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Abstract. The presence of astrophysical emissions in microwave observations forces us to
perform component separation to extract the Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB) signal.
However, even in the most optimistic cases, there are still strongly contaminated regions, such
as the Galactic plane or those with emission from extragalactic point sources, which require
the use of a mask. Since many CMB analyses, especially the ones working in harmonic
space, need the whole sky map, it is crucial to develop a reliable inpainting algorithm that
replaces the values of the excluded pixels by others statistically compatible with the rest of
the sky. This is especially important when working with Q and U sky maps in order to
obtain E- and B-mode maps which are free from E-to-B leakage. In this work we study a
method based on Gaussian Constrained Realizations (GCR), that can deal with both intensity
and polarization. Several tests have been performed to asses the validation of the method,
including the study of the one-dimensional probability distribution function (1-PDF), E-
and B-mode map reconstruction, and power spectra estimation. We have considered two
scenarios for the input simulation: one case with only CMB signal and a second one including
also Planck PR4 semi-realistic noise. Even if we are limited to low resolution maps, Nside =
64 if T , Q and U are considered, we believe that this is a useful approach to be applied to
future missions such as LiteBIRD, where the target are the largest scales.
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1 Introduction

The anisotropies both in temperature and polarization of the Cosmic Microwave Background
(CMB) are one of the most important cosmological probes to test accurately the properties
of the Lambda-Cold Dark Matter (ΛCDM) model [1]. They allow us to study the largest
scales and the earliest times of the Universe. According to the simplest slow-roll inflationary
scenarios, the primordial fluctuations, the seeds for late universe structures, are a single real-
ization of an isotropic Gaussian random field [2]. Consequently all the statistical information
is encapsulated in the temperature and polarization angular power spectrum, making crucial
their correct estimation.

One of the main issues to characterize the CMB anisotropies is how to deal with extra-
galactic and Galactic foreground emissions such as synchrotron, free-free, or thermal dust.
These are astrophysical emissions between the last scattering surface and us. Precisely, the
CMB has been measured in several frequency channels to exploit their different frequency
response and to allow component-separation algorithms [3–7] to subtract an important part
of them. Unfortunately, strongly contaminated regions such as the Galactic plane and the
locations of extragalactic point sources can not be used for the statistical analyses, even af-
ter applying component-separation methods. In these regions, foregrounds are too large and
complicated to be fully cleaned. The standard approach is to mask these regions using the
confidence mask provided by each method, but this leads to loss of information and other
technical difficulties. For instance, this prevents us from accurate characterization of large
angular scales, which is crucial for the study of CMB anomalies [8–16]. In polarization the
mask is even more problematic, not just at the harmonic level, but also at the map level.
Masking Q and U Stokes parameters introduces an undesired mixing between E- and B-
modes [17, 18], also referred as E-to-B leakage. Actually, this is critical for the detection of
the primordial B-mode signal as the E-mode signal is significantly larger. At map level, the
lack of full-sky Q and U maps prevents us from having an accurate E- and B-mode recon-
struction. The reason for this is the non-local nature of the transformations between Q and
U , and E and B. Indeed, the main motivation of this work is an accurate reconstruction of
the E- and B-mode outside the mask. These reconstructed maps are of interest for studies
of isotropy and statistics, including the anomalies presented in the large angular scales. In
order to characterise the quality of the inpainted maps, a few tests have been used including
the power spectra. However, we note that for estimating the power spectra in masked skies
other standard techniques are available which are described in the next paragraph.

Given this situation, the possible solutions are: (1) adapt the estimators to partial sky
maps, which in general are more complicated and numerically expensive, or (2) fill-in the
maps using the so-called inpainting algorithms. For instance, there are several methods to
recover the angular power spectra from partial sky coverage. In [19] a very fast algorithm is
described based on the pseudo-Cℓ formalism to estimate the angular power and cross-power
spectra. This is the NaMaster implementation, and it works for spin-0 and spin-2 fields, which
is able to correct for the coupling between multipoles induced by the mask and to purify E-
and B-modes. However, it is sub-optimal for the large scales. Quadratic Maximum Likelihood
(QML) [17, 20, 21] is an alternative method, which is optimal for large angular scales but
computationally demanding. On the other hand, inpainting techniques aim to reconstruct a
full-sky CMB map statistically coherent with the observed region. Inpainting techniques are
not novel, they were already used in the image processing to fill in missing pixels and restore
blurred photographs [22]. This idea was extended to the Cosmology field, and in particular,
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it has been applied to fill the CMB [23–27]. The simplest approach is a diffuse inpainting.
The algorithm iteratively fills the masked pixels by averaging the closest neighbours. There
are more sophisticated methodologies such as the purified inpainting followed in [15]. These
methodologies do not assume any underlying model. In this work we consider an alternative
approach based on Gaussian constrained realizations [26–30]. Assuming the Gaussianity of
the field, we take the power spectra that best explain the data and use it to get the correlations
between pixels. Then, we fill the missing pixels sampling from the conditional probability
distribution. The exact approach is not feasible for full-resolution maps, with millions of
pixels. However, it can be useful for low resolution maps, up to Nside = 64 and ℓmax = 192,
covering the full range of the reionization and the recombination peaks of the B-mode. In
particular, it could be a powerful tool for future missions such as LiteBIRD [31], which aims
to measure large angular scales in polarization. Recently, the use of Neural Networks has
been proposed as an alternative way to inpaint the CMB [32].

The methodology presented in this work and, in particular, the Python code have been
successfully used in [16] to reconstruct accurately the E-mode map where hemispherical power
asymmetry was studied.

The outline of this paper is as follows. In section 2, we present the inpainting methodol-
ogy. In section 3, we describe briefly the simulations used in this work. In section 4, we apply
our inpainting technique to simulated data and present the results for some tests, including
the power spectra and E-mode map reconstruction. In section 5, a Python implementation
of the methodology is presented, the CMB-PAInT package. In section 6, we summarize our
work.

2 Gaussian Constrained Realization

The inpainting technique presented in this work is a pixel domain approach based on a
Gaussian Constrained Realization (GCR) [26, 27]. The followed methodology was already
described in [30] for the temperature field, but in this work we extend it to a spin-2 field, i.e.,
to CMB polarization. The idea is to fill the masked pixels by sampling from the conditional
probability distribution, p(d̂|d), where d̂ is the vector of the inpainted field and d is the
vector of the available pixels. The method requires a single assumption, Gaussianity of the
field, which is a good approximation for the CMB data. Under this condition, only the pixel
covariance matrix is needed, which can be computed given a theoretical power spectrum1, Cl,
following the next equations (see Appendix A of [17] for the full set of equations):

CTT
ij = ⟨TiTj⟩ =

∑
ℓ

(
2ℓ+ 1

4π

)
CTT
ℓ Pℓ(z) (2.1)

CQQ
ij = ⟨QiQj⟩ =

∑
ℓ

(
2ℓ+ 1

4π

)
[F 12

ℓ (z)CEE
ℓ − F 22

ℓ (z)CBB
ℓ ] (2.2)

CUU
ij = ⟨UiUj⟩ =

∑
ℓ

(
2ℓ+ 1

4π

)
[F 12

ℓ (z)CBB
ℓ − F 22

ℓ (z)CEE
ℓ ] (2.3)

CTQ
ij = ⟨TiQj⟩ = −

∑
ℓ

(
2ℓ+ 1

4π

)
F 10
ℓ (z)CTE

ℓ (2.4)

1In the present work we have used as the input power spectra the best fit to the ΛCDM mode provided by
Planck [33]. It can be downloaded from the Planck Legacy Archive: pla.esac.esa.int
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where z = r̂i · r̂j gives the cosine of the angle between the two pixels. The F functions are

F 10(z) = 2

ℓz
(1−ℓ2)

Pℓ−1(z)−
(

ℓ
1−z2

+ ℓ(ℓ−1)
2

)
Pℓ(z)

[(ℓ− 1)ℓ(ℓ+ 1)(ℓ+ 2)]1/2
(2.5)

F 12(z) = 2

(ℓ+2)z
(1−ℓ2)

P 2
ℓ−1(z)−

(
ℓ−4
1−z2

+ ℓ(ℓ−1)
2

)
P 2
ℓ (z)

(ℓ− 1)ℓ(ℓ+ 1)(ℓ+ 2)
(2.6)

F 22(z) = 4
(ℓ+ 2)P 2

ℓ−1(z)− (ℓ− 1)zP 2
ℓ (z)

(ℓ− 1)ℓ(ℓ+ 1)(ℓ+ 2)(1− z2)
(2.7)

where Pℓ are the Legendre polynomials.
The covariance matrix will be arranged by blocks as follows:

M(r̂i · r̂j) =

⟨TiTj⟩ ⟨TiQj⟩ ⟨TiUj⟩
⟨TiQj⟩ ⟨QiQj⟩ ⟨QiUj⟩
⟨TiUj⟩ ⟨QiUj⟩ ⟨UiUj⟩

 (2.8)

Note that the elements of this covariance matrix are referred to a specific coordinate system
where the reference direction points along the great circle connecting the two points. However,
what is needed is the covariance matrix referred to a global coordinate frame where the
reference directions are meridians, so the following rotation matrices are applied (see Appendix
A in [17] to find how to compute the rotation angle2 α):

⟨xixtj⟩ = R(αij)M(r̂i · r̂j)R(αij)
t (2.9)

R(α) =

1 0 0
0 cos 2α sin 2α
0 − sin 2α cos 2α

 (2.10)

where xi = {T,Q,U}.
The effect of the experimental beam and the pixel window function can be added by

smoothing the power spectra in equations (2.1)-(2.4).
The maximum multipole considered in the sum of equations (2.1)-(2.4) should be equal

to the largest multipole accounted for in the map. As default 3Nside is considered. This
approach is only feasible for low resolution maps, up to Nside = 64, as the dimension of the
total matrix is 3Npix × 3Npix. Adding a small regularizing noise to the diagonal is needed
to avoid singularities and to ensure that the matrix is positive definite. The noise level
depends on the resolution. For Nside = 64 a noise amplitude of 0.00001% is used. A similar
regularization can be achieved by considering in the sum a maximum multipole of 4Nside or
even larger. For a detailed discussion on the regularity of a CMB covariance matrix see [34].

Once the matrix is computed and rotated, we reorder the columns and rows in a way
that all the unmasked pixels are in the first entries and the masked ones in the last entries3.

2For those who want to use the equations, there is a small typo in equation A7 of the appendix since
the proportionality constant is negative, not positive. Thus in equation A8, the negative sign corresponds to
the case where the z component of the vector r̂ij , the vector of the great circle connecting the two pixels, is
positive, and vice versa.

3In the case of a full TQU covariance matrix, the order considered is: unmasked T pixels, unmasked Q
pixels, unmasked U pixels, masked T pixels, masked Q pixels and masked U pixels.
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Then, the Cholesky decomposition allows one to sample from the desired distribution by
solving the following system, (

d

d̂

)
=

(
L 0

R L̂

)(
z
ẑ

)
(2.11)

The matrix in the right-hand side is the Cholesky decomposition, where L and L̂ are low
triangular matrices and R a rectangular matrix. The number of rows and columns of the L
matrix is equal to the number of unmasked pixels, while for L̂ is the number of masked pixels.

Looking at equation 2.11 and taking into account that L is a lower triangular matrix, it
becomes apparent that a matrix inversion is not needed and the vector z can be computed in
a recursive way,

zn =
dn −

∑n−1
k=1 Lnkzk
Lnn

(2.12)

If the model is coherent with the observed data this vector should be a Gaussian random
vector with zero mean and unit variance. Then, a new random vector ẑ, also following a
N (0, 1) distribution, is generated, and the field d̂ is sampled, which has two contributions:
the constrained part and the unconstrained or stochastic part.

d̂ = Rz+ L̂ẑ (2.13)

In this procedure, inpainting is performed simultaneously on the TQU maps. Of course,
if we are only interested in the temperature map, we can just compute the TT block, which
will significantly reduce the computational cost and similarly if one is only interested in
polarization. However, if the TT , TQ, and TU blocks are not included, the inpainted pixels
will not have the correlation between temperature and polarization (with comes from TE
correlation in the standard cosmology, or from TE, TB and EB in beyond ΛCDM models).
In that scenario the size of the matrix will be reduced to 4/9 if we just take into account
Q and U and to 1/9 if we just want T . Even if the correlation between TE is low, the Q
and U pixels located outside the polarization mask will further restrict the potential values
of the temperature pixels within the mask, and vice versa for the polarization pixels inside
the mask.

In principle, the covariance matrix should include all the components present in the
map to be inpainted. Dealing with the Planck polarization data, the dominant component
is the noise and systematics, and their contribution must be considered. If not, mismatches
between the pixels outside the mask and the covariance matrix introduces artifacts in the
map. As there is not any theoretical model for the noise and systematics, the only way to
estimate the covariance matrix is from end-to-end (E2E) simulations. This can be a limitation
of the method: the number of simulations needed for a good characterization of the realistic
anisotropic and correlated noise and systematics, is at least of a few thousands (see Appendix
A), while the available realistic realizations are usually limited to several hundreds.

3 Signal and noise simulation

In order to validate our method, we generate a single Gaussian isotropic CMB map at a
resolution of Nside = 64. We use the healpy4 function synfast. We smooth the power spectra
with a Gaussian beam of 160′, and we consider a maximum multipole ℓmax = 3Nside. We

4https://github.com/healpy/healpy
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Figure 1: Input TQU semi-realistic noise simulation at Nside = 64 and convolved with a
Gaussian beam of FWHM=160′.

generate 1200 inpainting realizations from a single sky realization based on the PR3 ΛCDM
best fit model. The same spectra is used to compute the pixel covariance matrix. Planck
2018 temperature and polarization confidence masks define the region to be filled. At Nnside

= 64 they respectively leave 71.3% and 72.4% of the sky available.
In order to validate the method in the presence of correlated and anisotropic noise, we

generate a semi-realistic noise simulation using characteristics from Planck, an ESA satellite
that observed the CMB over the full-sky with an unprecedented sensitivity and frequency
coverage [35]. We start by computing the covariance matrix from the 600 end-to-end (E2E)
Planck Release 4 (PR4) [36] noise simulations, that include also the expected systematics,
except foreground residuals, propagated through the Sevem component separation pipeline
[4]. Then, we generate a Gaussian random realization with the proper correlations given by
the E2E simulations5. Following this pixel-based approach we are able to simulate not only
the correlations but also the anisotropy. However, it does not include the presence of possible
non-Gaussianity generated by systematic effects.

Figure 1 shows the input semi-realistic noise realization. The polarization noise level
used in this paper is very large compared to the noise expected for the future experiments, but
it mimics the level of instrumental noise and systematics present in the Planck foreground-
cleaned CMB Sevem map for PR4.

4 Tests and Validation

In this section, a series of tests are conducted on a set of inpainted realizations, derived
from a single input sky, to assess the algorithm’s performance. Planck 2018 temperature
and polarization confidence masks [3] are considered to inpaint the input maps. First, we
verify that the mean and variance maps are compatible with the expected values. Then,
some statistics are examined, such as the 1-point probability density function (1-PDF) in real
space or the power spectrum in harmonic space confirming their consistency with the input
values. Furthermore, for each inpainted Q and U maps, E- and B-mode maps are generated.
By subtracting them from the corresponding input maps, we compute the mean and standard
deviation of the residuals pixel by pixel. This provides information on how the residuals are
distributed and on the level of the errors introduced by the inpainting. In particular, this

5Actually, this is also done using a Cholesky decomposition. In this case, we obtain the realization as
d′ = L′z′, where L′ is the Cholesky decomposition of the covariance matrix and z′ a Gaussian random vector
with zero mean and unity dispersion.
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map can be used as a suitable reference to generate customized E- and B-mode masks for
pixel based estimators.

All of these tests are applied in two different scenarios: the noiseless case where the input
sky is just CMB, or the case of CMB plus a semi-realistic noise simulation (constructed as
explained in section 3). The second scenario can also be divided into some subcases depending
on how well the pixel-pixel covariance matrix is characterized. We first study the ideal case
where the correlations between pixels are well known and covariances are perfectly character-
ized. This is possible because the semi-realistic noise simulations are generated from an input
covariance matrix. Thus, the performance of the inpainting in the presence of correlated and
anisotropic noise in an ideal case can be studied. However, as previously mentioned, in a
real experiment we do not expect to have a perfect knowledge of the complex properties of
instrumental noise and systematics. The covariance matrix will need to be estimated from
high-cost CPU simulations, limiting the number that can be produced (typically only several
hundreds) and, therefore, our capacity to characterize it properly. In Appendix A we study
the impact of the matrix convergence varying the number of simulations used to estimate
the covariance matrix. In particular, this can be used to establish a rough estimation of the
number of E2E simulations needed from future experiments. To study the convergence of the
matrix the differences between the input and estimated matrices can be checked, but other
variables can also be studied such as the intermediate z variables (see eq. 2.12). In presence
of a mismatch between the covariance matrix and that of the unmasked pixels, an error is
produced which propagates in the calculation of the z variables. Thus, these quantites are
not longer N (0,1) variables as the dispersion increases, and it can be used as a tracer of the
convergence. Additionally, the constrained part of the inpainting (first term in the right-hand
side of Eq. 2.12) is also affected, and this introduces artifacts within the inpainted region. In
any case, the number of simulations needed for a good convergence inferred from the study of
Appendix A should be taken as a tentative number. For the realistic E2E simulations there
are other effects that can contribute to the mismatch such as the non-Gaussianities, which
are not simulated here.

Nevertheless, in the most ideal case we would be interested in no recovering the promi-
nent noise and systematics in the inpainted region, but holding the statistical compatibility
with the unmasked pixels. However, taking into account that not including them in the
methodology generates some artifacts, there is not straightforward way to proceed. Fortu-
nately, there is a situation where this can be avoided. If the noise is negligible compared to
the signal at the map level, which is the case for the Planck temperature maps, its contribu-
tion can be also neglected from the matrix without having to pay the penalty of a significant
mismatch. For the most general case there are other alternatives that we will leave for further
studies. For example, noise and systematics can be isotropized for all the matrix elements
that involve masked pixels, or directly their contribution can be removed and just take into
account the noise and systematics for the unmasked pixels, where they are expected to be
subdominant. The last option could lead to matrix singularity problems, which will need the
inclusion of regularization noise to be solved. In any case, the optimal solution will depend
on the nature of the data and the estimator to be used. For instance, in [16] we show that
performing inpainting using a noise covariance matrix estimated from a set of 300 simulations
was sufficient to improve significantly the performance of our estimator with respect to a
simple masking approach in Q and U.
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Figure 2: Distribution of ϵ variable for inpainted T , Q, and U maps. For comparison, the
N (0, 1) distribution is also given (red line).

4.1 Constrained contribution

In this section we study the mean map within the inpainted region by averaging over the 1200
realizations, and we compare it with the theoretical prediction. We also show an example
of inpainted maps, including the constrained and unconstrained contributions. We consider
both scenarios, only CMB and adding semi-realistic noise.

From eq. 2.13 it is straightforward to obtain that the mean and covariance of the in-
painted field are, 〈

d̂
〉
= Rz = R(L−1d) (4.1)

Ĉ =
〈
d̂d̂t

〉
−
〈
d̂
〉〈

d̂t
〉
= L̂L̂t (4.2)

The mean map is given by the constrained part and it is the dominant contribution to the
inpainting in the regions close to the boundaries of the mask, where the constraints are tighter.
The variance in these regions is close to zero, as these pixels are almost fully constrained and
their value do not vary significantly from one inpainting realization to another.

In order to check if the mean field of the 1200 inpainted realizations (Nsims) is consistent
with the theoretical prediction, we define the quantity

ϵ =

〈
d̂
〉
obs

−
〈
d̂
〉
th

σ
(〈

d̂
〉
obs

)
/
√
Nsims

(4.3)

which measures pixel by pixel if the observed difference is compatible with 0 given the expected
error. If everything is consistent, ϵ should follow a Gaussian distribution with zero mean and
unit variance, N (0, 1). This is actually seen in figure 2, where we show the results for the T ,
Q and U components for the noiseless scenario. Similar results are obtained when the case
including semi-realistic noise is considered, showing that the method also works when a well
characterised anisotropic and correlated noise is added to the input CMB sky.

Figure 3 shows an example of one inpainted realization for the noiseless scenario: the
input (top panels), inpainted (middle) and difference (bottom) maps are shown for the T
(left column), Q (middle) and U (right) components. An example of the constrained and
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Figure 3: Example of an inpainted realization in the case where only the CMB signal is
considered. First row corresponds to input T (first column), Q (second), and U (third) maps.
An inpainted realization is shown in the second row, while the third one shows the difference.
All the maps are at Nside = 64 and have a resolution of 160′.

Figure 4: Example of an inpainted realization for the Q Stokes parameter in the case where
only the CMB signal is considered. Left and middle panels show the constrained (determin-
istic) and unconstrained (stochastic) parts, while the right panel is the sum of both.

unconstrained components is showed in figure 4 for the Q component, while Figure 5 provides
the dispersion maps for the three components. There is a clear gradient pointing from the
central regions of the mask towards the boundaries where the variance tends to zero. As
mentioned before, this is because the pixels in the boundary regions are strongly constrained.

Additionally, an example for the scenario with noise is given in figure 6. As seen, some
bright anisotropic features of the Galactic plane are actually reproduced in the inpainted
maps. This is due to the fact that a perfectly characterized anisotropic covariance matrix has
much more information than an isotropic one, and therefore, the sampled values are more
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Figure 5: Dispersion of the inpainted maps estimated from the full set of 1200 inpainted
realizations for the T (left panel), Q (middle), and U (right) components.

Figure 6: Example of an inpainted realization in the case where semi-realistic noise is added
to the CMB signal. First row corresponds to input T (first column), Q (second), and U
(third) maps. An inpainted realization is shown in the second row while the third row shows
the difference. All the maps are at Nside = 64 and have a resolution of 160′.

constrained.

4.2 1-point probability distribution function

In this section we study the 1-point probability distribution function (1-PDF) of the inpainted
pixels. We also compute the 1-PDF for the E- and B-modes. Figures 7 and 8 provide the
PDFs for the T , Q, and U components and the E- and B-modes, respectively, in the noiseless
scenario. Similar results are obtained for the semi-realistic noise case, as shown in figure 9.

Inpainting performs well in both scenarios from the point of view of the reconstructed
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Figure 7: One-dimensional probability distribution inside the inpainted region for the T (left
panel), Q (middle), and U (right) components considering only the CMB signal. The black
histogram corresponds to the input map. Green dots are the average value per bin obtained
from the 1200 inpainted realizations. Orange and blue contours are the 68% and 95% C.L.,
respectively, obtained from the distribution of the inpainted maps. Residuals are also shown
in the lower panel.
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Figure 8: Same as figure 7, but for E- and B-modes.

1-PDF. The difference in each bin between the input value and the average over the 1200 in-
painting realizations is within 2σ for almost every point. For the semi-realistic noise scenario,
the tails in the Q and U 1-PDF are larger due to the presence of noise and systematics.

4.3 E- & B-mode reconstruction

The quality of the recovery of the E- and B-mode maps is another crucial test. The transfor-
mation from Q and U Stokes parameters to more suitable variables E- and B-modes is not
local. This means that full-sky Q and U measurements are needed in order to have accurate
E- and B-mode maps free from E-to-B leakage. Moreover, the reduction of this leakage is
one of the main motivations of this work. Precisely, inpainting can fill the masked Q and U
regions with a signal statistically compatible with the clean sky outside the mask, removing
the potential foreground residuals. This approach is particularly useful in the case of pixel-
based estimators that deal with the E- and B-modes maps. For harmonic-based estimators,
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Figure 9: Same as figure 7, but for the scenario where a semi-realistic noise realization is
added to the CMB signal.

Figure 10: E (first row) and B-mode (second row) reconstruction for different approaches.
First column shows the E- and B-mode maps obtained directly from the full-sky Q and U
maps. The recovery obtained after applying our inpainting technique in the masked area is
given in the second column. The case in which pixels inside the mask are simply replaced by
zeros is shown in the third column. Finally, in the last column, a diffuse inpainting approach
is applied on the input Q and U maps before obtaining the E- and B-mode maps.

there are alternative methodologies to deal with a mask. For instance to recover the CMB
polarization power spectra at large scale, the Quadratic Maximum Likelihood method can
be used in order to reduce the E-to-B leakage. Additionally, the pseudo-Cℓ formalism can be
used for high multipoles.

As an illustration, figure 10 shows the E- and B- modes maps obtained directly from Q
and U full-sky maps versus those recovered after inpainting the masked region of the Q and
U maps. For comparison, we also include the E- and B-mode maps generated directly from
the masked Q and U maps, and those obtained after applying a diffuse inpainting technique6

on the Stokes Q and U parameters. In these two last cases, a strong E-to-B leakage can be
clearly appreciated.

6Diffuse inpainting consists on filling iteratively the masked pixels taking the average value of the neighbour
pixels until convergence is reached.
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Figure 11: Standard deviation of the E- (left) and B-mode (right) residuals outside the
Planck 2018 polarization confidence mask at Nside = 64.

In order to assess the error in the E- and B-mode reconstructions, we compute the map
of the standard deviation of the residuals. Starting from the 1200 T , Q, and U inpainted
realizations, we generate the corresponding E- and B-mode maps and compute the residuals
by subtracting from them the input E- and B-mode. We calculate then the standard deviation
maps, pixel by pixel, which are shown in Figure 11. On the one hand, for the E-mode, the
maximum error outside the polarization common mask is 0.042 µK which corresponds to
around a 14 per cent of the typical amplitude of the E-mode signal, σE ∼ 0.29 µK at the
considered resolution. On the other hand, for the B-mode, the maximum error is at the level
of 0.019 µK, which is approximately the expected amplitude of the B-mode signal for r=0,
σB. However, as figure 12 shows, the error decreases rapidly, and for 60% of the sky the
maximum error is at the level of 20 per cent relative to σB. Concerning the E-mode, it is
interesting to point out that the error is below 5% for more than the 71.7% of the sky, and
then it goes down until it reaches a plateau, where we can not push the maximum residual
to a lower value even if we extend the mask.

We get similar results for the absolute error in the E- and B-mode reconstruction when
we include the semi-realistic noise realization.

4.4 Power Spectra

Our final test is related to the power spectra estimation. Given the input T , Q, and U full-
sky maps, we calculate the TT , EE, BB and TE power spectrum, and compare it to the
mean power spectra generated from the 1200 inpainted realizations. In particular, for this
case where 30 per cent of the sky is inpainted, we find that the distribution of the values for
each multipole of the inpainted realizations closely resembles a Gaussian distribution, even
for ℓ < 30. For larger fsky to be inpainted, we expect the distribution to become more like
a χ2. We also calculate the 68% and 95% C.L., as well as the residuals per multipole. The
residuals are computed by taking the differences between input and median values over the
1200 realizations. Then, we divide by the upper or lower sigma7 to take into account possible
asymmetries in the distributions, especially for low multipoles. Figure 13 shows the TT and
TE power spectra, while in figure 14 EE and BB are plotted. Taking into account that
we have a single CMB realization, the input spectra is noisy compared to the theoretical

7Low sigma is computed by integrating from the median to the 16% of the low tail, i.e. it encapsulate 34%
of the probability. The other 34% is in the upper sigma which is the integration between the median up to
the 84%. For instance, if the residuals are positive, which means that the input value is below the median,
we use the low sigma.
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Figure 12: Evolution of the maximum residual in the E- and B-mode with respect to
the available fraction of sky. The vertical black dash line corresponds to the Planck 2018
polarization common mask. The horizontal blue and orange dash lines show the typical value
of the E- and B-mode fluctuations, respectively. Finally, the red solid line is fixed to fsky =
44.8%, where the relative error on the B-mode reconstruction is below 10%.

prediction due to the cosmic variance, both of them also plotted. Indeed, the mean power
spectra obtained from the inpainted simulations follow that of the input CMB, rather than
that of the theoretical model, finding that almost all recovered multipoles fall within the
95% C.L. Note that for the case of the B-mode, we are considering a scenario with r=0
(corresponding to the PR3 ΛCDM best fit model) and, therefore, only the contribution from
lensing is present. However, we have checked that the power spectra is equally well recovered
when starting with a simulation with r different from zero.

Regarding the scenario where semi-realistic noise is included, we also see a good agree-
ment between the input TT , TE, EE, and BB power spectra and the ones recovered from
the inpainted realizations. Note that, as one would expect, in this case the recovered power
spectra for EE and BB is above that of the polarization CMB signal (see figure 15), due to
the fact that the noise is the dominant contribution of the maps.

Finally, we perform a last test at the B-mode power spectrum level to compare between
our inpainting, diffuse inpainting and a simple masking approach (i.e. put to zero all pixels
inside the mask in the Q and U maps and then transform to E and B). We start by generating
B-mode maps from the different approaches (GCR, diffuse inpainting and masking) and
mask them with the Planck polarization common mask. We compute then the corresponding
power spectrum using the PyMaster package, the Python implementation of the NaMaster
[19] library, which computes the angular power spectrum of a masked field using the pseudo-Cℓ
formalism. In particular, the pseudo-Cℓ are computed using a C2 apodization with 15 degrees
and a uniform binning including 4 multipoles per bin.

Figure 16 shows the results. As expected, for a deep transition in the edge of the mask,
i.e. the case where pixels inside the mask are replaced by zeros, the B-mode power spectrum is
completely dominated by the E-to-B leakage (dark orange curve). This leakage can be reduced
by one order of magnitude applying a diffuse inpainting as it smooths the discontinuity in
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Figure 13: TT (left) and TE (right) power spectrum scaled by ℓ(ℓ+1)/(2π) (Dℓ). The solid
black line shows the input theoretical model, while the grey area corresponds to the cosmic
variance. The dashed black line shows the power spectrum from the input noiseless CMB
realization. Green dots correspond to the average value from the 1200 inpainted realizations,
while orange and blue contours are the 68% and 95% C.L., respectively. Residuals are shown
in the lower panel.
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Figure 14: Same as figure 13, but for the EE (left) and BB (right) power spectrum.

the Q and U maps. However, the lensing signal is still hidden below the leakage. Our results
show that the GCR is the best approach to recover the input power spectrum having residuals
below the signal for all the multipole range. For comparison, we also consider the NaMaster
pure B approach, which recovers the B-mode power spectrum starting from the masked Q
and U maps. For the considered case, this approach also fails reproducing the large angular
scales of the B-mode. These results show that obtaining the power spectra from an inpainted
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Figure 15: Same as figure 14, but for the scenario in which CMB plus semi-realistic noise
is considered. As reference, we also plot the power spectrum and the cosmic variance for the
CMB signal.
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Figure 16: Pseudo-Cℓ for the B-mode maps reconstructed from different approaches. Resid-
uals are computed using NaMaster and taking as input the difference map. Planck 2018
polarization confidence mask is used. For comparison, the solid green line shows the pseudo-
Cℓ computed from masked Q and U maps by applying the NaMaster pure-B technique.

map could be used as an alternative to more standard methods. However, further work is
needed to validate the usefulness of this approach.
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5 CMB-PAInT

As part of this work, we have developed a Python package called CMB-PAInT (Cosmic Microwave
Background Polarization Anisotropies Inpainting Tool) to perform inpainting on an input
map in the HEALPix format [37]. We will make this user-friendly package publicly available
in https://github.com/ChristianGim/CMB-PAInT.

In this section we briefly describe the software capabilities. As an example, we also
give computational times for the configuration we use at NERSC8 to perform the inpainting
applications shown in Section 4. In particular, we consider the case where the inpainting
is performed on the Planck temperature and polarization common masks region (14113 and
13583 pixels to be inpainted, respectively) on T , Q, and U components at Nnside=64.

CMB-PAInT can be used in different ways:

• To compute the pixel covariance matrix from an input angular power spectrum up to
a certain ℓmax. Depending on the field to be inpainted, it can compute the covariance
matrix of either T , QU , or TQU .

• To compute the Cholesky decomposition from an input covariance matrix. The matrix
can be just signal, previously computed from an input power spectrum, or the sum of
signal plus some extra component (noise, systematics...). Given the mask it also per-
forms the required permutations in rows and columns, i.e. it orders first the unmasked
pixels and then the masked ones as explained in Section 2.

• To compute the z variable and inpaint the map. If the input is a single sky map, it
can generate N different inpainted realizations of the same sky. If the input is a set of
maps, it computes for each of them the z variable and an inpainted realization. It also
includes an optional parameter, Cons_Uncons, to allow one saving the constrained and
unconstrained parts of the inpainting process. If True, they are included in the 0 and 1
fields of the output fits file, while field 2 contains the sum.

This code can run on a NERSC-like cluster that uses slurm scheduling, or on a local
machine, a Jupyter Notebook, or another cluster with different resource management. The
only requirement is to consider the memory limitation. The code needs a configuration
file that contains all the model and software parameters for running it. For example, the
configuration file specifies whether to inpaint the polarization field or not, or whether to use
an external .sh file. The code creates an instance of the CMB-PAInT class and runs one
of the methods based on the user input: calculate_covariance, calculate_cholesky, or
calculate_inpainting. If the methods run on a cluster without an input .sh file, it generates
a .sh file based on NERSC with the resources from the configuration file, such as number of
nodes, tasks, CPUs per task, time limits, email address, or partition. The code has two levels
of parallelization. It distributes the work among a number of jobs (Njobs) that are submitted
together, and each job uses mpi4py, the MPI standard for Python, to parallelize the assigned
rows or maps. This parallelization is used to calculate the covariance matrix from an input
power spectrum and also to inpaint the maps. In the latter, the total number of realizations

8National Energy Research Scientific Computing Center (NERSC), https://www.nersc.gov/, is a primary
scientific computing facility operated by the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, located in California. It
provides high-performance computing and storage facilities where Planck latest data and simulations can be
found.
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Figure 17: Left panel: Computational time to calculate the covariance matrix for 3 different
setups. Right panel: Number of elements of the last task of each job for the three configura-
tions.

are distributed among the jobs and the tasks per job. Additionally, the code uses the dask
package to perform Cholesky decomposition faster than the standard numpy implementation.
The code saves intermediate products in a numpy file format, and Cholesky decomposition
in a HDF5 binary data format.

Regarding computational time, the left panel of Figure 17 shows the time taken to
compute the covariance matrix for a map of Nside = 64. We use the following configurations:

1. Njobs = 32 (Single node, 32 tasks, 4 CPUs per task)

2. Njobs = 32 (Single node, 64 tasks, 2 CPUs per task)

3. Njobs = 32 (Single node, 128 tasks, 1 CPUs per task)

Since the covariance matrix is symmetric, we only need to compute the first (i) elements
of the ith row, which are the subdiagonal and diagonal elements. As expected, time cost
increases linearly with the Job ID, because the number of operations increases in the same
way. For the proposed configurations, each job computes 1536 rows (Npix/Njobs), which are
split among the number of tasks. For instance, in configuration (1), the first task of the
first job computes the rows between 0 and 47 (1176 elements), while the last task computes
the rows between 1488-1535 (72600 elements). It is straightforward to conclude that the
bottleneck of each job is the last task, which computes the largest number of operations. In
the right panel of figure 17 we display the number of elements/operations that are done by
the last task of each job. For the configuration (2) the time cost is reduced by almost a factor
of 2, as we assign more tasks per job and leave fewer elements to the last task. In this sense,
the optimal configuration is (3). However, giving some CPUs per task could be necessary
due to memory issues. Additionally, the code could have an extra paralelization layer for
configurations (1) and (2) if OpenMP API is used, which will improve the performance.
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Figure 18: Diagram of the workflow in CMB-PAInT for the inpainting algorithm.

Figure 18 shows a diagram of the workflow for the inpainting method once the covariance
matrix and the Cholesky decomposition9 are computed. In this case, we try the following
configuration:

• Njobs = 16 (3 nodes per job, 10 tasks, 4 CPUs per task)

Figure 19 shows the time cost of each step in the workflow. The bottleneck is the reading
of the L matrix, which is the largest block in the Cholesky decomposition. It takes less than
300 seconds for most ranks10 and jobs. However, some ranks get stuck and take more than
700 seconds to read it. The next step is computing recursively the z variable, which takes
around 4.5 seconds with slight variations. Reading the R matrix is faster than reading the
L matrix, but there is a large variation in this run. On average, this step takes around 30
seconds. The last step is inpainting a map, which takes less than 1.3 seconds on average.

6 Conclusions

In this work we have presented an inpainting technique based on Gaussian Constrained Real-
izations, that can be applied to CMB temperature and polarization data. The algorithm uses
the Cholesky decomposition to sample from a conditional probability distribution. We have
also developed a Python user-friendly package, CMB-PAInT, which will be publicly available
in https://github.com/ChristianGim/CMB-PAInT. We used this package to obtain all the
inpainted realizations for this paper.

In order to asses the performance of the methodology, a series of tests have been done
in two different scenarios: (1) CMB signal only, and (2) CMB signal with semi-realistic noise
simulations based on Planck Release 4. In particular, we checked that the constrained part
of the inpainted maps was consistent with that expected from the model. We also studied
the one-dimensional probability distribution of T , Q, and U , as well as those of the E- and
B-modes. In both scenarios, they agreed well with the input values within the expected
errors. Our methodology is also able to reconstruct accurately systematics and noise from
an anisotropic field if they are included in the covariance matrix. However, this requires
that all the correlations between pixels of the anisotropic field are perfectly characterised.
Otherwise, artifacts would appear due to a mismatch between the statistical properties of
the pixels outside the mask and the assumed model. This can be checked by inspecting the
intermediate z variables, which should follow a normal distribution if everything is consistent.

For certain applications, further studies may be needed in order to minimise the presence
of prominent systematics in the inpainted region while, at the same time, not introducing a
statistical mistmatch between observed pixels and the covariance matrix. In any case, the
optimal strategy will depend on the nature of the data and estimator to be studied.

9It takes around 30 to 40 minutes to compute the covariance matrix and the Cholesky decomposition in a
Perlmutter node for the considered example: Nside=64, all the components (T , Q, and U) and Planck common
masks.

10In the MPI context, every process that belongs to a communicator is uniquely identified by its rank, which
is an integer that ranges from zero up to the size of the communicator minus one.
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Figure 19: Computational time of each of the steps in Figure 18. Upper left: Computational
time per rank and per job to read the L matrix. Upper right: Computational time per job to
compute the z variable. Lower left: Computational time per rank and per job to read the R
matrix. Lower right: Computational time to inpaint each realization (open grey dots). In red
the mean time and dispersion per job (note that each job inpaints Nsims/Njobs realizations).

The most interesting tests involve the E- and B-mode reconstruction and the corre-
sponding power spectra. Both tests show that we can remove well the E-to-B leakage. For
the first scenario, at the map level, we are able to reconstruct the E-mode map with a relative
error below 5% for a sky fraction of 71.7 per cent, covering almost all the sky outside the
polarization confidence mask (which allows 72.36 per cent of the pixels). In the case of the
B-mode, the relative error is around 10% for fsky = 45%, due to its weaker signal. At the
power spectra level, we reproduce the input TT , TE, EE, and BB power spectra up to ℓmax

= 192, covering the full range of the reionization and the recombination peaks of the B-mode.
The residuals between the input and reconstructed spectra are consistent with those expected
from the dispersion obtained from the 1200 inpainted realizations. In the second scenario, the
method reproduces the input power spectra that were strongly affected by systematics and
noise. Furthermore, we perform a comparison between our methodology and other techniques
(diffuse inpainting, masking and the NaMaster pure-B approach), finding that the GCR was
the only method able to recover the input B-mode spectrum for all the considered multipole
range.
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This inpainting approach is limited to low resolution maps due to computational memory
requirements, but it is enough to target the polarization largest scales, which is the main goal
of future observations, searching for the primordial B-mode. In view of the present results,
we believe that this will be a useful and powerful algorithm for the analyses of future CMB
experiments, such as LiteBIRD [31].

A Convergence of the covariance matrix

In section 4 we show the performance of the inpainting for two different scenarios: (1) CMB
signal only and (2) CMB signal plus a semi-realistic noise realization. In the second case,
the methodology is able to reconstruct accurately the systematics and noise. However, this is
only possible if the full anisotropic covariance matrix is well characterized. In a more realistic
case, where a limited number of simulations are used to compute the matrix numerically,
the non-convergence of the matrix induces a mismatch between the matrix and the pixels
outside the mask. This introduces some artifacts in the inpainted realizations. Figure 20
shows an example of the input and output T , Q, and U maps using just 20 semi-realistic
noise simulations to compute the covariance matrices. Even if the mismatch is mainly for the
polarization field11, strong cold and hot spots are induced in the inpainted temperature map
through the TE correlation.

The mismatch is even more clear in Figure 21, where the probability distribution of the
z variables (see eq. 2.12) is plotted for T , Q, and U . For comparison, a Gaussian curve
with the same standard deviation is plotted. In all the cases shown in figure 21, the variable
zT , corresponding to the temperature field, follows a Gaussian distribution with zero mean
and unit variance, N (0, 1). This is because there is not a mismatch between the statistical
properties of the pixels and those encoded in the matrix. In this case, even if we are not
including correctly the noise and systematics on the matrix, the mismatch is simply masked
by the regularization noise. However, the mismatch strongly affects the polarization field. In
particular, since Q and then U are computed recursively, this effect is most notable for the z
variables associated to U , which is found to be the broadest one. The zQ and zU distributions
become effectively N (0, 1) when several thousand of noise simulations are considered to
construct the matrix.

B Robustness against the model

In section 4 we generate a pixel covariance matrix that match perfectly the input simulation.
In a real situation this is not possible. Here, we introduce a small mismatch between the model
used for the input simulation and the one used for the pixel covariance matrix estimation. As
described in 2, we use the best fit to the ΛCDM model to generate the input simulation (only
CMB is included in the simulation). We introduce a small deviation in the input parameters
taking into account the correlation matrix of the estimated parameters inferred from the
Planck 2018 data. In Table 1 we show the best fit parameters and the modified ones. The
alternative parameters were obtained as a Gaussian random realisation of the parameters
centred in the best-fit model and following the correlation matrix. Therefore, they are also
consistent with the Planck data within the estimated errors.

11For temperature the noise is much smaller than the signal and, even if it were not well modelled in the
covariance matrix, its effect is negligible as the error in the z variables is masked by the regularization noise.
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Figure 20: Example of a T (left), Q (middle), and U (right) inpainted realization in the case
where 20 semi-realistic noise simulations are used to characterize the noise covariance matrix.
The top and bottom panels correspond to the input and inpainted maps, respectively.

ΛCDM best fit Modified ΛCDM

Ωbh
2 0.02238280 0.02244959

Ωch
2 0.1201075 0.1194516

H0 67.32117 67.57953
τ 0.05430842 0.05744905

ln(1010As) 3.044784 3.056551
ns 0.9660499 0.9654136

Table 1: Cosmological parameters. Left: ΛCDM best fit. Model used for the input simula-
tion. Right: Modified model according to the Planck 2018 errorbars and correlations.

We compute the relative error with respect cosmic variance in the E- and B-mode
reconstruction using the 1200 inpainted realizations, as explained in section 4.3, for both
cases, the exact and the modified model. Then, we get the differences between previous
errors, which are on average at the level of 0.1% (errors are slightly larger in the modified
case) as it is shown in Figure 22.

Similar results are found at the power spectra level. This is expected taking into account
that the differences between models in this multipole range (ℓ = 2-192) is much smaller than
the cosmic variance, so smaller than the differences between different realizations of the same
model.

As an extra test, we consider a special scenario where tensor-to-scalar ratio (r) is equal
to 0.004. In this case, most of the constraining power is encoded in the B-mode large scales,
so differences in the model can impact and bias the r estimation. We demonstrate that an
iterative process can be a good approach to this issue. Taking into account that tensorial
modes have not been detected yet, it is reasonable to start with a model where r = 0. We
generate 1200 inpainted realizations assuming r = 0 model and we estimate for each of them
the posterior (using a flat prior) of r using the following exact likelihood in harmonic space:
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Figure 21: Distribution of the z variable associated to the T , Q, and U fields for different
number of simulations used to estimate the noise covariance matrix. For comparison, a
Gaussian with the same standard deviation is also given in each case.

− logL =
∑
ℓ

[
Ĉℓ
Cℓ

+ log Cℓ −
2ℓ− 1

2ℓ+ 1
log Ĉℓ

]
(B.1)
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Figure 22: Distribution of differences of the errors relative to the cosmic variance of the
exact minus the modified model for E-mode (left) and B-mode (right).

Figure 23: Value of r assumed in the fiducial model versus the inferred value. Grey shaded
region corresponds to the 1σ interval of the posterior for the input simulation, which is
generated assuming a tensorial modes with r = 0.004. Solid black line corresponds to the
value where the posterior peaks for the input simulation, which by chance corresponds to the
same value as the model. Dots corresponds to the values of r where the mean posterior peaks
for each assumed model in the iterative process. Error bars are the 1σ interval of the mean
posterior.

where Ĉℓ is the B-mode power spectrum of the realization, Cℓ is the theoretical spectrum,
and the sum is done up to ℓ = 2Nside. We generate the mean posterior by averaging the
-logL, and then, we use the value of r where the mean posterior peaks to generate the model
for the next iteration. Results for the different iterations are shown in Figure 23, where the
blue contour corresponds to the 1σ interval obtained from the posterior distribution of the
input simulation (a uniform prior is used for r). Red error bars corresponds to 1σ interval
of the mean posterior. It becomes apparent that after a few iterations the correct value of
r is recovered. Therefore, when using the inpainting technique, a comparison between the
assumed model and the one recovered from the inpainted maps is recommended in order to

– 24 –



5 10 15 20 25 30
0.00000

0.00005

0.00010

0.00015

0.00020

0.00025

0.00030

D
BB

Input realization
Input model (r = 0.004)
r = 0

r = 0.00330
r = 0.00386

r = 0.00399
r = 0.00405

20

25

30

5 10 15 20 25 30

4

2

0

2

4

6

r=0
r=0.00330

r=0.00386
r=0.00399

r=0.00405

Figure 24: Left panel : DBB
ℓ for the input simulation (in red), theoretical curve for r = 0.004

(in black), and D̃BB
ℓ for different fiducial models, obtained from the distribution of 1200

inpainted realizations. Error bars are also derived from the 68% C.L of that distribution.
Right panel : βℓ for different models.

test the consistency of the results.
We finally show a comparison between the B-mode power spectrum obtained using

different models. Left panel of Figure 24 shows DBB
ℓ of the input simulation (red), the

theoretical curve of the input model (black), and the estimated D̃BB
ℓ for the different fiducial

models (corresponding to different iterations), which are described by the median of the
distribution of the 1200 spectra, obtained from each of the inpainted realizations, and the
68% C.L (error bars). In the right panel we show βℓ defined as,

βℓ =
xℓ
σℓ

(B.2)

where xℓ is the difference between the input spectrum and the median, and σℓ is the 68% two
sided C.L, thus allowing asymmetric error bars for low ℓ. It is clear that a bad choice of the
model has a bigger impact on the first multipoles, corresponding to the reionization bump,
than in the lensing dominated range.
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