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We show for the first time that high-resolution CMB lensing observations can probe structure on
sub-galactic scales. In particular, a CMB-HD experiment can probe out to k ∼ 55 h/Mpc, correspond-
ing to halo masses of about 108 M⊙. Over the range 0.005 h/Mpc < k < 55 h/Mpc, spanning four
orders of magnitude, the total lensing signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) from the temperature, polarization,
and lensing power spectra is greater than 1900. CMB-HD gains most of the lensing SNR at small
scales from the temperature power spectrum, as opposed to the lensing spectrum. These lensing mea-
surements allow CMB-HD to distinguish between cold dark matter (CDM) and non-CDM models
that change the matter power spectrum on sub-galactic scales. We also find that CMB-HD can dis-
tinguish between baryonic feedback effects and non-CDM models due to the different way each im-
pacts the lensing signal. The kinetic Sunyaev-Zel’dovich (kSZ) power spectrum further constrains
non-CDM models that deviate from CDM on the smallest scales CMB-HD measures. For example,
CMB-HD can detect 1 keVwarm dark matter (WDM) at 30σ, or rule out about 7 keVWDM at 95% CL,
in a ΛWDM+Neff + ∑ mν + mWDM + log10TAGN + AkSZ + nkSZ model; here TAGN characterizes the
strength of the feedback, and AkSZ and nkSZ allow freedom in the amplitude and slope of the kinetic
Sunyaev-Zel’dovich power spectrum. Wemake the CMB-HD Fisher code used here publicly available,
and note that it can be modified to use any non-CDMmodel that changes the matter power spectrum.

I. INTRODUCTION

Mapping the matter distribution in the Universe is
a key goal of modern cosmology. Mapping the mat-
ter distribution on large scales probes the evolution of
structure, which in turn yields knowledge of the Uni-
verse’s components and history. Comparison of large-
scale structure measurements with measurements from
expansion-rate probes also informs us about the nature
of gravity and dark energy. Mapping the matter distri-
bution on small-scales, on the other hand, has become a
critical probe of dark matter properties. Such measure-
ments may be the only way to probe dark matter if dark
matter does not interact with standard model particles.

Measuring the gravitational lensing of the CosmicMi-
crowave Background (CMB) is a powerful way to mea-
sure thematter distribution [1–3]. One advantage of this
method is that it probes dark matter directly via grav-
itational lensing, instead of relying on baryonic tracers
(such as stars, galaxies, or gas). Using the CMB as the
background light source that undergoes lensing also has
a number of unique advantages: 1) the source light is
from a well-known redshift, 2) the unlensed properties
of the source light are well understood, 3) the source
light is behind all structure in the Universe, and 4) the
source light on small scales is a smooth gradient field
that retains the same gradient when viewedwith infinite
resolution.

While the first direct detections of CMB lensing oc-
curred relatively recently [4–6], CMB lensing measure-
ments have rapidly increased in signal-to-noise ratio
(SNR) on large scales [7–10], as well as on the modest
scales of galaxy clusters [11], and galaxies [12]. The
large-scale measurements in particular are now rou-
tinely included when obtaining the tightest constraints
on cosmological parameters [e.g., 13, 14].

The kinetic Sunyaev-Zel’dovich (kSZ) power spec-
trum is another measurement CMB observatories offer,
which is sensitive to the distribution of dark matter on
small scales [15]. The kSZ effect arises when CMB pho-
tons scatter off electrons in ionized gas in the Universe
and obtain a Doppler shift due to the bulk radial velocity
of the gas [16–18]. Similar to CMB lensing, the kSZ spec-
trum can be measured both from the CMB temperature
power spectrum and from the trispectrum [19]. Both
the lensing and kSZ effects are frequency-independent,
and can be separated from frequency-dependent fore-
grounds by CMB experiments that observe at many
different frequencies. While the kSZ power spectrum
is routinely fit for in CMB power spectrum measure-
ments [20–22], it has yet to be directly measured via the
trispectrum; recent efforts to measure the kSZ trispec-
trum have yielded upper limits [23, 24]. Measurements
of the kSZ effect are expected to improve rapidly with
future CMB experiments [25].
In this work we quantify the ability of CMB-HD [26,

27] to measure the gravitational lensing of the CMB and
the kSZpower spectrum. We give special attention to the
ability of CMB-HD to probe sub-galactic scales, which
is a new regime for CMB observations. The matter dis-
tribution on sub-galactic scales is of particular interest
for understanding the nature of dark matter. We also
focus on the ability of CMB-HD measurements to dis-
tinguish between the effect of baryonic feedback (which
can move around the distribution of matter on small-
scales), and the effect of dark matter that differs from
cold dark matter (CDM). Distinguishing between these
two scenarios is necessary to probe the behavior of dark
matter alone. Lastly, we quantify the extent to which
varying the standard ΛCDM parameters in addition to
extensions (e.g. Neff and ∑ mν) impacts constraints on
dark matter properties. Given the enormous precision
with which CMB-HD can measure the primordial CMB,
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CMB lensing over four orders of magnitude in scale, and
the kSZ power spectrum, we examinewhether CMB-HD
could adopt a holistic approach of varying all relevant
parameters simultaneously.

In Section II, we briefly summarize the key results of
this work. In Section III we discuss how we calculate
covariance matrices, CMB and lensing spectra, lensing
SNRs, the effect of non-CDMmodels, the kSZ spectrum,
and the Fisher matrix. In Section IV, we present our re-
sults, and in Section V, we discuss and conclude.

II. SUMMARY OF KEY RESULTS

Below we briefly summarize the key results.
• We forecast the SNR for measuring lensing from
the CMB-HD TT, TE, EE, BB, and κκ power spec-
tra and show the results in Table III. We find that
the total lensing SNR for all the spectra combined
is 1947, and thatmore SNR comes from the temper-
ature, as opposed to the lensing, power spectra.

• The top panel of Figure 6 shows the breakdown
of the lensing SNR by wavenumber k (in h/Mpc)
and by redshift. It shows that smaller-scale sig-
nals originate from lower redshifts. It also shows
that CMB-HD lensing measurements would span
0.005 h/Mpc< k < 55 h/Mpc, over four orders of
magnitude in scale, with a SNR in the several hun-
dreds for most of the k bins shown. The bottom
panel of Figure 6 further divides into ℓ bins, and
indicates that CMB-HD would probe lensing well
into the non-linear regime.

• In Figure 2, we show forecasted CMB-HD con-
straints on the linear matter power spectrum fol-
lowing [28] and [29]. We find that CMB-HD
can measure the matter power spectrum out to
k ∼ 55 h/Mpc, corresponding to halos of 108 M⊙.

• We show in Table V the forecasted constraints
on the warm dark matter (WDM) mass (mWDM)
using CMB-HD power spectra plus DESI baryon
acoustic oscillation (BAO) data [30]. We find that
mWDM is most degenerate with the slope and am-
plitude of the kSZ power spectrum, nkSZ and AkSZ,
and that mWDM constraints are significantly de-
graded when these parameters are allowed to be
free. This degeneracy is shown in Figures 7 and 8.

• We find that varying the ΛCDM parameters, the
number of relativistic species (Neff), and the sum
of the neutrino masses (∑ mν) negligibly impacts
mWDM constraints, as shown in Table V. From Fig-
ures 7 and 8, we see that the most notable, but still
mild, degeneracies are with ns and Neff.

• As shown in Figures 7 and 8 andTable V,marginal-
izing over baryonic feedback effects (log10TAGN)
does not degrade constraints on mWDM; this is due
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Figure 1. We show the significance with which CMB-HD
plus DESI BAO can measure a given warm dark matter
(WDM) mass, quantified by the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR)
mWDM/σ(mWDM). The blue curve shows the SNR obtained
from CMB-HD lensing data alone, while the orange curve uses
both CMB lensing and kSZ data. We assume a ΛWDM+Neff +
∑ mν + mWDM + log10TAGN model when only using lensing
data, and add kSZ parameters AkSZ and nkSZ to the model
when adding kSZ data; all parameters are varied simultane-
ously. We use the Warm&Fuzzy code of [31] to calculate the
non-linear WDM transfer function (Eq. 11). Given the sig-
nificant challenge of modelling this transfer function even for
WDM models, the plot above is illustrative of what CMB-HD
can measure; however, exact SNRs will depend on modelling
details. We find that CMB-HD can detect WDM with a mass
of about 7 keV at the 95% C.L. when including kSZ measure-
ments, or 3.5 keV WDM from lensing alone.

to the substantially different way baryonic effects
andwarmdarkmatter alter thematter power spec-
trum, shown via the difference in the CMB lensing
signal in Figure 4.

• We find that CMB-HD plus DESI BAO can detect
1 keVWDMat 30σ, or rule out about 7 keVWDMat
95%C.L., in aΛWDM+Neff +∑ mν + log10TAGN +
AkSZ + nkSZ +mWDM model, whichwe illustrate in
Figure 1.

• We make public the code to reproduce the results
in thiswork1. Wenote that it can bemodified to use
any non-CDM model that changes the non-linear
matter power spectrum.

1 https://github.com/CMB-HD/hdPk

https://github.com/CMB-HD/hdPk
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Figure 2. Top panel: We illustrate how CMB-HD lensing measurements can probe the linear matter power spectrum. We show
in red the forecasted errors; these are obtained from the CMB-HD lensing SNR in each comoving wavenumber bin, equating the
inverse of this lensing SNR to the fractional error bar on the linear matter power spectrum (see Section IIID 1 for SNR calculation
and Eq. 27 in Section IVA).We place the error bars on the theoretical prediction for the linearmatter power spectrum (black curve)
at the center of each wavenumber bin. We also indicate on the top x-axis the corresponding mass scale today for the comoving
wavenumbers on the bottom x-axis, using Eq. 28. Of note is that the CMB-HD lensing constraints span four orders of magnitude in
wavenumber, 0.005 h/Mpc< k < 55 h/Mpc, and 12 orders of magnitude in mass scale, going down to 108 M⊙. With the exception
of the last bin, the error bars are smaller than the band center markers. We also include for reference constraints alreadymeasured
and derived by [28] based on the method of [29]: Lyman-α data [32] from the eBOSS DR14 release [33] (purple); cosmic shear
data from DES Y1 [34] (brown); galaxy clustering data for luminous red galaxies (LRG) from the SDSS DR7 release [35] (pink);
and Planck 2018 CMB temperature (blue), polarization (yellow), and lensing (green) data [7, 36]. We also add constraints derived
from high-redshift measurements of the UV galaxy luminosity function (HST UV LF) from [37] (teal). Note that this is not an
exhaustive summary of current constraints, but illustrative of what has already been achieved. We include data that more directly
measures the matter power spectrum, as opposed to data that measures the halo mass function that is then used to infer the linear
matter power spectrum, which requires first marginalizing over cosmology, baryonic physics, and sample variance, and modeling
very nonlinear scales. Bottom panel: We compare the error bars on the matter power spectrum from each data set as a fraction of
the total power. We see that CMB-HD achieves sub-percent fractional errors in the range 0.03 h/Mpc < k < 10 h/Mpc.
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III. METHODS

We describe below the methods to calculate covari-
ance matrices (Sections IIIA and III B), signal spectra
(Section III C), lensing SNRs (Section IIID), the effects
of non-CDM models (Section III E), the kSZ spectrum
(Section III F), and Fisher matrices (Section IIIG).

A. CMB-HD Covariance Matrix

To calculate the CMB-HD covariancematrix we follow
the procedure in [38]. In Table I, we list the experimental
configuration assumed. To summarize, we include CMB
andCMB lensing power spectra in themultipole range of
ℓ ∈ [30, 20000] for TT, TE, EE, BB, and κκ, and calculate
the 5nbin × 5nbin covariance matrix, C, as in [38]. In ad-
dition, we extend the ℓmax for TT to 40,000, which differs
from [38]. We calculate the covariance matrix, SNR, and
fisher matrix for TT in the range of ℓ ∈ [20000, 40000]
separately, as described below.

1. Noise on CMB Power Spectra

We assume CMB-HDwill observe 60% of the sky, and
that the 90 and 150 GHz channels will be used for the
parameter analysis (while the other five frequency chan-
nels will be used to reduce foreground contamination).
We list the instrument white noise levels and beam full
width at half-maximum (FWHM) at 90 and 150 GHz for
CMB-HD in Table I [27]. We assume that the tempera-
ture and polarization noise are uncorrelated.

We assume that CMB-HD will measure multipoles of
ℓ ≥ 1000, and that CMB data in the range 30 ≤ ℓ < 1000
will come from measurements by precursor CMB sur-
veys. Since TT, TE, and EE will already be sample-
variance limited over 60% of the sky for 30 ≤ ℓ < 1000
from precursor surveys such as the Simons Observa-
tory (SO) [39], we extend the CMB-HDmultipole range
down to ℓmin = 30 for these spectra since CMB-HD will
have full overlap with these surveys. For the BB power
spectrum, we use the expected noise from the Advanced
Simons Observatory (ASO) in the range ℓ ∈ [30, 1000).
We provide the expected instrumental noise levels in
temperature and the beam FWHM at 90 and 150 GHz
for ASO in the last row of Table I.

We also include the effect of residual extragalactic
foregrounds in the temperature data by adding the ex-
pected residual foreground power spectra for CMB-
HD to the temperature instrument noise spectra at 90
and 150 GHz. The residual power spectra from the
thermal Sunyaev-Zel’dovich (tSZ) effect, the cosmic in-
frared background (CIB), and radio sources are ob-
tained from [40], and we include the full power spec-
trum of the kinetic Sunyaev-Zel’dovich (kSZ) effect
(with both reionization and late-time contributions) us-
ing a template from [41] for the late-time part, and

Exp. fsky
Freq., Temp. Noise, FWHM, Multipole Range
GHz µK-arcmin arcmin ℓ, L

HD 0.6
90 0.7 0.42 TT: [30, 40000]
150 0.8 0.25 TE, EE, κκ: [30, 20000]

BB: [1000, 20000]

ASO 0.6 90 3.5 2.2 BB: [30,1000)
150 3.8 1.4

Table I. We list white noise levels and beam full-width at half-
maximum (FWHM) at 90 and 150 GHz for CMB-HD (“HD”)
and the Advanced Simons Observatory (“ASO”), along with
the assumed sky fraction ( fsky) that each experiment will ob-
serve, and themultipole ranges of the power spectra from each
experiment we use in our forecasts. Themap noise levels given
are for temperature; the noise levels for polarization are higher
by a factor of

√
2. The CMB-HD experimental specifications

are from [27].

from [42, 43] for the reionization part, normalized as
described in Section III F.2 The coadded noise spectra,
NXY
ℓ , for XY ∈ {TT, TE, EE, BB} are obtained by calcu-

lating the beam-deconvolved instrumental noise power
spectrum for each frequency channel (90 and 150 GHz),
adding the residual foreground power to the beam-
deconvolved instrumental noise for TT for each fre-
quency, and coadding the spectra of the two frequencies
using inverse-noise weighting.

2. Noise on CMB Lensing Spectra

The gravitational lensing of the primary CMB intro-
duces coupling between modes of the lensed CMB on
different scales. This lensing-induced mode coupling
can be reconstructed frompairs of CMBmaps that are fil-
tered to isolate the non-Gaussian effects of lensing, form-
ing a quadratic estimator [1, 2, 44]. The power spectrum
of this estimator depends on the four-point function of
the CMB maps used to construct it, which has two com-
ponents [45]. The non-Gaussian part of the four-point
function contains the CMB lensing power spectrum, but
the Gaussian component introduces a bias to the lens-
ing power spectrum, which arises from the primordial
CMB signal and the instrumental noise. This Gaussian
bias, referred to as the N(0) bias, can be removed us-
ing a realization-dependent (RDN0) subtraction tech-
nique [46]; however, it will still act as a source of noise
on the estimated CMB lensing power spectrum.

2 Themodel for the kSZpower spectrumused in thiswork differs from
that in [40] and [38], by including both the late-time and reioniza-
tion kSZ contributions, as opposed to just the latter.
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We use the lensing noise Nκκ
ℓ from [38], which was

calculated using two kinds of quadratic estimators. We
briefly discuss the calculation here, and refer the reader
to [38] for more details.

The first estimator is the “standard” quadratic estima-
tor from [1, 2, 44], which we refer to as the H&O es-
timator. It is designed to minimize the variance of the
lensing reconstruction. We use the CLASS delens pack-
age [47]3 to calculate Nκκ

ℓ for the TT, TE, EE, EB, and
TB H&O estimators, which uses an iterative delensing
technique to reduce their noise levels. This calculation
includes the residual extragalactic foreground power for
temperature spectra mentioned above, and the ASO in-
strumental noise in polarization on scales ℓ < 1000.

The second estimator is the quadratic estimator
of [48], which we refer to as the HDV estimator. It is de-
signed to more optimally reconstruct small scales. Here,
as in [38] and [40], we also use it to reduce bias to the
lensing reconstruction on small-scales that arises due the
presence of non-Gaussian foregrounds. This is done by
filtering one CMBmap to isolate large scales (ℓ < 2000),
and the other CMB map to isolate only small scales
(ℓ ∈ [5000, 20000]) (see [40] for details). We replace the
noise from the H&O TT estimator on scales ℓ > 5000
with the noise from theHDV TT estimator, derived from
the simulation-based covariance matrix of [40]. These
simulations include the anticipated residual extragalac-
tic foregrounds for CMB-HD, which are correlated with
the non-Gaussian CMB lensing map [40].

The final lensing noise power spectrum Nκκ
ℓ is a

minimum-variance combination of the lensing power
spectrum noise curves from the TT, TE, EE, EB, and TB
lensing estimators.

3. Construction of lensed and delensed covariance matrices

We follow a similar approach as [38] to calculate the
covariance matrices for the lensed and delensed CMB
spectra and CMB lensing spectrum in the multipole
range ℓ ∈ [30, 20000]. Each of the lensed and delensed
covariance matrices is a 5nbin × 5nbin matrix, since five
spectra are used in the forecasts. We denote each block
by C

XY,WZ
ℓ1ℓ2

, where XY and WZ can each be one of TT,
TE, EE, BB, and κκ. We summarize the calculation be-
low, which is discussed in more detail in [38], [47], [49],
and [40].

The blocks of the covariance matrices are calculated
analytically using the CLASS delens package [47] (un-
less otherwise specified). This calculation accounts for
Gaussian and non-Gaussian terms (i.e., diagonal and
off-diagonal elements, respectively), including:

3 https://github.com/selimhotinli/class_delens

• The Gaussian variance between different CMB
spectra, given by

C
XY,WZ
ℓ1ℓ2,G =

δℓ1ℓ2 f−1
sky

2ℓ1 + 1

[
CXW,tot
ℓ1

CYZ,tot
ℓ1

+ CXZ,tot
ℓ1

CYW,tot
ℓ1

]
,

(1)
where CUV

ℓ refers to a lensed or delensed CMB
power spectrum for UV ∈ {TT, TE, EE, BB}, and
CUV,tot
ℓ = CUV

ℓ + NUV
ℓ is the sum of the signal and

noise spectra (including residual foregrounds for
the latter, as described above in Section IIIA 1).

• The Gaussian variance of the CMB lensing power
spectrum, given by

C
ϕϕ,ϕϕ
ℓ1ℓ2,G = δℓ1ℓ2

2 f−1
sky

2ℓ1 + 1

(
Cϕϕ
ℓ1

+ Nϕϕ
ℓ1

)2
, (2)

where Cκκ
ℓ = [ℓ(ℓ + 1)]2Cϕϕ

ℓ /4, and the noise
Nκκ
ℓ = [ℓ(ℓ + 1)]2Nϕϕ

ℓ /4 on the CMB lensing
power spectrum is described in Section IIIA 2.

• The non-Gaussian lensing-induced covariances be-
tween different modes of the CMB spectra (e.g.,
TT × TT, TT × EE, etc.) given by

C
XY,WZ
ℓ1ℓ2,NG = ∑

ℓ

∂CXY
ℓ1

∂Cϕϕ
ℓ

2 f−1
sky

2ℓ+ 1

(
Cϕϕ
ℓ

)2 ∂CWZ
ℓ1

∂Cϕϕ
ℓ

, (3)

where XY and WZ are each one of TT, TE, EE.
• The non-Gaussian lensing-induced covariances be-
tween BB and any of the CMB spectra, given by

C
XY,BB
ℓ1ℓ2,NG = (1 − δℓ1ℓ2)∑

ℓ

[
∂CXY

ℓ1

∂CXY,u
ℓ

C
XY,EE;u
ℓℓ,G

∂CBB
ℓ2

∂CEE,u
ℓ

]

+ ∑
ℓ

∂CXY
ℓ1

∂Cϕϕ
ℓ

2 f−1
sky

2ℓ+ 1

(
Cϕϕ
ℓ

)2 ∂CBB
ℓ1

∂Cϕϕ
ℓ

,

(4)
where

C
XY,WZ;u
ℓℓ,G =

f−1
sky

2ℓ+ 1

[
CXW,u
ℓ CYZ,u

ℓ + CXZ,u
ℓ CYW,u

ℓ

]
, (5)

for XY ∈ {TT, TE, EE, BB}, and CUV,u
ℓ is the un-

lensed CMB spectrum (or, if UV = BB, we replace
it with the unlensed EE spectrum, CEE,u

ℓ ).4

4 In [38] and [47], Eq. 4 was used for all the off-diagonal CMB× CMB
covariances by setting BB to any WZ ∈ {TT, TE, EE, BB}. How-
ever, [49] claim that, when XY and WZ are ∈ {TT, TE, EE}, then
the first term in Eq. 4 is cancelled by other higher-order corrections.
This claim seems to be supported by unpublished preliminary tests
with simulationswe have seen. Thuswe limitWZ to only BB in Eq. 4
in this work.

https://github.com/selimhotinli/class_delens
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• The non-Gaussian covariances between the CMB
spectra and the CMB lensing spectrum,

C
ϕϕ,XY
ℓ1ℓ2,NG =

2 f−1
sky

2ℓ1 + 1

(
Cϕϕ
ℓ1

)2 ∂CXY
ℓ2

∂Cϕϕ
ℓ1

. (6)

• The non-Gaussian covariances of the CMB lensing
spectrum, κκ × κκ, for small scales (ℓ1, ℓ2 > 5000)
given by the simulation-based covariance matrix
from [40].

We additionally calculate the lensing covariance from
modes that are larger than the survey size (i.e. super-
sample covariance (SSC)) [50, 51]. This SSC term is
given by [50, 51]

C
XY,WZ
ℓ1ℓ2,SSC =

∂ℓ2
1CXY

ℓ1

∂ ln ℓ1

σ2
κ

ℓ2
1ℓ

2
2

∂ℓ2
2CWZ

ℓ2

∂ ln ℓ2
,

where XY and WZ are each one of {TT, TE, EE, BB}.
Here σ2

κ is the variance of the lensing convergence field
within the observed patch of sky given by

σ2
κ =

1
A2 ∑

ℓm
|Wℓm|2 Cκκ

ℓ ,

where Wℓm is the harmonic transform of the window
function, and A is the sky area observed in radians. We
find that including this SSC term in our covariance ma-
trices does not change any parameter forecasts due to
the large sky area of CMB-HD ( fsky = 60%). Thus, we
do not include it in our final covariance matrices, as also
done in [38].

The total covariance for theCMB×CMBblocks is then
the sum of Eq. 1 and either 3 or 4, C

XY,WZ
ℓ1ℓ2

= C
XY,WZ
ℓ1ℓ2,G +

C
XY,WZ
ℓ1ℓ2,NG. We assemble the full five-by-five block covari-

ance matrix by joining the CMB×CMB blocks with the
CMB×lensing (Eq. 6) and lensing×lensing blocks (Eq. 2
plus the simulation-based covariance matrix from [40]).

We also compute a separate covariance matrix for the
lensed and delensed TT spectrum in themultipole range
ℓ ∈ [20000, 40000]. We assume this covariance ma-
trix is diagonal, which is a good approximation given
the large noise levels on these small scales.5 We use
Eq. 1 to calculate these diagonal elements. For the SNRs
presented in Section IV, we use this diagonal covari-
ance matrix to calculate the SNRs for TT in the range
20, 000 < ℓ < 40, 000, and add the resulting ratios in
quadrature to the ratios calculated from all spectra in the
range 30 < ℓ < 20, 000. We describe in Section IIIG
how we include the covariance matrix for TT on scales
20, 000 < ℓ < 40, 000 in our parameter forecasts.

5 We confirm that this is true by calculating the lensing SNR for TT
in the adjacent multipole range of ℓ ∈ [15000, 20000] using either
the full covariance matrix (i.e. including off-diagonal elements) or
a diagonal-only covariance matrix, and find that the SNRs are the
same in both cases.

B. DESI Covariance Matrix

To forecast parameters from the combination of CMB-
HD andDESI BAO,we also estimate theDESI covariance
matrix. We simulate a DESI dataset of BAO measure-
ments taken over 14,000 square degrees of the sky from
the baseline galaxy survey (z ∈ [0.65, 1.85]) and bright
galaxy survey (z ∈ [0.05, 0.45]) [30]. The BAO data con-
sists of the distance ratio measurements rs/dV(z) at red-
shift z, where rs is the comoving sound horizon at the
end of the baryon drag epoch and the combined distance
measurement dV(z) is defined as [52]

dV(z) ≡
[

DM(z)2 cz
H(z)

]1/3
. (7)

Here DM(z) = (1 + z)dA(z), dA(z) is the angular di-
ameter distance to redshift z, and H(z) is the expansion
rate at redshift z. We use CAMB to calculate the theo-
retical rs/dV(zi) at each redshift zi. We follow the same
approach as in [38] to form the covariance matrix for the
DESI BAOdata, by assuming it is diagonal andpropagat-
ing the fractional errors on rs/dA(zi) and rsH(zi) fore-
casted by [30] into an uncertainty σi on rs/dV(zi) at each
redshift zi. The diagonal elements of the covariance ma-
trix are then taken to be σ2

i .

C. Calculating CMB and CMB Lensing Signal Spectra

While CAMB [53, 54] can calculate the lensed CMB
and the CMB lensing power spectra in a ΛCDM model
(with the option to include the effects of baryonic feed-
back using the HMcode2020 model [55]), it does not
calculate these spectra for an arbitrary non-CDMmodel
that changes the non-linear matter power spectrum.
Thus, we calculate the CMB lensing power spectrum
outside of CAMB as described below, and then input this
into CAMB to get the lensed and delensed CMB power
spectra. We show in Appendix A that for a ΛCDM
model, our calculation agrees with the CAMB-only cal-
culation to within 0.3% for ℓ ≤ 20, 000, and to within
0.8% for ℓ ≤ 40, 000.
To calculate the lensing power spectrumwe follow [3]

and use the Limber approximation to obtain

Cϕϕ
ℓ = 4

∫ χs

0
dχ

(
χs − χ

χ2χs

)2
PΨ

(
k =

ℓ+ 1/2
χ

, z(χ)
)

.

(8)
Here k ≈ (ℓ + 1/2)/χ(z), where k is the comoving
wavenumber in Mpc−1,6 and χ(z) is the comoving ra-
dial distance to redshift z in Mpc [3, 56]. χs = χ(zs)
is the comoving distance to the last scattering surface at

6 Note that we plot the comoving wavenumber k in units of h Mpc−1

in the figures throughout this work as is standard.
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redshift zs ≈ 1100. The CMB lensing convergence power
spectrum Cκκ

ℓ is related to this by

Cκκ
ℓ =

[ℓ(ℓ+ 1)]2

4
Cϕϕ
ℓ . (9)

The power spectrum PΨ(k, z) of the three-dimensional
gravitational potential Ψ(k, z) is related to the non-linear
matter power spectrum Pm(k, z) by [3, 56, 57]

PΨ(k, z) =

(
3ΩmH2

0
2c2

)2
(1 + z)2

k4 Pm(k, z), (10)

where Ωm and H0 are the matter density and Hubble
rate today. Thus, Cϕϕ

ℓ can also be expressed as an integral
over Pm(k, z).

To calculate the CMB lensing power spectrum for a
non-CDM model, we apply a transfer function to the
non-linear matter power spectrum, defined as

T2
non−lin(k, z) =

PNon−CDM
m (k, z)

PCDM
m (k, z)

. (11)

Given the relationship between PΨ and Pm in Eq. 10, this
is equivalent to changing PΨ(k, z) to T2(k, z)PCDM

Ψ (k, z)
in the integral of Eq. 8. We use CAMB to calculate
PCDM

Ψ (k, z)with the accuracy settings described in [38].7
For consistency we calculate Cϕϕ

ℓ from Eq. 8 for all mod-
els, including ΛCDM and ΛCDM plus baryonic feed-
back.

After we obtain Cκκ
ℓ , we provide it to CAMB so that

CAMB can calculate the lensed TT, TE, EE, and BB CMB
power spectra from the corresponding unlensed spectra.
The delensed power spectra are calculated in the same
way as the lensed power spectra, except we replace Cκκ

ℓ
with the residual lensing power spectrum Cκκ,res

ℓ , given
by [38, 59]

Cκκ,res
ℓ = Cκκ

ℓ

(
1 −

Cκκ
ℓ

Cκκ
ℓ + Nκκ

ℓ

)
. (12)

Here, Nκκ
ℓ is the expected noise on the lensing power

spectrum discussed above.

D. Calculating Lensing Signal-to-Noise Ratios

In order to quantify how well CMB-HD will be able
to measure the gravitational lensing of the CMB, we use
the SNR statistic defined as

7 We use the 2016 version of HMCode [58] to calculate the non-linear
PCDM

Ψ (k, z), and use the single-parameter baryonic feedback model
of HMCode2020 [55] to calculate PCDM+baryons

Ψ (k, z)when including
baryonic feedback.

S
N

=

√
∑
ij
(∆Cℓ)i C−1

ij (∆Cℓ)j. (13)

Here ∆Cℓ is a one-dimensional vector holding the differ-
ence between the two sets of model power spectra be-
ing considered, in this case lensed and unlensed spectra
(with the unlensed BB and κκ spectra set to zero). Each
spectrum is binned into nbin bins, and the elements of
∆Cℓ are ∆Cℓ = (∆CTT

ℓ1
, . . . , ∆CTT

ℓnbin
, ∆CTE

ℓ1
, . . . , ∆Cκκ

ℓnbin
), in

the order TT, TE, EE, BB, κκ, where ℓb is the center of the
bth bin. The sum in Eq. 13 is taken over bin indices i and
j from 1 to 5nbin. C is the 5nbin × 5nbin covariance matrix
for the lensed spectra, with nbin × nbin blocks of C

XY,WZ
ℓbℓb′

,
where XY and WZ can each be one of TT, TE, EE, BB,
or κκ. The blocks are arranged in the same order as the
spectra. This SNR statistic can also be applied to an in-
dividual spectrum XY ∈ {TT, TE, EE, BB, κκ} using the
difference vector ∆CXY

ℓ of length nbin and the nbin × nbin
covariance matrix block CXY,XY.

1. Lensing Signal-to-Noise Ratio per k Mode

We follow the procedure discussed above, using Eq. 13
and the covariance matrix described in Section IIIA, to
calculate the SNRs given in Table III in Section IV.
However, for visualization purposes, it is useful to see

what comoving wavenumber k in units of h Mpc−1 the
CMB-HD lensing signal is sensitive to (as we show in
Figures 2 and 6). Below, we summarize howwe approx-
imate this, giving full details in Appendix B.
The lensing signal in the CMB maps provides a mea-

surement of thematter distribution, integrated along the
line of sight over all redshifts from recombination until
today. As discussed in Section III C, we use the relation-
ship k ≈ (ℓ + 1/2)/χ(z) to translate the lensing mea-
sured from the CMB power spectra on a given angular
scale (multipole ℓ) to a measurement of the matter dis-
tribution on a given physical scale (wavenumber k) at a
given redshift z. Therefore, to approximate the lensing
SNR from a given wavenumber bin, we first need to cal-
culate the SNR per multipole in each redshift bin.
We calculate the contribution to the lensing signal

from a given redshift bin of width ∆z = 0.5, for red-
shifts z ∈ [0, 6].8 The ith redshift bin ranges from zi,min
to zi,max, centered at zi. We integrate Eq. 8 from χ(zi,min)
to χ(zi,max) and then use Eq. 9 to calculate Cκκ,zi

ℓ , which
contains the lensing signal from only the ith redshift

8 While the lensing signal is from all redshifts z ∈ [0, 1100], we only
go to z = 6 in Figures 2 and 6 to keep our redshift bins small and
ease the conversion from ℓ to k at a given redshift. We note that the
range z ∈ [6, 1100] contributes only 15% extra lensing signal.



8

bin. We use CAMB to obtain the lensed CMB spectra
CUV,zi
ℓ , for UV ∈ {TT, TE, EE, BB}, that were lensed

by this Cκκ,zi
ℓ . We then use the set of CXY,zi

ℓ , for XY ∈
{TT, TE, EE, BB, κκ}, in Eqs. 1 and 2 to calculate the di-
agonal elements of the covariance matrices for the five
spectra,

(
σ

XY,zi
ℓ

)2
. In Eqs. 1 and 2, NXY

ℓ is the noise on
the power spectrum, which we assume is the same for
each redshift bin. The lensing SNR per multipole ℓ from
the ith redshift bin is then defined as

(
S
N

)zi

ℓ
=

√√√√∑
XY

[
∆CXY,zi

ℓ

σ
XY,zi
ℓ

]2

, (14)

where ∆CXY,zi
ℓ = CXY,zi

ℓ − C̃XY
ℓ is the difference between

the lensed and unlensed spectra, and the sum is taken
over XY ∈ {TT, TE, EE, BB, κκ}.

We then consider wavenumber k bins, uniformly
spaced in log10(k). For a given wavenumber bin j rang-
ing from k j,min to k j,max and centered at k j, we use the
approximation k ≈ (ℓ+ 1/2)/χ(z) to find the multipole
range that corresponds to that j bin for each redshift bin i.
Thus we calculate ℓmin(zi, k j) = χ(zi)k j,min − 1/2 and
ℓmax(zi, k j) = χ(zi)k j,max − 1/2. We then calculate the
SNR within the jth wavenumber bin and ith redshift bin
as

(
S
N

)zi

kj

=

√√√√√ ℓmax(zi ,kj)

∑
ℓ=ℓmin(zi ,kj)

[(
S
N

)zi

ℓ

]2

, (15)

adding the SNRs in quadrature. We sum over redshift
bins to estimate the total SNRwithin the jth wavenumber
bin, by

(
S
N

)
kj

=

√√√√∑
i

[(
S
N

)zi

kj

]2

. (16)

While Eq. 16 underestimates the noise by neglecting
the off-diagonal elements of the covariancematrix, it also
underestimates the signal; when summing over redshift
bins by adding in quadrature, the lensing cross-terms
between redshift bins are neglected in the squared sig-
nal (see Appendix B). These two effects coincidentally
nearly cancel, yielding a reasonable approximation to
the SNR. For example, using Eq. 13 to calculate the lens-
ing SNR from all the spectra yields 1947 (see Table III
in Section IV), while using Eq. 14 and summing over all
redshifts (to z = 1100) andmultipoles gives 1798, which
is only slightly lower.9

9 When using only z ∈ [0, 6] as shown in Figure 6, Eq. 13 yields 1632,
while Eq. 14 yields 1585 after summing over redshifts and multi-
poles, as shown in Table VI in Appendix B.

E. Including non-CDMModels

Models that are not purely CDM, but that have vary-
ing properties of the darkmatter particle or include bary-
onic effects, yield non-linear matter power spectra that
differ from that of CDM on small scales. We include
this effect by calculating the non-linear transfer function
given by Eq. 11. While our formalism (and the public
code we provide) allow for any non-linear transfer func-
tion, there are relatively few provided in the literature
for alternate dark matter models.
A non-linear transfer function for warm dark matter

(WDM) is provided by [60] as

T2
non−lin(k, z) =

[
1 + (αk)νl

]−s/ν
, (17)

where ν = 3, l = 0.6, s = 0.4, and α is given by

α(mWDM, z) = 0.0476
(

1 keV
mWDM

)1.85 (1 + z
2

)1.3
. (18)

However, [60] find this fitting function to be accurate
only for redshifts z < 3 from comparison with simula-
tions.
Since we need to integrate over thematter power spec-

trum all the way back to recombination in Eq. 8, we
need a transfer function that extends to higher redshifts.
Thuswe calculate a non-linear transfer function from the
Warm&Fuzzy code [31], which extends to all redshifts.
We obtain PCDM

m (k, z) and PWDM
m (k, z) for various WDM

masses ranging from 1 to 10 keV keeping the other cos-
mological parameters fixed.10 We then apply the com-
puted transfer function to the power spectrum PΨ(k, z)
from CAMB to obtain Cκκ

ℓ from Eq. 8, and to the kSZ
power spectrum, described below in Section III F.
We show the transfer function from [31] for a WDM

mass of 1 keV as the solid curves in Figure 3 for dif-
ferent redshifts. As noted by [31], at high redshifts
(e.g., z > 14) the non-linear transfer function ap-
proaches the transfer function for theWDM linearmatter
power spectrum from [61, 62], for the range of k-modes
considered in this work. We show this linear transfer
function as the magenta dotted curve in Figure 3, which
is given by the fitting function

T2
lin(k, z) =

[
1 + (αlink)2νlin

]−10/νlin
, (19)

from [61, 62], where νlin = 1.12 and αlin is given by

αlin(mWDM) = 0.049
(

1 keV
mWDM

)1.11 (ΩWDM

0.25

)0.11 (0.7
h

)1.22
.

(20)

10 When calculating theWDM transfer functionwith theWarm&Fuzzy
code, we fix the cosmological parameters to Ωm = 0.31377, Ωb =
0.04930, h = 0.6736, ns = 0.9649 and σ8 = 0.811, from [13] and also
given in Table II.
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Figure 3. We show transfer functions, defined by Eq. 11, for
a 1 keV warm dark matter (WDM) model. The solid curves
show the transfer function for the non-linear matter power
spectrum, calculated from the Warm&Fuzzy code [31] at 15
evenly-spaced redshifts in the range z ∈ [0, 14]. At redshifts
z ≳ 14, the non-linear transfer function converges to the trans-
fer function for the linear matter power spectrum, given by
Eq. 19 [61] and shown as the magenta dotted curve. In this
work, we use the WDM transfer function from Warm&Fuzzy
for redshifts z ∈ [0, 14], and the linear transfer function at
higher redshifts. For comparison, we also show the non-linear
transfer function from [60], given by Eq. 17, for redshifts in the
range z ∈ [0, 3] (dashed-dotted curves), which is the regime
found to have a good match to simulations [60]. We also show
as small-dotted curves an extension of this model to z = 14,
and note that it does not converge to the linear transfer function
at high z (norwas it expected to be accurate in this regime). We
emphasize that we do not advocate for any particular model in
this work, and acknowledge the complexity of modelling non-
linear dynamics and matching to simulations.

Here αlin is in units of h−1 Mpc, k is in units of h Mpc−1,
mWDM is the WDM mass in units of keV, ΩWDM is the
WDM density parameter today, and h is the reduced
Hubble constant. Thus, we calculate the non-linear
transfer function at 15 evenly-spaced redshifts in the
range z ∈ [0, 14] using the Warm&Fuzzy code, and use
the linear fit from Eq. 19 at higher redshifts. We show
this in Figure 3 for a 1 keVWDMmass, and also compare
to the non-linear transfer function of [60] given by Eq. 17.
We show as dashed-dotted curves the non-linear trans-
fer function of Eq. 17 for z ≤ 3, where [60] claims agree-
ment with simulations at the 2% level. We also show as
faint dotted curves this transfer function for 3 < z ≤ 14,
which does not converge to the linear transfer function
of Eq. 19, but is also not expected to be accurate in this
regime.

In general, the two transfer functions are in rough
agreement for z < 3. Figure 13 in [63], shows the non-

0 5000 10000 15000 20000
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CDM + baryons ( )
CDM

1 keV WDM (TT)
1 keV WDM ( )
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Figure 4. We show the fractional change in the power spectra,
∆Cℓ/Cℓ, for a 1 keV WDM model versus a CDM-only model
(red and orange) and for a CDM+baryons model versus a
CDM-only model (blue and green). The spectra shown are the
CMB temperature spectrum (CTT

ℓ , shown as solid curves) and
theCMB lensing spectrum(Cκκ

ℓ , shown as dashed curves). The
CTT
ℓ spectra only include the effect of CMB lensing, not the kSZ

effect; however, the matter power spectrumwould show a sim-
ilar behavior via the kSZ spectrum. We also plot the CMB-HD
error bars on ∆CTT

ℓ /CTT
ℓ , which we place on the CDM-only

model. While both WDM and CDM+baryons models result
in a suppression of power relative to a CDM-only model, the
shape of the suppression differs for the two models, allowing
CMB-HD to distinguish between them.

linear transfer function from simulations at z = 0 for
a 1 keV WDM model, and compares that to the trans-
fer function of [60]. From simulations, [63] find a 2%
suppression in power at k = 10h Mpc−1, whereas the
transfer function from [60] predicts 0.7% and the one
from [31] predicts 3.7%. We therefore emphasize how
sensitive these transfer functions are to details of mod-
elling. For example, for 5 keV WDM, at z = 0.5 and
k = 10h Mpc−1, the suppression predicted by [60] is
0.01% and by [31] is 0.1%. However, [60] only claims
a 2% agreement with simulations.
We view the transfer functions discussed above as il-

lustrative of the effects of alternate dark matter models,
as opposed to definitive, and all WDM constraints pre-
sented below should be viewed with the understanding
that they can change with updated transfer functions.
We also make public the code used for the calculations
throughout this work11, which can be easily modified to
use another non-linear transfer function in place of the
one described above.

11 https://github.com/CMB-HD/hdPk

https://github.com/CMB-HD/hdPk
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To include the effects of baryonic feedback on the non-
linear matter distribution, we use the single-parameter
baryonic feedback model of HMCode2020 [55] within
CAMB to calculate the non-linear power spectrum,
PCDM+baryons

Ψ (k, z), directly (instead of applying a trans-
fer function). This single-parameter model connects
the various feedback parameters of hydrodynamic sim-
ulations to a single “AGN temperature” parameter,
log10(TAGN/K), which characterizes the overall strength
of the feedback in the simulations. We then follow
the procedure described in Section III C to calculate the
power spectra with this model.

We show in Figure 4 the change in the TT or lensing κκ
power spectrum from a 1 keVWDMor aCDM+baryonic
feedback model, relative to a CDM-only model. For the
TT spectrum, we only show the change due to the dif-
ference in the lensing effect; the change in the kSZ effect
would show a similar behavior. We see both WDM and
CDM+baryonic feedbackmodels result in a suppression
of power relative to a CDM-only model, however, the
shape of the suppression differs considerably between
the two models.

F. Modelling the kinetic Sunyaev-Zel’dovich Effect

Since the kSZ effect is frequency-independent, it is
harder to separate from the lensed CMB. Thus we in-
clude the kSZ power spectrum in our analysis, and as-
sume that it will need to be fit for along with the other
cosmological parameters.12 We do not include measure-
ments of the kSZ trispectrum in this work, but note that
such measurements are an additional way to separate
the kSZ signal from the lensed CMB, and would yield
additional constraining power [19].

To model the kSZ power spectrum, we use a template
for the late-time kSZ power spectrum from [41]13 and
for the reionization contribution from [42, 43]. We ex-
tend these templates to ℓmax = 40, 000 using a linear fit
to each template in the tail end of their existing range.
We follow the approach of [65] by normalizing the full
kSZ spectrum DkSZ

ℓ ≡ ℓ(ℓ+ 1)CkSZ
ℓ /2π to equal 1 µK2 at

ℓ = 3000. Denoting the normalized template by CkSZ,0
ℓ ,

wemodel the kSZpower spectrum in aCDM-onlymodel
by,

CkSZ;CDM
ℓ =

(
ℓ

ℓ0

)nkSZ

AkSZCkSZ,0
ℓ , (21)

12 Parameters for frequency-dependent residual foreground levels will
also need to be fit for in a full power spectrum analysis, however, we
assume with the seven frequency channels of CMB-HD, those other
parameters will be well constrained.

13 The results are similar if we instead use the late-time kSZ template
from [64].
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Figure 5. Top panel: We show the CMB temperature
power spectrum, CTT

ℓ , including both the effects of lensing
and the kSZ power spectra, calculated as described in Sec-
tions III C, III E, and III F. We show CTT

ℓ with our fiducial kSZ
parameters (AkSZ = 1 and nkSZ = 0) in a fiducial CDM-only
model (blue solid curve) and in a 5 keV WDM model (pink
solid curve). We also show CTT

ℓ for a CDM-only model when
we vary the kSZ slope (i.e. nkSZ = ±0.001; green and pur-
ple dashed curves). The different CTT

ℓ are indistinguishable
by eye. Bottom panel: We show the fractional change in the CTT

ℓspectra described above, relative to the fiducial model. We see
that changing the slope of the kSZ power spectrum in a CDM-
only model does not reproduce the suppression due to WDM.
We also show the forecastedCMB-HDerror bars on∆CTT

ℓ /CTT
ℓ(in red).

where ℓ0 = 3000. This model has two free parameters:
AkSZ, which is the amplitude of the kSZ power spectrum
at ℓ0 = 3000, and nkSZ, which is its slope. We use fidu-
cial values of AkSZ = 1 and nkSZ = 0 in this work, and
allow these parameters to be free in the parameter anal-
ysis described below. Fittingwith a similar kSZ template
in the ACT DR4 power spectrum analysis, [21] found
AkSZ < 1.8 at 95% CL.We assume that measurements of
the thermal Sunyaev-Zel’dovich (tSZ) power spectrum
will constrain the large-scale shape of the kSZ power
spectrum and ℓ0 pivot, since tSZ and kSZ trace the same
large-scale structure; thus we do not free ℓ0.

To model the kSZ power spectrum for WDM, we ap-
proximate the suppression of the kSZ power spectrum
by applying theWDM transfer function defined in Eq. 11
and discussed in Section III E to the kSZ power. We
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evaluate this transfer function at a fixed redshift z0 =
0.5 to simplify the analysis, assuming the late-time kSZ
dominates the kSZ spectrum. We relate the comoving
wavenumber k to a multipole ℓ with the approximation
k ≈ (ℓ + 1/2)/χ(z0). For each WDM mass we define
T2
ℓ = T2

non−lin

(
k ≈ (ℓ+ 1/2)/χ(z0)

) and obtain the kSZ
power spectrum in a WDM-only model by,

CkSZ;WDM
ℓ = T2

ℓ CkSZ;CDM
ℓ . (22)

We note that assuming all the kSZ signal is from the rel-
atively low-redshift of z0 = 0.5 is conservative. The kSZ
signal from higher redshifts, such as the contribution
from reionization, will experience a larger suppression
in power due to WDM, as can be seen from Figure 3.

We do not model the impact of baryonic feedback for
the kSZ power spectrum, even though the change in the
matter power spectrum due to baryonic effects will im-
pact it. This again is a choice to simplify the analysis, and
is made because baryonic feedback already has such a
large impact on the lensing signal in the modest multi-
pole range of ℓ ∼ 10, 000 where CMB-HDmeasurements
are very constraining, as shown in Figure 4. Thus, bary-
onic feedback parameters are already constrained well
enough to not be degenerate with other parameters (see
Section IVB below). In addition, tSZ power spectrum
measurements will further inform the level of baryonic
feedback. However, fully modelling the kSZ effect, in-
corporating both a redshift-dependent non-CDM trans-
fer function and baryonic effects, is one area where the
modelling presented here could be extended.

We show in the top panel of Figure 5 the CMB tem-
perature power spectrum, CTT

ℓ , including both the ef-
fect of lensing and the kSZ power spectrum. We show
this with the fiducial kSZ spectrum given by Eq. 21 for a
CDM-onlymodel with the kSZ parameters nkSZ = 0 and
AkSZ = 1 (blue solid curve). We also show this for kSZ
spectra with nkSZ = ±0.001 (purple and green dashed
curves). We compare this to CTT

ℓ for a 5 keV WDM-only
model with the kSZ spectrum given by Eq. 22 and with
fiducial kSZ parameters (nkSZ = 0 and AkSZ = 1); the
WDM model modifies both the lensing and kSZ in this
CTT
ℓ (pink solid curve). Since these spectra are indis-

tinguishable by eye, in the bottom panel we show the
fractional difference between these differentCTT

ℓ and our
fiducial CTT

ℓ , along with the forecasted CMB-HD error
bars on ∆CTT

ℓ /CTT
ℓ (in red). We see that the suppres-

sion due to WDM cannot be easily mimicked by varying
the slope of the kSZ power spectrum.

G. Calculating the Fisher Matrix

We construct a Fisher matrix to forecast parameter
constraints for CMB-HD. While we do not use a Markov
chainMonte Carlomethod (MCMC) in this work, which
could be more accurate but also more time consuming,

in [38] we verified that our Fisher forecasts were consis-
tent with the results obtained from an MCMC method.
To calculate the Fisher matrix, we vary the parameters
discussed below.

For the CDM-only model, we vary the six ΛCDM pa-
rameters: the physical density parameters for baryons,
Ωbh2, and for cold dark matter (CDM), Ωch2; the ampli-
tude of the comoving primordial curvature power spec-
trum via the parameter ln

(
1010 As

), and the scalar spec-
tral index ns, defined at the pivot scale k0 = 0.05 Mpc−1;
the optical depth to reionization, τ; and the cosmoMC14
approximation to the angular sound horizon at recom-
bination, 100θMC. We also vary the effective number of
relativistic species Neff, the sum of the neutrino masses
∑ mν, and the amplitude and slope of the kSZ power
spectrum, AkSZ and nkSZ (see Section III F). We refer to
this as a ΛCDM+ Neff + ∑ mν + AkSZ + nkSZ model. We
adopt the Planck baseline cosmological parameter con-
straints as our fiducial model [13].
When we consider the case where all of the dark mat-

ter is warm, rather than cold, (the WDM-only model),
we vary the ten parameters listed above, now with the
CDM density parameter Ωch2 replaced by the WDM
density parameter Ωwh2, and additionally vary themass
of the WDM particle, mWDM. We refer to this eleven-
parameter model as a ΛWDM + Neff + ∑ mν + mWDM
+ AkSZ + nkSZ model. In the figures and tables in Sec-
tion IV, we use Ωdh2 as a general dark matter density
parameter, to indicate either Ωch2 or Ωwh2.
In both of the cases above, we also consider the effects

of baryonic feedback, and vary the feedback parameter
log10(TAGN/K) of [55]. For a model with baryonic feed-
back, we also include a 0.06% prior on log10(TAGN/K),
which is expected from tSZ measurements and was also
included in [38]. In Table II, we list the set of varied pa-
rameters, their fiducial values, and the step sizes used in
the Fisher matrix calculation described below. All fore-
casts include a prior on the optical depth of σ(τ) = 0.007
from Planck [13].
To form a Fisher matrix for the CMB or BAO data, we

assume a Gaussian likelihood function L( ˆ⃗d|⃗θ) for the
data vector ˆ⃗d given a set of theoretical model parame-
ters θ⃗,

−2 lnL
( ˆ⃗d|⃗θ

)
= ∑

ij
∆di (⃗θ)C

−1
ij ∆dj (⃗θ), (23)

where ∆di (⃗θ) is the ith element of ∆d⃗(⃗θ) = ˆ⃗d − d⃗(⃗θ), d⃗(⃗θ)
is the theoretical model of the data as a function of the
parameters θ⃗, and C−1

ij is the (i, j) element of the inverse
covariance matrix for the data.

14 https://cosmologist.info/cosmomc/readme.html

https://cosmologist.info/cosmomc/readme.html
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Parameter Fiducial value Step size

Ωbh2 . . . . . . . . . . 0.02237 1%
Ωdh2 . . . . . . . . . . 0.1200 1%
ln(1010 As) . . . . . 3.044 0.3%a

ns . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.9649 1%
τ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.0544 5%
100θMC . . . . . . . . 1.04092 1%
Neff . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.046 5%
∑ mν [eV] . . . . . 0.06 10%
log10 (TAGN/K) 7.8 0.05
mWDM [keV]. . . [1, 10] 10%
AkSZ . . . . . . . . . . . 1 0.1
nkSZ . . . . . . . . . . 0 0.01

a The step size of 0.3% for ln(1010 As) corresponds to an approximate
step size of 1% on As.

Table II. We list the cosmological parameters used in the
Fisher forecasts, their fiducial values, and the step sizes used
when varying the parameter values to compute the Fisher
matrix. The fiducial values for the first six rows are taken
from the Planck baseline cosmological parameters [13], and
their step sizes are taken as a fraction of their fiducial val-
ues. The fiducial value of the baryonic feedback parameter
log10 (TAGN/K) is taken from [55]. We also list the range of
values of the warm darkmatter mass, mWDM, that we consider,
and two parameters giving flexibility to the kSZ power spec-
trum (AkSZ and nkSZ). The step sizes for the baryonic feed-
back and kSZ parameters are absolute (i.e., not a relative frac-
tion of their fiducial value). Note that we use Ωdh2 to refer to
the physical dark matter density parameter, for either cold or
warm dark matter.

For CMB-HD, the data vector ˆ⃗d is the set of binned
CMB spectra (which could be lensed or delensed and
includes the kSZ spectra) and the CMB lensing power
spectrum. The covariance matrix is the binned covari-
ance given by Eqs. 1 to 6, and the sum is taken over the
bin centers. Each binned power spectrum is given by

CXY
ℓb

= ∑
ℓ

MbℓCXY
ℓ , (24)

and the binned blocks of the covariance matrix are given
by

C
XY,WZ
ℓbℓ

′
b

= ∑
ℓℓ′

MbℓC
XY,WZ
ℓℓ′ MT

b′ℓ′ , (25)

where Mbℓ is the binning matrix, ℓb represents the bin
center of the bth bin, and XY and WZ can each be one of
{TT, TE, EE, BB, κκ}.
For DESI, the data vector is the set of distance ratio

measurements rs/dV(zj), with a covariancematrix given

by Cij = δijσ
2
i as discussed in Section III B, and the sum

is taken over the redshifts zi.
The Fisher matrix F describes how the likelihood

changes when the parameters θ⃗ are varied. Assuming
that the likelihood is maximized for some fiducial set of
parameters θ⃗0 andTaylor expanding about this point, the
elements of the Fisher matrix are given by

Fαβ ≡ −
〈

∂2 lnL
∂θα∂θβ

〉∣∣∣∣∣⃗
θ0

= ∑
ij

(
∂di
∂θα

C−1
ij

∂dj

∂θβ

)∣∣∣∣∣⃗
θ0

.

(26)

Here the indices α and β correspond to two parameters
in θ⃗. We use CAMB to evaluate the derivatives numeri-
cally for the cosmological and baryonic feedback param-
eters (first nine rows of Table II), varying each parame-
ter up or down by its step size while holding the other
parameters fixed. To calculate the derivatives for AkSZ
and nkSZ, we similarly vary these parameters by the step
sizes given in Table II. For the WDM models, we vary
the WDM mass in the transfer function of Eq. 11; this
transfer function adjusts both the lensing effect and the
kSZ spectrum. We change our fiducial model for each
WDMmass considered (in the range 1 to 10 keV), keep-
ing all other parameters fixed to their fiducial values. We
then calculate derivatives for mWDM by varying mWDM
around that fiducial mass by 10% of its value.15
The inverse of the Fisher matrix gives the covari-

ance matrix for the parameters, such that (F−1)
αβ

=

cov
(
θα, θβ

); the uncertainty σα on the parameter θα is
found from its variance, σ2

α =
(

F−1)
αα
. We apply a prior

from Planck [13] on the optical depth τ of σ(τ) = 0.007
by adding its inverse variance 1/σ2(τ) to the element
FCMB

ττ of the CMB Fisher matrix.
The Fishermatrix for the combination ofCMB-HDand

DESI is formed by taking the sum of their Fisher ma-
trices, F = FCMB + FBAO. To calculate FCMB for CMB-
HD, we use Eq. 26 to calculate a Fisher matrix from
the TT, TE, EE, BB, κκ power spectra in the range ℓ ∈
(30, 20000)with the (binned) covariancematrix given by
Eqs. 1 to 6. We then calculate a second Fishermatrix from
the TT power spectrum in the range ℓ ∈ (20000, 40000),
with a diagonal covariance matrix given by Eq. 1. We
take the sumof these two Fishermatrices to obtain FCMB.

15 We have confirmed that the parameter constraints are stable when
the step sizes are varied slightly. We find a 1σ uncertainty that is
smaller than the step size for all parameters except τ and ∑ mν, and
have verified the CDM + baryons Fisher errors are consistent with
those from an MCMC in [38].
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IV. RESULTS

A. CMB-HD Lensing from TT, TE, EE, BB, and κκ

We show in Table III the SNR with which CMB-HD
can measure the CMB lensing signal. As described in
Section IIID, we use Eq. 13 where ∆Cℓ is the differ-
ence between lensed and unlensed spectra. In the first
five rows, we give the SNR for each of the lensed CMB
spectra XY ∈ {TT, TE, EE, BB} and the CMB lensing
κκ spectrum, over the multipole range ℓ ∈ [30, 20000].
We find roughly equal contributions to the lensing SNR
from the lensed TT power spectrum and the lensing κκ
power spectrum,with the SNR from TT (SNR=1571) be-
ing slightly higher than from κκ (SNR=1287). We also
find considerable SNR from the lensed BB power spec-
trum alone (SNR=493). In the sixth row, we show the
SNR for TT in the range ℓ ∈ (20000, 40000] (SNR=79);
while this is modest compared to the SNR from lower
multipoles, it is still almost double the final Planck lens-
ing SNR [7]. In the last row of Table III, we give the total
SNR from all the spectra. We account for correlations be-
tween the spectra by using the full 5nbin × 5nbin covari-
ance matrix, described in Section IIIA, to calculate the
SNR from all spectra in the range ℓ ∈ [30, 20000]. We ob-
tain our final lensing SNR by adding in quadrature this
value to the SNR from TT in the range ℓ ∈ (20000, 40000].
We find a total lensing SNR of 1947.

In Figure 6, we illustrate which comoving scales and
redshifts contribute to the CMB-HD lensing SNR given
in the last row of Table III. FromEq. 8, we see that lensing
from a range of comoving wavenumbers, k, integrated
over all redshifts, contribute to lensing at a given multi-
pole, ℓ. Thus we can only approximate the contribution
to the lensing SNR for each redshift and wavenumber
bin, as described in Section IIID 1 and Appendix B.

In the top panel of Figure 6, we plot a histogram of
the lensing SNR per comoving wavenumber bin, k, and
further break this down into the contribution from each
redshift bin for z ∈ [0, 6]. We see on large scales that
the lensing SNR is derived from relatively high redshifts
(z > 2), while on smaller scales of k < 1 h Mpc−1 most
of the SNR is from z < 2. We find approximate lensing
SNRs of SNR≈ 330 for k ≳ 5 h Mpc−1 and SNR≈ 85 for
k ≳ 10 h Mpc−1.
In the bottom panel of Figure 6, we calculate the lens-

ing SNR permultipole bin of width ∆ℓ = 30 and redshift
bin, using Eq. 14. We plot it at the wavenumber corre-
sponding to the multipole bin center at that redshift. We
indicate the SNR value by both the height of the bin and
by its color, and also indicate a few multipoles as black
dotted lines. We show as the purple dashed line the
transition between linear and non-linear scales at each
redshift, which we derive by finding the wavenumber
at which the linear matter power spectrum starts to be
suppressed by more than 1% relative to the non-linear
matter power spectrum in a CDM-only model.

Spectra Lensing SNR

TT-only ∈ (30, 20000) . . . . . . . 1571
TE-only ∈ (30, 20000) . . . . . . . 161
EE-only ∈ (30, 20000) . . . . . . . 276
BB-only ∈ (30, 20000) . . . . . . . 493
κκ-only ∈ (30, 20000) . . . . . . . 1287
TT-only ∈ (20000, 40000) . . . 79
All TT + TE + EE + BB + κκ 1947

Table III. We list the total signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) with
which CMB-HD can measure the CMB lensing signal in
a CDM-only model. The first six rows list the SNR
values obtained only from the given spectrum XY ∈
{TT, TE, EE, BB, κκ} in the given multipole range. We use
Eq. 13 to calculate the SNR, with ∆Cℓ being the difference be-
tween the lensed and unlensed power spectrum. For the first
five rows, CXY,XY is given by the covariance matrix including
non-Gaussian terms described in Section III. For the sixth row,
we approximate the small-scale TT covariance matrix as diag-
onal, given by Eq. 1, due to the high noise level on these scales.
The last row gives the total SNR from the combined spectra
listed in the first six rows. We calculate the total SNR from the
first five spectra in the range ℓ ∈ (30, 20000) from Eq. 13 using
the full 5 × 5 block covariance matrix, and then combine this
value with the TT SNR from ℓ ∈ (20000, 40000) by summing
the two values in quadrature.

From this figure, we see three peaks in the SNR at dif-
ferent scales. This is from the contribution to the SNR
fromdifferent spectra: κκ on the large scales (peak below
ℓ = 1000), BB on intermediate scales (peak just above
ℓ = 1000, which is the minimum multipole where we
assume CMB-HD will measure BB), and TT on small
scales (peak near ℓ = 5000). While the lensing mea-
sured from the TT power spectrum on angular scales
ℓ > 20, 000 provides a relatively small contribution to
the total lensing SNR, as shown in Table III, it allows
CMB-HD to probe the matter distribution out to scales
corresponding to k ≈ 55 h Mpc−1. We also note that
above ℓ > 5000 there are many multipole bins, so while
each may not have high SNR, added together they are
substantial, as indicated in the top panel of Figure 6.

In Figure 2, we illustrate how well CMB-HD lensing
measurements can be used to measure the matter power
spectrum. We place the CMB-HD data points in Fig-
ure 2 (shown in red) at the theoretical prediction (from
CAMB) for the linearmatter power spectrum Plin

m (k). We
calculate lensing SNRs per k bin the same way as in the
top panel of Figure 6, this time doubling the number of
k bins. Since this SNR arises from the non-linear mat-
ter distribution on a given scale, we equate (S/N)kj

=

Pnon−lin
m (k j)/σ(Pnon−lin

m (k j)). Following the approach
of [28], we use this to obtain the error bar on the linear
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Figure 6. Top panel: We illustrate the approximate breakdown of the CMB-HD lensing SNR by comovingwavenumber and redshift
for z < 6. (Note that the total SNR over all redshifts is 1947; for z ≤ 6, the SNR is 1632.) Bottom panel: We further breakdown the
lensing SNR permultipole bin. The SNR increases at ℓ = 1000 due to the inclusion of the CMB-HD BB spectrumwhichwe assume
has a minimum multipole of ℓ = 1000. We also indicate a few multipoles (black dotted curves), and the linear and non-linear
regimes (purple dashed curve). This figure was inspired by Figure 2 in [66].
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matter power spectrum,

σ(Plin
m (k j)) = Plin

m (k j)

[
σ(Pnon−lin

m (k j))

Pnon−lin
m (k j)

]

=
Plin

m (k j)

(S/N)kj

.

(27)

We note that in the non-linear HMCode [58] used in
this work to obtain Pnon−lin

m (k), there is no mixing of
wavenumbers between the linear and non-linear matter
power spectra (the model assumes a one-to-one corre-
spondence); thus Eq. 27 is reasonable for illustrative pur-
poses.

We follow the method of [67] to place the mass scale
on the upper x-axis of Figure 2. We assume k = 2π/λ,
where λ is the diameter of a halo on scales corresponding
to the comoving wavenumber k, and calculate the mass
by

M =
4π

3
ρm

(π

k

)3
, (28)

where ρm is the total density in matter today.
The data points for the other experiments in Figure 2

are taken from [28]16, which derives them following
the method of [29]: the Lyman-α data (purple points)
are derived from the 1D transmitted flux power spec-
trum [32] from the eBOSS DR14 release [33]; the cosmic
shear data (brown points) are derived from the DES Y1
measurements of the cosmic shear two-point correlation
function [34]; the galaxy clustering data (pink points)
are derived from measurements of the halo power spec-
trum using luminous red galaxies (LRG) from the SDSS
DR7 release [35]; the CMB data are derived from the
Planck 2018 temperature (blue points), polarization (yel-
low points), and lensing (green points) power spec-
tra [7, 36]. We also include constraints derived from
high-redshift measurements of the UV galaxy luminos-
ity function from [37]. The external data included in Fig-
ure 2 does not represent the most recent measurements
available (e.g. [8, 10, 21, 22, 68–81]) since we mainly use
the pre-computed data points derived by [28]. However,
we make public the code used to generate Figure 2, and
any other data sets can be readily added.

B. Parameter Forecasts

We use the Fisher matrix method described in Sec-
tion IIIG, to forecast parameter constraints from CMB-
HDdelensed TT, TE, EE, BB and lensing κκ power spec-
tra combinaedwithDESI BAOdata. In all caseswe apply
a prior of σ(τ) = 0.007 from Planck [13].

16 https://github.com/marius311/mpk_compilation
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Figure 7. We show forecasts for a subset of the parameters
varied in the Fisher analysis. The blue dotted contours and
curves show the parameter constraints in a ΛCDM + Neff +
∑ mν + AkSZ + nkSZ model assuming CDM. The red dotted
contours and curves show the forecasts for a 1 keV ΛWDM +
Neff + ∑ mν + mWDM + AkSZ + nkSZ model. We also show
forecasts for these two models when including the effects of
baryonic feedback (cyan contours and curves for CDM, pink
contours and curves for WDM), with the strength of the feed-
back characterized by log10(TAGN/K); we place a prior on
this parameter from the anticipated cross-correlation of CMB-
HD SZ and CMB lensing measurements as done in [38]. For
the WDM + baryons model, we find no degeneracy between
log10(TAGN/K) and the WDM mass, mWDM, indicating that
they can be separately distinguished.

In Figures 7 and 8 we show forecasts for a 1 keV
WDM model, varying the full set of parameters shown
in Table II. Figure 7 shows a subset of these parame-
ters, highlighting negligible degeneracy between mWDM
and log10 (TAGN/K), and a slight degeneracy between
mWDM, ns, and Neff. We see mWDM is most degenerate
with AkSZ, nkSZ.
In Table IV, we compare parameter forecasts for a

CDMmodel, with andwithout baryonic feedback, and a
1 keVWDMmodel with baryonic feedback. We find that
including baryonic feedback plus an SZ prior has neg-
ligible impact on parameter constraints. For the WDM
model, we find a small increase in σ(ns), and significant
increases in σ(AkSZ) and σ(nkSZ) compared to the CDM
case, since these parameters are most degenerate with
mWDM.
In Table V, we list the forecasted 1σ uncertainty on

the WDM mass, σ(mWDM), for fiducial WDM models
with masses ranging from 1 to 10 keV. We also quan-
tify the significance with which we can measure a non-

https://github.com/marius311/mpk_compilation
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Figure 8. We show the same forecasts as in Figure 7, now plotting the full set of varied parameters. For both CDM and WDM
models, we marginalize over the baryonic feedback parameter, log10(TAGN/K), with almost no increase in uncertainty on the
other cosmological parameters (shown by the difference between dotted and solid contours of the same color). Table IV lists the
1σ parameter uncertainties corresponding to this figure.

zero WDM mass by taking the ratio mWDM/σ(mWDM).
For each WDM mass considered, we calculate this un-
certainty for five different cases: 1) freeing only mWDM
with all other parameters fixed to their fiducial values;
2) additionally freeing the kSZ parameters, AkSZ and
nkSZ; 3) additionally freeing the six ΛWDM parame-
ters (but fixing Neff and ∑ mν); 4) also freeing Neff and

∑ mν; and 5) also freeing the baryonic feedback param-
eter log10 (TAGN/K). As expected, our constraints are
strongest when we only vary the WDM mass. Varying
the kSZparameters AkSZ and nkSZ significantly degrades
these constraints. We find that varying the cosmological
parameters and baryonic feedback minimally impacts
constraints on the WDM mass once we allow flexibility
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Parameter
1σ Error from CMB-HD Delensed TT, TE, EE, BB, and κκ + DESI BAO

CDM CDM + baryons + SZ prior 1 keV WDM + baryons + SZ prior

Ωbh2 . . . . . . . . . . 0.000025 0.000025 0.000025
Ωdh2 . . . . . . . . . . 0.00041 0.00041 0.00041
100θMC . . . . . . . . 0.000060 0.000060 0.000060
ln
(
1010 As

) . . . . 0.010 0.011 0.011
ns . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.0016 0.0016 0.0017
τ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.0055 0.0058 0.0058
Neff . . . . . . . . . . . 0.015 0.016 0.016
∑ mν [eV] . . . . . 0.026 0.028 0.028
AkSZ . . . . . . . . . . 0.00076 0.00075 0.0012
nkSZ . . . . . . . . . . . 0.00049 0.00049 0.0013
log10(TAGN/K) — 0.0046 0.0046
mWDM [keV] — — 0.034

Table IV. Parameter forecasts from the combination of CMB-HD delensed TT, TE, EE, BB and lensing κκ power spectra with DESI
BAO data. We consider two dark matter models: one in which all the dark matter is cold (columns 2 and 3), and one in which
all the dark matter is warm with a mass of 1 keV (column 4). We list the parameters in the first column, and the 1σ uncertainty
on each parameter in the following columns; a blank value indicates the parameter is not included in the model. For CDM, we
consider a model without baryonic feedback (column 2) and including baryonic feedback, applying an SZ prior on the baryonic
feedback parameter, log10(TAGN/K) (column 3). We use the same baryonic feedback model and prior for the 1 keVWDMmodel.
In all cases, we apply a prior on the optical depth, τ, of σ(τ) = 0.007 from Planck [13]. We find that including baryonic feedback
plus an SZ prior has negligible impact on parameter constraints. For the WDM model, we find a small increase in σ(ns), and
significant increases in σ(AkSZ) and σ(nkSZ) compared to the CDM case, since these parameters are most degenerate with mWDM.
We see that σ(ns) and σ(Neff) are slightly larger than found in [38] due to the addition of the free kSZ parameters.

in the shape of the kSZ spectrum. In the scenario where
all parameters are freed, we find CDM-HD can measure
1 keVWDMmasswith 30σ significance, and can rule out
about 7 keV WDM at the 95% confidence level.

V. DISCUSSION

In this work, we find that CMB-HD can measure grav-
itational lensing with a total significance of 1947σ. To
put this in context, current best constraints on CMB
lensing are 40σ from Planck [7] and 43σ from ACT [8].
This lensing measurement would span 0.005 h/Mpc <
k < 55 h/Mpc, over four orders of magnitude in scale.
The smallest scales probed by CMB-HD would corre-
spond to halo masses of about 108M⊙ today.
We find that most of the lensing SNR comes from the

TT spectrum, although the κκ spectrum has a roughly
equal contribution. We find that the BB power spectrum
alone can measure CMB lensing with a significance of
almost 500σ. On the smallest scales, most of the lensing
SNR is from the TT spectrum, which suggests a differ-
ent focus for efforts to remove foreground contamination
from lensing on these scales; it may be more important
to lower the foreground contribution to the TT spectrum

or constrain this contribution well with multi-frequency
observations, than to remove non-Gaussian foreground
contributions from the lensing trispectrum (κκ).
Since the kSZ signal is frequency-independent, it is

harder to separate this foreground from the CMB than
frequency-dependent foregrounds. Thus, we include it
in this work as part of the TT spectrum. We find that in-
cluding the kSZ spectrum improves constraints on non-
CDM models since the kSZ effect is a dominant signal
at large multipoles (ℓ > 5000), and non-CDM models
impact the matter power spectrum it traces. Figure 3
of [82] shows how the kSZ spectrum from CMB-HD can
also constrain fractional amounts of ultralight dark mat-
ter, extending the work of [15].
We also find that baryonic feedback effects change the

shape of the matter power spectrum in ways that dif-
fer significantly from the change induced by non-CDM
models. From the difference in the CMB-HD lensing sig-
nal alone, we can readily distinguish between them. This
overcomes a significant challenge in efforts to measure
non-CDMmodels; one often cannot tell if a given small-
scale deviation from CDM is due to a non-CDM model
or baryonic feedback effects.
Current efforts to constrain non-CDM models have

focused in large part on ruling out WDM. These efforts
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σ(mWDM) from CMB-HD + DESI BAO

mWDM mWDM only free mWDM + AkSZ + nkSZ + ΛWDM + Neff + ∑ mν + baryons + SZ prior

1 keV 0.0023 (434.8σ) 0.026 (38.5σ) 0.032 (31.2σ) 0.034 (29.4σ) 0.034 (29.4σ)
2 keV 0.013 (153.8σ) 0.20 (10.0σ) 0.22 (9.1σ) 0.22 (9.1σ) 0.22 (9.1σ)
3 keV 0.044 (68.2σ) 0.30 (10.0σ) 0.31 (9.7σ) 0.31 (9.7σ) 0.31 (9.7σ)
4 keV 0.11 (36.4σ) 0.56 (7.1σ) 0.57 (7.0σ) 0.58 (6.9σ) 0.57 (7.0σ)
5 keV 0.24 (20.8σ) 1.1 (4.5σ) 1.1 (4.5σ) 1.1 (4.5σ) 1.1 (4.5σ)
6 keV 0.45 (13.3σ) 1.9 (3.2σ) 1.9 (3.2σ) 1.9 (3.2σ) 1.9 (3.2σ)
7 keV 0.73 (9.6σ) 3.2 (2.2σ) 3.2 (2.2σ) 3.3 (2.1σ) 3.2 (2.2σ)
8 keV 1.2 (6.7σ) 4.8 (1.7σ) 4.9 (1.6σ) 5.0 (1.6σ) 4.9 (1.6σ)
9 keV 1.8 (5.0σ) 7.3 (1.2σ) 7.5 (1.2σ) 7.5 (1.2σ) 7.5 (1.2σ)
10 keV 2.3 (4.3σ) 11.0 (0.9σ) 11.0 (0.9σ) 11.0 (0.9σ) 11.0 (0.9σ)

Table V. We show the forecasted constraints on the WDM mass, mWDM, from CMB-HD delensed TT, TE, EE, BB and κκ power
spectra plus DESI BAO. We list both the forecasted 1σ uncertainty on mWDM in units of keV and the significance with which
CMB-HD can measure this mWDM (number in parentheses). We show these constraints when only mWDM is varied, when the
kSZ parameters are also varied, when the six ΛWDM parameters are additionally varied, when Neff and ∑ mν is varied as well,
and when the baryonic feedback parameter, log10(TAGN/K), is also allowed to be free. We see that only varying mWDM results
in much tighter constraints than when also varying the kSZ parameters. Varying all the other parameters has minimal impact.
CMB-HD can measure 1 keV WDM at about 30σ significance and rule out about 7 keV WDM at 2σ.

use measurements of the Lyman-α forest, Milky Way
satellite galaxies, strong lensing of quasars, and stellar
streams [83–92]. These constraints suggest roughly
5 keV WDM is ruled out at the 95% confidence level,
with some spread due to differing assumptions or
techniques. Here we present an independent and com-
plimentary method with different systematics that can
inform the particle properties of dark matter. An advan-
tage of this technique is that the CMB lensing signal can
be calculated theoretically from first principles, given
the non-linear matter power spectrum. In addition, the
CMB lensing signal can be measured in multiple differ-
ent ways, which themselves have different systematics,
allowing for important cross checks. While the kSZ
power spectrum involves some astrophysics modelling,
being sensitive to the product of the free electron density
and velocity, there are a few different external handles
on the kSZ effect from measurements of the tSZ power
spectrum, the kSZ trispectrum, and cross-correlation
with spectroscopic galaxy surveys. We can also see that
limiting the flexibility in the kSZ power spectrum shape,
with, for example, priors from external measurements,
would improve WDM constraints considerably.

Future CMB-HD measurements will not only be able
to probe the early Universe via measurements of infla-
tion and light relics, they will be a powerful and com-
plementary probe of structure in the Universe down to
sub-galactic scales and of darkmatter particle properties.
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Appendix A: Comparison of Analytic Spectra Calculations
to CAMB

While CAMB can calculate the CMB lensing power
spectrum and the lensed and delensed CMB TT, TE, EE,
and BB power spectra in a CDM-only or CDM+baryons
model, it cannot calculate this for an arbitrary non-CDM
model. Thus, to model the impact of non-CDM mod-
els that change the matter power spectrum, we need to
calculate the modified Cκκ

ℓ outside of CAMB, and then
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Figure 9. We show the ratio of delensed CMB TT, EE, BB and
CMB lensing κκ power spectra, for a CDM model with Cκκ

ℓcomputed using Eq. 8 versus obtained directly from CAMB.
In both cases, the delensed CMB power spectra are calculated
as described in Section III C, using the corresponding Cκκ

ℓ . Our
calculations are consistent with CAMB within 0.3% up to ℓ =
20, 000 for all spectra, andwithin 0.8% for TT out to ℓ = 40, 000
(latter not shown).

feed this Cκκ
ℓ into CAMB to generate lensed and delensed

CMB TT, TE, EE, and BB spectra. Since we compare re-
sults from non-CDM models to those from CDM mod-
els, we calculate all of the CMB-HDpower spectra in this
way for consistency. This ensures that any difference be-
tween sets of power spectra is due to a difference in the
model, rather than a difference in the method used to
calculate the spectra.

In Figure 9, we compare the CMB lensing spectrum,
Cκκ
ℓ , from Eq. 8 with the CAMB-only result for a CDM-

only model to test the accuracy our calculation. In our
calculation of Eq. 8, we obtain PΨ(k, z) from CAMB ini-
tially. We use identical cosmological and accuracy pa-
rameters in both cases (Eq. 8 versus CAMB only) and
then take the ratio of their spectra (shown in red). We
also compare the delensed TT, EE, and BB spectra ob-
tained by passing the residual lensing power given by
Eq. 12 to CAMB, where the residual lensing is calculated
using either our calculation of Cκκ

ℓ , or CAMB’s internal
calculation. We find that our calculation of the CMB and
lensing power spectra agree with CAMB to within 0.3%
out to ℓ = 20, 000, which is the region that accounts for
nearly all of the CMB-HD lensing SNR, as shown in Ta-
ble III. Our calculation of CTT

ℓ differs from that of CAMB
by at most 0.8% out to ℓ = 40, 000.

Appendix B: Approximating the Lensing Signal-to-Noise
Ratio per k Mode

Figure 6 illustrates how a given comoving physical
scale at a given redshift z contributes to the total lensing
SNR listed in Table III. This information is also used to
visualize the CMB-HD constraints on the matter power
spectrum shown in Fig. 2. As discussed in Section IIID 1,
we can only approximate howmuch lensing comes from
a specific comoving wavenumber (k) and redshift (z)
since measurable angular multipoles (ℓ) of lensing are
drawn from an integral over k and z. The two approxi-
mations we make are 1) assuming the covariance matrix
is diagonal to obtain a lensing SNR value for each red-
shift and wavenumber bin, and 2) summing the SNRs
in quadrature over redshift bins to obtain the total lens-
ing SNR per wavenumber bin. The first approximation
underestimates the noise by neglecting the off-diagonal
elements of the covariance matrix. The second approx-
imation underestimates the signal by ignoring the lens-
ing cross-terms between the redshift bins when adding
SNRs from redshift bins in quadrature. These two ef-
fects nearly cancel, yielding a reasonable approximation,
as will discuss show below. We note that this approxi-
mation procedure is only used to create Figures 2 and 6;
we use Eq. 13 with the full covariance matrix described
in Section IIIA to calculate the total lensing SNR values
presented in Table III.
We beginwith a set of theoretical lensed and unlensed

CMB power spectra, CXY
ℓ and C̃XY

ℓ , respectively, and
with a set of CMB-HD noise curves NXY

ℓ , for XY ∈
{TT, TE, EE, BB, κκ}. We first calculate a SNR per mul-
tipole, (S/N)ℓ. We do this by considering the un-
binned version of Eq. 13 for a single spectrum, XY ∈
{TT, TE, EE, BB, κκ}:(

S
N

)XY
=
√

∑
ℓℓ′
(∆CXY

ℓ )(CXY,XY)−1
ℓℓ′ (∆CXY

ℓ′ ), (B1)

where the sum is taken from ℓmin to ℓmax. Assuming the
covariancematrix is diagonal, C

XY,XY
ℓℓ′ = δℓℓ′

(
σXY
ℓ

)2, this
reduces to (

S
N

)XY
=

√√√√∑
ℓ

(
∆CXY

ℓ

σXY
ℓ

)2

, (B2)

which allows us to define a SNR per multipole ℓ,(
S
N

)XY

ℓ
=

∣∣∆CXY
ℓ

∣∣
σXY
ℓ

. (B3)

Approximating the full 5 × 5 block covariance matrix
as diagonal, with blocks C

XY,WZ
ℓℓ′ = δXY,WZδℓℓ′

(
σXY
ℓ

)2,
yields a total SNR given by

S
N

=

√√√√∑
XY

∑
ℓ

(
∆CXY

ℓ

σXY
ℓ

)2

=

√√√√∑
ℓ

∑
XY

[(
S
N

)XY

ℓ

]2

.

(B4)
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The total lensing SNR per multipole ℓ is then

(
S
N

)
ℓ
=

√√√√∑
XY

[(
S
N

)XY

ℓ

]2

. (B5)

Next we calculate an approximate lensing SNR per
multipole and per redshift. We consider redshifts in the
range 0 < z < 6, using 12 redshift bins of width ∆z =

0.5. The contribution Cϕϕ,zi
ℓ to the CMB lensing power

spectrum from the ith redshift bin, ranging from zi,min to
zi,max and centered at zi, is calculated by integrating Eq. 8
from χ(zi,min) to χ(zi,max). This lensing power spectrum
is then used to lens the unlensed CMB TT, TE, EE, and
BB power spectra as described in Section III C, result-
ing in a set of five spectra CXY,zi

ℓ with a lensing signal
arising only from zi,min < z < zi,max. We calculate an
approximate covariance matrix for each redshift bin i,
again only including elements along the diagonal. The
diagonals of each covariance matrix are calculated for
each multipole ℓ, so for the ith redshift bin we define
C

XY,WZ;zi
ℓℓ′ = δXY,WZδℓℓ′

(
σ

XY,zi
ℓ

)2
, where

(
σ

XY,zi
ℓ

)2
=

f−1
sky

(2ℓ+ 1)

[ (
CXX,zi
ℓ + NXX

ℓ

) (
CYY,zi
ℓ + NYY

ℓ

)
+
(

CXY,zi
ℓ + NXY

ℓ

)2]
,

(B6)

CUV,zi
ℓ is the power spectrum including lensing only

from the ith redshift bin, and NUV
ℓ is the noise on the

power spectrum, which we assume is the same for each
redshift bin. (This is the same as Eq. 1 for XY = WZ,
which results in Eq. 2when XY = ϕϕ, but replacing each
Ctot
ℓ = Cℓ + Nℓ with Czi

ℓ + Nℓ). We then define the lens-
ing SNR per multipole ℓ in the ith redshift bin as

(
S
N

)zi

ℓ
=

√√√√∑
XY

[(
S
N

)XY,zi

ℓ

]2

, (B7)

where (
S
N

)XY,zi

ℓ
=

∣∣∣CXY,zi
ℓ − C̃XY

ℓ

∣∣∣
σ

XY,zi
ℓ

, (B8)

and C̃XY
ℓ is the unlensed power spectrum.

We use the above to calculate an approximate lens-
ing SNR per redshift and comoving wavenumber k. The
wavenumber k corresponding to the multipole ℓ at the
redshift zi is given by k ≈ (ℓ + 1/2)/χ(zi). To make
the bottom panel of Fig. 6, we first bin the lensed spec-
tra CXY,zi

ℓ , unlensed spectra C̃XY
ℓ , and diagonal covari-

ance matrices C
XY,XY;zi
ℓℓ′ using uniform ∆ℓ = 30 bin-

ning. We denote the upper and lower multipoles of the

bth multipole bin by ℓb,min and ℓb,max, respectively, and
the bin center by ℓb. This results in a SNR per redshift
bin i and per multipole bin b, (S/N)zi

ℓb
. We then assign

this lensing SNR value to the corresponding wavenum-
ber range, from kmin(ℓb, zi) = (ℓb,min + 1/2)/χ(zi) to
kmax(ℓb, zi) = (ℓb,max + 1/2)/χ(zi).
In the top panel of Fig. 6, we plot the lensing SNR per

wavenumber bin, summed over the redshift bins in the
range 0 ≤ z ≤ 6. We consider 11 bins in wavenum-
ber k, evenly spaced in log10(k), denoting the upper
and lower edges of the jth bin by k j,min and k j,max, re-
spectively, and the bin center by k j. For the ith redshift
bin and jth wavenumber bin, we apply the approxima-
tion k ≈ (ℓ + 1/2)/χ(z) to calculate the correspond-
ing multipole range, ℓmin(zi, k j) = χ(zi)k j,min − 1/2 to
ℓmax(zi, k j) = χ(zi)k j,max − 1/2. The lensing SNR in the
ith redshift bin and jth wavenumber bin is given by sum-
ming (S/N)zi

ℓ in quadrature over this multipole range

(
S
N

)zi

kj

=

√√√√√ ℓmax(zi ,kj)

∑
ℓ=ℓmin(zi ,kj)

[(
S
N

)zi

ℓ

]2

. (B9)

We then sum over the redshift bins

(
S
N

)
kj

=

√√√√∑
i

[(
S
N

)zi

kj

]2

(B10)

to obtain a lensing SNR for each wavenumber bin j.
For each wavenumber bin shown in the top panel of

Fig. 6, we show the contribution from each redshift bin to
the total lensing SNR in that wavenumber bin. We quan-
tify this by taking the ratio [(S/N)zi

kj
]2/[(S/N)kj

]2, which
gives the fractional contribution of the ith redshift bin
to the total lensing SNR in the jth wavenumber bin, and
then multiplying this by the total lensing SNR (S/N)kj

in that wavenumber bin.
To obtain the error bars in Fig. 2, we follow the same

procedure to obtain a SNR value in each wavenumber
bin j, (S/N)kj

, but instead use 22 wavenumber bins. We
place the data points on the theoretical linear matter
spectrum at the k-bin centers, and use

σ(Plin
m (k j)) =

Plin
m (k j)

(S/N)kj

(B11)

to calculate the CMB-HD error bars.
Approximations approximately cancelling: In gen-

eral, neglecting the off-diagonal components of a co-
variance matrix will result in overestimating the total
SNR. However, summing the SNR from redshift bins in
quadrature also underestimates the SNR. We see the lat-
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Lensing SNR

z ∈ [0, 1100] z ∈ [0, 6]

Spectra correct approx. correct approx.

TT-only 1573 850 1353 770
TE-only 161 103 133 90
EE-only 276 149 221 126
BB-only 493 1044 386 906
κκ-only 1287 1178 1029 1037
All 1947 1798 1632 1585

TableVI.We compare theCMB-HD lensing SNRobtained from
Eq. 13 (columns labelled ”correct”) and from Eq. B14 (equiva-
lent to Eq. 14 after summing over the redshifts andmultipoles),
where we apply the approximations described in Appendix B
(columns labelled ”approx.”). We use either the full redshift
range z ∈ [0, 1100] back to recombination, or the range z ∈ [0, 6]
(used in Figures 2 and 6). We list the lensing SNRs for each in-
dividual spectrum XY ∈ {TT, TE, EE, BB, κκ} in the first five
rows, and for the combination of all the spectra in the last row,
calculated over themultipole ranges listed in Table I. The SNRs
obtained from Eq. 13 use the full covariance matrix (or the
XY × XY block for individual spectra), including off-diagonal
elements, with spectra obtained by integrating Eq. 8 over the
given redshift range, as described in Section III C. When using
Eq. B14, we calculate the spectra and a corresponding diago-
nal covariance matrix within each redshift bin, and then take
a sum over redshifts. Note that the first column contains the
same information as Table III. We emphasize that the approxi-
mate lensing SNR calculations are only used in Figures 2 and 6
for illustrative purposes.

ter from

S
N

=

√√√√∑
ℓ

[(
S
N

)
ℓ

]2

=

√√√√∑
ℓ

(
Cℓ − C̃ℓ

σℓ

)2

=

√√√√∑
ℓ

(
∑i ∆Czi

ℓ

σ̃ℓ + ∑i ∆σ
zi
ℓ

)2

.

(B12)

where we have assumed a diagonal covariance matrix
with

σ̃ℓ + ∆σ
zi
ℓ =

√
2

fsky(2ℓ+ 1)
(
C̃ℓ + ∆Czi

ℓ + Nℓ

)
. (B13)

Here i sums over redshift, and C̃ℓ is the unlensedCMB. If
insteadwe add in quadrature the SNR fromeach redshift
bin we have√√√√∑

i
∑
ℓ

[(
S
N

)zi

ℓ

]2

=

√√√√∑
i

∑
ℓ

(
Czi
ℓ − C̃ℓ

σ̃ℓ + ∆σ
zi
ℓ

)2

=

√√√√∑
ℓ

∑
i

(
∆Czi

ℓ

σ̃ℓ

)2
(B14)

in the limit where σ̃ℓ ≫ ∑i ∆σ
zi
ℓ , or equivalently

C̃ℓ + Nℓ ≫ ∑i ∆Czi
ℓ . In this limit, Eq. B14 is less than

Eq. B12. However, we find that the two approximations
mentioned above roughly cancel, aswe show in Table VI,
and that the agreement between calculations is close. We
show this in Table VI for both the case where we sum
over all redshifts z ∈ [0, 1100] and for z ∈ [0, 6] (used in
Figures 2 and 6).
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