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A bstract

In this note we reply to the criticism s by K rogh concerning som e

aspectsofthe recentfram e-dragging testperform ed by Iorio with the

M ars G lobalSurveyor (M G S) spacecraft in the gravitational�eld of

M ars.
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1 Introduction

The rem arksby K rogh (2007)to the analysisby Iorio (2007)concern with

I) The observable used: Iorio (2007) would have m isinterpreted the M G S

data II) The confrontation between the prediction ofthe gravitom agnetic

Lense-Thirring shift and the data over the chosen tim e span �P : Iorio

(2007)would haveincorrectly com pared the1.6 m valueoftheout-of-plane

averageorbiterrorreleased by K onoliv etal.(2006)fortheentireM G S data

set(4February1999-14 January 2005)totheLense-Thirringshiftcalculated

forashortertim einterval�P (14Novem ber1999-14 January2005)III)The

data setused:Iorio (2007)discarded som eoftheinitialm onthsoftheM G S

data setIV)Theim pactoftheatm osphericdrag,neglected by Iorio (2007).

2 O ur reply

I) The entire M G S data set was subdivided by K onopliv et al. (2006)

in sm aller tim e intervals ofdata called arcs,notto be confused with
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three-dim ensional spatial portions of trajectory, as it seem s K rogh

(2007)did.ForM G S,thelengthsofthearcsvary from 4 to 6 days,so

to coverm any orbitalrevolutions(� 2 h).Foreach arc,am ong other

things,the spacecraft position and velocity were estim ated and used

as starting point for a num ericalpropagation ofthe satellite m otion

by m eansofthedynam icalm odelswhich,in thecaseofM G S,did not

includethegeneralrelativisticgravitom agneticforce.Contiguousarcs

were overlapped by an am ountof2 h,i.e. slightly m ore than one or-

bitalrevolution,and theRM S spacecraftposition di�erenceam ongthe

predicted positionspropagated from theestim ated onesin theprevious

arc and the estim ated positionsofthe subsequentarc wascom puted.

Since the arc overlaps cover justone orbit,such RM S di�erences,in

fact,account forany un-m odelled/m is-m odelled forces yielding secu-

lar,i.e. averaged over one orbitalrevolution,e�ects,whatever their

physicalorigin m ay be. Indeed,RM S oforbit solution overlaps are

com m only used in satellitegeodesy asusefuland signi�cantindicators

ofthe overallorbit accuracy (Tapley et al. 2004). Conversely,they

arealso used to gain inform ation aboutsystem aticerrorscom ing from

inaccuratem odellingoftheforcesacting on thespacecraft.Fordetails

see (Tapley etal.2004). O fcourse,such a technique isinsensitive to

short-period e�ects,i.e.havingfrequencieshigherthan theorbitalone:

only dynam icalfeaturesofm otion with tim escales equalto,orlarger

than oneorbitalperiod can besensed by such orbitoverlap di�erences.

M oreover,theaverageorbiterrorh�N di�iofabout1.6 m doesnotre-

fer to this or that particular arc overlap;instead,it com es from the

m ean oftheentiresetofRM S orbitoverlap di�erencesforthechosen

tim e span �P and is wellrepresentative ofthose un-m odelled/m is-

m odelled forcesyielding e�ectswhich do notaverage outover�P ,as

itisjustthecase oftheLense-Thirring signal.Tim e-varying patterns

exhibiting well-de�ned periodicitiesare,instead,m ainly averaged out

yielding little or no contribution to the average orbiterror. Inciden-

tally, from the above discussion about the m eaning of the average

orbiterror,itshould beapparentthatitdoesnotm ake senseto look

for the error ofthe error,as,instead,seem ingly required by K rogh

(2007) when he blam es Iorio (2007) for not having included the un-

certainty in h�N resi. Another criticism by K rogh (2007) is that the

RM S overlap di�erences would be unable to specify any orbitalpre-

cession along with itssign.Thisisnotcorrect;indeed,by prelim arily

�tting the tim e series used in Iorio (2007) over �P with a straight

lineonly onegetsa slopeof� 0:69� 0:20 m yr� 1,wherethepredicted
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Lense-Thirring M G S out-of-plane rate (custom arily de�ned positive

along the M G S orbitalangularm om entum )am ountsto 0.62 m yr� 1.

Theobtained m inussign isdueto thefactthatK onopliv etal.(2006)

de�ned thenorm aldirection to bepositivein theoppositedirection of

theM G S orbitalangularm om entum (K onopliv 2007,privatecom m u-

nication).Incidentally,letusnotethatshould such alinear�tbeused

asindicatoroftheexistenceoftheLense-Thirring e�ect� which isnot

an obliged choice� itsrelativistic prediction would befully con�rm ed

within the experim entalerror which,however,would be larger than

the 0.5% com ing from the average ofthe signalover �P . Instead,

thehypothesisofa nulle�ectwould berejected atm orethan 3 sigm a

level.

II) Forthetim espan �P chosen by Iorio (2007),theaverage orbiterror,

i.e. the m ean ofallthe considered 348 RM S orbitoverlap di�erences

from 14 Novem ber 1999 to 14 January 2005, am ounts to 1.613 m ,

while the gravitom agnetic shiftover the sam e tim e span am ounts to

1.610 m . Thus,� = 1:002. Note that here we are accurate to m m

level;K onopliv etal.(2006),instead,did notgo beyond the cm level

(in the radialdirection: h�R di�i = 0:15 m );ifwe adopted such an

approxim ation we would have had a 100% agreem ent.

III) In regard to thechoice ofthedata,wedid notassem bled an ad� hoc

patchwork ofcut-and-paste data setsjustto obtain a gracefulresult:

our data set is continuous, sm ooth,without m ore or less ad � hoc

breaks.W esim ply decided to discard the�rstportion ofdata because

m orea�ected by variousspuriouse�ects(non-gravitationalperturba-

tions,orbitalm aneuvers,high gain antenna deploym ent)which would

have,otherwise,introduced a � 15% bias,i.e. we sim ply chosen the

optim alexperim entalconditions to enhance the signal-to-noise ratio.

W e cannotsee anything strange in that.

IV) In regard to the assessm ent ofthe im pact ofthe atm ospheric drag

on the cross-track portion ofthe orbit ofM G S,let us note that it

requires not only to consider the node 
,as apparently claim ed by

K rogh (2007),butalso theinclination iaccording to (Christodoulidis

etal.1988)

�N = a

s
�

1+
e2

2

��
(�i)2

2
+ (sini�
) 2

�

: (1)
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According to,e.g.,(M ilaniet al. 1987),the perturbing acceleration

A drag dueto the atm ospheric drag can becastinto the form

A drag = �
1

2
ZCD

S

M
�vv; (2)

whereS=M isthespacecraftcrosssectionalarea (perpendicularto the

velocity)divided by itsm ass,CD isthedrag coe�cient,� istheatm o-

spheric density (assum ed to be constantoverone orbitalrevolution),

v is the satellite velocity in a planetocentric,non-rotating fram e of

referenceand Z isa corrective coe�cientaccounting forthefactthat

the atm osphere is not at rest,but rotates with angular velocity !A

m ore orlessrigidly with the planet;Z � 1 forpolarorbits(M ilaniet

al. 1987). W hile the secular,i.e. averaged overone orbitalperiod T,

dragshifton thenodevanishes,itisnotso fortheinclination:indeed,

itturnsout(M ilanietal.1987)

h�ii
T
� �

�
A drag

n2a

�
!A

n
+ O (e); (3)

where n =
p

G M =a3 isthe K eplerian m ean m otion. Asa result,the

orbitalplane tends to approach the planet’s equator; the term s in

bracketsistheratio ofthedrag forceto theNewtonian m onopole.As

usualin perturbation theory,a is m eant as evaluated on the unper-

turbed reference ellipse. Thus,the out-of-plane drag shiftisfrom eq.

(1)

h�N dragi� a
h�idragi
p
2

: (4)

In the following we willassum e that !A � !M ars = 7:10� 10� 5 s� 1.

Let us see what happens ifA drag is ofthe sam e order ofm agnitude

ofthe gravitom agnetic force exerted by M ars on M G S,i.e. � 10� 11

m s� 2. This approxim ation is reasonable and conservative not only

because itde�nesa naturalthreshold afterwhich the Lense-Thirring

forceisswam ped by thedrag,butalso sincetheem piricalcross-track

accelerations(largerthan theout-of-planeones)�tted by K onopliv et

al.(2006)have justsuch a m agnitude.Itturnsoutthat

h�N dragiT � 1� 10� 5 m ; (5)

a value fartoo sm allto be detected by the M G S RM S overlap di�er-

enceswhich,instead,are capable to appreciate a m inim um of� 10� 2
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m (in the radialdirection). M oreover, K onopliv et al. (2006) did

m odelthe atm ospheric drag. Lastbutnotleast,the along-track and

radialportions ofthe M G S orbit are prim arily a�ected by the non-

gravitationalforces,asclearly stated in (Lem oineetal.2001;K onopliv

etal. 2006);they exhibittim e-varying patternsover 12 hr(Lem oine

etal.2001)which,m apped to theout-of-planedirection,areaveraged

outoverourm ulti-yeartim e span �P .
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