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ABSTRACT

Aims. A Forbush decrease (FD) is a transient decrease followedjogcual recovery in the observed galactic cosmic ray ifitiens
We seek to understand the relationship between the FDs andEaeth interplanetary magnetic field (IMF) enhancemastociated
with solar coronal mass ejections (CMES).

Methods. We used muon data at ctiteigidities ranging from 14 to 24 GV from the GRAPES-3 traakimuon telescope to identify
FD events. We selected those FD events that have a reasariably profile, and magnitude 0.25%. We used IMF data from
ACE/WIND spacecrafts. We looked for correlations between theFifile and that of the one-hour averaged IMF. We wanted to find
out whether if the dfusion of high-energy protons into the large scale magnetid i the cause of the lag observed between the FD
and the IMF.

Results. The enhancement of the IMF associated with FDs occurs mairthe shock-sheath region, and the turbulence level in the
magnetic field is also enhanced in this region. The obseri&g@rbfiles look remarkably similar to the IMF enhancementfifes.

The FDs typically lag behind the IMF enhancement by a few §igline lag corresponds to the time taken by high-energy psdto
diffuse into the magnetic field enhancement via cross-fiéfdsion.

Conclusions. Our findings show that high-rigidity FDs associated with Cdviite caused primarily by the cumulativefdsion of
protons across the magnetic field enhancement in the turtsheath region between the shock and the CME.
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1. Introduction the disturbancest We note that the FD magnitude also depends
strongly on other solar wind parameters like the velocityhef

Forbush decreases (FDs), are short-term decreases irt¢he inCME, turbulence level in the magnetic field, size of the CME,

sity of galactic cosmic rays that were first observed by Fsibuetc. The contributions of these parameters are explainéiaein

(1937, 1938). It was the work of Simpson using neutron morEME-only cumulative dfusion model described in Arunbabu

tors (Simpson, 1954) that showed that the origin of the FDs wat al. (2013).

in the interplanetary (IP) medium. Solar transients sucthas  Arunbabu et al. (2013) described the CME-only cumulative

coronal mass ejections (CMEs) cause enhancements in thediffusion model for FDs, where the cumulativeets of difu-

terplanetary magnetic field (IMF). The near-Earth manétsh  sion of cosmic ray protons through the turbulent sheatloreas

of a CME from the Sun typically has two major componentshe CME propagated from the Sun to the Earth was invoked to

i) the interplanetary counterpart of CME (commonly called aexplain the FD magnitude. However, théfdsion was envisaged

ICME), and ii) the shock, which is driven ahead of it. Both théo occur across an idealized thin boundary. In this paperewe r

shock and the ICME cause significant enhancement in the IM&x the ideal, thin boundary assumption and examine théleéta

Interplanetary CMEs, which possess some well defined @itefelationship between the FD profile and the IMF compression.

such as reduction in plasma temperature and smooth rotation

magnetic field are called magnetic clouds (e.g., Burlagd.et a

1981; Bothmer & Schwenn 1998). 2. Data analysis

Correlations between the parameters character_izing FOS 3, The GRAPES-3 experiment
solar wind parameters have been a subject of consideraiolg st
Belov et al. (2001) and Kane (2010) maintain that there isaa reThe GRAPES-3 experiment is located at Ooty.4tlM latitude,
sonable correlation between the FD magnitude and the ptodd6.7°E longitude, and 2200 m altitude) in India. It contains two
of maximum magnetic field and maximum solar wind velocitymajor components, first an air shower array of 400 scintilfat
Dumbovit et al. (2012) also found reasonable correlatien bdetectors (each 1% with a distance of 8 m between adjacent
tween the FD magnitud&D|, and duration with the solar wind detectors deployed in a hexagonal geometry (Gupta et ak,200
parameters such as the amplitude of magnetic field enhamtenMohanty et al. 2009, Mohanty et al. 2012). The GRAPES-3 ar-
B, amplitude of the magnetic field fluctuatiof8, maximum so- ray is designed to measure the energy spectrum and congpositi
lar wind speed associated with the disturbance v, and durafi of the primary cosmic rays in the energy region from 10 TeV
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to 100 PeV (Gupta et al. 2009, Tanaka et al. 2012). The secor
component of the GRAPES-3 experiment, a large area trackin
muon telescope is a unique instrument used to search for higl
energy protons emitted during the active phase of a sola flar
or a CME. The muon telescope provides a high statistics, di -
rectional measurement of the muon flux. The GRAPES-3 muoi'c
telescope covers an area of 569 monsisting of a total of 16
modules, each 35fin area. The energy threshold of the tele-
scope is sed) GeV for the muons arriving along a direction
with zenith angled. The observed muon rate ef 3000s? per
module yields a total muon rate ef3x 10° min~! for the entire

G 4 o o

% deviation
w n — o

0
telescope (Hayashi et al. 2005, Nonaka et al. 2006). This hig "
rate permits even a small change00.1% in the muon flux to » sw 1 Y s 1 SE
be accurately measured over a time scale 6imin, after appro- 3
priate corrections are applied for the time dependent tranian 22 24 26 28 30 22 24 26 28 30 22 24 26 28 30 32
the atmospheric pressure (Mohanty et al. 2013). Time in days

We identified the FDs using the data from the GRAPES.-. o
3 muon telescope. By using the tracking capability of th%'g' % Fg. event 03. 24 Nov 2001. Eercentdewatlon n thelmu_lphn
muon telescope the direction of detected muons are binned iﬁ“f? (I)'r |f;erent Irections are s fowfr_ll In separate panels. The
nine diferent solid angle directions, named NW (northwest), id k']ne S (r)]ws perc?nt de}/_llatlon or filtered data and thited
(north), NE (northeast), W (west), V (vertical), E (east}¥S ine shows the same for unfiltered data.
(southwest), S (south), and SE (southeast). Theficuitgidity
due to the geomagnetic field at Ooty is 17 GV along the vergome cases, it is oftenfiicult to determine whether thesdfe-
cal direction and varies from 14 to 42 GV across the 2.2 sd fieénces are artifacts of filtering or if the unfiltered data sbdwif-
of view of the muon telescope. Details of the muon telescoferent amplitude because a diurnal oscillation happenéédve
are given in Hayashi et al. (2005), Nonaka et al. (2006), atie right phase so as to enhance or suppress the amplituake of t
Subramanian et al. (2009). FD. Some fluctuations in the muon flux could be due to FD and
associated events, but it is unlikely that they will be peitdn
nature and are not likely to béfacted by the filter.

The FDs that we study are associated with near-Earth CME

The GRAPES-3 muon telescope has observed a large nun@i¢nterparts, which contribute to significant increaseshi

Of FD events exh|b|t|ng a Variety Of Characteristics_ We rm |MFS We intend to inVestigate the I‘e|a'[i0n betWeen theSE IM
scribe the broad criteria that we use to shortlist eventd me €nhancements and FDs. We used the IMF data observed by the

analysis in this paper. In addition to the criteria desatihere, ACE and WIND spacecraft available from the_ OMNI database.

we will have occasion to apply further criteria, which wit e- We used hourly resolution data on magnetic fielgl-B By, By,
scribed in subsequent sections. We have examined all FQsevdhe in the geocentric solar ecliptic (GSE) coordinate system:
observed by the GRAPES-3 muon telescope during the yeBrsai is the magnitude of the magnetic field, B the magnetic
2001 — 2004. We shortlist events that have a clean FD profiigld component along the Sun-Earth line in the ecliptic plan
and FD magnitude 0.25%, and are also associated with an efointing towards the Sun, ,Bthe component parallel to the
hancement in the near-Earth interplanetary magnetic fitgde, €cliptic north pole, and Bthe component in the ecliptic plane
the term “clean profile” is used to refer to an FD event charaointing towards dusk. For a consistent data analysis wkeabp
terized by a sudden decrease and a gradual recovery in the &€ same low-pass filter to the magnetic field data as we did to
mic ray flux. Although 0.25 % might seem like a small numbethe muon flux, which removes any oscillations having freqyen
according to Arunbabu et al. (2013) these are fairly sigaiftc > 1d. Since FD events are associated with enhancements
events in the GRAPES-3 data, given its high sensitivity.sThin the IMF, we use the quantity 100 |B| and calculate the
yields a sample of 65 events, which is used in the analysis Rverage value and the percent deviation of this quantity tee
ported in§ [3. We note that the event of 29 September 2001 $&@me data interval as the FD. Thigeetively flips the magnetic
not included in this list since it was associated with manyIMfield increase and makes it appear as a decrease, enabling eas
enhancements, which could be due to multiple Halo and part@mparison with the FD profile. Figufe 2 shows the FD event
halo CMEs. Similarly, the event of 29 October 2003 is not ir2h 24 November 2001, _A.1 shows the FD event on 11 April
cluded (even though it was the biggest FD event observeain #0901, and AR shows the FD event on 23 May 2002, together
solar cycle 23) since the near-Earth magnetic field datainin ~ With the IMF data processed in this manner.
plete for this event.

We used GRAPES-3 data summed over a time interval of one
hour for each direction. This improves the signal-to-no&®, ; ; ;
but the diurnal variation in the muon flux is still present. Wged 3. Correlation of FD magnitude with peak IMF
alow-pass filter to remove oscillations having frequendyd™t.  Before studying the detailed relationship between the IM& a
This filter was explained in Subramanian et al. (2009). Tha-m&-D profiles, we examine the relationship between the peak IMF
sured variation of the muon flux in percent for the 24 Novemband the FD magnitudes. For this study we considered all 65
2001 eventis shown in Figulté 1, where the dotted black lines &D events shortlisted using the criteria explained in sef#.2.
the unfiltered data and the solid black lines are the filtemd d The FD magnitude for a given direction is calculated as tfie di
after using the low-pass filter to remove the frequensigsi:. ference between the pre-event intensity of the cosmic rags a
Although the filtering may change the amplitude of the desgeathe intensity at the minimum of the decrease. We examine the
and possibly shift the onset time for the FD by a few hours orresponding IMF during these events. We dengtead B

2.2. Broad shortlisting criteria
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Fig. 2. The FD event of 24 Nov 2001 and the
magnetic field for 9 directions in GRAPES-3
muon telescope. Black solid line is percentage
deviation of cosmic ray intensity in each di-
rection. The red-dotted, blue-dash-dot-dotted,
green-dash-dotted and orange-dash lines are
percentage deviation of IMFsd,, B, By and

22 24 26 28 30 32 24 26 28 30 32 24 26 28 30 32

Time in days B, respectively, that are scaled down by a factor
of 10 to fit in the frame.

“perpendicular” fields, because they are tangential to arfipe S BV, N T e
CME approaching the Earth. They are perpendicular to a typi , L B ¥ fgm 4 * =
cal cosmic ray proton that seeks to enter the CME radially; it e oy S . o+ *
will therefore have to cross these perpendicular fields. Wuys 1 é%t* o7 ﬁ%@ +7 %‘;ﬁ o
the relation between the FD magnitude and the peak of the toti i ¥ * o2 Poweomr | MY om0
magnetic field B = (BZ + BZ + B2)Y2and the peak of the net & | w *}ﬁm RV R
perpendicular magnetic field,B= (B2 + B2)*/2. :%;2 R ity 1 e ]

The correlation coicients of the peak B with the FD = %%% ., N ® . i **;‘i*
magnitude for dierent directions are listed in Talble 1 and shown o +: o ﬁﬁ 000688 ég% L
in Figure[3. The correlation cdiécients of the peak Bwith FD ™0 - ke
magnitude are listed in Talile 1 and shown in Figdre 4. We finc oo 3 R = I
that the correlation cdicient between peakBand peak Bia ﬁ{ &Y v aaj‘*’ k glﬁm N
with the FD magnitude ranges from 63% to 72%. We note tha 1 %?2 . ] ;}fﬁ » ﬁt * e ¥
the correlations in Figures 3 and 4 are fairly similar beeahge P coew ﬁ?ﬁ 00=0660 B co=0636

longitudinal magnetic fieldgy) is fairly small for most events. 0
We will have further occasion to discuss this§ifb.1]. We also

carried out the same study using Tibet neutron monitor dais;

yields a correlation caBicient of 60.0% and 61.9% respectivelyFi9- 3. Correlation of maximum total magnetic field in the mag-
for By and B,. The error on the correlation cfieients are Netic field enhancement to FD magnitude observed fiewdint

calculated using Eg 1 below, and are listed in Table 1: directions using GRAPES-3.

Here cc is the correlation cfiicient, n-2 gives the degree
of freedom, and n is the number of points considered for tisgow the cosmic ray flux (FD profile) of the nine directions
correlation. of the GRAPES-3 muon telescope for the FD observed on 24
From the CME-only cumulative ffusion model described in November 2001. It is clear that the magnetic field compressio
Arunbabu et al. (2013) we know that the FD magnitude depeni@sponsible for the FD is in the sheath region, i.e., theoregi
on various parameters associated with CME, such as veloicitppetween the shock and magnetic cloud.

CME, turbulence level in the magnetic field, and the size efth  The CME-only model described in Arunbabu et al. (2013)
CME. Itis thus not surprising that the FD magnitude coresat jegls with the dfusion of cosmic rays through the turbulent
only moderately with the peak value of the IMF. magnetic field in the sheath region. The cross-fieftLldion co-
efficient depends on the rigidity of the proton and the turbugenc
level in the magnetic field (e.g., Candia & Roulet 2004). Ture t
bulence level in the magnetic field is an important paramiater
As mentioned earlier, we considered FD events associatibd vihis context. We have calculated the turbulence level usimeg
the magnetic field enhancements that are due to the shock pmonute averaged data from the AGEIND spacecraft available
agating ahead of the ICME. An example of this is showfmom thel OMNI data base. To calculate the turbulence level
in Figures[5,[AB, and_Al4 where the nineffdrent panels we use a one-hourrunning average of the magnetic fiejdg(ied

10 20 30 40 0 10 20 30 40 O

Btmax (nT)

10 20 30 40 50

1)

4. IMF compression: shock-sheath or ICME?
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Fig.5. FD event on 24 November 2001. The
black solid line denotes percentage deviation of
the cosmic ray intensity, black dotted line per-
centage deviation of total magnetic fi¢ld0—

B| as explained ig2 which is scaled down to fit
the frame. The vertical brown-dotted, magenta-
dash-dotted, blue-dash-dot-dotted, green-long-
dashed, and black-dashed lines denote the tim-
ings corresponding to the FD onset, shock ar-

% deviation

-2 i | L. . ‘ K | L. . ‘ | | L, . ‘ rival, magnetic cloud start, magnetic cloud end,
20 24 26 28 30 22 24 26 28 30 22 24 2 28 30 32 and FD minimum, respectively. The solid red
Time in days vertical line corresponds to the maximum of the

magnetic field compression.

w i % N x E e Table 1. Correlation of the FD magnitude with the maximum
5 + 1 i +1 * 8 total and perpendicular IMF. For each direction of GRAPES-3
# . . . .
g@i H . ¥ » gﬁ * the correlation is calculated along with the standard e} in
nox *: ¥ %ﬁ* * 3 ’%3 + the next column. The last row shows the correlationficcient
0 - A S °°;°"" £ co=0724 calculated using data from the Tibet neutron monitor.
S w . siv % E .
o 2 3 P SE T4 is ‘ . Direction  Cut-atf B B,
g ; !fég* . %, . %—% 3 Rigidity Correlation Correlation
e E ] LA (GV)  coef. err codf. err
@] + * *
(TRE o § RO Wl o NW 155 0.702 0.090 0.712 0.089
W o+x s *I s &, N 18.7 0.707 0.090 0.714 0.089
2 w g 1, 37 +4 P NE 240 0720 0.088 0.724 0.088
ot ;ﬁ . ¥ # + W 143  0.684 0.093 0.691 0.092
1 +§ = 1ot 1 é?h + \% 17.2 0.688 0.092 0.692 0.092
0 ﬁ% R I A ST om0 E 224 0681 0.093 0.685 0.093
0 10 20 30 40 O 1Bo 20 3(() _lz_t;) 0 10 20 30 40 50 SW 14.4 0.669 0.094 0.676 0.094
pmax {n S 17.6 0.660 0.095 0.666 0.095
Fig. 4. C lati f . dicul i field i SE 22.4 0.636 0.098 0.642 0.097
ig. 4. Correlation of maximum perpendicular magnetic field in Thot 71 5800 0102 0615 0100

the magnetic field enhancement to FD magnitude observed in
different directions using GRAPES-3.

the fluctuation of the IMF around this average(B-= B — By).
We define the quantity as shock, sheath, and CME regions associated with the magnetic
(B2, 05 field compression. We studied ten such FD events, which are
= ( B2 ] , (2) listed in Tablef2. The timings of the shock, maximum of the
0 magnetic field compression, magnetic cloud start and end tim
where (B2,) denotes the average of2Bover the one- in_gs, Qlong with the FD onset times forﬁ;ﬁre_ntdirections are
hour window. Figuré®6 shows a representative event. The {Bfyen in Tabl€R. The peak of the magnetic field enhancementin
panel shows the one-minute average magnetic field for 21§ filtered data generally occurs before the start of thenaiag

November 2001. The bottom panel in this figure shows the turbfg:‘d or at the start of the magnetic cloud, whereas in the un-
1

lence leveb- calculated for this event. We note that the magne tered d"’_‘ta t_he enhancement _Iies in the sheath r_egion. \tée no
field compression responsible for the FD occurs in the shoti@t the filtering procedure using the low-pass filter stifies
sheath region, i.e., the region between the shock and the m&gXimum by a small amount (-5 to 10 hours).

netic cloud. The turbulence level enhancement also ocotings It is clear from Figurelsls, [CAl3, [CAl4[16, and Table 2
region. that the peak of the magnetic field compression respongilble f

For events selected using the criteria describgdipwe nar- the FD lies in the sheath region, and the turbulence level is
row down the ones that have a well-defined shock and assdciadéso enhanced in this region. This is in broad agreement with
magnetic cloud. Such events allow us to clearly distingtligh Richardson & Cane (2011).
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Table 2. Shock arrival time, time of maximum magnetic field enhanastn@agnetic cloud start and end timings and FD onset
timings for diferent directions for FD events that have a well-defined slaockmagnetic clouds associated with them.

Event FD onset Shock  Maximum of MC MC
NW N NE W \% E SW S SE arrival  Mag. compre. Start end
2001 Apr04 04.30 04.33 0429 04.3 04.34 04.32 04.37 04.342504.04.61 04.79 04.87 05.35
2001 Apr11 1154 1158 11.67 1147 1150 1154 11.35 11.43.5211 11.58 12.00 11.958 12.75
2001 Aug17 17.18 17.08 17.05 16.97 16.94 16.92 17.00 16.989716 17.45 17.87 18.00 18.896
2001 Nov24 24.13 24.14 2413 2417 2414 2412 2417 24.13.0624 24.25 24.58 24708 25.541
2002 May 23 23.13 23.08 23.00 23.17 23.09 23.04 2321 23.13.0923 23.44 23.58 23.896 25.75
2002 Sep07 07.71 07.72 07.67 07.62 07.62 07.63 07.66 07.687107 07.6 08.00 07.708 08.6875
2002 Sep30 30.56 30.45 30.43 30.56 30.48 30.42 30.52 30.45363030.31 31.16 30.917 31.6875
2003Nov20 19.89 21.34 21.12 20.08 20.45 20.86 20.29 20.43.6320 20.31 20.67 21.26 22.29
2004 Jan 21 22.09 22.03 2196 2198 22.00 21.97 21.83 21.91902122.09 22.50 22.58 23.58
2004 Jul 26 26.60 26.64 26.75 26.59 26.65 26.75 26.67 26.77.8626 26.93 27.29 27.08 28.00

November 2001, 11 April 2001, and 23 May 2002 are shown
in Figured7[Ab, anf_Al6, respectively. The top panel irs¢he
figures shows the percentage deviation of the cosmic ray fidx a
the Bota. The percentage deviation of.B, is scaled to fit in the
frame. The middle panel shows the same percentage dedation
but the magnetic field is shifted by the peak correlation lag a
the bottom panel shows the correlation ffiméents correspond-
ing to different lags. The correlation lag means that the IMF pro-
file precedes the FD profile by 21 hours for the 24 November
2001 event, by 19 hours for the 11 April 2001 event and 13 hours
for the 23 May 2003 event. In particular, Table 3 gives the max
imum cross correlation values obtained foffelient FD profile
of different directions of GRAPES-3 to the total magnetic field
compression and flerent components of magnetic field for the
24 November 2001 event. The same quantities for Tibet neutro
Time in days monitor data are also shown in last row of this table. In ferth

: o : : : discussion we consider only those events showing a cross-cor
B e Wi e o aion 0% forlags between 36 0 12 hours. The event hus
line denotesBi,t and the dotted line denotes,,. The contin- tsk?orthsted are presentedf n TﬁIFEHE'l' Fromfgreser,]yv_e erI]f
uous line in the second panel shows the turbulence level for ernarrow d_own events for which the FD profile ex ibits ahhig
Bo. In both panels the vertical solid, dotted, and dashed correlation with the perpendicular component of the IMF.
lines corresponds to shock arrival time, magnetic cloud sta
time, magnetic cloud end time, respectively. 2001 November 24

B (nT)

Sigma(%)

i

% deviation

5. How similar are the FD and the IMF profiles?

22 24 26 28 30 32

One of the near-Earthfiects of a CME is the compression of Time bn deye
(and consequent increase in) the IMF. The IMF measured b
spacecrafts such as WIND and ACE can detect these magne:
field compressions. We investigate the relation of thesenetag

field compressions to the FD profile. We work with the hourly = _: —
resolution IMF data from the ACE and WIND spacecrafts ob- 2 2 2 mendays 2 % s
tained from the OMNI! database. Applying the low-pass filter Cross Correlation
described in§2 to this data yields a combined magnetic field e

compression comprising the shock and ICkt&gnetic cloud. ++++++++++**++ "
A visual comparison of the FD profile with the magnetic field 832

compression often reveals remarkable similarities. Tontifya o

-60 -40 -20 0 20 40

the similarity between these two profiles, we studied thexro ke
correlation of the cosmic ray intensity profile with the IMFop Fig. 7. Cross correlation of the cosmic ray flux withog. The

file. In order to do this, we shift the magnetic field profile fwi top panel shows the percentage deviation of cosmic ray flux us
respect to the FD profile) by amounts ranging from -36 hougy solid black lines and the magnetic field using dotted bolac
to 12 hours. We identify the peak correlation value and thi# Shines (scaled to fit in the frame). The middle panel shows the
corresponding to this value is considered to be the time é&89 Rz me with magnetic field shifted to the right corresponding t

tween the IMF and the cosmic ray FD profile. Most of the Fl e time lag and the bottom panel shows the correlatiofieoe
events exhibit correlations 60% with at least one of the four gjent for diferent lags.

IMF components (B, Bx, By, B;). Examples of the corre-
lation between the FD profile and;B, for the events of 24

% deviation

9

Max.Corre.Coef. = 0.851
++++++

c
S
3
°
3
o
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Table 3. Correlation of FD profile in dterent direction observed in GRAPES-3 with magnetic fieldgtie 24 November 2001
event. The numbers in the last row are derived from the Tibatnron monitor data.

Instrument dir. Rg FD mag. correlation
(GV) (%) Biotal Bx B,
Corr. err Lag Corr. err Lag Corr. err Lag Corr. err Lag
) (%) (hrs) (%) (%) (hrs) (%) (%) (hrs) (%) (%) (hrs)
NW 155 2.60 804 38 -23 273 62 -13 363 60 -3 730 44 -13
N 18.7 2.38 823 37 -23 292 62 -16 379 6.0 -35 738 44 -12
GRAPES-3 NE 240 1.69 807 38 -26 265 6.2 -19 393 59 -35 67245 -14
w 14.3 2.85 83 34 -21 301 61 -12 403 59 -30 757 42 -1
\Y 17.2 2.71 853 34 21 294 62 -14 405 59 -28 763 42 -11
E 224 2.00 821 37 -24 297 62 -17 393 59 22 755 42 -13
SW 144 2.49 846 34 -21 291 6.2 -12 410 59 -31 743 43 -1
S 17.6 2.44 849 34 -21 310 61 -14 390 60 -27 766 41 -11
SE 224 1.89 811 38 -26 324 61 -20 368 60 -22 771 41 -14
Tibet 14.1 4.28 879 31 -20 277 62 -11 389 60 -20 756 428 -

5.1. Cross-field diffusion into the ICME through the sheath

The time lag between the cosmic ray flux and the IMF occurs

field diffusion. Numerical treatments of cross-fieldfidsion of

bcharged particle in turbulent magnetic fields include G@ara

. & Jokipii (1999), Casse, Lemoine, & Pelletier (2002), Candi
cause the high-energy protons do not respond to magnetc figl o et (2004), Tautz & Shalchi (2011), and Potgieter et al.
COmpressions |mmed|at_e_ly; they are subje_cted_ to the cm_ss'(2014). We seek a concrete prescription fqrtbat can incorpo-
magnetic mirror &ect arising from the gradient in the longitu- ;o observationally determined quantities
dinal magnetic field and to turbulent cross-field (also reféias '
perpendicular) dfusion (e.g., Kubo & Shimazu, 2010). Here,
we concentrate only on the cross-fieldfdsion of the high- 6.1. D, : Candia & Roulet (2004)
energy protons through the turbulent sheath region betteen _— I .
shock and the CME. As discussed earlier, we have identified t h,f’a %egrfigcrﬁlgzge:nng\?eulfﬂeoﬁtgIggr]lgéi% i?g;%ﬁ‘si?léf;gogd')’
IMF compression to be comprised mainly of this sheath regionro agating throuah tanaled maanetic fields. Their resﬁs
we therefore use the observed values of the mean field andturg)roguge thg standgrd refuns of C?iacalone & joki i (199@) a
lent fluctuations in the sheath region to calculate reptesien % sse. Lemoine, & Pelletier (2002), and also extepnd thenegi
o) T e deay et WPyt ncluce song urulence and igh gt

. . Vo : .extent of cross-field diusion of protons depends on the proton
can be interpreted as the time taken by the cosmic raysficséi rigidity, which indicates how tightly the proton is boundttee
into the magnetic compression. Our approach may be coatlast o L :

. . . “Ihagnetic field, and the level of magnetic field turbulencdcivh
with that of Kubo & Shimazu, (2010), who use a computatlon%lan contribute to field line transport
approach to investigate cosmic ray dynam_lcs (’ghus Incatpy Candia & Roulet (2004) give thé following fit for the “par-
both the mirror @ect and cross-field dusion) in a magnetic o i gysion codicient Dy (which is due to scattering of the
field configuration that comprises an idealized flux rope CM?

They do not consider the sheath region, and neither do trey 'grtlcles back and forth along the mean field, as the fieldbs su
observations to guide their choice of magnetic field turboée

ect to random turbulent fluctuations),

levels. 20) >
To calculate the cross-field filision timescale, we proceed _ c M P +[£ 3)
as follows: considering the flux rope geometry of a neartEart = 2 ol Ol

CME, the magnetic field along the Sun-EarthxfBepresents _ _ N
the longitudinal magnetic field. The fields, Bnd B, represent ~ where c is the speed of light and the quantitigs N and

the perpendicular magnetic fields encountered by tiesihg oy are constants specific toftérent kinds of turbulence whose
protons. In our discussion we consider only cross-fiefiidion; Vvalues are listed in Table 1 of Candia & Roulet (2004). The pa-
we therefore choose events that exhibit good correlatitmtive  rameter lnax is the maximum length scale of turbulence; in our
By and B, magnetic field compressions and poor correlation wiase we considered it as the size of the CME near the Earth. The

compressions in B The events shortlisted using these criteriguantityp is related to the rigidity of the proton Rg as
are listed in Tablgl4. ; Rg
L

I—max B BOLmax’

p = (4)

6. Cross-field diffusion coefficient (D, ) where ¢ is the Larmor radius and Bs the magnetic field.
The cross-field dusion codficient D, governs the diusion of The quantityo is the magnetic turbulence level, which is de-
the ambient high-energy protons into the CME across the mdigied as in Eq.2. _ _ .

netic fields that enclose it. The topic of cross-fieléfusion of The cross-field diusion codicient (D, ) is related to the par-
charged particles across magnetic field lines in the presefc allel one (3 ) by,

turbulence is the subject of considerable research. Aicalyt a

treatments include classical scattering theory (e.g.c&itme NJ_(O-Z) , (p<0.2)

& Jokipii 1999, and references therein) and non-linear igaid D - a > (5)
center theory (Matthaeus et al. 2003; Shalchi, 2010) fossro ! N (o)™ (&) . (202
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Table 4. Events for which the FD profile correlates well only with therpendicular component of the IMF enhancement. These
events are a subset of the events listed in Tablk B.1. Theiagst CMEs are also listed. The correlation lags are giwdours.

Event CME Time type V4 Brotal By B,

(near Sun)  (UT) kms Corr.(%) Lag(hrs) Corr.(%) Lag(hrs) Corr.(%) Lag (hrs)
2001 Jan 13 Jan 10 00:54 Halo 832 97.2 -13 95.8 -14 96.6 -23
2001 Apr11  Apr10 05:30 Halo 2411 90.7 -19 89.9 -17 91.3 -5
2001 May 27 May 25 04:06 354 569 66.5 0 65.0 -3 75.7 -21
2001 Aug 13 Aug 11 04:30 313 548 51.8 -7 97.5 -7 70.0 -5
2001 Sep12 Sepll 14:54 Halo 791 79.2 -25 26.7 -30 86.2 -1
2001 Nov 24 Nov 22 23:30 Halo 1437 85.3 -21 41.0 -31 77.1 -14
2001 Dec 14 Dec13 14:54 Halo 864 4.7 -35 69.7 -2 72.8 -17
2002 Sep 07  Sep 05 16:54 Halo 1748 77.1 -18 49.6 24 87.4 3
2002 Sep 30  Sep 29 15:08 261 958 81.1 -5 72.1 8 75.7 -12
2002 Dec 22 Dec19 22:06 Halo 1092 73.4 -15 434 0 84.7 -12
2003 Jan 23 Jan 22 05:06 338 875 70.9 -21 - - 75.4 -28
2003 Feb 16 Feb 14 20:06 256 796 - - - - 74.3 -11
2003 May 04 May 02 12:26 222 595 83.4 -8 84.7 -10 80.7 0
2003 Jul 25 Jul 23 05:30 302 543 95.3 -19 73.3 -2 41.6 2
2003 Dec 27 Dec 25 09:06 257 178 86.1 -35 21.7 5 87.2 -3
2004 Aug 30  Aug 29 02:30 274 1195 - - - - 924 1
2004 Dec 05 Dec 03 00:26 Halo 1216 85.3 -12 89.4 8 58.4 -13
2004 Dec 12 Dec 08 20:26 Halo 611 81.1 -17 73.3 -25 78.9 -13

The quantities Nl and a are constants specific toftérent diffusion lengths required to account for the observed time lag
kinds of turbulent spectra, and are given in Table 1 of Cagdiabetween the FD profile and the IMF profile using
Roulet (2004). We note that the exponent characterizintMifre
turb_ulence.may vary through the magnetic field compressen 4 of Diffusions = Lag @)
sociated with FD (Alania & Wawrzynczak, 2012). Although the tai
treatment of Candia & Roulet (2004), which we use, cannot ac- L
commodate arbitrary turbulent spectrum indices, it carresid 1 n€ results for the number offllision times needed to ac-
the Kolmogorov ¢ = 5/3), Kraichnan ¢ = 3/2), and Bykov- count for th_e observed Ia_lg between the IMF enhancement and
Toptygin = 2) spectra. We therefore quote results for all thrd@€ FD profile are shown in Taile B.2. These numbers are calcu-
turbulence spectra. lated using the peak value of the IMF profile. Itis evident tha

observed lags can be accounted for by a few tens to a few hun-
dred ditusion times. There are two exceptional events on 2001
7. The IP B field compression-FD lag: how many December 14 and 2003 December 27, where the number of dif-
fusions are~1000 using the time-varying prescription. There

are three events in this list that have no correlation lagieeh
We have shown that the FD profile is often very similar to thdlhe IMF profile and FD profile. The FD on 2001 May 27 cor-
of the IMF compression, and lags behind it by a few hours. Thiglates well with By, the FD on 2002 December 22 correlates
observed lag is poorly correlated with the FD magnitude &ed twell with By, and the FD on 2003 May 04 correlates with the B
CME speeds (both near the Sun and near the Earth). We interpvigh no correlation lag.
the observed time lag between the IMF and the FD profiles as the
time taken by the protons toftlise through the magnetic field
compression via cross-fieldftlision. The time taken for a single8' Summary

diftusion random walk of a high-energy proton into the magnetige studied all FD events observed by the GRAPES-3 muon tele-

diffusion lengths?

structure of CME is given by scope during the years 2001-2004 satisfying the broadierite
listed in§[2.2. For a sample of especially well-observed events,
tirs = D. 6) We find that the magnetic field compression responsible fr th

Van’ FD as well as the turbulence level gets enhanced in the shock-
sheath region. For these events, details regarding shoakgtj
where c is the speed of light (which is the typical propagaagnetic cloud start and end timings along with the FD onset
tion speed for the highly relativistic galactic cosmic raysare time for different directions are given in Talile 2.
concerned with) and §, is the solar wind velocity upstream of ~ We find that the FD profile looks remarkably similar to that
the CME. of the corresponding IMF compression and lags behind ity fe
When using the D from Candia & Roulet (2004), we usehours (Tablé Bl1). Since we want to focus on cross-fiefflidi
two different methods for computing the turbulence leveln sion, we selected the FD events whose profiles correlate well
the first one, we calculate as a function of time using the one-with the enhancements in the perpendicular magnetic fiélgs (
minute averaged IMF data, as described in[Eq (2). In the skcoB,) and not with the radial magnetic field {B these events are
we assume a constant value of 15% &arwhich is typically listed in Table€#. We have calculated the number @fudions
expected to be the maximum level of turbulence in quiet solasing EqY for 14.3 GV and 24.0 GV protons. The number of dif-
wind (Spangler, 2002). We used both these methods to cééculfusions corresponding to the observed lag for the selestente
tgir for Kolmogorov, Kraichnan, and Bykov-Toptygin turbulentare listed in TableB]2. For most events we find that the oleskrv
spectra. Using these values gft we estimated the number oftime lag corresponds to a few tens to a few hundréaisiions.
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9. Conclusion Shalchi, A., 2010, ApJ, 720, 127

Simpson, J. A., 1954, Phys. Rev., 94, 426
The results of Arunbabu et al. (2013) show that FDs are dsgangler, S. R.: 2002, “The Amplitude of Magnetohydrodyitafurbulence in
to cumulative difusion of galactic cosmic ray protons into the the Inner Solar Wind"Astrophys. J., 576, 997

CME as it propagates from the Sun to the Earth. However, tﬁébﬁg/zgiﬁi”’\("wltﬁ”ﬁi\?- Eéxékgrﬁ?ag’ ?{oﬁr}af(ﬁwiﬂn;ir};}y D‘g‘%g;/:k'
precise nature of the tiusive barrier was left unspecified, and K.. Nonaka, T., Oshima, A., éivalprasad, ', Tanaka, Hvis, S. C..

the difusion was assumed to occur across an idealized thin Grapes-3 Collaboration. 2009, A&A, 494, 1107
boundary that presumably had to do with the turbulent shreath Tanaka, H., Dugad, S. R., Gupta, S. K., et al., 2012, J. PhySug@l. Part. Phys.
gion. The results from this work clearly show that the magnet  39,025201

field enhancement responsible for the FD comprises theshefUZ R- €., Shalchi, A. 2011, ApJ, 735, 92
region. The FD profile looks like a lagged (and inverted) copy

of the magnetic field enhancement (TdBle 1). The FD lags bgp e A s :

hind the magnetic field enhancement by a few hours (Tablés é&jgpendlx A: Additional figures

and4). We have quantitatively shown that the time lag betwegppendix B: Additional Tables

the FD and the magnetic field enhancement can be accounted

for by cross-field diusion through the turbulent sheath region

(TabldB.2). This work establishes i) the importance of tre t

bulent sheath region between the shock and ICME; we show that

the magnetic field enhancement responsible for the FD com-

prises the shock-sheath, and the magnetic turbulence ivel

also enhanced in this regid¢f [4)) and ii) the viability of cross-

field diffusion through the turbulent CME sheath as the primary

mechanism for FD§§ [7)).

Acknowledgements. K. P. Arunbabu acknowledges support from a Ph.D. stu-
dentship at IISER Pune. P. Subramanian acknowledges Ipsupaort via the
CAWSES-II program administered by the Indian Space Reke@rganization
and via a grant from the Asianffice of Aerospace Research and Development,
Tokyo. We thank D. B. Arjunan, A. Jain, the late S. KarthikeyK. Manjunath,

S. Murugapandian, S. D. Morris, B. Rajesh, B. S. Rao, C. Rhsim and R.
Sureshkumar for their help in the testing, installationd aperation of the pro-
portional counters and the associated electronics andgldeta acquisition. We
thank G. P. Francis, |. M. Haroon, V. Jeyakumar, and K. Rasséta their help

in the fabrication, assembly, and installation of variouschrnical components
and detectors. We are thankful to the Tibet neutron monitous for making
the data available on the internet. We thank the anonymdereeefor a thorough
and helpful review.

References

Alania, M. V., & Wawrzynczak, A., 2012, AdSpR, 50, 725

Arunbabu, K. P., Antia, H. M., Dugad, S. R., Gupta, S. K., Hsya Y.,
Kawakami, S., Mohanty, P. K., Nonaka, T., Oshima, A., Sulzmaian, P.,
2013, A&A, 555, 139

Belov, A. V., Eroshenko, E. A., Oleneva, V. A., Struminsky,B\, Yanke, V. G.,
2001, AdSpR, 27, 625

Bothmer, V., & Schwenn, R. 1998, Ann. Geophysicae, 16, 1

Burlaga, L. F., Sittler, E., Mariani, F., & Schwenn, R. 1981 Geophys. Res.,
86, 6673

Candia, J., & Roulet, E. 2004, J. Cosmology & Astropart. Py, 007

Casse, F., Lemoine, M., & Pelletier, G. 2002, Phys. Rev. DP@3002

Dumbovi¢, M.; VrSnak, B.Calogovi, J.Zupan, R., 2012, A&A, 538, 28

Forbush, S.E., 1937, Phys. Rev. 51, 1108

Forbush, S. E., 1938, Phys. Rev, 54, 975.

Giacalone, J., & Jokipii, J. R. 1999, ApJ, 520, 204

Gupta, S. K., Aikawa, Y., Gopalakrishnan, N. V., et al., 208&icl. Instrum.
Methods A, 540, 311

Gupta, S. K., Antia, H. M., Dugad, S. R., et al., 2009, Nucly®B Proc. Suppl.,
196, 153

Hayashi, Y., Aikawa, Y., Gopalakrishnan, N. V., et al., 2008ucl. Instrum.
Methods A, 545, 643

Kane, R. P., 2010, AnGeo, 28, 479

Kubo, Y., & Shimazu, H., 2010, ApJ, 720, 853

Matthaeus, W. H., Qin, G., Bieber, J. W., Zank, G. P. 2003,,580, 53

Mohanty, P. K., Dugad, S. R., Goswami, U. D., et al., 2009r@irt. Phys. 31,
24

Mohanty, P. K., Dugad, S. R., & Gupta, S. K., 2012, Rev. Scétrbm. 83,
043301

Mohanty, P. K., Atri, D., Dugad, S. R., et al., 2013, Pramarghys., 81, 343

Nonaka, T., Hayashi, Y., Ito, N., et al., 2006, Phys. Rev.73,,052003

Potgieter, M. S., Vos, E. E., Boezio, M., De Simone, N., Di¢el V., Formato,
V., 2014, SoPh, 289, 391

Richardson, |. G.& Cane , H. V.: 2011, SoPh, 270, 609



Arunbabu et al.: Forbush decreases related to IMF

Table B.1. List of FD events for which the correlation déieient between the profiles of the FD and the IMF enhancem&o.
The ‘-’ entries denote events that have low correlationeslior lags between -36 and 12 hours

Event Correlation (%)
Btotal X y z
codf. err codf. err codf. err codf. err
13 Jan 2001 97.2 2.4 - - 95.8 2.9 96.6 2.6

26 Mar2001 70.3 6.5 - - -
4 Apr 2001 928 31 973 19 772 5.3 634 6.4
7 Apr 2001 943 3.0 927 34 719 6.2 542 7.7
11 Apr 2001 90.7 35 - - 89.9 3.7 91.3 34
27May 2001 665 7.7 278 9.8 650 7.7 75.7 6.7
1 Jun 2001 771 49 705 54 523 6.6 545 6.5
13 Aug 2001 518 7.2 - - 97.5 1.8 70.0 5.9
17 Aug 2001 846 3.8 - - 31.2 6.8 58.0 5.9
6 Sep 2001 68.8 6.1 87.0 41 647 63 451 75
12 Sep 2001 79.2 42 562 56 267 6.6 86.2 3.5
29 Sep 2001 70.3 4.0 - - 58.1 4.6 - -
5 Nov 2001 883 3.0 646 49 348 6.1 -
24Nov2001 853 34 324 6.1 410 5.9 771 41
14 Dec 2001 747 35 427 48 69.7 3.8 72.8 3.6
23May 2002 981 20 794 6.2 759 6.7 60.0 8.2
7 Sep 2002 771 4.6 - - 49.6 6.3 874 35
23 Sep 2002 604 58 879 35 414 6.6 93.1 26
30 Sep 2002 811 53 587 74 721 6.3 75.7 6.0
22 Dec 2002 73.4 49 - - 43.4 6.5 84.7 3.8
9 Jan 2003 90.1 33 681 6.7 - - 56.2 6.4
23 Jan 2003 709 6.4 - - - - 75.4 6.0
30 Jan 2003 948 37 844 64 427 107 957 3.4
16 Feb 2003 - - 31.3 53 - - 743 3.7
26 Mar2003 77.1 3.8 648 4.5 -
4 May 2003 834 56 328 97 847 5.4 80.7 6.1
18 May 2003 86.5 3.6 - - -
25 Jul 2003 953 28 479 80 733 6.2 416 83
16 Aug 2003 716 6.4 496 80 455 8.2 577 75
21 Oct 2003 80.1 6.1 920 4.0 701 7.3 935 3.6
27 Dec 2003 86.1 4.2 - - 217 8.1 872 41
21 Jan 2004 779 4.0 782 4.0 - - -
29May 2004 53.1 6.6 902 33 - - 86.9 3.8
26 Jul 2004 865 42 733 57 855 4.3 948 5.6
30 Aug 2004 - - - 924 29

5 Dec 2004 853 31 - 89.4 2.6 584 4.8
12Dec2004 81.1 42 616 57 733 4.9 789 4.4
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Fig.A.1. The FD event of 11 April 2001 and the magnetic field for ninediions in GRAPES-3 muon telescope. The linestyles
are the same as used in Figlite 2
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Fig. A.2. The FD event of 23 May 2002 and the magnetic field for nine tiimas in GRAPES-3 muon telescope. The linestyles
are the same as used in Figlte 2
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Fig. A.3.FD event on 11 April 2001. The linestyles are the same as uskguire %
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Fig. A.4.FD event on 23 May 2002. The linestyles are the same as usepinef
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Fig. A.5. Cross correlation of the cosmic ray flux with,B.. The top panel shows the percentage deviation of cosmicuayfling
solid black lines and the magnetic field using dotted blac&di(scaled to fit in the frame). The middle panel shows thes aith
magnetic field shifted to the right corresponding to the tiageand the bottom panel shows the correlatiorflecient for diferent
lags.
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Fig. A.6. Cross correlation of the cosmic ray flux with,B.. The top panel shows the percentage deviation of cosmicuayfling
solid black lines and the magnetic field using dotted blackdi(scaled to fit in the frame). The middle panel shows thes saith
magnetic field shifted to the right corresponding to the tiageand the bottom panel shows the correlatiorflecient for diferent
lags.
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Table B.2. Number of difusions required for the observed lag in FD events using thifé&rent turbulent spectrums and twdafdrent methods described §fl. 1%t stands for

the method using dynamie, 2" stands for the method using a constant

o Rg Btotal By Bz
Event Lag No: of diffusions Lag No: of diffusions Lag No: of diffusions

(%) | (GV) | (hrs) Kolmo. Kraich. Bykov. (hrs) Kolmo. Kraich. Bykov. (hrs) Kolmo. Kraich. Bykov.
—1st | 2na 1§t | 2na 13[ | 2nu Tt | 2nu 13[ | 2nu 13[ | 2na 13[ | 2na 1§t | 2na 1§t | 2nu
2001Jan13 | 8-15 | 143 | -13 | 384 | 173 ]| 462 | 210| 644 | 265 -14 | 196 | 158 | 232 | 186 | 314 | 251 | -23 | 97 | 112 | 115] 133 ] 133 | 155
240 | -13 | 245 | 121 | 292 | 140 | 395 | 188 | -14 | 117 | 95 | 137 | 110 | 172 | 137 | -23 | 38 | 44 | 47 | 55 | 49 | 57
2001 Apr11 | 10-23| 143 | -19 | 656 | 340 | 895 | 482 | 907 | 396 | -17 | 326 292 | 425| 394 | 453 | 372 | -5 41 | 67 | 47 | 81 | 64 | 102
240 | -19 | 533 | 283 | 670 | 367 | 844 | 390 | -17 | 258 | 239 | 312 | 296 | 409 | 356 | -5 25 | 47 | 28 | 54 | 37 | 73
2001 May 27| 8-13 | 14.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -3 44 | 38 | 53 | 46 | 71 | 59 | -21 | 111 | 177 | 128 205 | 165 | 270
24.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -3 29 | 25 | 34 | 29 | 45 | 38 | -21 | 53 | 85 | 63 | 101 | 70 | 114
2001 Aug 13| 10-20| 143 | -7 216 | 106 | 279 | 135 326 | 150 | -7 76 | 86 | 91 [ 102 | 120 | 135| -5 26 | 58 | 30 | 69 | 40 | 92
240 | -7 165 | 82 | 199 | 97 | 273 | 130 | -7 49 | 55 | 57 | 64 | 73 | 83 -5 15| 35 | 17 | 41 | 21 | 52
2001Sep 12| 10-20| 143 | -25 | 838 | 354 | 1046 | 441 | 1357 | 526 - - - - - - - -1 17 | 13 | 20 | 16 | 26 | 20
240 | -25 | 583 | 263 | 695 | 307 | 953 | 415 - - - - - - - -1 11 9 13 | 11 | 18 | 14
2001 Nov24| 20-40| 143 | -21 | 822 | 405 | 1119| 578 | 1137 | 462 | -31 | 173 | 429 | 205| 529 | 241 | 646 | -14 | 260 | 226 | 331 | 296 | 381 | 301
240 | -21 | 666 | 338 | 834 | 442 | 1067 | 456 | -31 | 112 | 311 | 126 | 363 | 165 | 490 | -14 | 199 | 181 | 235 | 219 | 319 | 281
2001 Dec 14| 5-12 | 143 | -35 | 1346 | 604 | 1644 | 817 | 2283 | 766 | -2 56 | 28 | 67 | 35 | 92 | 42 | -17 | 255 240 | 305 | 298 | 396 | 357
240 | -35 | 872 | 494 | 1066 | 614 | 1440 | 736 | -2 28 | 21 | 34 | 25 | 41 | 33 | -17 | 119 | 177 | 145 | 206 | 165 | 279
2002 Sep 07| 5-20 | 143 | -18 | 776 | 298| 983 | 396 | 1255 | 393 | -24 | 312 | 305 | 367 | 368 | 499 | 476 3 24 | 37 | 28 | 45 | 38 | 59
240 | -18 | 555 | 241 | 667 | 295 | 928 | 369 | -24 | 172 | 205 | 204 | 238 | 245 | 313 3 14 | 25| 16 | 29 | 20 | 37
2002 Sep 30| 10-20| 143 | -5 207 | 93 | 294 | 131 | 362 | 210 8 130 | 128 | 160 | 167 | 198 | 174 | -12 | 198 | 185 | 243 | 238 | 309 | 259
240 | -5 171 | 77 | 224 | 99 | 254 | 108 8 93 | 102 | 109 | 123 | 148 | 159 | -12 | 138 | 145 | 162 | 173 | 217 | 229
2002 Dec22| 5-13 | 143 | -15 | 481 | 244 617 | 321 | 779 | 327] O 0 0 0 0 0 0 -12 | 66 | 126 | 75 | 147 | 100 | 199
240 | -15 | 363 | 196 | 436 | 238 | 603 | 303 | O 0 0 0 0 0 0 -12 | 37 | 70 | 42 | 82 | 50 | 99
2003Jan23 | 8-18 | 143 | -21 | 509 | 270 | 624 | 327 | 823 | 420 - - - - - - - -28 | 49 [ 170 | 56 | 200 | 66 | 243
240 | -21 | 341 | 183 | 403 | 213 | 540 | 281 - - - - - - - 28 | 21 | 71 | 24 | 87 | 25 | 93
2003 Feb 16 | 5-17 | 14.3 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 11 55 | 100 | 64 | 117 | 76 | 155
24.0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -11 | 22 | 50 | 27 | 60 | 29 | 69

2003 May 04| 10-40| 143 | -8 252 | 127 | 334 | 165 374 | 174| -10 | 97 | 125 115 149 | 150 | 195 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

240 | -8 200 | 101 | 245 | 121 | 325 | 157 | -10 | 64 | 82 | 73 | 95 | 95 | 124| O 0 0 0 0 0 0
2003 Jul25 | 8-15 | 143 | -19 | 565 | 347 | 732 | 483 | 861 | 417 | -2 32 | 31| 39| 40 | 50 | 43 2 9 22 | 10 | 26 | 13 | 35
240 | -19 | 434 | 288 | 554 | 367 | 704 | 408 | -2 22 | 24 | 26 | 29 | 34 | 38 2 5 13 6 15 7 19
2003 Dec 27| 4-12 | 143 | -35 | 1210 | 506 | 1546 | 634 | 1881 | 742 5 41 | 52 | 48 | 61 | 64 | 82 -3 10 | 27 | 11 | 31 | 16 | 19
240 | -35 | 900 | 380 | 1079 | 446 | 1497 | 603 5 23| 29 | 27 | 34 | 32 | 41 -3 5 13 6 16 6 18
2004 Aug 30| 8-20 | 14.3 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 10 | 12 | 12 | 15 | 16 | 19
24.0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 7 8 8 9 10 | 12
2004 Dec 05| 10-23| 143 | -12 | 326 | 209 | 435 | 285 | 530 | 363 8 107 | 112 | 128 | 140 | 168 | 198 | -13 | 117 | 193 | 146 | 244 | 166 | 278
240 | -12 | 260 | 172 | 327 | 215 | 403 | 254 8 71| 83 | 82 | 97 | 107 | 131 | -13 | 89 | 148 | 104 | 174 | 138 | 235
2004 Dec 12| 5-20 | 143 | -17 | 595 | 266 | 786 | 344 | 863 | 368 | -25 | 243 | 322 | 290 | 389 | 373 | 500 | -13 | 138 | 163 | 165 | 196 | 214 | 255
240 | -17 | 469 | 210 | 573 | 251 | 771 | 330 | -25 | 163 | 218 | 187 | 253 | 245 | 335 | -13 | 91 | 108 | 106 | 126 | 137 | 164

‘[e 18 ngequnly

<IN 01 parejal Sasealdap ysnglod :
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