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Abstract

In the publication Troshichev et al. (2006) on the Polar Cap (PC) indices, PCN and PCS, an error was made by using
components of the Interplanetary Magnetic Field (IMF) in their Geocentric Solar Ecliptic (GSE) representation instead of the
prescribed Geocentric Solar Magnetospheric (GSM) representation for calculations of index scaling parameters. The mistake has
caused a trail of incorrect relations and wrong conclusions extending since 2006 up to now (2020) which should be discontinued,
for instance, by issuing a corrigendum note from the authors. The present comment explains the error and discusses in an

extended example its consequences for one of the publications that has referenced to the invalid scaling parameter set.
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Abstract. In the publication Troshichev et al. (2006) on the Polar Cap (PC) indices, PCN and PCS,
an error was made by using components of the Interplanetary Magnetic Field (IMF) in their
Geocentric Solar Ecliptic (GSE) representation instead of the prescribed Geocentric Solar
Magnetospheric (GSM) representation for calculations of index scaling parameters. The mistake has
caused a trail of incorrect relations and wrong conclusions extending since 2006 up to now (2020)
which should be discontinued, for instance, by issuing a corrigendum note from the authors. The
present comment explains the error and discusses in an extended example its consequences for one
of the publications that has referenced to the invalid scaling parameter set.

1. Introduction.

The publication Troshichev et al. (2006), hereinafter TJS2006, describes principles of a unified
calculation procedure to derive values of Polar Cap (PC) indices PCN (North) and PCS (South)
agreed between the Arctic and Antarctic Research Institute (AARI) in St. Petersburg and the Danish
Meteorological Institute (DMI) .

New analyses has disclosed that the use in TJS2006 of Interplanetary Magnetic Field (IMF)
components IMF By and IMF Bz in their Geocentric Solar Ecliptic (GSE) representation instead of
the prescribed Geocentric Solar Magnetospheric (GSM) representation have had grave
consequences for the Polar Cap PCN and PCS index calibration parameters and index values. The
GSE and GSM components of IMF differ by a rotation around the common By direction by +11.4°
(magnetic dipole offset) in the daily variation superimposed on the +23.5° (eclipse angle) seasonal
variation, that is, a total variation of £34.9° through the year.

The mistake is illustrated in Fig. 1 here where the IMF By and Bz components from Fig. 7 of
TJS2006 are reproduced in Fig. 1a and compared to their appearance in the GSE and GSM
representation displayed in Fig. 1b. The differences between the GSE and GSM versions are most easily
distinguishable between 12 and 14 UT where IMF Bz(GSE) is positive while Bz(GSM) is negative.
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Figure 1. (a) IMF By and Bz components from Fig. 7 of Troshichev et al., 2006. (b) IMF By and B;
components in their GSE version (magenta line) and in their GSM version (blue line). The differences
between GSE and GSM versions are most distinguishable between 12 and 14 UT.

The mistake has no strong impact on the remaining presentation of the PC index concept in
TJS2006. Usually, such a mistake would be forgiven and forgotten after the many years that have
passed since the publishing in 2006. However, the incorrect feature drags a trail of erroneous
relations and invalid statements presented in publications on polar cap indices issued since 2006
extending up to now (2020).

Thus, the calibration parameter sets presented in the colour-coded diagrams of Figure 3 of TJS2006
have been reproduced in Troshichev et al. (2011), in Troshichev and Janzhura (2012), in Troshichev
(2017), and in Troshichev (2011) that forms the basis for the 1AGA-recommended PC index
versions (Matzka, 2014). Most recently, the TJS2006 publication and incorrect results from the
derived publication, Troshichev et al. (2011), have been referenced in a technical report, ISO/TR
23989 (2020-01), authored by Troshichev (2020) and issued from the International Standards
Organization (1SO).

The erroneous PC index scaling parameters derived from TJS2006 constitute the version
AARI_1998-2001 usually named AARI#3 (McCready and Menvielle, 2010, 2011) which has been
used in further publications. Thus, a corrigendum to TJS2006 should be published in order to
caution against uncritical referencing to TJS2006 and to publications issued between 2006 and 2011
which may have used the AARI#3-based calibration parameters or derived PCN or PCS indices (see
Stauning, 2013).

2. Consequences of the error on scaling parameters for the PC indices.

In the agreed formulation, the PC indices are derived from the expression shown in Eq. 1 (see, e.g.,
TJS2006; Stauning et al., 2006):

PC = (AFPROJ — B)/(X (1)
where AFpro; IS the projection to an optimal direction of the horizontal magnetic disturbance vector
measured from a quiet reference level while o (slope) and B (intercept) are calibration parameters.
All parameters are derived from relations with the solar wind merging electric field, Ey, in the
formulation of Kan and Lee (1979). The optimal polar cap direction is characterized by its angle (¢)
with the E-W meridian and derived from seeking optimal correlation between AFpro; and Ey. The
calibration parameters are derived from regression to make the average PC indices equal to
averages of Ey values throughout an extended epoch of archived data.
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In the commented publication, TJS2006, the derived PCN and PCS calibration parameters (a., B, ¢)
are presented in the colour coded diagrams in their Fig. 3, which is reproduced here in Fig. 2 for
convenience.

PCN ¢ (Deg) PCS ¢ (Deg)
5=
]
o
=
0 246 8112141618202224 0246 8101.2141618202224
B (nT) g (N
12 -
10
£ 8
S 6
= 3 i
2 -100 L . - il
0 2 46 81012141618202224 0 2 46 81012141618202224
a (nTH{mVim)) a (NTH{mViIm))
12 80
10
=
& 8 60 40
c 6
= 4 40
2 20 PP 30
0 246 81012141618202224 0 246 81012141618202224

Time (UT) Time (UT)

Figure 3. Angle ¢ and coefficients « and 3 used for calculation of the unified PCN and PCS indices
derived on the basis of magnetic data from Thule and Vostok stations for 1998-2001.

Fig. 2. Reproduction of colour-coded displays of PC index calibration parameters from TJS2006.

In coarse terms the IMF By component mainly affects the dawn-dusk component of the transpolar
flow of plasma and embedded magnetic fields, which generate the polar magnetic variations
represented in the Polar Cap (PC) indices, while the IMF Bz component mainly affects the noon-
midnight flow intensity. Thus, the relation between the two IMF components affects the transpolar
flow intensity and, in particular, its direction. Consequently, the main effect of the different
GSE/GSM representation is found in the optimum direction assumed perpendicular to the dominant
flow direction.

In the derived publication, Troshichev et al. (2011) (hereinafter TPJ2011), the colour-coded
diagrams for PCS scaling parameters in version AARI_1998-2001 (AARI#3) presented in the right
column of Fig. 3 of TJS2006 (Fig. 2 here) are displayed in the left column of their Fig. 5. These
values are taken to represent PCS scaling parameters for a solar maximum epoch. The figure has
also a column (left) for the calibration parameters in version AARI_1995-2005 (AARI#4) based on
data from the epoch 1995-2005 spanning an entire solar cycle. The middle column in their Fig. 5
presents calibration parameters based on the solar minimum years 1997+2007-2009, here named
version AARI_1997+2007-2009 taken to represent solar minimum scaling parameters.

A problem for the analysis of possible effects of the invalid scaling parameters derived in TJS2006
from using IMF components in their GSE representation is the unavailability of files of the
parameters. Requests for access to such files have remained unanswered.

Instead, the colour-coded diagrams have been read-off to be converted to numerical files. Actually
the readings of PCS calibration parameters from the right column of Fig. 3 of TJS2006 (Fig. 2 here)
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has been consolidated by the readings of the corresponding diagrams in Fig. 5 of TPJ2011 where
the colour coding has been supplemented by contour curves, which facilitates the reading of values.

Results from the double reading of the PCS scaling coefficients for the optimum angle (o) from Fig.
3 of TJS2006 and Fig. 5 of TPJ2011 are displayed by the green and red curves in Fig. 3 here. The
magenta curves in Fig. 3 presents PCS optimum angle values for version AARI_1995-2005
(AARI#4) provided in a file from AARI.

PCS Optimum angles. AARI_1998-2001 and AARI_1995-2005
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Fig. 3. Reading of the optimum angles for the PCS coefficients in version AARI_1998-2001 (AARI#3) from
the diagram in Fig. 5a of Troshichev et al. (2011) in green line and those from upper right diagram of Fig. 3
from Troshichev et al. (2006) in red line. Optimum angles for the PCS version AARI_1995-2005 are
displayed in magenta line.

For each of the 12 monthly sections of Fig. 3, the displayed curves present the monthly average
daily variation at 00 to 24 UT. The differences between optimum angles in the AARI_1998-2001
(AARI#3) and the AARI_1995-2005 (AARI#4) versions vary with time of the day and season
between 0° at appr. 10 UT in the northern summer season and up to almost 40° at appr. 06 UT in
the (northern) winter season. These variations in the differences are coupled to the variations in the
angular differences between IMF components in the GSE vs. GSM representations.

The slope (o) and intercept (B) scaling parameters are also affected by the erroneous use of IMF
components in the GSE representation in TJS2006. When applied in calculations of PC indices
there are considerable differences between results derived from using the AARI_1998-2001 GSE-
based (AARI#3) and the AARI_1995-2005 GSM-based (AARI#4) versions. An example of
differences in the PCS calculations is presented in Fig. 4.
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Fig. 4. Differences between PCS values derived with solar cycle average scaling parameters in the

AARI_1995-2005 (AARI#4) GSM-based version and PCS values derived with GSE-based calibration
parameters in the AARI_1998-2001 (AARI#3) version.

Generally, the differences range between £1 mV/m during quiet or weakly disturbed conditions, but may rise
to range between £2 mV/m during intervals of disturbed conditions. During magnetic storm events the
differences could be much larger to reach values in excess of 10 mV/m like noted in Fig. 4.

The erroneous PC index values might have affected individual cases used, for instance, in substorm
investigations It should also be noted that the systematic nature of the errors in the PC indices
related to systematic variations in the GSE vs. GSM transformation is expected to invalidate
statistical investigation based on using PC indices derived with the erroneous scaling parameters in
version AARI#3 resulting from the use of GSE-based IMF components in TJS2006.

3. Use of the GSE-based scaling parameters in further publications.

First and corresponding author of TJS2006, Dr. Oleg A. Troshichev, has consistently maintained in
discussions and mail exchanges that the differences between the GSE-based version AARI_1998-
2001 published in 2006 and the more recent GSM-based version AARI_1995-2005 are minute.
Thus, there should be no point in naming the latter version AARI#4 to distinguish it from the
AARI#3 version from 2006 named so by McCready and Menvielle (2010, 2011). Dr. Troshichev
has been supported in his view by the examination reported in Troshichev et al., 2011 (TPJ2011):
“Invariability of relationship between the polar cap magnetic activity and geoeffective
interplanetary electric field”, published in Annales Geophysicae, 29, 1479-1489, 2011.
https://doi.org/10.5194/ange0-29-1479-2011 .

In TPJ2011 the AARI#3 PCS calibration parameters have been displayed in their Fig. 5 (left
column) providing a copy of the colour-coded diagrams in the right column of Fig. 3 of TJS2006
for version AARI_1998-2001 (AARI#3). This version is taken to represent solar maximum scaling
parameters while the parameters in the right column of their Fig. 5, version AARI_1995-2005
(AARI#4), are taken to represent solar cycle averages. The PCS scaling parameters in the middle
column of their Fig. 5 are based on solar minimum years 1997 and 2007-2009 and are taken to
represent solar minimum parameters.

The investigations reported in their Figs. 6, 7, and 8 indicate that the PCS values derived by using
the “solar max” parameters of the AARI#3 version from 2006 are very close (“within 10%”) of the
PCS values derived with the “solar min” scaling parameters in the AARI 1997+2007-2009 version.
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Thus, it is concluded that scaling parameters derived using appropriate quiet day reference (QDC)
handling are virtually independent of the solar cycle.

However, by some mistake, the AARI#3 calibration parameters in version, AARI_1998-2001, from
TJS2006 are not at all used in the reported examinations. It has not been possible to deduce the
origin of the scaling parameters actually used for two PCS versions being compared in TPJ2011.

3.1. The QDC issue.

The QDC issue is the question whether the polar magnetic variations used in Eq. 1 should be
measured from the secularly varying base level or from the varying level (QDC) recorded during
“extremely quiescent days” (TJS2006). (see Janzhura and Troshichev, 2008, for details)

Fig. 1 of TPJ2011 was meant to provide basis for a discussion of the importance of using QDC
correction of the observed magnetic data at calculations of PC scaling parameter and index values.
The diagrams of their Figs. 1a, b, c display daily variation of the angle, o, the slope of regression
line, a, and the intersection, B, derived without using QDC (thin blue lines) and with use of QDC
(thick green lines) for the same local winter (15 June) and summer (15 November) days.

In p. 1484 the authors write: “To demonstrate the ODC role in derivation of o, f, and ¢ parameters,
the parameters derived with inclusion of the QDC and without QDC should be compared. To
provide such comparison, in our analysis we used the same experimental data (Satellite
measurements of EKL and magnetic data from Vostok for 1998-2001) to derive a set of parameters
ao, Po, and @o without including the QDC. Results of this calculation — angle ¢o, slope of regression
Po and intersection fy - are shown in Fig. 1 for winter and summer days at the Vostok station (15
June and 15 November 2002, respectively) along with parameters ¢, a, and f derived for the same
days with inclusion of QDC.”

There are two essential problems with their Fig. 1. The “with QDC” curves are not from the
AARI_1998-2001 (AARI#3) version from TJS2006. They are from the AARI_1995-2005
(AARI#4) scaling parameter version. Furthermore, the “without QDC” curves are not derived from
calculations of scaling parameters without using QDCs but of unknown origin.

The examination here is based on readings of the values presented in the diagrams of Fig. 1 and Fig.
5 of TPJ2011 in the absence of available numerical files from AARI for other than the AARI_1995-
2005 (AARI#4) scaling parameter values. The different versions of the PCS optimum angle
parameter (¢) are compared in Fig. 5 here.
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Fig. 5. Vostok optimum angles on 15 June. Angles read from Fig. 1aa of Troshichev et al., 2011 (green
line). Angles from AARI file (Coeff_fi.1M, 21-06-2011), epoch 1995-2005, in blue, dashed line. Angles read
from the left column of Fig. 5 (epoch 1998-2001) in red line with dots.
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From Fig. 5 it is seen that the plot of the PCS optimum angles from the numerical file for
AARI_1995-2005 version (blue dashed line) is very close to the plot in green line of the “with
QDC” curve in Fig. 1a of TPJ2011. However, it is specified in the text quoted above that the curves
in Fig. 1 were derived from “magnetic data from Vostok for 1998-2001".

Thus, it appears evident that the “with QDC” optimum angle curve (green) in Fig. 1a of TPJ2011
represents the AARI_1995-2005 (AARI#4) version (blue, dashed) and not the AARI_1998-2001
(AARI#3) version. The optimum angles from the AARI_1998-2001 (AARI#3) version (red, dots)
differ by up to 25° in June month from the other two optimum angle versions (cf. Fig. 3 here).

Corresponding to the presentation of the PCS optimum angles in Fig. 5, the slope coefficients have
also been read-off from the display in Fig. 1b of TPJ2011 and from the colour-coded diagram in
their Fig. 5. The slope parameters for June are displayed in Fig. 6 here. The values read from Fig. 1
of TPJ2011 are shown in green line, those from Fig. 5 of TPJ2011 in red line with dots. The values
from the AARI_1995-2005 (AARI#4) file are displayed by the dashed blue line.
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Fig 6. Vostok slope coefficients 15 June (with QDC). Slope values read from Fig. 1b of Troshichev et al.,
2011 in green line. Slope values from AARI file (Coeff_alpha.1M, 21-06-2011), epoch 1995-2005, in blue
dashed line. Slope values read from left column of Fig. 5 (epoch 1998-2001) in red line with dots.

The display in Fig. 6 confirms the inference from Fig. 5 that the “with QDC” calibration parameter
values in their Fig. 1 are taken from the AARI_1995-2005 (AARI#4) version and not from the
AARI_1998-2001 (AARI#3) version published in TJS2006.

For the data displayed in thin blue line in Fig. 1a it is stated in p. 1484 of TPJ2011, as quoted above,
that they present PCS optimum angles derived from the same data but without using QDC
correction. However, it is seen at a glance that this could not be correct. The optimum angle values
are derived by searching optimum correlation between the merging electric field, Ev, (also denoted
Ex.) in the solar wind and the projected horizontal polar magnetic disturbance vector. The QDC
represent the undisturbed variations on “extremely quiescent days” (quote from TJS2006) and could
not possibly affect the correlation with Eyy much. Thus, the optimum angles with QDC and without
QDC should be (almost) the same. It has not been possible to obtain information from the TPJ2011
authors of the real origin of the “no QDC” curves or to deduce its derivation from available data.

The slope values (a)) for the “with QDC” and “without QDC” cases should also be nearly the same
since the magnetic disturbance data samples used for the regression line are all displaced (parallel-
shifted) by the same QDC-related amount. The intercept values will change by this amount (see
Stauning, 2013).
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Further examples of values read from the “with QDC” curves in Fig. 1 from TPJ2011 and
corresponding calibration parameter values derived from readings of their Fig. 5 and from values of
the available file derived from GSM-based calculations with data from epoch 1995-2005 are
presented in the Appendix A. They have confirmed beyond doubt that the “with QDC” values have
been extracted from the AARI_1995-2005 (AARI#4) version and not, as claimed, from the
AARI_1998-2001 (AARI#3) version from TJS2006. It has not been possible to deduce the origin of
the “without QDC” curves in the diagrams of Fig.1.

Appendix A presents PCS scaling parameters derived with a “DMI” program (Stauning et al., 2006)
where the QDC correction can be switched in or out without affecting other steps in the
calculations. With these parameters and with VVostok magnetic data supplied from Intermagnet, the
PCS values with and without QDC involvement have been calculated for comparison with the
displays in Figs. 2 and 3 of TPJ2011.

An example for 15 June 2002 is presented in Fig. 7 here.
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Fig. 7 PCS indices calculated with/without QDC. Top field: PCS index values derived by Troshichev et al.
(2011) for 15 June 2002 (copy of their Fig. 2a). Lower field: Recalculation for 15 June 2002.

It is evident from comparing Figs. 7a and 7b that the differences between the “with QDC” and the
“without QDC” cases have been substantially reduced. Actually, the devotees of the Vennerstrom
(1991) PC index calculation method (without QDC) and the AARI method (with QDC) in the
yearlong struggle have missed the point that an epoch-average QDC correction is built into the
intercept (B) scaling parameter as explained in Stauning (2013).

Appendix A, furthermore, presents a comparison of the with/without QDC PCS values in Fig. 2b of
TPJ2011 with corresponding re-calculated values and also a comparison of the differences in PCS
values derived with/without QDC throughout the year 2002 leading to the same conclusion. The
“without QDC” values of unknown origin displayed in Fig. 1 of TPJ2011 are incorrect as deduced
“at a glance” from their appearance and generate unreasonably large differences between PC index
values derived with and without QDC involvements.
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For the differences in PCS values displayed in Figs. 6, 7, and 8 of TPJ2011, the readings of the
“solar max” scaling parameters from Fig. 3 of TJS2006 (or Fig. 5 of TPJ2011) have been
supplemented by readings of the “solar min” scaling parameters in version AARI 1997+2007-09
from the middle column of diagrams in their Fig. 5. With these parameters and Vostok magnetic
data supplied from Intermagnet, the corresponding PCS index values have been calculated for these
cases. Further details are presented in Appendix A. Here, Fig. 8 presents a reproduction of their Fig.
7¢ with statistics on the PC indices for December 2001 and the corresponding statistical results
from re-calculations. The QDCs used for the two set of PCS calculations whose differences are presented
in Fig. 8b are the same and would not affect the results much.
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Fig. 8. Display of differences between PCS index values for December 2001 calculated with epoch 1998-
2001 calibration parameters and with epoch 1997+2007-2009 calibration parameters, respectively. (a) Copy
of Fig. 6a from TPJ2011. (b) Re-calculations using readings of scaling parameters from Fig. 5 of TPJ2011.

It is seen from Fig. 8b here that the differences between PCS index values calculated by using AARI_1998-
2001 (AARI#3) and AARI_1997+2007-2009 scaling parameters are not at all as minute as shown in Fig. 8a
(copy of Fig 6¢ of TPJ2011).

It has not been possible to deduce the origin of the scaling parameter sets used for Figs. 6, 7, and 8 in
TPJ2011. However, it is evident that the authors have not used the scaling parameters provided by the
AARI#3 version from TJS2006.

Specific differences for June and November 2001 between PCS indices calculated by using
AARI_1998-2001 and AARI_1995-2005 calibration parameters, respectively, are included in
Appendix A. In all cases the differences between PCS indices calculated by using AARI_1998-
2001 (AARI#3) and AARI_1995-2005 (AARI#4) calibration parameters massively exceed the
values presented in Figs. 6, 7, and 8.

The authors of TPJ2011 conclude (p. 1488) from their Fig. 6, 7, an 8 that the close consistency
between PC indices calculated with calibration parameters derived from epochs of high solar
activity (AARI_1998-2001) and from epochs of low solar activity (AARI_1997+2007-2009)
indicates that the calibration parameters “can be considered as invariant with respect to solar
activity”. However, their conclusion rests on the erroneous substitute of another set of calibration
parameters (presently not known) for the solar maximum-based AARI_1998-2001 (AARI#3) set
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derived with the Troshichev et al. (2006) mistake in using IMF parameters in their GSE
representation. Thus, their conclusion is not properly substantiated.

4. Summary

The stated main purpose of the publication Troshichev et al. 2011 (TPJ2011) was to demonstrate
the invariability of PC index calibration parameters derived on basis of data from epochs of high
and low solar activity, respectively. A secondary mission was to prove that including specifically
calculated quiet day values (QDCs) in the reference level was mandatory for obtaining proper PC
index values. For both cases, reference was made to the work presented in Troshichev et al., 2006
(TJS2006) which included calculation of PCS index calibration parameters, AARI_1998-2001
(AARI#3), displayed in their Fig. 5 in a copy of the right column of Fig. 3 of TJS2006.

However, in their Figs. 1, 2, and 3, against their statements, the calibration parameters in version
AARI_1995-2005 (AARI#4) and not the version AARI1998-2001 (AARI#3) were used for the
“with QDC” version, while the “without QDC” version displayed in their Fig. 1 and used for the
results in Figs. 2 and 3 is of unknown origin. The “without QDC” version is definitely not
presenting results obtained by just omitting the QDC involvement.

For their Figs. 6, 7, and 8 the authors state (p. 1486): “To emphasize any differences in the
behaviour of parameters o, p, and ¢ in course of solar maximum and minimum epochs, the
coefficients presented in the left and middle columns of Fig. 5 (i.e., AARI_1998-2001 and
AARI_1997+2007-2009, respectively) have been applied to calculate the appropriate values
(PCsoimax) and PCsomin) for the same year 2001.” The small differences were taken to support the
conclusion that “once derived parameters of a, f, and ¢ can be regarded as valid forever, provided
that the appropriate QDCs are used”..

In both cases the authors, against their statements, fail to use the AARI_1998-2001 (AARI#3)
calibration parameters derived by Troshichev et al. (2006). Thus, their Figs. 1, 2, 3 and 6, 7, and 8
are incorrect. It should be stressed that this statement is not just a matter of different opinions but
the results from documented errors.

These concerns have been forwarded to the authors and to the reviewers of Troshichev et al. (2011)
in 2018 but have remained unanswered. A thorough assessment of the Troshichev et al. (2011)
article was sent to the Editorial Board of Annales Geophysicae on 30 August 2018 but dismissed
without evaluation of the criticism. A commentary manuscript was submitted to the Annales
Geophysicae Journal in February this year (2020) but rejected by the editor(s) without independent
review.

Conclusions

- It is suggested that the Journal of Geophysical Research publishes a Corrigendum note to be
referenced in the internet version of the original article, Troshichev et al.,, 2006. A draft
corrigendum note has been sent to the corresponding author, Dr. O. A. Troshichev, but has not been
responded to. The proposed text for the note is:

“In the article, Troshichev, O.A., A. Janzhura, and P. Stauning (2006): Unified PCN and PCS
indices: Method of calculation, physical sense, and dependence on the IMF azimuthal and
northward components, J. Geophys. Res., 111, A05208, doi: 10.1029/2005JA011402, by mistake,
the Interplanetary Magnetic Field (IMF) components By and Bz were used in their Geocentric Solar
Ecliptic (GSE) version instead of the devised Geocentric Solar Magnetospheric (GSM) version in
the calculation of PC index scaling parameters. The incorrect parameter sets are displayed in the
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colour-coded diagrams in Fig. 3 of the article. The remaining part of the article is not much affected
by the incorrect scaling parameters. However, this parameter set, now named AARI#3 version,
based on data from epoch 1998-2001, have been used in further publications issued between 2006
and 2011. Thus, we should caution against uncritical use of relations and conclusions published in
papers that may have used the invalid AARI#3 version of scaling parameters and derived PC index
values”.

- The publication: Troshichev, O. A., Podorozhkina, N. A., and Janzhura, A. S. (2011): Invariability
of relationship between the polar cap magnetic activity and geoeffective interplanetary electric
field, Ann. Geophys., 29, 1479-1489, 2011. https://doi.org/10.5194/ange0-29-1479-2011, holds
erroneous illustrations in its Figs. 1, 2, 3, 6, 7, and 8 and conveys non-substantiated conclusions.
This publication would need a comprehensive corrigendum in order to sustain the credibility of the
authors and the Journal.

Data availability

Geomagnetic data from Vostok were supplied from the INTERMAGNET data service web portal at
http://intermagnet.org.

Solar wind plasma and magnetic field data were supplied from the OMNIweb data service at
http://omniweb.gsfc.nasa.gov .

DMI PCN and PCS derivation methods used since 2006 are documented in DMI Scientific Report,
SR-06-04 from 2006 (revised 2007) available at http://www.dmi.dk/fileadmin/Rapporter/SR/sr06-
04.pdf

Concerning files of scaling parameter values corresponding accurately to the colour-coded displays
and precise values of the reference quiet day variations, requests should be directed to Drs. O. A.
Troshichev and A. S. Janzhura at the Arctic and Antarctic Research Institute in St. Petersburg,
Russia.

Tables of the PCS scaling parameter values read from the colour-coded diagrams in Troshichev et
al., 2006 are included in the appendix. Tables of hourly mean values of the calibration coefficients
from AARI files (Parameters2011.rar, 21-06-2011), epoch 1995-2005 are also included.
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Appendix A: (for the Review process only)

Authentication of Comment on: Troshichev et al.:Invariability of relationship between the polar
cap magnetic activity and geoeffective interplanetary electric field, doi:10.5194/angeo-29-1479-
2011.

1. Introduction.

Much of past reported scientific analyses on the relations between PC indices and magnetic
disturbances such as polar magnetic variations, magnetic storms and substorms, and ring current
enhancements, have been based on the PCN and PCS index versions developed at the Arctic and
Antarctic Research Institute (AARI) in St Petersburg, Russia and defined in Troshichev et al.
(2006).

The analysis presented here of the publication, Troshichev et al. (2011), has disclosed that the PCN
and PCS index calibration parameters presented in Troshichev et al. (2006), e.g. in their Fig. 3, and
usually designated AARI#3 version (McCreadie and Menvielle, 2010, 2011) have been derived
incorrectly by being referenced to the interplanetary magnetic field (IMF) parameters in their
representation in Geocentric Solar Ecliptic (GSE) coordinates instead of using the Geocentric Solar
Magnetospheric (GSM) representation. The relation between the IMF By and Bz components in
GSE and GSM coordinates could be described by a rotation about the common IMF Bx direction.
The rotation angle has daily variations of +/- 11.4° (dipole angle) superimposed on the +/- 23.5°
(ecliptic angle) variations. The systematic variations in the GSE/GSM rotation angle within +/-
34.9° generate adverse daily and seasonal excursions in the PC index scaling parameters,
particularly the optimum angles, when based on IMF component in the GSE system compared to
those based on IMF components in the prescribed GSM coordinate system.

The publication Troshichev et al. (2011) reports on differences between PC index values derived
with and without correction for the quiet daily variation (QDC) and differences derived from using
calibration parameters derived from epochs of high and low solar activity, respectively. In both
cases the calibration parameter versions actually used in their calculations, as shall be shown, are
not the stated ones. Hence, the reported relations and conclusions are invalid.

2. PC index versions

It is, of course, up to the PC index providers to name their version(s). It is, furthermore, quite
legitimate to make developments to improve models as more data become available. However, the
referenced nomenclature in the following statement in p. 1479 of Troshichev et al. (2011) is
incorrect:

“The parameters a, [, and ¢ derived for full cycle of solar activity (1995-2005) were used in the
procedure adopted in the Arctic and Antarctic Research Institute for the unified PC index
derivation (the procedure known as AARI#3 version, according to the nomenclature proposed by
McCreadie and Menvielle, 2010).”

The nomenclature in McCreadie and Menvielle (2010), as stated at the bottom entry of their Table
1. Characteristics of the PC index, is quite specific: Version AARI#3 2006 is based on Vostok
polar magnetic data and ACE satellite data from 1998 to 2001 and is termed in the table as the
“official PCS index”.

To avoid misunderstandings, the present note shall use the nomenclature AARI#3=AARI_1998-
2001, AARI_1997+2007-2009, and AARI#4=AARI_1995-2005, respectively (abbreviated to
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versions 98-01, 97&07-09, and 95-05 at times). The nomenclature follows Fig. 5 of Troshichev et
al. (2011) where the three columns of colour-coded diagrams represent the scaling parameters (o, a,
B) for each of the three versions. The diagram is presented here in Fig. Al.

olar max 16568-2001 solar min X ® solar cycle

Fig. 5. Parameters ¢, B. and o derived for Vostok station independently for epoch of solar maximum (1998-2001) [Troshichev et al.. 2006].
for epoch of solar minimum (1997, 2007-2008). and for complete cycle of solar activity (1995-2005) (AARI#3 version): the axis of abscises
being for UT and axis of ordinates being for month.

Fig. Al. Colour-coded diagrams of PCS scaling parameters based on different epochs of Vostok
geomagnetic data. The version based on epoch 1998-2001 in the left column is the original version of the
right column in Fig. 3 of Troshichev et al., 2006. It is named AARI#3 in McCready and Menvielle (2010,
2011) and is also named AARI_1998-2001 here. The version based on epoch 1995-2005 in the right column
is here named AARI#4 (or AARI_1995-2005).

3. Epoch years for parameter values displayed in Fig. 1 of Troshichev et al. (2011).

A major issue in the present comment is the incorrect referencing to version AARI_1998-2001
(AARI#3) in Figs. 1, 2, and 3 while in fact the parameters from version AARI_1995-2005
(AARI#4) are being used. This misplacement disguises the incorrectly derived AARI#3 index
calibration parameters published in Troshichev et al. (2006).

In p. 1484 of Troshichev et al. (2011) the authors write: “To demonstrate the QDC role in
derivation of a, , and ¢ parameters, the parameters derived with inclusion of the ODC and without
QDC should be compared. To provide such comparison, in our analysis we used the same
experimental data (Satellite measurements of EKL and magnetic data from Vostok for 1998-2001)
to derive a set of parameters oo, fo, and @ without including the QDC. Results of this calculation —
angle @o, slope of regression fy and intersection [y - are shown in Fig. 1 for winter and summer
days at the Vostok station (15 June and 15 November 2002, respectively) along with parameters @,
a, and p derived for the same days with inclusion of QDC.”

The scaling parameters ¢, p and o derived for Vostok (with full allowance for QDC) are displayed
in their Fig. 5 for epochs of solar maximum (1998-2001) in the left column which is also displayed
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as the right column of Fig. 3 of Troshichev et al., 2006. Using the colour coded scales to the right of
each diagram, the parameter values have been read-off and converted from the graphical
representation into the files of mean hourly values shown in Table 1. For the parameters for the full
cycle (1995-2005) the parameters are also provided in files (Angle Fi.1M, Coeff alpha.1M,
Coeff beta.1M) made available from AARI at an earlier communication (“Parameter.rar” of 21-06-
2011). The mean hourly values derived from these files are shown in Table 2.

The optimum angles (with QDC) for 15 June and 15 November are displayed by green heavy lines
in the two diagrams of Fig. 1a of Troshichev et al. (2011). Fig. A2 here displays in green line the
angles read from the “with QDC” curve. The angle values derived from the parameter file,
Angle_Fi.1M, for epoch 1995-2005 are displayed in blue dashed line, and the corresponding angles
read from the left column (epoch 1998-2001) of their Fig. 5 are displayed by the red line with dots.
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Fig. A2. (a) Vostok optimum angles on 15 June. Angles read from Fig. 1aa of Troshichev et al., 2011 (green
line). Angles from AARI file (Coeff_fi.1M, 21-06-2011), epoch 1995-2005, in blue, dashed line. Angles read
from the left column of Fig. 5 (epoch 1998-2001) in red line with dots. (b) The corresponding diagram for
15 November (Fig.1ab) using notation and line colours like those of Fig. A2(a).

From the displays of optimum angles by the green lines in Figs. A2(a) and (b) here it is clear that
the angles represented by solid green lines in Fig. 1a of Troshichev et al. (2011) for 15 June and 15
November (with QDC) represent the AARI_1995-2005 version presented in Fig. A2 here in blue,
dashed line, and not the AARI_1998-2001 version (derived by Troshichev et al., 2006) represented
here by the red line with dots.

Fig. A3 here displays in green line the slope values plotted by the heavy green line in Fig. 1ba (15
June, “with QDC” curve) of Troshichev et al. (2011). The slope values defined in the AARI file
Coeff_alpha.1M (21-06-2011) (epoch 1995-2005) are displayed in dashed blue line while the slope
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values from the AARI_1998-2001 version read from the left column of their Fig. 5 are displayed by

the red line with dots.
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Figure A3. (a) Vostok slope coefficients 15 June (with QDC). Slope values read from Fig. lba of
Troshichev et al., 2011 in green line. Slope values from AARI file (Coeff_alpha.1M, 21-06-2011), epoch
1995-2005, in blue dashed line. Slope values read from left column of Fig. 5 (epoch 1998-2001) in red line
with dots. (b) The corresponding diagram for 15 November (ref. Fig.1bb) using notation and line

colours like those of Fig. A3(a).

Again, like inferred from the displays of optimum angles

, the “with-QDC” curve in heavy green

lines in Fig. 1b of Troshichev et al. (2011) represent slope values from the AARI_1995-2005 and
not the AARI_1998-2001 version from Troshichev et al. (2006).

In corresponding diagrams displayed in their Fig. 1c for the intercept values, the “with QDC”
curves (in heavy green line) are again, as seen in Figs. 3a,b here, values derived from the
AARI_1995-2005 version and not the AARI_1998-2001 version as claimed in their statements.
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Fig. A4 (a) Vostok intercept coefficients 15 June (with QDC). Intercept values read from Fig. 1ca of
Troshichev et al., 2011, in green line. Slope values from AARI file (Coeff_beta.1M, 21-06-2011), epoch
1995-2005, in blue dashed line. Intercept values read from left column of Fig. 5 (epoch 1998-2001) in red
line with dots. (b) The corresponding diagram for 15 November (ref. Fig.1cb) using notation and
line colours like those of Fig. A4(a).

The close correspondence between values in the AARI files of calibration parameters derived for
epoch 1995-2005 and the values read from the “with QDC” curves in Figs. 1a, b, ¢ leaves no doubt
that they are derived from the same calibration parameter version. In spite of possible inaccuracies
in the reading of values from the colour-coded diagrams it is clear that the values represented by the
red curves with dots in Figs. A2(b), A3(b) and A4(b) here are not displayed in Fig. 1 of Troshichev
et al. (2011). Thus, the statement in p. 1484 of Troshichev et al. (2011) pointing to the scaling
parameter values shown in their Fig. 5 based on epoch 1998-2001 for the displays in their Fig. 1 is
incorrect.

4. The QDC vs. no-QDC effects on calibration parameter derivation.

By its definition, the quiet daily variation (QDC) is not related to the disturbance electric field, Eyn
(or Ekp) in the solar wind. The quiet samples, from which the QDCs are derived, are those where
Em is insignificantly small (Janzhura and Troshichev, 2008). Consequently, at the correlation
between the polar magnetic disturbances, AFpro;, and the solar wind electric fields, Ey, the QDC
samples used in Eq. 2 are just noise and could not contribute to the systematic maximising of the
correlation that defines the optimum direction angle, ¢.



556
557
558
559
560

561
562

563
564

368

567

568
569

570
571
572
573
574
575
576
577
578

579
580

581
582
583
584
585
586
587

588
589

The values of the optimum angle, ¢, found with QDC correction of magnetic variation data shall be
the same as those found without QDC correction of data apart from minor fluctuations. Thus, the
relations between the QDC and no-QDC curves in Fig. 1a of Troshichev et al. (2011) are seen to be
incorrect at a glance. The two curves are definitely not presenting optimum angles derived with the
same program using the same epoch of data differing in the QDC correction of data only.

For each moment of time throughout a year the slope, a, and intercept, B, are found by linear
regression on a number of samples for the same moment of time through an epoch spanning several
years. This process is illustrated in Fig. A5 (from Stauning, 2013) for the QDC vs. no-QDC cases.
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Fig. A5. Tllustration of regression on samples of AFpro; VS. Eym (=Ek) with (right field) and without (left
field) QDC correction. Fq is the value of the projected QDC vector. (from Stauning, 2013).

The QDC correction of samples shifts the regression line down (or up) by the (projected) QDC
value, Fq. Thus, the slope remains unchanged, o2=a1, while the intercept is changed by the amount
Fq to provide B2=B1-Fg. When samples from years of different solar activity conditions with
different QDC values are involved then the resulting slope values, in principle, will be the same
while the intercept values will change by an amount close to the mean of the projected QDC values
throughout the epoch. With these guidelines in mind it is easy to see at a glance that the diagrams in
Fig. 1a of Troshichev et al. (2011) of optimum angles and Fig. 1b of slopes for cases with QDC
correction and cases without QDC involvements have incorrect relations. There should be minor
differences only.

5. The “no-QDC?” curves in Fig. 1 of Troshichev et al. (2011)

5.1 Optimum angles. In the “DMI” correlation program (Stauning et al., 2006) used to derive the
optimum angle parameter, the QDC values could be included or left out without changing the
program in any other respect. Another feature in the program is the possible adjustment of the
averaging/smoothing of the derived optimum angles. For the example for 15 November, Fig. A6(b)
(middle field) here presents the resulting optimum angles for 15 Nov in the QDC and the no-QDC
cases for a light level of smoothing. Fig. A6(c) (bottom field) presents the optimum angles for the
QDC/no QDC cases with a stronger level of averaging/smoothing. The differences between the re-
calculated “with QDC” and “without QDC” values are very small in both cases.
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Fig. A6. Optimum angles for Vostok on 15 Nov. The top field (a) displays the QDC (heavy green line)
and no-QDC (thin blue line) calculations of optimum angles by Troshichev et al., 2011 shown in their
Fig. lab. Middle field (b) displays results from the re-calculation with and without QDC with light
smoothing. Bottom field (c) displays the re-calculation of optimum angles with and without QDC with
strong averaging/smoothing.

5.2. Slope values. The corresponding relations between slope values in Fig. 1bb of Troshichev et al.
(2011) and re-calculated values are displayed in Fig. A7.

15 Newvember, 2002
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used for derivation of PCS indices. Top: slope values derived by Troshichev et al., 2011 (copy of their Fig.
1bb). Bottom: re-calculation of QDC/no-QDC slopes.

5.3. Intercept parameters. The relations for the intercept values are displayed in Fig. A8.

15 November, 2002
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Fig. A8. Display of intercept values, B, for 15 Nov calculated with QDC (red) and without QDC (blue) for

derivation of PCS indices. Top field: intercept values presented in Troshichev et al., 2011 (copy of their Fig.
1cb). Bottom: recalculation of QDC/no-QDC intercept values.

A6. PCS values with/without QDC.

Re-calculated values of the QDC/no-QDC coefficient sets a, B, and ¢ have been used to re-calculate
PCS index values with and without QDC reduction of Vostok geomagnetic data. The re-calculated
PCS values corresponding to those of Figs. 2a and 2b of Troshichev et al. (2011) are displayed in
Fig A9.
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The overall results for 2002 are displayed in the bottom field of Fig. A10 here in the format of Fig.
3 from Troshichev et al. 2011 displayed in the upper field of Fig. A10 here.
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The top field of Fig. A10 presents the differences between the QDC/no-QDC PCS index values
throughout 2002 displayed in Fig. 3, p.1483, of Troshichev et al. (2011), while the diagram in the
bottom field of Fig. A10 presents the corresponding re-calculated values using data with and
without QDC reduction. The plots in Fig. A10 indicate that the differences between PCS index
values calculated with QDC reduction of Vostok data and PCS index values calculated without
QDC are 2-3 times larger in the Troshichev et al. (2011) publication than in the re-calculation.

AT7. The real differences between PCS index values calculated (with QDC adjustments) from
version AARI_1998-2001 (AARI#3) and version AARI_1997+2007-2009.

PC index values have been calculated from Vostok data using the scaling parameters for version
AARI_1998-2001 (AARI#3) determined from the graphical display in Fig. 5 of Troshichev et al.
(2011) (or Fig. 3 of Troshichev et al., 2006) and those of version AARI_1997+2007-2009 read from
the middle column of their Fig. 5 for comparisons with the results presented in their Figs. 6, 7, and
8. Fig. All(a) displays a copy of Fig. 6 from Troshichev et al. 2011, while Fig. A11(b) displays
results from re-calculations using scaling parameters derived from their Fig. 5 for both PCS series.

Fig. A12 displays the corresponding set of diagrams for June 2001. Fig. A12(a) presents a copy of
Fig. 7 from Troshichev et al. (2011). Fig. Al2(b) displays PCS values and their differences
calculated by using scaling parameters read from their Fig. 5. Fig. A13(a) displays a reproduction of
the middle diagram of Fig. 8 of Troshichev et al. (2011) while Fig. A13(b) displays differences
between PCS values derived by using scaling parameter versions AARI#3 and AARI#4.
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parameters, respectively.

The PCS differences in Fig. A13(b) are based on using the AARI_1998-2001 (AARI#3) scaling
parameters for one set of values and the AARI_1995-2005 (AARI#4) solar cycle average scaling
parameters for the other set of PCS values.

The considerable enlargement of PCS differences displayed in Figs. A11(b), A12(b), and A13(b),
which have used scaling parameters read from Fig. 5 of Troshichev et al. (2011), compared to PCS
differences displayed in Figs. All(a), Al2(a), and Al3(a) reproduced from Figs. 6, 7, and 8
demonstrates that the latter figures are incorrect. Against explicit statements, the scaling parameters
in version AARI_1998-2001 (AARI#3) derived in Troshichev et al. (2006) are not at all involved in
the calculations of PCS index values in Troshichev et al. (2011). The origin of the scaling
parameters actually used has not been found.

Appendix Conclusions.

It is regrettable that the PCS calibration parameters for version AARI_1998-2001 used in the
analysis of Troshichev et al. (2011) had to be based on reading the values from colour-coded
diagrams instead of being made available in a numerical file. However, the accuracy in the reading
process has been tested by reading values for the AARI_1995-2005 (AARI#4) version from the
right column of Fig. 5 and comparisons with available numerical values and is adequate for support
of the inferences and conclusion presented here.
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In summary, Figs. 1, 2, 3, 6, 7, and 8 of Troshichev et al. (2011) are incorrect. The comparisons of
the with QDC and without QDC cases as well as the comparisons of solar max and min cases use
ill-defined scaling parameter versions and remain inconclusive. A corrigendum to Troshichev et al.
(2006) should be published in order to caution against uncritical referencing to results presented in
publications issued between appr. 2006 and 2011 which have used the AARI#3-based calibration
parameters or the derived PCN or PCS indices. Another corrigendum should be issued to caution
against the relations and conclusions published in Troshichev et al. (2011). If such corrigenda —
against expectations — are not issued then the misplaced use of calibration parameters from version
AARI_1995-2005 (AARI#4) might be seen as an attempt to disguise the erroneous parameters of
version AARI_1998-2001 (AARI#3) provided in Troshichev et al. (2006).

Copenhagen 20 April 2020
Peter Stauning
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Scaling parameter values.

Table 1. Hourly mean values of PCS Scaling coefficients read from Fig. 3 of Troshichev et al. (2006)

PCS Optimum angle parameters (in deg.) based on Vostok data 1998-2001.
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Table 2. Hourly mean values of PCS Scaling coefficients from AARI file (Parameters2011.rar, 21-06-2011)
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lcNeoNeoNeoNoNoNoloNoNoNoloNoNoNoNololNolNo]

AARI PCS Optimum angle values
MAR

HR JAN
0 44.8
1 39.4
2 34.5
3 30.3
4 27.3
5 26.0
6 26.9
7 30.3
8 35.0
9 40.1

10 44.8

11 48.7

12 52.7

13 57.3

14 62.1

15 66.2

16 69.2

17 70.5

18 69.8

19 68.0

20 65.3

21 6l1.7

22 57.5

23 51.5

AARI PCS

HR JAN
0 45.3
1 45.7
2 46.6
3 47.4
4 47.7
5 47.6
6 46.5
7 44.1
8 41.7
9 41.4

10 43.3

11 45.5

12 46.6

13 46.4

14 44.9

FEB

51.
46.
42.
38.
35.
34.
34.
37.
41.
46.
50.
54.
57.
61.
65.
68.
71.
71.
71.
69.
68.
65.
62.
56.

w

O ONOWWOOWOWWWNDOONIJWDR OO N

Slope
FEB

45.
45.
46.
45.
45.
44.
43.
41.
38.
37.
38.
40.
40.
41.
40.

N

WHEFE OWOJJ00O0 WwWhrDNWOOoO

59.
56.
53.
50.
48.
47.
47.
49.
52.
55.
58.
61.
64.
67.
69.
70.
71.
71.
71.
70.
69.
68.
66.
63.

values

~

N O OWO D WOUuNEFEOWWOU WD WON D WO

MAR

43.
43.
43.
42.
40.
39.
38.
36.
35.
34.
34.
34.
34.
34.
34.

OO W -J0U WO OO DWULN

[cNeoNeoNeoNolNoNoloNoNoNoloNolNoNoNololNo o]

(in deg.) based on Vostok data 1995-2005. Angle Fi.lM

lcNeoNeoNeoNoNoNoloNoNoNoloNoNoNoNololNolNo]
|
~J

[ocNeoNeoNeoNoNoNoloNoNololoNoNoNoNololNolNo]

17

APR MAY JUN JUL
66.5 69.0 67.3 62.8
65.4 69.2 68.0 63.4
63.2 68.1 67.5 62.9
61.2 67.2 67.3 62.9
59.9 66.6 67.3 63.2
59.1 66.4 67.5 63.9
59.5 67.0 68.4 65.3
61.0 68.2 69.7 67.0
62.8 69.2 70.5 68.3
64.6 69.8 70.4 68.6
66.5 69.9 69.4 67.5
67.9 69.1 67.2 65.2
68.6 67.9 64.6 62.7
69.1 66.7 62.4 60.5
69.2 65.4 60.7 58.9
68.9 64.4 59.8 58.1
68.6 63.9 59.7 58.2
68.4 63.9 60.1 58.5
68.2 64.2 60.6 58.9
68.3 64.9 61.5 59.4
68.6 65.9 62.8 60.2
68.7 67.2 64.3 61.1
68.9 68.5 66.0 62.2
67.8 68.8 66.6 62.4
(in nT/ (mV/m)) based on
APR MAY JUN JUL
39.3 34.8 31.7 31.5
39.4 34.8 31.6 31.5
39.0 34.4 31.2 31.1
37.8 33.2 30.2 30.3
36.1 31.7 29.0 29.3
34.7 30.6 28.2 28.4
33.7 29.9 27.7 27.7
32.7 29.5 27.4 27.3
31.9 29.2 27.4 27.4
31.5 28.9 27.2 27.3
31.1 28.2 26.5 26.7
30.6 27.5 25.8 26.0
30.2 27.0 25.2 25.4
29.9 26.6 24.7 24.8
29.6 26.2 24.2 24.2

|
~J
lcNeoNeoNeoNolNoNoloNoNolololNoNoNoNololNolNo]

AUG
57.
57.
56.
56.
56.
57.
59.
61.
63.
65.
65.
64.
63.
62.
61.
60.
60.
60.
60.
59.
59.
59.
58.
57.

N
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Vostok data

AUG
34.
34.
34.
33.
32.
31.
30.
29.
29.
29.
29.
28.
27.
27.
27.

N

OO 0o oINS W

lcNeoNeoNeoNoNoNoloNoNolololNoNoNolNololNolNo]

SEP

51.
50.
48.
48.
48.
49.
51.
54.
57.
60.
62.
64.
64.
65.
65.
65.
65.
64.
63.
61.
60.
58.
56.
53.

O I PP O I I OO J00o) U W b O

SEP

37.
38.
38.
37.
36.
34.
33.
33.
33.
33.
33.
32.
32.
32.
32.

[ee}
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-8.0 -11.0
-12.0 -15.0
-15.0 -17.0
-16.0 -18.0
-16.0 -17.0
-12.0 -13.0
-11.0 -12.0
-11.0 -13.0
-12.0 -15.0
-11.0 -14.0
-10.0 -11.0

-8.0 -9.0

-8.0 -8.0

-8.0 -9.0

-8.0 -9.0
-10.0 -11.0
-11.0 -12.0
-11.0 -12.0

-9.0 -9.0

OCT NOV
46.4 42.7
44.1 39.2
41.3 35.3
39.8 32.8
39.4 31.5
40.3 31.8
42.7 34.0
46.1 37.7
50.2 42.4
54.3 47.4
58.0 51.9
61.0 55.5
63.5 58.8
65.8 62.2
67.6 65.5
68.8 68.2
69.1 69.8
68.4 69.8
66.9 68.4
64.5 65.8
61.5 62.4
58.5 58.7
55.5 54.8
50.6 48.4
1995-2005.

OCT NOV
40.5 42.4
40.5 42.4
40.6 42.8
40.4 43.3
39.6 43.3
38.4 42.8
37.4 41.9
36.9 41.0
36.9 40.5
37.3 41.3
38.1 43.2
38.6 44.7
38.8 45.3
38.9 45.0
38.6 43.8

lcNeoNoNeoNoNoNoloNoNolololNoNoNoNololNolNo]

DEC

41.
37.
32.
28.
26.
26.
28.
31.
36.
42.
46.
50.
54.
58.
62.
66.
68.
69.
68.
66.
62.
59.
54.
48.

Coeff alpha.lM

[IsN
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DEC

44.
44,
45.
46.
46.
46.
45.
44,
42.
43.
45.
47.
48.
48.
46.
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15 42.8
16 41.2
17 40.7
18 40.8
19 41.1
20 41.5
21 42.3
22 43.5
23 44.6
AARI PCS
HR JAN

0 0.1

1 0.8
2 0.8

3 0.3

4 -0.3
5 -1.0

6 -1.6

7 -2.4

8 =3.7

9 -5.6
10 -=7.7
11 -9.7
12 -11.1
13 -11.7
14 -11.7
15 -11.4
16 -10.8
17 -10.1
18 -9.4
19 -8.4
20 -7.0
21 -5.3
22 -3.3
23 -1.4

38.9 33.9 29.3
38.1 33.7 29.3
38.4 34.4 30.0
39.2 35.7 31.4
40.1 37.1 33.0
41.1 38.4 34.6
42.2 39.9 36.1
43.4 41.3 37.6
44.6 42.6 38.7
Intercept values
FEB MAR APR
-1.4 -2.8 -3.5
-0.8 -2.4 -3.3
-0.6 -2.2 -3.3
-0.8 -2.3 -3.5
-1.4 -2.7 -3.9
-2.1 -3.4 -4.4
-2.7 -4.1 -5.0
-3.5 -4.7 -5.5
-4.4 -5.3 -6.0
-5.5 -5.9 -6.4
-6.8 -6.6 -6.9
-8.2 -=7.4 -7.4
-9.4 -8.2 -7.8
-10.2 -8.8 -8.1
-10.5 -9.2 -8.3
-10.4 -9.2 -8.3
-10.1 -8.9 -8.0
-9.7 -8.5 -7.5
-9.2 -8.1 -7.0
-8.4 -7.5 -6.5
-7.3 -6.7 -6.0
-5.9 -5.8 -5.4
-4.3 -4.7 -4.7
-2.6 -3.6 -4.0

25.
25.
26.
27.
29.
31.
32.
33.
34.

(in nT)

DS W oy o U1 o o

MAY

-3.
-3.
-3.
-4.
-4.
-4.
-5.
-5.
-6.
-6.
=-7.
-7.
-7.
-7.
=-7.
=-7.
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N WO JU OO U N WOdOUEFEONNR

18

24.
24.
24.
25.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.

RN WO O JFr O

27.
27.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.

~N J 0 W -Jwwoo

32.
31.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.

on Vostok data
AUG

JUL
-2.
-2.
-3.
-3.
-3.
-4.
-5.
-5.
-6.
-6.
=-7.
=7.
=-7.
=7.
-7.
=7.
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-1.
-1.
-1.
-2.
-2.
-3.
-4.
-4.
-5.
-6.
=-7.
-8.
-8.
-8.
-8.
-8.
-8.

H 001 J00 0O JUO oI ONU O
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1995-2005. Coeff beta.lM

SEP
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N

37.
36.
36.
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37.
37.
38.
39.
40.

b J 0N W wo oo

OCT

N
=

|
=
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42.
40.
39.
39.
39.
40.
40.
41.
42.

b 9 390 393

NOV

|
=
=
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44,
42.
41.
41.
41.
41.
41.
42.
43.

[QRENEENE N e Ne NV NN

DEC

~

|

=

N
FEPFNRPRPOOIOOOONORE I3 NN J0Y 0o



