
ANITA: Current Status 
and Future Prospects

Ryan Nichol 
Photo: H. Schoorlemmer , University of Hawaii



ANITA Collaboration
Ohio State University 

University of Kansas 

Washington University in St. 
Louis 

University of Delaware 

University of California, Los 
Angeles 

Cal Poly, San Luis Obispo 

University of Hawaii at Manoa 

National Taiwan University 

University College London 

Jet Propulsion Laboratory 

Stanford Linear Accelerator 
Center 

University of Chicago

2



• It is the coldest, driest, 
windiest place on Earth 

• But... 
–Lots of Ice 

• Despite our best efforts 
• Over 4km thick in places 

–Also: 
• The only continent 

exclusively dedicated to 
scientific research 

• No indigenous (human) 
population 

• Home of NASA’s long-
duration balloon program
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Why Antarctica?

Ice depth data from BEDMAP consortium



Flashy Ice
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FIG. 1: Top: Side view schematic of the target and receiver arrange-

ment in ESA. Bottom: Perspective view of the setup, showing the

key elements.

Despite confirmation of Askaryan’s theory for sand and

salt, there are important reasons to test it in ice as well, since

so much study and experimental effort have been directed at

ice as the target medium. First, although the effect is primar-

ily determined by shower physics, the radio production and

transmission occurs under conditions where the properties of

the medium could play a role in modifying the behavior of the

emission; the possibility of unknownmedia-dependent effects

which might suppress the emission must be explored. Sec-

ond, the radio Cherenkov method is most effective at shower

energies above 10-100 PeV, where muon or other cosmic-

ray backgrounds are negligible, and the method thus “suf-

fers” from the virtue of having no natural backgrounds with

which to calibrate the Cherenkov intensity and corresponding

detection efficiency. In this context, laboratory calibrations

of the radiation behavior are critical to the accuracy of results.

And finally, the increased richness of these radio observations,

which directlymeasure electric field strength and vector polar-

ization, require more comprehensive experimental treatment

FIG. 2: (color online) Left: The ANITA payload (center) above and

downstream of the ice target (here covered). Right top, target with

cover removed, in ambient light. Right bottom: ice target illuminated

from interior scattered optical Cherenkov radiation.

and validation than observations of scalar intensity.

The experiment, SLAC T486, was performed in the End

Station A (ESA) facility during the period from June 19-24,

2006. A target of very pure carving-grade ice was constructed

from close-packing rectangular 136 kg blocks (about 55 were

used) to form a stack approximately 2 m wide by 1.5m tall

(at the beam entrance) by 5 m long. The upper surface of

the ice was carved to a slope of ∼ 8◦ in the forward direc-
tion giving the block a trapezoidal longitudinal cross section

along the beam axis. This was done to avoid total-internal

reflection (TIR), of the emerging Cherenkov radiation at the

surface. The surface after carving was measured to have a

root-mean-square (rms) roughness of 2.3 cm. The beam en-

tered this target about 40 cm above the target floor, which was

lined with 10 cm ferrite tiles to suppress reflections off the

bottom.

The showers were produced by 28.5 GeV electrons in

10 picosecond bunches of typically 109 particles. Monte-

Carlo simulations of the showers indicate that about 90% of

the shower was contained in the target; the remainder was

dumped into a pair of downstream concrete blocks. In contrast

to previous experiments [5, 12], we did not convert the elec-

trons to photons via a bremsstrahlung radiator. Such meth-

ods were used in earlier Askaryan discovery experiments to

avoid any initial excess charge in the shower development. In

our case, the typical shower had a total composite energy of

3× 1019 eV, with a total of ∼ 2× 1010 e+e− pairs at shower
maximum. EGS simulations of the charge excess develop-

ment indicate a net charge asymmetry of about 20%. Thus the

initial electrons contribute at most∼ 15% of the total negative
charge excess in the shower, and we have corrected for this

bias in the results we show here. In addition, radio absorbing

foam was in place on the front face of the ice, and very effec-

tively suppressed RF signals from the upstream metal beam

vacuum windows and air gaps.

A schematic of the experiment layout is shown in Fig. 1.

From PRL 99, 171101 (2007)
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raw RF Cherenkov

partially deconvolved

raw impulse response

partially deconvolved

FIG. 3: Top: Raw, and partially-deconvolved impulse response of

the ANITA receiver system. Bottom: Pulse received during the T486

experiment in an upper-ring antenna near the peak of the Cherenkov

cone, also showing the raw pulse, and partially partially-deconvolved

response. The apparent “ringing” artifact of the raw impulses is due

to group delay variation of the passband edges of the bandpass filters

employed.

The ice was contained in a 10 cm thick insulating foam-lined

box, and a 10 cm foam lid was used during operation, along

with a freezer unit, to maintain temperatures of between -5

to -20 C. Such temperatures are adequate to avoid significant

RF absorption over the several m pathlengths of the radiation

through the ice [9].

The ANITA payload, consisting of an array of 32 dual-

polarization quad-ridged horn antennas was used to receive

the emission at a location about 15 m away from the center of

the target, as shown in Fig. 2. The antenna frequency range

is from 200-1200 MHz, which covers the majority of the fre-

quency range over which the RF transmissivity of ice is at its

highest [9]. Eight additional vertically polarized broadband

monitor antennas (four bicones and four discones) are used

to complement the suite of horn antennas. The ANITA horn

antennas are arranged so that adjacent antennas in both the

lower and upper payload sections respond well even to a sig-

nal directed along their nearest neighbors’ boresights. This

allows multiple antennas (typically 4 to 6 horns and 3 to 4 of

the bicone/discones) to sample the arriving wavefront. The

signals are digitized by custom compact-PCI-based 8-channel

digitizer modules [22], 9 of which are used to record all 72

antenna signals simultaneously at 2.6 Gsamples/sec.

Figure 3 shows an example of the impulse response of the

system (top), and one of the measured waveforms near the

peak of the Cherenkov cone. The apparent “ringing” of the re-

ceiving system is due to the group delay of the edge response

of the bandpass filters, but most of the energy arrives within a

fraction of a nanosecond, as determined in previous measure-

ments of the Askaryan effect [7]. In the measured T486 wave-

form of Fig. 3 (bottom), later-time reflections from shielding

and railing near the target, as well as the payload structure,

introduce some additional power into the pulse tail.

FIG. 4: Left: Field strength vs. frequency of radio Cherenkov radia-

tion in the T486 experiment. The curve is the theoretical expectation

for a shower in ice at this energy. Right: Quadratic dependence of

the pulse power of the radiation detected in T486, indicating the co-

herence of the Cherenkov emission.

In Figure 4 (left) we display measurements of the abso-

lute field strength in several different antennas, both upper

and lower quad-ridged horns, bicone, and discone antennas.

The discone and bicone antennas have a nearly omnidirec-

tional response and complement the highly directive horns

by providing pulse-phase interferometry. The uncertainty in

these data are dominated by systematic, rather than statistical

errors, and are about ±40% in field strength (±3 dB). These
are dominated by a combination of the 1-2dB uncertainty in

the gain calibration of the antennas, and by comparable un-

certainties in removing secondary reflections from the mea-

sured impulse power. The field strengths are compared to a

parameterization based on shower+electrodynamics simula-

tions for ice [10, 11], and the agreement is well within our

experimental errors. Figure 4(right) shows results of the scal-

ing of the pulse power with shower energy. The dependence is

completely consistent with quadratic scaling over the energy

range we probed, indicating that the radiation is coherent over

the 200-1200 MHz frequency window.

Figure 5 shows the measured and predicted angular depen-

dence of the radiation. The Cherenkov cone refracts into the

forward direction out of the ice, and is clearly delineated by

the data. Here we show statistical+systematic errors within

a measurement run; the overall normalization (with separate

systematic error) is taken from Fig. 4. We scale these data

within the overall systematic errors to match the peak of the

field strength. The radiation frequency limit where full coher-

ence obtains is given approximately by the requirement that

kL ≫ 1, where the wavenumber k = 2πnν/c for frequency



• The ANtarctic Impulsive Transient Antenna  
–A balloon borne experiment 

• 32-48 dual polarisation antennas 
• Altitude of 37km (120,000 ft) 
• Horizon at 700km 
• Over 1 million km3 of ice visible 
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ANITA 

4.1. Results from ANITA-1 45

Figure 4.1: The ANITA detection concept; Earth-skimming neutrinos interact in the

Antarctica ice sheet producing downward-pointing (in the instrument’s reference view)

vertically polarised event signatures, while extensive air showers result in horizontally

polarised signals, with observations of either direct or reflected emission possible.

4.1 Results from ANITA-1
The analysis of ANITA-1 data returned 16 candidate EAS geosynchrotron events [83].

Figure 4.2 shows the results of an analysis that compared the observed radio emis-

sion polarisation with the inclination of the magnetic field at the projected location of

the shower maximum. The correlation observed between these two parameters con-

firmed that the radio emission observed did arise from UHECR interactions. Current

understanding of geosynchrotron emission and air-shower dynamics results in larger

uncertainties in the calculation of primary UHECR energy from ANITA data compared

with data from fluorescence and optical Cherenkov experiments such as Auger and

HiRes. However, best estimates of the energy of the 16 isolated events observed by

ANITA place the energy of each of the primary cosmic-rays at ECR > 1018 eV. This

represents a significant advance in the sample of UHECR events observed through ra-

dio techniques and demonstrates a promising avenue of research for a possible future

ANITA flight.

ANITA-1 observed no statistical evidence of emission arising from UHE neutrino

interactions. Results from the first flight placed a limit on cosmic neutrino flux [83, 85],

shown in figure 4.3. This limit was the most stringent in its energy range, until analysis



• Need a low power (only solar energy), 90 channel, 
multi-GHz bandwidth oscilloscope. 

• Split trigger and waveform paths 
• Use multiple frequency bands for trigger 
• ‘Buffer’ waveform data in switched capacitor array 
• Only digitise when we have a trigger

6

ANITA Electronics and TriggerTriggering
• Example: West Antarctica camp noise

– Yellow, L1: multiple bands above thermal noise for one antenna; ~150 kHz

– Green, L2: coincidence between adjacent L1 in the same ring; ~40kHz

– Blue, L3: coincidence between L2 triggers in same phi sector; ~5Hz

L1 - Antenna 
L2 - Cluster 
L3 - Global



ANITA Calibration
• There are ~12,500 capacitors in the analogue 

sampling array, each needs to be calibrated 
• In addition the timing calibration depends on the 

temperature, event-by-event trigger jitter, pathologies 
of the clocks used for the calibration, …

7



• Lasted 35 days (the 
record is 42) 
–Three and a half sort of 

polar orbits 
–Recorded over 8 million 

triggers

8

ANITA-1 — 2006/7

Fits inside  
the balloon  
at  altitude



ANITA-2 — 2008/9
• Launched Dec 2008 
• Terminated after 30 

days at float 
• Little victories 

–Better flight path 
–Over 27 million 

events 
–Over 100,000 

Calibration pulses   
• Data fully recovered 

–Two students spent a 
week camping out at 
crash site

9



ANITA-3 — 2014/15
• Added an additional 8 

antennas 
–Three equal rings of 16 

antennas 
• Added a new GPU-

based software trigger 
–Allowing us to run at a 

higher rate with lower 
threshold 

• “Improved” antenna 
design 

• Lower noise RF front-end 
• Added a low frequency 

antenna for cosmic ray 
characterisation

10
Photo: B. Hill, University of Hawaii



The Weather Game
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11/30/2014



The Weather Game
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12/01/2014



The Weather Game
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12/02/2014



The Weather Game
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12/03/2014



The Weather Game
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12/04/2014



The Weather Game
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12/05/2014



The Weather Game
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12/06/2014



The Weather Game
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12/07/2014



The Weather Game
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12/08/2014



The Weather Game
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12/09/2014



The Weather Game
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12/10/2014



The Weather Game
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12/11/2014



The Weather Game
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12/12/2014



The Weather Game
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12/13/2014



The Weather Game
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12/14/2014



The Weather Game
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12/15/2014



The Weather Game
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12/16/2014



The Weather Game
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12/17/2014



ANITA-3 Flight
• Launched December 17th 

2014 
• Landed January 9th 2015 
• Had to terminate the flight 

as payload was about to 
spiral off the continent 

• Recorded over 80 million 
triggered events. 
• Best guess 0-5 neutrinos 
• Best guess O(200) cosmic 

ray events 
• First step of the analysis was to 

retrieve the data…

29GPU event source map



ANITA-3 End of Flight

30

Image: Josh F., Australian Antarctic Division



What happened to the data?

31



We got lucky
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Analysis: Narrowband Noise
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6.3. Analysis tools 97
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Figure 6.1: Average power received by channel 1V as a function of time and frequency

during a three hour period when the payload was close to McMurdo. The antenna sees

CW from McMurdo in a number of bands, the strength as a function of time is caused

by rotation of the payload, bringing the base in and out of view.

6.3.2 Interferometric imaging
The key tool used in the ANITA-2 analysis, particularly for thermal noise rejection, is

the interferometric image. Using data from all active channels in a given polarisation,

the interferometric image provides information both on signal strength and the direction

from which a signal originates as a function of payload coordinates.

By taking the cross correlation of waveforms from antenna pairs, it is possible to

map out how well matched two waveforms are for a given time shift. The correlation

coefficient returned here will be proportional to the amplitude of the two waveforms

being processed, using normalised waveforms will provide a normalised correlation

coefficient (equation 6.3.4).

C1,2 =
 1 ?  2

� ,1� ,2
(6.3.4)

Here, C1,2 is the normalised cross correlation between waveforms  1 and  2, while the

normalisation of  i is given by its RMS, � ,i.

If we treat RF signals reaching the ANITA-2 payload as plane waves then, for

a given direction of incidence, there will be an offset between the time of arrival of

the signal between any two given antennas. This timing difference varies as a func-
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Figure 5.8: Waveform and power spectrum for horizontally polarized calibration signals
from the LDB Seavey 45◦ polarized pulser system. Blue shows the unfiltered signal while
red shows the signals filtered for interfering bands.
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Figure 5.8: Waveform and power spectrum for horizontally polarized calibration signals
from the LDB Seavey 45◦ polarized pulser system. Blue shows the unfiltered signal while
red shows the signals filtered for interfering bands.
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P. Gorham, Neutrino 2008 11 of 27

Pulse phase Pulse phase interferometryinterferometry

! Waveform cross-correlation delay precision 
determines angular resolution

" ~30-40 ps vertical at SNR~5!

" ~60-80 ps horizontal (due to DAQ clock alignment 
errors)

~3.5m

~1m

~1 ns0.2-1.2 GHz bandwidth
# 1 ns impulses
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from A. Romero Wolf, Neutrino 2008

Analysis: Cross Correlation

1&2

3&4

All Pairs

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.astropartphys.2014.06.006

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.astropartphys.2014.06.006


Calibration
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Figure 3.30: Reconstructed positions (black dots) of McMurdo borehole signals. The

green triangle marks the position of the borehole antenna. Red dots mark ANITA’s po-

sition at the time of each plotted event. The background color scale represents ground

elevation. Ross Island, with the volcano Mt. Erebus, is directly below the borehole

position. The average error on the reconstructed borehole position is 3.6 km.
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Reconstructed  
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Figure 3.23: Average error in reconstructed elevation to signal source, binned by re-

constructed azimuth. Uses additional t0 and phase center calibrations, but no tilt cor-

rections. Uses reconstructed angles from 17,800 borehole antenna events. The curve

is a fit to a sinusoid which represents the reconstructed elevation angle error caused by

a payload pitch of 0.28◦ and roll of −0.30◦.
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Use ground and borehole 
calibration pulsers to 
calibrate antenna positions 
and time offsets. 

Also calibrate out the tilt of 
the payload 

from S. Hoover



ANITA-2
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ANITA-2

37

6.5. Anthropogenic cuts 120
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Figure 6.16: Maps of the average correlation value of every event passing quality cuts

for HPOL (top) and VPOL (bottom) with no event filtering.



Anthropogenic Backgrounds
• Use clustering 

algorithms to associate 
events with known 
bases and with other 
events 

• Remove all events that 
cluster leaving only 
isolated events 

• Remaining background 
is the number of 
unknown sites of 
anthropogenic noise 
which we have not 
identified... hard to 
quantify 38

Figure 6.23: Three dimensional representation of the projection and back-projection on the
ice for two ANITA events.

106

Figure 6.24: The projection and back-projection for two ANITA events in the field of view
of the payload showing pointing error contours.
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ANITA-2 Results

39

Figure 4.20: All reconstructed events that are not associated with traverses or

airplanes and are not in the hidden signal box. The red dots are known bases of

human activity, the black dots are Hot Spots (local maxima from Figure 4.11),

and each cluster of events is given a different color/marker combination.

119



Neutrino Limits

• ANITA-2 Results 

• Use calibration pulser 
and simulation to 
determine efficiency 
and set the best limit 
on UHE neutrino flux. 

40

Isolated v-pol 
events 1

Expected 
background events 0.97 ± 0.42

DOI: 
 10.1103/PhysRevD.85.049901 
 10.1103/PhysRevD.82.022004

Also limits on magnetic monopoles 
and neutrinos from gamma-ray bursts

We note that the cost of ANITA’s flights to date is of order 5% of the total IceCube con-
struction costs, showing in this case the surprising economy that is possible with suborbital mis-
sions. ANITA-2 set contraints on several cosmogenic neutrino models with strong source evolu-
tion spectra that were otherwise unconstrained and were plausible within GZK source expecta-
tions [51, 53, 61, 62], These differential and integral limits, as well as the individual model limits
above, are the strongest constraints to date on the cosmogenic ultra-high energy neutrino flux [?].
ANITA’s success for the several completed flights to date indicates that the basic payload and in-
strument configuration are sound and have met or exceeded the overall design requirements for
each flight in a robust manner.

3.2 Estimated Improvement in Sensitivity.

ESS ’01 baseline

Ahlers et al. ’11 

Yuksel & Kistler ’07

Kotera et al. ’10 max

Ave et al. ’07 Fe mix

Kotera et al. ’10 low

ESS ’01 strong

Kotera et al. ’10 mid

ANITA−3+4 (100d) projected

IceCube−80 HE (2013)

ANITA−II (2010), 35d

IceCube PeV 2013
with range of

power−law extensions

Figure 11: Limits from IceCube and ANITA-2,
along with, expected sensitivity for ANITA-3+4
for a combined 100 days, and a wide range flux
model predictions for cosmogenic neutrinos.

For the augmentations that took us from ANITA-1
to ANITA-2, we estimate that we improved our dis-
covery potential by a factor of 5, that is, for a typical
neutrino model, we would expect a factor of 5 in-
crease in the detected events. Our analysis indicates
that the backgrounds for both ANITA-1 and ANITA-
2 remained about the same – 1 event of anthro-
pogenic origin that could masquerade as a neutrino-
like impulse. In the ANITA-3 & 4 payload, we have
used detailed engineering estimates, computer simu-
lations, or performed laboratory calibrations to ver-
ify the following improvements in neutrino detection
capability: (1) A 20% increase in antenna area; (2)
A 40% improvement in antenna efficiency over the
200-300 MHz band; when this is weighted by typ-
ical neutrino event parameters, we expect of order
a 20% improvement in signal strength overall (3) A
20% improvement in trigger threshold for quiet pe-
riods; (4) A 30% improvement in azimuth and 20%
elevation pointing, and thus an increase of 15-20%
in the effective target volume of ice which is currently being lost due to the pointing resolution.
The net effect of all of these improvements, when folded with a typical steeply falling neutrino
spectrum in ANITA’s energy range indicates a factor of three improvement in sensitivy per unit
time for neutrino signals, since we are still in a linear background regime.

In addition, a flight time equal to the longest flights in recent Antarctic LDB operation [27] could
double our assumed 27 day livetime, and we could gain another factor of 2. In addition to these
neutrino sensitivity improvements we expect a factor of 10 or more increase in the detected UHE
cosmic ray event sample, as noted previously. Given our current ANITA-2 limit, which is probing
well into the plausible strong source evolution scenario, neutrino totals of between 8 and 20 events
are possible in the final event sample combining ANITA-3 and ANITA-4. These event rates, which
we expect to be essentially background-free, are more than sufficient to establish a flux level and
provide initial energy spectral parameters. While it is evident that the UHE neutrino flux can still
evade detection if the composition is purely iron [56], such scenarios are neither favored nor self-
consistent with current UHECR observations, and ANITA thus has an excellent chance to begin

16

http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.85.049901
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.82.022004
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Horizontal Polarization??Horizontal Polarization??

! Askaryan (eg, neutrino) signals 
strongly favor vertical polarization

! Only top quadrant of Cherenkov
“clock-face” escapes TIR at surface

! Fresnel coefficient transmits more Vpol
(TM) than Hpol (TE)

! Reflections from above-the-horizon 
sources tend to strongly favor 
horizontal polarization

! RTE/RTM > 3:1 over most of ANITA 
acceptance

! ! Hpol events cannot be neutrino 
candidates but could be

! Air shower radio (geo-synchrotron)

! Solid-state relays on satellites

What about Horizontal Polarisation?

• Askaryan signals from 
neutrinos strongly favour 
vertical polarisation 
–Only top of Cherenkov cone 

escapes TIR at surface 
–Fresnel coefficients transmit 

more V-pol than H-pol 
• Reflections from above the 

horizon sources would favour 
H-pol over V-pol at the balloon 

• What could the signal be?

41

120,000 ft.

balloon

payload

ra
dio 

wav
es

Antarctic Ice Sheet

cosmic ray

Figure 2.3: The ANITA cosmic-ray detection geometry.

in Figure 2.3.

Note that the inclined air showers which produce directly-viewable signals happen

much farther from ANITA than the signals viewed in reflection. Since the cosmic rays

interact when they enter the atmosphere, the initial interaction would have to occur

hundreds of kilometers away at least. In contrast, events seen in reflection typically

occur at a third or less of the direct-event distances.

Geosynchrotron emission in Antarctica is created with the horizontal polarization

component dominant, due to the vertical magnetic field (Section 1.3.4). The rela-

tive Fresnel coefficients for reflection of the vertical and horizontal polarizations (Fig-

ure 5.13) further enhance the relative contribution of a cosmic-ray EAS’s reflected

horizontally polarized RF signal. This difference in polarizations between cosmic rays

28
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ANITA-1 H-Pol Results

• ANITA-1 detected 16 
isolated H-pol 
candidate UHECR 
events 

• ANITA-2 did not 
trigger on the H-pol 
channels 
–Doh!! 

• Still detected 5 
UHECR candidate 
events
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MHz; thus the ensemble behavior of all of the cascade
particles yields forward-beamed synchrotron emission,
which is partially or fully coherent in the radio regime.
Therefore, the resulting radio impulse power grows quad-
ratically with primary particle energy, and at the highest
energies, yields radio pulses that are detectable at large
distances. Current systems under development for detec-
tion of these radio impulses are colocated with and trig-
gered by cosmic ray particle detectors on the ground
[13–15]. They detect showers with primary energies in
the 1017–18 eV range because of their limited acceptance.
No such system has reported a sample of >1019 eV
UHECR events, nor any events detected solely by radio.

The ANITA long-duration balloon payload is launched
from Williams Field, Antarctica. It takes advantage of the
stratospheric South Polar Vortex to circle the Antarctic
continent at altitudes of 35–37 km while synoptically ob-
serving an area of ice of order 1:5! 106 km2. During
flight, ANITA records all nanosecond-duration radio im-
pulses over a 200–1200 MHz radio frequency band. The
threshold is a few times the received power (" 10 pW) of
thermal emission from the ice. The direction of detected
signals, determined by pulse-phase interferometric map-
ping [Fig. 1, [17]], is localized to an angular ellipse of
0:3# ! 0:8# (elevation! azimuth) which is projected back
onto the continent to determine the origin of the pulse.
ANITA’s mission is the detection of ultrahigh energy neu-
trinos via linearly polarized coherent radio Cherenkov
pulses from cascades the neutrinos initiate within the ice

sheets. Virtually all impulsive signals detected during a
flight are of anthropogenic origin, but such events can be
rejected with high confidence because of their association
with known human activity, which is carefully monitored
in Antarctica. For its first flight, during the 2006–2007
Austral summer, ANITA’s trigger system was designed to
maximize sensitivity to linearly polarized radio pulses, but
purposely blinded to the plane of polarization. However,
the entire polarization information—both vertical and hori-
zontal (Vpol andHpol)—was recorded for subsequent analy-
sis. Since radio pulses of neutrino origin strongly favor
vertical polarization, due to the geometric-optics con-
straints on the radio Cherenkov cone as it refracts through
the ice surface, we used the Hpol information as a sideband
test for our blind neutrino analysis.
Our results were surprising: while the neutrino analysis

(Vpol) gave a null result, a statistically significant sample of
6 Hpol events was found initially [20], and a more sensitive
analysis now yields 16. These events are randomly distrib-
uted around ANITA’s integrated field-of-view [Fig. 2], un-
correlated in location to human activity or to each other,
but closely correlated to each other in their radio pulse
profile and frequency spectrum [Fig. 3, top panel]. Their
measured planes of polarization are found in every case to
be perpendicular to the local geomagnetic field [Fig. 4], as
expected from geosynchrotron radiation. With two excep-
tions, the events reconstruct to locations on the surface of
the ice; the two exceptional cases have directional origins
above the horizon, but below the horizontal (at our altitude,
the horizon is about 6# below the horizontal). Earth-
orbiting satellites are excluded as a possible source since
the nanosecond radio temporal coherence observed is im-
possible to retain for signals that propagate through the
ionospheric plasma, which is highly dispersive in our
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Map details are covered elsewhere [20].
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frequency regime. The 14 below-horizon events are phase-
inverted compared to the two above-horizon events, as
expected for specular reflection [Fig. 3, top panel]. From
these observations we conclude that ANITA detects a
signal, seen in most cases in reflection from the ice sheet
surface, which originates in the earth’s atmosphere and
which involves electrical current accelerating transverse
to the geomagnetic field. Such observations are in every
way consistent with predictions of geosynchrotron emis-
sion from cosmic ray air showers. The robust correlation
shown in Fig. 4 is strong evidence that the geosynchrotron
radiation from cosmic rays is the dominant emission
mechanism in this geometry and frequency range. Since
these far-field observations result in a simple plane wave at
the detector, these data will provide strong constraints on
cosmic ray radio emission models.

Our data represent the first broadband far-field measure-
ments of geosynchrotron emission in the ultra high fre-
quency range. The average observed radio-frequency
spectral flux density of the above- and below-horizon
events, shown in Fig. 3, is consistent with an exponential
decrease with frequency, with a mean exponential falloff of
ð180" 13 MHzÞ$1 for reflected events and ð197"
15 MHzÞ$1 for direct events. This observation indicates a
much flatter decay with frequency than that given by ex-
trapolations from ground-based measurements at lower
frequency and parametrizations [21,22]. The lack of any
statistically significant difference in the spectra for the
direct and reflected events indicates that ice roughness is
unimportant for the average surface reflection. To estimate
the electric field amplitude at the source of these emissions,
we model the surface reflection using standard physical-
optics treatments developed for synthetic-aperture radar
analysis. Such models use self-affine fractal surface pa-
rameters [23] and Huygens-Fresnel integration over the
specular reflection region to estimate both amplitude loss
and phase distortion from residual slopes or roughness. We
used digital elevationmodels fromRadarsat [24] to estimate
surface parameters for each of the event reflection points,
known to a few km precision. In most cases the surface
parameters are found to be smooth, yielding only modest
effects on the reflection amplitude; in a minority of the
events, surface parameters were estimated to be rougher,
but still within the quarter-wave-rms Rayleigh criterion for
coherent reflection [25]. Fresnel reflection coefficients were
determined using amean near-surface index of refraction of
n ¼ 1:33, typical of Antarctic firn.
To estimate the primary energy for the observed events,

we used a data-driven maximum likelihood fit to the

FIG. 3 (color). Top panel: Overlay of the 16 UHECR event
Hpol pulse shapes, showing the two direct events (red) and 14

reflected events (blue) with inverted phase. Inset: Average pulse
profile for all events. Bottom panel: Flux density for both the
averaged direct and reflected events, along with fits to an
exponential. Errors at low frequency are primarily due to system-
atic uncertainty in the antenna gains, and to thermal noise
statistics at higher frequencies.

FIG. 4 (color). Plane of polarization of UHECR events com-
pared to the angle of the magnetic field local to the event and
Lorentz force expectation (red line). Reflected events are cor-
rected for surface Fresnel coefficients. Angles are from the
horizontal.
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• The 14 events that 
reconstruct to the 
surface (i.e. are 
reflections) have very 
similar waveforms 

• The 2 events that 
reconstruct above the 
surface have the 
opposite polarity 

• Consistent with some 
signal that is generated 
above the surface



Are they really cosmic ray signals?
• Magnetic field is nearly 

(but not) vertical in 
Antarctica 
–F=q v x B
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Figure 7.2: Instrument-response-deconvolved, coherently-summed waveforms for the

four isolated UHECR candidates, the directly observed event (magenta) displays oppo-

site polarity to the three reflected events. Waveforms have been scaled such that their

magnitudes are equal, with a 20 ns time window around the cosmic-ray-induced signal

shown (recorded waveforms are ⇠100 ns long).
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Figure 7.3: The vertical (a) and horizontal (b) geomagnetic field strength in Antarctica,

data from [103].

7.1. UHECR search 142

time (ns)
30 35 40 45 50

E−
fie

ld
 (a

rb
)

−1

0

1

Figure 7.2: Instrument-response-deconvolved, coherently-summed waveforms for the

four isolated UHECR candidates, the directly observed event (magenta) displays oppo-

site polarity to the three reflected events. Waveforms have been scaled such that their

magnitudes are equal, with a 20 ns time window around the cosmic-ray-induced signal

shown (recorded waveforms are ⇠100 ns long).

T)
µ

 ( z
−B

30

40

50

60

S°85

S°80

S°75

S°70

E°0

E°45

E°90

E°135

E°180

W°135

W°90

W°45

(a)

T)
µ

 ( h
−B

5

10

15

20

S°85

S°80

S°75

S°70

E°0

E°45

E°90

E°135

E°180

W°135

W°90

W°45

(b)

Figure 7.3: The vertical (a) and horizontal (b) geomagnetic field strength in Antarctica,

data from [103].

frequency regime. The 14 below-horizon events are phase-
inverted compared to the two above-horizon events, as
expected for specular reflection [Fig. 3, top panel]. From
these observations we conclude that ANITA detects a
signal, seen in most cases in reflection from the ice sheet
surface, which originates in the earth’s atmosphere and
which involves electrical current accelerating transverse
to the geomagnetic field. Such observations are in every
way consistent with predictions of geosynchrotron emis-
sion from cosmic ray air showers. The robust correlation
shown in Fig. 4 is strong evidence that the geosynchrotron
radiation from cosmic rays is the dominant emission
mechanism in this geometry and frequency range. Since
these far-field observations result in a simple plane wave at
the detector, these data will provide strong constraints on
cosmic ray radio emission models.

Our data represent the first broadband far-field measure-
ments of geosynchrotron emission in the ultra high fre-
quency range. The average observed radio-frequency
spectral flux density of the above- and below-horizon
events, shown in Fig. 3, is consistent with an exponential
decrease with frequency, with a mean exponential falloff of
ð180" 13 MHzÞ$1 for reflected events and ð197"
15 MHzÞ$1 for direct events. This observation indicates a
much flatter decay with frequency than that given by ex-
trapolations from ground-based measurements at lower
frequency and parametrizations [21,22]. The lack of any
statistically significant difference in the spectra for the
direct and reflected events indicates that ice roughness is
unimportant for the average surface reflection. To estimate
the electric field amplitude at the source of these emissions,
we model the surface reflection using standard physical-
optics treatments developed for synthetic-aperture radar
analysis. Such models use self-affine fractal surface pa-
rameters [23] and Huygens-Fresnel integration over the
specular reflection region to estimate both amplitude loss
and phase distortion from residual slopes or roughness. We
used digital elevationmodels fromRadarsat [24] to estimate
surface parameters for each of the event reflection points,
known to a few km precision. In most cases the surface
parameters are found to be smooth, yielding only modest
effects on the reflection amplitude; in a minority of the
events, surface parameters were estimated to be rougher,
but still within the quarter-wave-rms Rayleigh criterion for
coherent reflection [25]. Fresnel reflection coefficients were
determined using amean near-surface index of refraction of
n ¼ 1:33, typical of Antarctic firn.
To estimate the primary energy for the observed events,

we used a data-driven maximum likelihood fit to the

FIG. 3 (color). Top panel: Overlay of the 16 UHECR event
Hpol pulse shapes, showing the two direct events (red) and 14

reflected events (blue) with inverted phase. Inset: Average pulse
profile for all events. Bottom panel: Flux density for both the
averaged direct and reflected events, along with fits to an
exponential. Errors at low frequency are primarily due to system-
atic uncertainty in the antenna gains, and to thermal noise
statistics at higher frequencies.

FIG. 4 (color). Plane of polarization of UHECR events com-
pared to the angle of the magnetic field local to the event and
Lorentz force expectation (red line). Reflected events are cor-
rected for surface Fresnel coefficients. Angles are from the
horizontal.
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ANITA-4
• Approved by NASA in 

2014 
• Complete new digitiser 

and trigger hardware 
• Nominal flight date 

December 2016 
• Busy times ahead
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We note that the cost of ANITA’s flights to date is of order 5% of the total IceCube con-
struction costs, showing in this case the surprising economy that is possible with suborbital mis-
sions. ANITA-2 set contraints on several cosmogenic neutrino models with strong source evolu-
tion spectra that were otherwise unconstrained and were plausible within GZK source expecta-
tions [51, 53, 61, 62], These differential and integral limits, as well as the individual model limits
above, are the strongest constraints to date on the cosmogenic ultra-high energy neutrino flux [?].
ANITA’s success for the several completed flights to date indicates that the basic payload and in-
strument configuration are sound and have met or exceeded the overall design requirements for
each flight in a robust manner.

3.2 Estimated Improvement in Sensitivity.

ESS ’01 baseline

Ahlers et al. ’11 

Yuksel & Kistler ’07

Kotera et al. ’10 max

Ave et al. ’07 Fe mix

Kotera et al. ’10 low

ESS ’01 strong

Kotera et al. ’10 mid

ANITA−3+4 (100d) projected

IceCube−80 HE (2013)

ANITA−II (2010), 35d

IceCube PeV 2013
with range of

power−law extensions

Figure 11: Limits from IceCube and ANITA-2,
along with, expected sensitivity for ANITA-3+4
for a combined 100 days, and a wide range flux
model predictions for cosmogenic neutrinos.

For the augmentations that took us from ANITA-1
to ANITA-2, we estimate that we improved our dis-
covery potential by a factor of 5, that is, for a typical
neutrino model, we would expect a factor of 5 in-
crease in the detected events. Our analysis indicates
that the backgrounds for both ANITA-1 and ANITA-
2 remained about the same – 1 event of anthro-
pogenic origin that could masquerade as a neutrino-
like impulse. In the ANITA-3 & 4 payload, we have
used detailed engineering estimates, computer simu-
lations, or performed laboratory calibrations to ver-
ify the following improvements in neutrino detection
capability: (1) A 20% increase in antenna area; (2)
A 40% improvement in antenna efficiency over the
200-300 MHz band; when this is weighted by typ-
ical neutrino event parameters, we expect of order
a 20% improvement in signal strength overall (3) A
20% improvement in trigger threshold for quiet pe-
riods; (4) A 30% improvement in azimuth and 20%
elevation pointing, and thus an increase of 15-20%
in the effective target volume of ice which is currently being lost due to the pointing resolution.
The net effect of all of these improvements, when folded with a typical steeply falling neutrino
spectrum in ANITA’s energy range indicates a factor of three improvement in sensitivy per unit
time for neutrino signals, since we are still in a linear background regime.

In addition, a flight time equal to the longest flights in recent Antarctic LDB operation [27] could
double our assumed 27 day livetime, and we could gain another factor of 2. In addition to these
neutrino sensitivity improvements we expect a factor of 10 or more increase in the detected UHE
cosmic ray event sample, as noted previously. Given our current ANITA-2 limit, which is probing
well into the plausible strong source evolution scenario, neutrino totals of between 8 and 20 events
are possible in the final event sample combining ANITA-3 and ANITA-4. These event rates, which
we expect to be essentially background-free, are more than sufficient to establish a flux level and
provide initial energy spectral parameters. While it is evident that the UHE neutrino flux can still
evade detection if the composition is purely iron [56], such scenarios are neither favored nor self-
consistent with current UHECR observations, and ANITA thus has an excellent chance to begin

16

condition, and then ADC conversion is completed. The SCA sampler, which does not actually
digitize its samples until commanded to do so for a trigger, uses far lower power than traditional
high speed continuous-digitizing samplers (such as oscilloscopes). ANITA has now moved into
the 4th generation of SCA samplers, and these have now been combined in a new 12-channel
implementation of the waveform digitizer board, denoted the Sampling Unit for Radio Frequencies
(SURF), version 4. Fig. 10 shows a model of this board, which is now in production. It represents
a major step forward from the prior versions. It will sample at up to 4 Gsamples/sec, giving almost
a factor of two better than Nyquist sampling, and thus better waveform reconstruction and offline
pointing; it has a four-times larger time window for the samples than prior versions, allowing for
better resolution and rejection of carrier-wave interference, and more robust offline analysis. It also
allows for much faster waveform readout, up to several kHz, compared to 10 Hz in prior flights.
This in turn gives a lower trigger threshold, in combination with a fast event-fitter in the flight
computer to determine candidate events for archiving and telemetry.

Figure 10: Left: 3D CAD model of the new digitizer cPCI board for
ANITA-3 & 4. Right: ANITA receiver chain test impulse waveforms
captured with the LAB4 prototype board, along with phase-aligned
average waveform.

Other subsystems. In ad-
dition to standard subsystems
typical of every balloon pay-
load, such as analog-to-digital
converters (ADC) that measured
housekeeping and environmental
data, ANITA has several subsys-
tems that are less ordinary and
merit some description.
Power system. The ANITA in-
strument uses an omnidirectional
array and a freely rotating pay-
load to avoid the possibility of
RF pickup from a rotator. The
current ANITA “skirt”-array de-
sign has been found to be robust,
with the vertical PV angles en-
abling a substantial power contribution resulting from sunlight reflected off of the ice in additional
to direct sun. ANITA-3 and -4 will use the SunPower C-60 solar cell technology laminated onto
dielectric honeycomb substrates. The combination of increased cell efficiency and closer packing
of the cells results in an 18% increase in power for the same array form factor. The ANITA power
required is about 600 W. Calculations have shown that the PV arrays planned will provide suffi-
cient power for the ANITA payload. The solar cells will be laminated onto a dielectric honeycomb
in 5x6 sub-arrays, with three of these connected in series forming 90-cell strings. There will be
eight of these arrays arranged in an octagon skirt (see Fig. 8). SuperTIGER successfully used ar-
rays nearly identical to these, with the exception that their arrays were 80-cell strings mounted on
substrates with dielectric facesheets, but with aluminum honeycomb cores. Thermal calculations
have shown that the difference in honeycomb core material will have a minimal impact on the cell
temperatures.

We are planning to use a Morningstar Tristar-MPPT-45 or -60 charge controller. SuperTIGER
successfully used the Tristar-45 charge controller in its 2012-2013 flight. The ANITA battery sys-
tem consists of 4-pairs of Valence U1-12XP Lithium- Phosphate (LiFeMgPO4) batteries, providing

13



• The radio detection of high energy particles is 
undergoing a period of renaissance 

• The first two flights of ANITA have been used to set 
the most stringent limits on the UHE neutrino flux 
–ANITA-1 did detect 16 UHECRs though 
–ANITA-3 should have recorded O(200) UHECR events 

• The next generation of neutrino astronomy facilities 
may finally realise the ambition of probing the 
universe with “new eyes”. 
–Probing fundamental physics at energies beyond the 

reach of terrestrial accelerators. 
• Hopefully soon we will have the first unambiguous 

detection of an UHE neutrino. 
–But in the mean time there are the UHECR

46

Summary



Me in front of the Royal Society Range 

Photo: H. Schoorlemmer , University of Hawaii



Brief scientific timeline leading to ANITA
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1930

Wolfgang Pauli 
does  “something 

very bad”... he 
postulates the 

neutrino

1962
Gurgen Askaryan 

hypothesises 
coherent radio 
emission from 

particle cascades in 
dielectric media

1965

Wilson and Penzias 
discover the cosmic 

microwave 
background

1912
 Victor Hess 

discovers 
cosmic rays, by 
flying balloons 
up to 3 miles  
above Austria
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1998
Super-Kamiokande 
discover neutrinos 
have mass. Using 

neutrinos produced 
by cosmic rays in 
the atmosphere 

1987

Kamiokande, IMB 
and Baksan detect 
neutrinos from a 

nearby supernova

1966
Greisen, 

Zatsepin & 
Kuzmin predict 
the end of the 

cosmic ray 
spectrum

2006

ANITA-I launches 
from Williams Field 

in Antarctica



Why High Energy Neutrinos?

50

Radio Neutrinos?

X-RayInfrared

Optical

For Astronomers: 
  The Pretty Pictures Argument 

For Particle Physicists: 
  The 300 TeV (CoM) Neutrino Beam Argument 



Cosmic Ray Riddle

• Where do the highest 
energy cosmic rays come 
from? 

• Nearby sources should 
point 

• Faraway sources should 
be attenuated by the 
cosmic microwave 
background 

• Could neutrinos solve the 
problem?

51

Symmetry Magazine, Sandbox Studio



Aside: The GZK Effect

• Greisen-Zatsepin-
Kuzmin (GZK) 
calculated cosmic rays 
above 1019.5eV should 
be slowed by CMB 
within 50MPc. 

• Berezinksy and 
Zatsepin realised this 
would produce a flux of 
neutrinos

52

p + ϒCMB →  Δ*  → n + π+ 
                                    ➘ µ+ + νµ 
                                          ➘ e+ + νµ + νe    

+

= “Guaranteed” Cosmogenic Neutrino “Beam”!

16 26. Cosmic rays
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Figure 26.9: Expanded view of the highest energy portion of the cosmic-ray
spectrum from data of HiRes 1&2 [101], the Telescope Array [103], and the Auger
Observatory [104]. The HiRes stereo spectrum [112] is consistent with the HiRes
1&2 monocular results. The differential cosmic ray flux is multiplied by E2.6. The
red arrow indicates the change in the plotted data for a systematic shift in the
energy scale of 20%.

background [97,98]. Photo-dissociation of heavy nuclei in the mixed composition
model [99] would have a similar effect. UHECR experiments have detected events of
energy above 1020 eV [89,100–102]. The AGASA experiment [100] did not observe
the expected GZK feature. The HiRes fluorescence experiment [101,112] has detected
evidence of the GZK supression, and the Auger observatory [102–104] has presented
spectra showing this supression based on surface detector measurements calibrated
against its fluorescence detector using events detected in hybrid mode, i.e. with both the
surface and the fluorescence detectors. Recent observations by the Telescope Array [103]
also exhibit this supression.

Figure 26.9 gives an expanded view of the high energy end of the spectrum, showing
only the more recent data. This figure shows the differential flux multiplied by E2.6.
The experiments are consistent in normalization if one takes quoted systematic errors in
the energy scales into account. The continued power law type of flux beyond the GZK
cutoff previously claimed by the AGASA experiment [100] is not supported by the HiRes,
Telescope Array, and Auger data.

One half of the energy that UHECR protons lose in photoproduction interactions that

June 18, 2012 16:19



• In 1962 Gurgen Askaryan hypothesised coherent 
radio transmission from EM cascades in a dielectric: 

–20% Negative charge excess: 
• Compton Scattering: 𝞬 + e-(rest) ⇒ 𝞬 + e- 

• Positron Annihilation: e+ + e-(rest) ⇒ 𝞬 𝞬 

–Excess travelling with,  v > c/n 
• Cherenkov Radiation:  dP ∝ ν d ν 

–For λ > R emission is coherent, so P ∝ E2shower

53

e± or ϒ Typical Dimensions: 
L ≈ 10 m 
RMoliere ≈ 10 cm

Radio Cherenkov -- The Askaryan Effect



• The Balloon 
–Just 0.02mm thick 
–Takes 100 million litres of 

helium (and several 
hours) to fill
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Up, up and away



Where is the Aurora Australis?

55https://secure3.aad.gov.au/public/schedules/voyageTrack.cfm?season=1415
http://www.antarctica.gov.au/webcams/aurora

https://secure3.aad.gov.au/public/schedules/voyageTrack.cfm?season=1415
http://www.antarctica.gov.au/webcams/aurora


Calibration
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Figure 3.30: Reconstructed positions (black dots) of McMurdo borehole signals. The

green triangle marks the position of the borehole antenna. Red dots mark ANITA’s po-

sition at the time of each plotted event. The background color scale represents ground

elevation. Ross Island, with the volcano Mt. Erebus, is directly below the borehole

position. The average error on the reconstructed borehole position is 3.6 km.
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Reconstructed  
event locations

~150km
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Figure 3.23: Average error in reconstructed elevation to signal source, binned by re-

constructed azimuth. Uses additional t0 and phase center calibrations, but no tilt cor-

rections. Uses reconstructed angles from 17,800 borehole antenna events. The curve

is a fit to a sinusoid which represents the reconstructed elevation angle error caused by

a payload pitch of 0.28◦ and roll of −0.30◦.

72

Use ground and borehole 
calibration pulsers to 
calibrate antenna positions 
and time offsets. 

Also calibrate out the tilt of 
the payload 

from S. Hoover
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Thermal Noise
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Figure 6.6: Summed and averaged interferometric images for HPOL (top) and VPOL

(bottom). Each image is constructed from 104 events, with the Sun clearly resolved in

each.
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Figure 6.5: Average peak correlation coefficient for minimum bias events as a function

of azimuthal angular separation between event pointing and Solar position. Dashed

lines indicate the |��S| < 20� definition of whether an event points towards or not

towards the Sun.

incoherent thermal noise event and a coherent calibration signal.

Simulated noise events display a peak correlation coefficient that is on average

slightly lower than that of the minimum-bias and upward-pointing noise events with

��S > 20�. The peak correlation values from simulated noise are scaled by 1.025 in

order to best match the real ANITA-2 data. The scaling value for this was found using

a �2 minimisation, with the same scaling value used for both VPOL and HPOL events

(figure 6.7).

A cut of P1 > 0.070 is used. This removes a large fraction of thermal noise events,

but would have been set lower were it not for the leakage of self-triggered blast events

past the event quality cuts, described in section 6.2. The cut was chosen such that no

self-triggered blast in the upward-pointing noise sample passed all thermal cuts.

Ratio of correlation peaks

A coherent event should display a clear and unique peak in an interferometric image,

indicating that event’s direction of incidence. While the absolute peak of the image,

P1, provides us with a measure of how coherent the event is in the given direction,
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Figure 6.12: Comparison of Hilbert envelope peak (HP ) and peak correlation coeffi-

cient (P1) for VPOL events from Taylor Dome calibration signals (colour histogram)

and upward-pointing thermal noise (grey contours). Note that no requirement is placed

on pointing angle from the Sun for the either set of events in this figure.

bination cut, for events with ��S < 20�, the upward-pointing noise sample is used.

As the upward-pointing noise events only represent a fraction of the ANITA-2 analysis

data sample, the final cut is extrapolated by assuming a power law fit to the fraction of

thermal events passing this final cut value.

Final cut values of Hp + 270P1 for the VPOL analysis are 41.40 for events with

��S � 20� and 61.36 for events with ��S < 20�. Final cut values of HP + 270P1

for the HPOL analysis are 64.81 for events with ��S � 20� and 81.17 for events with

��S < 20�.

An error on the expected background of thermal events is calculated using the

error in the fits to the fraction of simulated and thermal noise passing the combination

cut from figures 6.13 and 6.14. The fits shown are of the form A.eb(x�x0). Fixing

all parameters other than b, the expected thermal background passing thermal cuts is

0.50+0.27
�0.18 HPOL and 0.50+0.29

�0.18 VPOL.

Thermal noise is the dominant 
source of noise in the data sets. 

6.4. Thermal cuts 106

peak correlation value
0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2

fr
ac

tio
n 

of
 n

oi
se

 e
ve

nt
s

−810

−610

−410

−210

1

forced noise
upwards noise

1.025)×sim noise (

peak correlation value
0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2

fr
ac

tio
n 

of
 n

oi
se

 e
ve

nt
s

−810

−610

−410

−210

1

nu
m

be
r o

f s
ig

na
l e

ve
nt

s

−110

1

10

210

310

410

510

610

710
TD signals
sim neutrinos
forced noise
upwards noise

1.025)×sim noise (

Figure 6.7: Peak correlation coefficient for real (minimum bias and upward-pointing)

noise and simulated noise events for HPOL (top) and VPOL (bottom). Data for VPOL

signal-like events are also displayed for Taylor Dome calibration signals and simulated

neutrinos. The peak correlation coefficients of simulated noise multiplied but 1.025 for

the best match to real data, with tail distributions in VPOL caused by unfiltered CW

contamination.

ANITA can “see” the Sun 
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Figure 8.7: ANITA-2’s exposure at 1020 eV, using data from B. Mercurio and the icemc

simulation.

8.2.1 Reflected neutrino search

Figure 8.8 demonstrates that the ANITA-2 experiment was optimally sensitive in the

declination (�) band �13� < � < 15�. However, the only currently published neutrino

point source limits for AGN in the E⌫ > 1019 eV regime are for Centaurus A (a nearby

AGN) and Sagittarius A* (the Galactic centre) [113]. Both of these sources are outside

of ANITA-2’s optimal declination band, with � < �13�. However, ANITA-2 was still

sensitive to this region via reflected RF from down-going neutrinos.

The ANITA-2 analysis described in chapter 6 contained a cut on elevation of

✓ > �35�. This cut was intended to remove events to which the antenna response

was degraded. The elevation cut also reduced sensitivity to neutrino events viewed in

reflection, particularly reflected signals from highly down-going neutrinos that would

provide most of ANITA-2’s sensitivity to sources with � < �13�.

In order to place point source flux limits on sources that ANITA-2 was only sensi-

tive to via reflected RF, further analysis was run with events passing all thermal analysis

other than the elevation cut. All other thermal and clustering cuts remained unchanged.

A summary of the downward-pointing (✓ < �35�) events passing cuts and the results

of event clustering is shown in table 8.1.
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ANITA as a CalorimeterANITA as a Calorimeter

! The observed voltage Vobs is proportional to the neutrino energy Eν:

y is the fraction of neutrino energy in the cascade
heff is the effective height of the antenna (gain)
R is the range to the cascade
Gaussian in β from observer position on Cerenkov cone

(estimated from RF spectrum)

Exponential is attenuation in ice at depth d. 
(estimated from RF spectrum and polarization effects)

Gives:    ΔΕ
!

 / Ε  !~ 1.9   (60% of which is intrinsic from y)

V obs ~ E
!

y heff R"1 exp #" "
2

2$
"

2

" d# %

ANITA -- The Calorimeter


