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This study investigates the ionospheric response to four major geomagn

etic storms that occurred on 14 July 2012, 17 March 2013, 2 October 

2013, and 27 February 2014, focusing on variations in the vertical total 

electron content (VTEC). VTEC data were obtained from 13 GNSS 

stations distributed across low, mid, and high-latitude regions along 

longitudes between 20°E and 40°E. For each event, the mean VTEC of 

the five geomagnetically quietest days of the corresponding month was 

used as a reference to characterize storm-time deviations.The results 

reveal diverse and complex ionospheric responses. The 14 July 2012 

storm is characterized by a nighttime VTEC depletion at the equatorial 

ionization anomaly (EIA) trough, a transient intensification of the EIA, 

pronounced oscillations, interhemispheric asymmetries, and a subseque

nt suppression of the EIA, while high latitudes exhibit persistent 

depletion. The 17 March 2013 storm shows a pre-storm enhancement 

of VTEC, followed by oscillatory behavior, a transition from positive 

to negative storm effects, interhemispheric asymmetries, and EIA 

suppression. Similarly, the 2 October 2013 storm exhibits an early 

VTEC enhancement, marked oscillations, high-latitude depletion, and a 

transition from positive to negative effects at mid-latitudes, with 

relatively weak responses at low latitudes. In contrast, the 27 February 

2014 storm is dominated by a widespread positive VTEC response, 

except at southern high latitudes where negative effects prevail, 

together with pronounced interhemispheric asymmetries. 

"© 2025 by the Author(s). Published by IJAR under CC BY 4.0. Unrestricted use allowed 
with credit to the author." 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………................................... 

These findings highlight the strong spatiotemporal variability of storm-time ionospheric responses as a function of 

storm intensity, latitude, and likely the local time of main phase onset. The observed signatures are interpreted in 

terms of the combined effects of prompt penetration electric fields (PPEF), disturbed dynamo electric fields 

(DDEF), traveling atmospheric disturbances (TADs), and storm-induced changes in thermospheric composition, 

particularly variations in the O/N₂ ratio 

http://www.journalijar.com/
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Introduction:- 
The ionosphere, extending from approximately 60 km to 1000 km in altitude, constitutes the ionized component of 

Earth’s upper atmosphere and plays a fundamental role in space weather processes through its coupling with the 

magnetosphere and its sensitivity to solar and geomagnetic forcing (Pulkkinen 2007; Ouedraogo et al. 2024 ; 

Alenazi et al. 2025). During geomagnetic storms, the ionosphere undergoes substantial perturbations, commonly 

referred to as ionospheric storms, which significantly affect radio wave propagation and degrade the accuracy of 

Global Navigation Satellite System (GNSS) positioning and navigation services (Davies 1990; Blanch et al. 2013; 

Curto et al. 2018; Atıcı et Sağır 2020). A comprehensive understanding of storm-time ionospheric behavior is 

therefore crucial for both scientific investigations and operational applications (Migoya-Orue et al. 2009; Liu et al. 

2011; Akala et al. 2012). 

 

The ionospheric response to geomagnetic storms depends on multiple factors, including storm intensity, local time, 

season, geomagnetic latitude and longitude, storm phase, and the prevailing level of solar activity (Prölss 1995; Gao 

2008; Mendillo et Narvaez 2009; Pedatella et al. 2009; Mendillo et Narvaez 2010; Vijaya Lekshmi et al. 2011; 

Immel et Mannucci 2013; Matamba et al. 2015). Based on geomagnetic latitude (GLAT), the ionosphere is 

commonly classified into low (GLAT < 30°), mid (30° ≤ GLAT < 60°), and high latitudes (GLAT ≥ 60°) 

(Hunsucker et Hargreaves 2007). Geomagnetic storms are categorized using the Dst index as weak (−50 nT<Dst ≤ 

−30 nT), moderate (−100 nT<Dst ≤ −50 nT), and intense (Dst ≤ −100 nT) events (Gonzalez et al. 1994). 

Among the parameters used to monitor ionospheric disturbances, the vertical total electron content (VTEC) is one of 

the most sensitive indicators. Storm-time VTEC variability is controlled by several physical mechanisms, including 

prompt penetration electric fields (PPEF), disturbed dynamo electric fields (DDEF), thermospheric composition 

changes, and storm-induced neutral winds. The interplay of these processes can lead to either positive or negative 

ionospheric storm effects, depending on geophysical conditions (Prölss 1995; Buonsanto 1999; Richmond et Lu 

2000; Mendillo 2006; Balan et al. 2010). 

 

Numerous studies have examined TEC variability during major geomagnetic storms of solar cycle 24, particularly 

between 2012 and 2014. However, most investigations have focused on the American and Asian longitude sectors 

(Qian, Solomon, et al. 2014; Chakraborty et al. 2015; Mao et al. 2015; Shreedevi et Choudhary 2017; Migoya-Orue 

et al. 2021; Zhu et al. 2022). In contrast, studies in the Europe–Africa sector remain relatively sparse and 

fragmented. Akala et al. (2013) investigated equatorial and mid-latitude responses in East Africa, while Azzouzi 

(2016) analyzed storm-time ionospheric behavior at mid and high latitudes over the Europe–Africa region. More 

localized studies using a limited number of GNSS stations were conducted by Malki et al. (2018) and Habyarimana 

(2023). Tesema et al. (2015), although covering a relatively broad latitudinal range, did not include southern high 

latitudes and focused primarily on VTEC map-based interpretations. Shimeis et al. (2015) analyzed TEC variations 

along a latitudinal chain of GPS stations between 20°E and 40°E, spanning from northern to southern high latitudes, 

but their study was limited to the 5 April 2010 storm. Global modeling and simulation studies (Yue et al. 2016) have 

included the Europe–Africa sector; however, their emphasis remained predominantly on the American and Asian 

sectors. Despite providing valuable insights into the underlying physical mechanisms (PPEF, DDEF, neutral winds, 

and thermospheric composition changes expressed through the O/N₂ ratio), these studies do not offer a 

comprehensive and coherent regional analysis covering all latitudes along a fixed longitude sector. 

 

In this context, the present study aims to analyze VTEC variability during four major geomagnetic storms of solar 

cycle 24 using GNSS stations distributed along a Europe–Africa–Antarctic meridional chain between 20°E and 

40°E. The methodology combines a station-by-station analysis, in which daily VTEC variations are compared with 

the mean VTEC of the five quietest days of the corresponding month, with the analysis of regional VTEC and 

ΔVTEC maps. This approach allows for a detailed characterization of both local and regional ionospheric responses 

and provides new insight into the equatorial and interhemispheric dynamics associated with geomagnetic storms. 

The paper is organized as follows: Section 2 describes the data and methodology, Section 3 presents and discusses 

the results, and Section 4 provides the interpretation and main conclusions. 

 

Data and Methods:- 
Data 

Solar Wind and Geomagnetic Parameters 

In this study, we used several solar wind parameters, including the solar wind speed (Vsw, km s⁻¹), solar wind 

dynamic pressure (Psw, nPa), and the south–north component of the interplanetary magnetic field (IMF Bz, nT), as 
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well as geomagnetic indices such as the auroral electrojet index (AE, nT), the symmetric ring current index 

(SYM/H, nT), the equatorial Dst index, and the planetary Kp index. 

 

Time series of Vsw, Psw, Bz, AE, and SYM/H were obtained from the OMNI database with a 1-minute temporal 

resolution, available at the OMNIWeb portal (https://omniweb.gsfc.nasa.gov/form/omni_min.html). The Kp and Dst 

indices, together with the storm sudden commencement (SSC) times marking the abrupt onset of geomagnetic 

storms, were retrieved from the International Service of Geomagnetic Indices (ISGI) website 

(https://isgi.unistra.fr/data_download.php). 

 

The SYM/H index, which is closely related to the Dst index, provides a higher temporal resolution and allows for a 

more detailed monitoring of ring current evolution and associated variations in Earth’s magnetic field. All these 

parameters were used to identify isolated geomagnetic storms, quantify their intensity, and track their temporal 

evolution (Gonzalez et al. 1994; Tsurutani et al. 1997; Kelley 2009). 

 

Ionospheric Parameter: VTEC 

The ionospheric response to the geomagnetic storms of 14 July 2012, 17 March 2013, 2 October 2013, and 27 

February 2014 was analyzed using vertical total electron content (VTEC) data computed with software developed by 

Fleury (MATLAB-based code, www.girgea.org). The analysis is based on observations from 13 GNSS stations 

regularly distributed across low-, mid-, and high-latitude regions along a longitudinal sector between 20°E and 40°E. 

RINEX observation files for the selected stations were downloaded from the UNAVCO data archive 

(http://www.unavco.org). Figure 1 shows the geographical distribution of the GNSS stations used in this study, 

together with the position of the magnetic equator, located near 10° N in geographic latitude. The magnetic equator 

is an essential reference, as the equatorial ionization anomaly (EIA) is strongly controlled by the geomagnetic field 

configuration. Table 1 lists the geographic and geomagnetic coordinates of all stations. 

 

The ionospheric parameter considered in this study is the vertical total electron content (VTEC), which represents 

the number of electrons contained in a vertical column of 1 m² cross-sectional area extending up to the satellite 

altitude. The slant total electron content (STEC) was computed using the dual-frequency combination (f₁ = 1575.42 

MHz and f₂ = 1227.60 MHz) of pseudorange measurements contained in the RINEX files, with a temporal 

resolution of 30 s. 

 

STEC values were calibrated by accounting for satellite differential code biases (DCBs) provided by the Center for 

Orbit Determination in Europe (CODE) at the University of Bern. Receiver DCBs were estimated by fitting the 

measured STEC to STEC values derived from the GIM/CODG model (ftp.aiub.unibe.ch). The DCB applied 

corresponds to the daily mean value. A mapping function with a reference height of 450 km was then used to 

convert STEC to VTEC (Ouedraogo et al. 2024; Ouattara et al. 2011): 

VTEC = STEC ×  1 −  
𝑅𝑇cos⁡𝑒

𝑅𝑇 + ℎref

 
2

 

 

where 𝑹𝑻is Earth’s radius, 𝒆is the satellite elevation angle, and 𝒉𝐫𝐞𝐟denotes the reference height. 

VTEC is expressed in total electron content units (TECU), where 1 TECU = 10¹⁶ electrons. m⁻². VTEC values are 

assigned to the ionospheric pierce point (IPP) corresponding to each satellite. The vertical TEC above each station 

was finally obtained through an inverse-square elevation-weighted regression applied to all satellite observations 

within each time interval. The use of VTEC is particularly relevant, as it provides a direct indicator of the global 

ionospheric state and enables an accurate characterization of ionospheric variability during geomagnetic storms. 

 

Thermospheric Composition Data:- 

In addition, global maps of the [O/N₂] ratio derived from the Global Ultraviolet Imager (GUVI) onboard the TIMED 

satellite were used to support the interpretation of the results. These maps, available from the portal 

https://guvitimed.jhuapl.edu/guvi-galleryl3on2_new/, constitute a key indicator of the thermospheric state and of 

electron density variations in the ionospheric F region (Yu et al. 2023). 

A decrease in atomic oxygen reduces ion production, while an increase in molecular nitrogen enhances ion loss 

through recombination processes, leading to a net decrease in electron density (Prölss 1995). Consequently, the 

[O/N₂] ratio is particularly well suited for assessing ionospheric and thermospheric responses to geomagnetic storms 

(Rishbeth et Müller-Wodarg 2006; Fuller-Rowell et al. 2007; Yue et al. 2014). 

https://omniweb.gsfc.nasa.gov/form/omni_min.html
https://isgi.unistra.fr/data_download.php
http://www.girgea.org/
http://www.unavco.org/
ftp://ftp.aiub.unibe.ch/
https://guvitimed.jhuapl.edu/guvi-galleryl3on2_new/
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Figure 1: Map showing the location of the selected GNSS receivers 

 

Table 1: GNSS stations and their geographic and geomagnetic coordinates. 

Region Station Lat (°) Lon (°) Lat mag. (°) Lon mag. (°) Local Time 

High 

latitude 

VARS 70.33 31.03 66.50 113.32 UTC+2h 

Mid-

latitude 

SVTL 60.53 29.78 56.61 106.79 UTC+2h 

GLSV 50.36 30.50 45.96 104.50 UTC+2h 

ANKR 39.89 32.76 34.24 04.97 UTC+2h 

 

Low 

latitude 

RAMO 30.60 34.76 23.36 106.26 UTC+2h 

NAMA 19.21 42.04 11.49 113.60 UTC+3h 

ADIS 9.03 38.76 0.16 110.46 UTC+3h 

MOIU 0.29 35.29 -9.17 107.00 UTC+2h 

MAL2 -3.0 40.19 -12.43 111.86 UTC+3h 

MZUZ -11.42 34.01 -21.87 104.92 UTC+2h 

Mid-

latitude 

HRAO -25.89 27.69 -36.32 94.69 UTC+2h 

SUTH -32.38 20.81 -41.09 84.76 UTC+1h 

High 

latitude 

SYOG -69.00 39.58 -66.08 71.65 UTC+3h 
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Method:- 
This study focuses on the analysis of the ionospheric response to geomagnetic storms with sudden commencements 

(SSC) that occurred during the maximum phase of solar cycle 24 (2012–2014). Event selection was based on two 

main criteria. 

(1) Storm isolation: only geomagnetic storms with a planetary Kp index ≥ 5 and a minimum Dst index ≤ −50 nT 

were considered. In addition, magnetically quiet conditions before and after the SSC were required to ensure that the 

selected storms were isolated events, following the methodology adopted by Azzouzi (2016) and  Bazie et al. 

(2025); (2) Availability of GNSS data: the selection was restricted to events for which ionospheric data were 

available at all or most of the GNSS stations considered, thereby ensuring sufficient spatial and temporal coverage 

for a reliable analysis. 

 

As a reference, we adopted the mean VTEC computed from the five geomagnetically quietest days of the month 

corresponding to each storm (Chakraborty et al. 2015; Kuai et al. 2016; Omojola et Adewumi 2019; Sharma et al. 

2020; Berenyi et al. 2023; Sawadogo et al. 2023; Silwal et al. 2023; Uga et al. 2024). The list of these quiet days is 

available at https://datapub.gfz.de/download/10.5880.Kp.0001/Quiet_Disturbed_Days/. 

 

Two complementary approaches were employed. The qualitative analysis consists of a direct comparison between 

storm-time VTEC temporal variations and the mean VTEC of the quiet days, allowing a visual assessment of 

ionospheric disturbances (positive, negative, or negligible deviations). The quantitative analysis is based on the 

relative VTEC deviation (ΔVTEC, %), expressed as a percentage, in order to accurately quantify the magnitude of 

the ionospheric perturbations. This deviation is defined as : 

ΔVTEC(%) =
VTEC𝑆 − VTEC𝑄

VTEC𝑄
× 100 

 

where 𝐕𝐓𝐄𝐂𝑺denotes the daily mean VTEC during storm conditions, and 𝐕𝐓𝐄𝐂𝑸represents the daily mean 

VTEC averaged over the five quietest days of the corresponding month. 

Table 2 summarizes the geomagnetic storms selected for this study, providing the SSC dates, minimum Dst values 

(Dst min), maximum Kp indices (Kp max), the corresponding season, and the five quietest days of the month.The 

season during which each storm occurred is specified in order to explain the interhemispheric asymmetry of VTEC. 

Indeed, the intensity and dominant direction of neutral winds vary with the seasons, leading to significant 

differences between hemispheres and promoting stronger plasma anomalies in winter than in summer (Astafyeva 

2009).Therefore, to analyze storm effects as a function of season, the seasons were classified following the method 

proposed by (Azzouzi 2016). Accordingly, storm events were binned into seasonal categories following this 

classification scheme: March–April equinox, September–October equinox, summer solstice (May–August), and 

winter solstice (November–February) 

 

Table 2: Extreme Dst and Kp values during the selected geomagnetic storms and the quiet days of the 

corresponding months. 

N°  Date of storm SCC time Kp 

(max) 

Dst 

(min) 

Season The five quietest days of the 

month in order 

1 14/07/2012 18 :09 :00 7 -139 Solstice 13 ;26 ;27 ;18 et 31 

2 17/03/2013 05 :59 :48 7 -132 Equinoxe 08 ;07 ;26 ;25 et 13  

3 02/10/2013 01 :54 :36 8 -72 Equinoxe 05 ;28 ;04 ;19 et 21 

4 27/02/2014 16 :50 :00 5 -97    Solstice 13 ;26 ;14 ;25 et 02 

 

Results:- 
Evolution of Interplanetary Parameters and Geomagnetic Indices during the Storms 

Figures 2a–2d show the temporal variations of the solar wind speed (Vsw, km s⁻¹), solar wind dynamic pressure 

(Psw, nPa), the south–north component of the interplanetary magnetic field (IMF Bz, nT), the auroral electrojet 

index (AE, nT), and the symmetric ring current index (SYM/H, nT), with a 1-min temporal resolution, for the 

periods 13–18 July 2012, 15–20 March 2013, 30 September–5 October 2013, and 26 February–3 March 2014, 

respectively. In each figure, the vertical magenta line and the shaded area indicate the storm sudden commencement 

(SSC) and the main phase of the geomagnetic storm, respectively. 

 

https://datapub.gfz.de/download/10.5880.Kp.0001/Quiet_Disturbed_Days/
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We first analyze the period from 13 to 18 July 2012 (Figure 2a). After a magnetically quiet interval, the arrival of 

the interplanetary shock (SSC) at 18:09 UT was followed by a rapid increase in solar wind speed, reaching 681.9 km 

s⁻¹, accompanied by strong magnetospheric compression as indicated by a peak dynamic pressure of 28.46 nPa. The 

IMF Bz component, initially weak and southward oriented, exhibited oscillations between −20 and +22 nT until 

about 06:42 UT on 15 July, before remaining persistently southward for nearly 32 hours (until approximately 15:00 

UT on 16 July). This prolonged southward orientation favored efficient coupling between the solar wind magnetic 

field and the terrestrial magnetosphere. 

 

Auroral activity intensified markedly, with the AE index reaching a maximum value of 1772 nT at 18:48 UT on 14 

July. The SYM/H index showed an initial positive excursion up to +51 nT, followed by a sharp decrease to −123 nT 

at 10:04 UT on 15 July, marking the end of the storm main phase. This was followed by a gradual recovery phase, 

which concluded around 10:00 UT on 18 July. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.a: From top to bottom, it illustrates the temporal variations of Vsw (km/s), Psw (nPa), Bz (nT), AE 

(nT), and SYM/H (nT) with a resolution of one minute for the period from July 13 to 18, 2012. 

 

On 15 March 2013, at around 06:00 UT, NASA reported the eruption of a magnetic filament near the sunspot region 

AR1692. This eruption produced an M1-class solar flare and a coronal mass ejection (CME) directed toward Earth 

with an estimated speed of about 900 km s⁻¹ (Habyarimana 2023). The CME reached Earth at approximately 06:00 

UT on 17 March 2013, triggering an intense geomagnetic storm commonly referred to as the ―St. Patrick’s Day 

storm‖ (Yue et al. 2016). 

 

Solar wind conditions and geomagnetic activity from 15 to 20 March 2013 are shown in Figure 2b. As illustrated in 

the figure, immediately after the arrival of the solar wind shock, marked by an SSC at 06:00 UT on 17 March 2013, 

the solar wind speed increased rapidly, reaching 757.4 km s⁻¹ at 10:38 UT, while the dynamic pressure peaked at 

24.18 nPa at 07:41 UT and remained above 5 nPa for more than 11 hours. During this interval, the IMF Bz 

component oscillated between −19.34 and +12.22 nT before turning persistently southward around 15:00 UT. 

Auroral activity intensified significantly, with the AE index reaching a maximum value of approximately 2689 nT at 

16:51 UT, indicating strong auroral current activity. The SYM/H index exhibited an initial positive excursion 

followed by a sharp decrease to −132 nT at 20:28 UT on 17 March 2013, marking the end of the storm main phase, 

after which a gradual recovery phase extended until 20 March. 
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Figure 2.b shows, from top to bottom, the temporal variations of Vsw (km/s), Psw (nPa), Bz (nT), AE (nT), 

and SYM/H (nT) with a resolution of one minute for the period from March 15 to 20, 2013. 

The panels of Figure 2c (from top to bottom) illustrate the evolution of solar wind and geomagnetic parameters from 

30 September to 5 October 2013. On 2 October, immediately after the SSC, the solar wind speed abruptly increased 

from 363.4 km s⁻¹ to more than 644 km s⁻¹ at 04:15 UT, while the solar wind dynamic pressure (Psw) rose from 1.62 

nPa to a maximum value of 53.17 nPa at 05:25 UT, indicating the arrival of a solar particle cloud. During this 

interval, the IMF Bz component exhibited strong fluctuations between 02:00 and 05:00 UT before turning northward 

and returning to near-normal levels. 

 

The AE index showed a sharp increase, reaching a first peak of 2089 nT at 02:59 UT, then decreasing below 300 nT 

around 04:30 UT, before displaying a second peak of 1941 nT at 06:00 UT. Later, AE increased again to 1259 nT 

around 20:30 UT before returning to quiet values toward the end of the storm. The SYM/H index initially increased 

to 62 nT at 01:58 UT, then dropped to a minimum of −90 nT at 06:19 UT, with a brief positive excursion around 

04:30 UT, followed by a gradual recovery. 

 

The geomagnetic storm of 27 February 2014  

was most likely caused by a coronal mass ejection (CME) associated with the solar eruption of 25 February 2014. 

Solar wind conditions and geomagnetic activity from 26 February to 3 March 2014 are shown in Figure 2d. 

Immediately after the SSC at 16:50 UT on 27 February, the solar wind speed increased from 350 km s⁻¹ to 482.8 km 

s⁻¹ at 20:16 UT, while the dynamic pressure reached 17.02 nPa at 17:11 UT. 

 

The IMF Bz component fluctuated between −18 and +12 nT, remaining predominantly southward until about 02:00 

UT on 28 February. During this period, the AE index reached a maximum value of 1171 nT at 18:54 UT before 

returning to near-quiet levels around 05:00 UT on 28 February, with sporadic enhancements persisting until 3 

March. The SYM/H index initially increased to +19 nT and then dropped to −101 nT at 23:24 UT, marking the end 

of the storm main phase, followed by a gradual recovery with minor fluctuations until quiet conditions were restored 

on 3 March. 
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Figure 2c: From top to bottom, temporal variations of Vsw (km s⁻¹), Psw (nPa), Bz (nT), AE (nT), and 

SYM/H (nT) at a 1-minute resolution for the period 30 September–5 October 2013. 

 

 
Figure 2d: From top to bottom, temporal variations of Vsw (km s⁻¹), Psw (nPa), Bz (nT), AE (nT), and 

SYM/H (nT) at a 1-minute resolution for the period 26 February–3 March 2014. 
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VTEC Response to Geomagnetic Storms 

To analyze the ionospheric response to geomagnetic storms, three complementary representations were used. 

Station-by-station VTEC time series highlight local variability by comparing disturbed conditions with quiet-day 

levels expressed in TECU. Spatio-temporal VTEC maps provide a regional view of ionospheric dynamics and 

storm-time responses. The relative deviation ΔVTEC is computed as the difference between daily VTEC values and 

the mean VTEC of the five quietest days of the corresponding month. These regional VTEC and ΔVTEC maps were 

generated using MATLAB-based graphical routines. 

 

In the station-by-station overlays, stations are ordered from top to bottom according to decreasing latitude from 

north to south. The red curve represents storm-time VTEC, the blue curve corresponds to the mean VTEC of the five 

quiet days, and the light-blue shaded band indicates a ±20% variability range around the quiet-day mean. The 

vertically shaded gray areas delimit the storm main phase. The spatio-temporal maps display absolute VTEC values 

and relative deviations ΔVTEC as a function of universal time, for latitudes between −75° and 75° and longitudes 

between 20°E and 40°E. The vertical magenta line marks the SSC onset time in each figure. 

 

The 14 July 2012 Storm 

Figures 3a–3c respectively show the VTEC variations, the spatio-temporal VTEC maps, and the relative deviation 

ΔVTEC (%) for the period 13–18 July 2012. 

In Figure 3a, between 13 and 14 July, prior to storm onset, all stations—except RAMO and ANKR, located near the 

boundary between low and mid-northern latitudes, which exhibited a slight increase just before storm onset—

display a typical diurnal VTEC cycle: a gradual morning increase, a local midday maximum that is more 

pronounced at low latitudes (e.g., 44.62 TECU at ADIS on 13 July) than at high latitudes (9.58 TECU at SYOG), 

followed by an evening decrease to nocturnal minima. During this period, VTEC curves remain within the error 

band around the reference, confirming the absence of significant ionospheric disturbances prior to storm onset. 

After the SSC, no clear anomaly is observed until around 23 UT on 14 July. At that time, stations near the equatorial 

ionization anomaly (EIA) trough, such as NAMA, ADIS, and MOIU, record a slight VTEC depletion, while stations 

located near the EIA crests (RAMO, MZUZ) show a moderate enhancement. 

 

On 15 July, maximum VTEC values increased significantly compared to the quiet reference and the pre-storm days, 

except at ADIS, located near the equatorial trough, where the maximum value (48.6 TECU) remained comparable to 

the reference (48.8 TECU). The VTEC enhancement is particularly pronounced in the Southern Hemisphere. For 

instance, SUTH recorded a maximum of 37.7 TECU on 15 July, compared to 19.2 TECU for the quiet reference, 

corresponding to an increase of 18.5 TECU, and 17.3 TECU on 14 July, representing a 20.4 TECU increase relative 

to the previous day. In contrast, ADIS and MOIU exhibit a simultaneous trough when maxima are recorded 

elsewhere. 

 

During the night of 15–16 July, before 00 UT, low-latitude stations in the Northern Hemisphere register a decrease 

in VTEC, while those in the Southern Hemisphere show an increase. At 00 UT, all stations reach minimum values, 

with a particularly strong decrease at ADIS, located within the anomaly trough. Between 16 and 18 July, high-

latitude stations in both hemispheres display VTEC values lower than the quiet reference, followed by a gradual 

recovery on 18 July. At mid- and low latitudes, an interhemispheric asymmetry is evident: in the Northern 

Hemisphere, only weak VTEC fluctuations persist until 18 July, whereas in the Southern Hemisphere, more 

pronounced enhancements appear on 16 July before a gradual recovery. For example, at ANKR, the maximum 

VTEC on 16 July reaches 27.5 TECU compared to 25.3 TECU for the reference (+2.2 TECU), while at MAL2 the 

maximum reaches 54.7 TECU compared to 33.9 TECU for the reference, corresponding to an increase of 20.8 

TECU. 
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Figure 3a:Temporal variation of vertical total electron content (VTEC) observed at multiple GNSS stations 

from 13 to 18 July 2012. The vertical magenta line marks the Sudden Storm Commencement (SSC) at 18:09 

UT, highlighting the ionospheric response to the geomagnetic disturbance across different latitudes. 

Figure 3b highlights a marked intensification of the equatorial ionization anomaly (EIA) on 15 July, characterized 

by two crests extending toward higher latitudes. On 16 July, VTEC values around the magnetic equator increase 

significantly compared to 15 July, accompanied by a weakening of the EIA structure. From 17 to 18 July, maximum 

VTEC values gradually recenter around the magnetic equator and decrease in intensity until 18 July. 

 

 
Figure 3b:Latitude–time contour map of vertical total electron content (VTEC) from 14 to 18 July 2012. The 

color scale (in TECU) illustrates the latitudinal distribution and temporal evolution of ionospheric electron 

content, with the magenta line indicating the SSC at 18:09 UT. 
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Figure 3c reveals several significant ΔVTEC enhancements, particularly around 10°S latitude near 19 UT on 14 and 

15 July, reaching about 40% and 80%, respectively, as well as at mid-latitudes in both hemispheres around local 

noon on 15 July, with increases of approximately 40%. The figure also shows pronounced ΔVTEC decreases 

(negative ionospheric storm phase) in the equatorial region around 01 UT on 15 and 16 July, reaching −40% and 

−80%, respectively, and at high latitudes in both hemispheres, where reductions range between −40% and −60%. 

 

During the storm, ΔVTEC enhancements are more pronounced in the Southern Hemisphere than in the Northern 

Hemisphere, while depletions are stronger in the Northern Hemisphere. This behavior is consistent with the seasonal 

context of the storm, which occurred near the solstice, corresponding to summer in the Northern Hemisphere and 

winter in the Southern Hemisphere. 

 

Figure 3c:Latitude–time contour map of relative variations in vertical total electron content (ΔVTEC, %) 

from 14 to 18 July 2012. The color scale represents percentage deviations from quiet-time conditions. The 

magenta line marks SSC at 18:09 UT. 

The 17 March 2013 Storm 

Figures 4a–4c respectively illustrate the VTEC variations, the spatiotemporal VTEC maps, and the relative deviation 

ΔVTEC (%) for the period from 15 to 20 March 2013. 

Figure 4a shows the VTEC variations between 15 and 20 March 2013. On 16 March, the day preceding the storm 

and considered geomagnetically quiet, the maximum VTEC values at all stations are higher than the reference 

values, with increases ranging from +1.4 TECU at SYOG (25.7 TECU compared to 24.3 TECU for the reference) to 

+20.2 TECU at NAMA (82.4 TECU compared to 62.2 TECU for the reference). 

 

On 17 March, during the storm main phase, all stations record maximum VTEC values higher than the reference, 

except for SYOG (southern high latitude). The most pronounced increases are observed at northern high latitudes 

and at northern and southern mid-latitudes, as well as at stations located near the magnetic equator (ADIS, MOIU), 

with enhancements ranging from +13.6 TECU (MOIU) to +28.6 TECU (ANKR) relative to the reference, and from 

+5.5 TECU (MOIU) to +20.7 TECU (GLSV) relative to 16 March. In contrast, stations located near the crests of the 

equatorial ionization anomaly (EIA) (NAMA, MAL2, MZUZ) show weak increases relative to the reference and 

slight decreases compared to 16 March, indicating an inhibition of the EIA. 

 

During the recovery phase, 18 March is characterized by contrasting responses: most stations exhibit weak VTEC 

fluctuations, whereas ADIS and SYOG show, respectively, a strong increase and a pronounced decrease (ADIS: 

79.1 TECU versus 61.8 TECU for the reference, i.e., +17.3 TECU; SYOG: 14.5 TECU versus 24.3 TECU, i.e., −9.8 

TECU). On 19 March, stations located near the EIA crests record increases exceeding +10 TECU relative to the 

reference, notably RAMO (+10.4 TECU), NAMA (+18.5 TECU), and MZUZ (+12.0 TECU), reflecting a 
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strengthening of the EIA. Finally, on 20 March, all stations return to values comparable to quiet conditions, 

indicating a recovery of the ionosphere, except at ADIS where an increase of +11.2 TECU is still observed. 

 

Figure 4a: Temporal variation of vertical total electron content (VTEC) observed at multiple GNSS stations 

from 15 to 20 March 2013. The vertical magenta line marks the SSC at 06:00 UT, highlighting the 

ionospheric response to the geomagnetic disturbance across different latitudes. 

Figure 4b shows that on 16 March, the day preceding the storm, two well-defined crests of the equatorial ionization 

anomaly (EIA) are clearly visible. In contrast, on 17 March, the storm day, these crests disappear, accompanied by 

an increase in VTEC around the magnetic equator, at northern and southern mid-latitudes—more pronounced in the 

Northern Hemisphere—and at northern high latitudes. On 18 March, the crests remain absent, and a decrease in 

VTEC is observed at all latitudes compared to 17 March, with a particularly strong reduction at northern mid-

latitudes. On 19 March, the EIA crests reappear, with the northern crest being more developed than the southern 

one. Finally, on 20 March, the crests disappear again, while an increase in VTEC is observed around the magnetic 

equator. 
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Figure 4b: Latitude–time contour map of vertical total electron content (VTEC) from 16 to 20 March 2013. 

The color scale (in TECU) illustrates the latitudinal distribution and temporal evolution of ionospheric 

electron content, with the magenta line indicating the SSC at 06:00 UT. 

Figure 4c highlights several significant increases (ΔVTEC > +50%) around 01 UT, located at the EIA crests and at 

northern mid-latitudes, around 04 UT and 14 UT on 16 March, the day preceding the storm. On 17 March, the storm 

day, a marked positive ionospheric storm appears around 01 UT, prior to the storm onset at 06 UT, with ΔVTEC 

values exceeding +100% near the magnetic equator. During the main phase, substantial VTEC enhancements are 

also observed around 12 UT at northern mid-latitudes. After 12 UT, the positive ionospheric storm progressively 

extends from northern mid-latitudes toward low latitudes, reaching the magnetic equator around 22 UT, where the 

positive effect intensifies strongly around 01 UT on 18 March, with ΔVTEC values reaching up to +200%. Around 

22 UT on 17 March, an increase is also observed at northern high latitudes. Finally, on 19 and 20 March, strong 

positive deviations (ΔVTEC > +50%) persist only near the magnetic equator around 01 UT each day, while negative 

deviations appear at southern high latitudes on 18 March around 10 UT. 

 

Figure 4c: Latitude–time contour map of relative variations in vertical total electron content (ΔVTEC, %) 

from 16 to 20 March 2013. The color scale represents percentage deviations from quiet-time conditions. The 

magenta line marks the SSC at 06:00 UT. 
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3.2.3 The 02 October 2013 Storm 

Figure 5a presents the VTEC variations from 30 September to 5 October 2013. On 1 October, a geomagnetically 

quiet day, the maximum VTEC values recorded at all stations decreased relative to the reference, with differences 

ranging from −1.8 TECU to −14.7 TECU (SVTL: −1.8 TECU; MZUZ: −14.7 TECU), except for the VARS station, 

whose maximum value (21.9 TECU) remains comparable to the reference (21.3 TECU). 

 

On 2 October, the storm day, stations located at northern and southern mid-latitudes exhibit a clear increase in 

maximum VTEC values relative to the quiet reference and to the days preceding the storm, with peaks occurring 

mainly between 06 UT and 12 UT. These increases are more pronounced in the Northern Hemisphere, particularly at 

ANKR (+16.0 TECU) and RAMO (+13.9 TECU), compared to +7.7 TECU at HRAO and +3.2 TECU at SUTH in 

the Southern Hemisphere. Low-latitude stations do not show notable variations but display oscillatory VTEC 

behavior. In contrast, at northern and southern high latitudes, a decrease in maximum VTEC values relative to the 

reference is observed, particularly at SYOG (−13.3 TECU) and, to a lesser extent, at VARS (−4.2 TECU). During 

the evening of 2 October, between 18 UT and 00 UT, a slight increase in VTEC is observed in the Northern 

Hemisphere. From 3 to 5 October, the maximum VTEC values decrease each day relative to the quiet reference, 

with more pronounced reductions at high and mid-latitudes in both hemispheres. 

 

 

Figure 5a: Temporal variation of vertical total electron content (VTEC) observed at multiple GNSS stations 

from 30 September to 05 October 2013. The vertical magenta line marks the SSC at 01:55 UT, highlighting 

the ionospheric response to the geomagnetic disturbance across different latitudes. 
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Figure 5b illustrates that on the quiet day preceding the geomagnetic storm (1 October), a VTEC peak of about 60 

TECU is located at the northern crest of the equatorial ionization anomaly (EIA). On 2 October, the storm day, a 

strong increase in VTEC (approximately 50 TECU) is observed at northern and southern mid-latitudes as well as at 

the magnetic equator (about 60 TECU), with peaks first occurring at mid-latitudes and subsequently at the equator. 

On 3 October, the VTEC intensifies around the magnetic equator, forming a broadened band, while the EIA crests 

are inhibited. On 4 and 5 October, peaks reappear both in the trough region and at the EIA crests, accompanied by a 

slight northward expansion of the enhanced VTEC. 

 

Figure 5b: Latitude–time contour map of vertical total electron content (VTEC) from 01 to 05 October 2013. 

The color scale (in TECU) illustrates the latitudinal distribution and temporal evolution of ionospheric 

electron content, with the magenta line indicating the SSC at 01:55 UT. 

Figure 5c highlights a pronounced positive ionospheric storm (ΔVTEC > +50%) around 00 UT on 2 October, just 

before the storm onset at 01:55 UT, localized at northern high latitudes and at the position of the northern EIA crest. 

After the storm onset, around 08 UT and 16 UT, positive deviations of similar magnitude (ΔVTEC > +50%) are 

observed at northern mid-latitudes. During the night of 2–3 October, between 22 UT and 01 UT, the deviation 

becomes positive again at northern high latitudes (ΔVTEC > +100%) as well as at the northern EIA crest (ΔVTEC > 

+50%). In contrast, at southern high latitudes, strong negative values (ΔVTEC < −50%) are present between 2 and 4 

October, as well as around 18 UT on 1, 4, and 5 October. Similar negative ΔVTEC values (ΔVTEC < −50%) are 

also observed at northern high latitudes around 12 UT on 2 October and around 11 UT on 3 October. 

The evolution of TEC deviations, characterized by more pronounced positive values in the Northern Hemisphere 

and negative values in the Southern Hemisphere, clearly indicates an interhemispheric asymmetry in the ionospheric 

response to the geomagnetic storm. 
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Figure 5c:Latitude–time contour map of relative variations in vertical total electron content (ΔVTEC, %) 

from 01 to 05 October 2013. The color scale represents percentage deviations from quiet-time conditions. The 

magenta line marks the Sudden Storm Commencement (SSC) at 01:55 UT. 

 

The storm of February 27, 2014 

Figure 6.a illustrates the variations in VTEC between February 26 and March 3, 2014. On February 26 and 27, 

before the storm began, the maximum VTEC values were already higher than those on calm days for all stations, 

with increases ranging from +5.7 to +24.3 TECU. The magnetic storm began on February 27 at 16:50 UT. A few 

hours later, around 23 UT, a sharp increase in VTEC was observed, first at high northern latitudes, then in the 

equatorial region. 

 

On February 28, most stations still recorded maximum VTEC values higher than those of the calm reference (from 

+2.3 to +32.9 TECU), with the exception of MZUZ, whose maximum value (78.7 TECU) remained comparable to 

that of the calm day (77.8 TECU), and SYOG, which showed a notable decrease of –9.1 TECU (29.4 TECU 

compared to 38.5 TECU in calm conditions). These positive effects are much more pronounced in the northern 

hemisphere. In low latitudes, there is also a time shift in the VTEC peak, which is reached earlier than on calm days. 

In contrast, in high latitudes, February 28 is characterized by a decrease in maximum VTEC values compared to 

February 27. 

 

On March 1, all stations recorded a further significant increase in maximum VTEC values, ranging from +8.3 TECU 

(SYOG) to +32.5 TECU (NAMA), with a particularly pronounced intensification in the northern hemisphere. On 

March 2, VTEC remains above the calm reference in the northern hemisphere, while the increase becomes 

negligible in the southern hemisphere, even negative at high latitudes (SYOG: 35.7 TECU versus 38.5 TECU, or –

2.8 TECU). Finally, on March 3, the maximum VTEC values increased again compared to the reference, with the 

intensity once again stronger in the northern hemisphere (e.g., +28.8 TECU at NAMA compared to +4.2 TECU at 

SYOG). 

 

Overall, this trend clearly highlights a persistent hemispheric asymmetry in VTEC, which was already present 

before the magnetic storm began and amplified throughout the storm. 
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Figure 6.a: Temporal variation of vertical total electron content (VTEC) observed at multiple GNSS stations 

from February 26 to March 03, 2014. The vertical magenta line marks the SSC at 16:50 UT, highlighting the 

ionospheric response to the geomagnetic disturbance across different latitudes. 

Figure 6.b shows that on February 27, before the storm began, VTEC values were high (around 100 TECU) centered 

on the magnetic equator, while the peaks of the equatorial ionospheric anomaly (EIA) were absent. On February 28, 

an intensification of VTEC is observed at the equator, with values exceeding 100 TECU, still accompanied by a 

disappearance of the peaks. At the same time, a decrease in VTEC is visible at high and mid northern and southern 

latitudes, compared to February 27 and March 1. 

On March 2, the behavior observed on February 27 persisted but was less pronounced. However, March 1 and 3 

were notable for the reappearance of the EIA ridges and their marked intensification. A hemispheric asymmetry is 

also visible, both in intensity and extent. For example, on March 1, the northern ridge of the EIA reaches VTEC 

values greater than 100 TECU, while the southern ridge has values close to 100 TECU. On March 1 and 3, the 

southern crest appears narrower than that of the northern hemisphere, confirming this ionospheric asymmetry. 
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Figure 6.b: Latitude–time contour map of vertical total electron content (VTEC) from February 27 to 03 

March 2014. The color scale (in TECU) illustrates the latitudinal distribution and temporal evolution of 

ionospheric electron content, with the magenta line indicating the SSC at 16:50 UT. 

 

Figure 6.c reveals a marked positive ionospheric storm, with a ΔVTEC of approximately +100% on February 27 at 

around 01 UT at the position of the northern crest of the EIA. During the night of February 27 to 28, very intense 

positive variations were observed at high northern latitudes and around the magnetic equator, at around 00 UT and 

02 UT respectively, with a ΔVTEC reaching up to +200%. The deviation was already positive at high northern 

latitudes, with a ΔVTEC of approximately +50% even before the magnetic storm began, then intensified sharply 

during the magnetic disturbance and spread towards the magnetic equator. 

 

At high northern latitudes, positive deviations with ΔVTEC values between +50% and +100% are visible from 

February 28 to March 3, except during the day around 12 UT on February 28 and a few hours before 12 UT on 

March 2. Over the same period, deviations are positive around the magnetic equator, mainly during the night, with 

ΔVTEC varying between +50% and +100%. In contrast, the deviation is strongly negative (ΔVTEC around –50%) 

only on March 2, at high southern latitudes, around 22 UT. 

 

All of these changes clearly highlight a hemispheric asymmetry: positive ionospheric disturbances are more 

pronounced and persistent in the northern hemisphere than in the southern hemisphere. 

 

Figure 6.c: Latitude–time contour map of relative variations in vertical total electron content (ΔVTEC, %) 

from 27 February to 03 March 2014. The color scale represents percentage deviations from quiet-time 

conditions. The magenta line marks the Sudden Storm Commencement (SSC) at 16:50 UT. 
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Satellite Data 

Figures 7a–7d present the global variations of the thermospheric O/N₂ ratio derived from observations by the Global 

Ultraviolet Imager (GUVI) onboard the TIMED satellite during the geomagnetic storms of 13–18 July 2012, 15–20 

March 2013, 30 September–5 October 2013, and 26 February–3 March 2014. 

 

 

a 

 
     

 
 

b 

      
 

 

c 

       

 

d 

      
 

 

Figure 7 (a–d):Thermospheric O/N₂ ratio derived from GUVI/TIMED observations during the geomagnetic 

storms of 13–18 July 2012, 15–20 March 2013, 30 September–5 October 2013, and 26 February–3 March 

2014. 

Analysis of GUVI-derived O/N₂ maps at the GNSS station locations reveals, for each storm, a pronounced depletion 

at high latitudes followed by a gradual equatorward migration toward mid-latitudes, with no significant modification 

at low latitudes. For the 14 July 2012 storm (13–18 July), the initial high-latitude depletion progressively extended 
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toward mid-latitudes. During the 17 March 2013 storm (15–20 March), the depletion detected at high latitudes 

migrated toward Southern Hemisphere mid-latitudes on 18 and 19 March. During the 2 October 2013 storm (2–4 

October), the O/N₂ reduction initially concentrated at high latitudes propagated toward mid-latitudes on 2 and 3 

October. Finally, for the 27 February 2014 storm (26 February–3 March), a significant reduction was observed as 

early as 26 February at southern high latitudes before extending toward mid-latitudes, whereas in the Northern 

Hemisphere it was detected only on 28 February. 

Discussion:- 
Based on data from a network of GPS receivers distributed in latitude across both hemispheres in the Europe–

Africa–Antarctica sector (longitudes 20°E–40°E), and by combining a station-by-station analysis with panel 

superposition and the use of regional VTEC and ΔVTEC maps, we highlighted contrasting ionospheric responses 

during geomagnetic storms. 

 

The positive, and sometimes negative, variations observed during days classified as magnetically quiet prior to 

storm onset can be explained by the fact that these days were not entirely free of magnetic disturbances. Thus, for 

the 17 March 2013 storm, the increase in VTEC recorded on 16 March (reference day) can be attributed to the 

substorm that occurred around 05 UT, as evidenced by the AE index reaching 863 nT at 04:49 UT. Wei et al. (2009) 

indeed showed that substorms can induce such increases in VTEC at equatorial latitudes. Previous studies (Kane 

1973; Araujo-Pradere et al. 2002; Burešová et Laštovička 2007) reported a pre-storm effect on foF2 about 24 h 

before the SSC, although this interpretation has been debated (Mikhailov et Perrone 2009). Burešová and Laštovička 

(2007) , in a study of 65 major storms between 1995 and 2005, showed that 20–25% of them exhibited a pronounced 

pre-storm effect. 

 

The increase observed prior to the 14 July 2012 storm is consistent with the observations of Tesema et al. (2015), 

who reported an enhancement of TEC at the equator and northern mid-latitudes, accompanied by a decrease at the 

EIA crests in both hemispheres. In our case, only the positive effect is remarkable, localized at the transition 

between low and mid-latitudes. This may be related to the choice of reference, since Tesema et al. (2015) considered 

only the single quietest day as reference. For the 17 March 2013 storm, Zhu et al. (2022) and Yue et al. (2016) 

included 16 March in the reference period, which explains the absence of pre-storm anomalies in their results. 

 

The persistent negative responses observed at mid and high latitudes during these four storms are mainly explained 

by a strong depletion of the O/N₂ ratio, as illustrated in Figures 7(a–c). There is indeed a close correlation between 

electron density and neutral composition variations during storms (Liu et al. 2014). A reduction in atomic oxygen 

decreases ion production, while an increase in molecular nitrogen enhances ionization losses, leading to a net 

decrease in electron density (Prölss 1995). Joule heating at high latitudes during storms increases temperature and 

drives upward winds that transport N₂-rich and O-poor air from the lower thermosphere into the F region 

(Fuller‐Rowell et al. 1994; Qian, Burns, et al. 2014). This process induces a strong horizontal pressure gradient and 

equatorward neutral winds, causing the O/N₂ deficit to propagate toward mid and low latitudes (Kil et al. 2013; 

Meier et al. 2015). In parallel, downward motion of O-rich and N₂-poor air at lower latitudes leads to a local 

increase in the O/N₂ ratio, which can subsequently propagate toward the equator through horizontal transport (Immel 

et al. 2001; Cai et al. 2022). 

 

For the 14 July 2012 storm, the mechanisms responsible for ionospheric asymmetry have been extensively described 

by Tesema et al. (2015) and Liu et al. (2014). After the SSC (14 July at 18:09 UT), a strong decrease in VTEC 

appears around 22 UT at stations close to the magnetic equator (NAMA, ADIS, MOIU), while a slight increase is 

observed at the EIA crests (RAMO, MZUZ). This can be attributed to an equatorward neutral wind, as suggested by 

the high AE values (1772 nT at 18:48 UT), indicative of significant energy deposition at high latitudes. Such a 

neutral wind can transport plasma to higher latitudes more efficiently than the super-fountain effect (Liu et al. 2014). 

The action of an eastward PPEF prior to its reversal westward, followed by redistribution, is also possible. Around 

19 UT, the interplanetary Bz component oscillated with longer intervals southward than northward and with 

pressure exceeding 5 nPa, conditions favorable for the generation of a PPEF capable of affecting the E×B drift. 

On 15 July, the marked strengthening of the EIA can also be attributed to an eastward PPEF. Before 12 UT, Bz 

remained southward and the pressure exceeded 20 nPa, again providing favorable conditions for a penetrating 

electric field. Liu et al. (2014) indeed identified several PPEFs during this event. The decrease observed near the 

magnetic equator, while other stations showed intensification, confirms this scenario (Liu et al. 2014). The 
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persistence of a pronounced positive phase at northern mid-latitudes around 12 UT may instead be attributed to an 

enhancement of the equatorial anomaly (Tesema et al. 2015). 

 

The contrasting responses recorded between 15 and 16 July are explained by changes in thermospheric composition 

and the action of storm-induced neutral winds (Tesema et al. 2015; Stankov et al. 2010). Overall, our results confirm 

previous observations (Akala et al. 2012; Chakraborty et al. 2015; Azzouzi 2016; Tesema et al. 2015), namely a 

positive TEC response at equatorial low latitudes and a negative response at mid and high latitudes during the 14 

July 2012 storm. 

 

2013 storm, the inhibition of the EIA, the amplification of the positive response at mid-latitudes, and the observed 

interhemispheric asymmetry are consistent with the results of Yue et al. (2016), obtained from satellite, ground-

based, and theoretical modeling data. These phenomena can be explained by the combined action of polar 

meridional winds and perturbations of the E×B drift. Liu et al. (2014) further emphasize that neutral winds play a 

dominant role in generating vertical ion drifts at mid-latitudes, to the detriment of PPEF effects. The 

interhemispheric asymmetry may be due to the presence of TADs, as indicated by VTEC oscillations and high AE 

values (>2500 nT). During equinox periods, electric field and neutral wind effects alone are insufficient to explain 

this asymmetry, with O/N₂ depletion being more decisive. (Prölss 1995; Zhu et al. 2022; Yue et al. 2016) also 

showed that TADs can generate such asymmetries in the EIA region during the afternoon. Finally, Migoya-Orue et 

al. (2021) reported an increase in VTEC over the northern EIA crest in Africa, consistent with our results. 

 

During the 2 October storm, the depletion of the O/N₂ ratio (Figure 7c) correlates well with the negative responses 

observed at high latitudes. However, it is insufficient to explain the persistent disturbances observed at mid-latitudes 

after the positive phase. These are likely the result of the combined action of O/N₂ depletion and a westward DDEF. 

The positive disturbances at mid-latitudes and the VTEC oscillations may be related to an eastward PPEF, 

reinforced by neutral wind action and the presence of TADs. The southward excursion of Bz (−28.8 nT at 04:58 UT) 

and the strong dynamic pressure (53.17 nPa at 05:25 UT) make the occurrence of a PPEF plausible. Disturbances 

migrating from high latitudes, associated with high AE values (2089 nT) and VTEC oscillations, are characteristic 

of TADs (Fuller‐Rowell et al. 1994 ; Pandit et al. 2023). The inhibition of the EIA and the amplification of the 

positive response at mid-latitudes agree with the scenarios proposed by (Yue et al. 2016; Liu et al. 2014). Finally, 

the difference in the intensity of positive responses between hemispheres can be explained by asymmetric TAD 

phase velocities related to Joule heating deposition (Zhu et al. 2022). 

 

For the 27 February 2014 storm, the high VTEC values recorded prior to onset are consistent with the results of 

(Malki et al. 2018) at Rabat. Accounting for the time shift, the increase observed around 23 UT on 27 February is 

also consistent with these studies and is attributed to plasma transport by TADs. The negative responses at high 

latitudes are correlated with the depletion of the O/N₂ ratio (Figure 7d). The pronounced VTEC increases observed 

on 1 and 3 March are likely associated with substorms, as suggested by the strong AE enhancements concomitant 

with decreases in the SYM/H index during these days. Wei et al. (2009) had already shown that such phenomena 

can increase equatorial VTEC. Finally, the asymmetries observed from the initial phase are consistent with previous 

observations reporting positive responses in the winter hemisphere and negative responses in the summer 

hemisphere (Fuller‐Rowell et al. 1994). 

 

(Shimeis et al. 2015) analyzed TEC variations along a latitudinal chain of GPS stations between 20°E and 40°E, 

spanning from northern high latitudes to southern high latitudes. Their study revealed strong interhemispheric 

asymmetry as well as a TID propagating from high to low latitudes. The authors explained that this asymmetry, 

observed at equinox, results from several concurrent mechanisms, including solar activity, atmospheric dynamo 

effects, and the offset between geographic and geomagnetic axes. 

 

Conclusions:- 
In this article, we presented an analysis of the ionospheric response during four major geomagnetic storms that 

occurred between 2012 and 2014, based on data from several GNSS receivers located at low, mid, and high latitudes 

along a longitude axis between 20° and 40° East. 

 

The results show, first of all, that high and mid-latitudes are dominated by persistent negative deviations. These can 

be explained largely by changes in thermospheric composition during storms, in particular the decrease in the O/N₂ 

ratio, which significantly reduces electron density and contributes directly to the decrease in VTEC. At mid-
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latitudes, the ionospheric response is more nuanced, marked by alternating positive and negative effects. This 

variability reflects the combined action of the electric penetration field and neutral circulation. At low latitudes, the 

dynamics of the equatorial ionospheric anomaly (EIA) showed notable changes, with an intensification during 

phases dominated by the PPEF, and a suppression under the effect of disturbed neutral winds.  

Finally, a marked interhemispheric asymmetry was observed, confirming the influence of ionospheric seasonality 

and TADs on the differential evolution of VTEC between the two hemispheres during a magnetic storm. 
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commencements (SSCs), are available via the ISGI service (https://isgi.unistra.fr/data_download.php).Finally, the 

[O/N₂] ratio maps, derived from the Global Ultraviolet Imager (GUVI) aboard the TIMED satellite, were used to 

interpret the results and are available via the portal https://guvitimed.jhuapl.edu/guvi-galleryl3on2_new/. 
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