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Figure S1. As in Figure 1, but for the 14 remaining affected ECC ozonesonde sites that 

exhibit a > 2 % drop-off in TCO relative to OMI. Note that the only “affected” Type2 

station is Natal, Brazil. See Table 1 for more metadata on each site. 
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Figure S2. As in Figure 1, but for the 20 reference ECC ozonesonde sites (i.e. those that 

do not exhibit a drop-off in TCO relative to OMI). See Table 1 for more metadata on 

each site. 
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Figure S3. The same histograms of TCO offset for affected Type1 ECC ozonesondes as 

in Figure 4, but for all serial numbers compared to OMI and OMPS TCO measurements 

(16 total sites). 
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Figure S4. The same histograms of TCO offset for reference Type1 ECC ozonesondes as 

in Figure 4, but for all serial numbers compared to OMI and OMPS TCO measurements 

(12 total sites). 
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Figure S5. TCO differences compared to OMI (blue) and OMPS (red) for all Type1 ECC 

serial numbers, separated by the 12 references (A) and 16 affected (B) sites. This displays 

the commingling of the good and poorly-performing ECCs within small sets of serial 

numbers, and shows that separating our analyses by site is necessary.
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Figure S6. Histograms of TCO offset for reference Type2 ECC ozonesondes, but for all 

serial numbers compared to OMI and OMPS TCO measurements (8 total sites). Note that 

this excludes the only “affected” Type2 station: Natal, Brazil. 
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Figure S7. Time series of comparisons between ECC and ground-based TCO 

measurements at Churchill, Canada (A), and Hilo, HI (B). Horizontal dashed lines 

indicate the 0 % line for TCO comparisons, and the vertical black dashed lines indicate 

the date of ECC drop-off (see Table 1). 



 

 

20 

 

 
Figure S8. As in Figure S3, but comparisons are between affected Type1 ECCs and 

ground-based TCO (8 affected Type1 sites have ground-based data). 
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Figure S9. As in Figure S4, but comparisons are between reference Type1 ECCs and 

ground-based TCO (7 reference Type1 sites have ground-based data). 
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Figure S10. As in Figure S6, but comparisons are between reference Type2 ECCs and 

ground-based TCO. Note that this excludes the only “affected” Type2 station: Natal, 

Brazil (7 affected Type2 sites have ground-based data). 
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Figure S11. Top panel: Time series of TCO percent differences between Hilo ECC, and 

OMI (blue) and OMPS (red) TCO. Bottom panel: Pressure (grey) and temperature (red) 

values at 28 km altitude (representative of the mid-stratosphere). The solid dots show 

when the ECC ozonesonde was paired with a Vaisala RS-80 radiosonde, and the open 

dots show when the ECC was paired with an InterMet iMet radiosonde. The vertical 

dashed lines indicate the date of the ECC TCO drop-off at Hilo (see Table 1), and the 

horizontal line on the top plot indicates the 0 % line for TCO comparisons. 

 


