1

ci,jδB
(i)
ℓ , j = 1, .., 104 (8)

The weights, ci,j , are randomly drawn from a normal

distribution of zero mean and standard deviation equal

to one.
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Figure 17. The 1σ-band of the beam transfer function
bias with respect to the input beam for 104 different beam
realizations of the best-fit reconstructed beam and first 10
error modes for the four frequency bands centred on 93, 145,
225 and 280GHz. The beam realization transfer functions
are calibrated on three different multipole ranges: ℓ = 50-
100 (blue), ℓ = 50-200 (orange) and ℓ = 100-200 (green),
respectively. All these ranges are suitable for calibrating the
beam transfer function against experiments like Planck.

Given the SAT beams and expected transfer function,

the multipole range that facilitates the absolute calibra-

tion of the SAT maps using the Planck data will likely

lie within ℓmin = 50 and ℓmax = 200. To investigate

the impact of different choices of calibration range, we

slice this multipole range and calibrate each one of the

beam realizations we produced over the ranges ℓ = 50

– 100, ℓ = 50 – 200, and ℓ = 100 – 200, by minimiz-

ing the difference between the output and input beam

over each range. Figure 17 shows the 1σ error band of

the 104 newly calibrated beams, divided by the input

beam transfer function, for the three multipole range

choices quoted above. The results are shown for all four

frequency bands (increasing in frequency from the top

to the bottom plot) and are truncated to ℓ = 10 – 300

for visualization purposes. As one can conclude from

the plots, assuming a calibration range of ℓ = 50 – 100

results in the minimum beam uncertainty at the low-

multipole range of interest, while a calibration range at

higher multipoles significantly increases the beam un-

certainty at low multipoles.

5.7. Beam reconstruction uncertainty impact on the

r-constraint

The Simons Observatory Small Aperture Telescopes

allow us to constrain the tensor-to-scalar ratio, r, with

a statistical error of σ(r) ≤ 0.003. Beam modeling er-

rors can bias cosmological analysis and it is therefore

appropriate to briefly consider their impact on the fore-

casted value of r. For this purpose, we employ the

BBpower software,5 which is part of the publicly avail-

able SO analysis pipeline (Wolz et al. 2023). BBpower is

a harmonic-based component separation algorithm that

has been adapted to the specifications of the SO tele-

scopes (The Simons Observatory et al. 2019). We use

the code to forecast sensitivity to the value of the tensor-

to-scalar ratio through Fisher analysis (Fisher 1922).

To quantify the effect of the beam reconstruction bias

and uncertainty, we use Equation 8 to create 100 bi-

ased beam realizations for each of the four frequency

bands considered in our analysis. For each beam re-

alization, we construct a set of beam-convolved CMB

and foreground spectra assuming no primordial B-modes

(r = 0). The sky component and noise power spectra

follow the “Pipeline A” with “baseline” noise level and

“optimistic” 1/f noise description in Wolz et al. (2023).

We then forecast the reconstructed r value for each of

the 100 realizations by (incorrectly) using the unbiased

input beam to perform beam deconvolution in the fisher

forecast code. The resulting bias on the tensor-to-scalar

ratio is ∆r = 1.08 ·10−4. This number can be compared

to the expected 1σ error on r, which is σ(r) ≈ 3 · 10−3

(The Simons Observatory et al. 2019). These beam

errors add insignificantly to the overall variance on r:

σ(r)extra ∼ 10−6. We thus conclude that the beam re-

construction error achieved with the setup presented in

this work will be small enough to not significantly bias

the SO r-measurement.

6. CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

5 https://github.com/simonsobs/BBPower
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This paper describes a beam reconstruction pipeline

for the SO SAT beams in the MF and UHF frequency

bands. The Low-Frequency (LF) bands are left for fu-

ture work. We generate 50 ∼ one-hour-long Constant

Elevation Scan (CES) simulations of Jupiter observa-

tions (as described in Section 3.3) and feed them to a

filter-and-bin mapmaker designed to mitigate the cor-

related atmospheric noise by removing the strongest

modes calculated from a Principal Component Analy-

sis (PCA). The maps produced in this way are inputs

to a slightly modified version of the ACT beam fitting

code, beamlib. From this code, we obtain the best-fit

beam profiles, transfer functions, and associated error

modes. We present results that quantify the success of

our beam fitting method as a function of different in-

put beam models, weather, and frequency bands. These

simulations allow us to assess the overall robustness of

our analysis pipeline and prepare for the arrival of real

data.

Our simulations for the 93 GHz band show that the

beam reconstruction is generally robust to optical effects

caused by detector location on the focal plane; we are

able to reconstruct beam transfer functions with error

not exceeding 1.5 % in the ℓ = 30–700 range and better

than 0.6 % in the ℓ = 50–200 range. Testing how beam

reconstruction for the 93 GHz band depends on weather

parameters shows similar results. This indicates that

planet observations are useful even under relatively ad-

verse weather conditions.

The fitted beam profiles and transfer functions vary

as a function of frequency. We model all four frequency

bands to at least ∼ -35 dB and estimate the transfer

function bias. The results show the fitting model adapt-

ing well to the different sidelobe patterns for the MF

and UHF bands and the beam transfer function bias de-

creasing with increasing frequency. The uncertainty in

the beam reconstruction can be reduced by optimizing

the range of ℓ used to calibrate the data by compar-

ing it to previous experiments (see Section 5.6). We

find the preferred multipole range to be ℓ = 50–100 as

it provides the lowest uncertainty on the beam transfer

function over the ℓ = 10–300 region.

We note that in the beam reconstruction error analy-

sis marginalization over ad hoc choices, such as the wing

scale and the number of subtracted modes, was not in-

cluded and that this is different from what was done in

Lungu et al. (2022). We expect these sources of error to

somewhat increase the beam reconstruction uncertainty,

particularly in the low-ℓ regime, but leave this analysis

for future work.

Using simulated planet observations with a realistic

atmospheric component, we observe beam reconstruc-

tion biases that are non-negligible compared to the un-

certainty estimates (see Section 5). However, these mul-

tiplicative biases are still relatively small (< 0.6 % in

the ℓ = 50–200 range for all the cases we tested) and

are not expected to significantly impact the cosmolog-

ical analysis. To verify this, we used a Fisher analysis

to propagate the beam reconstruction bias and uncer-

tainty. The result indicates that the reconstruction bias

will be small enough to not significantly bias the SO

r-constraint.
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APPENDIX

A. VARYING INPUT BEAM

A.1. Passband variations

Variations in the detector passband will impact the shape of the effective beam and therefore affect the performance

of the fitting algorithm. While we leave detailed analysis of this phenomenon for future work, it is useful to show

how the input beam models may change under the assumption of non-uniform passbands. As stated in Section 2, the

frequency-band beams are produced by combining five monochromatic beams within a 20% bandwidth around the

centre frequency with a top-hat passband. We compare the profile of the beams that were constructed this way to the

ones where, instead of a top-hat function, we employed the simulated passbands from Abitbol et al. (2021) and show

the results in Figure 18 for all frequency bands.

Figure 18. Logarithmic profiles of beam models where a top-hat (black dashed line) and a more realistic (blue line) passband
was assumed. The realistic passband was taken from Abitbol et al. (2021), and the results refer to four frequency bands centred
on 93, 145, 225, and 280GHz.

Any difference between the uniformly and non-uniformly weighted beam profiles is negligible, at least to the ∼ −35 dB

level we have chosen for fitting the SAT beams. Consequently, there is no indication from these plots that any change

to the beam fitting method would be necessary. The passband assumptions/simulations we make will eventually be

replaced with Fourier-Transform Spectroscopy (FTS) measurements to characterize the instrument’s spectral response.

These measurements will enable us to produce realistic SAT beam models for future analysis.

A.2. Beam chromaticity

The instrumental beam can be frequency-scaled in a way that matches the SED of the different sky components that

the telescope observes. Properly accounting for this effect is important for the performance of foreground component

separation algorithms. Assuming a known passband, τ(ν), of the instrument, the frequency-averaged beam, B(θ, ϕ),

can be described as:

B(θ, ϕ) =

∫
B(θ, ϕ, ν)τ(ν)S(ν)dν, (A1)
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where B(θ, ϕ, ν) is a monochromatic beam at frequency ν and S(ν) captures the assumed frequency scaling. For many

astrophysical sources, the latter can be expressed as a power law:

S(ν) =

(
ν

νc

)β

, (A2)

where νc is the frequency band centre and β is the spectral index. We consider four cases of frequency scaling matching

the SED of CMB, planets, galactic dust, and synchrotron emission, corresponding to spectral index values of βCMB =

1, βplanet = 2, βdust = 1.56 and βsync = -3 (The Planck Collaboration et al. 2020). The beam profiles for these four

cases, along with the case where no frequency scaling was implemented, are shown in Figure 19 for all four frequency

bands.

Figure 19. Beam profiles for four models constructed using Equations A1 and A2 where the frequency scaling matches
the SED of CMB (red curve), planets (blue curve), galactic dust (orange curve) and synchrotron emission (green curve). The
plots refer to four frequency bands centred on 93, 145, 225, and 280GHz and include the case where no frequency scaling was
implemented (black dashed line), for reference.

It is interesting to see how the frequency scaling impacts the beam transfer function. Figure 20 shows the ratio of

the beam transfer function of the four chromatic beams described above and the one of the nominal case where no

frequency scaling was implemented. The chromaticity effect is smooth across all frequency bands and decreases in

amplitude with increasing frequency. In the case of the 93−GHz band, not taking account of the beam frequency

scaling can result in a transfer function bias as large as ∼ 10% at ℓ = 700.

B. SIGNAL STRENGTH ESTIMATION FOR DIFFERENT SOURCES

The total power (in Watts) received by a radio telescope due to an astrophysical source can be expressed as:

Preceived =

∫∫
dΩdντ ′(ν)Aeff(ν)B(θ, ϕ, ν)S(θ − θ0, ϕ− ϕ0, ν, T ) (B3)

where Aeff(ν) is the telescope effective area, B(θ, ϕ, ν) is the frequency-dependent beam response of the telescope,

S(θ, ϕ, ν, T ) captures the spectral energy distribution of the source parametrized using the Planck blackbody equation

and the thermodynamic temperature T , and τ ′(ν) captures the spectral response function of the telescope, including
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Figure 20. The ratio of the beam transfer functions for the four chromatic beams whose profiles were shown in Figure 19, and
the transfer function of the nominal case where no frequency scaling was implemented. The results are shown for four frequency
bands centred on 93, 145, 225, and 280GHz.

effects from the finite transmissivity of the Earth’s atmosphere. The planets’ thermodynamic temperatures were taken

from The Planck Collaboration LII et al. (2017) and we have used S(ν, T ) to represent the Planck blackbody formula

for spectral radiance instead of B(ν, T ) to prevent confusion with the beam response.

If the source is small relative to the size of the telescope’s beam response subtended on the sky we can collapse the

solid angle convolution and write

Preceived ≈ Ωsource

Ωbeam

∫
S(ν, T )τ(ν)dν ≈ AeffΩsource

∫
S(ν, T )τ ′(ν)dν, (B4)

where we have assumed that the spectral response function, τ(ν), can be written as

τ(ν) ≡ τ ′(ν) · nλ2 = τ ′(ν) ·Aeff(ν)Ωbeam(ν), (B5)

with n corresponding to the number of radiation modes (Hudson 1974; Hodara & Slemon 1984). In Equation B4, we

have made the approximation that the frequency dependence of the beam solid angle, Ωbeam(ν), or correspondingly

the telescope effective area, Aeff(ν), can be ignored. The accuracy of this approximation depends, of course, on the

width of the frequency range over which we must integrate.

For a restricted range of frequencies centered on ν = ν0, the above equation can be further simplified to

Preceived ≈ AeffΩsource · S(ν0, T )τ ′(ν0)∆ν, (B6)

where ∆ν corresponds to the frequency bandwidth over which the signal from the source is integrated and ν0 is the

band center frequency. In the above equation, τ ′(ν0) describes the telescope’s spectral response function that ignores

the nλ2 scaling (see Equation B5). Note, however, that losses in signal strength due to instrumental effects such as

non-ideal optical efficiency should be included in τ ′(ν0). From Equation B6, it is clear that we can calculate the signal

strength from a compact source, assuming that we know all of the parameters on the right-hand side of the equation.

We use this equation to calculate the signal amplitude from Jupiter, Mars and Saturn.

The power incident on a telescope from an artificial source has been estimated using the Friis Equation (Friis 1946;

Johnson 1992):

Pincident =

(
Pemit ·Atel

4πd2

)
10g/10 (B7)
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where Pemit is the in-band power emitted by the source, g = 10 log10(4π/Ωant) is the forward gain of the antenna,

and d is the distance from the source. Note that this expression can be extended to explicitly include integration

over spectral bandpass, but for simplification, it is common to assume that all power emitted by the source is in the

spectral band of the receiver.

As in the case of power from a compact astrophysical source, the power arriving on the detector element must

account for attenuation due to the optical elements between the outside of the telescope and the focal plane itself. We

therefore write:

Preceived = ηPincident (B8)

where η describes the optical efficiency of the telescope. The atmosphere is considered transparent for the artificial

source (T ≃ 1) given the simulated frequencies and the short distance of the artificial source, d ≃ 500m.

Finally, the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) from a compact astrophysical source or a transmitter mounted on a drone is

estimated as:

SNR =
Preceived

NEP ·
√

2/t
, (B9)

where NEP represents the assumed Noise-Equivalent-Power, and t is the integration time per pixel which we have set

to 1s for generating numbers for Figure 3.

C. BEAM TRANSFER FUNCTION UNCERTAINTY AS A FUNCTION OF THE NUMBER OF

OBSERVATIONS

The scaling of the beam fitting performance with the number of input simulations needs to be quantified. From

Figure 14, we conclude an increase in the SNR, by about half an order of magnitude when increasing the number

of available observations by a factor of ten. Ideally, we would like the benefit of increasing the input number of

observations to be strongly pronounced on the beamlib results, as well.

Figure 21. Standard deviation of the beam transfer function uncertainty distribution, as calculated from the 10 strongest error
modes, divided by the best-fit transfer function value. The standard deviation is plotted versus the number of input observations
provided to beamlib, for four frequency bands centred on 93, 145, 225 and 280GHz.

We test this by running the beam fitting code for the same parameters used for the results shown in Figures 15 and

16 but alter the number of input observations we provide to the code each time. This number ranges again from 5 to 50

observations. We construct distributions of 103 samples of the 10 strongest error modes of the recovered beam transfer
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function, as calculated from beamlib, and we estimate the standard deviation of these distributions per observation

number and frequency band.

Figure 21 shows the fractional standard deviation of the beam transfer function uncertainty distribution with respect

to the best-fit estimation as a function of the observation number for four frequency bands centred on 93, 145, 225 and

280 GHz, respectively. The uncertainty decreases by a factor of ≳ 2 when increasing the number of input observations

we feed to the code by a factor of ten. This result is consistent for all four frequency bands.
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