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A bstract

In this note we reply to the criticiam s by K rogh conceming som e
aspects of the recent fram edragging test perform ed by Iorio w ith the
M ars G Iobal Surveyor M G S) spacecraft In the gravitational eld of
M ars.
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1 Introduction

The ram arks by K rogh (2007) to the analysis by Iorio (2007) concem w ith
I) The odbservabl used: Iorio (2007) would have m isinterpreted the M G S
data IT) The confrontation between the prediction of the gravitom agnetic
LenseThirring shift and the data over the chosen tine span P : Iorio

(2007) would have incorrectly com pared the 1.6 m value of the out-ofplane
average orbit error released by K onoliv et al. (2006) fortheentireM G S data
et (4 February 1999-14 January 2005) to the Lense-T hirring shift calculated
fora shortertin e interval P (14 N ovam ber 1999-14 January 2005) IIT) The

data set used: Torio (2007) discarded som e of the initialm onthsoftheM G S
data set IV ) T he in pact of the atm ospheric drag, neglected by Iorio (2007).

2 Ourreply

I) The entire M G S data set was subdivided by Konopliv et al. (2006)
in sm aller tim e Intervals of data called arcs, not to be confiised w ith
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three-din ensional spatial portions of trapctory, as i seam s K rogh
(2007) did. ForM G S, the lengths of the arcs vary from 4 to 6 days, so
to cover m any orbital revolutions ( 2 h). For each arc, am ong other
things, the spacecraft position and velocity were estin ated and used
as starting point for a num erical propagation of the satellite m otion
by m eans of the dynam icalm odels w hich, in the case ofM G S, did not
Include the general relativistic gravitom agnetic force. C ontiguous arcs
were overlapped by an am ount of 2 h, ie. slightly m ore than one or-
bialrevolution, and the RM S spacecraft position di erence am ong the
predicted positions propagated from the estin ated ones In the previous
arc and the estin ated positions of the subsequent arc was com puted.
Since the arc overlaps cover just one orbit, such RM S di erences, In
fact, account for any un-m odelled/m is odelled forces yielding secu-—
lar, ie. averaged over one orbial revolution, e ects, whatever their
physical origin m ay be. Indeed, RM S of orbit solution overlaps are
com m only used In satellite geodesy as usefiiland signi cant indicators
of the overall orbit accuracy (Taplky et al. 2004). Conversely, they
are also usad to gain Inform ation about system atic errors com ing from
naccurate m odelling ofthe forces acting on the spacecraft. For details
s=e (Taply et al. 2004). O foourse, such a technique is insensitive to
shortperiod e ects, ie. having frequencieshigherthan the orbitalone:
only dynam ical features of m otion w ith tin escales equal to, or larger
than one orbialperiod can be sensed by such orbit overlap di erences.
M oreover, the average orbit errorh N 43 iofabout 1.6 m doesnot re—
fer to this or that particular arc overlap; Instead, it com es from the
m ean of the entire set of RM S orbit overlap di erences for the chosen
tine span P and is well representative of those un-m odelled/m is-
m odelled forces yielding e ects which do not average out over P, as
it is jast the case of the Lense-T hirring signal. T in evarying pattems
exhbiing wellde ned periodicities are, instead, m ainly averaged out
yielding little or no contribution to the average orbit error. Inciden-—
tally, from the above discussion about the m eaning of the average
orbit error, it should be apparent that it does not m ake sense to look
for the error of the error, as, instead, seem ingly required by K rogh
(2007) when he blam es Torio (2007) for not having incluided the un-
certainty n h N si. Another crticiamn by K rogh (2007) is that the
RM S overlap di erences would be unabl to specify any orbial pre—
cession along w ith its sign. T his is not correct; indeed, by prelim arily
tting the tin e serdes used In Iorio (2007) over P wih a straight
line only one gets a slope of 069 020m yr !, where the predicted



LenseThirring M G S out-ofplane rate (custom arily de ned positive
along the M G S orbital angular m om entum ) am ounts to 0.62 m yr *.
T he obtained m inus sign is due to the fact that K onopliv et al. (2006)
de ned the nom aldirection to be positive in the opposite direction of
theM G S orbitalangularm om entum (K onopliv 2007, private com m u—
nication). Incidentally, et usnote that should such a lnear tbeused
as Indicator of the existence of the Lense-T hirring e ect which isnot
an obliged choice is relativistic prediction would be fillly con m ed
w ithin the experim ental error which, however, would be larger than
the 05% oom Ing from the average of the signal over P . Instead,
the hypothesis ofa nulle ect would be refected at m ore than 3 sigm a
evel.

Forthe time span P chosen by Iorio (2007), the average orbit error,
ie. the m ean of all the considered 348 RM S orbit overbp di erences
from 14 Novamber 1999 to 14 January 2005, am ounts to 1.613 m,
w hile the gravitom agnetic shift over the sam e tin e gpan am ounts to
1610m. Thus, = 1:002. Note that here we are accurate to mm
level; K onopliv et al. (2006), instead, did not go beyond the an level
(in the radial direction: h R 43 1= 045 m); if we adopted such an
approxin ation we would have had a 100% agreem ent.

In regard to the choice of the data, we did not assembled an ad hoc
patchw ork of cut-and-paste data sets just to obtain a graceful result:
our data set is continuous, sm ooth, without m ore or less ad hoc
breaks. W e sin ply decided to discard the rst portion ofdata because
m ore a ected by various spurious e ects (hon-gravitational perturoa—
tions, orbialm aneuvers, high gain antenna deploym ent) w hich would
have, otherw ise, Introduced a 15% Dbias, ie. we sinply chosen the
optim al experin ental conditions to enhance the signalto-noise ratio.
W e cannot see anything strange in that.

In regard to the assessn ent of the In pact of the atm ospheric drag
on the crosstrack portion of the orbi of M G S, ket us note that it
requires not only to consider the node , as apparently clain ed by
K rogh (2007), but also the inclination i according to (C hristodoulidis
et al. 1988)
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A coording to, eg., M ilaniet al 1987), the perturbing acceleration
A grag due to the atm ospheric drag can be cast into the form

1 S

A grag = EZCDM_ vv; @)
where S=M isthe gpacecraft cross sectional area (perpendicularto the
velociy) divided by itsm ass, Cp isthe drag coe cient, isthe atm o-
spheric density (assum ed to be constant over one orbital revolution),
v is the satellite velocity In a planetocentric, non-rotating fram e of
reference and Z is a corrective coe cient acocounting for the fact that
the atm osphere is not at rest, but rotates wih angular velocity !a
m ore or lss rigidly w ith the planet; Z 1 orpolar orbits M ilaniet
al. 1987). W hile the secular, ie. averaged over one orbital period T,
drag shift on the node vanishes, it isnot so for the inclination: indeed,
it tumsout M ilaniet al. 1987)

Aqg !
T =2 240 @; 3)
n<a n
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wheren = P GM =a3 isthe Keplerian m ean motion. A s a resul, the
orbital plane tends to approach the planet’s equator; the temm s in
bradkets is the ratio of the drag force to the N ew tonian m onopolk. A's
usual In perturbation theory, a is m eant as evaluated on the unper-
turbed reference ellipse. T hus, the out-ofplane drag shift is from eg.
i)

h N gpgi ah—%edzigl: 4)
In the follow ing we w ill assum e that ! 5 'Mas = 710 10 5 s 1.
Let us see what happens if A gy is of the sam e order of m agnitude
of the gravitom agnetic force exerted by M arson M G S, ie. 10
m s 2. This approxin ation is reasonable and conservative not only
because it de nes a natural threshold affer which the LenseT hirring
force is swam ped by the drag, but also since the em pirical crosstrack
accekrations (larger than the out-ofplane ones) tted by K onopliv et

al. (2006) have just such a m agnitude. It tums out that

AN gmgl, 1 10 °m; 5)

a value far too an all to be detected by the M G S RM S overlp di er-
ences which, instead, are capable to appreciate am ininum of 10 2



m (in the radial direction). M oreover, Konopliv et al. (2006) did
m odel the atm ospheric drag. Last but not last, the along-track and
radial portions of the M G S orbit are prim arily a ected by the non-
gravitational forces, as clearly stated In (Lem oine et al. 2001; K onopliv
et al. 2006); they exhibi tin evarying pattems over 12 hr (Lem oine
et al 2001) which, m apped to the out-ofplane direction, are averaged
out over ourm ultiyear tine span P .
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