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ABSTRACT

Ultra-high-energy cosmic rays are known to be mainly of extragalactic origin, and their propagation

is limited by energy losses, so their arrival directions are expected to correlate with the large-scale

structure of the local Universe. In this work, we investigate the possible presence of intermediate-scale

excesses in the flux of the most energetic cosmic rays from the direction of the supergalactic plane

region using events with energies above 20 EeV recorded with the surface detector array of the Pierre

Auger Observatory up to 31 December 2022, with a total exposure of 135,000 km2 sr yr. The strongest

indication for an excess that we find, with a post-trial significance of 3.1σ, is in the Centaurus region,

as in our previous reports, and it extends down to lower energies than previously studied. We do not

find any strong hints of excesses from any other region of the supergalactic plane at the same angular

scale. In particular, our results do not confirm the reports by the Telescope Array collaboration of

excesses from two regions in the Northern Hemisphere at the edge of the field of view of the Pierre

Auger Observatory. With a comparable exposure, our results in those regions are in good agreement

with the expectations from an isotropic distribution.

Keywords: Cosmic rays (329), Ultra-high-energy cosmic radiation (1733), Cosmic anisotropy (316)

1. INTRODUCTION

The flux of ultra-high-energy cosmic rays (UHECRs),

atomic nuclei mainly of extragalactic origin reaching the

Earth with energies E ≥ 1 EeV = 1018 eV ≈ 0.16 J each,

is remarkably close to being the same from all direc-

tions in the sky, with the exception of a dipole moment

in the celestial distribution of cosmic rays with E ≥
8 EeV (Pierre Auger Collaboration 2017, 2018a, 2020a)

towards a direction ∼ 115◦ away from the Galactic

Center, with an amplitude of around 7% and grow-

ing roughly linearly with energy. No anisotropies on

intermediate or smaller angular scales have been con-

clusively discovered yet in data collected at either the

Pierre Auger Observatory or the Telescope Array (TA),

the two largest cosmic-ray detector arrays in the world

(covering 3000 km2 and 700 km2 respectively), located in

the Southern and Northern Hemisphere (latitudes −35.◦2
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and +39.◦3), respectively. On the other hand, a few indi-

cations with statistical significances ranging from 3.0σ

to 4.6σ of such anisotropies in the flux of cosmic rays

with more than a few tens of EeV have been reported.

An excess of events in data from the Pierre Auger Ob-

servatory from a circular region on the celestial sphere

(a “top-hat” window) centered on the Centaurus A

(Cen A) radio galaxy, first reported in Pierre Auger

Collaboration (2010), has reached a post-trial signifi-

cance of 4.0σ (Pierre Auger Collaboration 2023). A cor-

relation with the positions of nearby starburst galax-

ies first reported in Pierre Auger Collaboration (2018b),

to which the main contributor is the NGC4945 galaxy

in the aforementioned Cen A region, has reached 3.8σ

post-trial as of the last update (Pierre Auger Collabo-

ration 2023). An analogous study combining data from

both the Pierre Auger Observatory and the Telescope

Array has reached 4.6σ post-trial (Pierre Auger Collab-

oration & Telescope Array Collaboration 2023b). Fi-

nally, the so-called “TA hotspot” (Telescope Array Col-

laboration 2014) and a new excess from another region
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of the Northern Hemisphere (Telescope Array Collabo-

ration 2021b) in TA data have post-trial significances

around 3σ as of their last update (Telescope Array

Collaboration 2023). All these regions where indica-

tions of excesses have been reported intersect the su-

pergalactic plane (SGP), a great circle in the sky along

which extragalactic matter within O(102 Mpc) tends to

be concentrated. The Local Sheet, a structure com-

prising nearly all bright galaxies within 6 Mpc (McCall

2014), is also remarkably aligned with the SGP. Hence,

a concentration of the flux of the highest-energy cos-

mic rays along this plane would not be completely un-

expected, given that propagation lengths at the highest

energies are limited to a few hundred Mpc—or even less,

in the case of intermediate-mass nuclei (Allard 2012).

On the other hand, UHECRs can undergo substantial

deflections by Galactic and possibly intergalactic mag-

netic fields (Unger & Farrar 2023; Pshirkov et al. 2013;

Alves Batista et al. 2017), preventing a one-to-one in-

terpretation of arrival directions in terms of source po-

sitions.

Here, we leverage the intermediate angular scale of

the aforementioned excess from the region reported in

data from the Pierre Auger Observatory. As of the last

update (Pierre Auger Collaboration 2023), the maxi-

mum statistical significance for a top-hat window was

achieved with an energy threshold of Emin = 38 EeV

and a window radius of Ψ = 27◦, whether the center of

the window was constrained to be the position of Cen A

or also scanned to avoid any assumption on the possible

source location. In this work, we study whether other

excesses with similar characteristics are present in dif-

ferent regions along the SGP, and/or at lower energies

than previously studied. A search for excesses of events

in bands centered around the SGP found no statistically

significant result (p = 0.13 post-trial, Pierre Auger Col-

laboration 2022, section 3.3), but a band in latitude may

not capture an excess concentrated in a limited range of

supergalactic longitude, hence in this work we consider

top-hat windows intersecting the SGP instead.

2. THE DATASET

We use the same dataset used in our last update on

arrival directions (Pierre Auger Collaboration 2023) for

searches for medium-scale anisotropies, namely events

recorded using the surface detector (SD) array of the

Pierre Auger Observatory in the years from 2004 to 2022

inclusive, except that here we lower the energy thresh-

old from 32 EeV to 20 EeV. The selection criteria and

reconstruction procedures are the same as used for the

published dataset of Pierre Auger Collaboration (2022).

Namely, we use all “vertical” events (with zenith an-

gles θ < 60◦) in which the SD station with the largest

signal is surrounded by at least four active stations

and the reconstructed shower core is within an isosce-

les triangle of active stations, and all “inclined” events

(with 60◦ ≤ θ < 80◦) in which the station closest to the

reconstructed core position is surrounded by at least five

active stations. The energies of these events are recon-

structed with a total systematic uncertainty ∼ 14% and

resolution ∼ 7%, and their arrival directions with a reso-

lution < 1◦. Compared to the published dataset (Pierre

Auger Collaboration 2022), here we also use events de-

tected in the years 2021 and 2022 and events with en-

ergies 20 EeV ≤ E < 32 EeV over the entire time pe-

riod. As regards the last two years, only events detected

by the parts of the array that had not yet undergone

the AugerPrime upgrade (Pierre Auger Collaboration

2016) are used. The total exposure of this dataset is

135,000 km2 sr yr.

As in Pierre Auger Collaboration (2022, 2023), the

exposures to vertical and inclined events are rescaled

so as to be proportional to the number of events in

each zenith angle range (respectively 6896 and 1936

above 20 EeV). We have verified that, compared with

the use of “nominal” vertical and inclined exposures (re-

spectively 106,000 and 29,100 km2 sr yr), this affects the

resulting computed flux in circular regions of the South-

ern sky by ≲ 3% and the significance of excesses in the-

ses regions by ≲ 0.1σ. By combining both zenith angle

ranges (0◦ ≤ θ < 80◦), the field of view (FoV) of the SD

array covers all declinations −90◦ ≤ δ < +44.◦8.

3. ANALYSIS METHOD

In this work, for each of six different energy

thresholds, Emin = 20, 25, 32, 40, 50, 63 EeV (i.e.,

1019.3,19.4,...,19.8 eV rounded to the nearest EeV), we con-

sider all top-hat windows with radius Ψ = 27◦ (the

maximum-significance radius in Pierre Auger Collabo-

ration 2023) centered on the positions on a HEALPix1

grid (Górski et al. 2005) with Nside = 26 (resolu-

tion ≈ 0.◦9) simultaneously meeting two criteria: first,

we require that the SGP intersect the window, i.e., that

the supergalactic latitude B of the window center sat-

isfy −Ψ ≤ B ≤ Ψ; and second, as in our previous works,

in order to have reasonably large statistics we require

that the center of the window be inside the FoV of the

Observatory, i.e., that the declination of the window

1 https://healpix.sourceforge.io/

https://healpix.sourceforge.io/
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center satisfy δ < +44.◦8.2 For each such window, we

counted the numbers Nin, Nout of events in our dataset

with E ≥ Emin respectively inside the window and in the

rest of the FoV, and computed the exposures Ein, Eout
by numerically integrating the expression in Sommers

(2001, section 2). From these, we computed the back-

ground number of events Nbg as NoutEin/Eout, and the

flux ratio Φin/Φout as Nin/Nbg (see below).

3.1. Binomial probability, likelihood and upper limit

For a given value of the ratio Φin/Φout between the

flux inside the window and that in the rest of the FoV

(the isotropic null hypothesis being Φin/Φout = 1) and

total number Ntot = Nin + Nout of events above the

energy threshold, the probability to observe exactly Nin

events inside the window is

P
(
Nin

∣∣∣Ntot,
Φin

Φout

)
=

(
Ntot

Nin

)
pNin(1 − p)Ntot−Nin , (1)

where

p =
ΦinEin

ΦinEin + ΦoutEout
(2)

is the probability for each event to fall within the win-

dow. This probability as a function of Φin/Φout for a

fixed Nin, Nout defines a likelihood function,

L(Φin/Φout) = P (Nin|Ntot,Φin/Φout) , (3)

which achieves its maximum at Φin/Φout = Nin/Ein

Nout/Eout
=

Nin/Nbg.

If we define the deviance (generalized χ2, here with

one degree of freedom) as

D(Φin/Φout) = −2 ln
L(Φin/Φout)

maxΦin/Φout
L(Φin/Φout)

= −2 ln
L(Φin/Φout)

L(Nin/Nbg)
, (4)

then ±
√
D(Φin/Φout) is the number of standard de-

viations at which the dataset disfavors a given value

of Φin/Φout with respect to the value Nin/Nbg; in par-

ticular, ±
√
D(Φin/Φout = 1) equals the local Li–Ma sig-

nificance ZLM (Li & Ma 1983).3 The statistical uncer-

tainties in Φin/Φout we report in the tables are the ±1σ

intervals defined this way.

2 Note that this is slightly more conservative than the recommen-
dation by Li & Ma (1983) that Nin ≳ 10 and Nout ≳ 10 when
using the lowest of the energy thresholds we use here but slightly
less conservative using the highest thresholds, i.e., some of the
windows with centers closest to the edge of the FoV haveNin ≲ 10
when using the highest thresholds.

3 The sign is + or − depending on whether Φin/Φout is larger or
smaller than the maximum-likelihood value Nin/Nbg.

Finally, we define the frequentist 99% confidence level

upper limit to Φin/Φout as the Φin/Φout value such that

Ntot∑
n=Nin+1

P (n|Ntot,Φin/Φout) = 0.01; (5)

in the cases we report, this agrees with the value such

that
√

D(Φin/Φout) = 2.33 to within a few percent.

4. RESULTS

The local Li–Ma significance ZLM as a function of the

position of the window center in supergalactic coordi-

nates (L,B) is shown in Figure 1, and the information

about the window with the highest ZLM for each Emin

is listed in Table 1. We also search for the highest ZLM

among windows which do not overlap with the global

maximum one (distance between centers > 2Ψ). In

Figure 2, we show the flux ratio Φin/Φout computed

as Nin/Nbg as a function of the position of the window

center.

4.1. Indication of an excess in the Centaurus region

As shown in the left part of Table 1 and by the solid

circles in Figure 1, with all energy thresholds the most

significant excess is the previously reported one in the

Centaurus region. Its position is remarkably stable at

least over a range of energy thresholds spanning half an

order of magnitude (and of cumulative UHECR flux val-

ues spanning one and a half order of magnitude), with

no discernible change in the maximum-significance win-

dow center. On the other hand, the strength Φin/Φout

of the excess does grow with the energy threshold, im-

plying that the particles making up the excess have a

different energy spectrum than the background, with

a slower decrease with energy. By studying the num-

ber of events in this region in separate energy bins (see

Appendix A for details), we find that the excess has a

spectral index γ = 2.6±0.3. For comparison, the overall

spectrum in our FoV (Pierre Auger Collaboration 2020b,

with stricter quality cuts and a different reconstruction)

has γ = 3.05 ± 0.05 ± 0.10 below (46 ± 3 ± 6) EeV and

γ = 5.1 ± 0.3 ± 0.1 above, where the first uncertainty is

statistical and the second is systematic.

The local significance of +5.2σ we find in the Cen-

taurus region using the lowest energy threshold is ex-

ceeded for at least one of the window positions and en-

ergy thresholds in 912 out of 106 isotropic simulations,

corresponding to a 3.1σ post-trial significance.

4.2. Study of Telescope Array reported excess regions

As shown in the right part of Table 1 and by the

dashed circles in Figure 1, the local significances of ex-
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Figure 1. Local Li–Ma significance ZLM of excesses over the isotropic expectation as a function of the window center position.
The ZLM in windows whose center lies outside the FoV of the Observatory was not computed (shown as the gray disk wrapping
around the left and right edges of each panel; see also Figure 3). In each panel, the energy threshold used is written in the upper
right corner. The solid circle is the window position with the highest ZLM in the whole strip; the dashed one is that with the
highest ZLM excluding those overlapping with the solid one. Labels indicate the position of Council of Giants galaxies (McCall
2014) for reference only; they are not taken into account in the analysis in any way.

Table 1. Information about the maximum-significance excesses found along the SGP

1st maximum 2nd maximum

Emin Ntot L B Ein
Etot

Nbg Nin
Φin
Φout

ZLM
99%
U.L. L B Ein

Etot
Nbg Nin

Φin
Φout

ZLM
99%
U.L.

20 EeV 8832 162◦ −6◦ 9.56% 829. 990 1.19+0.04
−0.04 +5.2σ 1.29 241◦ −5◦ 10.27% 900. 971 1.08+0.04

−0.04 +2.2σ 1.17

25 EeV 5380 161◦ −9◦ 9.56% 504. 608 1.21+0.05
−0.05 +4.2σ 1.33 275◦ −19◦ 8.00% 426. 482 1.13+0.05

−0.05 +2.6σ 1.26

32 EeV 2936 163◦ −8◦ 9.68% 276. 363 1.32+0.08
−0.07 +4.7σ 1.50 276◦ −17◦ 7.89% 229. 264 1.15+0.08

−0.07 +2.2σ 1.34

40 EeV 1533 162◦ −6◦ 9.56% 140. 208 1.49+0.11
−0.11 +5.1σ 1.77 345◦ −7◦ 1.00% 15.2 26 1.71+0.36

−0.32 +2.5σ 2.68

50 EeV 713 161◦ −7◦ 9.56% 64.4 103 1.60+0.18
−0.16 +4.2σ 2.05 322◦ −22◦ 3.69% 25.9 39 1.51+0.26

−0.23 +2.4σ 2.20

63 EeV 295 163◦ −3◦ 9.56% 26.3 46 1.75+0.30
−0.26 +3.3σ 2.54 223◦ +26◦ 9.56% 26.7 42 1.57+0.28

−0.25 +2.6σ 2.31
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Figure 2. The maximum-likelihood value of the ratio Φin/Φout, i.e., Nin/Nbg, as a function of the window center position
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cesses in windows not overlapping with the maximum-

significance one are below 2.7σ for all the energy thresh-

olds we tested. As shown in Appendix B, this sets strin-

gent upper limits on the flux, except very close to the

edge of our FoV. The non-observation of other excesses

at this angular scale appears to contradict the reports

by the TA collaboration of an excess of cosmic rays with

energies E ≥ 57 EeV from a particular top-hat win-

dow (hereafter “TA hotspot”) in the Northern Hemi-

sphere (Telescope Array Collaboration 2014) and later

of a weaker excess of events with E ≥ 1019.4,19.5,19.6 eV

from a different window (Telescope Array Collaboration

2021b), both shown in Figure 3. Despite global statisti-

cal significances of only ∼3σ, such reports have already

spurred several attempted phenomenological interpreta-

tions (e.g., Neronov et al. 2023; Plotko et al. 2023; An-

chordoqui 2023).

Both of these regions are in the part of the sky studied

in this work (see Figure 3), but as shown in Figure 1 we

do not find any excesses at these positions when using

comparable energy thresholds. The second most signifi-

cant excess visible in the fourth panel of Figure 2 at L ≈
345◦ is centered around 20◦ further east than the TA

new excess—whereas the statistical uncertainty on the

window position is of the order of Ψ/
√

Nin −Nbg ∼ 8◦

in this case. The one visible in the second and third pan-

els of Figure 2 at L ≈ 65◦ is replaced by a deficit in the

last two panels—the opposite of the energy dependence

of Telescope Array Collaboration 2018a, which reported

a deficit of events with 1019.2 eV ≤ E < 1019.75 eV and

an excess with E ≥ 1019.75 eV.

To find out what we could have expected to observe

in our data given those reports from TA, after correct-

ing the energy thresholds for the known mismatch be-

tween the energy scales of the two observatories (Pierre

Auger Collaboration & Telescope Array Collaboration

2023b, eq. (1)), we computed the distribution of the

number Nin of events in our dataset expected in each

of these windows based on (i) isotropy (Φin/Φout = 1),

(ii) the TA value of Φin/Φout that can be computed from

their numbers of events Nin, Ntot as reported in their

last update (Telescope Array Collaboration 2023), or

(iii) the marginal distribution of Φin/Φout over TA sta-

tistical uncertainties. As we show in Figure 4, in each

case we find that based on the TA result we would ex-

pect on average a local Li–Ma significance in our data of

the order of 4σ, comparable to the TA value—since we

have accumulated comparable amounts of exposure in

these windows, as shown by the Nbg values4 in Table 2.

(The smaller fraction of the exposure of the Pierre Auger

Observatory than of the Telescope Array within these

northern regions is compensated by the larger total ex-

posure of the former.) Instead, what we actually obtain

is always −0.7σ ≲ ZLM < +0.2σ, in excellent agree-

ment with the isotropic null hypothesis. In all cases,

there exist possible values of Φin/Φout which would be

compatible with both the 99% CL lower limit from TA

data and the 99% CL upper limit from our data, e.g.,

1.60 < Φin/Φout < 1.76 in (a).

To take into account the possibility that Pierre Auger

Collaboration & Telescope Array Collaboration (2023b,

eq. (1)) under- or overestimates the energy on the Pierre

Auger Observatory scale corresponding to a given en-

ergy on the Telescope Array because of statistical and

systematic uncertainties in the fit, we also computed

Φin/Φout and ZLM values with different energy thresh-

olds, finding that no other choice of threshold yields sig-

nificances comparable to what we would expect based

on the TA results, either (Figure 5).

A limitation of this study is that the likelihood

in Equation 3 implicitly assumes a constant UHECR

flux Φin inside the window being considered and a con-

stant flux Φout outside. Whereas the directional expo-

sure of the Telescope Array is roughly uniform within

the windows shown in Figure 3, that of the Pierre Auger

Observatory steeply decreases with increasing declina-

tion (and even vanishes in part of the windows). Hence,

a flux excess more concentrated in the northern than

in the southern part of a window would on average

be underestimated when using data from the Auger

Observatory. On the other hand, it should be noted

that the TA window positions were chosen to maxi-

mize the statistical significance of the excesses using TA

data, so, if a flux excess had been larger in the north-

ern than in the southern part of such a window, the

maximum-significance window position would presum-

ably have been further north. Similar considerations

could apply to a declination dependence of the flux out-

side the window being considered, but in Pierre Auger

Collaboration (2020b) we found that the flux of UHE-

CRs does not appreciably vary with declination within

our FoV other than the dipole mentioned in section 1,

and the declination dependence claimed in Telescope Ar-

4 We cannot compute the absolute exposure of TA within each win-
dow (in km2 sr yr) to directly compare it with ours, as Telescope
Array Collaboration (2023) did not report the total exposure
of the dataset. (Pierre Auger Collaboration & Telescope Array
Collaboration 2023b did, but a different TA dataset with stricter
selection criteria was used there.)
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Figure 3. The windows in which the TA collaboration reported excesses of events, as of their latest update (Telescope Array
Collaboration 2023), compared to the FoV of the Pierre Auger Observatory and of the Telescope Array

Table 2. The excesses reported by TA in the windows shown in Figure 3, as of their latest update (Telescope Array Collaboration
2023), and the corresponding results in our data. The Emin values are converted from the TA energy scale to ours using Pierre
Auger Collaboration & Telescope Array Collaboration (2023b, eq. (1)). Some of the TA values of Nbg, Φin/Φout and/or ZLM

shown here differ by up to a few percent from those reported in Telescope Array Collaboration (2023), presumably because
in that work Ein/Etot was estimated from a Monte Carlo simulation with 100,000 events (of which O(104) within the window,
hence with fluctuations ∼ 1% in Ein), whereas here we computed it by numerically integrating the expression in Sommers
(2001, section 2) over a HEALPix grid with Nside = 210 (resolution ≈ 0.◦06). For the TA results, we computed the frequentist
99% CL lower limit to Φin/Φout defined analogously to (5) by

∑Nin−1
n=0 P (n|Ntot,Φin/Φout) = 0.01. Note that the TA post-trial

significances were computed under the assumption that only excesses near the center of a presumed emitting structure (the
Perseus–Pisces Supercluster) had been searched for.

Telescope Array (Telescope Array Collaboration 2023) Pierre Auger Observatory (this work)

Emin Ntot
Ein
Etot

Nbg Nin
Φin
Φout

ZLM
99%
L.L.

post-
trial Emin Ntot

Ein
Etot

Nbg Nin
Φin
Φout

ZLM
99%
U.L.

(a) 57 EeV 216 9.47% 18.0 44 2.44+0.44
−0.39 +4.8σ 1.60 2.8σ 44.6 EeV 1074 1.00% 10.7 9 0.84+0.31

−0.25 −0.5σ 1.76

(b1) 1019.4 eV 1125 5.88% 64.0 101 1.58+0.17
−0.16 +4.1σ 1.22 3.3σ 20.5 EeV 8374 0.84% 70.1 65 0.93+0.12

−0.11 −0.6σ 1.23

(b2) 1019.5 eV 728 5.87% 41.1 70 1.70+0.22
−0.20 +4.0σ 1.25 3.2σ 25.5 EeV 5156 0.84% 43.5 39 0.90+0.15

−0.14 −0.7σ 1.29

(b3) 1019.6 eV 441 5.84% 24.6 45 1.83+0.31
−0.27 +3.6σ 1.23 3.0σ 31.7 EeV 2990 0.87% 26.0 27 1.04+0.21

−0.19 +0.2σ 1.61

ray Collaboration (2018b), if anything, would make the

Telescope Array overestimate and the Auger Observa-

tory underestimate Φout, going in the opposite direction

than what would explain away the difference between

the Φin/Φout values from the two datasets.

5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

We have confirmed our previous finding (Pierre Auger

Collaboration 2023, with 4.0σ post-trial there) that the

statistically most significant excess of UHECRs along

the SGP is from the Centaurus region, though still not

at the discovery level with the current statistics (post-

trial significance 3.1σ in this work), and we have further

found that this excess extends to lower energies than

previously studied (down to 20 EeV), with no apprecia-

ble dependence of its position on the energy threshold

chosen. One possible explanation for this lack of energy

dependence (other than the absence of sizable coherent

magnetic deflections) could be an approximately con-

stant magnetic rigidity R = E/Z of the particles making

up this excess, i.e., an increasingly heavy mass composi-

tion such that their atomic numbers Z are proportional

to their energy. It was already predicted by Lemoine

& Waxman (2009) that in the case of a mixed compo-

sition anisotropies at high energies should be expected

to correspond to anisotropies of lighter nuclei at lower

energies, but in Pierre Auger Collaboration (2011) we

had failed to find any such indication possibly due to
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Figure 4. Binomial probability that Nin events would be
observed in our dataset in each of the windows reported by
TA and shown in Figure 3. The thin blue histogram assumes
that the value of the flux ratio Φin/Φout is exactly the one
reported by TA, whereas the thick one is the marginal dis-
tribution of Φin/Φout over TA statistical uncertainties.

the smaller statistics available back then. The growth

of the strength Φin/Φout of the excess with increasing

energy threshold could be explained if, for example, the

excess originates from a single or a few nearby sources

(whose identification would require accurately knowing

the intervening magnetic deflections), whereas the back-

ground is from a large number of distant, more isotrop-

ically distributed sources. The steeper decrease with

energy of the background would naturally be due to in-

teractions with background photons in the intervening

space (Greisen 1966; Zatsepin & Kuz’min 1966), as dis-

cussed in Pierre Auger Collaboration (2024).

On the other hand, no statistically significant excesses

were found in the regions where TA reported excesses of

events, despite comparable exposure. Given our current

statistics, the Auger data do not support the sugges-

tion of the Telescope Array Collaboration that the dec-

lination dependence of the UHECR energy spectrum,

recently claimed by them in Telescope Array Collabo-

ration (2024), is due to the presence of excesses in the

flux of UHECRs from particular regions of the northern

hemisphere.

It will be interesting to see whether the upgraded
detectors of AugerPrime (Pierre Auger Collaboration

2016) and TA×4 (Telescope Array Collaboration 2021a)

and future experiments such as GRAND (GRAND Col-

laboration 2020), POEMMA (POEMMA Collaboration

2021) or GCOS (GCOS Collaboration 2023) will confirm

or rule out the indications for excesses reported by cur-

rent experiments, and/or detect other anisotropies too

weak to be noticed with the number of events gathered

so far by current observatories. If any excesses are con-

firmed, event-by-event mass information from upgraded

detectors (Pierre Auger Collaboration 2016) and/or ma-

chine learning techniques (Pierre Auger Collaboration

2021a,b; Telescope Array Collaboration 2019) will help

us elucidate their origin in the future by examining

whether and how the mass composition in such regions

differs from that in the rest of the sky and the energy

dependence of any such differences.
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Table 3. Same as Table 1, but using a fixed window position (L,B) = (162◦,−6◦) and separate energy bins

Emin Emax Ntot Nbg Nin
Φin
Φout

ZLM

20 EeV 25 EeV 3452 324. 389 1.20+0.07
−0.06 +3.3σ

25 EeV 32 EeV 2444 233. 242 1.04+0.07
−0.07 +0.6σ

32 EeV 40 EeV 1403 132. 151 1.14+0.10
−0.10 +1.5σ

40 EeV 50 EeV 820 75.4 106 1.41+0.15
−0.14 +3.1σ

50 EeV 63 EeV 418 37.9 59 1.56+0.23
−0.21 +3.0σ

63 EeV +∞ 295 26.6 43 1.62+0.28
−0.25 +2.7σ

 0

 2

 4

 6

 8

 10

 12

 14

 16

 20  30  40  50  60  70  80 90  100 (N
in

−
N

b
g)

/(
E

m
ax

−
E

m
in

) 
[E

eV
−

1 ]

energy E [EeV]

data
power-law fit
χ2/n = 7.3/4  

(p = 0.12)  

27° disk around (SGB, SGL) = (162°, −6°)

Figure 6. The number of excess events, Nin−Nbg, fitted as a power law spectrum N(Emin, Emax) =
∫ Emax

Emin
J20

(
E

20EeV

)−γ
dE =

N20
E

1−γ
min −E1−γ

max

(20 EeV)1−γ . The uncertainty on each entry is the sum in quadrature of those on Nin and Nbg, computed as
√
Nin

and
√
NoutEin/Eout respectively. In the last bin, we use Emax = 166EeV, the energy of the most energetic event. The best-fit

parameter values we obtain are N20 = 160± 32 and γ = 2.63± 0.35. Unlike in Pierre Auger Collaboration (2020b), in this work
we do not correct for energy resolution effects; we estimate that here their effect on the spectral index would be an order of
magnitude less than the statistical uncertainty of the fit.
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Andalućıa (SOMM17/6104/UGR and P18-FR-4314),

and the European Union (Marie Sklodowska-Curie

101065027 and ERDF); USA – Department of En-

ergy, Contracts No. DE-AC02-07CH11359, No. DE-

FR02-04ER41300, No. DE-FG02-99ER41107 and

No. DE-SC0011689; National Science Foundation,

Grant No. 0450696; The Grainger Foundation; Marie

Curie-IRSES/EPLANET; European Particle Physics

Latin American Network; and UNESCO.

APPENDIX

A. RESULTS USING SEPARATE ENERGY BINS

In order to describe the energy dependence of the excess in the Centaurus region, we also computed Nin, Nbg and ZLM

in separate bins [20 EeV, 25 EeV), . . ., [50 EeV, 63 EeV), [63 EeV,+∞) rather than cumulative ones [20 EeV,+∞),

[25 EeV,+∞), . . ., keeping the window position fixed to the maximum-significance one found in [20 EeV,+∞). The

results are listed in Table 3. Also, we fitted a power-law energy spectrum dN
dE ∝ E−γ integrated over the bins to the

excess Nin −Nbg, as shown in Figure 6. While the excess is considerably weaker in the third bin and barely present
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Figure 7. Same as Figure 1, showing the frequentist 99% CL upper limit to Φin/Φout (5)

in the second bin, the behavior is still consistent with a simple power law with the current amount of statistics.

B. UPPER LIMITS AS A FUNCTION OF THE WINDOW POSITION

In Figure 7, we show the frequentist 99% CL upper limit to Φin/Φout, as determined from Equation 5 for each of

the energy thresholds and window positions we considered, showing how our data can set stringent upper limits to the

flux in the windows except very close to the edge of the FoV.
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J. Alvarez-Muñiz79, J. Ammerman Yebra79, G.A. Anastasi55,53, L. Anchordoqui86, B. Andrada7, S. Andringa73,
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A. Filipčič77,76, T. Fitoussi42, B. Flaggs90, T. Fodran80, T. Fujii89,g, A. Fuster7,12, C. Galea80, C. Galelli60,50,
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59 Università di Catania, Dipartimento di Fisica e Astronomia “Ettore Majorana“, Catania, Italy
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