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Abstract.

Modern phased array incoherent scatter radar (ISR) systems consist of several thousand phased-array antenna elements.

Next-generation phased-array ISR systems are shifting towards multistatic setups consisting of three sites, such as EISCAT_3D

with sites in Finland, Norway, and Sweden. The tremendous flexibility that these ISR systems afford also presents a challenge:

Given a science question and an estimate of the the associated ionospheric conditions, how does one begin to design an ISR5

experiment? Here we present a method for performing observing system simulation experiments (OSSEs) with multistatic

and monostatic ISRs. The method estimates the variance, or uncertainty, of measurements of three scalar quantities (plasma

density, electron and ion temperature), and the covariance of one vector quantity (ion drift) in the case of multistatic systems.

It is based on analytic first-order linearization of the incoherent scatter spectrum, as well as inverse and radar theory. Uncer-

tainty estimation requires specification of the radar system as well as plasma density, electron and ion temperature, ion-neutral10

collision frequency, and the fractional density of O+. We validate this analytic uncertainty estimation method against uncer-

tainty estimates derived directly from EISCAT incoherent scatter radar measurements made over Tromsø. We also present an

open-source implementation of this method and additional tools written in R and Python that may be used to assess whether

a candidate experiment is likely to achieve the temporal and spatial resolution needed to study a particular phenomenon.

The user may vary parameters such as integration time, bit length, and duty cycle to understand their effect on experimental15

uncertainties. By default the EISCAT_3D radar configuration is used and these parameters are calculated automatically via

two commonly used empirical models; it is nevertheless straightforward to manually specify alternative radar configurations,

whether mono- or multistatic, and individual ionospheric and atmospheric parameters. We show how different beam patterns

affect reconstruction of the ionospheric potential electric field, and present an example experiment optimized for reconstructing

the electrodynamics around an auroral arc.20

1 Introduction

Incoherent scatter radar (ISR) is an active remote sensing technique for estimating plasma parameters – most often plasma

density, plasma drift, ion temperature, and electron temperature, but it is also possible to estimate or infer ion compositions
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(e.g., Kelly and Wickwar, 1981; Lathuillere et al., 1983a; Häggström and Collis, 1990; Cabrit and Kofman, 1997; Zettergren

et al., 2010; Blelly et al., 2010; Virtanen et al., 2024), ion-neutral collision frequencies (e.g., Dougherty and Farley, 1963;25

Oyama et al., 2012; Lathuillere et al., 1983b; Nicolls et al., 2014; Günzkofer et al., 2023) and/or neutral winds (Brekke et al.,

1973; Heinselman and Nicolls, 2008; Nygrén et al., 2011; Stamm et al., 2021a). All of these quantities can be estimated via

the so-called "ion line" of the incoherent scatter spectrum. This line is the product of electromagnetic radiation scattering

off ion acoustic waves. Although much more challenging to measure and therefore much less frequently used, the "plasma

line" can also be used in some situations to calibrate plasma density and electron temperature measurements, and estimate ion30

composition, electron drift velocity, and ion-neutral collision frequency (Akbari et al., 2017, and references therein).

The ISR technique is fundamentally governed by the radar equation. Given the radar cross section per electron (∼10−28 m2)

and plasma densities of 109–1012 m−3, the return power is a vanishing fraction (∼10−20) of the transmitted power. Incoher-

ent scatter observations thus require high transmitted powers, high-gain antennas, and high transmission duty cycles. Large,

steerable dishes comprise the bulk of existing ISR infrastructure worldwide. However, since the advent of the Poker Flat ISR35

(Nicolls et al., 2007), electronically steerable phased-array radars consisting of fields of smaller antennas have become the

standard for modern ISRs. These next-generation radars have the advantage of being much more flexible in terms of beam

steering (including post-experiment beam steering) and radar imaging.

The most recent generation of ISRs, including the low-latitude Sanya radar (He et al., 2020; Yue et al., 2022) and the high-

latitude EISCAT_3D (hereafter E3D) radar (Lehtinen et al., 2014), are phased-array systems and are ultimately designed to be40

multistatic. Multistatic radar systems can enable, for example, measurement of the full ion drift velocity vector for favorably

located transmitter-receiver pairs (e.g., McKay-Bukowski et al., 2015; Virtanen et al., 2014). Multibeam remote receiver data

can also significantly improve statistical accuracy of the plasma parameter observations via relatively independent measure-

ments of the monostatic transmit beam at different altitudes from the remote sites, as compared to monostatic measurements

in isolation (Virtanen et al., 2014). When completed, E3D will be a multistatic system with a transceiver in Skibotn, Norway45

(69.34°N, 20.31°E), and receivers in Kaiseniemi, Sweden (68.27°N, 19.45°E) and Karesuvanto, Finland (68.48°N, 22.52°E).

E3D represents the first attempt to exploit ISR techniques together with phased-array radar technology and multiple receiver

sites at high latitudes to yield 3D measurements of three scalar quantities (plasma density and electron and ion temperatures)

on timescales of seconds, and a 3D vector quantity (ion drift velocity) on timescales of minutes, within a large volume of order

106 km3. E3D measurements therefore present an unprecedented opportunity to probe the true 3D structure of the ionosphere-50

thermosphere (IT) system on relatively short timescales.

Figure 1 displays the location of the three E3D sites as well as how they are situated relative to the thirteenth International

Geomagnetic Reference Field (IGRF Alken et al., 2021) model for Earth’s main magnetic field. Figure 1a shows the locations

of the E3D sites in both geographic and geomagnetic (Modified Apex-110) coordinates. Figure 1b shows the angle between

the line-of-sight vector at the Skibotn transceiver and the main magnetic field, which reaches a minimum just south of Skibotn.55

Figures 1c and 1d respectively show contours of constant magnetic field strength and inclination at a reference altitude of 200

km.
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E3D has the potential to perform unprecedented measurements of a wide variety of high-latitude phenomena (McCrea

et al., 2015), including making volumetric estimates of the ion drift and neutral wind velocity vector fields. Using these

measurements, it may be possible to make volumetric estimates of ionospheric perpendicular (relative to the background60

magnetic field) and even parallel current vectors (Reistad et al., 2024). Each of the 109 panels in the main cluster at Skibotn

consists of 91 antennas. With the planned addition of 10 outlier panels in addition to the main cluster, it may also be possible

to image the ionosphere at sub-beam spatial resolutions of less than 100 m (Stamm et al., 2021b; Huyghebaert et al., 2025).

Optimizing the science return of E3D and other, similar radar systems requires a flexible set of software tools for designing

experiments that do not require the radar system to be turned on. These tools should ideally be sufficiently advanced to produce65

believable estimates of measurements uncertainties given a realistic radar configuration specified in terms of radar geometry,

range resolution, and integration times.

Given such tremendous flexibility, where does one begin in designing an experiment? This study is motivated by the need for

simple, flexible, open-source tools for designing a candidate E3D experiment, and assessing whether the experiment is likely

to meet the observational requirements for answering a user-specified science question. One existing candidate would be the70

open-source tools presented by Swoboda et al. (2017), which are capable of simulating the full ISR analysis chain, including

raw voltages. The Swoboda et al. (2017) toolbox nevertheless requires a relatively advanced understanding of ISR analysis and

is somewhat computationally demanding; it is therefore most accessible to expert users. We view the present work as being

most useful to the researcher who does not need access to low-level data such as complex voltages and lag products, but is

most interested in high-level data: plasma density, electron and ion temperatures, and ion drift velocity estimates. We assume75

that the user of these tools has in mind a particular scientific question and a target phenomenon or set of phenomena, defined

in terms of temporal and spatial scales and order-of-magnitude estimates of ionospheric plasma and ion drift parameters. This

study does, however, assume a basic grasp of concepts such as bit length, beam width, and duty cycle, although some of these

are defined and discussed in Section 4.1.

The study is divided into the following sections: a description of the uncertainty estimation procedure (Section 2); imple-80

mentation and validation of the uncertainty estimation procedure (Section 3); a general framework for designing an experiment

(Section 4); two example experiments (Section 5); and discussion and summary (Section 6).

2 Estimation of plasma parameter uncertainties

The uncertainty estimation procedure that we use is based on a modified version of the procedure first presented in Appendix

B of Lehtinen et al. (2014) that was developed by one of us (I. Virtanen). It generalizes the Vallinkoski (1988) method by85

accounting for non-zero ion drift and multistatic radar systems. However, it accounts neither for the possibility of anisotropic

ion and electron temperatures nor for the phenomenon of Faraday rotation, as do more sophisticated procedures such as the

multi-static parameter and uncertainty estimation procedure presented by Virtanen et al. (2014). The procedure consists of two

steps. Signal and noise powers are first calculated using the radar equation and user-defined system noise temperature, and the

resulting ACF noise level is then used to calculate the plasma parameter error estimates.90
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Figure 1. Summary of magnetic and geodetic coordinates, magnetic field strength and inclination at 200-km altitude, and E3D viewing angle

relative to the background magnetic field at 200-km altitude. In each panel the site of the Skibotn transceiver (yellow star) and the receivers in

Kaiseniemi, Sweden and Karesuvanto, Finland (orange stars) are shown. a) Modified Apex-110 coordinates (black lines) and rings indicating

the field of view at Skibotn down to 30° elevation for 100-, 300-, and 500-km altitude (blue lines). b) Angle in degrees between Skibotn

line of sight and unit vector in the direction of the IGRF magnetic field (reference date Dec 1, 2020). c) IGRF field strength. d) IGRF field

inclination.
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2.1 Signal and noise powers

For a known radar system and radar operation mode, the signal power dP from a plasma volume dV at the point rt is

dP =
Neξ0 sin2 χPT

1 +Te/Ti

GT

4πr2
T

GR

4πr2
R

λ2

4π
WrdV, (1)

where Ne is electron number density, ξ0 = 10−28 m2 is the single-electron radar cross-section, χ is the polarization angle

(angle between the electric field vector of the incident wave and wave vector of the scattered wave), PT is the transmitted95

power, Te and Ti are electron and ion temperatures, respectively, GT and GR are gains of the receiver and transmitter antennas

at rt, rT and rR are distances from the target to the transmitter and the receiver, respectively, and λ is wavelength of the

radar carrier signal. Wr is the range ambiguity function, which includes the effects of phase-coding and decoding in the signal

processing chain, which narrows down the plasma volume in the range direction according to the applied coding and decoding

scheme. The radar is assumed to transmit circular polarization and the receiver polarisation is assumed to be matched with the100

polarization ellipse of the scattered wave. Total power received from a scattering volume V with known Ne,Te, and Ti located

around rt can be integrated using (1),

P =
∫∫∫

V

dP, (2)

if technical specifications of the radar system and range resolution of the measurement are known. A detailed discussion of

determination of the scattering volume V is provided in Appendix B of Lehtinen et al. (2014). To simplify and increase the105

computational speed of the calculations, the beam patterns and pulse shapes are assumed Gaussian.

Noise contributions from thermal noise in the radar receiver and sky-noise are described by the system noise temperature

Tsys. For a known receiver bandwidth δν the background noise power is

PB = kBTsysδν, (3)

where kB is the Boltzmann constant. Another noise contribution, the so-called self-noise, arises from the phase-code decoding,110

which effectively converts the signal from unwanted ranges into zero-mean noise. The self-noise power PS can be integrated

from (1) if the range ambiguity function Wr, corresponding to one bit in the phase-coded pulse, is replaced with Wp, matched

to the length of the whole pulse. To get a reasonable and computationally light-weight approximation of the self-noise power,

the self-noise calculation assumes that the electron density altitude profile has a Gaussian shape that peaks at rt and has a

user-defined width. This approximation is used only in the self-noise calculation, not for the signal powers.115

These approximations allow us to calculate the total noise power PN = PB + PS and the signal-to-noise ratio as

SNR =
P

PB + PS
. (4)

One should note that the self-noise contribution PS will often be significant in E3D due to its high transmitted power and

large antenna gains. Ignoring the self-noise contribution would thus lead to unrealistically high SNR especially in the E region,

where high electron densities are often present at a short distance from the radar.120
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2.2 Linearization of the incoherent scatter theory

The uncertainty estimation procedure relies on linearization of the non-linear incoherent scatter theory, which gives a relation

between the incoherent scatter autocorrelation function (ACF) and the plasma parameters. We denote the theoretical ACF by

f(k, τ ; x). Via the Wiener-Khinchin theorem the ACF is the Fourier transform of the incoherent scatter spectrum S(k, ω)

given in Appendix A. The three arguments of the ACF are the scattering wave vector k, the time lag τ and the model vector of125

(normalized) plasma parameters

x = (ne/n0, Ti/T0, Te/Ti, νin/ν0, p, vs/vs0)
T

, (5)

where ne, Ti, Te, νin, p, and vs are respectively the plasma density, ion temperature, electron temperature, ion-neutral collision

frequency for momentum exchange, the fractional abundance of oxygen ions (assuming the plasma is composed of a mixture

of NO+, O+
2 , and O+), and the line-of-sight ion drift measured from site s. The variables n0, T0, ν0, and vs0 are normalization130

constants, and NO+ and O+
2 are represented as one molecular ion with mass 30.5 u. Thus the set of measurements of the ACF

at time lag τ with scattering vector k is represented by the measurement vector

m = (d0,d1, . . . ,dN )T
, (6)

which is related to the ACF via

m = f(k, τ ; x) + ϵ. (7)135

Here ϵ is taken to be Gaussian zero-mean noise. For non-zero vs the measurement vector m is complex.

In linearizing the ACF,

f(k, τ ; x0 + ∆x)≈ f(k, τ ; x0) +A∆x, (8)

we define a theory matrix A that consists of the partial derivatives of f with respect to each plasma parameter xk. As with

the measurement vector m, this matrix is complex for non-zero vs; it is nevertheless possible to write the real and imaginary140

parts of Equation (8) separately such that it may be represented as a purely real system of equations. Provided an estimate of

the measurement noise covariance Σm, one can also calculate the posterior model covariance Σx, or covariance of plasma

parameter estimates, using the standard result from linear inverse theory:

Σx =
(
Σ−1

x,pr +AT Σ−1
m A

)−1
, (9)

where Σx,pr is the prior model covariance matrix that represents any prior information that we may have about the distribu-145

tions and interrelationships of the plasma parameters x. (In this work we use Σ−1
x,pr = 0.) Equation 9, which is the basis for

uncertainty estimation, only requires specification of the theory matrix A and does not require that ∆x be nonzero.
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2.3 Uncertainty estimation procedure

At the highest level, our uncertainty estimation procedure consists of two steps: estimation of the ACF measurement error

covariance matrix Σm, and plasma parameter uncertainty estimation via Equation 9.150

In the first step we estimate the ACF measurement covariance matrix Σm as follows. We assume that measurements of the

ACF at different lags are uncorrelated and have the same variance σ2, so that Σm is an identity matrix multiplied by 1/σ2.

With these assumptions, we define the ACF noise level (Vallinkoski, 1988)

γ2 =
σ2

f(k,0; x)2Nτ
=

Na

Nτ

1
SNR2 , (10)

with Na the number of averaged ACF samples, Nτ ≈ 2π/(ω0∆τ) the approximate number of lags to the first zero of the ACF155

assuming zero plasma bulk flow, ω0 = k
√

2kBTi/mi the "ion angular Doppler frequency" (Vallinkoski, 1988) for scattering

wave number k, and ∆τ the lag spacing (sampling interval) of ACF measurements. The lag spacing is matched with the user-

specified range resolution ∆r via ∆τ = 2∆r/c. Na includes the number of samples averaged in phase-code decoding, as well

as post-integration in range and time.

With this definition, we calculate the SNR and the ACF noise level as described in Section 2.1 using the radar equation160

assuming a particular set of radar system parameters, and assuming Gaussian beam shapes and pulse shapes. (See also Sections

B.3–B.6 in Lehtinen et al., 2014.) The outputs from this step are ACF noise levels at each site separately.

In the second step (plasma parameter uncertainty estimation) we use the fact that uncertainty of the line-of-sight velocity

vi is practically independent of the errors of the other parameters, and assume that all receivers see the same ne, Te, and Ti.

The latter assumption is equivalent to assuming that Te and Ti are isotropic. (In reality Te and Ti may be neither isotropic165

nor equal; see discussion in, e.g., Virtanen et al., 2014, and references therein.) The uncertainty estimation itself can therefore

be divided into two parts: calculation of (i) the variance of estimates of scalar parameters, which do not have a direction, and

(ii) the covariance of ion drift velocity vector estimates. To calculate (i) we simply sum information from all receivers (since

information or precision is the inverse of variance) to get a combined ACF noise level for the full multistatic system; we then

calculate the posterior model covariance (Equation 9) and take the scalar plasma parameter uncertainties to be the square roots170

of its diagonal elements. To calculate (ii) one must consider the system geometry, and in general the estimate of the line-of-

sight ion drift for each transmitter-receiver pair has a different uncertainty. We combine the different uncertainties following

the methodology outlined in Section B.2.4 of Lehtinen et al. (2014). For a monostatic system the ion drift velocity covariance

matrix reduces to a scalar representing the variance of the line-of-sight ion velocity.

3 Implementation and validation175

We have produced an open-source toolkit consisting of a core implementation of the uncertainty estimation procedure de-

scribed in Section 2 called ISgeometry (Virtanen, 2023), which is written in the R programming language, and a front-end

called e3doubt (Hatch and Virtanen, 2024) that is written in Python. The latter includes scripts that reproduce the analysis

described in this section and Section 5, as well as several additional tools.
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Figure 2. EISCAT Tromsø ultra-high frequency (UHF) radar measurements made during 10–11 UT on March 3, 2023 (top four panels) and

corresponding estimates of plasma parameter uncertainties based on three different approaches (bottom four panels). (a) Electron density

ne. (b) Electron temperature Te. (c) Ion temperature Ti. (d) Line-of-sight ion velocity vi. Panels (e)–(h) show uncertainties of ne, Te, Te,

and Ti estimates based on (i) direct evaluation of the standard deviation of parameter estimates at each altitude for the hour during which

observations were made (thin orange line); (ii) standard GUISDAP analysis (thick gray line); and (iii) the uncertainty estimation procedure

described in Section 2 (black dotted line).
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To validate the uncertainty estimation procedure described in Section 2, we use field-aligned measurements made by the EIS-180

CAT Tromsø UHF radar during a geomagnetically quiescent period, 10–11 UT on March 3, 2023 at 69.5864◦ N, 19.2272◦ E

(66.57◦ magnetic latitude), equatorward of the geomagnetic cusp at magnetic local times between 11.8 and 12.8. During this

period the y component of the interplanetary magnetic field in GSM coordinates hovered around 5 nT, while the z component

was generally between −2 and 1 nT.

Figures 2a–d show that during this period, the temporal variability of the local ionosphere over Tromsø, in terms of ne,185

Te, Ti, and the line-of-sight ion drift velocity vi, is minimal at each altitude. For the purpose of validation this low variability

is desirable, because it permits us to compare three different estimates of the uncertainty of observed plasma parameters: (i)

straightforward calculation of the standard deviation of each parameter at each altitude from the full hour of observations under

consideration (time resolution of 1 min); (ii) uncertainty estimates provided by the standard GUISDAP analysis suite (Lehtinen

and Huuskonen, 1996); (iii) the uncertainty estimation procedure that we describe in Section 2.190

All three uncertainty estimates are shown in Figure 2e–h. For all parameters, the uncertainty estimates yielded by the pro-

cedure described in Section 2 (black dotted line labeled "e3doubt") are generally very close to the estimates provided by

GUISDAP (thick gray line), with the deviation between the two increasing with increasing altitude. In contrast, the standard

deviation of each parameter at each altitude that is calculated directly from the time series (thin orange line, labeled "sample")

is greater than the other two estimates at virtually all altitudes. These differences likely have to do with error correlations that195

are ignored both by standard GUISDAP analysis and the procedure presented in this study (Huuskonen and Lehtinen, 1996).

(In the case of this study, "ignoring error correlations" refers to our assumption in Section 2 that the ACF covariance matrix

Σd is an identity matrix multiplied by a constant.)

The overall similarity in Figures 2e–h between the uncertainty estimates given by GUISDAP and our uncertainty estimation

procedure indicates that both produce reasonable, if optimistic, estimates of the uncertainties of plasma parameters derived from200

ISR measurements. These results furthermore point to an apparent tendency for our procedure to underestimate uncertainties

relative to those of GUISDAP above ∼300-km altitude.

4 Experiment design

Two of the first questions that are typically asked in discussions of E3D experiments are "How accurately will E3D be able to

measure plasma parameters?" and "What will be the smallest possible spatial and temporal resolutions?" There is no universal205

answer to these questions, since accuracy and resolution depend intimately on the state of the ionosphere (cf. Equations 1, 5,

and 8); ISR system properties such as radar geometry and self-noise (Equations 1–4 and 8); and experiment design choice such

as range resolution, beam selection, and integration times (Equation 10), as outlined in Section 2.

In the following subsections we briefly discuss some general guidelines in experiment design (Section 4.1) and some con-

siderations in the selection of bit length, integration time, and range resolution (Section 4.2). For a detailed discussion of ISR210

experiment design, see Chapter 2 in Lehtinen et al. (2014) and references therein.
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4.1 Guidelines

A simple way to constrain the otherwise overwhelmingly large parameter space that comprises E3D experiment design is to

begin with identifying a goal or set of goals that one wishes to achieve via a particular experiment, as is done in Section 5. These

goals will often be related to a scientific hypothesis or question. In such cases, some general considerations for experiment215

design can be stated:

(i) Gather information about the desired study targets or conditions. Where do they occur in terms of latitude, longitude,

local time, and/or altitude? When do they occur in terms of time of day, season, or relevant solar wind or geomagnetic

conditions? What are the typical spatial and temporal scales? Over what altitude range? Which plasma parameters are

most important?220

(ii) On the basis of (i), identify requirements related to temporal and spatial coverage and temporal and spatial resolution.

(iii) If possible, estimate acceptable levels of uncertainty in the plasma parameters (Equation 5).

(iv) With knowledge of coverage, resolution, and/or uncertainty requirements, decide on possible beam patterns and bit

lengths.

Regarding the first point, the field of view of the Skibotn transceiver is confined to approximately 65–68◦ magnetic latitude225

(MLat) at 100-km altitude (indicated by the innermost blue ring in Figure 1, 68–71◦ geodetic latitude). Meanwhile, various

auroral forms exist over different ranges of local times and MLats (e.g., illustration in Figure 1 of Knudsen et al., 2021). Thus

whether phenomena located in the polar cap, auroral zone, or at sub-auroral latitudes can be observed by E3D is a question of

local time and geomagnetic activity. A detailed list of phenomena that may be observable with E3D has been given by McCrea

et al. (2015).230

4.2 Additional guidelines

Bit length

The modulation bit length (∆τ in Section 2) is an example of a parameter that needs to be carefully considered in experiment

design, as it has a significant influence on the uncertainty of plasma parameter estimates. In a low-SNR setting, the bit length

should be as long as possible (Lehtinen, 1989). This enables one to narrow down the receiver bandwidth and therefore minimize235

the background noise power. In the opposite case of high SNR, the bit length should be reduced to collect more samples per unit

range, which improves the statistics (Lehtinen and Damtie, 2013). These considerations can present contradictory requirements

for optimizing estimation of plasma parameters in the E region, F region, and topside ionosphere. In existing monostatic

EISCAT experiments one finds bit lengths ∆τ = 2–100 µs, which correspond to range resolutions of ∆r = 0.3–15 km. The bit

length must in general be equal to or shorter than the finest range resolution needed along a given beam.240
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Range resolution

Range resolution is defined separately from the modulation bit length, because the ACF samples are routinely integrated in

range to reach better statistical accuracy in those parts of the ionosphere where the best possible resolution is not needed. The

range resolution can be freely selected, but a realistic choice is to use an integer multiple of the range resolution produced by

the modulation bit length, because we assume that signal sampling is matched to the bit length. The resolution can vary along245

a beam such that one may achieve, for example, high resolution in the E region and coarser resolution in the F region. For

a monostatic radar the range resolution can be converted to altitude resolution as ∆h = ∆r cos(elevation), because range is

measured along the radar beam. For a bistatic transmitter-receiver pair one must consider directions of both the transmitter and

the receiver beams.

Integration time250

The integration time can in principle be selected for each beam individually, and it could be appropriate to use different

integration times for different beams. A good starting point is nevertheless to use equal integration time for all beams to

understand how parameter uncertainties vary from beam to beam. Then, to optimize the experiment, one may increase the

integration time of beams where more precision is needed and decrease the integration for other beams where less precision is

needed. For example, the geometry of the E3D sites is such that the uncertainty of measurements of some components of the255

ion drift vector increase with decreasing radar elevation; it may be appropriate in some cases to increase the integration time

of beams with low elevations relative to those with high elevations.

5 Example experiments

In this section we present two examples demonstrating practical application of the uncertainty estimation framework presented

in Sections 2–3.260

For the first example we use the guidelines from Section 4.1 to design an experiment that is optimized for monitoring the

properties of a discrete auroral arc and reconstruction of the surrounding plasma convection along a line of constant magnetic

longitude during geomagnetically quiet periods.

For the second example we demonstrate how different beam patterns affect reconstruction of plasma convection within the

same volume. This is accomplished by modifying the experiment originally presented in Reistad et al. (2024) for reconstruction265

of the ionospheric electric potential and plasma convection pattern.

5.1 Example experiment design #1: Quiet, discrete auroral arc

Auroral arcs and aurora-like features can appear at all local times within the latitudinal extent of the auroral oval, where the

latter depends on the level of geomagnetic activity. A well known auroral form is the standard discrete arc that occurs during
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geomagnetically quiet periods – quiet, discrete aurora (hereafter QDA). In spite of its apparent simplicity, basic facts about the270

generation, evolution, and lifetime of QDA remain unknown (Knudsen et al., 2021, and references therein).

One interesting suggestion found in the literature is that "arc proper motion" (motion of an auroral arc relative to background

plasma convection) u′ = u−v, where u and v are respectively arc velocity and plasma convection, may contain information

about energy and momentum transfer between the magnetosphere and ionosphere (e.g., Kozlovsky et al., 2001; Haerendel

et al., 1993). The meaning of arc proper motion is nonetheless debated (Borovsky et al., 2020, and references therein), at least275

partly due to a lack of estimates of u′ with sufficiently low uncertainty.

Here we envision using all-sky cameras to estimate u and E3D to estimate v at spatial and temporal resolutions exceeding

those of previous studies (Haerendel et al., 1993; Frey et al., 1996; Williams et al., 1998; Kozlovsky et al., 2001). Typical

in these studies were integration times of 10–60 s for one beam, and uncertainty in plasma drift velocity of 20–100 m/s

depending on conditions, but mostly above 40 m/s, and displacement of the radar beam relative to the location of the arc by280

a few kilometers or tens of kilometers. Haerendel et al. (1993) also notes that the total displacement of the plasma during the

observation window has an uncertainty of±7–14 km. It could also be possible to obtain an additional, independent estimate of

u by, for example, tracking enhancements of E3D plasma parameter estimates.

In answer to the questions posed in the guidelines presented in Section 4.1 we arrive at the following.

(i) QDA occurs over 60–80◦ MLat, with a peak occurrence rate at 70◦ MLat. It generally occurs between 14–08 MLT and285

is most frequently observed between 22 and 23 MLT (Syrjäsuo and Donovan, 2004), but can occur at virtually all MLTs.

QDA arcs are generally aligned with geomagnetic east-west, with tilts of ±8◦ locally (Gillies et al., 2014). Typical arc

widths are 10–20 km (Aikio et al., 2002), with lifetimes of up to tens of minutes (Kozlovsky et al., 2001). QDA arcs

have an emission height range of 80–400 km, with a peak at 110-km altitude (Davis, 1978).

QDA is typically associated with Kp ≤ 4 (Karlsson et al., 2020). Given the range of MLats visible to E3D (Figure 1a)290

and the statistical MLat distribution of the auroral oval for Kp≃ 2–4 (generally between 65–70◦ MLat; see Figures 2 and

4 in Carbary, 2005), QDA should be visible to E3D over ∼22–05 MLT during both winter and summer. Note, however,

that the probability of occurrence of QDA during summer relative to winter is decreased (e.g., Newell et al., 1996).

(ii) Based on the foregoing, improving upon previous studies would entail E3D integration times (temporal resolutions)

of 3–10 s per beam, with the spatial resolution ideally being a few hundred meters and at most a few kilometers. The295

spatial extent of E3D measurements normal to the arc would ideally span several arc widths (10–20 km or more) to

accommodate arc motion.

(iii) The uncertainty of the plasma convection velocity in the direction normal to the arc would ideally be of order 10 m/s

or less (i.e., at least an order of magnitude less than previously reported arc motions). However, uncertainties of 25 m/s

would likely be acceptable.300

Figure 3 shows an example "keogram" experiment designed to conform to the requirements given immediately above. The

experiment consists of 40 beams arranged in a rectangular grid with a total integration time of 5 min (7.5 s per beam). The
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Figure 3. Keogram experiment design and resulting posterior convection uncertainties and resolution matrix for winter (second column) and

summer (third column) conditions. a: Locations of observations made between 180- and 400-km altitude at intervals of 5 km (blue triangles),

and their locations after mapping along geomagnetic field lines to 110-km altitude (black triangles). The extent of the observation region

before and after mapping is indicated by the blue and gray boxes, respectively. The E3D sites are indicated by stars. b: The locations of the

1666 curl-free spherical elementary current system (SECS) poles used to derive the posterior convection velocity covariances. c1–c2: Square

root of the diagonal of the posterior covariance matrix for east-west convection. d1–d2: Same as c1–c2, but for north-south convection.

e1–e2: Resolution calculated following Madelaire et al. (2023).
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plasma ACF is assumed sampled at regular intervals of 5 km between 180- and 400-km altitude (blue triangles and box,

Figure 3a), with ionospheric conditions specified using the International Reference Ionosphere-2016 (IRI2016) (Bilitza, 2018)

and the Naval Research Laboratory-MSIS (Emmert et al., 2020) models for either "winter" (00:00 UT, December 23, 2020) or305

"summer" (00:00 UT, June 23, 2020) conditions. Results for winter and summer are respectively shown in the second and third

columns of Figure 3. Our use of IRI2016 to specify the F-region ionospheric parameters that are the basis for the uncertainty

calculations (including the uncertainty of ion drift velocity) is somewhat artificial, since IRI2016 does not account for the

temperature and density enhancements that typically accompany auroral activity. We nonetheless deem the uncertainties we

obtain from using IRI2016 to be a reasonable reference point.310

At each measurement point, the resulting convection covariance matrix is then mapped down to 110-km altitude following

the methodology of Reistad et al. (2024) (their equations 3 and 4). After mapping to a reference altitude of 110 km, the

measurement points extend over ∼66–68◦ MLat (black triangles and gray box in Figure 3a).

The convection covariance matrices are then used together with the grid of curl-free spherical elementary current systems

(Vanhamäki and Juusola, 2020) shown in Figure 3b to obtain estimates of east-west and north-south convection velocity315

uncertainties (square root of the diagonal of the posterior convection covariance for each velocity component), as shown

respectively in panels c1–c2 and d1–d2 of Figure 3. This is done by calculating the posterior model covariance matrix Σx via

Equation 9, where the theory matrix A now describes the relationship between the amplitudes of the SECS basis functions

and the ionospheric convection pattern that they are used to reconstruct (see, e.g., Reistad et al., 2024; Laundal, 2022), Σm

is the data covariance matrix (here the covariance of convection measurements mapped to 110-km altitude), and Σx,pr is the320

prior model covariance. (We use Σ−1
x,pr = 0, i.e., no regularization.) The posterior convection covariance is then obtained as

Σv = AvΣxAT
v , where Av is the theory matrix that maps SECS amplitudes to convection velocity components (equation 4 in

Madelaire et al., 2023).

From these panels it is evident that the uncertainties are overall higher during winter than during summer within the experi-

ment observation volume: typical uncertainties within the volume during winter conditions vary from 80 m/s to over 100 m/s,325

while during summer conditions the uncertainties are in some places as low as ∼20 m/s.

Results in Figures 3c1–d2 also indicate that the convection uncertainty is very high at latitudes poleward of∼67.3, regardless

of season. This reflects the fact that the geometry of the three E3D sites is increasingly unfavorable for uniquely resolving all

three convection velocity components as one moves to higher latitudes.

Figures 3e1–e2 show the resolution as defined in section 2.2 of Madelaire et al. (2023) using point spread functions of the330

resolution matrix R = ΣxAT Σ−1
m A Madelaire et al. (2023) (their equation 5). The resolution may be thought of as indicating

the smallest resolvable scale size as a function of the locations and covariances of the convection measurements, and the

locations of the SECS poles. It is clear that the smallest resolvable scale size within the gray box that defines the measurement

volume is generally close to the spacing of the SECS poles (10 km and 5 km in the latitudinal and longitudinal directions,

respectively). A spatial resolution of 5–10 km is acceptable for the plasma convection in producing estimates of arc proper335

motion u′.
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5.2 Example experiment design #2: Reconstruction of ionospheric convection

The starting point for this example is the study of Reistad et al. (2024), in which output from the Geospace Environmental

Model of Ion-Neutral Interactions (GEMINI) is used as ground truth in an Observing System Simulation Experiment (OSSE)

that uses E3D measurements to reconstruct ionospheric and field-aligned currents in a large volume over E3D. We use the340

modified station locations that Reistad et al. (2024) used, with E3D sites artificially moved 200 km south of their actual

locations "to probe a more relevant part of the GEMINI simulation output, covering the transition between the up and down

FAC regions."

Figure 4 shows metrics for three different beam patterns, with each column corresponding to one beam pattern. The beam

patterns at 120-km altitude are indicated with orange dots in panels a–c. The beam pattern shown in panel a is the pattern345

used for the reconstruction performed by (Reistad et al., 2024) that is shown in their Figures 2 and 3. Each of the three

reconstructions uses the same input potential pattern from GEMINI (blue contour lines in panels a–c) and system of spherical

elementary currents. The beam pattern in the center column consists of 25 beams spaced by 40 km on a cubed sphere grid (area

of ∼160 km2). The beam pattern in the right column consists of 47 beams spaced by 30 km on a cubed sphere grid (area of

∼180 km2).350

Figures 4a–i show that differences in the three beam patterns play little role overall in reconstruction of the potential pat-

tern (gray lines in a–c) and plasma convection (black arrows in d–f and scatter points in g–i). Particularly in the vicinity of

measurement-dense areas there appears to be little to no difference in the reconstruction. Correspondingly, Figures 4j–o show

that the uncertainty (square root of diagonal elements of the covariance matrix) of the reconstructed eastward (j–l) and north-

ward (m–o) components of convection tend to be lowest in the vicinity of measurements regardless of the overall beam pattern.355

That is, there is a clear connection between the density of measurements and the overall reconstructed convection uncertainty.

There is also an overall tendency for uncertainties of the eastward convection to be slightly lower than those of the northward

convection at corresponding locations.

Figures 4p–r, which show the resolution as defined by Madelaire et al. (2023), indicate that the resolvable scale size at each

location is closely tied to the density of measurements in the vicinity. It is clear that the third beam pattern (right column), in360

which the beam spacing is tightest, achieves the most uniform resolution within the observational area. More variation in the

resolution is seen in the first and second beam pattern; the second pattern in particular exhibits large gradients in resolution

over much of the observational area, where resolutions in neighboring grid cells can in some locations differ by nearly 50 km.

We therefore conclude that for this particular experiment, which focuses on reconstruction of the ionospheric potential

and the plasma convection over E3D, differences in beam patterns have somewhat surprisingly little influence on the overall365

reconstruction. Unless more specific information were given about the scientific requirements for this experiment, from the

evidence in Figure 4 there is no clear reason to prefer one beam pattern over another. It might in some cases be preferable

to achieve uniformity, insofar as possible, in the resolution and plasma convection uncertainties, and in such cases the third,

tightly spaced beam pattern with more uniform coverage may have some advantage.
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Figure 4. Reconstruction of ionospheric potential for three different beam patterns (from left to right): the Reistad et al. (2024) beam pattern,

and 25- and 47-beam patterns covering respectively ∼160 km2 and ∼180 km2. Details of each quantity are described in the main text. a–c:

Original and reconstructed ionospheric potential patterns (thick gray lines and thin blue lines, respectively). The beam pattern at 120-km

altitude is shown as orange dots in each panel. The E3D sites are indicated by yellow stars. d–f: Measurements of ionospheric convection

along each beam with noise added (orange arrows) and the final reconstructed ionospheric convection pattern (black arrows). The green box

indicates the region within which convection derived from the true and reconstructed potential pattern is sampled and shown in panels g–i.

g–i: Reconstructed convection plotted against true convection (y and x axes, respectively). j–l: Square root of posterior prediction variance

of eastward convection. m–o: Same as j–l, but for northward component. p–r: Resolution defined according to Madelaire et al. (2023).16
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6 Discussion and conclusions370

In this study we have presented a framework for designing E3D experiments. This framework is derived from basic radar

theory and incoherent scatter theory together with a number of simplifying assumptions.

We have produced an open-source implementation of this framework, e3doubt (Hatch and Virtanen, 2024), which is intended

to greatly lower the barrier for experiment design. The goal is to enable researchers who are interested in using E3D or other

ISR systems, but who are otherwise not experts, to get a feel for the possibilities and limitations of E3D, and achieve a basic375

level of independence and ownership for candidate E3D experiments.

We have shown how uncertainties calculated using e3doubt are comparable to uncertainties obtained using the standard

EISCAT analysis suite, GUISDAP, and to direct estimates of uncertainties via the standard deviation of measured plasma

parameters.

The simplifying assumptions that we employ facilitate relatively rapid testing of a number of experiment designs with mini-380

mal effort and computational overhead. We find in our tests that parameter uncertainty estimates for roughly 500 measurement

points can be processed in a wall time of one minute on a modern laptop with 16 GB of ram and several CPUs.

This simplified approach comes at the cost of neglecting (for example) pulse lengths and error covariances. The self-noise

model is also very simplistic, and the antenna arrays are assumed to be horizontal. The effects of pulse lengths, self-noise, etc.,

can be modeled accurately by means of creating synthetic voltage level radar signals, which are then decoded to ACFs and385

analysed just like real radar data. As mentioned in the introduction, much more technical open-source tools for conducting this

type of simulation already exist (Swoboda et al., 2017). While clearly valuable for some types of analysis, the added complexity

is time consuming for testing experimental designs that have a large design parameter space.

We have also presented two example experiments: one focused on reconstruction of ionospheric electrodynamics around

an auroral arc, and another focused on understanding how beam selection can affect measurements from an E3D experiment.390

These examples are readily modifiable and expandable from the online code repository (Hatch and Virtanen, 2024). These

examples take only a few minutes to run on a modern laptop.

Regarding expansion of e3doubt, a potential future improvement is to make an "expert version" that allows one to test

different combinations of fitted parameters, prior models, and pulse lengths. This could include adding estimates of the plasma

density from plasma lines via model priors.395

Code and data availability. The code used to generate all of the figures shown in this study is freely available online (Hatch and Virtanen,

2024).
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Appendix A: Incoherent scatter spectrum

The ISgeometry package (Virtanen, 2023) is based on the incoherent scatter spectrum given as Equation 20 in Swartz and

Farley (1979) for two ion species having masses of 30.5 amu (representing a mixture of O+
2 and NO+) and 16 amu (O+):400

S(k, ω; Ne,Te,Ti,Ve,Vi) =
Ner

2
e sinδ

π




∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

j

µjyj + ik2λ2
D
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2

Re[ye]
ω−k ·Ve

+ |ye|2
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∣∣∣∣∣∣

2
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−1

,

(A1)

where Nk, Tk and Vk are the number density, temperature, and drift velocity of the kth species, re is the classical electron

radius, δ is a polarization angle, and λD is the electron Debye length. The yk functions are themselves functions of the

Faddeeva function w(z) (which is related to the so-called plasma dispersion function Z(z) = i
√

πw(z)), and ηk = Nkq2
k/Nee

2,

µk = ηkTe/Tk.405

Author contributions. SMH was responsible for producing an initial draft of the manuscript, and conceiving of and writing the Python

frontend for e3doubt. IV wrote ISGeometry (the R-language backend of e3doubt), conceived of and produced the experimental validation

shown in Figure 2, and outlined the discussion. KML contributed to defining the study, testing e3doubt, editing the manuscript, and creating

and organizing International Space Science Institute team 506; the idea for this study is an outgrowth of discussions during team meetings.

HWT performed extensive testing and validation of e3doubt, and gave feedback and suggestions on the manuscript. JV, AS, and DRH all410

contributed to discussions of the design and goals of e3doubt at various meetings, and provided expert guidance, suggestions and feedback

regarding radar theory and the manuscript generally. JCH contributed expertise on and wrote an initial draft of example experiment 2 in

Section 5.1, made an initial version of Figure 3, and performed tests of the e3doubt code.

Competing interests. The authors declare no competing interests.

Acknowledgements. SMH would like to thank Michael Madelaire for valuable insight and suggestions regarding model resolution and415

Example experiment design #2. IGRF model values are obtained via the ppigrf Python package (Laundal, 2022), which is a Python

implementation (not frontend) of the IGRF. SMH and JCH were funded by the Research Council of Norway (RCN) under contract 344061.

IV was funded by the Research Council of Finland project 347796. KML was funded by the European Union (ERC, DynaMIT, 101086985)

and the Research Council of Norway through grant 300844/F50. HWT’s work was supported by the Research Council of Finland project

354521 and the Kvantum Institute of the University of Oulu (POLAR project). AS acknowledges funding from the RCN grant 326039. DH420

was funded through a UiT The Arctic University of Norway contribution to the EISCAT_3D project funded by Research Council of Norway

through research infrastructure grant 245683.

18

https://doi.org/10.5194/egusphere-2025-1768
Preprint. Discussion started: 25 April 2025
c© Author(s) 2025. CC BY 4.0 License.



References

Aikio, A. T., Lakkala, T., Kozlovsky, A., and Williams, P. J. S.: Electric fields and currents of stable drifting auroral arcs in the evening sector,

Journal of Geophysical Research: Space Physics, 107, SIA 3–1–SIA 3–14, https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1029/2001JA009172, 2002.425

Akbari, H., Bhatt, A., Hoz, C. L., and Semeter, J. L.: Incoherent Scatter Plasma Lines: Observations and Applications, Space Science

Reviews, 212, 249–294, https://doi.org/10.1007/s11214-017-0355-7, 2017.

Alken, P., Thébault, E., Beggan, C. D., Amit, H., Aubert, J., Baerenzung, J., Bondar, T. N., Brown, W. J., Califf, S., Chambodut, A., Chulliat,

A., Cox, G. A., Finlay, C. C., Fournier, A., Gillet, N., Grayver, A., Hammer, M. D., Holschneider, M., Huder, L., Hulot, G., Jager, T.,

Kloss, C., Korte, M., Kuang, W., Kuvshinov, A., Langlais, B., Léger, J.-M., Lesur, V., Livermore, P. W., Lowes, F. J., Macmillan, S.,430

Magnes, W., Mandea, M., Marsal, S., Matzka, J., Metman, M. C., Minami, T., Morschhauser, A., Mound, J. E., Nair, M., Nakano, S.,

Olsen, N., Pavón-Carrasco, F. J., Petrov, V. G., Ropp, G., Rother, M., Sabaka, T. J., Sanchez, S., Saturnino, D., Schnepf, N. R., Shen, X.,

Stolle, C., Tangborn, A., Tøffner-Clausen, L., Toh, H., Torta, J. M., Varner, J., Vervelidou, F., Vigneron, P., Wardinski, I., Wicht, J., Woods,

A., Yang, Y., Zeren, Z., and Zhou, B.: International Geomagnetic Reference Field: the thirteenth generation, Earth, Planets and Space, 73,

49, https://doi.org/10.1186/s40623-020-01288-x, 2021.435

Bilitza, D.: IRI the International Standard for the Ionosphere, Advances in Radio Science, 16, 1–11, https://doi.org/10.5194/ars-16-1-2018,

2018.

Blelly, P. L., Alcaydé, D., and Van Eyken, A. P.: A new analysis method for determining polar ionosphere and upper atmo-

sphere characteristics from ESR data: Illustration with IPY period, Journal of Geophysical Research: Space Physics, 115, 1–12,

https://doi.org/10.1029/2009JA014876, 2010.440

Borovsky, J. E., Delzanno, G. L., Dors, E. E., Thomsen, M. F., Sanchez, E. R., Henderson, M. G., Marshall, R. A., Gilchrist, B. E., Miars, G.,

Carlsten, B. E., Storms, S. A., Holloway, M. A., and Nguyen, D.: Solving the auroral-arc-generator question by using an electron beam to

unambiguously connect critical magnetospheric measurements to auroral images, Journal of Atmospheric and Solar-Terrestrial Physics,

206, 105 310, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jastp.2020.105310, 2020.

Brekke, A., Doupnik, J. R., and Banks, P. M.: A preliminary study of the neutral wind in the auroral E region, Journal of Geophysical445

Research, 78, 8235–8250, https://doi.org/10.1029/JA078i034p08235, 1973.

Cabrit, B. and Kofman, W.: Ionospheric composition measurement by EISCAT using a global fit procedure, Annales Geophysicae, 14,

1496–1505, https://doi.org/10.1007/s00585-996-1496-2, 1997.

Carbary, J. F.: A Kp-based model of auroral boundaries, Space Weather, 3, https://doi.org/10.1029/2005SW000162, 2005.

Davis, T. N.: Observed characteristics of auroral forms, Space Science Reviews, 22, 77–113, 1978.450

Dougherty, J. P. and Farley, D. T.: A theory of incoherent scattering of radio waves by a plasma: 3. Scattering in a partly ionized gas, Journal

of Geophysical Research, 68, 5473–5486, https://doi.org/10.1029/JZ068i019p05473, 1963.

Emmert, J. T., Drob, D. P., Picone, J. M., Siskind, D. E., Jones, M., Mlynczak, M. G., Bernath, P. F., Chu, X., Doornbos, E., Funke, B., Gon-

charenko, L. P., Hervig, M. E., Schwartz, M. J., Sheese, P. E., Vargas, F., Williams, B. P., and Yuan, T.: NRLMSIS 2.0: A whole-atmosphere

empirical model of temperature and neutral species densities, Earth and Space Science, https://doi.org/10.1029/2020EA001321, 2020.455

Frey, H., Haerendel, G., Knudsen, D., Buchert, S., and Bauer, O.: Optical and radar observations of the motion of auroral arcs, Journal of

Atmospheric and Terrestrial Physics, 58, 57–69, https://doi.org/10.1016/0021-9169(95)00019-4, 1996.

Gillies, D., Knudsen, D., Donovan, E., Spanswick, E., Hansen, C., Keating, D., and Erion, S.: A survey of quiet auroral arc orientation and

the effects of the interplanetary magnetic field, Journal of Geophysical Research: Space Physics, 119, 2550–2562, 2014.

19

https://doi.org/10.5194/egusphere-2025-1768
Preprint. Discussion started: 25 April 2025
c© Author(s) 2025. CC BY 4.0 License.



Günzkofer, F., Stober, G., Pokhotelov, D., Miyoshi, Y., and Borries, C.: Difference spectrum fitting of the ion–neutral collision frequency460

from dual-frequency EISCAT measurements, Atmospheric Measurement Techniques, 16, 5897–5907, https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-16-

5897-2023, 2023.

Haerendel, G., Buchert, S., La Hoz, C., Raaf, B., and Rieger, E.: On the proper motion of auroral arcs, Journal of Geophysical Research:

Space Physics, 98, 6087–6099, https://doi.org/10.1029/92JA02701, 1993.

Häggström, I. and Collis, P.: Ion composition changes during F-region density depletions in the presence of electric fields at auroral latitudes,465

Journal of Atmospheric and Terrestrial Physics, 52, 519–529, https://doi.org/10.1016/0021-9169(90)90050-W, 1990.

Hatch, S. M. and Virtanen, I. I.: EISCAT_3D Uncertainty Estimation (e3doubt) [Software], https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10369301, 2024.

He, J., Yue, X., Hu, L., Wang, J., Li, M., Ning, B., Wan, W., and Xu, J.: Observing System Impact on Ionospheric Specification Over China

Using EnKF Assimilation, Space Weather, 18, https://doi.org/10.1029/2020SW002527, 2020.

Heinselman, C. J. and Nicolls, M. J.: A Bayesian approach to electric field and E-region neutral wind estimation with the Poker Flat Advanced470

Modular Incoherent Scatter Radar, Radio Science, 43, 1–15, 2008.

Huuskonen, A. and Lehtinen, M.: The accuracy of incoherent scatter measurements: error estimates valid for high signal levels, Journal of

Atmospheric and Terrestrial Physics, 58, 453–463, https://doi.org/10.1016/0021-9169(95)00048-8, 1996.

Huyghebaert, D., Gustavsson, B., Vierinen, J., Kvammen, A., Zettergren, M., Swoboda, J., Virtanen, I., Hatch, S. M., and Laundal, K. M.:

Simulation of interferometric imaging with EISCAT_3D for fine-scale in-beam incoherent scatter spectra measurements, Annales Geo-475

physicae, 43, 99–113, https://doi.org/10.5194/angeo-43-99-2025, 2025.

Karlsson, T., Andersson, L., Gillies, D., Lynch, K., Marghitu, O., Partamies, N., Sivadas, N., and Wu, J.: Quiet, discrete auroral

arcs—Observations, Space science reviews, 216, 1–50, 2020.

Kelly, J. D. and Wickwar, V. B.: Radar measurements of high-latitude ion composition between 140 and 300 km altitude, Journal of Geo-

physical Research: Space Physics, 86, 7617–7626, https://doi.org/10.1029/JA086iA09p07617, 1981.480

Knudsen, D. J., Borovsky, J. E., Karlsson, T., Kataoka, R., and Partamies, N.: Editorial: Topical Collection on Auroral Physics, Space Science

Reviews, 217, 19, https://doi.org/10.1007/s11214-021-00798-8, 2021.

Kozlovsky, A., Lakkala, T., Kangas, J., and Aikio, A.: Response of the quiet auroral arc motion to ionospheric convection variations, Journal

of Geophysical Research: Space Physics, 106, 21 463–21 473, https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1029/2001JA900043, 2001.

Lathuillere, C., Lejeune, G., and Kofman, W.: Direct measurements of ion composition with EISCAT in the high-latitude F1 region, Radio485

Science, 18, 887–893, https://doi.org/10.1029/RS018i006p00887, 1983a.

Lathuillere, C., Wickwar, V. B., and Kofman, W.: Incoherent scatter measurements of ion-neutral collision frequencies and tem-

peratures in the lower thermosphere of the auroral region, Journal of Geophysical Research: Space Physics, 88, 10 137–10 144,

https://doi.org/10.1029/JA088iA12p10137, 1983b.

Laundal, K. M.: Pure Python International Geomagnetic Reference Field (ppigrf), https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.5962660, 2022.490

Lehtinen, M., Virtanen, I. I., and Obispää, M. R.: EISCAT_3D Measurement Methods Handbook, Tech. rep., University of Oulu, http:

//urn.fi/urn:isbn:9789526205854, 2014.

Lehtinen, M. S.: On optimization of incoherent scatter measurements, Advances in Space Research, 9, 133–141,

https://doi.org/10.1016/0273-1177(89)90351-7, 1989.

Lehtinen, M. S. and Damtie, B.: Radar baud length optimisation of spatially incoherent time-independent targets, Journal of Atmospheric495

and Solar-Terrestrial Physics, 105-106, 281–286, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jastp.2012.10.010, 2013.

20

https://doi.org/10.5194/egusphere-2025-1768
Preprint. Discussion started: 25 April 2025
c© Author(s) 2025. CC BY 4.0 License.



Lehtinen, M. S. and Huuskonen, A.: General incoherent scatter analysis and GUISDAP, Journal of Atmospheric and Terrestrial Physics, 58,

435–452, https://doi.org/10.1016/0021-9169(95)00047-X, 1996.

Madelaire, M., Laundal, K., Gjerloev, J., Hatch, S., Reistad, J., Vanhamäki, H., Waters, C., Ohma, A., Mesquita, R., and Merkin,

V.: Spatial Resolution in Inverse Problems: The EZIE satellite mission, Journal of Geophysical Research: Space Physics,500

https://doi.org/10.1029/2023JA031394, 2023.

McCrea, I., Aikio, A., Alfonsi, L., Belova, E., Buchert, S., Clilverd, M., Engler, N., Gustavsson, B., Heinselman, C., Kero, J., Kosch, M.,

Lamy, H., Leyser, T., Ogawa, Y., Oksavik, K., Pellinen-Wannberg, A., Pitout, F., Rapp, M., Stanislawska, I., and Vierinen, J.: The science

case for the EISCAT_3D radar, Progress in Earth and Planetary Science, 2, 21, https://doi.org/10.1186/s40645-015-0051-8, 2015.

McKay-Bukowski, D., Vierinen, J., Virtanen, I. I., Fallows, R., Postila, M., Ulich, T., Wucknitz, O., Brentjens, M., Ebbendorf, N.,505

Enell, C.-F., Gerbers, M., Grit, T., Gruppen, P., Kero, A., Iinatti, T., Lehtinen, M., Meulman, H., Norden, M., Orispaa, M., Raita,

T., de Reijer, J. P., Roininen, L., Schoenmakers, A., Stuurwold, K., and Turunen, E.: KAIRA: The Kilpisjärvi Atmospheric Imag-

ing Receiver Array—System Overview and First Results, IEEE Transactions on Geoscience and Remote Sensing, 53, 1440–1451,

https://doi.org/10.1109/TGRS.2014.2342252, 2015.

Newell, P. T., Meng, C.-I., and Lyons, K. M.: Suppression of discrete aurorae by sunlight, Nature, 381, 766, http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/510

381766a0http://10.0.4.14/381766a0, 1996.

Nicolls, M. J., Heinselman, C. J., Hope, E. A., Ranjan, S., Kelley, M. C., and Kelly, J. D.: Imaging of Polar Mesosphere Sum-

mer Echoes with the 450 MHz Poker Flat Advanced Modular Incoherent Scatter Radar, Geophysical Research Letters, 34,

https://doi.org/10.1029/2007GL031476, 2007.

Nicolls, M. J., Bahcivan, H., Häggström, I., and Rietveld, M.: Direct measurement of lower thermospheric neutral density using multifre-515

quency incoherent scattering, Geophysical Research Letters, 41, 8147–8154, 2014.

Nygrén, T., Aikio, A. T., Kuula, R., and Voiculescu, M.: Electric fields and neutral winds from monostatic incoherent scatter measurements

by means of stochastic inversion, Journal of Geophysical Research: Space Physics, 116, 1–13, https://doi.org/10.1029/2010ja016347,

2011.

Oyama, S., Kurihara, J., Watkins, B. J., Tsuda, T. T., and Takahashi, T.: Temporal variations of the ion-neutral collision frequency from520

EISCAT observations in the polar lower ionosphere during periods of geomagnetic disturbances, Journal of Geophysical Research: Space

Physics, 117, https://doi.org/10.1029/2011JA017159, 2012.

Reistad, J. P., Hatch, S. M., Laundal, K. M., Oksavik, K., Zettergren, M. D., Vanhamäki, H., and Virtanen, I. I.: Volumetric reconstruction of

ionospheric electric currents from tri-static incoherent scatter radar measurements, ESS Open Archive, 2024.

Stamm, J., Vierinen, J., and Gustavsson, B.: Observing electric field and neutral wind with EISCAT 3D, Annales Geophysicae, 39, 961–974,525

https://doi.org/10.5194/angeo-39-961-2021, 2021a.

Stamm, J., Vierinen, J., Urco, J. M., Gustavsson, B., and Chau, J. L.: Radar imaging with EISCAT 3D, Annales Geophysicae, 39, 119–134,

https://doi.org/10.5194/angeo-39-119-2021, 2021b.

Swartz, W. E. and Farley, D. T.: A theory of incoherent scattering of radio waves by a plasma, 5. The use of the Nyquist Theorem in general

quasi-equilibrium situations, Journal of Geophysical Research, 84, 1930, https://doi.org/10.1029/JA084iA05p01930, 1979.530

Swoboda, J., Semeter, J., Zettergren, M., and Erickson, P. J.: Observability of ionospheric space-time structure with ISR: A simulation study,

Radio Science, 52, 215–234, https://doi.org/10.1002/2016RS006182, 2017.

Syrjäsuo, M. and Donovan, E.: Diurnal auroral occurrence statistics obtained via machine vision, in: Annales Geophysicae, vol. 22, pp.

1103–1113, Copernicus GmbH, 2004.

21

https://doi.org/10.5194/egusphere-2025-1768
Preprint. Discussion started: 25 April 2025
c© Author(s) 2025. CC BY 4.0 License.



Vallinkoski, M.: Statistics of incoherent scatter multiparameter fits, Journal of Atmospheric and Terrestrial Physics, 50, 839–851,535

https://doi.org/10.1016/0021-9169(88)90106-7, 1988.

Vanhamäki, H. and Juusola, L.: Introduction to Spherical Elementary Current Systems, pp. 5–33, Springer International Publishing,

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-26732-2_2, 2020.

Virtanen, I.: ISgeometry, https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.6623186, 2023.

Virtanen, I. I., McKay-Bukowski, D., Vierinen, J., Aikio, A., Fallows, R., and Roininen, L.: Plasma parameter estimation from multistatic,540

multibeam incoherent scatter data, Journal of Geophysical Research: Space Physics, 119, https://doi.org/10.1002/2014JA020540, 2014.

Virtanen, I. I., Tesfaw, H. W., Aikio, A. T., Varney, R., Kero, A., and Thomas, N.: F1 Region Ion Composition in Sval-

bard During the International Polar Year 2007–2008, Journal of Geophysical Research: Space Physics, 129, e2023JA032 202,

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1029/2023JA032202, 2024.

Williams, P. J. S., Del Pozo, C. F., Hiscock, I., and Fallows, R.: Velocity of auroral arcs drifting equatorward from the polar cap, Annales545

Geophysicae, 16, 1322–1331, https://doi.org/10.1007/s00585-998-1322-0, 1998.

Yue, X., Wan, W., Ning, B., Jin, L., Ding, F., Zhao, B., Zeng, L., Ke, C., Deng, X., Wang, J., Hao, H., Zhang, N., Luo, J., Wang, Y., Li, M.,

Cai, Y., and Liu, F.: Development of the Sanya Incoherent Scatter Radar and Preliminary Results, Journal of Geophysical Research: Space

Physics, 127, https://doi.org/10.1029/2022JA030451, 2022.

Zettergren, M., Semeter, J., Burnett, B., Oliver, W., Heinselman, C., Blelly, P. L., and Diaz, M.: Dynamic variability in F-region ionospheric550

composition at auroral arc boundaries, Annales Geophysicae, 28, 651–664, https://doi.org/10.5194/angeo-28-651-2010, 2010.

22

https://doi.org/10.5194/egusphere-2025-1768
Preprint. Discussion started: 25 April 2025
c© Author(s) 2025. CC BY 4.0 License.


