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ABSTRACT

Precise, unbiased measurements of extragalactic background anisotropies require careful treatment

of systematic effects in fluctuation-based, broad-band intensity mapping measurements. In this paper

we detail improvements in methodology for the Cosmic Infrared Background ExpeRiment (CIBER),

concentrating on flat field errors and source masking errors. In order to bypass the use of field dif-

ferences, which mitigate flat field errors but reduce sensitivity, we characterize and correct for the

flat field on pseudo-power spectra, which includes both additive and multiplicative biases. To more

effectively mask point sources at 1.1 µm and 1.8 µm, we develop a technique for predicting masking

catalogs that utilizes optical and NIR photometry through random forest regression. This allows us

to mask over two Vega magnitudes deeper than the completeness limits of 2MASS alone, with errors

in the shot noise power remaining below < 10% at all masking depths considered. Through detailed

simulations of CIBER observations, we validate our formalism and demonstrate unbiased recovery of

the sky fluctuations on realistic mocks. We demonstrate that residual flat field errors comprise < 20%

of the final CIBER power spectrum uncertainty with this methodology.

Keywords: cosmology: Diffuse radiation — Near infrared astronomy – Large-scale structure of universe
– Galaxy evolution – Cosmic background radiation

1. INTRODUCTION

The extragalactic background light (EBL) is the inte-

grated light from all sources outside of the Milky Way,

emitted over cosmic history. The spectral and spatial

characteristics of the EBL promise a wealth of infor-

mation on the astrophysical processes that drive cosmic

light production. However, at optical and near-infrared

(NIR) wavelengths, both the measurement and interpre-

tation of the EBL have not converged, with disagree-

ments between various methods (Cooray 2016; Carleton
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et al. 2022; Hill et al. 2018; Matsuura et al. 2017; Ak-

shaya et al. 2019; H. E. S. S. Collaboration et al. 2017;

Acciari et al. 2019; Kashlinsky et al. 2012).

Fluctuation-based measurements of the EBL bypass

the conventional challenge of absolute photometric mea-

surements, namely degeneracy with zodiacal light (ZL),

taking advantage of its smoothness on large scales as

measured at infrared and mid-IR wavelengths (Arendt

et al. 2016; Abraham et al. 1997). However, fluctuation

measurements are sensitive to other systematics which

need careful treatment. In our previous work (Zemcov

et al. 2014, hereafter Z14) we measured fluctuations at

1.1 µm and 1.6 µm using imaging data from the second

and third flights of CIBER-1 (the first generation of

CIBER), revealing fluctuations on angular scales θ > 5′
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with an amplitude exceeding that expected from inte-

grated galactic light (IGL), although without accounting

for non-linear clustering (Cheng & Bock 2022).

In this work we improve upon the methodology in Z14

by focusing on two leading effects. The first involves

corrections for the relative per-pixel gain within each

imager, commonly known as the flat field gain (denoted

FF). Contrary to Z14, which relied on field differences

to mitigate FF errors, we directly estimate the FF gain

from the science field observations with a stacking esti-

mator and develop a pseudo-power spectrum formalism

that quantifies and corrects for errors in the FF esti-

mator. The second effect involves masking bright stars

and galaxies, which is required to reduce Poisson fluc-

tuations from bright sources. Through ancillary optical

and infrared photometry, we mask substantially deeper

than by using 2MASS JHKs photometry alone while

minimizing the fraction of masked pixels.

Monte Carlo simulations play an important role in our

power spectrum pipeline. Accurate simulations of noise

present in the CIBER maps (combined with realistic

masking) allow us to estimate statistical errors and to

correct for various noise biases on the power spectrum.

By performing the same data processing on synthetic

mocks as used for the observed data, we are able to

validate our FF formalism and assess any remaining bi-

ases in the power spectrum pipeline. Our mock recovery

tests on a large ensemble of synthetic CIBER observa-

tions allow us to estimate uncertainties and covariances

in a comprehensive fashion and enable an assessment of

field-to-field consistency in the observed CIBER data.

The paper is organized as follows. In §2 we introduce

CIBER and describe the construction of synthetic mocks

in §3, which include known astrophysical components,

realizations of CIBER read and photon noise along with

other observational effects. In §4 we describe the stan-

dard steps of the pseudo-power spectrum pipeline while

in §5 we present the extended formalism that includes

flat field errors. We then introduce a novel source mask-

ing procedure in §6 which includes several catalog-level

validation tests. In §7 we apply our improved power

spectrum pipeline to the mocks from §3, validating our

ability to recover unbiased estimates of sky fluctuations

and quantifying the impact of flat field errors on our

power spectrum sensitivity. Lastly, we conclude in §8
and discuss avenues for future development.

Throughout this work we assume a flat ΛCDM cosmol-

ogy with ns = 0.97, σ8 = 0.82, Ωm = 0.26, Ωb = 0.049,

ΩΛ = 0.69 and h = 0.68, consistent with measurements

from Planck (Planck Collaboration et al. 2016). All

fluxes are quoted in the Vega magnitude system unless

otherwise specified.

2. COSMIC INFRARED BACKGROUND

EXPERIMENT (CIBER)

CIBER1 is a rocket-borne instrument (Zemcov et al.

2013) designed to characterize the NIR EBL through

measurements of its spatial fluctuations and electromag-

netic spectrum (Bock et al. 2013; Tsumura et al. 2013).

In this work we focus on measurements using the CIBER

imagers, simultaneously observing a 2 × 2 deg2 field of

view in two broad bands centered at 1.1 µm and 1.8 µm

with 7′′ pixels with wide-field refracting optics.

During the CIBER-1 flight integration campaigns,

laboratory FF measurements were conducted using an

integrating sphere for uniform illumination with a solar-

type spectrum. However, these measurements were in-

consistent with the FF estimates derived from flight ex-

posures. We attribute the difference to systematic errors

in the lab measurement (near field of the optics, non-

uniformity of the sphere, residual spectral mismatch,

etc). Z14 therefore analyzed field differences, and used

the difference in the FFs between laboratory measure-

ments and flight data to estimate the residual FF un-

certainty.

CIBER-1 was flown four times in total, the first three

from White Sands Missile Range in New Mexico, and

the final non-recovered flight from NASAWallops Flight

Facility in Virginia. Unlike during the first three flights,

the payload during the fourth flight achieved an alti-

tude of 550 km (compared to ∼ 330 km), resulting in

a longer total exposure time and lower levels of airglow

contamination. Crucially, the higher number of science

exposures from the fourth flight (five science fields com-

pared to 2-3 for previous flights) enables the use of an

improved in-flight FF stacking estimator for which per-

pixel errors are sufficiently small, a condition we for-

malize in this work. Relaxing the requirement of field

differences reduces the fraction of masked pixels in each

map, which allows us mask more aggressively on indi-

vidual fields, given access to sufficiently deep external

catalogs.

3. SIMULATIONS OF CIBER OBSERVATIONS

The synthetic observations described in this section

serve to validate the power spectrum estimation pipeline

and to estimate covariances which are then used against

real datasets in Paper II. We generate mock sky real-

izations with a combination of point-source and diffuse

clustering components. This includes random source

realizations of galaxies and stars, diffuse galactic light

(DGL), ZL, and EBL clustering fluctuations to match

1 https://ciberrocket.github.io/

https://ciberrocket.github.io/
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the observed auto-power spectrum measurements of

Z14. Our synthetic observations match the character-

istics of CIBER-1’s fourth flight imaging dataset, in-

cluding read and photon noise (including one read noise

dominated science exposure with less than half the expo-

sure time of the other four fields), pixel scale and point

spread function (PSF). While the mock IGL and EBL

clustering are taken to be statistically similar across the

five CIBER fields, both the ZL and ISL vary due to the

range of ecliptic and galactic latitudes spanned by the

fields.

3.1. CIB galaxies

To generate IGL mocks we combine log-normal real-

izations of the matter density field with Poisson draws

on empirical, redshift-dependent luminosity functions

from Helgason et al. (2012). The log-normal mock tech-

nique has been developed for fast generation of galaxy

catalogs and density fields (Carron et al. 2014; Coles

& Jones 1991). For a desired power spectrum Cℓ, we

first generate a field G(x) from the log-normal power

spectrum, denoted CG
ℓ , and exponentiate the field, i.e.,

δ(x) ∼ exp [G(x)]. To compute CG
ℓ , we compute the

angular two-point correlation function for Cℓ using the

Hankel transform

w(θ) =

∫
ℓdℓ

2π
CℓJ0(ℓθ). (1)

In the above equation, J0 is a Bessel function of the

zeroth kind and we have invoked the flat-sky approxi-

mation, which is valid on the scales considered. We com-

pute the angular power spectrum Cℓ from the projected

non-linear, redshift-dependent 3D matter power spec-

trum using the Python version of CAMB. Next, we trans-

form the angular two-point correlation function into the

log-normal correlation function

wG(θ) = log(1 + w(θ)). (2)

The log-normal correlation function is then converted

back to an angular power spectrum using the inverse

Hankel transform:

CG
ℓ = 2π

∫
θdθwG(θ)J0(ℓθ). (3)

The log-normal power spectrum defines the diagonal

component of the covariance matrix CCCG
ℓ . Finally to

generate the field G(x), we draw a Gaussian realization

from N (0,CCCG
ℓ ) and compute its inverse Fourier trans-

form, discarding the imaginary component. This is then

exponentiated to obtain the nonlinear density field δ(x).

To reliably simulate fluctuation modes on the scale of

the CIBER fields, we generate realizations of δ(x) over

a larger 4×4 deg2 field after which we extract the central

2× 2 deg2 regions.

We then generate projected galaxy counts as Poisson

realizations of each underlying density field, in which the

mean number of galaxies per cell is set by the integrated

number counts, i.e.,

Ntot,i =

∫ zi+1

zi

dz
dN

dz
. (4)

We simulate independent IGL realizations in eight

equally-spaced redshift bins between 0 ≤ z ≤ 2. Note

that these log-normal mocks do not include the effect

of galaxy biasing which enhances the large-scale power

from two-halo clustering; however, as the total observed

CIBER fluctuations on large scales exceeds that from

IGL by over an order of magnitude (with and without

galaxy biasing), we do not incorporate a detailed bias-

ing scheme in the IGL mocks. We refer the reader to

Cheng & Bock (2022) for the effects of galaxy bias and

non-linear IGL clustering as predicted using MICECAT

simulations.

We use the semi-empirical model from Helgason et al.

(2012) to produce realizations of the IGL. The Helgason

model constructs galaxy luminosity functions (LFs) as-

suming a Press-Schechter functional form fit to a com-

plilation of observed LFs from existing measurements.

Within each redshift bin we assign galaxy redshifts from

the normalized dN/dz distribution, conditioned on the

LF at each bin center:

dN

dz
=

∫
Φ(M |ẑi)dM. (5)

Using these LFs we then draw apparent magnitudes for

each source down to mAB = 28, corresponding to dif-

ferent absolute magnitudes Mmin
abs within each redshift

bin.

The fits from Helgason et al. (2012) have uncertainties

related to the faint end slopes of the LFs, from which

they delineate “High Faint End” (HFE) and “Low Faint

End” (LFE) model predictions. To assess the impact of

these uncertainties on the predicted Poisson noise level

we generate three separate sets of CIB mocks by varying

α0, the Schechter parameter that normalizes the faint

end slope, i.e.,

ϕ(M)dM ∝ ϕ∗
(
100.4(M

∗−M)
)α(z)+1

, (6)

where α(z) = α0(z/z0)
r (Helgason et al. 2012). We use

α0 = −1.0 (default), α0 = −0.8 (LFE) and α0 = −1.2

(HFE) and compute the corresponding power spectra

with a range of masking depths. On small scales, the

HFE models predict 15-25% higher power between J =
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17.0 and J = 18.5 than the default model, while the LFE

models predict 5 − 10% less power. The models differ

most on large scales, with HFE a factor of 1.5− 2 larger

than the default model for ℓ < 1000. We use the fiducial

model prediction for the results in this work. This IGL

model has the limitation that only single bands can be

simulated, i.e., we cannot simulate or make predictions

for cross-spectra across different wavelengths.

3.2. Zodiacal light

ZL refers to light reflected off interplanetary dust

grains (IPD) within our solar system. Beyond Earth’s

atmosphere, ZL is the leading contribution to the inten-

sity monopole at NIR wavelengths. Kelsall et al. (1998)

constrains the ZL contribution from DIRBE observa-

tions across 1.25 − 240 µm with a precision of ∼ 1%,

under the assumption that the IPD should be the only

time-varying component on the celestial sphere. The

ZL is measured to be spatially smooth on degree scales

by DIRBE and smooth on scales θ ≲ 200′′ by Spitzer

(Arendt et al. 2016). We use a modified Kelsall model

that accounts for the solar spectrum and ZL reddening

to predict intensity over each CIBER bandpass (Crill

et al. 2020). The ZL intensity varies by a factor of 2.3

across the five CIBER fields, spanning ecliptic latitudes

11◦ ≤ β ≤ 73◦. In addition to the monopole, we inject

random ZL gradients into the mocks with amplitudes

derived from K98. However we give the gradients ran-

dom directions, to capture the effect of the high-pass

image filtering used in the pipeline.

3.3. Integrated Stellar Light

The raw CIBER fluctuation power is dominated by

Poisson fluctuations from bright stars within our galaxy.

We use the TRILEGAL model (Girardi et al. 2005)

to simulate realistic distributions of stars within each

CIBER field. These are also used in Cheng et al. (2021)

and are useful for testing the efficacy of astronomical

masking in the maps and also for estimating the contri-

bution of integrated star light below the masking thresh-

old. On degree scales and at high galactic latitudes, the

angular distribution of the ISL is well approximated as

uniform (Zemcov et al. 2014). However, the ISL ampli-

tude varies across the five CIBER fields, with SWIRE

having ∼ 50% higher stellar density compared to the

mean of the fields.

3.4. Diffuse galactic light and EBL clustering

components

We include an additional clustering signal from Gaus-

sian realizations with power spectrum of the form Cℓ =

Aℓ−3, where A is chosen to match the observed CIBER

power spectrum in Z14. This component has the same

spatial index as expected for DGL, an important fore-

ground for intensity mapping at NIR wavelengths. How-

ever, Z14 showed that the DGL component was small

compared to the total signal. We simply model the total

Z14 signal to properly estimate biases in power spectrum

recovery, sample variance and covariance. The simu-

lated Gaussian realizations neglect potential correlations

between the EBL signal and simulated CIB galaxies.

3.5. Synthetic CIBER observations

We model the extended CIBER fourth flight PSF to

populate point sources in each mock. The measured

PSF is a combination of the instrumental PSF and the

pointing jitter and drift over each exposure. Cheng

et al. (2021) estimated field-dependent PSFs by stacking

CIBER images on the positions of 2MASS sources and

modeling the profiles with a β model of the form

PSF(r) =

(
1 +

(
r

rc

)2
)−3β/2

. (7)

We evaluate the CIBER PSF at 100 sub-pixel positions

and use these templates to inject sources into the maps

at native resolution. Capturing the sub-pixel PSF is im-

portant for CIBER, which is designed to have an under-

sampled beam (the instrument PSF has a FWHM∼ 9′′,

slightly more than one CIBER pixel). Due to the rel-

atively coarse CIBER angular resolution, we populate

galaxies into the mocks as point sources and do not ex-

plicitly simulate the small number of extended extra-

galactic objects as these are identified and masked ap-

propriately from catalogs. We do not include effects of

PSF variation across the focal plane; however, this is an

important effect in more precise measurements of small-

scale (ℓ > 50000) fluctuations.

Lastly, we add noise realizations to each sky realiza-

tion. Our noise model is constructed from two com-

ponents. The first is read noise from the detector and

readout electronics, which we estimate from dark ex-

posures obtained just prior to launch. Specifically, we

generate Gaussian realizations with random phases from

an underlying two-dimensional power spectrum describ-

ing each integration, which is necessary to capture the

anisotropic structure of the read noise. The second is

photon noise due to the Poisson statistics of sky signal

incident on the CIBER imagers. We use the model of

Garnett & Forrest (1993) to calculate the Poisson vari-

ance map for each sky realization:

σ2
γ =

6

5

iphot
Tint

(
N2 + 1

N2 − 1

)
, (8)
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where iphot is the photocurrent, Tint is the integration

time and N is the number of frames in each integration.

While our formalism for recovering sky fluctuations

is insensitive to the exact shape of the true FF, we use

the laboratory FF estimates from CIBER-1’s third flight

campaign to realistically modulate each sky signal (and

its photon noise), after which we add read noise which

does not depend on the FF. We show the laboratory

flats for the 1.1 µm and 1.8 µm detectors in Fig. 1.

We show the signal and noise components that go into

each CIBER mock observation in Fig. 2 for 1.1 µm.

4. POWER SPECTRUM FORMALISM

In this section we describe the steps to relate an un-

derlying sky intensity power spectrum to the binned,

observed pseudo-power spectrum. We first present the

calculation assuming no FF errors, and detail the mod-

ifications given our FF stacking estimator in the subse-

quent section.

The observed power spectrum can be related to the

true sky power spectrum as

Cobs
ℓ =

∑
ℓ′

Mℓℓ′(B
2
ℓ′C

sky
ℓ′ +Nℓ′). (9)

The sky signal with power spectrum Csky
ℓ (shorthand

for all astrophysical components) is passed through the

imaging process, which smoothes the signal on the scale

of the beam. The masking, FF correction and filtering

we employ couple large- and small-scale modes in the

maps and enhance and/or suppress fluctuations. We

capture these effects using a linear mode mixing matrix

Mℓℓ′ . In (9) Bℓ is the beam transfer function, which is

assumed to be diagonal in Fourier space, and Nℓ is the

noise bias. To recover Csky
ℓ we correct for the noise bias,

apply a mode coupling correction M−1
ℓℓ′ and then correct

for the beam transfer function,

Ĉsky
ℓ = B−2

ℓ

∑
ℓ′

M−1
ℓℓ′ (Ĉ

obs
ℓ′ − N̂ℓ′). (10)

While we use ℓ, ℓ′ for presentation, in practice we im-

plicitly apply a binning operator Pbℓ to average modes

into bandpowers b, i.e.,

Ĉb =
∑
ℓ∈B

PbℓĈℓ, (11)

where B denotes the set of modes ℓ′ satisfying ℓmin
b ≤

ℓ′ < ℓmax
b . For uniform weighting the binning operator

is

Pbℓ =

 1
ℓmax
b −ℓmin

b

, ℓ ∈ B

0, ℓ /∈ B
. (12)

4.1. Noise bias subtraction

A positive noise bias Nℓ arises in the auto-power spec-

trum due to instrument noise fluctuations, which also

mix with the image mask:

Nℓ =
∑
ℓ′

Mℓℓ′(N
read
ℓ′ +Nγ

ℓ′). (13)

The per-pixel photon noise Nγ
ℓ′ depends on the beam-

convolved sky maps. For each field we estimate Nℓ us-

ing an ensemble of 500 independent noise realizations

combined with the respective image mask. This is typi-

cally done through draws of read and photon noise alone,

however as discussed in §5.2.1 there are additional con-

tributions to the noise bias from instrument noise-driven

errors in the stacked FFs.

4.2. Fourier weighting

Detector read noise power in the maps can be mit-

igated by recognizing that certain 2D Fourier modes

contribute significantly more noise power than oth-

ers. By calculating the per-mode variance of our

Monte Carlo noise realizations from the previous sub-

section, we derive inverse variance weights to the two-

dimensional power spectrum which we apply before com-

puting azimuthally-averaged bandpowers,

⟨Cℓ⟩ =
∑

(ℓx,ℓy)
w(ℓx, ℓy)C(ℓx, ℓy)∑

(ℓx,ℓy)
w(ℓx, ℓy)

, (14)

where C(ℓx, ℓy) is the two-dimensional observed power

spectrum. There is a trade off between down-weighting

noisy Fourier modes and reducing the effective sample

size of modes contributing to each bandpower. In addi-

tion, the mask convolution tends to spread concentrated

power across adjacent modes. Despite these caveats, we
find that 2D Fourier weighting is effective at mitigating

variance from CIBER read noise fluctuations, which are

highly anisotropic in the Fourier plane.

4.3. Beam correction

The CIBER PSF smoothes the observed sky signal,

resulting in a roll-off in power on small scales. Using the

best-fit beam model for each field, we generate a 10×10

grid of sub-pixel centered PSFs, which are downsampled

to the CIBER native pixel resolution. We then compute

B2
ℓ as the mean power spectrum of the 100 sub-pixel

PSFs.

4.4. Mode coupling correction

The application of instrument and astronomical masks

on the CIBER maps means that Fourier modes on the

underlying sky will mix with one another. Following
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Figure 1. Laboratory FF measurements taken during the third CIBER-1 flight campaign. Structure in the CIBER FFs comes
from a combination of optical and electrical effects. We use the laboratory data to inject a realistic FF into our mocks, which
is then estimated and corrected for in our power spectrum recovery tests (see §7).

the MASTER formalism (Hivon et al. 2002), we esti-

mate each Nbp ×Nbp bandpower mode coupling matrix

by applying the target field mask to Monte Carlo tone

realizations with random phase through the target mask,

and compute the corresponding pseudo-power spectra.

We do not apply any apodization to the images. In this

work we fix the number of logarithmically-spaced band-

powers to Nbp = 25. For each bandpower we compute

Nsim = 500 phase realizations, where Nsim is chosen

to be large enough such that statistical errors on M̂ℓℓ′

are negligible. After taking the expectation across real-

izations, we correct the observed, noise-debiased power

spectrum by applying the inverse mode coupling matrix

M−1
ℓℓ′ .

4.5. Image filtering

The CIBER maps have large-scale variations which

need to be filtered out before computing power spec-

tra. The first are array-scale gradients which come from

ZL and other foreground components. The second in-

volves a quadrant-specific detector effect we identified in

both laboratory and flight data. In some quadrants, we

observe a form of two-state noise, in which the ADU lev-

els in all pixels fluctuate coherently across consecutive

readout frames. This leads to a variation in the resulting

slope fits across quadrants. We correct for these effects

by fitting a linear combination of per-quadrant offsets

and a gradient across the full array,

G(x, y) = Ax+By +

4∑
k=1

QkOk(x, y), (15)

where A and B are the gradient parameters, Qk is the

offset parameter for quadrant k and Ok(x, y) is a 2D

step function equal to one for pixels in quadrant k and

zero otherwise.

In this work we also consider a more aggressive im-

age filter, in which we fit a set of templates represent-

ing individual low-ℓ Fourier modes to the maps. This

model basis has been used in previous work separating

diffuse and pointlike signals in Herschel -SPIRE images

(Feder et al. 2023a). Using a set of “global” Fourier

templates differs from polynomial filters that depend on

local derivatives of the image. In this work we argue

that the Fourier component model more effectively sep-

arates large-angle fluctuations in the observed CIBER

maps.

The 2D truncated Fourier series model B(x, y) can be

written as

B(x, y) =

NFC∑
nx=1

NFC∑
ny=1

βββnxny
· FFF(x, y)nxny . (16)

In this equation, NFC refers to the order of the Fourier

series and FFF(x, y)nxny is a vector of Fourier components

corresponding to wavevector (kx, ky) = (W/nx,H/ny),

where W and H denote the image dimensions, evaluated

at pixel (x, y):

FFF(x, y)nxny =


sin
(
nxπx
W

)
sin
(nyπy

H

)
sin
(
nxπx
W

)
cos
(nyπy

H

)
cos
(
nxπx
W

)
sin
(nyπy

H

)
cos
(
nxπx
W

)
cos
(nyπy

H

)
 . (17)

Each βββnxny
contains the coefficients for the four sinu-

soidal components corresponding to (nx, ny). We arrive

at a model with NFC = 2, corresponding to sixteen tem-

plates, which removes the largest scale power but does
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Figure 2. Different astrophysical signal and noise components that compose the mock CIBER observations used in this work,
shown for 1.1 µm in sky units (nW m−2 sr−1). We use these mocks to simulate power spectrum recovery on realistic synthetic
data.
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not fully suppress power on sub-degree to few arcminute

scales.

We calculate the best-fit parameters θ from the least-

squares solution to unmasked pixels K⃗ with the Moore-

Penrose pseudo-inverse,

θ⃗ = (XTX)−1XT K⃗. (18)

For illustrative purposes in Fig. 3 we plot the 1D

transfer functions Tℓ of three filtering configurations.

These are derived from 1000 Monte Carlo signal real-

izations that include both large- and small-scale power,

for which we calculate the ratio of power spectra before

and after filtering. To check for potential dependence on

the input clustering, we test Tℓ with three separate spa-

tial indices (γ ∈ {−2,−2.5,−3} where Cℓ ∝ ℓγ on large

scales) and find estimates of Tℓ for each case that are

consistent within statistical uncertainties. In all cases

there is a suppression of power in the lowest bandpowers

as well as an increase in power for intermediate band-

powers. Including per-quadrant offsets to the gradient

fitting step leads to a form of ringing that can be seen in

the shape of Tℓ across adjacent bandpowers. The effect

is reduced, however, when the gradient filter is replaced

with the 2nd-order Fourier component model filter. The

Fourier component filter nearly completely suppresses

the lowest two bandpowers and more aggressively re-

moves power compared to the other two filters on scales

ℓ ≲ 800.

Although it is a common ansatz to treat the filtering

transfer function as a 1D quantity Tℓ that is applied

after mask de-convolution, we find non-negligible mode

coupling introduced by image filtering. For this reason,

we ultimately incorporate the filtering operation into the

mixing matrix formalism, described in §5.2.2.

5. POWER SPECTRUM BIASES FROM THE FLAT

FIELD STACKING ESTIMATOR

5.1. FF estimation and image filtering

Throughout this section we express the true sky signal,

denoted Isky, in terms of a mean intensity Isky and a

general fluctuation component S,

Isky = Isky + S. (19)

The FF gain across each detector array is defined as

the relative response to a uniform illuminating surface,

which in practice is determined by detector effects (e.g.,

variations in per-pixel quantum efficiency), as well as

the optical/mechanical configuration of the instrument,

which can introduce effects such as vignetting. De-

scribed by a scalar field FF (x, y), the flat field mod-

ulates the incident sky signal

Isky(x, y) → FF (x, y)Isky(x, y). (20)

103 104 1050.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

1.2

1.4

T

Gradient filter over full array
Per-quadrant offsets
+Gradient filter over full array
Per-quadrant offsets
+2nd order Fourier component filter

Figure 3. Comparison of 1D filter transfer functions, each
estimated using the ratio of filtered and original power spec-
tra of 1000 Gaussian signal realizations. Errorbars indicate
the dispersion across realizations.

In the absence of a well-determined FF, Z14 used field

differences to mitigate errors in the FF at leading order,

following the fact that FF errors primarily couple to the

mean intensity of each map:

δIA−B = δ[F̂F ](IobsA − IobsB ) (21)

≈ δ[F̂F ](IA − IB). (22)

Field differences also make power spectrum de-

convolution more difficult due to higher masking frac-

tions (the effective mask is the union of individual

field masks), degrading statistical sensitivity and lim-

iting the achievable masking depth for point sources.

This penalty is especially pronounced for some measure-

ments, e.g., cross-correlations with Spitzer data in single

fields (Zemcov et al. 2014).

The alternative approach we pursue in this work is

to estimate the FF from exposures taken during flight,

stacking the FF images derived from each field. We

utilize the fact that the mean background of each field

(which is dominated by ZL) acts as an approximate uni-

form illuminator. For field i, the FF image is defined

as

F̂F i(x, y) =
Iobsi (x, y)

I
obs

i

. (23)

While the astrophysical signals will vary across images,

the FF responsivity does not, and so in the limit of many

independent exposures this estimator should converge to

the true FF,

lim
Nf→∞

⟨F̂F (x, y)⟩ = FFtrue(x, y). (24)
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We model the FF error in unmasked pixels from a single

field as

δF̂F i(x, y) =
FF (x, y)(Si + ϵγ,i) + ϵread,i

I
obs

i

. (25)

where Si is the underlying sky signal, ϵγ is the photon

noise and ϵread is the read noise.

The FF estimate for each target field j comes from

stacking the Nf = 4 other science fields (“off-fields”) in

a round-robin approach,

F̂F j(x, y) =

∑Nf

i=1 wiF̂F i∑
i wi

. (26)

We apply field weights wi that account for both photon

and read noise to construct a minimum variance per-

pixel FF estimate. The loss of pixels due to masking

in the FF images means each field does not contribute

an FF estimate for all pixels. There is a small (∼ 1%)

fraction of pixels that by chance have zero unmasked

FFj estimates, in which case we mask these pixels in

the jth science field. To avoid non-linear effects sourced

from large FF errors, we additionally mask pixels with

FF estimates that deviate by > 3σ from the mean local

FF estimate, which affects 1 − 2% of pixels depending

on the field.

By performing the FF stacking on mocks, we find that

the per-pixel error RMS is σ(δFF ) ∼ 4 − 5% for both

imagers, with > 94%/97% of pixels having |δFF | < 0.1

for 1.1 µm and 1.8 µm respectively. These errors are

largely driven by instrumental noise. Due to our round

robin stacking approach, each field has a different FF

error distribution.

5.2. Power spectrum bias

We proceed with this estimator by expressing F̂F
j
in

terms of the true FF and its error, such that

Iobsj

F̂F
j
=

FFtrue

[
Iskyj + ϵγ,j

]
+ ϵread,j

FFtrue

[
1 + δ[F̂F

j
]

FFtrue

] . (27)

Taking the limit where δ[F̂F
j
]/FFtrue ≪ 1, we Taylor

expand Eq. (27) and in App. A arrive at the following

expression for the corrected map,

Iobsj

F̂F
j
≈ I

sky

j + Sj + ϵγ,j +
ϵread,j

F̂F
j

− δ[F̂F
j
]

F̂F
j

(I
sky

j + Sj + ϵγ,j). (28)

The FF error terms in the second line above introduce

additional biases on the sky power spectrum. The FF

error coupled with the mean sky brightness of the target

field, δ[F̂F
j
]I

sky

j , sources the majority of the fluctuation

bias. While we simulate and correct for the point source

contributions to δ[F̂F
j
](Sj + ϵγ,j), these comprise < 1%

of the total noise bias in each field and have a negligible

impact at CIBER sensitivity.

From Eqs. (25) and (28) we see that the power spec-

trum FF bias depends on both instrument noise and

sky fluctuations. While the instrument noise contribu-

tion yields an additive bias, the sky fluctuations act as a

multiplicative bias. Another conclusion is that the am-

plitude of the PS bias depends on the relative mean sky

brightnesses across fields, such that fields with higher

ZL have larger biases.

5.2.1. Modified noise bias

FF errors sourced by instrument noise lead to an ad-

ditional noise bias contribution, which we denote NδFF
ℓ ,

Nℓ =
∑
ℓ′

Mℓℓ′(N
read
ℓ′ +Nγ

ℓ′ +NδFF
ℓ′ ). (29)

To include NδFF
ℓ′ within the Monte Carlo procedure in

§4.1, we add mean sky levels to each noise realization

and apply the FF stacking estimator to each set of five

maps before calculating their mean-subtracted power

spectra. This Monte Carlo approach captures noise bi-

ases beyond our Taylor-approximated expression in Eq.

(28), e.g., terms O(δ2[F̂F ]), however these terms are

small.

5.2.2. Multiplicative bias correction

In the absence of masking, the FF stacking estimator

leads to a multiplicative bias on the sky power spectrum

which we derive in A.2.2. For FF weights wi and sky

brightnesses Ii,

Ĉℓ,j

Ctrue
ℓ,j

≈ 1 +
∑
i ̸=j

(
wiIj
Ii

)2

. (30)

ZL brightnesses across the five CIBER 4th flight fields

vary by up to a factor of two, meaning the multiplicative

bias is of order unity for fields such as elat10.

Beyond this, an important realization is that the FF

stacking estimator couples modes from all masked fields

with the mask of each target field. This can be seen by

writing the masked version of Eq. (28) (see App. A.2.3)

and modifying the expression for δ[F̂F ]. In the limit

where δFF ≪ 1, this additional mode coupling can be

approximated with linear operators and treated within

the standard pseudo-Cℓ formalism. Through a modified

Monte Carlo procedure (also detailed in the Appendix),
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we capture the combined mask+FF+filtering mode mix-

ing in a single matrix transformation. This is similar

in spirit to Leung et al. (2022), which incorporates the

combined mode coupling of time-ordered-data filtering

and survey masks into a single matrix transformation

Jℓℓ′ .

To compare the effects of mode coupling from differ-

ent operations on the data, in Fig. 4 we present several

variations on the mixing matrix for a single field. In all

configurations, we observe that input power is preferen-

tially redistributed from large to small scales. Compared

to the case of mask convolution alone (case A), the mode

coupling from cases with FF errors and filtering can be

up to a factor of five stronger for certain bandpower com-

binations. Comparing cases B and C, we see that image

filtering modifies the mode coupling structure, primar-

ily for low-ℓ bandpowers. Case D highlights the more

aggressive 2nd-order Fourier component filter, for which

low-ℓ power is strongly suppressed before it mixes with

smaller scales in the pseudo-power spectrum.

Finally, we note that configuration space estimators

such as the two-point correlation function are subject to

similar additive and multiplicative biases when using the

same FF stacking estimator, however they do in princi-

ple bypass mode-mixing effects induced by the astro-

nomical masks. We do not pursue a configuration space

analysis in this work, however we note its use in existing

and near-future diffuse light fluctuation measurements

(Cappelluti et al. 2013; Kashlinsky et al. 2019).

6. MASKING DEEPER IN THE NIR WITH

MULTI-WAVELENGTH PHOTOMETRY

Having laid out our general pseudo-Cℓ formalism, we

now turn to a practical analysis challenge, namely ef-

fective source masking. For clean measurements of

large-angle clustering, source masking reduces the ef-

fective shot noise level associated with Poisson fluctua-

tions. While masking deeper removes Poisson fluctua-

tions, there is a trade off with minimizing the fraction of

masked pixels. However, by bypassing the need for field

differences, we avoid a large penalty in the masking frac-

tion and resulting mode coupling. This is because the

masking fraction in field differences is determined by the

instrument mask and union of two independent astro-

nomical source masks, meaning uncertainties due to re-

duction of effective modes and de-convolution of masked

power spectra are more severe. Single-field imaging thus

enables a more aggressive masking of sources.

Beyond mask de-convolution, effective source masking

in Z14 was limited by external catalog completeness. In

Z14, source masks were constructed using J-band cata-

logs from 2MASS to a depth of J = 17.5. However, the

Survey Filters 5σ point source depth

PanSTARRS grizy 23.4, 23.0, 22.7, 21.8, 20.7

2MASS JHK 17.0, 16.3, 15.5

UKIDSS (LAS)a JHK 18.7, 17.4, 16.3

UKIDSS (UDS) JHK 24.7, 23.7, 23.4

unWISE W1 17.5

a Non-uniform/incomplete coverage of elat10, elat30, SWIRE,
but not available for the Boötes fields.

Table 1. List of ancillary catalogs used in this work and
their properties. We use 2MASS photometry to mask bright
sources in our fields (J < 16), while for fainter sources we
use a combination of PanSTARRS and unWISE photometry
to predict NIR magnitudes using a model trained on the
UKIDSS UDS catalog (see §6.2). All listed depths are in the
Vega magnitude system.

2MASS completeness falls quickly beyond J = 16.0 and

H = 15.0. While deeper NIR catalogs such as UKIDSS

and IBIS exist, their coverage within the CIBER fields

is highly non-uniform and/or unavailable. Another ap-

proach would be to over-mask, using sources identified

in external catalogs at other wavelengths, e.g., from op-

tical surveys. However the masking would be very in-

efficient, since it is not clear a priori which optically

identified sources correspond to the brightest J- and H-

band sources.

For our approach, we take advantage of the fact that

deeper multi-band optical and infrared photometry from

PanSTARRS and WISE contain sufficient information

to determine cuts on J- and H-band source magnitudes.

Rather than construct hand-crafted color cuts, we make

direct J- and H-band magnitude predictions through

random forest regression. We then use these predictions

to estimate the infrared flux to set the size of masks

surrounding the identified point source. In the following

sub-sections we summarize the properties of the external

catalogs used to train and test our random forest model.

6.1. Source catalogs

In this work we use direct NIR photometry from the

2MASS and UKIDSS catalogs along with optical and in-

frared photometry from PanSTARRS and WISE. With

the exception of UKIDSS, these catalogs have full cover-

age across all five of the CIBER 4th flight science fields.

We summarize the depths of these catalogs in Table 1.

6.1.1. 2MASS

The Two Micron All Sky Survey (2MASS; Skrutskie

et al. 2006) imaged the sky in J (1.2 µm), H (1.6 µm)

and K (2.1 µm) bands using 1.3-meter telescopes at

Mt. Hopkins and CTIO, Chile. The extended 2MASS

catalog is 75% complete in integrated counts down to
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Figure 4. Comparison of mode coupling matrices with and without filtering and other corrections. The standard mode coupling
matrix Mmask

ℓℓ′ (case A) derived from the mask is shown in the top left, along with the hybrid mask+FF matrix (Mmask+FF
ℓℓ′ ,

case B). Two versions of the mixing matrix with image filtering are presented in the bottom panel, one using a simple gradient
filter (case C) and one with a more aggressive Fourier component filter (case D). In both filtering cases we employ per-quadrant
offset fitting. These different mixing matrices highlight the off-diagonal mode couplings induced by our map processing.

J = 17.5 (Vega), or 17.5 (18.4 AB) and 17.0 (18.4 AB)

for CIBER’s 1.1 µm and 1.8 µm bands, respectively. In

this work 2MASS is used to identify sources with J < 16.

For very bright sources, the 2MASS point source cata-

log uses measurements from shorter integrations, either

1.3 second exposures (rdflg = 1) or 51 ms from the ar-

ray reset for the brightest sources (rdflg = 3). Across

the five CIBER fields (elat10, elat30, Boötes B, Boötes

A and SWIRE), there are {24, 22, 24, 22, 44} stars with

rdflg = 1 while only two stars in elat30 and one in

SWIRE have rdflg = 3.

6.1.2. Pan-STARRS

The Panoramic Survey Telescope and Rapid Response

System (PanSTARRS; Chambers et al. 2016) is a system

designed for wide-field astronomical imaging . The 1.8-

meter telescope, situated on Haleakala in Maui, has a 1.4

Gigapixel camera with 7 deg2 field of view, and has im-

aged the sky in five broadband filters (g, r, i, z, y). The

primary 3π survey covers 3×104 deg2, with full coverage

over the CIBER fields. We query source positions and

magnitudes in these bands from the DR2 MeanObject

table, including all sources with y-band measurements

and quality flags (qualityFlag) in the ObjectThin ta-

ble equal to 8 or 16. PanSTARRS is a desirable cat-

alog for our purposes given its relatively deep y-band

photometry, which more strongly correlates with J- and

H-band fluxes.

6.1.3. unWISE

The unWISE catalog consists of photometry from un-

blurred coadds from WISE imaging (Lang 2014; Schlafly

et al. 2019). We use the five-year catalog, which at 3.4

µm has a 5σ depth of W1 = 17.5 (W1AB = 20.8). The
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performance using both W1 and W2 photometry was

comparable to that from W1 alone, so we opt for the

latter.

6.1.4. UKIDSS

The UKIRT Infrared Deep Sky Survey (UKIDSS;

Lawrence et al. 2007) consists of seven years of imag-

ing in the near-infrared with varying depths, carried out

using the UKIRT Wide Field Camera (WFCAM). The

deepest coverage available covers 0.77 deg2 in the Ultra

Deep Survey (UDS) field down to J = 24.7, H = 23.7

and Ks = 23.4. We use the UKIDSS UDS photometry

to train our random forest regression method, which is

detailed in the next sub-section. The UKIDSS Large

Area Survey (LAS) is considerably shallower than UDS

(depth of K ∼ 18) but has available J- and H-band

photometry for two of the five CIBER fields (elat10 and

elat30). Lastly, the UKIDSS Deep Extragalactic Survey

(DXS) reached a depth of K ∼ 21 and covers the major-

ity of the SWIRE field for J band. The LAS and DXS

photometry are compared against our predicted catalogs

where available.

6.2. Random forest model and training

We perform random forest regression training and val-

idation on UKIDSS photometry in the UDS field, which

probes significantly deeper than our desired masking

depths. We cross-match the UDS catalog against un-

WISE and PanSTARRS using a matching radius of 1′′.

When a source lacks a PanSTARRS or unWISE detec-

tion, the missing magnitudes are replaced with m = 30,

i.e., they are labeled as non-detections.

We split 70% and 30% of the cross-matched catalog to

form our training and validation samples, respectively.

We restrict our samples to sources with J < 21 to pre-

vent training set imbalance relative to our target CIBER

masking depths. We use the publicly available package

sklearn to train separate random forest models for J-

and H-band predictions. We set the maximum depth of

the decision trees to eight, beyond which the regression

performance plateaus.

In Figure 5 we compare the predicted J- and H-

band magnitudes with those from the UKIDSS training

and validation sets. The results are unbiased on av-

erage, with increasing dispersion toward fainter magni-

tudes. There is a small number of catastrophic outliers,

which typically correspond to sources with incomplete

multi-band coverage, e.g., unWISE only (red points) or

PanSTARRS only (blue points). The error RMS for

the sub-samples, indicated in Fig. 5, are smallest when

both optical and infrared photometry are available and

largest when only infrared photometry is available.

We summarize the completeness and purity of the

derived UDS masking catalogs in Table 2 for a range

of masking thresholds. The total number of predicted

sources below each magnitude threshold agrees well with

those from our validation samples and the complete-

ness and purity of our predicted catalog is > 90% in

all cases, with some degradation toward fainter fluxes.

As expected, masking predictions for sources with both

optical and infrared counterparts have the highest com-

pleteness and purity. In comparison, the completeness of

2MASS catalog in the same field falls off quickly, start-

ing at 89% and 82% for J < 17.5 and H < 17.0, respec-

tively, and going down to 34% and 27% for J < 19.0 and

H < 18.5. While incompleteness in our masking cata-

log leads to additional point source fluctuation power,

the main penalty of catalog impurity is a slightly higher

masking fraction.

6.3. Testing mask predictions with COSMOS

To assess any systematic uncertainties due to dis-

tribution shift between our UDS training set and the

science fields, we apply the model to multi-band pho-

tometry from the COSMOS 2015 catalog (Laigle et al.

2016). One subtlety is that the optical and infrared

photometry in COSMOS come from Suprime-Cam and

IRAC rather than PanSTARRS/WISE, adding a layer

of distribution shift beyond our application in the sci-

ence fields. Nonetheless we use our pretrained model to

predict J- and H-band magnitudes and compare these

against measured magnitudes from the COSMOS cata-

log.

We include the distribution of predicted and mea-

sured magnitudes in the right column of Fig. 5. Due

to saturation in some optical bands for the COSMOS

catalog, our results are limited to J > 16, which is

our main focus in any case. Our predictions match the

COSMOS15 measured magnitudes closely for a range of

fluxes, however there is larger scatter and a mild nega-

tive bias on the predicted magnitudes. For sources down

to J < 18.5 and H < 17.0, the error RMS for each

band is 20%/30% higher than that of the UDS valida-

tion sets, which corresponds to lower purity in the test

set results. This may be due to differences in source

photometry across catalogs or calibration discrepancies

between PanSTARRS/Suprime-Cam and WISE/IRAC.

COSMOS15 is more complete in the optical/IR than the

PanSTARRS/WISE catalog, leading to well-determined

photometry for some sources that would be otherwise la-

beled as non-detections in the training set.

Given our predicted masking selections, we then calcu-

late the sub-threshold Poisson noise of unmasked sources

and compare against the “true” Poisson noise at fixed
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Figure 5. Comparison of measured magnitudes and random forest-predicted magnitudes using ancillary photometry, for J-
band (top row) and H-band (bottom). The left and middle columns show our results for UKIDSS training and validation sets,
respectively. UKIDSS sources with both unWISE and PanSTARRS counterparts are plotted in green, while those with only
unWISE or only PanSTARRS are plotted in red and blue, respectively. The right-hand column shows the results of applying our
models trained on UKIDSS to COSMOS 2015 photometry, as a test of distribution shift. The COSMOS field used Suprime-Cam
and IRAC for the optical and IR data.

masking depth. The fractional shot noise errors are in-

cluded in Table 2. Our results suggest a slight over-

removal of point source power in the predicted catalogs,

though the fractional difference in power is small (< 13%

for J < 18.5 and < 9% for H < 18.0). For the deepest

masking depths (J < 19.0 and H < 18.5) the departures

are slightly larger (22% and 16% for J- and H-band

respectively). A full interpretation of these discrepan-

cies needs to take into account systematic differences

between the training and test sets, however in general

these results suggest that our source masking procedure

is robust, extending over two Vega magnitudes deeper

than through 2MASS alone.

6.3.1. Recovered source counts

Figure 6 shows the J- and H-band cumulative number

counts in the five CIBER science fields, recovered from

different catalogs. We limit our comparisons to J > 12,

the brightest magnitude available in our UDS catalog.

The 2MASS catalogs are in broad agreement with both

our predictions and UKIDSS down to J = 16.5 and

H = 16. Beyond these depths the 2MASS catalog be-

comes incomplete, which we quantify in Table 2. In both

bands, our predicted counts for the elat10 and elat30

fields are consistent with UKIDSS LAS to within 5%

for J < 18.5 and H < 18. In the SWIRE field, we see

larger differences, with our predicted integrated counts

higher than UKIDSS by 20-35% going from J = 16 to

J = 18.5.

For the brightest sources (12 ≤ m ≤ 15), our pre-

dicted catalogs exhibit larger discrepancies with respect

to 2MASS and UKIDSS. We attribute this to the small

training set of bright sources within the UDS field.

Rather than develop a larger bright-end training set for

our random forest model, we simply merge the bright

end of the 2MASS catalog (J < 16 and H < 15) with
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Masking depth Nsrc Nsrc, C, P C, P C, P C, P C, P δCSN
ℓ /CSN

ℓ

Vega (UKIDSS) all, predicted PS+unWISE PS only unWISE only 2MASS only C15 test set

J < 17.5 370 (371, 0.98, 0.98) (0.98, 0.98) (0.90, 1.0) (0.0, 0.0)a (0.89, -) -5.2%

J < 18.0 498 (481, 0.93, 0.97) (0.95, 0.98) (0.88, 0.87) (0.16, 0.33) (0.65, -) -10.2%

J < 18.5 684 (640, 0.92, 0.98) (0.95, 0.99) (0.82, 0.97) (0.57, 0.88) (0.47, -) -12.2%

J < 19.0 977 (947, 0.93, 0.95) (0.96, 0.96) (0.88, 0.92) (0.45, 0.90) (0.34, -) -21.7%

H < 17.0 422 (416, 0.96, 0.97) (0.97, 0.98) (0.79, 0.85) (0.33, 0.25) (0.82, -) -6.9%

H < 17.5 574 (544, 0.91, 0.97) (0.93, 0.98) (0.81, 0.83) (0.33, 0.60) (0.58, -) -2.2%

H < 18.0 828 (829, 0.94, 0.94) (0.98, 0.94) (0.73, 0.92) (0.83, 0.68) (0.40, -) -8.8%

H < 18.5 1206 (1167, 0.90, 0.93) (0.94, 0.95) (0.84, 0.84) (0.54, 0.73) (0.27, -) -16.4%

a There is only one source which satisfies this condition in our
validation set.

Table 2. Random forest regression performance on our UDS validation set, for various masking selections. The table shows the
total number of sources brighter than each masking threshold from UKIDSS, along with the completeness (C) and purity (P)
of the predicted catalogs. We also include the mean fractional power spectrum bias on Poisson fluctuations (ℓ > 10000), which
we estimated by applying our pre-trained model on UDS to the COSMOS 2015 catalog and computing the true vs. estimated
fluctuation power of sources fainter than each magnitude cut. The negative signs indicate that the masking method removes
more Poisson fluctuations than an ideal mask at the specified J- or H-band magnitude.

our random forest-derived catalogs to obtain our final

masking catalogs.

6.3.2. Masking catalog consistency with simulations

In Figure 7 we compare the cumulative magnitude

distributions of our final masking catalogs with those

from predicted from simulations. The simulated cata-

logs combine the TRILEGAL stellar model for each field

with realizations of the Helgason et al. (2012) galaxy

model. We find that for 16 < m < 18.5, our final counts

are slightly higher than simulations. For the four non-

SWIRE fields the counts are consistently higher by 10-

20%, while for SWIRE our counts are 30-40% higher.

The discrepancy with SWIRE is of similar magnitude to

that seen between our predicted catalogs and UKIDSS

DXS for J band, suggesting potential errors in our pre-

dicted catalog. The counts of our IGL mocks are con-

strained by the Helgason et al. (2012) best-fit luminos-

ity functions, which appear to underestimate measured

counts in this magnitude range (c.f. Fig. 12 of Helgason

et al. (2012)).

6.4. Source mask radius prescription

To construct the CIBER astronomical masks we

model the masking radius for each source as a function

of magnitude. For bright sources (J < 14 or H < 14),

we parameterize the masking function as a function of

magnitude m

r(m)[′′] = A exp

[
− (m− b)2

c2

]
, (31)

where b = 3.6, c = 8.5 and A = 160 for all fields. For

fainter sources the masking radius is determined iter-

atively. For each magnitude bin with ∆m = 0.5 in

the range 14 < J < 19, we generate a model image

of sources in that bin using the measured CIBER PSF.

The masking radius for those sources is increased un-

til the masked image has power CePSF
ℓ < 10−9 nW2

m−4 sr−1 for all bandpowers. We perform the bin-wise

approach for each field separately in order to capture

variations such as PSF size and stellar density. We set

a minimum masking radius of 1.5 pixels (10.5′′) for all

sources. The fact that the CIBER PSF is undersampled

means most of the flux for faint sources can be masked

across a few pixels. This masking prescription is more

aggressive for bright sources than Z14.

We then combine the resulting source masks with the

CIBER 4th flight instrument masks and use these to

estimate the total contribution from extended PSF of

masked sources. Specifically, for each realization we

generate a map of sources down to our fiducial masking

depth (J = 17.5 andH = 17.0 for 1.1 µm and 1.8 µm, re-

spectively), apply its corresponding mask, and calculate

the resulting power spectrum. We then correct for the

effects of mode coupling and the beam transfer function.

We show the results of this exercise performed on 100

sets of mocks in Fig. 8. In the limit with no astrometric

errors, the residual power from masked source halos is

more than two orders of magnitude below the IGL+ISL

signal and can be considered negligible. To simulate

astrometry errors in the CIBER pointing solution, we

perturb the positions of the injected sources in each di-

mension by σx = 0.25 and 0.5 CIBER pixels (1.75′′ and

3.5′′ respectively). In the presence of these astrometry

errors the residual power from masked sources increases

most significantly at ℓ > 10000, however the residual

power is still much lower than the IGL+ISL signal.
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Figure 6. Cumulative number counts from 2MASS (blue), UKIDSS (black) and random forest-predicted magnitudes using
PanSTARRS+unWISE photometry (red). Our predicted catalogs extend several magnitudes beyond 2MASS and have consistent
number density to UKIDSS Large Area Survey (LAS) counts available in two of the five CIBER fields (elat10, elat30). The
SWIRE field is covered by the UKIDSS Deep Extragalactic Survey (DXS) for J band, for which our random forest predicts
slightly higher counts.

7. MOCK POWER SPECTRUM RECOVERY

TESTS

Using the mock CIBER observations described in §3
and the PS formalism from §5 we test our ability to

recover sky fluctuations. Running the pipeline as imple-

mented on several independent mock observations helps

to identify any biases in the PS estimation and to quan-

tify measurement uncertainties. For each test configura-

tion we run our pipeline on one thousand sets of CIBER

mocks, estimating the power spectrum in twenty-five

logarithmically spaced bandpowers. In these mock tests

we assume perfect knowledge for source masking, i.e.,

we do not directly emulate masking errors.

7.1. Field-averaged power spectrum

To optimally combine power spectrum estimates from

the five CIBER fields we apply per-bandpower inverse

variance weights derived from the dispersion of recov-

ered mock power spectra. We show these weights as a

function of multipole in Appendix A.2.4 for mocks with

FF errors. While on large angular scales the weights are

relatively consistent with uncertainties driven by sam-

ple variance, differences in read noise and photon noise

across the five fields drive a larger dispersion in the

bandpower weights on intermediate and small scales.

7.2. Effect of flat field errors

We validate our pipeline with two test cases at the

fiducial masking depths from Z14, namely J < 17.5 for

1.1 µm and H < 17.0 for 1.8 µm. The first case as-

sumes perfect knowledge of the FF (i.e., no FF correc-

tion is needed), while the second incorporates the FF

estimation and bias corrections. In Figures 9 and 10 we

show the results of these tests. In both cases, the recov-

ered power spectra for elat30 (orange) are much noisier

than the other fields, due to the field’s short exposure

time (17.8 seconds compared to ∼ 50 for the other sci-

ence fields). On intermediate scales, the SWIRE field

(purple) has large uncertainties due to its higher stellar

density and thus masking fraction, despite having the

lowest photon noise.

Averaged over the ensemble of mocks, our per-field

and averaged power spectra are unbiased on large and

small scales, with some exceptions. On large scales in all

cases, the fifth bandpower is negatively biased at the 1−
2σ level in both the δ[F̂F ] = 0 and δ[F̂F ] ̸= 0 cases. We
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Figure 7. Cumulative magnitude distributions of the final CIBER masking catalogs (dashed lines) for J-band (top) and H-band
(bottom), compared with those derived from IGL+ISL predictions for the same fields (black). Also shown are the cumulative
magnitude distributions for stars (ISL, blue) and galaxies (IGL, red) that comprise our predictions.

attribute this to effects of strong mode coupling between

the low-ℓ bandpowers introduced by our image filtering

(see bottom right panel of Fig. 4). In the δ[F̂F ] = 0 case

we also find a ∼ 1σ positive bias in the third bandpower

for both bands, however this is not seen in the The bias is

not δ[F̂F ] ̸= 0 case. On scales ℓ > 50000 in the δ[F̂F ] ̸=
0 case, we find a slight positive bias. We do not find this

in the δ[F̂F ] = 0 case, which suggests some instability

in the FF noise bias correction. This is corroborated by

the fact that the power spectrum bias is largest for fields

elat10 and elat30, which are most sensitive to errors in

the noise bias correction due to their high mean sky

intensities that couple to instrumental errors in the FF

correction.

To understand the sensitivity of our power spectrum

measurements as a function of angular scale, in Fig. 11

we plot the fractional power spectrum uncertainties for

both bands and test cases. On scales ℓ < 1000, the

uncertainties are driven by sample variance and the fil-

tering transfer function. Our uncertainties peak again

on intermediate scales near ℓ ∼ 6000, the result of con-

centrated power from read noise that spreads to other

modes through the mask(s). On small scales, we are

dominated by noise, due to the exponential dependence

of the beam correction. These results suggest the large-

scale sensitivity peaks between 1000 < ℓ < 2000, corre-

sponding to angular scales 5′ < θ < 10′.

These mock recovery tests enable us to isolate the im-

pact of FF errors on our final measurements. We high-

light this in Fig. 12, plotting the ratio of power spectrum

uncertainties between test cases. While the uncertain-

ties are consistently larger in the presence of FF errors

as one would expect, we do find an exception in the third

lowest bandpower (ℓ ∼ 350) for both bands. This is the

same bandpower for which we find a 1σ bias and like-

wise may be explained by the mode couplings induced
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by FF errors. The degradation in sensitivity is gener-

ally larger for 1.1 µm than 1.8 µm due to higher photon

and read noise levels. Fortuitously, the degradation in

sensitivity due to FF errors is modest on large scales,

remaining at the < 20% level for ℓ < 1000 and 20−30%

for 1000 < ℓ < 2000.

7.3. Bandpower correlations

For each test configuration we calculate the band-

power covariance matrix describing departures of each

field’s recovered power spectrum (indexed by i) with re-

spect to the field average from set j:

Ĉmock = ⟨(Cj
ℓ,i − Cj

ℓ,av)
2⟩. (32)

Note that this is different than the covariance computed

relative to the true underlying sky power spectra, and

is used to test data consistency in the observed data.

To highlight the difference in correlation structure with

and without FF errors, we show the correlation matri-

ces ρ({Ĉℓ}) for both bands in Fig. 13. In each plot,

the upper triangular component is the correlation ma-

trix for δ[F̂F ] = 0, while the lower triangular compo-

nent shows the full δ[F̂F ] ̸= 0 case. The within-field

bandpower covariance (block-diagonal matrices) shows

similar structure in both cases, with strong correlations

from mode coupling and read noise on intermediate and

small scales. These correlations are stronger for 1.1 µm

than 1.8 µm which we attribute to the different noise

levels across the two bands. Unlike the δ[F̂F ] = 0 case,

for which each field is treated separately, the δ[F̂F ] ̸= 0

case shows significant correlations between fields. The

cross-field covariance arises because of our FF correc-

tion, which mixes the information from all the fields

into each field’s power spectrum estimate. This demon-

strates the importance of accounting for the full field-

field covariance when assessing internal consistency of

observed auto-power spectra.

Within each field, we observe a strong anti-correlation

between the lowest ℓ bandpower and intermediate scale

bandpowers. We determine this to be the result of fitting

per-quadrant offsets to mitigate detector effects, as we

do not observe the anti-correlation in tests without the

per-quadrant offset fitting.

7.4. Impact of filtering on recovered CIBER power

spectra

We assess the impact of image filtering methods on

recovered CIBER power spectra. As seen in Fig. 3, sep-

arating a best-fit, 2nd-order Fourier component model

from the maps nearly nulls the lowest two bandpowers,

with milder suppression in higher ℓ bandpowers. When

incorporated into the mode mixing matrices, we find

that the second column of the matrix is of order 10−18,

which makes inversion of the full mixing matrix unsta-

ble. We address this by truncating each matrix, ex-

cluding the rows and columns involving the lowest two

bandpowers, and applying the inverse of the truncated

matrix to the upper twenty-three measured bandpowers.

In Figure 14 we compare our fiducial results and 1σ

uncertainties (black) with those using the Fourier com-

ponent filtering (red). On scales 2500 < ℓ < 10000,

the recovered power spectra using Fourier component

filtering exhibit a positive bias with a level of 10− 25%.

These bandpowers are expected to be highly correlated

(c.f. Fig. 13). We attribute this bias to our mixing

matrix truncation — while the Fourier component fil-

tering reduces the off-diagonal mixing matrix compo-

nents of the first bandpower by a factor of several or-

ders of magnitude relative to gradient filtering, there

is a small amount of residual leakage of low-ℓ power

to smaller scale modes. On larger angular scales, our

Fourier component filtering approach recovers unbiased

fluctuations that are comparable to those using gradient

filtering (and more unbiased for a handful of bandpow-

ers).

While the 2nd-order Fourier component filter effec-

tively removes information from the lowest two band-

powers, we find that the corresponding dispersion of re-

covered power spectra in the range 500 < ℓ < 2000 is

30−40% smaller than that using gradient filtering, with

more improvement for 1.8 µm than 1.1 µm. We find that

the improved sensitivity on several arcminute scales is

due to suppression of low-ℓ sample variance, which oth-
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Figure 9. Mock power spectrum recovery with no FF errors (δ[F̂F ] = 0), for individual fields (colored points) and field averages
(black points), plotted for 1.1 µm (left) and 1.8 µm (right). The errorbars on the black points are computed from the mean
and dispersion of recovered power spectra from one thousand sets of mocks, where each set denotes a realization of five CIBER
fields. The bottom row shows the fractional power spectrum error relative to the input power spectra.
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Figure 10. Mock power spectrum recovery with estimated FFs (δ[F̂F ] ̸= 0) using the stacking estimator from §5. In these
tests we use laboratory FF templates (see Fig. 1) when generating mock CIBER observations.
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erwise propagates to smaller scales. The CIBER mea-

surements from Z14 suggest the presence of sky fluc-

tuations with a red spatial index on scales ℓ ≲ 1000,

in which case this sample variance effect is particularly

relevant. We confirm this hypothesis by testing both

filtering cases on simulations with instrument noise and

IGL+ISL but no ℓ−3 fluctuation component. In this test

configuration, we recover unbiased power spectra with

no change in sensitivity.

In Figure 15 we compare the correlation matrices of re-

covered power spectra for one of our fields (Bootes B) us-

ing our two filtering configurations. For both bands we

find that Fourier component filtering reduces the pres-

ence of sharp correlations across modes as well as the

overall correlation coefficients.

7.5. Power spectrum recovery for varying masking

depths

Having demonstrated power spectrum estimation for

our fiducial masking case, we now test our full pipeline

on the same mocks but over a much broader range of

source masking thresholds. This includes recovery of

both point source-dominated power spectra (i.e., shal-

low masking cuts) and much deeper cuts, in total span-

ning three orders of magnitude in Poisson fluctuation

power. For sources with J < 11, non-linear detector

response and saturation in the observed data preclude

reliable measurements without detailed corrections. Our

deepest masking cuts (J < 18.5 and H < 18.0 for 1.1

µm and 1.8 µm, respectively) are informed by the relia-

bility of our source masking algorithm as demonstrated

in §6. Although it is not our science focus to measure

point source-dominated Poisson fluctuations, this exer-

cise enables us to test the consistency of large-angle fluc-

tuations in the observed data as a function of masking

depth.

We note that our matrix formalism breaks down in the

presence of bright unmasked point sources. This is a re-

sult of using the FF stacking estimator, in which bright

point sources need to be masked regardless of mask-

ing depth to avoid large FF errors. In practice we use

the J < 17.5 and H < 17.0 masks to calculate F̂F for

all shallower masking cuts). As a result, the FF errors

driven by sky signal differ from that of the target signal

(which does contain bright point sources), meaning that

the linear FF bias correction is not exact. In place of a

full treatment, which would require an iterative or simul-

taneous estimation of power spectra at several masking

depths, we characterize this effect empirically using the

mocks. We determine that the Mℓℓ′ correction without

FF errors recovers more accurate power spectra down to

(Jlim, Hlim) = 15, while Mmask+FF+filt
ℓℓ′ is more accu-

rate for deeper source masking cuts.

We show the recovered power spectra as a function

of masking depth in Figure 16. These results validate

our ability to measure large-angle fluctuations across all

masking cases. As expected, the fractional power spec-

trum errors on scales ℓ > 1000 are largest near the

masking depth where we transition from Mmask+filt
ℓℓ′

to Mmask+filt+FF
ℓℓ′ . The slight underestimation for

(Jlim, Hlim) = 16 is due to the fact that the masks

used to estimate the FF are deeper than those used to

compute the power spectrum, such that Mmask+filt+FF
ℓℓ′

slightly overcorrects the target signal. We do not pursue

shot noise corrections using the estimated power spectra

at the FF masking depth, however this may be impor-

tant in settings with stronger requirements on estima-

tion of Poisson fluctuations.
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Figure 13. Mock correlation matrices for CIBER 1.1 µm (left) and 1.8 µm (right), where ℓ runs from low to high in each
sub-block. The upper triangular component of each matrix is derived from the case with no FF errors (δ[F̂F ] = 0), while the
lower triangular component shows the same elements for the case with FF errors (δ[F̂F ] ̸= 0). The correlation matrices are
derived from 1000 sets of mock CIBER observations including instrumental noise, foregrounds, masking, filtering and, for the
δ[F̂F ] ̸= 0 case, FF estimation. These observational effects induce strong mode coupling on intermediate and small scales within
individual fields and between pairs of fields. The mild correlations between fields in the δ[F̂F ] = 0 case reflect deviations from
each weighted field average, which contains information from all fields; these correlations approach zero in the limit of more
simulations.

8. CONCLUSION

In this work we present an extension of the pseudo-Cℓ

formalism for measurements of NIR EBL anisotropies,

with application to imaging data from the Cosmic

Infrared Background Experiment. Improving on the

methodology in Z14, we address two important effects

necessary for measurement of sky fluctuations, namely

deep source masking and in flight FF correction. We

derive sky flats directly from the science fields and build

on the pseudo-Cℓ formalism to correct for additive and

multiplicative biases sourced by FF errors. Through

tests on mock CIBER observations with injected FFs ob-

tained from laboratory measurements, we demonstrate

that our power spectrum pipeline can recover unbiased

power spectra for all but the smallest angular scales.

Because we only have five fields, the flat-fielding process

increases our power spectrum uncertainties. By compar-

ing against similar mock tests where the FF is assumed

to be known perfectly, we determine that residual FF er-

rors increase uncertainties on scales 500 < ℓ < 2000 by

less than 20%. Our scheme bypasses the use of field dif-

ferences used in Z14, which opens the potential for more

aggressive point source masking in individual fields. Our

source masking approach is an efficient, data-driven al-

ternative to direct spectral energy distribution fitting,

and enables us to mask two magnitudes deeper in the

NIR than is possible with existing 2MASS photometry

in the CIBER fields. These improvements lead to new

measurements of clustering fluctuations on several ar-

cminute to degree scales in both auto and cross-power

spectra at 1.1 µm and 1.8 µm, which we present in a

companion paper.

Correcting for mode coupling effects is an important

component of this work. As NIR EBL fluctuation mea-

surements become signal dominated there are a number

of additional pseudo-Cℓ corrections that will be impor-

tant to consider. The first involves the fact that many

filtering operations can couple with the astronomical

masks, and should be folded into Mℓℓ′ estimation. In

this work we incorporate image filtering into our mode

mixing corrections. The second effect, which we do

not correct for, involves the dependence of the mode

coupling correction on the shape of the underlying sky

power spectrum. By choosing sufficiently fine bandpow-

ers one can mitigate biases from this effect, however in

general the mode coupling will be affected by deriva-

tives of the sky power spectrum {δiCℓ/δℓ
i}. The shape

of the power spectrum can be incorporated as a prior in

mode coupling corrections through the bandpower op-

erator Pbl, as done in Leung et al. (2022). It has been

shown that the standard MASTER result for computing

pseudo-Cℓ estimates is biased when there is correlation

between the signal and the mask (Cheng & Bock 2022;

Lembo et al. 2022). Surrao et al. (2023) shows this cor-
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Figure 14. Field-averaged power spectrum recovery for two kinds of image filtering: per-quadrant offsets + gradient (black),
and per-quadrant offsets + 2nd-order Fourier component model (red). The latter is a more aggressive filter on large angular
scales, effectively nulling the lowest two bandpowers (indicated by the shaded red regions). We show 1σ power spectrum
uncertainties for each case, which we calculate as the dispersion of recovered power spectra from 1000 mocks (dash-dotted lines).
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Figure 15. Comparison of bandpower correlation coefficient
matrices ρ(Cℓ) for the Bootes B field for 1.1 µm (left column)
and 1.8 µm (right), each derived from an ensemble of 1000
recovered mock power spectra.

relation can be calculated analytically and through sim-

ulations, with corrections going as the three- and four-

point functions of the maps and masks. Estimating such

corrections requires the use of more realistic sky mod-

els, such as those from MICECAT, since they may be

sensitive to the one-halo contributions of IGL and any

additional intra-halo light.

In some cases, mode coupling effects can be mitigated

at the map level. For example, the fraction of masked

pixels can be reduced by subtracting bright stars (or

extended PSF components), given accurate knowledge

of the PSF and source position. With redshift infor-

mation, which will be available for many SPHEREx

galaxies (Feder et al. 2023b), it may be possible to per-

form physically motivated masking, in which the ex-

tended light component of bright, low-redshift galax-

ies can be removed at fixed comoving radius. Targeted

point source/CIB de-projection (Madhavacheril et al.

2020; McCarthy & Hill 2024) or more general compo-

nent separation of pointlike and diffuse signals (Feder

et al. 2023a) are other avenues toward mitigating the

effects of mode coupling on future fluctuation measure-

ments.

The significance of these effects (and mitigation tech-

niques) can be tested directly through tests on realistic

mocks in order to assess their impact at any given ex-

periment sensitivity. While we treat power spectrum es-
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Figure 16. Mock power spectrum recovery for a range of masking cuts using the simulations described in §3. These results
validate our ability to recover unbiased power spectra in the presence of Poisson noise spanning three orders of magnitude in
power.

timation as an inverse problem, it may be more reliable

in future NIR EBL inferences to instead forward model

pseudo-Cℓ measurements, returning Cℓ reconstructions

rather than inverted Cℓ point estimates. This requires

careful consideration of instrumental and observational

effects, but also allows the incorporation of more real-

istic EBL simulations with proper correlations in the

mock intensity maps. Such a Bayesian approach offers

a promising path to obtaining interpretable fluctuation

measurements.

Existing and near-future experiments will map out

the NIR EBL over larger regions of sky with signifi-

cantly broader spectral coverage and resolving power.

CIBER-2, the second generation of CIBER, has three

H2RG detectors and six windowpane filters for imaging

at 0.5 − 2.5 µm (Nguyen et al. 2018; Shirahata et al.

2016; Takimoto et al. 2020). The power spectrum for-

malism from this work will be important for CIBER-2

data, which is similar in structure to that of CIBER-1.

The Spectro-Photometer for the History of the Universe,

Epoch of Reionization, and Ices Explorer (SPHEREx)

will conduct a two-year, all-sky survey in 102 bands

spanning 0.75−5 µm, dramatically increasing the sensi-

tivity and volume of NIR broad-band intensity mapping

data. The primary focus for SPHEREx will be the ∼200

deg2 centered near the ecliptic poles. A daily cadence

over the poles throughout the two-year survey will en-

able accurate in-flight estimates of the instrument FF

response and dark current. Diffuse light measurements

will also be pursued with imager data from the Eu-

clid mission through the LIBRAE project (Kashlinsky

et al. 2019). The pseudo-Cℓ formalism and simulation-

based approach presented in this work can be built to

characterize residual systematic uncertainties and more

complicated observational phenomena through forward

models that match the requisite realism of the data gen-

erating process.

Improved methods to estimate CNIB fluctuations, a

larger analysis toolkit to interpret measurements and

a dramatic increase in data quantity and quality will

transform our ability to study the history of cosmic light

production in the coming years, uncovering features of

the low surface brightness universe that may yield unan-

ticipated insights about galaxy evolution and large-scale

structure formation.
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APPENDIX

A. POWER SPECTRUM ESTIMATION WITH FF STACKING ESTIMATOR

A.1. Stacking FF estimator

In this Appendix we introduce the stacking FF estimator and propagate errors in the FF to power spectrum biases.

To start, consider a single sky realization Ii(x, y) for field i, the sum of a mean normalization I
sky

i (dominated by ZL),

and a fluctuation component Si which is composed from EBL sky fluctuations, diffuse galactic light (DGL) fluctuations

and integrated stellar light (ISL):

Iskyi (x, y) = I
sky

i + Si = I
sky

i + SEBL
i + SDGL

i + SISL
i . (A1)

The FF responsivity is defined as a scalar field FF (x, y) for each detector. The incident sky signal has associated

photon noise ϵγ , and this signal+noise component is multiplied by FF (x, y), after which read noise (denoted by ϵread)

is imprinted, producing the observed image Iobsi (x, y):

Iobsi (x, y) = FF (x, y)
[
I
sky

i + SEBL
i + SDGL

i + SISL
i + ϵγ,i

]
+ ϵread,i. (A2)

The FF estimate derived from field i is obtained by dividing the observed image by the mean surface brightness in

unmasked pixels:

F̂F i(x, y) =
Iobsi (x, y)

I
sky

i

=
FF (x, y)

[
I
sky

i + SEBL
i + SDGL

i + SISL
i + ϵγ,i

]
+ ϵread,i

I
sky

i

. (A3)

The error on the FF estimate for a single field can be expressed in terms of the assumed sky and noise components:

δF̂F i(x, y) =
FF (x, y)(SEBL

i + SDGL
i + SISL

i + ϵγ,i) + ϵread,i

I
sky

i

. (A4)

This highlights that non-uniform fluctuation components lead to errors in F̂F . The FF responsivity only needs to be

evaluated in unmasked pixels, but each pixel has a specific number of off-field measurements, which depends on the

masks in the off field stacks,

δF̂F i(x, y) = Mi(x, y)

(
FF (x, y)(SEBL

i + SDGL
i + SISL

i + ϵγ,i) + ϵread,i

I
sky

i

)
. (A5)

We apply pixel weights unique to each off-field used in a given stacked FF estimate. Denote the per-pixel RMS of

the FF error by σ. The resulting inverse variance weights are
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wi ≈

(
I
sky

i

σtot

)2

, (A6)

where

σtot =
√
σ2
γ + σ2

EBL + σ2
DGL + σ2

read. (A7)

Assuming the per-pixel fluctuations from the sky signal Si are subdominant to the instrumental noise, we can approx-

imate the weights as

wi ≈

 I
sky

i√
σ2
γ,i + σ2

read,i

2

. (A8)

Assuming our field weights are sum-normalized, i.e.,
∑

i wi = 1, the stacked FF F̂F
j
(x, y) is

F̂F
j
(x, y) =

Nf∑
i=1

wiF̂F i. (A9)

The Nf = 4 fields that go into each stacked CIBER FF estimate are uncorrelated, such that the variance of the stacked

FF can be written as a weighted sum of variances

Var[F̂F
j
] =

Nf∑
i=1

w2
iVar[F̂F i]. (A10)

Condensing the sky fluctuation signal for field i into Si and using inverse variance weights, we write the FF standard

error as

δ[F̂F ]j =

∑
i ̸=j

δ[F̂F ]−2
i

−1/2

=

∑
i̸=j

[
Mi (FF (Si + ϵγ,i) + ϵread,i)

I
sky

i

]−2
−1/2

. (A11)

This stacking estimator allows us to model FF errors with minimal assumptions on the underlying fluctuations. This

is opposed to using lab-derived FFs, which assume a perfectly uniform illuminating surface but have errors that are

harder to quantify.

A.2. Flat field bias

We now quantify how FF errors propagate to estimates of the auto-power spectrum. After deriving the generic

expression for each FF-corrected image, we separate FF error contributions driven by instrument noise (A.2.1) and

sky fluctuations (A.2.2). In the absence of noise (or after proper noise bias subtraction), FF errors from sky fluctuations

lead to a multiplicative bias on the recovered power spectrum, assuming the fluctuations from multiple fields are drawn

from the same underlying distribution. We start with the unmasked case and detail the role and treatment of mode

coupling in A.2.3.

For this calculation we assume that foreground point sources are perfectly removed from the maps. Following Eq.

(A1) the observed signal for field j is

Iobsj = FFtrue

[
Iskyj + ϵγ,j

]
+ ϵread,j (A12)

Let us express the FF estimate in terms of the true FF and the FF error, i.e.,

F̂F
j
= FFtrue + δ[F̂F

j
] = FFtrue

[
1 +

δ[F̂F
j
]

FFtrue

]
. (A13)

Then the FF-corrected image can be written as

Iobsj

F̂F
j
=

FFtrue

[
Iskyj + ϵγ,j

]
+ ϵread,j

FFtrue

[
1 + δ[F̂F

j
]

FFtrue

] . (A14)
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Assuming δ[F̂F
j
]/FFtrue ≪ 1, we Taylor expand (A14):

Iobsj

F̂F
j
≈
(
Iskyj + ϵγ,j +

ϵread,j
FFtrue

)(
1− δ[F̂F

j
]

FFtrue

)
(A15)

= Iskyj + ϵγ,j +
ϵread,j
FFtrue

− δ[F̂F
j
]

FFtrue

(
Iskyj + ϵγ,j +

ϵread,j
FFtrue

)
. (A16)

We now rearrange terms, expressing FFtrue in terms of the F̂F and δ[F̂F ]. For example,

ϵread,j
FFtrue

=
ϵread,j

F̂F
j
− δ[F̂F

j
]
=

ϵread,j

F̂F
j
(1− δ[F̂F

j
]

F̂F
j )

≈ ϵread,j

F̂F
j

(
1 +

δ[F̂F
j
]

F̂F
j

)
(A17)

such that

Iobsj

F̂F
j
≈ Iskyj + ϵγ,j +

ϵread,j

F̂F
j

(
1 +

δ[F̂F
j
]

F̂F
j

)
− δ[F̂F

j
]

F̂F

(
1 +

δ[F̂F
j
]

F̂F
j

)(
Iskyj + ϵγ,j +

ϵread,j
FFtrue

)
(A18)

= Iskyj + ϵγ,j +
ϵread,j

F̂F
j

+
ϵread,j

F̂F
j

δ[F̂F
j
]

F̂F
− δ[F̂F

j
]

F̂F
j

(
Iskyj + ϵγ,j +

ϵread,j
FFtrue

)
+O(δ2[F̂F

j
]) (A19)

≈ Iskyj + ϵγ,j +
ϵread,j

F̂F
j

+
δ[F̂F

j
]

F̂F
j

(
Iskyj + ϵγ,j

)
+

[
ϵread,j

F̂F
j

δ[F̂F
j
]

F̂F
j

− ϵread,j
FFtrue

δ[F̂F
j
]

F̂F
j

]
(A20)

≈ Iskyj + ϵγ,j +
ϵread,j

F̂F
j

+
δ[F̂F

j
]

F̂F
j

(
Iskyj + ϵγ,j

)
+O(δ2[F̂F

j
]). (A21)

After discarding all terms of order δ2[F̂F
j
], we find

Iobsj

F̂F
j
≈ I

sky

j + Sj + ϵγ,j +
ϵread,j

F̂F
j

− δ[F̂F
j
]

F̂F
j

(I
sky

j + Sj + ϵγ,j). (A22)

This expression highlights contributions at the map level sourced by the noisy FF correction that modify the measured

pseudo-power spectrum. The fractional FF error δ[F̂F
j
]/F̂F

j
coupled to the mean sky brightness I

sky

j is the leading

additional contribution to the pseudo-power spectrum.

A.2.1. Noise bias subtraction

We assume that FF errors from read noise and photon noise in each stack are uncorrelated with the signal, such that

the corresponding noise power adds linearly. We define the FF estimate in the absence of sky fluctuations as F̂F inst:

F̂F
j

inst = FF

[
1 +

ϵγ,j

I
sky

j

]
+

ϵread,j

I
sky

j

. (A23)

After correcting the mean sky brightness by F̂F inst,

I
sky

j

F̂F
j

inst

= I
sky

j + ϵγ,j +
ϵread,j

F̂F
j

inst

− δ[F̂F
j

inst]

F̂F
j

inst

(
I
sky

j + ϵγ,j

)
. (A24)

We can express the FF error δ[F̂F
j
] in terms of its instrument noise and sky fluctuation components,

δ[F̂F
j
] = δ[F̂F

j

inst] + δ[F̂F
j

S ]. (A25)
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Using this we expand (A22) and subtract the noise bias terms from (A24), discarding terms O(δF̂F
j

instδF̂F
j

S).

Iobsj

F̂F
j
−

I
sky

j

F̂F
j

inst

≈ Sj −
δ[F̂F

j

S ]

F̂F
j

I
sky

j −

[
δ[F̂F

j

S ]

F̂F
j

(
Sj + ϵγ,j −

ϵread,j

F̂F
j

)
+

δ[F̂F
j

inst]

F̂F
j

Sj

]
. (A26)

In practice we compute Monte Carlo estimates of (A24) to subtract the noise bias from each observed pseudo-Cℓ

estimate. The additional noise terms in brackets are sub-dominant to the second term in (A26) and depend on the

underlying fluctuations Sj . To assess the importance of these cross terms we evaluate them directly using sky signal

mocks and noise model realizations. We confirm that they are small relative to the underlying sky power (≲ 1% of

Ctrue
ℓ ) and so we do not attempt to model them in great detail when applying noise de-biasing.

A.2.2. FF multiplicative bias

From (A26) it is clear that, after noise de-biasing, there is still a leading FF error contribution from δ[F̂F
j

S ]I
sky

j /F̂F
j
.

While we do not know the sky fluctuations S a priori, the amplitude of sky fluctuations directly affects the level of

FF errors using our stacked estimator. In other words, we can treat the power spectrum bias from sky fluctuations

with a multiplicative correction. To illustrate this, we derive the noise-debiased power spectrum for a set of Nf fields

with mean surface brightnesses {Ii} and noise levels {ϵi}. For simplicity we neglect contributions from correlated read

noise.

For sky fluctuations δS, we write the per-pixel FF error for each field as

δFFi =

√
ϵ2i + δS2

Ii
. (A27)

The weighted variance from stacking several fields is then

δ[F̂F
j
]2 =

∑
i

w2
i δFF 2

i =
∑
i

w2
i

(ϵ2i + δS2)

I2i
(A28)

Following Eq. A16 we can express the FF corrected image for field j as

Iobsj /F̂F
j
≈
(
Ij +

√
ϵ2j + δS2

)(
1−

√∑
i

w2
i (ϵ

2
i + δS2)

I2i

)
(A29)

= Ij − Ij

√∑
i

w2
i (ϵ

2
i + δS2)

I2i
+
√
ϵ2j + δS2 +O(I−1

i ) (A30)

In power units,

Cℓ,j ≈ Nℓ,j + δS2 +
∑
i

(
wiIj
Ii

)2

(ϵ2i + δS2). (A31)

where Nℓ,j is the standard noise bias without FF errors. To calculate the full noise bias we expand δ[F̂F
j

inst] as in Eq.

A24

δ[F̂F
j

inst] =

√√√√∑
i

(
wiϵi
Ii

)2

; Iinstj = Ij + ϵj +

√√√√∑
i

(
wiϵiIj
Ii

)2

. (A32)

Assuming the instrument noise between fields is independent, we calculate the full noise bias:

Ñℓ,j = Nℓ,j +
∑
i

(
wiϵiIj
Ii

)2

(A33)

After subtracting the noise bias we are left with:

Cℓ,j − Ñℓ,j = δS2

[
1 +

∑
i

(
wiIj
Ii

)2
]
. (A34)

For equal weights, noise, and ZL levels, the bias reduces to 1 + 1
Nf

. This derivation tells us that to leading order, the

FF bias depends on the relative mean surface brightness of each target field compared to those used in its FF estimate.

The assumption of common underlying sky fluctuations is broken by foregrounds such as ISL and DGL. However, the

impact of these departures is small at current sensitivity, which we validate through tests on mocks.
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A.2.3. Mode coupling correction in presence of FF errors

The mask couples modes contaminated by FF errors. Denote the mask for field j by Mj , then

Iobsj

F̂F
j
≈ Mj

[
I
sky

j + Sj + ϵγ,j +
ϵread,j

F̂F
j

− δ[F̂F
j
]

F̂F
j

(I
sky

j + Sj + ϵγ,j)

]

= Mj

Iskyj + Sj + ϵγ,j +
ϵread,j

F̂F
j

−
I
sky

j + Sj + ϵγ,j

F̂F
j

∑
i ̸=j

[
Mi (FF (Si + ϵγ,i) + ϵread,i)

I
sky

i

]−2
−1/2

 .

This means that the FF error δ[F̂F
j
] for field j depends on the mode coupling of the off-field masks {Mi} and their

sky signals {Si}. Relying on the fact that the mode coupling operations are linearly separable to good approximation,

we estimate the additional mode coupling through a modification of the standard MASTER algorithm.

The procedure for computing a single Monte Carlo Mℓℓ′ realization (with FF errors and filtering) is as follows. For

each bandpower:

1. Generate Nf Gaussian tone realizations with power spectrum set to unity within the bandpower and zero

otherwise.

2. Add the mean surface brightness levels corresponding to the fields to their respective realizations.

3. Multiply each field by its respective mask.

4. For each of the Nf realizations:

• Construct a stacked FF estimate from the other (Nf − 1) maps, with weights wi.

• Divide the phase realization by the estimated FF.

• Apply map filtering on the FF-corrected realization.

• Compute the angular power spectrum from the corrected map.

Qualitatively, we are separating the FF error in Fourier space in order to determine the mode mixing between different

bandpowers. We compute 500 Monte Carlo realizations per bandpower, which is sufficiently large that statistical errors

on ⟨M̂ℓℓ′⟩ are negligible. The implementation has been optimized using the pyfftw package, which allocates memory

for efficient computation of discrete Fourier transforms (DFTs) and inverse DFTs. For a set of Nf = 5 fields and

twenty five bandpowers, the calculation takes ∼ 20 minutes in wall clock time to run on a Macbook Pro with an M1

processor and 16 GB of RAM. Given the massively parallel nature of this Monte Carlo approach, it may be possible to
accelerate the computation further with Graphic Processing Units (GPUs), for which discrete FFTs are well supported

within the CUDA library. We defer an investigation of CPU vs. GPU performance and utilization to future work.

A.2.4. Field weights

The power spectrum measurement uncertainty for a given field will in general depend on the field’s masking fraction,

the exposure integration time and the sky brightness. We choose to combine the Cℓ estimates across fields using optimal,

per-bandpower inverse variance weights. These weights are estimated from the dispersion of recovered per-field power

spectra using our ensemble of mocks. In Figure 17 we plot the derived weights as a function of multipole for our

fiducial analysis. There is statistical noise at the few percent level in the weights due to the number of simulations we

use. Nonetheless there is clear scale-dependence in the power spectrum weights across different fields, and the weights

follow a similar scale dependence for both CIBER bands. On large scales, our measurements are limited by statistical

noise in the number of modes we sample, and so there is relatively little variation between fields. On intermediate

scales where the power spectra are read noise and photon noise dominated, there is much larger variation between the

field weights, with the elat30 and SWIRE fields the most downweighted. elat30 has the shortest integration time and

therefore the largest instrument noise components, and so the exposure does not contain much information on these

scales. SWIRE has the longest integration time and the lowest ZL level across fields, however it also has the highest

source density which leads to a higher masking fraction. Masking has a large impact at intermediate scales, where
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Figure 17. Inverse variance power spectrum weights for the five CIBER fields, for 1.1 µm (left) and 1.8 µm (right). These
weights are computed from the recovered power spectra of 1000 mock realizations. On intermediate scales (5000 < ℓ < 10000)
where read noise and mode coupling are prominent, the dispersion of the weights is largest.

noisy Fourier modes from the readout electronics mix with the masks. The relative weights for 1.1 µm and 1.8 µm

share similar structure.

We use dispersion of the field weights to calculate the effective sample size from fluctuations as a function of angular

scale. The fractional reduction in Neff
mode remains below 10% on large scales (ℓ < 2000) as well as on small scales

(ℓ > 20000). The penalty from field weights is strongest on read noise-dominated scales, where Neff
mode is 30% and 20%

smaller for 1.1 µm and 1.8 µm respectively.

A.3. Cross correlation FF bias

The same FF errors that introduce a multiplicative bias in auto-power spectrum measurements also impact the

CIBER cross-power spectrum. This is due to our use of the FF stacking estimator in both CIBER bands – for a cross

correlation between CIBER and other instruments (e.g., from IRIS, Spitzer) or ancillary galaxy catalogs, there is no

multiplicative FF bias. However, any coherent signal across the CIBER imagers translate to coherent FF errors across

imagers, which then couple to the observed maps. As the instrument noise across imagers is uncorrelated, there is no

additional noise bias from FF errors. In the unmasked case, the multiplicative bias depends on the weighted product

of sky brightnesses across both bands, i.e., for bands a and b:

Cj,δFF
ℓ /Cj,true

ℓ = 1 +
∑
i ̸=j

(
Iaj I

b
j

Iai I
b
i

wa
i w

b
i

)2

. (A35)

We correct for the multiplicative bias of the cross-spectra with mode coupling using a variation on the Monte Carlo

procedure detailed in 5.2.2.
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