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ABSTRACT

We present improvements to the pointing accuracy of the South Pole Telescope (SPT) using machine

learning. The ability of the SPT to point accurately at the sky is limited by its structural imperfections,

which are impacted by the extreme weather at the South Pole. Pointing accuracy is particularly

important during SPT participation in observing campaigns with the Event Horizon Telescope (EHT),

which requires stricter accuracy than typical observations with the SPT. We compile a training dataset

of historical observations of astronomical sources made with the SPT-3G and EHT receivers on the

SPT. We train two XGBoost models to learn a mapping from current weather conditions to two

telescope drive control arguments—one which corrects for errors in azimuth and the other for errors

in elevation. Our trained models achieve root mean squared errors on withheld test data of 2.′′14 in

cross-elevation and 3.′′57 in elevation, well below our goal of 5′′ along each axis. We deploy our models

on the telescope control system and perform further in situ test observations during the EHT observing

campaign in 2024 April. Our models result in significantly improved pointing accuracy: for sources

within the range of input variables where the models are best trained, average combined pointing error

improved 33%, from 15.′′9 to 10.′′6. These improvements, while significant, fall shy of our ultimate goal,

but they serve as a proof of concept for the development of future models. Planned upgrades to the

EHT receiver on the SPT will necessitate even stricter pointing accuracy which will be achievable with

our methods.

Keywords: pointing accuracy, pointing error, machine learning, telescope control

1. INTRODUCTION

To observe, telescopes must be able to point towards a

desired location on the sky and to do so accurately and

repeatedly. The process of orienting the telescope aper-

ture on the sky is often simply called “pointing.” The

required pointing accuracy is determined by the size of

the telescope “beam,” i.e., the angular dependence of

the response of the telescope receiver to incoming radia-

tion from the sky. Telescopes have finite resolution; any

structures on the sky smaller than the beam will appear

blurred by the shape of the beam, reflecting a convolu-

tion of the true sky brightness with the telescope beam.

When the telescope is pointed directly toward a source

in the sky, the response of the receiver to that source

is largest, and as the telescope pointing is offset from

the source, the response tapers off. Errors in pointing,

often called “pointing offsets,” occur when the telescope

is not aligned as instructed. Unwanted pointing offsets

affect the quality of data, so astronomers will typically

require that telescope control systems are reliable, with

pointing errors less than some fraction of the beam.

Pointing errors can be caused by many physical pro-

cesses. These processes include but are not limited to

deformations and tilts in the support structure, flexure

of the mirrors or receiver, and misalignment of optical

axes (“collimation” errors). Most of these processes can

be accounted for by analytically modeling their effects

on pointing. Such “pointing models” are typically a se-

ries of spherical trigonometry equations that relate an

instructed telescope orientation to an actual sky coordi-

nate after accounting for any deformations in the tele-

scope structure. The magnitude of each type of defor-

mation is described by a handful of adjustable parame-

ters in the pointing model. For more details on pointing

model theory, we refer readers to Stumpff (1972) and

Ulich (1981). Determining the correct values of point-

ing model parameters is a critical task for any telescope.

Some examples of efforts to maintain pointing accuracy

for telescopes include von Hoerner & Wong (1975) for

the 140-ft telescope at Green Bank, Greve et al. (1996)

for the IRAM 30-m telescope, Baars et al. (1999) for the

Heinrich Hertz Telescope, Gawronski & Souccar (2005)

for the Large Millimeter Telescope, and White et al.

(2022) for the Green Bank Telescope.

The South Pole Telescope (SPT) is located at the

National Science Foundation’s Amundsen-Scott South

Pole research station, approximately 1 km from the

geographic South Pole (Carlstrom et al. 2011). The

SPT 10-m primary mirror is optimized for observing at

millimeter/sub-millimeter wavelengths. Since its con-

struction, the SPT has primarily been outfitted with

a series of three cameras, the most recent of which is
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the SPT-3G camera (Sobrin et al. 2022). The primary

science goal of the SPT is to characterize the cosmic mi-

crowave background (CMB), light generated in the early

universe nearly 14 billion years ago. To achieve this goal,

the SPT is used to observe a particular region of the sky

repeatedly over many years to ensure low measurement

uncertainty.

The SPT control system utilizes a pointing model with

nine parameters, described later in Section 2.1. The val-

ues of these parameters were determined by observing

astronomical sources with known sky positions, record-

ing the apparent positions, and later fitting the pointing

model for parameter values which would have best mit-

igated the offsets between apparent and true positions.

In the standard observing mode, we hold these parame-

ters constant from observation to observation, which is

sufficiently accurate for our primary science goal. The

SPT, with its 10-m primary mirror, is capable of observ-

ing many bright point sources with high S/N in each

CMB survey observation. Any pointing inaccuracies in

these observations can be corrected in post-processing

by shifting the images so that the sources appear where

expected.

However, there are some uses of the SPT for which

pointing errors are more consequential. The SPT is

part of the Event Horizon Telescope (EHT), a very-

long-baseline interferometry experiment consisting of

telescopes across the world observing at 230 GHz and

345 GHz observing frequencies (Doeleman et al. 2009).

A primary science goal of the EHT is to study the im-

mediate environment around black holes, and EHT ob-

servations have resulted in the first-ever images of black

holes at the event horizon scale (Event Horizon Tele-

scope Collaboration et al. 2019a, 2022). This goal re-

quires extraordinarily high angular resolution. The ul-

timate angular resolution of the EHT configuration is

driven in part by the uniquely southern geographic lo-

cation of the SPT, which provides several long baselines

to member telescopes at other sites on Earth. For about

three weeks every year, the SPT takes part in sched-

uled EHT observing campaigns by switching observing

modes to use a separate EHT receiver (Kim et al. 2018a),

the first results from which are presented in Kim et al.

(2018b). The EHT receiver consists of a single pixel,

and EHT observations require that pixel to consistently

point directly at the astronomical source of interest. Be-

cause EHT observations do not create images of the

sky like typical SPT observations, we cannot correct for

pointing offsets after the fact.

The design requirements for the SPT specify 4′′ point-

ing accuracy, which is much smaller than the SPT-3G

beam sizes of 1.′57, 1.′17, and 1.′04 at 95 GHz, 150 GHz,

and 220 GHz, respectively (Sobrin et al. 2022). The

specifications were met when the telescope was first con-

structed in Texas in 2006 prior to deployment to Antarc-

tica. However, the specifications were not met at the

South Pole, primarily because of large thermal gradi-

ents in the telescope structure, driven by cold outside

temperatures and the need to keep the telescope bear-

ings and drives warm. Despite extraordinarily stable

weather at the South Pole, especially when compared

to sites of other comparable telescopes, temperatures

typically vary around mean values of -25◦C in the aus-

tral summer and -60◦C in the austral winter (Lazzara

et al. 2012). Extreme minimum temperatures during

most austral winters reach below -73◦C. These condi-

tions, in conjunction with a heated control room at the

telescope base, cause a large thermal gradient through

the telescope support structure. Telescopes in less ex-

treme conditions, including the SPT while in Texas, do

not encounter such severe thermal differences with their

environments. Thermal gradients induce thermal defor-

mations in the telescope which change with the weather.

To correct for these varying deformations, we require

dynamic pointing model parameters. While assuming

constant pointing model parameters is sufficient for typ-

ical SPT observations, such an assumption is not suffi-

cient for EHT observations. Currently, the SPT man-

ages pointing errors during participation in EHT obser-

vations by performing corrective observations at some

cost to observing efficiency, but planned upgrades to the

EHT receiver will require even finer control of pointing

offsets.

To meet the requirements for EHT observations, we

must be able to correct for variations in the point-

ing model parameters caused by the changing weather.

We previously attempted to model these changes an-

alytically based on physical intuition. The telescope

is outfitted with many sensors to monitor its current

status: length sensors record important structural di-

mensions, thermometers record temperature throughout

the instrument, and a nearby weather station monitors

weather conditions like air temperature, wind speed, and

wind direction (Carlstrom et al. 2011). However, ana-

lytical modeling fails to capture much of the complexity

present in the data. We require more complex modeling

for the thermal deformations of the SPT.

Other telescopes have encountered similar issues. For

instance, Antebi et al. (1998) presented efforts to ac-

count in real time for thermal deformations in the Large

Millimeter Telescope. Mittag et al. (2008) detailed a

correlation between ambient temperature and pointing

accuracy of the Hamburg Robotic Telescope. Dong et al.

(2018) measured and analyzed the thermal deformations
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of the Tianma Radio Telescope. Greve & Bremer (2010)

presented a detailed discussion of the thermal behav-

ior of radio telescopes. Recently, some researchers have

made attempts at more complex modeling with machine

learning (ML). Hou et al. (2023) developed an ML-based

model for estimating and predicting seeing at Dome A,

Antarctica. Nyheim et al. (2024) developed an ML-

based pointing model for the Atacama Pathfinder EX-

periment.

Here, we present our efforts to train two ML models

which can correct for pointing errors of the SPT in real

time. We train the models to take information about a

target source location, the current state of the telescope,

and current weather conditions, then estimate pointing

model parameters which yield accurate pointing. We in-

tegrate these models into the telescope control system

so that the system can adjust its pointing on demand.

We then evaluate the performance of our models with

test observations. We find that these ML models signif-

icantly improve the pointing accuracy of the SPT but

require further development to fully reach our goal.

In Section 2, we describe the current pointing methods

used on the telescope for typical SPT and EHT observa-

tions. In Section 3, we present the methods used to train

ML models to correct SPT pointing errors. In Section

4, we describe deploying the trained ML models on the

telescope and performing real-world test observations.

In Section 5, we discuss the results of our tests and the

challenges that need to be overcome to further improve

the pointing accuracy of the SPT.

2. CURRENT POINTING METHODS

To observe some target source in the sky, we must

point the telescope towards the location of that source.
The SPT is mounted on an altazimuth structure, which

enables rotation about two perpendicular axes (Carl-

strom et al. 2011). Rotation about the vertical axis

varies azimuth (α), or angular direction along the hori-

zon. By definition, azimuth spans 0◦ ≤ α < 360◦,

where α = 0◦ points northward1 and increases in the

clockwise direction. Rotation about the horizontal axis

varies elevation (δ), or angular direction above the hori-

zon. By definition, elevation spans −90◦ ≤ δ ≤ 90◦,

where δ = 0◦ points towards the horizon and increases

upwards. The SPT can be instructed to the location

of any source on the sky with a pair of azimuth and

elevation angles. Figure 1 shows the locations of the az-

1 At the location of the SPT, azimuth α = 0◦ aligns with true
north, which is different from grid north (α ≈ 44◦), another
coordinate system frequently used at the South Pole.

Figure 1. A rendering of the SPT from (left) external and
(right) internal cross-section views. Parts of the telescope
key to discussing pointing accuracy are labeled.

imuth and elevation axes along with other key telescope

features discussed in this section.

Rotation about the mount axes is controlled by a set of

motors and angle encoders (Carlstrom et al. 2011). The

motors rotate the bearings of the axes, and the angle

encoders measure rotational position along those axes.

When a desired sky location is instructed, motors at

the base of the telescope rotate the telescope in azimuth

until the azimuth encoder measures the desired angle.

Similarly, two arms called the “yoke arms” support the

primary mirror and receiver cabin, and motors in each

arm rotate this structure in elevation until elevation en-

coders in each arm measure the desired angle.

When instructed to point to a target azimuth and el-

evation, the encoders ensure that the azimuth and ele-

vation axes are set to the instructed angles. However,

in general, the beam does not point toward the same

instructed azimuth and elevation on the sky because im-

perfections distort the telescope structure. These distor-

tions can be caused by physical effects including: gravi-

tational flexure, tilts of the structural axes, collimation

errors, and encoder offsets. The distortions are mod-

eled to quantify adjustments to the angles instructed to

the azimuth and elevation encoders. These adjustments

comprise the “pointing model.”

In this section, we discuss the pointing model em-

ployed on the SPT, how the model changes and causes

pointing inaccuracies, how we deal with those inaccura-
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cies for normal SPT operation, and how these inaccura-

cies cause issues for EHT observations.

2.1. The Pointing Model

The pointing model used on the SPT is based on a

pointing model developed for the Cosmic Background

Imager (Padin et al. 2002). Although that pointing

model is not published in a scientific journal, it is ac-

cessible publicly online in an internal memo written by

Martin Shepherd.2 This section provides a complete de-

scription of the model as previously implemented in the

SPT control software.

Locations of targets on the sky are typically defined

first in astrometric coordinates, such as equatorial right

ascension and declination. The beginning step of a

pointing model is converting from astrometric coordi-

nates to topographic azimuth and elevation assuming

the telescope is a perfect instrument with no physical

deformation. This conversion includes accounting for

the location of the telescope on Earth and for atmo-

spheric effects such as refraction and aberration. In

this work, we consider this coordinate transformation

a solved problem, and we focus on the mechanical de-

formations resulting from an imperfect instrument.

The pointing model is a set of equations applied in

succession to correct for a set of modeled imperfections.

We denote the target azimuth and elevation instructed

to the encoders after the i-th step of correction as αi

and δi, respectively. Each correction is calculated us-

ing the previously corrected azimuth αi−1 and elevation

δi−1. The full pointing model consists of N corrections,

resulting in azimuth αN and elevation δN instructed to

the encoders such that the telescope points to the target

azimuth α0 and elevation δ0.

Once we have a target azimuth and elevation, the first

step in the pointing model is correcting for gravitational

flexure. The SPT elevation axis supports two large, mas-

sive structures whose supports are at risk of sagging due

to gravity: the primary mirror and the receiver cabin.

These structures are roughly orthogonal to each other.

They are aligned such that when the telescope is pointed

at the horizon, the center of mass of the primary mir-

ror support structure is aligned roughly vertically with

the elevation axis and flexure is negligible, while the

center of mass of the receiver cabin support structure

is aligned roughly horizontally and flexure is maximal.

When the telescope is pointed at zenith, the center of

mass of the primary mirror support structure is aligned

roughly horizontally with the elevation axis and flex-

2 https://sites.astro.caltech.edu/∼mcs/CBI/pointing/index.html

ure is maximal, while the center of mass of the receiver

cabin support structure is aligned roughly vertically and

flexure is negligible.

Thus we model elevation-dependent flexure correc-

tions with two terms: one that varies like sin δ and one

that varies like cos δ. The correction applied is

δ1 = δ0 −ϕ0 sin δ0 − ϕ1 cos δ0

α1 = α0

(1)

where the parameter ϕ0 specifies the amount of primary

mirror flexure and the parameter ϕ1 specifies the amount

of receiver cabin flexure. Typical operation assumes val-

ues of ϕ0 = 29.′′03 and ϕ1 = −50.′′91. Unless otherwise

noted, in this section we report typical operation val-

ues which were determined from a dedicated pointing

measurement excercise described later in Section 2.3.

The second step in the pointing model is correcting

for any tilt in the vertical azimuth axis of the tele-

scope mount. This correction accounts for the fact that

the azimuth axis is not perfectly parallel to zenith on

the spheroidal model of Earth with which we calculate

our target azimuth and elevation. We posit two poten-

tial physical reasons: (1) the azimuth axis is aligned

as closely as possible to local gravity, but local gravity

varies from the spheroidal model of Earth, and (2) the

alignment of the azimuth axis is distorted by imperfec-

tions in the azimuth bearing, a varying center of mass,

and a support system which gradually sinks into the ice

foundation.

We model tilting of the azimuth axis with two more

parameters: τax and τay. Suppose the azimuth axis is

tilted away from zenith by a magnitude ρ toward the

azimuth direction Ω. Then, we define τay as the magni-

tude of tilt in the direction opposite of Ω, such that a

positive τay corresponds to a higher elevation than ex-

pected. We can define τax as the magnitude of the tilt

in a direction perpendicular to the azimuth axis vector

and the positive τax direction such that the directions

of positive τay, τax, and α satisfy the right hand rule in

that order. It can then be shown that

Ω = −180◦ − tan−1

(
sin (τax cos τay)

cos (τax cos τay) sin τay

)
ρ = cos−1 (cos τay cos (τax cos τay)).

(2)

With this notation, we can describe the corrections ap-

plied to elevation (δ) and azimuth (α) as:

δ2 = sin−1 (sin δ1 cos ρ− cos δ1 sin ρ sinω)

α2 = Ω− tan−1

(
cosω cos δ2

− cos ρ sinω cos δ2 − sin ρ sin δ2

)
(3)

https://sites.astro.caltech.edu/~mcs/CBI/pointing/index.html
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where ω ≡ Ω− 90◦ −α1. The true values of τax and τay
change over time as the ice foundation settles. At the

start of every day of observations, we directly measure

τax and τay by rotating the telescope fully in azimuth

and monitoring readings from a biaxial tiltmeter (Carl-

strom et al. 2011). On 2024 January 01, the values were

measured to be τax = 3′36.′′60 and τay = −4′03.′′89.

The third step in the pointing model is correcting for

any tilt in the horizontal elevation axis of the telescope

mount. This correction accounts for the fact that the

elevation axis may not lie perfectly oriented within the

azimuth plane, which can occur in two ways. First, the

elevation axis may be rotated about the azimuth axis.

This rotation is indistinguishable from an azimuth en-

coder offset, which we correct later. Alternatively, the

elevation axis may be rotated out of the azimuth plane.

This rotation can be modeled with one parameter we

define as τe, which measures the magnitude of the ele-

vation axis tilting out of the azimuth plane. It can be

shown that the corrections applied to elevation (δ) and

azimuth (α) are equal to

δ3 = sin−1

(
sin δ2
cos τe

)
α3 = α2 − sin−1 (tan δ3 tan τe).

(4)

Typical operation assumes a value of τe = −28.′′18. How-

ever, we expect this parameter to vary on relatively short

timescales, as we discuss later in Section 2.2.

The fourth step in the pointing model is correcting

for errors in collimation. This correction accounts for

the fact that the focal plane may not be perfectly per-

pendicular to the direction of light hitting it from the

tertiary mirror of the telescope.

This correction can be modeled with two parameters

we define as κy, which corresponds to an offset in the

elevation direction, and κx, which corresponds to an

offset in the cross-elevation direction. We can convert

these offsets to polar coordinates on the celestial sphere

with magnitude µ and direction θ, with θ = 0 point-

ing towards the direction of increasing elevation and ϕ

increasing anti-clockwise. We calculate those values as

follows:

µ = cos−1 (cosκx cosκy)

θ = tan−1

(
sinκx

tanκy

)
(5)

This notation simplifies the equations describing the cor-

rections applied to elevation (δ) and azimuth (α):

δ4 = sin−1 (cosµ sin δ3 + sinµ cos δ3 cos θ)

α4 = α3 +tan−1

(
sinµ sin θ

cos δ3 cosµ− sin δ3 sinµ cos θ

)
.
(6)

Typical operation assumes a value of κx = 4′11.′′17 and

κy = −14′13.′′36. However, we expect κy to vary on

relatively short timescales, as we discuss later in Section

2.2.

The final step in the pointing model is correcting for

errors in encoder offset. That is, the directions towards

which the encoders read α = 0◦ and δ = 0◦ may not

agree with the true topographic origin.

This correction can be modeled as two parameters δ

and α, which correspond to the offsets in the origins

of the elevation encoder and the azimuth encoder, re-

spectively. These corrections are direct additions to in-

structed encoder elevation (δ) and azimuth (α); i.e.

δ5 = δ4 + δ

α5 = α4 +α .
(7)

For small values of κy, equation 6 simplifies to

δi − δi−1 ≈ κy. Therefore, δ is degenerate with κy

to first order, so typical operation assumes a value of

δ = 0′′. However, α is not degenerate with κx, and

typical operation assumes a value of α = −20′15.′′46.

The pointing model is composed of the five corrections

modeled by equations 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7. The net impact

of these corrections, using the values assumed during

typical observations, is shown in Figure 2.

2.2. Time-Varying Pointing Model Parameters

We expect the optimal values of some of the point-

ing model parameters defined in Section 2.1 to change

over time. For instance, Section 2.1 describes how the

foundation settles into the ice and causes τax and τay
to change gradually over years. We are able to directly

monitor, and thus correct for, those changing parameter

values.

However, not all changing parameters can be moni-

tored directly. The primary effect we expect to be un-

able to monitor is thermal deformation of the telescope

structure. In particular, there is a temperature gradient

between the warm base of the rotating roof (which cov-

ers the moderately heated control room) and the cold

primary dish and receiver cabin (the structural compo-

nents of which are completely exposed to the elements).

The two yoke arms that support the elevation axis ex-

tend through the rotating roof; these arms are expected

to exhibit the strongest temperature gradient. Although

the yoke arms are covered by a foam insulation to mit-

igate weather effects, we expect the temperature gra-

dients along the yoke arms to change as the telescope

changes its position and as weather conditions change.

Subsequently, we expect the pointing accuracy of the

telescope to change.
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Figure 2. The net impact of typical corrections (left) ∆α ≡ α5 −α0 to azimuth and (right) ∆δ ≡ δ5 − δ0 to elevation
applied via the pointing model, which can be calculated with equations 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7. Positions α5 and δ5 are instructed
to the azimuth encoder and elevation encoder, respectively, to account for imperfections in the telescope structure so that the
telescope points to target positions α0 and δ0. Pointing model corrections are functions of azimuth (the angular axis on the
plots), elevation (the radial axis on the plots), and pointing model parameters. The plotted corrections use values of pointing
model parameters assumed during a typical observation around 2024 January 01. The plotted ∆α corrections are multiplied by
cos δ to avoid divergence at high elevations and resemble approximate corrections to cross-elevation.

Weather conditions at the South Pole are extreme but

generally stable. Figure 3 shows histograms of typi-

cal weather conditions as measured by an SPT-operated

weather station on a nearby roof. Note that these mea-

surements generally agree with those reported in Laz-

zara et al. (2012). The air temperature is generally

around -65◦C to -50◦C, especially during the cold aus-

tral winter, although it gets warmer during the austral

summer. Wind blows on average around 6 m/s, though

it can gust upwards of 12 m/s. The wind blows predom-

inantly from one direction, around α ∼ 65◦, although

this shifts during the coldest weather to α ∼ 125◦.

We can model thermal deformation of the yoke arms

via two dominant modes. The first mode occurs when

one yoke arm is shorter or longer than the other. Since

the yoke arms support the elevation axis, differential

changes in the length of the arms cause a rotation of

the elevation axis out of the azimuth plane, which is

exactly the imperfection described by the τe parameter.

When the variation of τe is small, we can use small angle

approximations on Equation 4 to show that

∆ τe ≈ ∆α/ tan δ. (8)

That is, a time-varying imperfection of the kind de-

scribed by τe causes pointing errors in azimuth. We

expect that the yoke arms are able to expand or con-

tract by a few millimeters. Given the geometry of the

structure, one arm deforming just 0.5 mm more than

the other (corresponding with a temperature difference

of ∼ 12◦C) induces a deformation that can be accounted

for by a 30′′ change in τe.

The second mode occurs when either the front of the

yoke arms expands or contracts more than the back.

This deformation causes errors in pointing that can be

described mathematically equivalently to the definition

of κy. When the variation of κy is small, we can use

small angle approximations on Equation 6 to show that

∆κy ≈ ∆δ . (9)

I.e. a time-varying imperfection of the kind described

by κy causes pointing errors in elevation. Given the ge-

ometry of the structure, the front of the arms deforming

just 0.25 mm more than the back (corresponding with a

temperature difference of ∼ 6◦C) induces a deformation

that can be accounted for by a 31′′ change in κy.

As weather conditions change and as the SPT points

to different locations, the structure deforms in a way
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Figure 3. Historical weather conditions at the SPT showing (left) a two-dimensional histogram of wind speed versus ambient
air temperature and (right) a histogram of the azimuth direction from which the wind blows. The plotted data were measured
by a weather station on a nearby roof between 2019 February and 2023 September, and they are the same data described in
Section 3.3.

described by varying τe and κy. We cannot directly

monitor variations of τe and κy, but we do have sen-

sors, described later in Section 3.2, that measure length

changes in the yoke arms. We can take linear combi-

nations of these sensors that geometrically reflect de-

formations of the kinds parametrized with τe and κy;

these calculations can serve as a proxy for direct moni-

toring. Figure 4 shows how these calculations typically

vary due to different observing and weather conditions.

In general, these deformations depend on the wind di-

rection relative to the direction the telescope is pointed,

and the deformations are larger with higher wind speeds

and lower air temperature. The varying deformations in-

troduce time-dependent pointing errors in azimuth and

elevation. Monitoring these sensors can correct much of,

but not all of, the variation in observed pointing errors,

and we require more complex modeling such as ML to

reach our goal accuracy.

2.3. Pointing for Typical SPT Observations

The observations made with the SPT predominantly

target making low-noise measurements of the CMB,

which is accomplished by repeatedly observing the same

region of the sky. Each target region of the sky is on

the order of hundreds of square degrees in size, and the

SPT-3G focal plane provides an instantaneous field of

view of about two square degrees. Observations are per-

formed by scanning back and forth in azimuth, stepping

in elevation, then repeating until the entire target sky

region is observed. Each entire observation takes ap-

proximately two hours to complete.

Typical observations are made using a set of mostly-

static “online” pointing model parameters. The tilt pa-

rameters τax and τay are measured at the start of each

observation day and assumed constant throughout the

day. The other parameters assume historical values that

are accurate up to effects of observing mode and time

variation. These values were measured with dedicated

observations of known astronomical sources. The SPT

was used to scan over many sources in succession, and

observed pointing errors were measured by referencing

the expected locations of the sources. This dataset was

then used to fit the pointing model equations for param-

eter values that minimized pointing error.

Typical observations are analyzed by making maps of

the sky region. The observational data consist of time-

ordered data (TOD) stored for each of the thousands of

detectors on the focal plane. To make maps, the location

to which each detector was pointed at each time sam-

ple is calculated using the pointing model. The TOD

are binned into pixels on the sky based on the pointing

calculated for each detector. All time samples from all

detectors pointed at a given pixel are averaged to pro-

duce a single value for that pixel. The collection of all

these sky pixels comprise the resulting map. One could

change the pointing model parameters used to calculate

pointing during the mapmaking process. Changing the

pointing model parameters in this way would cause the
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Figure 4. Effect of weather and observing conditions on deformations in the telescope yoke arms. The data plotted are the
same dataset described in Section 3.3. The data are binned into different ranges of air temperature and wind speed to show the
effect of weather conditions, then they are plotted as two-dimensional histograms. The yoke arm deformations are measured by
linear sensors described in Section 3.2; we plot linear combinations of the sensors that we expect correspond with varying (top)
τe and (bottom) κy. The deformations depend on the direction the telescope points relative to incoming wind, and we overplot
a best-fit sinusoidal function in red.
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calculated positions of the detectors to change and thus

shift and stretch the resulting map around the sky.

One can estimate the typical uncorrected pointing er-

ror by using the online pointing model parameters to

make maps. However, these maps are typically not cre-

ated because we expect relatively poor pointing accu-

racy with the online pointing model parameters. That

is, because we expect τe and κy to change in time

as described in Section 2.2, we expect to see known

bright sources appearing at locations different from their

known positions. We describe the magnitude of point-

ing offsets by calculating the root mean square error

(RMSE) of observed positions of bright sources from

their expected positions, and we use small-angle ap-

proximations to estimate an offset in cross-elevation as

equivalent to an offset in azimuth times the cosine of

elevation. If we made maps using the online pointing

model parameters, we expect the median of all single-

observation RMSE values to be about 12.′′9 in cross-

elevation and 19.′′5 in elevation, or about 27.′′1 in distance

along a great circle. These are the uncorrected pointing

errors of typical SPT observations without accounting

for time-varying τe and κy.

Because we can remake maps using different pointing

model parameters, we can correct after-the-fact for ob-

served pointing errors. We call these corrections “of-

fline” pointing corrections. The first step in offline

pointing corrections utilizes measurements of calibra-

tion sources in between each observation. The calibra-

tion sources are typically HII regions, or bright galactic

star-forming regions. During these measurements, the

SPT rasters over a calibration source, and we process

the TOD to create a map of the source using the online

pointing model parameters. We calculate an observed

position of the calibration source by computing its flux-

weighted centroid, and we compare the observed posi-

tion to the expected position. We find the values of τe
and κy that minimize the measured pointing offset. Be-

cause the time of the calibration source measurement is

close to the time of the observation, we expect these val-

ues of τe and κy to be close to the optimal values for the

observation. After making maps with this first-order

offline correction, the median of all single-observation

RMSE values for bright sources is 10.′′3 in cross-elevation

and 10.′′7 in elevation, or about 16.′′8 in distance along a

great circle.

The second step in offline pointing corrections involves

making maps of the actual observation and correcting

the positions of bright sources appearing in the map.

The map is made using the values fit for τe and κy from

the calibration source measurements. We select known

bright sources in the map that appear with measured

S/N > 10, of which there are typically 3-20 per ob-

servation. We do this only using maps made with the

SPT-3G 95 GHz band, in which we measure the sources

with the highest S/N. For each selected source, we fit a

two-dimensional Gaussian and calculate an offset from

its expected position. All sources are used to find the

values of τe and κy that minimize the observed offset of

the sources on average. This is the final step of offline

pointing corrections, after which final maps are made

with the updated parameters. After making maps with

this second-order offline correction, the median of all

single-observation RMSE values for bright sources is 2.′′7

in cross-elevation and 4.′′0 in elevation, or about 5.′′1 in

distance along a great circle. These are the final pointing

errors in typical SPT CMB observations.

Figure 5 shows an example of changing the offline

pointing model parameter values during mapmaking for

one source. As we vary the values of τe and κy from the

optimal values determined during the fitting procedure,

the measured position of the source moves away from its

expected position.

1
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Figure 5. The measured position of a source changes when
the values of τe and κy are changed during mapmaking. The
ideal values, τe0 and κy0, respectively, minimize the offset of
the source from the expected position (center). This source
appears at δ = 45◦, so changing τe by ±1.′5 would move
the telescope by ∆α× cos δ ≈ ±1′ according to Equation 8,
which causes the source to appear to move by ∆α× cos δ ≈
∓1′. Changing κy by ±1′ would move the telescope by ∆δ ≈
±1′ according to Equation 9, which causes the source to
appear to move by ∆δ ≈ ∓1′.
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Even with perfect pointing, we would still measure

some RMSE in observed bright source positions. This

is because of statistical uncertainty while measuring the

position of a source. Suppose the shape of the beam can

be modeled by a two-dimensional Gaussian with some

full width half max (FWHM). Then, the uncertainty in

the measured position along each axis is approximately

0.6 times the beam FWHM divided by the source S/N

(see, for instance, Appendix B of Ivison et al. 2007 for

a derivation). The FWHM of the SPT-3G camera is

about 1.′57 at 95 GHz (Sobrin et al. 2022). For the

choice of selecting sources with S/N > 10, we expect an

uncertainty of ≲ 5.′′7 in measurements of offsets along

each axis.

The final pointing errors in typical SPT observations

are well below the size of the beam. Thus, the offline

pointing corrections described here are sufficient for pre-

cision cosmology and other scientific analysis of SPT

data.

2.4. Pointing for EHT Observations

EHT observations with the SPT require stricter point-

ing than normal SPT CMB survey data. The EHT re-

ceiver installed in the SPT is separate from the SPT-3G

receiver and consists of a single-pixel superconducting

mixer receiver (Kim et al. 2018a). Since there is only

a single receiver pixel and scientific observations do not

include raster scanning, the SPT must point with ac-

curate online parameters to measure the target signal.

Pointing corrections cannot be implemented offline as

they are for CMB observations.

Additionally, pointing the SPT for EHT observations

is difficult because we expect there to be different opti-

mal values for pointing model parameters than during

CMB observations and we must determine those values.

In particular, we expect optimal values for κx and κy

that differ between EHT and SPT-3G operating modes

because they utilize separate receivers with separate op-

tical mirrors. The mirrors used for EHT are installed

for each observation campaign and removed thereafter,

so we expect the optimal values of κx and κy to change

between each installation. In addition, we still expect

τe and κy to vary due to structural deformations as de-

scribed in Section 2.2.

To aid in collecting pointing offset data, the EHT re-

ceiver has a digital spectrometer that we use to make

observations of either sources with prominent carbon

monoxide emission lines or bright thermal sources like

planets. The spectrometer is used to raster scan over

these sources and create maps which are then fit with a

two-dimensional Gaussian to measure pointing offsets.

Historically, we have approached solving the difficul-

ties with pointing by performing a set of observations

over known calibration sources, during which we repeat-

edly cycle through a list of sources and scan each source.

EHT observing campaigns typically consist of about one

week of observing sessions, scattered over roughly two

weeks to select for the best aggregate observing condi-

tions at all participating sites. In the few days of setup

prior to the first possible observing session, we perform

pointing observations with the SPT, typically for at least

24 hours. As the sources move around the sky through-

out this time, we sample many azimuth positions for

each source and use a variety of sources to sample dif-

ferent elevations. We use these observations to fit for

constant values of τe, κx, and κy that are accurate up

to changing conditions as described in Section 2.2.

One session of an EHT observing campaign can last

many hours and occur many days after the pointing

observations. To account for varying pointing model

parameters, we also perform source observations scat-

tered throughout the session. The session is usually very

busy with frequently scheduled measurements of scien-

tific targets. When time allows, we point the telescope

to a pointing source near an upcoming science target,

perform a raster scan pointing observation, fit for an

observed offset, and apply the offset as an additional

correction to the online pointing model. This strategy

suffices when there is a pointing source near the science

target and when we have time to scan over a pointing

source. These conditions are not always met, in which

case pointing accuracy suffers.

Historically, the RMSE of residual pointing offsets

measured during pointing observations after fitting

for pointing model parameters is about 10′′ in cross-

elevation and 10′′ in elevation, or about 14′′ in distance

along a great circle. The magnitudes of these errors

are comparable to those remaining after first-order of-

fline pointing corrections for typical SPT observations.

This similarity is expected; after determining optimal

pointing model parameter values with either a calibra-

tion source during CMB observations or with pointing

sources during EHT observations, we expect the tele-

scope to deform in the same way to changing weather

conditions.

For SPT observations to meaningfully contribute to

the EHT array, we require the online pointing accu-

racy to be some small fraction of the beam size. The

EHT receiver is dual-frequency, facilitating observations

at 230 GHz and 345 GHz. Currently, only the 230 GHz

receiver is operational, as the 345 GHz receiver for the

SPT is still under development. We estimate the resolu-

tion of the 230 GHz receiver by fitting a two-dimensional
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Gaussian to observations of Saturn with high S/N, re-

sulting in a best-fit Gaussian with ∼ 45′′ FWHM. We

note that this is roughly consistent with a 6-m effec-

tive aperture diameter as reported in Event Horizon

Telescope Collaboration et al. (2019b).3 The 345 GHz

receiver will have a smaller beam than the 230 GHz

receiver according to the Rayleigh criterion and thus

stricter pointing requirements. We model the beam of

the 345 GHz receiver as a two-dimensional Gaussian

with 30′′ FWHM.

Our goal is to enable pointing accuracy that is suffi-

cient to facilitate the use of the 345 GHz receiver. As-

suming a beam profile, we can express any pointing er-

ror in terms of a loss in detector response. Given our

model of the 345 GHz receiver, a source offset along

a great circle by 5.′′9 would have a detector response

of 90%. If errors in elevation and in cross-elevation are

Gaussian-distributed, then errors along a great circle are

Rayleigh-distributed. A Rayleigh distribution with 5.′′9

median error corresponds with 5′′ RMSE in elevation

and in cross-elevation. This is our target goal for this

work.

3. MACHINE LEARNING TRAINING

To achieve the pointing accuracy requirements de-

scribed in Section 2.4, we need to estimate in real time

the time-varying pointing model parameter values which

cannot be measured directly, as described in Section 2.2.

We aim to do this by training an ML model that can

use information about the current telescope and weather

conditions to estimate those parameters. This section

describes the data, architecture, and methods used dur-

ing model training.

3.1. Target Variables

We aim to correct for azimuth and elevation pointing

offsets in real time. We expect these offsets are caused

primarily by time-varying deformations that can be de-

scribed by the pointing model parameters τe and κy,

which functionally affect azimuth and elevation offsets

via Equations 8 and 9, respectively. If we can accurately

estimate the true values of τe and κy, then we can up-

date those values in the corrections used online by the

telescope control software. Even if the offsets are not

caused solely by deformations that are described per-

fectly by τe and κy, we can correct all azimuth and ele-

vation offsets with these parameters, so predicting just

3 Assuming a 6-m diameter mirror with top-hat illumination, the
Rayleigh criterion describes the beam as an Airy disk with first
minima at 1.22λ

d
= 55′′, where λ is the observing wavelength

and d is the effective diameter. A Gaussian function that most
closely approximates this shape has a ∼ 45′′ FWHM.

these parameters is a sufficient solution. This is a su-

pervised regression problem in which τe and κy are our

target variables.

3.2. Feature Variables

The most obvious included input features are the tar-

get azimuth and elevation, for three main reasons. First,

we know that the pointing model depends on target az-

imuth and elevation. If we have not perfectly measured

the static pointing model parameters, we would intro-

duce azimuth and elevation dependencies into the mea-

sured source offsets. Second, we aim to estimate the τe
parameter, which we know affects azimuth offsets de-

pending on target elevation, as described by Equation

8. Third, structural deformations of the same functional

form as τe and κy may not be the only time-varying de-

formations which cause pointing inaccuracies. Since we

aim to correct all azimuth and elevation offsets by pre-

dicting just these two parameters, we include azimuth

and elevation as features to pick up functionally different

deformations.

Some sensors are part of the telescope structure and

allow us to monitor the state of the telescope. One such

type of sensor is a “linear displacement sensor” mounted

inside the yoke arms (Carlstrom et al. 2011). In total,

four linear sensors, one in the front and back of each

yoke arm, measure changes in the height of the yoke

arms relative to a stiff, carbon-fiber-reinforced-plastic

(CFRP) reference frame. The linear sensors provide a

direct measurement of structural deformations that we

expect to be primary contributors to variations in τe and

κy.

Another type of sensor on the telescope structure is

thermometry. A total of 60 thermometers are scattered

throughout the structure, specifically on the pedestal,

inside the yoke arms, inside the receiver cabin, and along

the structural boom that extends from the primary mir-

ror to the receiver cabin. The pedestal is the support

in the ice at the base of the telescope; we do not expect

this structure to change meaningfully and do not include

these thermometers as features. The inside of the re-

ceiver cabin is kept at nearly constant temperature with

heaters, and these thermometers sit on non-structural

components; we do not include these thermometers as

features. We use the 33 remaining functional thermome-

ters as features.

A weather station monitors weather conditions from

the roof of a laboratory building located about 20 m

away. Of particular relevance here, the station records

the ambient temperature of the outside air, the az-

imuthal direction of the oncoming wind, and the speed

of the wind. These data are included as features.
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We make a modest attempt at feature engineering

prior to model training. For instance, we expect cer-

tain combinations of the linear sensors to map directly

to the varying pointing model parameters. We calcu-

late and include these linear combinations as features.

Furthermore, we expect that the direction of the wind

relative to the orientation of the telescope is more im-

portant than the absolute direction of the wind, so we

also calculate the angular difference between the current

telescope azimuth and the azimuth of oncoming wind.

We do not try engineering meaningful linear combina-

tions of the thermometers. We expect that doing so is an

area for improving the accuracy and efficiency of future

models.

3.3. Dataset

We compile a dataset from years of archival data taken

with the SPT-3G and EHT cameras. The data taken

with the SPT-3G receiver come from the typical SPT

observations of the CMB, as described in Section 2.3.

That is, we use the observations of sources that appear

in the maps and that are used in the last step of of-

fline pointing correction. The data taken with the EHT

receiver come from pointing observations during EHT

observing campaigns, as described in Section 2.4. In

addition to the source maps, these archival data also in-

clude sensor data logged multiple times a second, from

which we can recover values for the feature variables at

the time of each observation.

The final training dataset consists of 121,369 source

observations. All sources are used for training a model

to estimate τe, while only a subset 73,187 sources are

used for training a model to estimate κy. This discrep-

ancy is due to the fact that there are two historical ele-

vation encoder operating modes, each with different el-

evation pointing behavior. We currently only ever oper-

ate in one of these modes, so only historical observations

made in this particular mode are used to train the model

for κy.

Observations made as part of the SPT-3G survey com-

prise 97.3% and 95.6% of observations in the τe and κy

training data, respectively. Typical SPT observations

of the CMB occur throughout the vast majority of the

year, so these observations are plentiful. Throughout

the cold austral winter, the SPT-3G survey historically

focused on one region of the sky, the “winter field,”

with repeated observations over an elevation range of

42◦ < δ < 70◦. During the warmer austral summer,

the sun may contaminate the winter field, so the SPT-

3G survey is focused on other regions of the sky, the

“summer fields,” which include elevation ranges as low

as 28◦. In this work, we use sources observed in the win-

ter and summer fields between 2019 February and 2023

September. For each observation map, we measure the

offsets of bright sources with S/N > 10 as detailed in

Section 2.3, resulting in about 3-20 sources per obser-

vation. We use the measured pointing offsets to derive

values for the target variables τe and κy which minimize

the pointing offset for each source, and we record aver-

ages of the archived feature data at a few time samples

during which the center of the focal plane is pointed

closest to the expected source location.

The SPT-3G observations are useful for training a ma-

chine learning model. They are plentiful, and near con-

stant observing ensures that we probe a broad range of

weather condition feature space. However, these data

also present an interesting challenge. The winter field

covers a relatively small elevation range, so we cannot

expect it alone to train a model that will extrapolate

well to other elevation ranges. The summer fields ex-

tend to lower elevation, but this introduces a new prob-

lem since these elevations are only observed during the

warm summer months. Accurately pointing the SPT for

EHT observations require predictions which work at low

elevation, and scheduled EHT observations typically oc-

cur in the austral fall after the sun sets and temperatures

approach the cold winter temperatures.

Observations made with the EHT spectrometer com-

prise 2.7% and 4.4% of observations in the τe and κy

training data, respectively. These observations are typ-

ically made at two times of year: in the austral fall

when the annual EHT observing runs are typically held

and in the austral summer when telescope operators are

trained for those runs. The data used here include 1,232

sources in austral fall 2021, 707 sources in austral sum-

mer 2022-3, 1,172 sources in austral fall 2023, and 145

sources in austral summer 2023-4. For each source, we

measure the offsets from raster-scanning over the source

with a spectrometer, as described in Section 2.4. For

each installation of the EHT mirrors, we use the mea-

sured offsets to fit for values of κx and κy that we expect

describe the difference between the SPT-3G and EHT

pointing models; we use these values to describe the do-

main difference between data derived through EHT and

SPT-3G observations. We then use the measured off-

sets to derive values for the target variables τe and κy

which fully account for the pointing offset of each source,

we correct the κy value for expected differences between

the expected EHT and SPT-3G pointing model, and we

record averages of the archived feature data over the few

minutes spent scanning the source.

The EHT source observations complement the SPT-

3G source observations during training. While the SPT-

3G source observations cover a limited range in eleva-
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tion, the EHT source observations cover broad ranges

in azimuth and elevation, by design. The EHT source

observations are less plentiful, but we expect the broad

elevation range of the sources to help the models ex-

trapolate outside the elevation regimes at which SPT-

3G sources constrain the model well. The EHT source

observations usually happen during austral summer and

fall, so they probe a broad range of weather condition

feature space. Finally, because of the SPT-3G observa-

tion scanning strategy and large focal plane, the time at

which we scan over a source is ill-defined; the SPT-3G

feature data are averages over instances in time poten-

tially spanning tens of minutes. This implies that pre-

cisely measuring a state of conditions for the telescope

and weather during an SPT-3G source observation is

difficult to do. EHT source observations take a smaller

amount of time, all of which is dedicated to scanning

over the source, so it is easier to describe the state of

the telescope and weather at the time of observation.

All that said, EHT source observations come with dif-

ficulties, chiefly that the observations have lower S/N

than the SPT-3G source observations, so statistical un-

certainty in measuring a source position is higher. Like-

wise, there are fewer visible sources, so the EHT data

sample elevation values less densely than SPT-3G data.

Figure 6 shows the combined dataset used for training

the ML model. In the figure, one can see the difficulties

in covering broad ranges of feature space by including

both SPT-3G and EHT source observations.

We split the data randomly into two sets: 80% of the

data were used for training and validation, and 20% of

the data were withheld as a final test set.

3.4. Architecture Selection and Training

Our scenario is a supervised regression problem with

tabular data and two target variables: the pointing

model parameters τe and κy. We utilize mean squared

error as our loss metric. Our chosen model architecture

is XGBoost (Chen & Guestrin 2016), a type of gradient-

boosted decision tree that performs particularly well on

tabular data (Shwartz-Ziv & Armon 2022). In earlier

stages of model development, we also explored using

neural networks, but we found that these models per-

formed worse than XGBoost models, especially when

extrapolating to elevation ranges outside of the training

data. XGBoost models learn only one target variable,

so we aim to develop two models, one for each of the

target variables.

By using five-fold cross validation, we tune the XG-

Boost hyperparameters max depth, which is the maxi-

mum depth of each tree; early stop, which is the num-

ber of training steps to perform without loss improve-

Table 1. Hyperparameter Tuning for τe

Hyper- Round 1 Round 2 Final

parameter Values Values Selection

max depth [2, 3, 4, 5] [4, 5, 6, 7] 5

early stop [50, 100, 300] [100, 300, 500] 500

eta [.03, .05, .1, .3] [.01, .03, .05] 0.05

A list of the XGBoost hyperparameters tuned during cross
validation training the τe model. The hyperparameter
values explored during two rounds of cross validation are
listed along with the values selected for training the final
model.

Table 2. Hyperparameter Tuning for κy

Hyper- Round 1 Round 2 Final

parameter Values Values Selection

max depth [2, 3, 4, 5] [4, 5, 6] 4

early stop [50, 100, 300] [100, 300, 500] 300

eta [.03, .05, .1, .3] [.03, .05] 0.05

A list of the XGBoost hyperparameters tuned during cross
validation training the κy model. The hyperparameter
values explored during two rounds of cross validation are
listed along with the values selected for training the final
model.

ment before stopping training; and eta, which is the

learning rate at which the boosting algorithm learns

from each iteration. We randomly split the 80% of

data apportioned for training into five “folds.” For each

combination of hyperparameters, we train five XGBoost

models, for which each fold serves once as a withheld

test set. During training, 20% of the data in non-test

folds are used as a validation set for early stopping. We

select the optimal combination of hyperparameters by

the average performance on the test sets over all folds.

We utilize two rounds of cross validation: the first round

exploring initial guesses for hyperparameter values and

the second round exploring other values in directions

that the training might prefer. We list the hyperparam-

eter values explored and ultimately selected in Tables 1

and 2.

We also experimented with excluding elevation explic-

itly as a feature variable. We did so to explore the fi-

delity of extrapolation during real-world operation to

elevations outside of the training range, and we hypoth-

esized that the model might not need elevation to learn

those relevant physical processes affecting pointing. We

performed the hyperparameter tuning process described

above to train models for τe and κy both with and with-
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Figure 6. Target variables τe and κy in the training dataset to be learned by the machine learning model. Sources with
elevation 42◦ < δ < 70◦ are predominantly from SPT-3G observations during the cold austral winter. Sources with elevation
28◦ < δ < 42◦ are predominantly from SPT-3G observations during the warmer austral summer. Other sources were observed
with the EHT receiver.

out elevation as an input feature. Including elevation

as a feature had significantly better RMSE on withheld

validation data, and models with explicit elevation de-

pendence performed well on a variety of stress tests. We

selected the models which did include explicit elevation

dependence as our final models.

We trained the final models with the selected hyperpa-

rameter values. The training data consisted of all data

used during cross validation. We use 20% of the training

data as a validation set for early stopping. We evaluated

the final models on the 20% of data initially withheld

as a test set. The τe model achieved 3.′′01 RMSE on

the test set, which we estimate corresponds to a 2.′′14

RMSE in cross-elevation. The κy model achieved 3.′′57

RMSE on the test set, which is equivalent to the esti-

mated RMSE in elevation. These errors achieve our goal

of < 5′′ RMSE in cross-elevation and in elevation.

3.5. Model Validation and Stress Testing

To minimize risk to the telescope structure or receiver

hardware, any changes to the control system must be

vetted strongly beforehand. To vet the ML models

and ensure they perform as expected, it is critical to

stress test them before deployment and to try interpret-

ing what they have learned. In addition to evaluating

the model on a withheld test set, we performed several

checks.

One check involved interpreting feature importance

to investigate how the model made decisions. For in-

stance, previous exploration of the dataset supported

the physical intuition that certain combinations of the

linear sensors should correlate directly with τe and κy.

We hoped that those linear sensor combinations would

be crucial features as we expected that they explained

much of, but not all of, the variation in our target vari-

ables. Figure 7 shows the importance as calculated by

the XGBoost software for each category of feature and

for the most important features in each category. In-

deed, linear sensor combinations ranked highly in the

list of learned feature importance, especially for the τe
model. In addition, thermometry on the boom support-

ing the primary mirror was particularly important for

the κy model, suggesting potential thermal deformation

of this structure. Features with low importance cor-

responded with features that physical intuition might

expect to be secondary corrections. For example, ther-

mometers along the bottom of the yoke arms had low

importance, as we expected them to capture physical

processes measured more directly by the linear sensors.

Another stress test involved extrapolating the mod-

els beyond training data feature ranges, especially in

elevation. We selected subsets of the data represen-

tative of standard observing conditions in the austral

summers and winters and averaged the feature data for

those time periods. For average seasonal weather con-

ditions, we evaluated the models over a grid in azimuth

around the sky and in elevation ranging from 2◦ to 88◦.

We confirmed that the outputs did not diverge signifi-

cantly, particularly for δ < 10◦ and δ > 72◦, ranges over



16 Chichura et al.

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6
Feature Importance

Weather Station

Sky Coordinates

Cabin Thermometry

Mirror Thermometry

Arm Thermometry

Linear Sensors

 - Wind 
Air Temperature

Wind Speed

Elevation 
Azimuth 

Bottom Right Middle
Bottom Left Middle

Top Right Middle

Middle Right Front
Bottom Right Back
Middle Right Back

Middle Left Back
Top Right Front
Top Right Back

Combination ~ e
Combination ~ 

Right Back

e Model

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6
Feature Importance

Weather Station

Sky Coordinates

Arm Thermometry

Linear Sensors

Cabin Thermometry

Mirror Thermometry

Air Temperature
 - Wind 

Wind Speed

Azimuth 
Elevation 

Middle Right Back
Top Right Front

Bottom Right Front

Combination ~ y

Right Back
Right Front

Top Left Middle
Bottom Left Back

Bottom Left Middle

Bottom Right Back
Middle Left Front
Top Center Back

y Model

Figure 7. Feature importances for (left) the τe model and (right) the κy model. The solid bars show the total combined
importance for each category of features, and the unfilled bars show the three most important features in each category.

which there are little to no training data. We confirmed

that the outputs interpolated somewhat smoothly be-

tween the training data within the range 10◦ < δ < 28◦,

an elevation range which training data sampled more

sparsely. We confirmed that expected important physi-

cal dependencies were present at extreme elevation val-

ues; for a source at δ = 3◦, we tested input values of the

linear sensor combination features and observed a lin-

ear correlation with the outputs as expected by physical

intuition.
A final stress test aimed to explore whether deploy-

ment might encounter a domain shift. As described in

Section 3.3, the vast majority of the training data was

collected with the SPT-3G receiver during standard SPT

operations. Data taken with the EHT receiver composed

a small fraction of the dataset, yet this was the domain

for which we developed the models. We separated the

EHT data within the withheld test set and evaluated

the models on just this subset of the test data. The

τe model achieved 7.′′41 RMSE on the test set, which

we estimate corresponds to a of 3.′′54 RMSE in cross-

elevation. The κy model achieved 5.′′77 RMSE on the

test set, which is equivalent to the estimated RMSE in

elevation. These errors were worse than the errors on the

entire test set, but they were within or near our goal.

We expected that the EHT observations had worse S/N

than the SPT-3G observations, which added some un-

certainty to these measurements and therefore a larger

error in trained model predictions. Thus, we assumed

that these errors were within tolerance for this work. We

further discuss potential domain shifting in Section 5.

4. DEPLOYMENT AND RESULTS

Deployment consisted of three steps. First, in aus-

tral summer 2023-4, we made the necessary changes to

the telescope control system software to monitor incom-

ing feature data, hand those data to the models, and

apply the output values as adjustments to the baseline

pointing model. During this time, we performed test

observations with preliminary models to ensure proper

integration with the control system. Second, as part

of setup before the EHT observing campaign in 2024

April, we swapped out the preliminary models for the

final trained models. As described in Section 2.4 for

previous EHT observing campaigns, the setup included

pointing observations to fit for the proper baseline val-

ues of κx and κy. Third, throughout the remainder of

the 2024 April EHT observing campaign, we performed

a number of test observations with the model corrections

active. These data serve as in situ evaluations of the ac-

curacy of the trained models. Additionally, we use the

model corrections for all other observations during the

observing campaign. This section details the steps of
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the model deployment and describes the measured test

data.

4.1. Control System Integration

The SPT is controlled by a software system called the

Generic Control Program (GCP). The GCP is written

mostly in the C++ and C coding languages and is in use

on a handful of other telescopes. The GCP has the abil-

ity to perform a number of tasks, including controlling

telescope movement, operating detectors, and collating

and storing data. The GCP consists of three main com-

ponents: the Control layer, which provides control over

the whole experiment; the Antenna layer, which pro-

vides an interface between the GCP and two computers

which drive the telescope; and the Mediator layer, which

mediates between the Control layer and all other hard-

ware control processes, including data sources and the

Antenna layer. For more details on the SPT control

system including the GCP, see Story et al. (2012).

Typical observations are run via “schedules,” scripts

written in a GCP-specific scripting language. The

schedules consist of sequential commands to the Con-

trol layer, which instructs the requested actions of the

other GCP components. For instance, EHT pointing

observations are conducted with a schedule command

that includes the following instructions: update the tar-

get azimuth and elevation to match the expected source

position, wait for the telescope to slew to the target lo-

cation, begin recording data, scan the telescope over the

source, then stop recording data.

Prior to running an observing schedule, the telescope

must be set up. Typical setup includes defining values

for pointing model parameters, which are handed as ar-

guments to the GCP. When given a target azimuth and

elevation, the GCP will compute the same corrections to

encoder azimuth and elevation as described in Section

2.1 using the pointing model parameter values provided

during setup.

In austral summer 2023-4, we added new commands

and variables to the GCP. First, we added a set of point-

ing model parameter “adjustments” as new variables.

When the GCP is asked to move the telescope to a tar-

get azimuth and elevation, it now evaluates the point-

ing model with parameter values equal to the sum of

values provided during setup and values stored as ad-

justments. Second, we added a command that can up-

date the stored adjustments while within an observation

schedule. One could thus provide a best guess at aver-

age pointing model parameters during setup and then

update only relatively small adjustments during actual

operation. Finally, we added a command that uses the

ML models to translate current weather conditions and

telescope status into pointing model parameter adjust-

ments.

The last command above uses the ML models as fol-

lows: The Control layer runs the observation schedule.

First, prior to observing a target source, the Control

layer commands the Antenna layer to slew the telescope

to the source and track the source as it moves on the

sky. Second, the Control layer runs a Python script that

loads the trained ML models into memory and awaits

input data. Next, the Control layer collects the feature

data sampled once per second from the Mediator layer

and supplies these as inputs to the ML models in the

Python script. Optionally, these feature data can be

averaged over a specified length of time to reduce in-

strument noise and weather variability before an output

is returned; we use a default averaging time of 10 s, a

period that balances feature variation with time con-

straints in an analysis of some historical observations.

Finally, the Control layer updates the pointing model

parameter adjustments using the outputs from the ML

model as returned by the Python script. The Antenna

layer is instructed to update the telescope pointing based

on the new adjustments. In this way, we are able to uti-

lize the state of the weather and telescope structure in

the same conditions as the impending source observa-

tion. We scheduled this command to occur before every

science target source observation during the EHT ob-

serving run.

4.2. Baseline Pointing Model

Setup for the EHT observing run began on 2024 March

29, a few days before the first possible observing session

on 2024 April 3. After the receiver was set up for ob-

serving, we began pointing observations. The purpose

of these observations was to fit for the baseline pointing

model parameter values, i.e. the values about which the

ML adjustments would fluctuate. We must perform this

exercise and cannot assume historical averages because

we expect the values of κx and κy to vary between in-

stallations of the EHT receiver and mirrors as described

in Section 2.4.

We continued these pointing observations for most

of three days and stopped prior to the first observing

session in which the SPT participated on 2024 April

6. This dataset included 890 source observations with

ML adjustments active during observation. With this

dataset, we fit for optimal baseline values of κx and κy

which incorporate the difference between SPT-3G and

EHT operating modes. These values were 4′41.′′85 and

−12′30.′′78, respectively. We use τe = −16.′′65 based on

an analysis of historical data as we do not expect this

to differ between operating modes or EHT installations.
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We measure τax and τay directly as described in Section

2.2 at the start of each day. We use the typical values

of ϕ0, ϕ1, δ, and α. This set of parameter values is used

for the rest of the observing run.

We do not use these data to test our model in situ

directly, as described in Section 4.3. While it is possi-

ble to do so, we would like to know how the ML mod-

els perform once the entire system is set up with the

final baseline parameter values. Excluding these data

from the in situ model testing ensures a dataset clean

of potential confounding factors introduced by a set of

different pointing model parameters values used during

observing.

Using these data, we also fit for the constant values

of τe, κx, and κy that correspond to operating without

ML adjustments active. That is, these are the point-

ing model parameter values we would hold fixed for the

entirety of observations if we conducted our pointing

in the way we historically have as described in Section

2.4. These values are τe = −13.′′62, κx = 4′40.′′70, and

κy = −12′39.′′57. We use these values in Section 4.3

to estimate what the residual pointing errors would be

without the ML adjustments active.

4.3. In Situ Test Observations

After setup was complete, we spent the remaining time

of the scheduled 2024 April EHT observing campaign

either performing the scheduled EHT observations or

conducting additional pointing observations. We use the

source observations conducted during all those activities

to compile a dataset used to test the ML models in situ.

This dataset is composed of 1,173 source observations

between 2024 April 7 and 2024 April 14. We spent a

comparatively large amount of time observing Mars and

Saturn because these sources were at very low elevation

and we hope to reuse these data for training future mod-

els. For each source, we measure the observed pointing

error in the usual way. The size of these errors represent

the remaining error in the estimation power of the ML

models.

We estimate the accuracy gained from using the ML

models by estimating what the errors would have been

had we observed without using the ML models. We cal-

culate these hypothetical errors by taking the observed

offsets with ML adjustments active, using the pointing

model to calculate the ideal azimuth and elevation en-

coder positions that would have given perfect pointing,

then calculating the inverse of the pointing model us-

ing the static baseline pointing model parameter values

listed in Section 4.2.

A breakdown of the number of observations for each

source and their residual pointing errors is listed in Ta-

ble 3 and visualized in Figure 8. The table and fig-

ure also include summary statistics for all sources com-

bined, sources with δ > 10◦ (i.e. sources well within

the elevation range of training data), and sources with

40◦ < δ < 70◦ (i.e. sources within the elevation range

of the SPT winter field where there is the most training

data).

For all sources, using the ML adjustments resulted in

a reduction of errors in cross-elevation from 0.′′2±13.′′5 to

1.′′3±10.′′5 and in elevation from −0.′′5±10.′′9 to 0.′′9±8.′′7,

where we report mean offset and the standard deviation

scatter about that mean. These modest improvements

fall shy of our goal of 0′′ ± 5′′ along each of those axes.

Using the ML adjustments resulted in a 22% reduction

in the average error measured along a great circle, from

15.′′6 to 12.′′2. For sources with 40◦ < δ < 70◦, using

the ML adjustments resulted in a reduction of errors in

cross-elevation from −4.′′2 ± 11.′′6 to 1.′′8 ± 6.′′4 and in

elevation from 1.′′0± 12.′′5 to 0.′′1± 9.′′3. These improve-

ments for sources in this elevation range also fall shy of

our goal of 0′′ ± 5′′ along each of those axes, but they

show more improvement than all sources. Using the ML

adjustments resulted in a 33% reduction in the average

combined error measured along a great circle, from 15.′′9

to 10.′′6. In general, errors in azimuth showed a greater

improvement than errors in elevation.

5. DISCUSSION

Our goal defined in Section 2.4 was to achieve residual

RMSE of 5′′ in cross-elevation and 5′′ in elevation, cor-

responding to a median error of 5.′′9 and mean error of

6.′′3 along a great circle. Although we did not meet this

goal, we made significant progress towards those ends

and demonstrated a proof of concept for improvement

in the future.

A cursory look at errors for all sources suggests only

modest improvement. However, 62% of all data were

of Saturn and Mars. These sources were at low ele-

vations that required extrapolation outside the training

range, so we should not expect the models to perform as

well for these sources. Nevertheless, the errors in these

observations do demonstrate some improvement. This

suggests that the models have learned some physical de-

pendencies that are applicable generally. Furthermore,

we investigated whether the residual errors for these ob-

servations correlated with any of the feature variables.

We see that the errors are not distributed purely ran-

domly; they depend on the sky locations of the sources

and on the weather conditions. Examples of the error

dependence on some select feature variables are shown in

Figure 9. The remaining cross-elevation and elevation

errors can be described by functions of input features
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Table 3. In Situ Test Observations

Rel. Errors Without ML Adjustments [′′] Errors With ML Adjustments [′′]

Source Name δ [◦] # Obs. S/N Cross-elevation Elevation Total Cross-elevation Elevation Total

All Sources 0—90 1173 – 0.2± 13.5 −0.5± 10.9 15.6± 7.6 1.3± 10.5 0.9± 8.7 12.2± 6.4

All Sources 10—90 445 – −5.8± 11.1 1.7± 12.8 16.2± 7.8 0.8± 6.6 1.7± 10.4 11.0± 5.9

All Sources 40—70 166 – −4.2± 11.6 1.0± 12.5 15.9± 7.5 1.8± 6.4 0.1± 9.3 10.6± 4.4

RAFGL 4078 71.4 54 1.1 1.0± 16.9 −0.2± 15.6 21.5± 8.2 5.8± 9.2 −7.8± 12.0 16.4± 7.5

R Doradus 62.0 52 1.1 −7.8± 13.3 2.0± 16.2 21.3± 7.1 −0.8± 6.0 0.8± 9.9 10.7± 4.6

II Lupi 51.5 55 1.9 −1.8± 10.4 4.2± 9.1 14.0± 4.2 3.4± 5.9 1.6± 8.9 10.9± 3.4

π1 Gruis 45.8 59 1.3 −3.1± 10.3 −3.0± 10.3 13.0± 7.8 2.5± 6.5 −1.9± 8.8 10.2± 5.0

R Sculptoris 32.4 56 1.0 −9.8± 9.3 −1.3± 13.5 17.0± 8.9 −1.7± 6.8 7.1± 10.4 12.3± 7.4

Eta Serpentis 27.1 59 1.1 −7.5± 6.9 3.8± 11.1 13.9± 6.9 0.6± 5.3 3.1± 9.1 9.6± 5.4

RAFGL 5254 25.0 55 1.6 −10.2± 6.4 3.4± 11.2 15.2± 7.1 −0.6± 3.3 4.4± 8.6 9.1± 4.7

V Hydrae 21.4 55 1.6 −7.6± 4.9 5.2± 11.6 14.3± 6.0 −3.0± 3.5 5.8± 7.0 9.3± 4.0

Saturn 7.6 392 7.5 4.7± 12.8 −2.8± 8.9 14.7± 7.5 2.3± 11.5 −0.6± 7.3 12.2± 6.6

Mars 7.5 336 1.7 3.1± 14.3 −0.7± 9.5 15.9± 7.2 0.8± 13.0 1.8± 7.3 13.6± 6.4

Errors in source position as measured with the trained models deployed and active on the telescope during the 2024 April
EHT observations. The errors without ML active are estimations calculated using the pointing model equations assuming
static values for τe and κy. S/N for each source is approximated relative to the source detected with the lowest average S/N.
Simulations of our source-fitting procedure indicate that any source with relative S/N ≲ 1.3 may have even lower S/N, and
these sources may have noise contributions to measured cross-elevation and elevation offsets on the order of the total measured
offset distributions.

that can be learned by future ML models with train-

ing on these data. Thus, these observations of Saturn

and Mars will help future models extrapolate to lower

elevations.

A closer look at errors for sources within the δ > 10◦

training range shows greater improvement than for all

sources. This improvement is particularly pronounced

for azimuth errors as a result of the τe model. This im-

provement is even more pronounced for sources within

the highly populated 40◦ < δ < 70◦ training range.

For those sources, the standard deviation of errors in

cross-elevation was reduced significantly from 11.′′6 to

6.′′4, nearly our goal, and the full width of the distribu-

tion of elevation errors including outliers was reduced

by about 20′′. This resulted in an improvement in the

average combined pointing error of 33%.

Our target goal was derived based on loss of gain to

a typical source given our model for the 345 GHz EHT

beam, a two-dimensional Gaussian with 30′′ FWHM. Al-

ternatively, we could define other benchmarks for evalu-

ating the effectiveness of our models. Assuming that we

meet our stated goal and that pointing errors along a

great circle are Rayleigh-distributed with median error

of 5.′′9, then only 1.1% of sources would have a point-

ing error worse than 15′′, corresponding to a loss of gain

more than 50%. We use this as yet another evalua-

tion metric for our in situ test observations. We es-

timate that without ML corrections, 52.4% of sources

with 40◦ < δ < 70◦ have pointing offsets worse than

this 15′′ benchmark. With our ML corrections active,

only 13.9% of sources with 40◦ < δ < 70◦ have point-

ing offsets worse than this benchmark. This serves as a

proof of concept for the effectiveness of our models with

sufficient training.

An even closer look at individual sources shows some

errors are already within our stated goal. In particular,

the cross-elevation errors for the sources R Doradus, R

Sculptoris, Eta Serpentis, RAFGL 5254, and V Hydrae

are all at or near our goal. Furthermore, the sources

besides Saturn and Mars with the largest outliers in total

error are RAFGL 4078, R Sculptoris, and Eta Serpentis;

these sources also have lower relative S/N than the other

sources, suggesting that the magnitude of some of these

errors are due to statistical uncertainty while fitting for

location.

Despite the demonstrated benefit of using our trained

models, we must address remaining curiosities to de-

velop better models in the future. First, we do not fully

understand how the models generalize from the com-

bined SPT-EHT training data to the specific EHT use

case. Training RMSE is worse for the EHT sources in

withheld test data than for all sources. In situ test ob-

servation errors with the EHT receiver are worse than

those in the withheld test set. Second, we do not fully



20 Chichura et al.

Summary

71.4

Individual Sources

62.0

51.5

45.8

32.4

27.1

So
ur

ce
 E

le
va

tio
n 

[°
]

25.0

21.4

7.6

-40 -30 -20 -10 0 10 20 30 40
Cross-Elevation Error [ ]

7.5

-40 -30 -20 -10 0 10 20 30 40
Elevation Error [ ]

0 10 20 30 40 50
Total Error [ ]

All Sources

El > 10°

40° < El < 70°

RAFGL 4078

R Doradus

II Lupi

1 Gruis

R Sculptoris

Eta Serpentis

RAFGL 5254

V Hydrae

Saturn

Mars

Without ML Active
With ML Active

Goal RMSE
2×Goal RMSE

Goal 50% Quantile
Goal 99% Quantile

16/50/84% Quantiles
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understand the performances of the two trained models.

For the τe model, the azimuth errors for some sources

are within our goal while others are not. Between the τe
and κy models, the elevation errors show less improve-

ment in general than the azimuth errors. For all these

curiosities, we will posit some potential causes and so-

lutions.

Some of these curiosities could be explained by differ-

ences between the domains of SPT-3G and EHT data. If

there are differences between the domains, model perfor-

mance would be impacted by the following: First, the

quantity of SPT-3G training data far surpasses EHT

training data, so the models are trained predominantly

to learn physical behavior in the SPT-3G domain. Sec-

ond, EHT observations have lower S/N and thus noisier

measured sky positions, so the underlying physical de-

pendence on feature variables is obscured by more noise

and is harder to learn. Third, SPT-3G data cover a

smaller elevation range than EHT data, and so under-

lying physical dependencies learned over the SPT-3G
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Figure 9. Measured pointing offsets for Saturn and Mars
during in situ test observations with ML corrections active.
Remaining cross-elevation errors (top) can be described by
a function of features such as azimuth and a combination of
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be described by a function of features such as azimuth and
a combination of the linear sensors. The functions can be
learned by future ML models with training on these data.

elevation range may not extrapolate well to the EHT

range.

Potential domain differences between the SPT-3G and
the EHT operating modes could include the following:

First, we may be making incorrect assumptions about

the differences between the SPT-3G and EHT pointing

models. We convert the EHT data into a form similar

to the SPT-3G data for training as described in Section

3.3. That procedure assumes that the only differences

are constant offsets in κx and κy. If this assumption

is incorrect, we may introduce a bias to EHT training

data not present in SPT-3G data or in real EHT per-

formance. Furthermore, the training data are gathered

differently for SPT-3G and EHT. During SPT-3G ob-

servations, it is difficult to define the time at which the

telescope scanned over a source and the weather con-

ditions at that time because the SPT-3G observations

involve scanning over the source multiple times with a

large field of view. Thus, the SPT-3G feature data are

averages over instances in time potentially spanning tens

of minutes. During EHT observations, we make direct

source observations with clearly defined feature values.

Some of the curiosities could also be explained by our

implementation method described in Section 4.1. The

models are trained on data measured during an observa-

tion. However, we make τe and κy predictions based on

weather conditions just before a source observation. If

the feature variables change significantly between these

two times, the ideal values of τe and κy would change

and introduce pointing errors.

Most all of these questions can be solved with more

training data. In particular, we look forward to SPT-

3G data taken at broader elevation ranges, including

the recently completed SPT Wide survey (Prabhu et al.

2024). This survey includes sources covering elevation

20◦ < δ < 80◦ with many high elevation sources ob-

served during the warm austral summer and many low

elevation sources observed during the cold austral win-

ter. These data will enable a more careful investigation

of potential domain differences. We also look forward to

more EHT data. These data will improve all aspects

of training future models for use with EHT observa-

tions. Finally, we look forward to exploring other train-

ing methods. For instance, we could attempt weighting

EHT data points higher. We could explore pre-training

the models in different phases, such as pre-training with-

out elevation as a feature before reintroducing it, or

pre-training on SPT-3G data alone before reintroduc-

ing EHT data.

6. CONCLUSION

We demonstrate that ML can be used to improve the

real-time pointing accuracy of the SPT. We trained two

models, one for correcting cross-elevation errors and one

for correcting elevation errors, on historical observations

of astronomical sources. The models generalize well to

withheld test data, achieving RMSE of 2.′′14 in cross-

elevation and 3.′′57 in elevation, both below our goal

of 5′′. We deployed these models on the telescope and

made in situ test observations during the 2024 April

EHT observing campaign to test the accuracy of these

models in the real world.

As a proof of concept, the models performed well for

sources with elevation 40◦ < δ < 70◦, an elevation range

within which there were the most training data. With

the use of our models active on the telescope, the stan-

dard deviation of errors in cross-elevation improved from

11.′′6 to 6.′′4, and the full width of the distribution of el-

evation errors including outliers was reduced by about

20′′. The improvement in the average combined pointing

error is 33%: from 15.′′9 to 10.′′6. With sufficient training
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data, we expect future models will perform well across

all elevations.

Upcoming datasets taken will improve training for

future models. For instance, the recently completed

SPT Wide survey includes sources covering elevation

20◦ < δ < 80◦. These data will fill out significant

ranges of feature space currently unconstrained by SPT-

3G data. In addition, continued observations with the

EHT receiver, including those made as part of this work,

can be used for future training.

This work demonstrates a significant improvement in

the pointing accuracy of the SPT, and it will enable the

expansion of science possible with the SPT as part of

the EHT collaboration.
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