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Editorial Board and Referee #1
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AMT-2022-57

Correspondent:
Vińıcius Ludwig Barbosa
Department of Mathematics and Natural Sciences
Blekinge Institute of Technology
Campus Gräsvik, 371 79 Karlskrona

Dear Referee #1,

Thanks for your comments on AMT-2022-57 “Detection and Localization of F-layer Iono-
spheric Irregularities with Back Propagation Method Along Radio Occultation Ray Path”. The
authors have considered your comments and this document contains our answers to them.

An updated manuscript containing modifications based on the comments received during the
review process will be submitted after the “open discuss” stage is closed.

Best regards,
Authors
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Referee’s comment
The authors seem to have contradictory understanding about the use of back propa-
gation methods to localize the ionospheric irregularities. On one hand, the authors, as
titled, studied the back propagation method to localize F-layer ionospheric irregular-
ities in this manuscript. On the other hand, the authors seem to have deep suspicion
about this method. For example, in L137-140, the authors mentioned that “BP method
has been used to detect irregularities in F-region in studies using both simulations and
real occultation measurements. However, there is a lack of RO events combined with
collocated data provided by different systems where the true location of the irregularity
region is precisely known”. So can the back propagation method localize the irregular-
ities or not? Clearly there are only rare chances we can find RO events collocated with
other observations. Also if other observations can provide true location of irregularity,
why do we need RO data for this purpose then?

Authors’ reply:
We are not suspicious about the method or the concepts involved in it. Our investi-
gation is based on the fact that the references listed in our manuscript, the ones in
which BP method is applied to ionospheric irregularities, do not assess the accuracy
of such estimations by comparing them to measurements provided by other techniques.

Many published studies compare data provided by two or more techniques. Therefore,
we understand there is a scientific value in comparing the estimation obtained with
RO events to other sensors. At the current stage, we have used one particular
case with multiple collocated measurements. Future investigations should use more
combined events (as many as possible) to show how accurate the estimation obtained
with RO data can be in different scenarios.

The location of irregularity regions using RO data is important because it can improve
the coverage provided by ground-based receivers, especially over water and in remote
areas. This statement will be included in the next version of the manuscript.

Referee’s comment
The study took an RO case used in Carrano et al. (2011) as a starting point to perform
their simulations. The authors thought the location of the plasma bubble in this case
can be well estimated because it collocates with observations from a radar and a
ground-based VHF receiver. I agree that from different observation platforms you
can derive more physical parameters related to the irregularity. But one reason why
Carrano et al. (2011) didn’t use the back propagation method to infer the location of
irregularity was the phase data (which is required to back propagate the signal) was
not available for this case.
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Authors’ reply:
We were unaware of this limitation faced by Carrano et al. (2011). Nevertheless, they
presented a case of a plasma bubble affecting an occultation measurement, which was
modelled in MPS simulation. Their amplitude comparison between measurement and
simulation showed quite good agreement. Our replication of such a result is shown
in Fig. 5. Therefore, the simulated complex wave is available to perform the back
propagation. The results obtained in this case led to the investigation of the other test
scenarios.

Referee’s comment
In my opinion, the back propagation method is not something new. It has been used to
localize the ionospheric irregularities in simulation studies and real RO measurements.

• The simulation of the single bubble case in this study was similar/same to the
modeling described in Carrano et al. (2011). What is new in the study is that
more cases with different sizes, fluctuation intensities and placements were de-
signed to test the impact on the estimation accuracy. But I am not sure how
applicable of those designed simple cases is to represent the real ionospheric
irregularities, and not very convinced by the conclusions made through such
simple analysis. The authors claimed that the location estimation accuracy of
the back propagation method was 10 km based on idealized single plasma bubble
setting. In this study, the space between each BP phase screen is 50 km. If
shorten the distance between phase screens, would the estimation accuracy be
enhanced? Also the authors mentioned that “in multiple bubble scenarios only
the strongest disturbance would be resolved properly”. How good would it be
considered as “resolved properly”? If there’re several local minima in the stan-
dard deviation curve, wouldn’t different local minima correspond to locations of
multiple irregularity regions?
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Authors’ reply:
We agree that the BP method is not new, and we did not intend to present the method
as a novelty. Despite the previous usage of the method to localize the irregularity
regions, the accuracy of the estimate has not been thoroughly assessed, whichever were
the limitations in previous studies. Since collocated cases are not broadly available,
simulation cases can help investigate features observed in measurements. Ideally, the
conclusions withdrawn from them still require validation by combined measurements.

On the accuracy stated in the manuscript, the BP amplitudes were calculated with a
10-km step. These amplitudes were plotted at a 50-km step (black vertical curves), so
the figures were not crowded. Regardless, the numerical estimations reported in the
manuscript are based on the 10-km resolution. We will make this information clearer
in the document.

We performed an evaluation assuming shortened distances between planes in parallel
to the influence of the SNR level on the estimation accuracy and precision. The
evaluation considered the case reported in Carrano et al. (2011) and applied 20 different
realizations of the plasma bubble – the same realizations reported in Fig. 8a.
Three additional distances between planes were considered: 1 km, 2.5 km and 5 km.
For each one, two additional SNR scenarios were evaluated. Figure R1 depicts the
SNR references assumed in the noise modelling.
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Fig. R1: SNR references used during the accuracy and precision evaluation.
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371 79 Karlskrona

Telephone: +46 736 22 36 31
E-mail: vlb@bth.se

https://www.bth.se/timn



Page 5/8

Figure R2 shows the statistics for the location estimates obtained in the different
scenarios.
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Fig. R2: Estimated location for different PS resolutions and three SNR scenarios (i) original
reference (∼ 600V/V at F-layer), constant at (ii) 700V/V and (iii) 1000V/V. Each data point
(asterisk) corresponds to the average BP estimation given the 20 realizations of the plasma
bubble modelled in the forward propagation (see Figure 8a). The noise added to the signal was
generated with the same seeds among the different SNR levels.
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It is important to mention that a 10-km phase screen (PS) resolution was used during
the forward propagation. Despite the model setting the bubble at Z0 = −342.8 km,
the nearest PS was placed at -346.7 km. Therefore, this position was considered the
actual location during the analysis and is depicted as the red dashed line. This detail
will be added to the manuscript.
Note that the data in the plots were discretized according to the PS resolutions. For
example, the estimation obtained with 10-km resolution and original SNR (left panel).
The estimated mean was z̄ = −355 km after 20 repetitions. Given the PS placement
symmetric around the origin during the back propagation, the expected position was
rounded to -360 km. Similarly, the computed confidence interval (2σ), depicted by the
vertical bars, was ±3.87 km. In this case, the confidence interval was not represented
because the interval is smaller than half of the distance between PS.
In general, an improvement in accuracy is observed with higher resolutions. Such
improvement is more noticeable when the original SNR reference is considered in the
noise modelling. Further, the scenarios of higher SNR levels, without degradation
in altitude, contributed to improving the precision of the estimations (shorter bars).
These results and the discussion will be added to the revised manuscript.

Regarding the term “resolve”, it may not be the most suitable one in this context
since the BP method is used exclusively to estimate the horizontal distance at the
current state. “Resolve” would be more appropriate if the shape of the plasma bubble
was provided, as in tomography. The sentences containing the term “resolve” will
be rephrased in the revised version of the manuscript. Nevertheless, the accuracy
observed in scenarios presented in Fig. R2 is sufficient since it is smaller than the
typical extension of irregularity patches, i.e., a few hundred kilometers.
In the context of multiple bubbles, we agree that the presence of multiple local min-
ima likely corresponds to multiple irregularity regions – as modelled in simulations.
However, this point has not been made clear in previous publications.

Referee’s comment
The writing is poor, unclear and redundant. For instance,
L47-48: “the location of irregularities patches is not self-reliant”: what does “self-
reliant” mean herein?
L111-113: “the excess path due to ionospheric . . . which . . . which . . . due to slightly
different propagation paths”: please rephrase this sentence.
L118-120: “Such regions . . . , which specifically corresponds to sizes up to the Fresnel
scale”: I can’t tell what you are trying to express here, especially the clause.
L131-132: “The high-order bias . . . by Kappa or Bi-local correction”: This sentence
is not needed.
I would stop addressing the remaining ones here, and suggest the authors read the
whole manuscript carefully and try to make each statement clearer and more concise.
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Authors’ reply:
These comments/suggestions are going to be covered in the revised manuscript.

Referee’s comment
L149: “outer scale”: what does this “outer scale” indicate?

Authors’ reply:
The outer scale is a parameter of the power law function modelling the plasma bubble
during forward propagation. It adds a cutoff point at the low-end region of the power
spectral density and relates to the largest irregularity scale size that creates turbulence
in the signal. The Fresnel filtering generally suppresses this cutoff in the intensity
spectrum. The term “outer scale” was introduced in the context of weak scattering in
the 70s:

• Dyson, P. L., McClure, J. P., Hanson, W. B., “In situ measurements of the spec-
tral characteristics of F region ionospheric irregularities,” Journal of Geophysical
Research, 79(10), 1497–1502, Apr. 1974. doi: 10.1029/ja079i010p01497

• Yeh, K. C., Liu, C. H., Youakim, M. Y., “A theoretical study of the iono-
spheric scintillation behavior caused by multiple scattering,” Radio Science,
10(1), 97–106, Jan. 1975. doi:10.1029/RS010i001p00097

• Rino, C. L., Livingston, R. C., Whitney, H. E., “Some new results on
the statistics of radio wave scintillation, 1. empirical evidence for gaussian
statistics,” Journal of Geophysical Research, 81(13), 2051–2057, May 1976.
doi:10.1029/ja081i013p02051

Referee’s comment
L166-167: Could the authors please give a simple explanation of your WOP or tell me
where in the text you introduced your “WOP”?

Blekinge Institute of Technology
Department of Mathematics and Natural Sciences (TIMN)
Campus Gräsvik
371 79 Karlskrona

Telephone: +46 736 22 36 31
E-mail: vlb@bth.se

https://www.bth.se/timn



Page 8/8

Authors’ reply:
In the submitted manuscript, we have only cited Knepp (1983) as a reference to the
wave optics propagator (WOP), specifically the multiple phase screen (MPS). The focus
of the manuscript is not the WOP implementation. Since Knepp’s reference is rather
dated, we will add references to our previous publication, where the implementation
is described in more detail.

• V. Ludwig-Barbosa, J. Rasch, A. Carlström, M. I. Pettersson, and V. T. Vu,
“GNSS Radio Occultation Simulation Using Multiple Phase Screen Orbit Sam-
pling,” IEEE Geosci. Remote Sens. Lett., vol. 17, no. 8, pp. 1323–1327, Aug.
2020. doi:10.1109/LGRS.2019.2944537.

• V. Ludwig-Barbosa, T. Sievert, J. Rasch, A. Carlström, M. I. Pettersson, and
V. T. Vu, “Evaluation of Ionospheric Scintillation in GNSS Radio Occulta-
tion Measurements and Simulations,” Radio Sci., vol. 55, no. 8, Aug. 2020.
doi:10.1029/2019RS006996.

Referee’s comment
L219-220: Please explain where the threshold value comes from. There’s no Figure A.

Authors’ reply:
The threshold is given after the amplitude of the estimated noise level around the
F-layer density peak (hmF2). The calculation of such value is described in Appendix
A. The noise amplitude is depicted in Fig. A1(b) as a function of SLTA. The reference
for the figure was previously incomplete. It has been corrected.

General comment:
“Specific comments” not listed in this document will be addressed and modified in the
updated manuscript.
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