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Models: CTIPe and TUM
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Case Study: St. Patrick day storm 2015

St.Patrick Day Storm 2015 Dst-Index

16-03 17-03 18-03 19-03 A G4 Level (severe) geomagnetic storm
A Caused by a CME the 15th March
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Validation methods and measurements

MEASUREMENTS
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Validation: TEC map over Europe (10E)
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Validation: Local lonosonde comparison

The geographical locations of the stations available for
the analysis are shown in the figure

CTIPe - TUM - BElJI lonosonde (40.3N, 116.2E)
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Validation: Local lonosonde comparison maps (R)

TEC hmF2




