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Abstract

We present an empirical model for auroral (90-150km) electron—ion pair production rates,
ionization rates for short, derived from SSUSI (Special Sensor Ultraviolet Spectrographic
Imager) electron energy and flux data. Using the Fang et al. (2010) parametrization for
mono-energetic electrons, and the NRLMSISE-00 neutral atmosphere model (Picone et
al., 2002), the calculated ionization rate profiles are binned in 2-h magnetic local time
(MLT) and 3.6° geomagnetic latitude to yield time series of ionization rates at 5-km al-
titude steps. We fit each of these time series to the geomagnetic indices Kp, PC, and Ap,
the 81-day averaged solar F1g 7 radio flux index, and a constant term. The resulting em-
pirical model can easily be incorporated into coupled chemistry—climate models to in-
clude particle precipitation effects.

Plain Language Summary

Aurorae or polar lights are produced at around 100 km at high latitudes by elec-
trons and protons from space that enter the upper atmosphere, approximately around
65° North and South. Besides creating beautiful auroral displays, these particles also change
the atmospheric composition by ionizing the air and thus initiating chemical reactions.
Chemistry—climate models have recently started implementing these changes in their sim-
ulations. However, so far these simulations do not match observations. One possible rea-
son is that the input for the models is based on satellite observations of particles far above
100 km, without knowing exactly how many of them enter the atmosphere. Here we present
a way to use space observations of the aurora to calculate the number of particles ac-
tually entering the atmosphere. We use these aurora observations to construct a math-
ematical formula to calculate how much of the atmosphere is ionized by the electrons
and protons. Our formula is based on indices of geomagnetic activity, and it can be used
in more complicated chemistry—climate models to better incorporate these effects in their
simulations.

1 Introduction

Particle precipitation and the associated processes initiated in the middle and up-
per atmosphere have been recognized as one component of natural climate variability
and are included in the most recent climate prediction simulations initiated by the In-
tergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) (Matthes et al., 2017). So far, most
of the model inputs are based on in-situ particle observations at satellite orbital altitudes
(~800km) (e.g. Wissing & Kallenrode, 2009; van de Kamp et al., 2016; Smith-Johnsen
et al., 2018), or on trace-gas observations (Randall et al., 2009; Funke et al., 2017). In
addition, most recent studies focus on the influence of “medium-energy” electrons (MEE)
(30-1000keV) (Smith-Johnsen et al., 2018; Tyssgy et al., 2021; Sinnhuber et al., 2021)
that have their largest impact in the mesosphere ($90km). But all three of these stud-
ies have also found a considerable discrepancy between observations and models regard-
ing the nitric oxide (NO) content in the lower thermosphere (100-120km). In the lat-
est studies by Tyssgy et al. (2021) and Sinnhuber et al. (2021), this part of the atmo-
sphere is modelled using total energy flux and an auroral-oval parametrization based on
Kp, or using ionization rates provided by the Atmosphere Ionization Module Osnabriick
(AIMOS; Wissing and Kallenrode (2009)), which is derived from aforementioned in-situ
particle observations. However, inferring the flux precipitating into the atmosphere from
the in-situ particle measurements has its own difficulties and uncertainties, for example
determining the loss cone (Tyssgy et al., 2016).

In addition to the direct ionization and chemical impact of MEE on the mesosphere,
the descent of NOx from the lower thermosphere to the stratosphere has been observed (Randall
et al., 2009; Funke et al., 2005, 2014). This transport happens regularly during the fi-
nal warming and the breakup of the polar vortex in late winter and spring, and during



Sudden Stratospheric Warmings with Elevated-Stratopause events (Pérot et al., 2014;
Pérot & Orsolini, 2021). This indirect source of NOx in the middle atmosphere has its
origin in the auroral production of NO in the lower thermosphere. So far this auroral

NO source is mostly described by simple parametrizations in whole-atmosphere chemistry-
climate models (Sinnhuber et al., 2021), with the exception of AIMOS which is derived
from POES particle flux measurements (Wissing & Kallenrode, 2009). Although the model
comparison study by Sinnhuber et al. (2021) found good agreement of auroral NO with
data on average, the amounts differ by an order of magnitude between the individual mod-
els. Our model adds another approach to modelling this auroral NO source in global cli-
mate models, derived from direct auroral UV emission observations.

The Special Sensor Ultraviolet Spectrographic Imagers (SSUSI) are UV imagers
(115-180nm) on board the Defense Meteorological Satellite Program (DMSP) Block-
5D3 satellites F17 and F18 (Paxton et al., 1992, 2017, 2018). These instruments picture
approximately 3000 km wide swaths of both auroral zones with a pixel resolution of 10x10 km
at the nadir point. By observing the atmospheric emissions directly, this avoids the prob-
lem of having to model the input into the atmosphere as is the case with the aforemen-
tioned in-situ particle measurements.

From these data we derived ionization rate profiles (Bender et al., 2021), and here
we develop an empirical regression model of these rates binned in magnetic local time
(MLT) and geomagnetic latitude. The model uses 4 geomagnetic and solar activity in-
dicators: the geomagnetic Kp and Ap indices, the auroral Polar Cap (PC) index, and
the 81-day centred moving average of the solar 10.7-cm radio flux. Our model comple-
ments the existing ionization rate models for higher-energetic electrons such as ApEEP (van de
Kamp et al., 2016, 2018); it is also based on geomagnetic indices and ready to use in chemistry—
climate models that include the upper atmosphere. The intended main purpose of our
model is to drive the auroral ionization input in the lower thermosphere in whole-atmosphere
chemistry-climate models. Furthermore, the presented model provides the uncertainties
in the proxy coeflicients which can be used to estimate the uncertainty in the modelled
ionization rates. Those can be further used to carry out statistical ensemble runs of chemistry—
climate models, randomly driven by the ionization rates within their uncertainties.

The paper is organized as follows: the data and processing steps are described in
Sect. 2, the model setup is laid out in Sect. 3, and the results are presented in Sect. 4.

2 Data

We use the electron energy and energy flux data from the Special Sensor Ultravi-
olet Spectrographic Imager (SSUSI) instruments on board the Defense Meteorological
Satellite Program (DMSP) Block-5D3 satellites F17 and F18 (Paxton et al., 1992, 2017,
2018). These satellites orbit at 850 km altitude in polar, sun-synchronous orbits, the equa-
tor crossing times of their ascending nodes are 17:34 LT (F17) and 20:00 LT (F18). The
orbital period is of the order of 100 min, resulting in about 15 orbits per day. These in-
struments provide about 3000 km-wide spectrographic images of the auroral zones with
a 10kmx10km pixel size at the nadir point. For bandwidth reasons, they downlink 5
UV channels including two colours for the LBH (Lyman-Birge—Hopfield) band emissions
of No. From these two LBH colours the electron energies and energy fluxes are derived
based on Strickland et al. (1983), and an extensive discussion can be found in Knight
et al. (2018). The electron energy and flux data we use here are provided within the Auroral-
EDR (Environmental Data Record) data set at https://ssusi.jhuapl.edu/data_products (SSUSI,
2020).

For each pixel we calculate the ionization rate (IR) profile as described in (Bender
et al., 2021) for altitudes 90-150 km. Briefly, we use the parametrization by (Fang et al.,
2010) for mono-energetic electrons and integrate over a Maxwellian spectrum for mag-



netic local times (MLT) <12:00 and over a Gaussian spectrum for MLT>12:00 as de-
termined by our comparison study (Bender et al., 2021). We use NRLMSISE-00 (Picone
et al., 2002) for the background neutral atmosphere, calculated at each pixel location.
By converting the ionization rates to electron densities, these data have previously been
validated against EISCAT ground-based measurements (Bender et al., 2021).

3 Model description

We bin the ionization rate profiles from the SSUSI data in 2-h magnetic local time
(MLT) bins from 00:00-02:00 MLT to 22:00-00:00(+1d) MLT and in 3.6° geomagnetic
latitude bins from 52.2° (50.4-54.0°) to 88.2° (86.4-90.0°) in both hemispheres. In each
bin the ionization rate profiles are calculated using the parametrization by Fang et al.
(2010) on a 5-km altitude grid from 90 to 150 km, evaluated directly for the given alti-
tude z. The spectra are used according to the validation study by Bender et al. (2021).
We chose to average the profiles instead of the energy and fluxes because converting them
to ionization rates is highly non-linear in electron energy (Fang et al., 2010). This ap-
proach has the advantage that mixed spectra are better represented in the final ioniza-
tion input which are hard to capture with average parameters. For example the case of
a mixture of two Maxwellian-type spectra as presented in Fang et al. (2010, Fig. 4); the
average has no analytical representation and even using a different kind of spectra is un-
able to reproduce the mixed spectrum fully. As a result, the alternative approaches fail
to reproduce the “double-peak” structure of the ionization rate profile, which can be re-
tained to some extend by using the average profile instead of the average parameters.

In each bin the vertical profiles are averaged per orbit, yielding a time series of ion-
ization rates ¢ with a standard deviation for every 5-km altitude step. To reduce the low
bias introduced by orbits with very few non-zero ionization rate data points in the re-
spective grid cell, we omit the data from those orbits where the average ¢ is smaller than
0.001 times the median of the time series. We use these time series in each bin to fit a
multi-linear regression model to log(q)! as follows:

log(q) =a-Kp+b-PC+c-Ap+d-log(Fip.7) + const. + ¢ . (1)

In Eq. (1), Kp and Ap are the 3-h geomagnetic indices (e.g. Mandea & Korte, 2011),

PC is the 1-h polar cap index (Troshichev et al., 1979, 1988), F1o.7 is the 81-day mov-
ing average of the solar 10.7 cm radio flux, centred on the day to be fitted. This list of
proxies has been empirically determined by iterating the available options and where fea-
sible their natural logarithm, adding one by one and keeping those with the best fit in
terms of maximum likelihood. The iteration was stopped when further improvement in
terms of the “Bayesian Information Criterion” (see, e.g. Wit et al., 2012) did not jus-
tify adding another regressor to the list. That is, the proxies in Eq. (1) are ordered by
(empirical) relevance. All the indices are taken from the OMNI space weather index database (King
& Papitashvili, 2005) and hourly-sampled values are used (Papitashvili & King, 2020).
We use Bayesian linear regression with conjugate priors to fit the model coefficients. We
use a wide normal distribution around zero (¢ = 10) as the prior distribution for the
coefficients, and a wide inverse Gamma distribution (o« = 1,8 = 1) as the prior dis-
tribution for the variance.

Note that because of the F17 and F18 orbits, not all latitude/MLT bins are sam-
pled equally. Therefore, in bins with low number of points, that is with less than 240 data
points, we use bilinear interpolation in MLT and geomagnetic latitude to calculate the
coefficient.

I Unless stated otherwise, log() denotes the natural logarithm as the inverse of the exponential exp()
which is defined by the solution of ;—z exp(z) = exp(x) with exp(0) = 1.
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Figure 1. Data and model fit for example bin: 19:00 MLT, 70.2°N geomagnetic latitude,
100 km altitude. The histogram shows the distribution of the data.

4 Results
4.1 Time series fit

We demonstrate the fit quality on an example time series of the model bin centred
at 19:00 MLT (18:00-20:00 MLT), 70.2°N geomagnetic latitude (68.4-72.0°N), and at
100 km altitude. This constitutes an example where we have almost 60000 data points
available, and it served as a testbed for determining the proxies used as regressors in the
model. Note that because of the large range of ionization rates from < 1 to 105cm=3s71,
the better choice for fitting is log(q).

The data in that bin, together with the model fit, are shown in Fig. 1. The resid-
uals and the 1o prediction uncertainty are shown in Fig. 2. The overall average ioniza-
tion rate is around 102 cm~3s~!. The fit line indicates a slight variation following ap-
proximately an 11-year solar cycle. On top of that, annual and semi-annual variations
are visible in the data. Although we do not explicitly include (semi)annual harmonics
in the model, they seem to be captured by the combination of the proxies used. Both
histograms in Figs. 1 and 2, showing log(¢) and the residuals, show smooth, almost sym-
metric distributions. Thus, the assumption of normal-distributed errors for multi-linear
regression is satisfied.

4.2 Coefficient distributions in the Northern Hemisphere

The fit coefficients in the Northern Hemisphere for 100 km altitude are shown in
Fig. 3. The coefficients for Kp and PC show similar patterns, both have their largest ef-
fect in a wide band around auroral geomagnetic latitudes, between about 55° and 75°
with a maximum around 65°. This similarity suggests that PC accounts for shorter vari-
ations (1-h) on top of the 3-h variations captured by Kp, and essentially both describe
the same processes. We also observe that the Ap coefficients exhibit a similar pattern,
albeit with a negative sign compared to Kp and PC. This may be a sign that the quasi-
logarithmic scale of Kp introduces larger changes that are compensated by the linear scale
of Ap. The circular patterns in Kp and Ap closer to the pole for MLT 06:00-18:00 are
most likely related to cusp precipitation (Newell et al., 2005, 2009). Over almost the en-
tire polar cap, the F10.7 coefficients are distributed opposite to the constant offset co-
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Figure 2. Residuals for example bin: 19:00 MLT, 70.2°N geomagnetic latitude, 100 km alti-
tude. The histogram shows the distribution of the residuals.

efficients. This indicates that the influence of the solar cycle is marginal, but it reduced
the fitting metric just enough to warrant its inclusion.

4.3 Coefficient distributions in the Southern Hemisphere

The fit coefficients in the Southern Hemisphere for 100 km altitude are shown in
Fig. 4. The coefficients in the Southern Hemisphere exhibit essentially the same patterns
as in the Northern Hemisphere. The coefficients of the geomagnetic indices are of the
same magnitude as in the Northern Hemisphere, with slight differences in the MLT /latitude
distributions. For PC the extent of positive coefficients is larger in latitude than in the
Northern Hemisphere. These small differences could be a sign that the precipitation is
not fully symmetric in geomagnetic latitude between North and South, and may also be
the result of the geomagnetic indices being almost exclusively derived from observations
in the Northern Hemisphere.

4.4 Profile comparison to data and AISstorm

The overall performance of the model is difficult to assess based on individual pro-
files because of its average nature. As shown for example in Fig. 2, the residual varia-
tion is still large and for single days, the modelled ionization rates can differ consider-
ably from the data. In Fig. 6, we compare the modelled ionization rate profiles to the
original data during the event in April 2010 investigated in previous studies (Tyssgy et
al., 2021; Sinnhuber et al., 2021). For this comparison we picked a single geomagnetic
latitude/MLT bin, corresponding to 70.2°S and 19:00 MLT. During these three days, the
average geomagnetic indices were Kp: 2.6, 4.8, 4.8, PC: 1.8, 3.9, 4.4, Ap: 12.9, 54.6, 43.5,
and an approximately constant Fig.7 of 79 (log(F10.7) =~ 4.4).

We find that the variability driven by the geomagnetic indices captures most of the
activity in that particular case; as expected the model does best at medium activity. How-
ever, our model underestimates the peak magnitude of the ionization rates during this
period, by about a factor of 2 on the lower activity day (05 April 2010), and by about
a factor of 3 to 4 on the day of largest activity. For comparison we also show electron
ionization rates from the Atmospheric Ionization during Substorm Model (AISstorm).
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Figure 3. Fitted regression coefficients in the NH per MLT and geomagnetic latitude, (a) Kp,
(b) PC, (c) Ap, (d) log(F10.7), and (e) offset.
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Figure 4. Fitted regression coefficients in the SH per MLT and geomagnetic latitude, (a) Kp,
(b) PC, (c) Ap, (d) log(F10.7), and (e) offset.
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Southern Hemisphere.

AlSstorm is based on AIMOS (Wissing & Kallenrode, 2009), augmented by several im-
provements, mainly a geomagnetic grid, substorm dependence, and a particle specific po-
lar cap size (Yakovchuk & Wissing, 2023). AISstorm uses 18 years of POES and Metop
satellite data (2001-2018), categorized by Kp level and substorm activity, and by geo-
magnetic APEX location (Richmond, 1995) and MLT with up to 1° latitude by 3.75°
longitude resolution. Typical average flow maps are presented in Yakovchuk and Wiss-
ing (2019). Here the AISstorm ionization rates are averaged to 2h MLT resolution to
match our model. We find that the ionization rates from AISstorm differ from our model
with peak rates of about a factor of 5 lower. They also peak at higher altitudes, about
110 km compared to around 105 km from our model. While the comparison in Fig. 6 shows
single profiles at a particular location and time, a more statistical comparison shows that
the peak ionization rates of both models are rather similar (not shown here).

4.5 Discussion

The fit and residuals shown in Figs. 1 and 2 show some remaining variability on
top of white noise. However, adding (semi-)annual harmonics or more proxies to the re-
gressors did not improve the fit quality in a way that would have justified the increase
in number of model parameters.

The choice to include both Kp and Ap comes about because both capture geomag-
netic activity with different scales. Kp is quasi-logarithmic, and Ap quasi-linear. Adding
yet another activity index, PC, has the advantage of capturing that activity with a higher
time resolution, 1-h (PC) on top of the 3-h variability from Kp and Ap. The general 11-
year solar cycle activity is included via the 81-day averaged 10.7 cm radio flux, effectively
sampled daily.

The DMSP /SSUSTI orbits are sun-synchronous which means they sample approx-
imately the same latitude/MLT region every orbit, leading to worse sampling in certain
areas, see Fig. 5. We try to mitigate this low sampling by limiting the number of prox-
ies as well as the geomagnetic latitude range of the model. However, in some of the bins
the number of usable data points is still small, and the fit resulted in ambiguous coef-
ficients. In those cases, we use bilinear interpolation from the surrounding grid cells. Note
that auroral activity and therefore the atmospheric ionization is typically constrained
to a particular region, and interpolating or extrapolating to regions without enough data
points might result in non-optimal predictions.
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The choice to cut off very low ionization rates is a purely subjective one, and the
exact value might be subject to further fine tuning. Similarly, higher resolution in MLT
and geomagnetic latitude is also possible, but both would require reprocessing of the data.
Higher vertical resolution could be obtained by interpolating the 5-km log(gq) values sup-
plied by the model, along with cubic-spline interpolation of log(g) to a finer grid.

We use the energy range as given in the SSUSI data files, which is limited to 2—
20keV because of the method used (see, e.g. Knight et al., 2018). We use a single Maxwellian
or Gaussian spectrum based on Bender et al. (2021), and no special attempt is made to
include different spectral shapes, e.g. including a high-energy tail (see, e.g. Strickland
et al., 1993). This may underestimate the true ionization rates at altitudes below about
95 km slightly, but as has been shown, compared to EISCAT they are still within the range
of variability (Bender et al., 2021).

The validation against ground-based measurements is naturally limited in location.
In our model we extend these results globally, there are no transition MLTs and we use
the same spectra for all latitudes. Since the comparison study covers a wide range of mag-
netic local times, separating the pre- and post-midnight sectors seems justified. How-
ever, the extension to all latitudes is an assumption that might skew the predictions in
cases it is violated.

5 Conclusions

We present an empirical model of auroral ionization rates derived from 12 (10) years
of DMSP/SSUSI F17 (F18) observations. The ionization rate profiles are derived from
the average electron energy and energy flux used as input to the ionization rate parametriza-
tion by (Fang et al., 2010), using NRLMSISE-00 (Picone et al., 2002) as the background
neutral atmosphere and the energy spectra as determined by our validation study (Bender
et al., 2021). The model is based on the time series of these profiles binned in 2-h MLT
and 3.6° geomagnetic latitude and calculated at 5-km altitude steps from 90 to 150 km.
For each altitude we derived a map of regression coefficients for Kp, PC, Ap, log(Fio.7),
and a constant offset.

The choice of proxies has been empirically determined, taking also into account the
availability and how well the indices are maintained. When setting up the model, AE
and Dst were other possible choices. However, data for both indices were only available
until February 2018 and not suitable to fit the whole time series, even less so for predict-
ing ionization rates for chemistry—climate models. Of course this caution of index avail-
ability also applies to the ones used in this study, especially the more rarely used PC in-
dex. Currently, the OMNI database is well-maintained in that regard, which gives us con-
fidence that the choice we made here is also future proof. On the other hand, Kp accounted
for the majority of the variability, and it is one of the widest used and most accessible
geomagnetic indices so that this would be the index of choice if the number of proxies
needs to be limited further.

Appendix A Model application

The application of the model to retrieve the ionization rates should be rather straight-
forward:

1. Acquire the 1-h sampled proxy values for the UT time in question, for example
from the OMNI database (Papitashvili & King, 2020).

2. If not already available, calculate the geomagnetic latitude and magnetic local time
for your location and time.

3. Retrieve the proxy coefficients from the coefficient table file for the grid cell con-
taining the location calculated in the previous step, i.e. the closest grid cell cen-
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tre as given in the table. If preferred, bilinear interpolation in magnetic local time
and geomagnetic latitude can be used to calculate the coefficients and their vari-
ances for the location in question. Optionally, retrieve the respective coefficients
for all 5-km altitude steps for later interpolation.

4. Multiply the proxy coefficients by the proxy values.

5. Sum over the proxies and add the offset to obtain (the logarithm of) the ioniza-
tion rate at the required altitude. Steps 4 and 5 are the practical implementation
of Eq. (1).

6. (optional) Use cubic (3rd-order) spline interpolation of log(¢) in altitude to ob-
tain a finer resolution of the ionization rate profile.

7. (optional) Repeat steps 3 to 5, replace the proxy coefficients by the ones for the
standard deviation of the coefficients, and square the results before summing the
terms, to obtain an estimate for the (squared) uncertainty of log(q).

Open Research Section

The SSUSI data used in this study are available at https://ssusi. jhuapl.edu/
data_products (SSUSI, 2020). The source code to calculate the ionization rates and the
empirical model is available as a Python software package distributed under the GPLv2
license (Bender, 2023).
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