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Abstract. Observation of multifrequency angular power spectrum of the redshifted 21-cm
brightness temperature fluctuation from the neutral hydrogen holds the key to understand
the structure formation and its evolution during the reionization and post-reionization era. A
major challenge in observing the neutral hydrogen arises from presence of strong foreground
signals in the frequency range of interest. Mitigating the direct effect of foregrounds are
being addressed through various techniques in literature. An additional second order effect
arises, in presence of foreground, with limited accuracy in time and frequency dependent
gain calibrations. This manifests as the residual gain and bandpass error in the observed
data, introduces bias and increases uncertainty in the estimates of multifrequency angular
power spectrum. In this work, we present an analytic method to estimate the bias and excess
uncertainty in the estimates of multifrequency angular power spectrum in presence of residual
gain and bandpass errors. We use this framework to estimate the effect of these errors for
detection of redshifted 21-cm emission from a redshift of ∼ 8 with the upcoming SKA1-Low.
Due to the high baseline density at the required range of angular multipoles, the SKA1-Low is
found to be a tuned instrument for the redshifted 21-cm signal detection. We find that, there
are scenario with residual gain and bandpass errors where there can be significant bias in these
estimates. Certain foreground mitigation strategies, is expected to reduce a part of the bias.
The detailed study of different aspects of gain and bandpass errors and their relative effects
are discussed. We find, with assumed models of gain and bandpass errors, signal detection is
possible at this redshift with 128 hours of observations. However, to achieve this one needs
to have better calibration accuracy than present day interferometers.

Keywords: cosmology: dark ages, reionization – methods: analytical, numerical, statistical
– techniques: interferometric
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1 Introduction

The cosmological 21-cm power spectrum serves as a valuable tool for studying the distribu-
tion of neutral hydrogen (Hi ) on large scales across a wide range of redshifts, spanning from
the Dark Ages to the Post-Reionization Era. Numerous studies have utilized measurements
of the 21-cm power spectrum to explore this cosmic evolution [1–5]. To probe the Epoch of
Reionization (EoR), various ongoing and future experiments have been designed. These in-
clude the upgraded Giant Metrewave Radio Telescope (uGMRT) [6, 7], Low-Frequency Array
[LOFAR; 8], Murchison Widefield Array [MWA; 9, 10], the Donald C. Backer Precision Array
for Probing the Epoch of Reionization [PAPER; 11, 12], the Hydrogen Epoch of Reionization
Array [HERA; 13], the New Extension in Nançay Upgrading loFAR [NenuFAR; 14, 15], the
Square Kilometer Array [5, 16] etc. These experiments aim to detect and characterize the
21-cm power spectrum during the EoR and post reionization era, shedding light on the early
universe. However, the redshifted 21-cm signal is faint, amid foreground emissions that are
orders of magnitude stronger than the expected signal making it challenging to detect [17–21].
These foregrounds encompass various sources such as unresolved point sources, diffuse Galac-
tic synchrotron emission, and free-free emission from our Galaxy and external galaxies. To
overcome this issue, several techniques have been proposed. One approach is the foreground
subtraction technique, which involves subtracting a foreground model from the visibility data
or the image. The residual data after foreground subtraction can then be used to detect the
21-cm power spectrum. This method has been explored in [22–24] and [25] among others; it
requires accurate knowledge of the foreground emissions. Another approach is the foreground
avoidance technique proposed and investigated by [26–32], etc. It has been shown that, the
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foreground contamination remains within the “Foreground Wedge” if one estimates the cylin-
drically averaged 21-cm power spectrum P (k⊥, k‖). Hence, in this technique the cylindrical
power spectrum is measured in the rest of the “EoR-window” in the (k⊥, k‖) plane where
the foreground contamination is rather minimum. To enhance the accuracy of foreground
removal, further foreground suppression methods are reported in literature [33–36]. In these
methods, the response of the primary beam is tapered using some window function which
in turn suppresses the contribution from the bright sources lying in the outer regions of the
telescope’s field of view.

In addition to the significant challenge posed by foreground contamination, complex
instrumental effects also play a crucial role in 21-cm observations. These instrumental effects
can introduce various sources of systematic errors that need to be carefully addressed. Various
techniques, almost always with a known sky model [37–40], including primary calibration, self-
calibration, and bandpass calibration, etc., are employed to estimate the gain and calibrate
the observed visibilities.

The sky-based calibration techniques rely on a good sky model, and the estimation
of the gains is subjected to the sky model’s accuracy, the telescope’s sensitivity, etc. The
unavailability of good calibrator sources in the sky, or imperfections in the sky model limits
the accuracy of the gains which results in residual calibration/gain errors. The calibration
accuracy is also limited due to various reasons such as antenna gain variations, instrumental
electronics nonlinearities, spectral response variations, atmospheric effects at low frequency,
RFI, etc. The systematic errors in the data reduction process, and incomplete knowledge of
instrumental effects, can also introduce errors if not performed correctly. Another calibration
strategy under investigation by different interferometers is the redundant calibration approach
which assumes that the sky visibilities are equal for redundant baselines and does not require
the sky model for performing antenna gain solutions However, it’s important to note that
this approach is most effective with highly redundant arrays and antennas that have identical
beam patterns.

Numerous factors contribute to calibration errors that often restrict the detection of the
redshifted 21-cm signal, and a mammoth effort has been invested to study and characterize
the various effects of these errors. In the context of LOFAR-EoR experiments, various cal-
ibration effects such as gain errors, polarized foreground contamination, ionospheric effects,
and systematic biases arising from calibration processes have been thoroughly explored, and
discussed by [41, 42].

Additionally, studies by [43–48] investigate the impact of polarization leakage and iono-
spheric effects.

In recent works Barry et al. (2016) [49], Ewall-Wice et al. (2017) [50] and Byrne et al.
(2019) [51] have demonstrated that inaccuracies in sky-based calibration models, and issues
related to non-redundancies within redundant calibration methods [52, 53] can result in gain
errors that can potentially contaminate the EoR window. Liu et al. (2010)[54] demonstrated
that non-redundancy in the baseline distribution leads to spectral artefacts that can contam-
inate EoR detection. Furthermore, Choudhuri et al. (2021) [55] and Dillon et al. (2020) [56]
have investigated the effect of non-redundancy on gain solutions in redundant arrays, specif-
ically the Hydrogen Epoch of Reionization Array (HERA). Kern et al.(2020) [57] discuss
calibration strategies for HERA and assess their impact on 21- cm power spectrum. They
demonstrate that the unmodeled diffuse flux and instrumental contaminants corrupt the gain
solutions, and discuss gain-smoothing procedures to mitigate these gain errors. Instrumen-
tal effects can also manifest as beam-related distortions. The telescope’s beam pattern can
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introduce spatial variations and side-lobe contamination, and Choudhuri et al.(2018) [52],
Joseph et al. (2019) [53] and Orosz et al. (2021) [55] have examined issues like antenna
position errors and variations in telescope beam pattern with time and frequency and their
impact on calibration solutions. The presence of non-redundant antenna beams in redundant
baseline calibrations introduces chromatic errors in gain solutions. These errors can lead to
the contamination of the EoR window with foreground power leakage, as described in studies
by [58, 59] for HERA.

The study presented in this paper is fourth in a series of works on the “Calibration
requirements for EoR observations”. In the first of our works [60, henceforth Paper I], we
studied the effect of time-correlated residual gain errors through simulated observations for
GMRT baseline configuration. We found that the residual gain errors introduce a bias in
the power spectrum estimations for the visibility correlation based estimators. Considering
contributions from various types of baseline pairs involved in the visibility measurement to
be used in visibility correlation, we found that the bias in the power spectrum arises mainly
from those types of baseline pairs that have at least one antenna in common. In the second
work [61, henceforth Paper II] we developed an analytical framework to calculate the bias
and uncertainty of the power spectrum in the presence of time-correlated residual gain errors,
and system noise. Through simulated observations of uGMRT, we verified the analytical
results. In [62, henceforth Paper III] we first access the gain characteristics of our uGMRT
Band 3 (300 − 500 MHz) observations towards the ELAIS-N1 field [63]. We found that
residual time-dependent gain errors from most of the antennae follow Gaussian distribution
and are not correlated across the different stokes or different antennae. We then use the gain
characteristics and the foreground estimates along the same line of sight [63] to access the bias
and uncertainity in Hi power spectrum detection. We also commented on the time estimates
for Hi signal detection with the uGMRT given similar gain characteristics.

In this work, we incorporate the residual bandpass gains in our analytical framework and
estimate the bias and uncertainty in the Multifrequency Angular Power Spectrum (MAPS)
in presence of strong foregrounds. Further, we use these analytical frameworks to understand
various effects of residual time- and frequency-correlated gain errors. Rest of the paper is
organized as follows. In Section 2, we discuss the time- and frequency-dependence in gains
and present a model for the correlated residual gain and bandpass errors. In Section 3,
we first discuss estimation of MAPS through the Taper Gridded Estimator (CLTGE). We
then discuss various types of baseline pairs used for such estimation and present analytical
expressions of bias and excess uncertainty in CLTGE. In section 4, we discuss the foreground
model and fiducial 21-cm signal used here. The telescope properties and observational aspects
with SKA1-Low are discussed in section 5. In section 6, we present the result. We conclude
with the discussions in section 7.

2 Time and Frequency Dependent Gain Errors

The electric field of an electromagnetic wave emitted by a celestial source and incident on
upper ionosphere of the earth undergoes various transformations before it is detected. These
transformations encompass the impact of the ionosphere, the electronic and geometric char-
acteristics of antennas and receivers, as well as the behaviour of amplifiers employed in the
signal chain. The combined effects of the ionosphere and the instrumental system’s response
to the incoming electric field signal from the sky are referred to as “gain”. These gains are
complex function of time and frequency of the observation. The measured visibility Ṽ (~Ui, ν),
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at an observation frequency ν, for the ith baseline Ui at a time t can be given as [64, 65]

Ṽ (~Ui, ν) = G̃i(t, ν)Ṽ
S
i (~Ui, ν) + Ñi(~Ui) (2.1)

where G̃i(t, ν) is the time- and frequency-dependent baseline-based complex gain for the ith

baseline; Ñi(~Ui) is the thermal noise and Ṽ S
i is the sky-visibility. Note that the sky-visibility

is assumed to not change during the observation time here. In this work, we assume that the
signal we are interested in, is not polarized and the instrument does not have any polarization
leakage. The polarization leakage has a lesser effect than the direct gain errors, however, it
may play an important role for very high dynamic range observations. We plan to investigate
it in a separate work. In most practical cases we can write G̃i(t, ν) as

G̃i(t, ν) = G̃i(t)B̃i(ν). (2.2)

Here G̃i(t) represents the gain, and B̃i(ν) is the bandpass, for the ith baseline.
With the advent of software based correlators, it is safe to assume that the primary

source of the gains can be tagged to the antena. We can write both the time- and frequency-
dependent part of the gain G̃i(t) and B̃i(ν), as arising from the individual gains of the pair
of antennae A and B, in terms of antenna-based gains as

G̃i(t) = 〈g̃A(t)g̃∗B(t)〉 ; B̃i(ν) = 〈b̃A(ν)b̃∗B(ν)〉, (2.3)

where g̃A(t), g̃B(t) and b̃A(ν), b̃B(ν) are the gain and bandpass response of the individual
antenna A and B; angle brackets in the gain and bandpass response represent the average
over the integration time and channel width respectively.

In radio interferometric observations, it is reasonable to define the interferometric noise
Ñi(~Ui) as a Gaussian random variable with zero mean. The noise is also uncorrelated across
different baselines as well as frequency channels. The standard deviation of the real or imag-
inary part of the noise in each visibility, σN , in terms of the source equivalent flux density
(SEFD), frequency width of the channel (∆νc), and integration time for each visibility (Tint),
can be expressed as follows [66]

σN =
SEFD√
2∆νc Tint

. (2.4)

In our previous works (Paper I, II and III), we focused exclusively on the time-dependent
component of the gain and extensively investigated the implications of time-correlated gain
errors. In current study, we expand our analysis by incorporating the frequency-dependent
bandpass response of the instrument, in addition to the time-dependent gains. We specifically
examine the impact of both time- and frequency-correlated residual gain and bandpass errors.
In the following discussion, we provide a brief overview of the bandpass calibration and origin
of the bandpass errors.

2.1 Bandpass Calibration and Errors

The bandpass response of the instrument refers to its sensitivity to different frequency com-
ponents within a given observation bandwidth. Ideally, the instrument should have a flat and
uniform response across the entire bandwidth of interest. However, in reality, imperfections
and variations can lead to deviations from this ideal response. These deviations result in
variations in the instrument’s sensitivity at different frequencies, leading to the introduction
of bandpass errors in the measured signals. The frequency-dependent component of the gain,
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denoted as Bi(ν), is determined through the process of bandpass calibration. This calibra-
tion technique involves observing a bright source with a flat and known spectrum to correct
for variations in amplitude and phase with frequency. Bandpass solutions are obtained for
individual channels or by averaging a few nearby channels, depending on the signal-to-noise
ratio of the observation. Bandpass calibration serves multiple purposes. Firstly, it corrects for
the frequency-dependent variations in the gains, ensuring a consistent amplitude and phase
response across the observation bandwidth. Additionally, it helps in compensating for the
slow variations of the bandpass response over time, thereby improving the overall calibration
accuracy.

Accurate bandpass calibration is crucial for detecting and precisely measuring spectral
features in the observed data. It plays a significant role in achieving a high dynamic range
in continuum observations. However, there are several factors that can limit the accuracy
of bandpass calibration, e.g., the availability of a suitable calibrator source with a well-
known and stable spectrum during the observation. In cases where such a calibrator is not
available, errors in the complex response of bandpass filters can introduce residual errors in
the derived bandpass solutions. Furthermore, the presence of radio frequency interference
(RFI) or poor instrumental response in certain observation channels may require the removal
of data from those channels. This can result in missing data for specific frequencies, which is
often addressed by interpolating the bandpass solutions from neighbouring channels or using
polynomial models to estimate the missing values. However, these interpolation techniques
can introduce frequency correlations in the residual bandpass errors. Further, such missing
frequency channels introduce artefacts in the estimated power spectrum. In such cases, it is
wise to estimate the Multifrequency Angular Power Spectrum (MAPS) [67], that depends on
the angular multipole ℓ = 2 πU and the frequency separation directly from the visibilities. The
MAPS-based Tapered Gridded Estimator (TGE) discussed by Bharadwaj et al. (2019)[35],
Pal et al.(2021)[68] presents a method to overcome this issue, where they first correlate the
visibility data across frequency channels to estimate Cℓ(∆ν) at each frequency separation
∆ν and then uses this Cℓ(∆ν) to estimate the power spectrum P (k⊥, k‖). In this work, we
concentrate on estimating the MAPS and the bias and variance introduced into it due to
residual gain and bandpass errors.

2.2 Modeling Time- and Frequency-Dependent Gain Errors

In order to prepare the observed data for scientific analysis, it is necessary to estimate the
antenna gains using calibration techniques. In this work, we assume that optimal calibration
methods, including primary calibration and self-calibration for time-dependent gain; as well as
bandpass calibration to correct for frequency response, have been employed for the data under
consideration. As the observations are limited by thermal noise, the time- and frequency-
dependent gains can only be estimated to a limited accuracy. Furthermore, the finite time-
cadence of the observation (Tint) and the width of each frequency channel (∆νc) only allow
to limited estimation of the time- and frequency-correlation in gains. Hence, at this stage of
data processing, the residual gains and residual bandpass for each antenna, contribute to the
gain term G̃i(t) and B̃i(ν), respectively.

Following a simplifying assumption in Paper II, here we assume that the statistical
properties of the residual gain errors as well as the residual bandpass errors are same for
all the antennae and we drop the antenna suffix from g̃A(t) and b̃A(ν) henceforth. For the
time-dependent part of the gains g̃(t), we use the gain error model as discussed in Paper II.
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The gain from an individual antenna is given as

g̃(t) = [1 + δR(t) + iδI(t)] (2.5)

where δR(t) and δI(t) are the real and imaginary part of the residual gain error from the
antenna and they have zero mean. We define

σ2
δC = 〈δ2C〉, ηC(τ) = 〈δC(t)δC(t+ τ)〉/σ2

C , (2.6)

where C is to be read as R or I for real and imaginary parts of the gain. We further assume
that the real and imaginary parts of the residual gain errors are not correlated and the antenna
gain properties from different antennae are also uncorrelated. These assumptions are found
to be true in our observation of uGMRT Band 3 in Paper III. We model the normalized
two-point correlation η(τ) of the residual gains as

η(τ) = exp

[

− τ2

2T 2
corr

]

(2.7)

where Tcorr gives the correlation time of the residual gains.
The frequency-dependent bandpass response for the individual antennae can be written

as
b̃(ν) = [1 + bR(ν) + ibI(ν)] (2.8)

where bR(t) and bI(t) stands for the real and imaginary part of the residual bandpass error.
Similar to the time-correlated gain errors, for the bandpass errors, we make the assump-

tion that they are also Gaussian random variables with bandpass errors from all antennae
following same statistics. The statistical properties of the bandpass errors are characterised
by their variance and two-point correlation functions. Additionally, we assume that there is
no correlation between the real and imaginary parts of the bandpass errors for a given antenna
and the residual bandpass errors from different antennas are uncorrelated. We denote the
variance of the bandpass σ2

bC and the normalized two-point correlation ξ(∆ν) of the residual
bandpass for a given antenna as

σ2
bC = 〈b2C〉, ξ(∆ν) = 〈bC(ν)bC(ν +∆ν)〉/σ2

bC , (2.9)

where subscript b is for the bandpass. Note that, we have assumed that the normalized two-
point correlation of the residual bandpass is a function of frequency separation ∆ν only. We
have also assumed that the normalised two-point correlation functions are the same irrespec-
tive of being of real or imaginary parts. We model the residual bandpass error as

ξ(∆ν) = exp

[

− ∆ν2

2ν2corr

]

(2.10)

where νcorr is the correlation frequency of the residual bandpass. In reality, the normalized
two-point correlation function for the residual gain or bandpass errors can be rather compli-
cated and needs to be estimated for a particular observation.

It has been shown in various works such as [25, 49, 50] that for spectrally smooth
bandpass solutions, the power spectral bias from residual gain errors will not be significant.
Due to the smoothness relative to the EoR spectral modes, the spectral contamination will
primarily confined to the wedge and the power leaked from the intrinsic foreground is not
coupled to the EoR window [49].
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However, a departure from the spectrally smooth behaviour of the frequency-dependent
gains will result in complex residual gain errors in frequency, and contaminate the EoR
window. Although the existing experiments enforce the spectral smoothness of the frequency-
dependent gains, here we do not strictly make any such assumption for the development of the
framework to estimate the residual effects. The framework that is being presented employs
a simple Gaussian model for both time- and frequency-correlated gain errors, but it is not
confined to this model and may be applied to any model, regardless of whether the gains are
assumed to be spectral smooth or not. 1

3 Analytical Estimates of Bias and Variance of the redshifted 21- cm

Power Spectrum

In this section, we first discuss a TGE based estimator for MAPS and then present a method-
ology to analytically estimate the bias and variance in estimating MAPS for a known time-
and frequency-dependent gain and bandpass error model and a known model for the sky.

3.1 The Multifrequency Angular Power Spectrum Estimator

Bharadwaj et al. (2001) [69] shows that by correlating the visibilities at a given baseline and
frequency channels we can estimate the 2-dimensional angular power spectrum (2DPS) of the
Hi brightness temperature fluctuation in the sky plane at the redshift corresponding to the
observing frequency. Using this idea, several variants of the visibility-based power spectrum
estimators are implemented, e.g. Bharadwaj et al. (2005) [1], Begum et al. (2006) [70],
Choudhuri et al. (2014) [71], and others. These methods are used to estimate the angular
power spectrum of diffuse galactic foregrounds as well as the power spectrum of Hi in nearby
galaxies [20, 63, 72–77]. Choudhuri et al. (2016 a) [78] and Choudhuri et al. (2016 b)
[33] introduce a gridded estimator (TGE) that tapers the response of the telescope beam and
hence suppresses effects of the point sources outside the primary beam that can not be imaged
properly. In Paper I and II, we establish a methodology to assess the bias and uncertainty in
2DPS based on the TGE and in Paper III we implemented this to estimate the systematics that
arises through the time-dependent residual gain error in a uGMRT observation. The visibility
based 2DPS is extended further in [67], where they propose to correlate the visibilities from
different frequency channels and hence find the frequency-correlation in the signal. This
then measures the multifrequency angular power spectrum (MAPS) of the sky brightness
temperature as a function of both angular multipole (ℓ) and frequency separation (∆ν).
The sky brightness temperature distribution δT (n̂, ν) is first decomposed into its’ spherical
harmonics alm(ν), the MAPS Cℓ(∆ν) is defined as

Cℓ(∆ν) = 〈alm(ν)a∗lm(ν +∆ν)〉, (3.1)

where ∆ν is the difference in frequency channels for correlation. Note that the angular
multipole ℓ is related to the baseline U as ℓ = 2πU , and hence, each baseline measure
one angular multipole. Here we assume that the sky brightness temperature fluctuations
are statistically homogeneous and isotropic and depends only on the frequency separation
δν between the two frequency channels for correlation. This assumption of homogeneity
in frequency, helps us to average estimates of MAPS from different frequency-pairs giving

1We found that there exists residual gain correlation of ∼ 2 MHz in uGMRT band 2 and band 3 observa-

tions. These data are being investigated and will be presented separately.
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the same frequency separation. During the epoch-of-reionization, however, the mean neutral
hydrogen density changes rapidly and hence the MAPS should be considered as a function
of the frequency pairs at which the correlations are performed [79]. Estimating the non-
homogenous part of the signal, requires to measure it with much higher accuracy and is
rather more challenging [80]. Here, we restrict ourselves to the estimator of MAPS that
assumes the signal to be ergodic.

Bharadwaj et al. (2019) [35] develops a TGE based estimator, that can use measurement
of visibilities in different frequency channels to estimate the MAPS assuming homogeneity of
the signal in frequency, we will call this as CLTGE henceforth. This estimator is then used to
estimate the spherically or cylindrically averaged power spectrum. Here we outline the basic
working of CLTGE. The visibilities are first gridded in baselines for all the frequency channels.
The grid size ∆U is chosen such that ∆U < (πθ0)

−1, for a telescope with field of view extended
to θ0 radians. The visibility correlations are then calculated within each grid correlating
visibilities from different channels. The gridding process also implements a convolution kernel
that tapers the primary beam response to avoid effects from foregrounds outside the field of
view of observation. For the zero-frequency-separation ∆ν = 0, the visibility correlation is
performed only with different baselines in a given grid to avoid noise bias. The correlations
with same frequency separations ∆ν for each baseline-grid are then identified and their average
is estimated. These are then further averaged over a given annular region in the baseline plane
to get the estimates for Cℓ(∆ν). The averaging process ensures that proper weights are used
to incorporate the effect of incomplete baseline coverage as well as the tapering kernel. It
has been shown [35] that in absence of residual gain and bandpass errors, CLTGE gives an
unbiased estimate. In this work, we access the bias and excess uncertainty introduced by
time-dependent residual gain errors and frequency-dependent bandpass errors in CLTGE.

3.2 Baseline Pair Fractions

In interferometry, a baseline vector is defined as the antenna separation in units of the observed
wavelengths. The sky-plane is considered as the tangent plane passing through the centre of
the field of view in the sky. The baseline-plane where the visibilities are gridded is on the
earth’ surface and is parallel to the sky plane. As the source position changes with time in
the sky, the baseline vector assumes different components in the baseline plane. Hence, a
pair of antenna A and B provides measures of visibilities at different baselines at different
time during the observation. We denote the visibility measured by a pair of antenna A,B
at a time t and frequency ν as ṼAB(t, ν). The work presented in Paper I, II and III can be
considered as estimation of bias and uncertainty in Cℓ(∆ν = 0). Observationally, correlating
the visibilities from the same frequency channel shows a sudden jump in the power [68]. We
do not consider the correlation of the visibilities measured at the same frequency channel here.
The visibility correlation in a given grid can be obtained with different types of antenna-pair
and time giving rise to types of baseline-pairs. We define baseline-pair-fraction as the ratio of
a given type of baseline pairs to the total number of baseline pairs in a given grid and denote
it as n′

i for different types i. We list all different possible baseline pairs here:

• Type 1 Correlation of the visibilities measured by the same antenna pair, at different
times, and different frequencies, i.e. 〈ṼAB(t, ν)Ṽ

∗
AB(t

′, ν ′)〉. The fraction of such baseline
pairs is n′

1.

• Type 1A Correlation of the visibilities measured by the same antenna pair, at the same
time, and different frequency, i.e. 〈ṼAB(t, ν)Ṽ

∗
AB(t, ν

′)〉. The fraction of such baseline
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pairs is n′
1A.

• Type 2 Correlation of the visibilities measured by antenna pairs having one antenna in
common, measured at the same time, and different frequency, i.e. 〈ṼAB(t, ν)Ṽ

∗
AC(t, ν

′)〉.
The fraction of such baseline pairs is n′

2.

• Type 3 Correlation of the visibilities measured by antenna pairs having one antenna
in common measured at different times, and different frequency 〈ṼAB(t, ν)Ṽ

∗
AC(t

′, ν ′)〉.
The fraction of such baseline pairs is n′

3.

• Type 4 Correlation of the visibilities measured by antenna pairs having no antenna in
common measured at any time. 〈ṼAB(t, ν)Ṽ

∗
CD(t

′, ν ′)〉. The fraction of such baseline
pairs is n′

4.

Note that, the noise is uncorrelated for any two measurements taken into account for the
aforementioned cases. In Paper I, II we discuss the baseline pair fractions for visibility corre-
lation within same frequency channels. The corresponding baseline pair fractions are similar
to that in the Types 1, 2, 3 and 4 here, however, in the present case, the correlations between
visibilities are across different frequency channels. The baseline pair fractions in Paper I and
II will be mentioned as ni (that is without a prime). Here, we additionally have the baseline
pair fraction Type 1A, where visibilities are measured by the same antenna pair at the same
time but different frequencies are considered.

Assuming all the channels in a baseline-grid have the same number of baselines, with
number of baseline in a given grid in a given channel as Nb, the baseline pair fractions in
Paper I and II can be related to the baseline pair fractions defined here:

n′
1 = n1

Nb − 1

Nb

∼ n1 (3.2)

n′
1A =

1

Nb

n′
2 = n2

Nb − 1

Nb

∼ n2

n′
3 = n3

Nb − 1

Nb

∼ n3

n′
4 = n4

Nb − 1

Nb

∼ n4.

3.3 Bias and Variance of the Angular Power Spectrum

Several methods have been developed to reduce foreground contamination from EoR ob-
servations. One of the most commonly used techniques is called “foreground subtraction”
[22, 23, 72], which involves estimating the foreground and then subtracting them from the
total observed signal. In such methods, the visibilities from the foreground compact sources
are estimated and then subtracted from the observed visibilities. On the other hand, for
the extended foreground emissions, MAPS for the foreground is estimated and then sub-
tracted. Another approach is to use “foreground avoidance” techniques [26–28], which involve
designing observational strategies that avoid frequency ranges where the foreground signals
are strongest. This approach is based on the fact that the foreground signals have a different
spectral signature than the EoR signal, and hence can be avoided by restricting to places
in the (k||, k⊥) plane. To enhance the accuracy of foreground removal, further foreground

– 9 –



suppression methods are reported in literature [33–36]. In this method, we taper the response
of the telescope beam using a Gaussian kernel to suppress the contribution from the bright
sources lying in the outer regions of the telescope’s field of view. Arora et al. (2021) [36]
discuss a lens power spectrum estimator that can suppress the Galactic diffuse synchrotron
power spectrum by a few hundred times. Here, we assume that we already have an adequate
estimate of the foreground and a foreground mitigation method is applied to the data. We
do not include any error that may arise through the estimation of the foreground itself.

The estimator CLTGE gives unbiased estimates of MAPS in absence of residual gain and
bandpass errors. Uncertainties in CLTGE are estimated by simulating various realizations of
the system noise and sky brightness temperature fluctuations. The uncertainty in CLTGE
σT includes the effect from the sample and cosmic variance and the contribution from the
system temperature. In absence of gain errors, for a 21-cm MAPS CℓHI

(∆ν), σT can be
approximately given as

σ2
T =

C2
ℓHI

NG
+

N2 CℓHI

NBNd

+
N2

2

2NBN2
d

, (3.3)

which we denote as thermal part of the uncertainty henceforth. The quantities σT, NG, NB

are function of ℓ, the ∆ν dependence on σT arises from the same in CℓHI
. Note that various

quantities given in this expression can vary with both the angular multipole ℓ and ∆ν. Here,
we assume that for each day, the observations are made for Nh hours and all over Nd days of
observation the same baselines are repeated. The variables NG and NB represent the count
of independent estimates of MAPS in a grid and the total number of visibility correlations
within a baseline annulus in a given day. The quantity N2 encompasses the effect of system
temperature and will be discussed shortly.

Presence of emission from sources, other than the cosmological Hi , in the same observing
frequency are collectively called foregrounds. As these are several orders of magnitude higher
than the expected redshifted 21-cm signal, measuring the later turns to a problem of high
dynamic range interferometric observation. Since emissions from various type of sources are
not correlated, the measured MAPS can be considered as a summation of the MAPS due to
the redshifted 21-cm signal and that from the foreground.

Presence of foregrounds in the observed visibilities introduces a second order effect.
The residual gain and bandpass errors, in presence of various foreground emissions, enhance
the uncertainty in CLTGE and introduce a non-zero bias. Once the foreground mitigation
methods are applied to the observed MAPS, this second order effect becomes important.
Paper II discuss the analytical framework that uses several assumptions, to estimate the bias
and uncertainty in MAPS with ∆ν = 0. As the present work uses the same assumptions
and methodology, we do not repeat it here, and refer the reader to section 2.4 of Paper II
for details. The bias and uncertainties in CLTGE as calculated for the residual gain and
bandpass error models described in section 2.2 of this paper is given below. Here we denote
the bias as BCℓ

:

BCℓ
=
[

(n13χ+ n12)Σ
δ+
2 + (n13 + n12)Σ

b+
2 ξ
] Cℓ

Nd

(3.4)

where Cℓ(∆ν) is the combined angular power spectrum of the foreground (CℓFG
) and red-

shifted 21-cm signal (CℓHI
). However, since the latter is much weaker, we can safely neglect

its effect. Note that, in eqn 3.4, we have not explicitly show the dependence of ℓ and ∆ν on
various quantities. Here n13 = 2n′

1 + n′
3 and n12 = 2n′

1A + n′
2, both depends on the angular

multipole ℓ, Σδ±
2 = σ2

δR ± σ2
δI ,Σ

b±
2 = σ2

bR ± σ2
bI are independent of ℓ. The quantity ξ depends
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on ∆ν as in eqn 2.10. The variable χ encompasses the effect of time-correlation of the residual
gain error and is given as

χ(ℓ) =
1

T 2
D

∫ TD

Tint

[TD − τ ] η(τ) dτ, (3.5)

with TD = ∆UT24

ℓ
. Here T24 corresponds to one sidereal day. It is clear that the bias is directly

proportional to the MAPS being measured. The bias reduces with number of observation days
2. Apart from the multiplicative contribution from the foreground MAPS, the bias depends
on the angular multipole ℓ through the baseline pair fractions and the function χ. The
∆ν dependence in the first term of the bias BCℓ1

= (n13χ + n12)Σ
δ+
2

Cℓ

Nd
comes through the

frequency dependence of the foreground MAPS. The additional ∆ν dependence on bias arises
from the second term BCℓ2

= (n13+n12)Σ
b+
2 ξ Cℓ

Nd
. Elahi et al. (2023)[81] implement foreground

suppression in CLTGE using the fact that the frequency de-correlation is much slower in the
foreground than the 21-cm signal. They estimate the foreground characteristics at ∆ν values
at which the redshifted 21-cm signal is expected to have no correlation and use it to subtract
the foreground in the MAPS at lower ∆ν. Here, the ∆ν dependence in the first term in
the bias expression comes directly from the ∆ν dependence in the foreground contribution
to measured MAPS. Hence, this foreground suppression method result in suppression of the
first term in bias.

We denote the uncertainty in CLTGE as σCℓ
, where the excess uncertainty due to the

residual gain and bandpass errors are denoted as σE , with σ2
Cℓ

= σ2
T + σ2

E. The excess
uncertainty then can be written as

σ2
E = 2

B2
Cℓ

NG
+ 2

[

Σδ+
2 +Σb+

2

] N2Cℓ

NBN
2
d

(3.6)

+ 4
[

(Σδ+
2 +Σb+

2 )2 + (Σδ−
2 +Σb−

2 )2
] C2

ℓ

NGN2
d

+
[

(n13χ+ n12)Σ
δ−
2 + (n13 + n12)Σ

b−
2 ξ
]2 C2

ℓ

NGN2
d

.

As discussed earlier, for all practial purposes Cℓ ∼ CℓFG
. Note that, if the values of σδR = σδI

and σδR = σδI , Σ
δ−
2 = Σb−

2 = 0, the expression for variance above becomes simpler. We have
also assumed that all the quantities that contribute to the residual gain and bandpass errors
have exactly same statistical property for both the polarisations RR and LL usually used for
such observations. The quantity N2 is the noise correlation between visibility pairs. Since
the noise in different visibilities is uncorrelated, in case of CLTGE with ∆ν = 0, N2 =
〈ÑiÑj

∗〉 = 2σ2
Nδij . The Kronecker Delta δij ensures that the noise-correlation between any

two antennae i, j is zero and the correlation is N2 when the same antenna-pair is used. When
correlating the visibilities across different channels, it is essential to consider that the number
of independent samples of noise correlation will vary depending on the frequency-separation
∆ν. Specifically, when nearby channels are considered, a greater number of channel pairs
are available, resulting in a higher count of independent samples of noise correlations across
the bandwidth (BW) of the observation. However, as the frequency-separations increase, the

2We have assumed that the residual gain errors do not have any long term time-correlation. Note, such

correlations can arise because of gravity loading in antenna dishes or imperfect beam-forming and need to be

investigated at the telescope facilities.
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Figure 1: Variation of MAPS Cℓ(ν,∆ν) as a function of angular multipole ℓ and frequency
separation ∆ν for models of foreground and redshifted 21-cm signal. Left panel plots the
ℓ(ℓ + 1)Cℓ(ν, 0) as a function of ℓ at a frequency of ν = 157.8 MHz, which corresponds to
a redshift of 8 for the 21-cm signal. The dashed lines show the contribution from different
components of the foregrounds (see the legend in the right hand panel), the black solid
line is the expected 21-cm signal at this redshift. The black dashed line show the total
contribution by the foreground. In the right panel, we show the frequency-de-correlation
D(ν,∆ν) of various components of the foreground (see the legends) and the 21-cm signal at the
same frequency ν. Frequency-de-correlation of the foreground is independent of the angular
multipole, however, for the redshifted 21-cm signal, the frequency-de-correlation depends on
ℓ. We have shown the de-correlation function for two ℓ values of 600 and 12000 for the 21-cm
signal. The dot-dashed line show the function ξ(∆ν) for νcorr = 2 MHz.

number of independent samples of noise correlations decreases. For instance, when ∆ν ∼ BW,
only one channel pair remains available for such averaging. Hence, it is important to note that
the noise correlation exhibits a dependence on ∆ν, and its behaviour can be characterized as
a function of this parameter as:

N2(∆ν) =
σ2
N

(BW −∆ν)/∆νc
, (3.7)

where ∆νc is the width of each frequency channel.

4 Modeling the sky signal

In this work we aim to access the effect of residual gain and bandpass errors in observing
the redshifted 21-cm signal from the Epoch of Reionization using the upcoming telescope
SKA1-Low. Here we choose a fiducial redshift of z0 = 8 that corresponds to an observing
frequency of ν0 = 157.8 MHz and a bandwidth of BW = 50 MHz. In this section, we discuss
the foreground and fiducial 21-cm signal model that is used for the estimation and further
analysis of bias and uncertainty in CLTGE.
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A(mK2) β α γ

Galactic synchrotron 700 2.4 2.80 4.0
Extragalactic point sources 57.0 1.1 2.07 1.0
Galactic free-free 0.088 3.0 2.15 35
Extragalactic free-free 0.014 1.0 2.10 35

Table 1: The values of the foreground parameters in eqn (4.3) for νf = 130 MHz. The
parameters are reproduced from [18].

4.1 Foreground Model

Various physical processes contribute to the foreground signal, these are Galactic synchrotron
(GS), Extragalactic point sources (EPS), Extragalactic free-free (EFF) and Galactic free-
free(GFF). A detailed discussion on these are available in [19, 20, 72, 82–85], etc. For the
analysis presented in this paper, we use the foreground model presented in [18] and we discuss
it briefly. The expression for CℓFG

(ν,∆ν) can be written as

CℓFG
(ν,∆ν) = CℓFG

(ν, 0) DFG(ν,∆ν), (4.1)

where CℓFG
(ν, 0) gives the foreground MAPS at zero frequency separation and DFG(ν,∆ν)

gives the frequency-de-correlation in the signal. The former provides the ℓ dependence whereas
the latter gives ∆ν dependence. For the i-th component of the foreground, these can be
modelled as

CℓFG
(ν, 0) = Ai

(

1000

ℓ

)βi (νf
ν

)2αi

(4.2)

DFG(ν,∆ν) = exp

(

−
[

log(1 + ∆ν
ν
)
]2

2γ2i

)

(

1 +
∆ν

ν

)−αi

,

where νf = 130 MHz is a reference frequency. The values for the parameters Ai, αi, βi, γi are
given in Table 1.

Contributions from different foreground components are shown in Figure 1. The left
panel show variation of ℓ(ℓ+1)CℓFG

(ν, 0) as a function ℓ. Clearly, the most dominant compo-
nent at lower ℓ is the contribution from GS, whereas at larger ℓ the EPS component dominates.
The contributions from EFF and GFF are rather small. In this work, we combine the effect
of all these components and use that as a foreground model. The right panel of Figure 1
show the frequency-de-correlation factor DFG(ν,∆ν). We note that the for various compo-
nents of the foreground, the frequency-de-correlation is almost similar. Henceforth, unless it
is required, we would not write the ν dependence of Cℓ or D explicitly.

4.2 Redshifted 21-cm signal

Section 3 of [86] have outlined a model for the redshifted 21-cm power spectrum at the EoR,
we briefly discuss it here. The EoR 21-cm signal is generated in three steps: First, a particle-
mesh N-body code is used to simulate the dark matter distribution in a comoving volume
of [215Mpc]3 with 30723 grids to the observed redshift (in our case zo = 8). From this
simulated dark matter distribution at zo = 8, they identify haloes with a minimum mass of
Mmin = 1.09×109M⊙ using the Friends-of-Friends (FoF) algorithm [87]. Finally, they use the
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excursion set formalism [88] to generate ionization maps, assuming that ionizing sources are
hosted in those halos and hydrogen traces dark matter. They map the redshift space 21-cm
brightness temperature map using peculiar velocities. In this model, the ionization of the
neutral hydrogen is controlled by two key parameters, Nion the ionizing photon production
efficiency, and Rmfp the mean free path of ionizing photons. These parameters are set as
Nion = 23.21 and Rmfp = 20 Mpc to achieve 50 % ionization at zo = 8, which yields a
Thomson scattering optical depth τ = 0.057 (consistent with [89]), and the reionization in
this model ends at z ∼ 6 (see [90]). They use fifty independent realizations of the simulation
to create a statistically independent signal ensemble, and these were used to estimate the
21-cm power spectrum PHI(k). Considering the spherically averaged power spectrum model
PHI(k), we generate the corresponding cylindrically averaged power spectrum PHI(k⊥, k||),
where k|| denotes the component of wave vector parallel to the line of sight of observation and
k⊥ corresponds to the component in the plane of the sky. In this work, we neglect various
redshift dependent effects in the observed Hi power spectrum including the redshift space
distortion [91, 92] and the light cone effects [93]. We further calculate the fiducial Hi MAPS
using

CℓHI
(∆ν) =

1

πr2c

∫ ∞

0

dk|| cos
(

k||r
′
c∆ν

)

PHI(k⊥, k||), (4.3)

where rc is the comoving distance to the redshift z0 and r′c =
drc
dν

.
The angular multipole ℓ dependence of the fiducial redshifted 21-cm signal from a redshift

of 8 is shown in the left panel of Figure 1. Clearly, the signal is much weaker than the
foreground as expected. The 21-cm signal de-correlation, however, depends on the angular
multipoles and is shown for two angular multipoles ℓ = 600 and ℓ = 12000 in the right hand
side of Figure 1. The signal is expected to de-correlate faster for higher values of ℓ.

5 Telescope properties: SKA1-Low

The SKA1-Low, located at the Murchison Radio-astronomy Observatory (MRO) site in West-
ern Australia, is an aperture phased array that is presently under construction [5, 16]. The
telescope is expected to start its early shared risk science run (configuration AA4) in 2029.
Once completed, the SKA1-Low is designed to have 512 stations, with the largest base-
line spanning approximately 65 km. Each of these stations will have 256 log-periodic dual-
polarized antennas giving an effective field of view of 327

′

at 110 MHz. The available band-
width of operation will be 50− 350 MHz with a uniform resolution channel width of 5.4 kHz.
Though the high frequency-resolution is essential for Radio Frequency Interference detection
and mitigation, the foreground mitigation, as well as 21-cm signal detection inherently do not
require such high frequency-resolution. In this work, we choose 1024 channels giving rise to a
native channel separation of ∆νc = 48.82 kHz. Given the highest baseline, this is well bellow
the limit expected bandwidth smearing limit. Considering time-width-smearing, the Tint for
the SKA1-Low is to be kept below 2 sec, we choose an integration time of Tint = 1 sec for our
analysis. This keeps the time-smearing low, as well not enhance the noise in each visibility.
The exposure time calculator 3 gives an expected value of σV = 63.7 mK / channel. As men-
tioned earlier, the baseline grids used for CLTGE ∆U < (πθ0)

−1, given that (πθ0)
−1 ∼ 5 λ,

we choose ∆U = 4 λ.
Baseline pair fractions as discussed in section 3.2 depends on the antenna configurations,

Tint, ∆U , as well as the source declination in the sky. For this work, we assume that the

3https:://sensitivity-calculator.skao.int/low
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observation pointing is at a right ascension of [13h 31m 08s] and declination of [−50◦ 00′ 00′′].
Using these, we generate the SKA1-Low baseline configuration for Nh = 8 hours of observa-
tion. We then grid the baselines with a grid-size of ∆U as mentioned above to estimate the
baseline pair fractions in each grid. Alongside we also estimate the total number of baseline
NB in each grid. We have observed in Paper I that the Hi signal falls rapidly beyond a
baseline of 1 kλ, that is ℓ ∼ 6000 at 150 MHz. We restrict our range of ℓ between 600−12000
for this work. We further generate annular bins in ℓ range and estimate the average values
of the baseline pair fractions, NB and the number of independent estimates of MAPS NG in
each annular bin. The five different types of baseline-pair fractions are plotted in Figure 2. In
Paper III we presented estimation of bias and uncertainty for the Band 3 uGMRT observation,
where we found that the baseline-pairs of Type 1 and 3 are the dominant ones. We observe
that in the chosen range of ℓ for the SKA1-Low, in the given observing frequency range, the
baseline pair fraction of Type 4 dominates. This is due to large number of redundant baseline
pairs contributing to the visibility correlation in a given grid. We observe that neither bias
nor the excess uncertainty in CLTGE depends on the Type 4 baseline pairs. The baseline
pair fraction of Type 1 and Type 3 contribute only 1% and contribution of the other baseline
pair types is negligible. Given that these are the baseline-pairs types that contributes to the
bias and excess uncertainty, the baseline configuration of the SKA1-Low makes it an ideal
instrument for such observation.

In Paper III we have presented estimation of bias and uncertainty in CLTGE for ∆ν = 0
in Band 3 of uGMRT. We found that the standard deviation of the real and imaginary parts
of the residual gain errors differ by 4% in a good observation day. In this work, we consider
that the real and imaginary parts of the residual gain and residual bandpass errors have same
statistical characteristics, i.e. including their standard deviations and time- and frequency-
correlations. We denote the standard deviation of the residual gain error ( real or imaginary
part) as σδ and that for the residual bandpass (real or imaginary part) as σb. The function
ξ(∆ν) (same for real and imaginary) is plotted for νcorr = 2 MHz in the right panel of Figure 1
for comparison ( see footnote 1). The uncalibrated visibilities have correlated gains from the
instrument and ionosphere. As a part of the calibration process, the time-dependence of the
gains are estimated. However, the time-correlation remains in the residual gains at time-
scales smaller than the time-scales at which the time-dependent gain solutions are estimated.
Since we use here Tint = 1 sec, the least possible solution interval can be 2 sec allowing for
Nyquist sampling. Hence, any time-correlation in the residual gains, at time-scales < 2 Tint

remains. In all further calculations we choose Tcorr = 2 sec. We consider Nh = 8 hours of
observations per day with Nd days of observations giving rise to a total of Tobs = Nh × Nd

hours observation time. In the next section, we use the estimates of baseline pair fractions,
NG and NB along with various values for the parameters σδ, σb, νcorr and Tobs to find the
effect of bias and excess uncertainty in the CLTGE.

6 Results and Discussions

In this section, we present our calculation of expected bias and excess uncertainty in CLTGE
in presence of residual gain and bandpass errors for various possible parameter values. [80]
estimate MAPS for ∆ν = 0 MHz and show its detection significance for various ℓ and ν. Their
result suggests, in presence of only thermal uncertainties, σT , 8−σ detection is possible with
the SKA1-Low at around z ∼ 8 for Tobs = 128 hours. Since presence of gain and bandpass
errors are expected to increase both the bias BCℓ and uncertainty σCℓ

, we choose a minimum
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Figure 2: Variation of baseline pair fractions n′
i with angular multipole ℓ = 2πU for 8 hours

of observation with the SKA1-Low. Integration time for the observation is kept at 1 sec and
uv-grid size is 0.004 kλ. The fraction of baseline pairs is dominated by Type 4 for the above-
used parameters. Number of grid points NG and average number of baselines in a given grid
is also plotted as a function of ℓ. Both these values are scaled, see the right-side axis (blue)
for details.

observing time of Tobs = 128 hours in our analysis. We first calculate BCℓ
and uncertainty

with Tobs = 128 hours, σCℓ
with νcorr = 2 MHz and σδ = σb = 1 %. Figure 3 show the bias

BCℓ
(left panel), total uncertainty σCℓ

(middle panel) and thermal uncertainty σT (right panel)
using colormaps, the colorbar at the right most part of the figure. The contour labels in the
left and middle panels show the ratios RB and Rσ of the MAPS from the fiducial Hi signal
to the bias (solid orange line) and total uncertainty(dashed orange line) respectively. In both
cases, only the region under the orange contours have these ratios more than unity. Contours
in the right most panel show the ratio of the MAPS from the fiducial Hi signal to σT , where
the three contours correspond to unity (orange), five (cyan) and ten (white). This suggests,
in absence of residual gain and bandpass errors, 128 hours observation with the SKA1-Low is
adequate to detect the Hi MAPS over the same ℓ regions as discussed in [80]. We also find,
that, in this condition, the signal detection is more feasible at shorter baselines and lower ∆ν
values. Clearly, in presence of gain error, the uncertainty increases and detection significance
falls drastically. From an observational perspective, the excess uncertainty is often called as
systematics. In an observation, the measured uncertainty is essentially the total uncertainty
plotted here. For an unbiased observation, hence, one would like to improve on the detection
significance over the total uncertainty for a successful detection of the signal. We see that in
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Figure 3: Bias BCℓ
(left panel) and the uncertainty σCℓ (middle panel) for an observation

by the SKA1-Low is shown in colormap with certain residual gain and bandpass errors as
a function of angular multipole ℓ and frequency-separation ∆ν. The right panel show the
uncertainty σT corresponding to thermal noise only. The colorbar at right shows the colormap
values for all three panels in [mk]2. In this example we have chosen a total observing time
of 128 hours, the residual bandpass errors are considered to have a νcorr = 2 MHz. Both
the residual gain and bandpass errors are considered to have a standard deviation of 0.01,
that is the calibration accuracy is 1%. The sold contours correspond to the ratio RB of the
fiducial Hi signal to the BCℓ

, whereas dashed contours correspond to the ratio Rσ of fiducial
Hi signal to the uncertainty. We have shown contours corresponding to 1 (orange), 5 (cyan)
and 10 (white).

Figure 4: The uncertainty σCℓ for observations with the SKA1-Low with different observation
time Tobs, residual gain and bandpass errors σδ and σb and bandpass correlation νcorr is shown
in colormap as a function of angular multipole ℓ and frequency-separation ∆ν. The dashed
contours corresponds to Rσ, the ratio of fiducial Hi signal to the uncertainty, with colors
representing 1 (orange), 5 (cyan) and 10 (white).

our framework, both the bias as well as the excess uncertainty decreases with the number of
observing days. The effect of gain errors can also by reduced, in principle, by increasing the
calibration accuracy and hence decreasing σδ and σb and by estimating and mitigating the
frequency-correlation in the gain error, thereby reducing νcorr.

Figure 4 show the σCℓ
estimates for various values of Tobs, νcorr, σδ and σb with colormaps.

The contour levels represent detection significance RB as ratio of the MAPS from the fiducial
Hi signal to σCℓ

. These contours are marked with dashed lines and the values are unity
(orange), five (cyan) and ten (white). Henceforth, we refer to these contours as CS. In all cases,
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Figure 5: The bias BCℓ
as a function of angular multipole ℓ and frequency-separation ∆ν.

The solid contours corresponds to RB, the ratio of fiducial Hi signal to the bias, with colors
representing 1 (orange), 5 (cyan) and 10 (white). The parameter values in each panel are
same as that in Figure 4.

Figure 6: The bias BCℓ to uncertainty σCℓ ratio as a function of angular multipole ℓ and
frequency-separation ∆ν. The solid and dashed contours corresponds to RB and Rσ with
colors representing 1 (orange), 5 (cyan) and 10 (white). The parameter values in each panel
are same as that in Figure 4.

Figure 7: We compare the BCℓ to uncertainty σCℓ ratio for the total bias (left panel), the first
part of the bias without effect of bandpass errors (middle) and the second part of the bias
with bandpass error effect (right) calculated for Tobs = 1024 hours, νcorr = 5 MHz, σδ = 0.002
and σb = 0.025. The solid and dashed contours are for RB and Rσ as before.
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the detection significance is higher in a limited region in the ℓ and limited to lower values of
∆ν. We observe, increasing the observation time to 1024 hours keeping other parameters fixed
(first two panels) as in Figure 3, increase the detection significance significantly. However, the
significance is now systematically higher at higher values of ℓ. This is because the factor NG

increases at the higher ℓ and reduces the values of σCℓ
. Here, with ℓ the values of NB decreases,

which increase the terms in σCℓ
with NB. At ℓ > 10, 000 the detection significance decreases

again, as here the signal itself is lower (see Figure 1). However, these terms contribute less
to the total value of σCℓ

. We can compare the first to the third panel of the same plot to see
the effect of calibration accuracy. With five times better calibration accuracy, a significant
detection is possible even with only 128 hours of observations. Noticeably, the detection range
in ℓ shifts towards the left, this is expected; as for infinite calibration accuracy, that is for the
case of thermal uncertainty, the detection is better possible at lowest ℓ values here. Since, we
have also reduced the value of σb, which results in a higher detection significance to relatively
large ∆ν values. Finally in the right most panel of the same figure, we consider the case of
νcorr = 0.2 MHz. Interestingly, change in the bandpass correlation by a factor of ten does not
change the detection significance. The σCℓ

is less sensitive to the bandpass correlation.

The detection significance discussed so far, in absence of bias, provides methods to choose
the optimal strategy for signal detection, where, we tune our telescope and observational
parameters to increase the detection significance. In presence of bias, if one is not aware of it,
a rather dubious condition may arise. In an extreme case, one can find the estimated value
of a signal is significantly higher than its estimated uncertainty and assert a successful signal
detection. Now, if the estimated value may have more bias than the estimated uncertainty,
the estimated signal is not significant in reality. Hence, we investigate the bias introduced in
the measurements through the residual gain and bandpass errors.

Figure 5 show the BCℓ
estimates for various values of Tobs, νcorr, σδ and σb with colormaps.

As expected, keeping other parameters fixed (left-most two panels), high observation time
reduces the bias. The contour levels represent the ratio RB of the MAPS from the fiducial Hi

signal to BCℓ
. These contours are marked with solid lines and the values are unity (orange),

five (cyan) and ten (white). Henceforth, we refer to these contours as CB. We observe that
the effect of bias in the MAPS measurements can be more tamed by either increasing the
calibration accuracy or decreasing the frequency-correlation in the residual bandpass errors.
Later, has more impact on bias than the uncertainty of MAPS as the second term in eqn 3.4
is directly proportional to the frequency-correlation function ξ(∆ν). These suggest, aiming
to a higher calibration accuracy is a better strategy than increase of the observation time.

In Figure 6, we compare the bias and total uncertainty for various values of Tobs, νcorr, σδ
and σb. We show both the contours CS and CB here. Observationally, for successful detection,
there needs to be a range in ℓ and ∆ν values where both the RB and Rσ are higher than a
threshold. We see, that for Tobs = 1024 hours (second panel), the region in ℓ and ∆ν, where
both RB > 5 and Rσ > 5 is limited. Hence, for νcorr = 2 MHz and σδ = σb = 1 % even
with large observing time, a statistically significant detection of the MAPS is difficult. On
the other hand, improving the calibration accuracy does result in significant detection (see
two right panels) even with only 128 hours of observation. Optimistically, we may estimate
the bias and subtract it from the observed estimate of CLTGE. This is particularly necessary,
when the bias is higher than the uncertainty in the signal. Colormap in Figure 6 represents
the ratio of the BCℓ

to σCℓ
. We observe that in the left two panels, where the calibration

accuracy is less, for a significant region in the ℓ and ∆ν values the BCℓ
> σCℓ

. Again, as
expected, improving calibration accuracy may reduce the need to estimate the bias.
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Figure 8: Left panel: The quantity BCℓ
(∆ν)/BCℓ

(0) showing the frequency-de-correlation of
bias in CLTGE, as a function of frequency-separation ∆ν for different values of ℓ (600, 2000,
12000) and νcorr (2.0, 5.0 MHz). The grey lines show the frequency-de-correlation of Hi signal
and the black dashed curve shows the frequency-de-correlation of foreground. Right panel:
We plot the contours reflecting RB = 5 and Rσ = 5 for the integration times 0.5 sec (blue),
1.0 sec (black), 2.0 sec (red) and 4.0 sec (orange) respectively. In this example we have chosen
Tobs = 128 hours, νcorr = 2 MHz, σδ = σb = 0.2%, as in the third panel of Figure 4, 5 and 6.
The solid and dashed contours corresponds to the ratio RB and Rσ respectively.

As discussed earlier, and also shown in Figure 1, the foreground de-correlates much
slower with frequency-separation compared to the Hi in the MAPS. Hence, in principle, one
should be able to estimate the foreground from the MAPS with large frequency-separation,
extrapolate it at the smaller frequency-separation and hence subtract the foreground. Elahi
et al. (2023) [81] implemented this method in their CLTGE estimator and have successfully
subtracted the foreground. They show, in absence of residual gain and bandpass errors,
this method of foreground subtraction can recover the 21-cm power spectrum PHI(k⊥, k||),
from within the foreground wedge [26]. Here we note that the ∆ν dependence in the first
term B1 of the expression for BCℓ

in eqn 3.4 originates from that in the foreground MAPS.
Hence, the technique discussed in [81] is expected to completely mitigate this part of the bias.
This opens up the possibility of an unbiased detection, even in presence of significant time-
dependent residual gain error, as long as effect of the second term in bias B2 is subdominant.
Such a scenario is demonstrated in Figure 7, where we have plotted the bias to uncertainty
ratio with colormap for BCℓ

(left), BCℓ1
(middle) and BCℓ2

(right) along with the CS and CB
contours. Note that, here we have chosen a relatively higher value for σδ = 2.5 % and a
frequency-correlation ∆ν = 5 MHz, whereas the σb = 0.2 %. The result is shown for 1024
hours of observations. Since, with the above method of foreground subtraction, the part
of bias given in BCℓ1

can be subtracted, the remaining bias to uncertainty BCℓ2
/σCℓ

< 1
for all useful range of ℓ and ∆ν (right panel). That is, observationally, the term BCℓ1

, will
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effectively behave like the foreground. In left panel of Figure 8 frequency-de-correlation of
the bias BCℓ

(∆ν)/BCℓ
(0) is plotted as a function of ∆ν for ℓ (600, 2000, 12000) and νcorr

(2.0, 5.0 MHz) with other parameters kept as in Figure 7. Frequency-de-correlation of the
foreground and the expected Hi signal D(∆ν) are shown with black dashed line and grey
lines respectively. Note that, D(∆ν), for the foreground model used here, is independent of ℓ.
At lower ∆ν the curves are dominated by the second term in bias and hence the bias remains
correlated to a certain value of ∆ν depending on νcorr. At higher ∆ν, the term BCℓ2

effectively
goes to zero and the BCℓ

(∆ν)/BCℓ
(0) is a scaled version of D(∆ν) for the foreground. For

large enough ∆ν, when the BCℓ1
dominates, the frequency-de-correlation depends on ℓ. In

this region, for larger ℓ, the signal remain correlated to higher ∆ν. Note that, if with an
accurate bandpass calibration a νcorr < 1 MHz is achieved, the bias itself is small enough (see
discussion with Figure 5) to ignore.

7 Conclusion

In this work, we present a comprehensive analysis of the effect of time- and frequency-
correlated residual gain and bandpass errors in estimation of MAPS of the redshifted 21-cm
signal in the presence of bright foregrounds. The analytical framework developed in this
study extends the analytical framework presented in Paper II by incorporating the effect of
frequency-dependent residual gain errors. In this work, we assume that the residual gains
can be correlated in short time-scale during the observation, however, no correlation across
different days of observation is considered. Further, we also assume that the gain correlation
and frequency-correlation are present only in the self correlation of an antenna with a given
polarization and in real or in imaginary parts separately. The fiducial 21-cm signal used
in this work, assumes that the 21-cm signal is ergodic in frequency and we have neglected
various redshift-space distortions. However, the framework described here can be used for
a more detailed non-ergodic signal. The fiducial signal is used to calculate various signal-
to-bias/uncertainty ratio only. We use this framework to predict the 21-cm signal detection
possibility using the SKA1-Low through the CLTGE estimator. The major findings of this
work are listed below:

• The bias BCℓ
and excess variance σ2

E of CLTGE depend on the residual antenna gain
and bandpass errors through their variance and correlation in time and frequency. These
also depend on the configuration of the interferometer array through the various types
of baseline pairs used to calculate the visibility correlation.

• In general, the BCℓ
and σE increases with an increase in the residual gain and band-

pass errors and the time- and frequency-correlation. In an ideal case, one expects
to estimate the time-correlation of gain in time- and frequency-correlation across the
bandpass. However, these assessment of gains are limited by the noise in each visibility
measurement, the integration time of observation and the width of individual frequency
channels. One would like to reduce the integration time as well as the channel width to
reduce the residual time- and frequency-correlation, however, these increase the noise in
each visibility. Hence, effect of these elements cannot be neglected for any high dynamic
range detection.

• We observe that the baseline pairs of Type 4, where all anntennae correponding to
the two baselines are different, does not contribute to the bias or excess uncertainty.
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A simple strategy to mitigate the bias and excess uncertainty, that emerges from this
calculation, is to only use baseline pairs of Type 4 for visibility correlation. However, in
practice, selective use of baseline pairs in the TGE type estimators is computationally
expensive. We are working on an algorithm to improve on the computational cost and
the results will be communicated in a separate study. Interestingly, a telescope with
baseline distribution as the SKA1-Low has most of the baseline pairs as Type 4 and
hence is a well optimized instrument for such high dynamic range observation. However,
even SKA1-Low have about 2 % contribution from the baseline pairs of Type 1 and Type
3, which contributes to the bias and excess uncertainty.

• The best calibration accuracy with the modern interferometers are of the order of 1 %
for the gain and bandpass. The gain correlations are usually at time-scales of a few tens
of seconds. With these parameters in mind, we found that if the excess uncertainty is
only considered, signal detection is feasible at 1024 hours of integration at a range of ℓ
and ∆ν. Decreasing the residual gain and bandpass errors seem to have a larger effect
and at smaller time-scales the signal detection is achievable. Further, the range of ℓ and
∆ν values at which the signal detection seems feasible shifts to lower ℓ as the residual
gain and bandpass errors are decreased. Further, the fiducial signal comes significantly
higher than both the bias and variance at the same range of ℓ and ∆ν values only
when the gain and bandpass errors are reduced. Reduction of frequency-correlation in
bandpass error decreases the bias, however, the excess uncertainty is almost independent
of it. These suggest that we should try to tune our calibration procedure to reduce the
residual gain and bandpass errors, there can be rather less emphasis on the frequency-
correlation in bandpass error for the excess uncertainty.

• We found that a part of the bias in CLTGE has similar frequency-correlation as that
of the foreground. Hence this part of the bias can be mitigated through the foreground
mitigation methodologies that exploit the difference in frequency-dependence of the 21-
cm signal with respect to the foreground. Hence, a stable bandpass with low frequency-
correlation would be key for unbiased EoR signal detection.

Here we have used the integration time as Tint = 1 sec for all our analysis. This is based
on the fact that at larger integration time, we expect to see time-width smearing effects.
Given an integration time, the best reduction of the time-dependent gains can be done at
a timescale of 2 × Tint and any time-correlation at smaller time-scales will always remain in
the residual gains. Increasing the integration time, though reduces the noise in each visibility
measurement, increases the remaining time-correlation in the residual gain. This is reflected
in Figure 8, where we plot the contours reflecting RB = 5 and Rσ = 5 for the integration
times 0.5 sec (blue), 1.0 sec (black), 2.0 sec (red) and 4.0 sec (orange) respectively. In each
case we make sure that Tcorr = 2 × Tint and a proper value for σN is used, however, other
parameters are kept fixed as the best case discussed earlier and given in the textbox within
the figure. Note that, the bias is almost independent of Tint, however, with increase of Tint,
the region in ℓ −∆ν where the contours are > 5 decreases. We observe that for integration
time of 0.5 sec, the detection significance improves. However, it needs to be kept in mind
that at smaller time-scales σN increases and hence the residual gain errors are expected to be
more.

The quantitative results presented in this work depend on the interferometer array con-
figuration, the model foreground, the gain and bandpass error models and the fiducial Hi
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MAPS. However, the qualitative understanding from the results are rather general and should
be taken with more emphasize. The residual gain and bandpass error manifests themself in
all high dynamic range interferometric observations, where they affect the detection of any
fainter signal in presence of a much larger flux density signal in the same field of view. This
work demonstrates that given a known telescope and foreground characteristics, the resid-
ual gain error effects can be estimated apriori and the observation strategy can be planned
accordingly. Here, we have assumed that the different antenna in the interferometric array
have similar gain and bandpass characteristics and residual gain and bandpass errors from
real/imaginary part, different polarizations and different antennae are all uncorrelated. Fur-
ther, we also assume that the residual gain and bandpass errors are mostly Gaussian random
and correlations higher than the second order are zero. In Paper III, we have checked these
assumptions for uGMRT Band 3 observation for the residual gain errors, where we see that
for most of the antennae the assumption hold. This is expected to be the design choice for
the SKA1-Low, however, one certainly needs to assess the validity of the assumptions for a
particular observation, before using the methodology presented here. In fact, in Paper III we
found that leaving out a few antennae that does not have such characteristics does improve
the bias and uncertainty of power spectrum estimates. We are recently estimating the bias
and uncertainty in CLTGE from the uGMRT Band 2 and Band 3 observations and will be
presented separately.

In this work, we have used a parametric foreground model from [18]. The foreground, in
reality, is not only more complex, it also varies across different lines of sight of observation.
Needless to say, in practice, one should estimate the foreground MAPS from observations along
the particular line of sight of the EoR experiment for assessment of the bias and uncertainty
due to residual gain and bandpass errors. In fact, in Paper III, we have used this approach
in effect.

Here, we show the effect of residual gain and bandpass error in the directly mea-
sured quantity, the MAPS, through CLTGE. The TGE based power spectrum estimators
use CLTGE to estimate the cylindrically and spherically average power spectra by taking a
Fourier transform along the ∆ν axis. These, then can be mapped to the theoretical predic-
tions to better understand reionization physics. Translating the bias and excess uncertainty
in CLTGE to the bias and uncertainty of cylindrically and spherically average power spectra,
however, is a little more involved. This can be done operationally through a simulation of
visibilities with expected sky and interferometric gain and bandpass errors. This approach
was tried in Paper I, but it requires significant computational resources. In this work, we
have presented a much faster analytical methodology to estimate the bias and uncertainty in
CLTGE estimates. We are at present working on a simulation-less approach to translate the
bias and uncertainty in CLTGE to that in the cylindrically averaged power spectrum. This
will be presented along with the observational results from uGMRT Band 2 and Band 3.
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