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Key Points:

• A new 10s resolution GeoElectric Dynamic Mapping (GEDMap) procedure was
developed to study Geomagnetically Induced Currents (GICs).

• The modeling results performed using the geomagnetic field mapping and Mäntsälä
GIC measurements are in excellent agreement.

• Rapid and strong evolution of the geoelectric fields occurred at and near Mäntsälä
during the two largest GIC events of the magnetic storm.
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Abstract

High temporal and high spatial resolution geoelectric field models of two Mäntsälä,
Finnish pipeline GIC intervals that occurred within the 7-8 September, 2017 geomag-
netic storm have been made. The geomagnetic measurements with 10 s sampling rate
of 28 IMAGE ground magnetometers distributed over the north Europe (from 52.07◦ to
69.76◦ latitude) are the bases for the study. A GeoElectric Dynamic Mapping (GEDMap)
code was developed for this task. GEDMap considers 4 different methods of interpola-
tion and allows a grid of 0.05◦ (lat.)×0.2◦ (lon.) spatial scale resolution. The geoelec-
tric field dynamic mapping output gives both spatial and temporal variations of the mag-
nitude and direction of fields. The GEDMap results show very rapid and strong vari-
ability of geoelectric field and the extremely localized peak enhancements. The magni-
tude of geoelectric fields over Mäntsälä at the time of the two GIC peaks were 279.7 mV/km
and 336.9 mV/km. The comparison of the GIC measurements in Mäntsälä and our mod-
eling results show very good agreement with a correlation coefficient higher than 0.8. It
is found that the auroral electrojet geoelectric field has very rapid changes in both mag-
nitude and orientation causing the GICs. It is also shown that the electrojet is not sim-
ply oriented in the east-west direction. It is possible that even higher time resolution base
magnetometer data of 1 s will yield even more structure, so this will be our next effort.

Plain Language Summary

The Sun is an active star, the state of which has a strong influence on conditions
on the Earth, in particular leading to increased fluctuations in the geomagnetic field and
formation of strong ground electric fields (GEFs). One of the most important consequences
of exceptional high levels of GEF is the occurrence of geomagnetically induced currents
(GICs), which are particularly dangerous for electrical infrastructure and the increase
the number of grid failures. In the frame of this work, to better understand causes of GICs
during a strong GIC event on 7-8 September, 2017, we have developed a new procedure
to perform systematic computation of geoelectric field at latitudes from 52.07◦ to 69.76◦.
Next, to reveal spatio-temporal evolution of GEF (its magnitude and direction) and to
give a global perspective we propose a robust method of construction of maps. Results
show rapid and strong evolution of geoelectric field.

1 Introduction

Geomagnetically induced currents (GICs) are intense, low-frequency currents in-
duced in large conductive systems like power lines and pipelines, during space weather
events (e.g. Lakhina et al., 2021). GICs, depending on the solar wind and the Earth’s
electrical conductivity structure, were analyzed extensively for many years (e.g. Kap-
penman, 1996; Boteler et al., 1998; Pirjola, 2002; Pulkkinen et al., 2015; Kelbert, 2019;
Lakhina et al., 2021, and references therein), based on various physical characteristics:
solar wind parameters, electrojet indices, magnetospheric drivers, as well as systemat-
ically developed models.

Consideration of the occurrence of GICs in power grids was mostly focused on the
impact of intense sudden perturbations of the geomagnetic field, B. Variations of dB/dt
were often used in GIC evaluations for comparisons between different storms, for pro-
ducing a proxy GIC index (e.g. Marshall et al., 2011). A large number of studies focused
on the realistic reproduction of GICs from the geomagnetic data measured by IMAGE
(International Monitor for Auroral Geomagnetic Effects) (Dimmock et al., 2019; Dim-
mock et al., 2020; Dimmock et al., 2021), SuperMAG (Hajra et al., 2020; Despirak et
al., 2020; Tsurutani & Hajra, 2021; Clilverd et al., 2021), or INTERMAGNET (Inter-
national Real-time Magnetic Observatory Network) (e.g. Piersanti et al., 2020) stations.
IMAGE (e.g. Viljanen et al., 1995), INTERMAGNET (e.g. Jankowski et al., 1996), and
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SuperMAG (e.g. Gjerloev, 2012) are the international networks of magnetic observato-
ries.

The importance of the regional variability of geomagnetic disturbances was very
often emphasized (e.g. Viljanen & Pirjola, 2017; Dimmock et al., 2020; Boteler, 2021;
Švanda et al., 2021; Torta et al., 2021). Nevertheless, the sparse distribution of magne-
tometer stations demanded the application of the interpolation of the geomagnetic field.
A review of the literature shows that various methods have already been applied in this
context (e.g. McLay & Beggan, 2010; Torta et al., 2017). We can mention both purely
mathematical methods, such as a nearest neighbor, linear interpolation using Delaunay
triangulation (Delaunay, 1934) and those with the physical background, such as mag-
netic scalar potential (Düzgit et al., 1997) and one of the most widely used Spherical El-
ementary Current Systems (SECS) interpolation scheme (e.g. Amm, 1997; Amm & Vil-
janen, 1999). Studies indicated that SECS has been shown to give good results at high
latitudes, however, this technique was not found to be particularly accurate for B inter-
polation purposes at middle latitudes (e.g. McLay & Beggan, 2010; Torta et al., 2017).
In particular, Torta et al. (2017) performed a systematic comparison of four mentioned
techniques for region of Spain and showed that using a nearest neighbor technique or a
magnetic scalar potential method achieved better results than by using the SECS inter-
polation scheme. These results seem to be in agreement with analysis in the UK with
a similar sparse magnetometers distribution (McLay & Beggan, 2010). A more detailed
discussion about application of SECS interpolation scheme beyond high latitudes can
be found in e.g. Torta et al. (2017).

The review of the literature devoted to geomagnetically induced currents reveals
that various drivers of GICs were indicated (Tsurutani & Hajra, 2021; Oliveira et al.,
n.d.). In particular, drivers of intense GICs were often associated with large storm im-
pulsive events such as coronal mass ejections (CMEs) and their upstream shocks and sheaths
(e.g. Gonzalez & Tsurutani, 1987; Gosling, 1993; Tsurutani et al., 1997). Fluctuations
different from regular oscillations of the geomagnetic field, or geomagnetic pulsations,
have also been identified as possible drivers of GICs (Heyns et al., 2021). At mid-latitude
and low-latitude, large GICs have been related to storm sudden commencements and sud-
den impulses, rather than substorms (e.g. Marshall et al., 2012).

Nevertheless, comprehensive studies confirm the complexity of geophysical phenom-
ena responsible for GICs, both from the ionospheric and magnetospheric current systems
point of view. Thus, GIC causes during some selected events are still not fully explained.
For example, 7–8 September 2017 geomagnetic storm was one of the largest storms of
the 24th solar cycle (Dimmock et al., 2019; Beggan et al., 2021) with two largest geo-
magnetically induced currents episodes (GIC∼ 30 A). Despite numerous and extensive
analyses of space weather activity on 7–8 September 2017, some recent papers pointed
out several, still unexplained, key features of GIC observed during this geomagnetic storm
(e.g. Hajra et al., 2020; Clilverd et al., 2021). In particular, Hajra et al. (2020) stated
that the largest GIC of this interval cannot be associated with any large substorm or any
solar wind feature. Clilverd et al. (2021) asked about the up-stream drivers of the GIC
event, the scale-sizes of the driving mechanisms, why and which magnetic local time sec-
tor was important for large GIC occurrence.

It is worth underlining also that most studies devoted to the September 2017 storm,
considered the SECS method and determined ionospheric equivalent currents focusing
on latitudes higher than 60◦ (e.g. Dimmock et al., 2019). Regions located at latitudies
lower than 60◦ were considered less extensively (e.g. Kruglyakov et al., 2022) and fur-
ther analysis are still needed, especially in the light of recent studies devoted to trans-
mission line failures in Poland (Gil et al., 2021). Moreover, despite many sophisticated
methods deployed to evaluate the geoelectric field over large regions (e.g. de Villiers et
al., 2016) it is worth using simpler approaches, for example (Piersanti et al., 2019), where
E was first computed and then spatial maps were evaluated through a spherical harmon-
ics interpolation.
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Therefore, in the frame of this work, we continue systematic studies of large GIC
cases occurring during 7–8 September 2017 geomagnetic storm. For this purpose, in the
first step, based on a great collection of geomagnetic field data sets from 28 IMAGE mag-
netometers located at latitudes from 52◦ to 70◦, we perform a systematic computation
of geoelectric fields and their variations. Then, having values of geoelectric field deter-
mined for the positions of magnetometers and applying the natural neighbor interpo-
lation, we construct spatial maps of the geoelectric field. This type of interpolation has
not been used previously; this method has been compared with other interpolation meth-
ods and was shown to be more effective for the considered data. Prepared GeoElectric
Dynamic Mapping (GEDMap) states efficient and informative global image of spatial-
temporal evolution of geoelectric field around the periods when the two largest GICs were
registered in Mäntsälä, Finland.

Moreover, proposed geoelectric mapping allows for determination of GICs in se-
lected locations, not covered by magnetometers. Results reveal a strong variability of geo-
electric field and the extreme localized peak enhancements during the intense 7–8 Septem-
ber 2017 geomagnetic storm. The directional evolution of the strongest values of the field,
a rapid change of the orientation of geoelectric field, as well as to differentiate the two
largest GICs events seems to be important for better understanding causes of GICs. The
data used in analysis are described in Section 2. In Section 3 we briefly discuss the method-
ology applied to compute geoelectric field and GICs. Section 4 presents the results of
the analysis in the form of maps. A summary is provided in Section 5. Additional de-
tailed animations are presented in Supporting Information.

2 Data

2.1 Mäntsälä Finland Pipeline Measurements

GIC recordings in the Finnish natural gas pipeline near Mäntsälä located at sub-
auroral latitudes (57.9◦N geomagnetic latitude; 60.6◦N geographic latitude, 25.2◦E ge-
ographic longitude) (Viljanen et al., 2006). Figure 1 shows measurements during 7–8 Septem-
ber 2017 geomagnetic storm, when the two largest GIC events (GIC> 20 A) were ob-
served. Namely, Event I with GIC=28.18 A at 00:31:20 UT, Event II with GIC=30.41
A at 17:54:40 UT (denoted by red dashed lines), as well as several smaller events when
GIC ∼ 10 A.

Figure 1. GIC along the Finnish natural gas pipeline at the Mäntsälä station on 7–8 Septem-

ber 2017 geomagnetic storm (between 18:00 UT on September 7 and 23:59 UT on September 8,

2017). The Event I with GIC=28.18 A at 00:31:20 UT and the Event II with GIC=30.41 A at

17:54:40 UT have been marked by red dashed lines.
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2.2 Geomagnetic Field Data

We consider here data of geomagnetic field components registered by 28 magne-
tometers being the part of IMAGE network (http://space.fmi.fi/image/). The cri-
terion for the data was the resolution of 10 s collected by IMAGE and the existence of
a conductivity/resistivity model to calculate the geoelectric field. Details of the stations
taken into account, as geographic longitudes and latitudes, as well as their Corrected Ge-
omagnetic Coordinates (CGM), are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Summary of observatory data used in the analysis

Code Name Geogr. Lat Geogr. Lon CGM Lat CGM Lon No of model
[◦] [◦] [◦] [◦]

KEV Kevo 69.76 27.01 66.32 109.24 26
TRO Tromsø 69.66 18.94 66.64 102.9 26
KIL Kilpisjärvi 69.06 20.77 65.94 103.8 26
IVA Ivalo 68.56 27.29 65.1 108.57 26
ABK Abisko 68.35 18.82 65.3 101.75 26
MUO Muonio 68.02 23.53 64.72 105.22 26
KIR Kiruna 67.84 20.42 64.69 102.64 26
RST Røst 67.52 12.09 64.88 95.9 25
SOD Sodankylä 67.37 26.63 63.92 107.26 24
PEL Pello 66.9 24.08 63.55 104.92 26
JCK Jäckvik 66.4 16.98 63.51 98.31 26
DON Dønna 66.11 12.5 63.38 95.23 25
RAN Ranua 65.9 26.41 62.09 105.91 24
RVK Rørvik 64.94 10.98 62.23 93.31 25
LYC Lycksele 64.61 18.75 61.44 99.29 25
OUJ Oulujärvi 64.52 27.23 60.99 106.14 24
MEK Mekrijärvi 62.77 30.97 59.1 108.45 24
HAN Hankasalmi 62.25 26.6 58.69 104.54 25
DOB Domb̊as 62.07 9.11 59.29 90.2 24
SOL Solund 61.08 4.84 58.53 86.26 24
NUR Nurmijärvi 60.5 24.65 56.89 102.18 25
UPS Uppsala 59.9 17.35 56.51 95.84 24
KAR Karmøy 59.21 5.24 56.43 85.67 24
TAR Tartu 58.26 26.46 54.47 102.89 41
BRZ Birzai 56.17 24.86 52.3 100.81 1
SUW Suwa lki 54.01 23.18 49.97 98.7 40
WNG Wingst 53.74 9.07 50.01 86.65 12
NGK Niemegk 52.07 12.68 47.96 89.13 14

2.3 Geomagnetic Indices

We also study electrojet indicators from IMAGE. These are basic measures of the
total westward and eastward currents, which cross the magnetometer grid. They are de-
fined similarly to the standard AU, AL, and AE indicesc (Davis & Sugiura, 1966). The
AE index is derived from geomagnetic variations in the horizontal component observed
at selected (10–13) observatories along the auroral zone in the northern hemisphere. The
AU and AL indices are respectively defined by the largest (upper) and the smallest (lower)
values. Correspondingly, IU-index is estimated as the maximal variation value ∆BX(t)
of the geographical north magnetic field components (IU(t) = max(∆BX(t))), mea-
sured at all selected stations. The variation is obtained in relation to the quiet period,
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based on the measurements of the selected observatories. In the analogous way IL-index
is estimated as the minimal variation, (IL(t) = min(∆BX(t))), and finally IE-index is
a difference between IU and IL indices: IE(t) = IU(t)−IL(t). For 7–8 September storm
indices are displayed in the Figure 2. Here, the quiet time is defined as a three-hour in-
terval before the considered storm. We present these indices based on all available IM-
AGE stations, i.e., 37 (represented by black lines) in comparison with the case of 28 sta-
tions (red lines), listed in Table 1, for which models with values of thicknesses and re-
sistivities are available (Ádám et al., 2012).

Figure 2. IMAGE derived geomagnetic indices IL (a), IU (b), and IE (c) between 18:00 UT

on September 7 and 23:59 UT on September 8, 2017 (time step 10 s). Black lines represent the

indices generated for all available IMAGE stations (in summary 37), while the red lines cor-

respond to the case when only 28 stations listed in Table 1 were considered. Red dashed lines

indicate the moment of Event I at 00:31:20 UT and Event II at 17:54:40 UT, respectively.

It is worth underlining that Event I denoted in Fig. 2 by red dashed line at 00:31:20
UT was caused by the fast interplanetary shock observed at ∼23:00 UT on 7 Septem-
ber, related to a fast halo CME on 6 September at 12:24 UT of class X9.3 flare (SOHO
LASCO CDAW catalog, cdaw.gsfc.nasa.gov). The magnetic cloud detected between
∼20:24 to ∼23:02 UT on September 7 was characterized by low solar wind temperature
(∼0.16× 105 K) and low plasma β (∼0.06) with southward heliospheric magnetic field
(HMF) Bz peak of ∼-10 nT at ∼21:06 UT on September 7. Next the fast shock was fol-
lowed by highly compressed sheath region that extended from ∼23:02 UT on Septem-
ber 7 to ∼11:31 UT on September 8 with a peak southward Bz of ∼-31 nT at ∼23:31
UT on September 7 (e.g. Hajra et al., 2020). The passage of the shock over the CME
structure, strong southward Bz, and the strongly compressed sheath is the most prob-
able reason of the Event I strong geomagnetic storm. Geomagnetic storm 7–8 Septem-
ber was shown (Hajra et al., 2020) as ‘three-step feature’ in Sym-H index with resolu-
tion of 1 min and cannot be observed in hourly Dst-index.
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Moreover, Event I was followed by peak IE and IL IMAGE indices of 3813.3 nT
and -3772.7 nT, respectively at ∼00:24 UT on September 8 (Figure 2). Almost at the
same time the Nurmijärvi magnetometer recorded a significant magnetic depression and
large dBX/dt fluctuations at this time (Dimmock et al., 2019). This event took place
over the passage of slowly developing supersubstorm of long-duration ∼3 hr 49 minutes
from 7 September ∼23:02 UT to 8 September ∼02:51 UT with peak SME and SML in-
tensities (SuperMAG, https://supermag.jhuapl.edu/) of 4464 and -3712 nT, respec-
tively, at ∼00:24 UT on September 8 (Hajra et al., 2020). It is worth mentioning that
there is an interval of ∼1 hr from the minimum of Bz (∼-31 nT at ∼23:31 UT on 7 Septem-
ber) and the maximum of GIC (28.18A at 0:31:20 UT on 8 September) observed in Mäntsälä.

The Event II appeared around 17:54:40 UT, on September 8, during the recovery
phase of extremely intense substorm (Hajra et al., 2020). During that time a magnetic
cloud was noticed from around 11:31 UT to 18:00 UT (e.g. Hajra et al., 2020) with peak
southwardly directed HMF Bz component value being -17 nT and solar wind speed 790
km/s. This southward Bz component caused an intense magnetic storm, starting around
11:26 UT with peak Sym-H index value -115 nT at ∼ 13:56 UT (e.g. Hajra, 2021). At
the main phase of this intense magnetic storm revealed another supersubstorm with Su-
perMAG indices (e.g. Newell & Gjerloev, 2011) SML and SME values -2642 nT and 4330
nT, respectively (Hajra, 2021). IMAGE geomagnetic indices IL and IE during this su-
persubstorm had the extremal values at 15:52:50 UT, being equal -1534.5 nT and 2112.3
nT, respectively and IU index reached local maximum earlier, at 14:21:00 at the level
of 992.6 nT (Figure 2). It is worth mentioning that Event II occurred at end of the strongest
growth in the IU index (Figure 2). Although, it is worth bearing in mind that ’There
are no obvious 1-to-1 relationships between GIC events and substorms’ (Tsurutani & Ha-
jra, 2021). Moreover, Kp-index value around the Event II was 8 in 12:00-15:00 UT and
7+ in 15:00-18:00.

This 7–8 September geomagnetic storm and causative CME was possibly related
to a moderate solar flare of M2.9 intensity, although around the time of Event II there
was only the solar flare of M2.9 class, lasting from 15:09 UT to 16:04 UT, September 8,
with peak time at 15:47 with source located in S09W63 of active region no. 12673.

Since the global average total electron content (TEC) characterizing the ionospheric
conditions exhibits firm sensitivity to enhanced solar activity (e.g. Nikitina et al., 2022),
it is worth mentioning that TEC at the middle and high latitudes showed during 7-8 Septem-
ber storm a strong hemispheric asymmetry, as well as a long -duration recovery of top-
side TEC with respect to the pre-storm state (Tsurutani et al., 2005; Jimoh et al., 2019).

3 Methodology

3.1 Calculation of the geoelectric field

In order to estimate geoelectric field E from measured 10 s geomagnetic field data
B we applied a 1-D layered conductivity Earth model (Boteler et al., 2019; Boteler &
Pirjola, 2019). Earth conductivity varies in all directions, however, the biggest variation
of conductivity is with the depth (Boteler & Pirjola, 2019). Therefore, Earth is often rep-
resented by a 1-D model (e.g. Boteler & Pirjola, 2019; Khurshid et al., 2020), in the frame
of which we have N layers, each specified by conductivity σn and thickness ln (n = 1, ..., N).
Then, layered case of the transfer function K (in the frequency domain f) is expressed
by the following recursive formula (Weaver, 1994; Boteler & Pirjola, 2019):

Kn = ηn
Kn+1(1 + e−2knln) + ηn(1− e−2knln)

Kn+1(1− e−2knln) + ηn(1 + e−2knln)
(1)

where Kn is the ratio of E to B at the top surface of layer n, while Kn+1 at the top sur-
face of the underlying layer n + 1, ηn = i2πf

kn
, kn =

√
i2πfµ0σn and µ0 = 4π10−7

Hm−1 (Boteler et al., 2019). The initial value in Equation (1) corresponds to the case

when the layer n = N is a uniform half-space and KN =
√

i2πf
µ0σN

. The final value K1

–7–



manuscript submitted to Space Weather

(n = 1) is the transfer function relating E and B at the Earth’s surface (Trichtchenko
& Boteler, 2002; Boteler et al., 2019). In the frame of the paper, to perform analysis of
data from 28 stations located at different latitudes and longitudes, we applied various
1-D Earth resistivity models, as listed in Table 1. These models, described in details in
(Ádám et al., 2012) vary in the number of layers, values of thicknesses (l), and resistiv-
ities (1/σ), and correspond to local conditions around the observatory stations. In the
next step of the analysis, the geomagnetic field {BX , BY } was decomposed into its fre-
quency components {BX(f), BY (f)} and multiplied by the corresponding transfer-function
values, namely EX(f) = K(f)BY (f) and EY (f) = −K(f)BX(f), where EX(f) and
EY (f) denote geoelectric field frequency components. In the final step, we employed the
inverse Fourier transform to obtain the value of a geoelectric field in the time domain
[E(t)] for both northward [EX ] and eastward [EY ] components (Boteler, 2012; Boteler
& Pirjola, 2019). Please note, that the Earth’s internal structure can have a complex 3-
D distribution of electrical resistivity. However, various studies (Viljanen et al., 2013,
2014; Gil et al., 2021) confirmed that a 1-D model can still be treated a useful first-order
approximation for modeling gross resistivity structure and its effect on surface electric
fields. Moreover, it is worth noting, that the 1-D model is fast and accurate at a single
location (Beggan et al., 2021), which is the case for this study. Since we use a local con-
ditions of 1-D model, with a relatively dense net of magnetometers, one may assume that
geoelectric field can be estimated only from geomagnetic field variations, without iono-
spheric current considerations (compare, e.g. Švanda et al., 2021).

3.2 Spatial Interpolation of Geoelectric Field

Various methods of interpolation can be applied to reconstruct a surface from ir-
regularly distributed sample points. Interpolation may or may not require any physical
or statistical assumptions about properties and behaviour of interpolated parameter over
the surface where its value is desired. In the present analysis, we focused on 2-D inter-
polation methods which do not require those assumptions. More precisely, we consid-
ered how useful in the context of geoelectric field maps preparation can be four math-
ematical methods: the nearest neighbor, the linear interpolation, the cubic spline inter-
polation (de Boor, 1978) and the natural neighbour interpolation (Sibson, 1981).

The simplest of considered interpolation methods is the nearest neighbor technique
(e.g. Han, 2013). In this method one assumes that the value of parameter assigned to
particular location is equal to the real measurement performed in the nearest station,
taking into account direct distance. This method is not adequate for analysed phenom-
ena due to its discontinuity, lack of smoothness and differentiability. Nevertheless, it is
a simple method and may state a reference point for more advanced ones.

The second of considered methods is the linear interpolation, in the frame of which
the scattered data set is first triangulated using a Delaunay triangulation (Delaunay, 1934).
The interpolated value at a query point Q1 is then derived from the values of the ver-
tices of the triangle that enclose the point (see Figure 3b for illustration). As a result,
the whole interpolated surface is C0 continuous.

The cubic spline interpolation algorithm is convolution-based interpolation described
in details in (de Boor, 1978; Keys, 1981). In a frame of this algorithm one assumes that
the given points are joined by a cubic polynomial. To find the interpolating function,
the determination of the four cubic polynomial coefficients for each of the cubic func-
tion is required, where in the case of n points, there are n−1 cubic functions. To de-
termine unknown parameters of polynomial function it is assumed that function must
be met in known points, as well as both the first and the second derivatives of all poly-
nomials are identical in the points where they touch their adjacent polynomial. For 2-
D problems, the interpolation is done for one direction followed by another. As a result,
the interpolated surface is smooth, continuous and differentiable. The effect of the cu-
bic spline interpretation algorithm has been schematically shown in Figure 3c.
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The natural neighbor interpolation proposed by Sibson (1981) is sourced in the near-
est neighbor and partially solves disadvantages of this classical method. Natural neigh-
bor method produces a surface which is C1 continuous (except at the sample points),
provides good continuity for slope, smoothness and visually appealing results. In this
case, picked point Q1 is considered as an artificial measurement point to determine area
which would be associated with this point in the classical nearest neighbor method. In-
terpolated value is calculated then as an average of overlapped the nearest neighbor re-
gions weighted by size of areas overlapping with regions originally derived from the near-
est neighbor method (see Figure 3d ). It is worth to underline that natural neighbor in-
terpolation is parameter free, creates a smooth surface free of any discontinuities, requires
no statistical assumptions and can be applied to small datasets (e.g. Sambridge et al.,
1995).

–9–
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Figure 3. Illustration of 2D interpolation methods. Each diagram shows interpolation of data

picked in point Q1 if there are given or measured values in locations from P1 to P6. On the

diagrams the same color represents the same signal level. Value in location Q1 is interpolated

depending on the following methods: a) the nearest neighbor method - value in point Q1 is equal

to value in P4; b) the linear interpolation – value in Q1 is triangulated from 3 known values on

a triangle defined by P2, P4, P5 vertices, which include Q1; c) the cubic spline interpolation –

value in Q1 is based on a cubic interpolation of the values at neighboring points in each respec-

tive dimension; d) the natural neighbor - value in Q1 is a function of values in P1, P2, P4, P5

and P6 weighted by overlapping areas S1,...,S5.

3.3 GIC calculation

In a uniform electric field, GICs are computed using the formula GIC = a·EX+
b·EY , where EX , EY are the local geoelectric field components, while constants a and
b depend on the power grid parameters such as the resistances or the network topology
(Pirjola & Lehtinen, 1985). Here, we used various pairs (a, b)[Akm/V] for particular lo-
cations, available in the literature, (e.g. Pulkkinen et al., 2001; Wik et al., 2008; Zhang
et al., 2012; Dimmock et al., 2021). The details of the (a, b) used are gathered in the Ta-
ble 2. For each of the mentioned locations we have estimated the 10s data of the geo-
electric field and then calculated the GIC values for each of them.

4 Results and discussion

To perform a systematic analysis of spatial-temporal variability of geoelectric field
during the selected 7-8 September, 2017 geomagnetic storm and for considered region
of the north Europe, a GeoElectric Dynamic Mapping (GEDMap) code has been pre-
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Table 2. Summary of the pairs (a, b) used in the GIC calculations

a b References Place Geogr. Lat Geogr. Lon
[Akm/V] [Akm/V] [◦] [◦]

9.6 5.9 Zhang et al. (2012) Pirttikoski 66.3 27.1
-36 180 Pulkkinen et al. (2001) Imatra 61.2 28.8
24 190 Pulkkinen et al. (2001) Kouvola 60.9 26.3

-70.0 88.0 Pulkkinen et al. (2001) Mäntsälä 60.7 25.0
(MAN)

-74 43 Pulkkinen et al. (2001) Hämeenlinna 61.0 24.2
-62.3 133.2 Wik et al. (2008) Simpevarp-2 57.4 16.6

pared. GEDMap keeps the time resolution of input geomagnetic field time series (Sect.
2.2), applies 1-D layered conductivity Earth models (Sect. 3.1) and considers 4 differ-
ent methods of interpolation (Sect. 3.2), allowing in final step for E maps preparation
with a grid of 0.05◦ (lat.)×0.2◦ (lon.) spatial scale resolution. In the further parts of this
Section various outputs of GEDMap has been shown and discussed.

4.1 Selection of method of interpolation

Accuracy and usefulness of considered four methods of interpolation (Sect. 3.2),
has been identified using procedure in which real data registered by station in partic-
ular location was compared with interpolated value calculated for the same location but
excluding the station from the set of known data points during interpolation. This pro-
cedure was performed for all stations in considered region.

Figure 4 shows the summary of the performed comparison. In particular, Figure
4a presents correlation values between E determined in measurement point (at 19 sta-
tions from 28 listed in Table 1, indicated on x axis) and interpolated by using nearest
neighbor (green line), linear (blue line), cubic spline (black line) and natural neighbor
interpolation (red line). It is worth noting that the correlation was computed using 10
s resolution data over the full considered time frame, namely, between 18:00 UT on Septem-
ber 7 and 23:59 UT on September 8, 2017. Figure 4b shows the distance of the selected
station to nearest one, expressed in ◦ - great circle arc connecting 2 points on a surface,
where one degree corresponds to ∼ 111 km. Figure 4a indicates the geographic latitude
on which the considered measurement station and verification point are located. It is worth
stressing that for about 13 first stations located on higher latitudes the distance to the
nearest stations is smaller than for those placed on latitudes below 65◦ where, in gen-
eral, more irregular and sparse spatial coverage of observatory-grade magnetometers is
observed.

Systematic analysis of Figure 4 reveals different level of usefulness of interpolation
methods, which directly depends on the considered stations. The lowest correlation be-
tween a given and interpolated E is observed for cases when the nearest neighbor inter-
polation has been applied. Unexpectedly, the worst results are observed for stations densely
distributed at higher latitudes. For the rest of three methods (linear, cubic spline and
natural neighbour) the worst results are observed for stations sparsely located on lat-
itudes below 65◦. The lowest correlation is observed for stations LYC, HAN and UPS.
Please note that for station UPS the distance to the nearest station (Figure 4b) is the
biggest, around 4◦, (440 km). The most adequate method of interpolation suggested by
Figure 4c seems to be the natural neighbor (red line), results of which present the high-
est level of correlation between E determined and interpolated for the most of consid-
ered locations (stations). In the latter part of the paper, we will focus on application of
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Figure 4. (a) Correlation values between E determined in measurement point and E obtained

as a result of interpolation performed by using nearest neighbor (green line), linear (blue line),

cubic spline (black line) and natural neighbor (red line) techniques; (b) distance of the selected

station to nearest one in ◦ - great circle arc connecting 2 points on a surface. Here 1◦ ∼ 111 km ;

(c) geographic latitudes of the 19 considered as verification points stations (Table 1).

natural neighbor method. Performed in this section analysis states the basic check of cred-
ibility for adequate approximation of physical phenomena that we are analyzing. One
should note, however, that the interpolation itself does not reflect phenomena of prop-
agation of geoelectric field in a physical sense. Nevertheless, it can be treated as a first
approximation of the considered process behaviour to analyze its spatial evolution and
rough properties.

4.2 Geoelectric Field Mapping

Figure 5 presents the magnitude of the modelled geoelectric field E =
√
E2
X + E2

Y

between 18:00 UT on September 7 and 23:59 UT on September 8, 2017, for six selected
stations: KEV, SOD, OUJ, HAN, NUR, SUW (listed in Table 1). Please note that the
y-axis from the bottom three panels shows half the range of the top three. One can see
the expected increase of |E| for Event I and Event II, denoted by red dashed lines, when
the two largest GICs in MAN were registered. The mentioned increase is significant for
KEV, SOD, OUJ stations located at higher latitudes. In particular, for the SOD station
three peaks around Event I (two before 00:31:20 UT and one after), as well as one peak
after Event II, exceed 2000 mV/km. For comparison, at a quiet period at 9:00 UT (black
dashed line) without large GICs measured in MAN, geoelectric field reveals low E val-
ues (order of a few mV/km) for all stations.

Figure 6 shows a spatial presentation of the magnitude of geoelectric fields E =√
E2
X + E2

Y , for all 28 stations listed in Table 1 at three selected moments (which cor-
respond to the dashed lines in Figure 5): 00:31:20 UT (Event I), 9:00:00 UT and 17:54:40
UT (Event II). Black dots on prepared maps indicate geographic location of the IMAGE
magnetometer stations (see Table 1) used for this analysis. For the comparison, the Mäntsälä
station location has been also denoted and highlighted by a red dot. Color coding in Fig-
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Figure 5. Time variation of geoelectric field E =
√

E2
X + E2

Y between 18:00 UT on Septem-

ber 7 and 23:59 UT on September 8, 2017 (time step 10 s) for six selected stations: KEV, SOD,

OUJ, HAN, NUR, SUW.
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ure 6 denotes the values of log10(|E|) [mV/km]. The color scale varies from |E| = 0.01
to 3200 mV/km allowing to present a broad range of geoelectric field magnitudes. A mag-
nitude of the field in spaces between stations results from natural neighbor interpola-
tion (see Sect. 4.1). According to applied procedure, measurements performed by each
station in a given time feed interpolation procedure based on which we assign field strength
to uniformly distributed locations all over the map. Prepared maps allow to look at the
particular event more globally, to consider the spatial distribution of |E|, while by use
of interpolation procedure one may observe how the region covered by highest signal mag-
nitudes evolves with the time. Moreover, the implementation of the logarithmic scale makes
possible observation of the evolution of small signal features what may impose the pos-
sibility to catch the development of some effects related to observed phenomena. Addi-
tionally, prepared maps allow to indicate potential values for the geoelectric field over
Mäntsälä, in particular at the time of the GIC peak. Figure 6 reveals that in the case
of Event I (at 00:31:20 UT) the |E| is on the level 279.7 mV/km (log10(|E|) = 2.45 mV/km),
while in the case of Event II (at 17:54:40 UT) |E|=336.9 mV/km (log10(|E|) = 2.53
mV/km).

Figure 6. The 2-D spatial structure of geoelectric fields E at 00:31:20 UT, 09:00:00 UT,

17:54:40 UT, on 8 September 2017, reconstructed from the IMAGE magnetometers using the 1-D

conductivity model. Color coding indicates log10(|E|) [mV/km].
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To identify both local direction and also magnitude of geoelectric field another type
of plot has been developed and is shown in Figure 7. Because of the large range of field
magnitudes for a single case, we found that a standard approach where the magnitude
is coded by the length of arrow is not sufficient. To make image more clear, vectors have
been presented by arrows characterized by the same length, appropriate direction and
color which represents magnitude (log10(|E|)) of the signal. The size of arrows is uni-
fied in a sense of angular distance measured from an origin to the associated tip. This
approach is clear, but may result in some graphical effects related to particular projec-
tion type. However, it should be underlined that length of an arrow does not contain any
relation to any physical signal.

Figure 7. The orientation of geoelectric field at 00:31:20 UT, 09:00:00 UT, 17:54:40 UT, on

8 September 2017, reconstructed from the IMAGE magnetometers data. Color coding indicates

log10(|E|) [mV/km].

The orientation of each vector is associated with direction vector calculated for a
given origin based on the interpolated EX and EY values for a grid of locations. In this
case exactly the same grid is used as in previous plots in this work. For the geoelectric
field magnitude presentation predefined range of magnitudes counted as

√
E2
X + E2

Y has
been divided equally, in logarithmic scale, in bins which count is associated with num-
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ber of colors in particular colormap. In our case, there are 64 different colors in the stack
and each color covers a range of magnitudes. The use of a logarithmic scale during the
map preparation allows us to present with high accuracy both small values and excep-
tionally high levels of GEFs.

4.3 GIC Analysis

After preparation of 2-D spatial maps of the geoelectric fields E, values of GICs
were computed (Sect.3.2). Figures 8 and 9 present GICs determined for six selected po-
sitions (Pirttikoski, Imatra, Kouvola , Mäntsälä (MAN), Hämeenlinna and Simpevarp-
2) listed in Table 2. It is worth emphasizing that the computation of GIC for other sub-
stations is outside the scope of this work, as it requires knowledge of grounded conduc-
tor network parameters. Figure 8 shows the time variation of GICs values for period be-
tween 00:25 UT and 00:37 UT on September 8, 2017 (Event I), while Figure 9 corresponds
to period between 17:49 UT and 18:01 UT on September 8, 2017 (Event II). Analysis
of Figures 8-9 reveal the appearance of the strong GICs (around 80 A) at stations Ima-
tra and Kouvola, located in the nearest neighbour to MAN. In particular, in the case of
Event I the largest GICs appear in station Imatra at 00:30:00 UT, before the moment
when GIC event larger than 20 A was observed in MAN. In the case of Event II, the sit-
uation is different. The highest values of GICs (around 50A) at stations Imatra, Kou-
vola are observed exactly at the same moment like for MAN, namely at 17:54:40 UT.
For stations located at lower latitudes, Hämeenlinna and Simpevarp-2 the higher GICs
appear after mentioned moment.

Our modelling is able to reproduce the GICs measurements in MAN, with the cor-
relation coefficient of ∼ 0.88 (Event I) and ∼ 0.84 (Event II) for measured (red line)
and modelled (black line). GIC values during the geomagnetic storms are usually in the
order of tens of amperes (e.g. Švanda et al., 2021; Torta et al., 2021) and our results con-
firms these observation (we do not observe values higher than 100 A). Moreover, GICs
computations correspond to values mentioned for mid-latitudes by (e.g. Albert et al.,
2022; Bailey et al., 2022). For comparison, for Simpevarp-2 power substation on 06 April
2000, Wik et al. (2008) reported the highest GIC detected on a power transmission line:
300 A. The highest calculated value of GIC at Simpevarp-1 was found at the level of 330
A during the Halloween Storm, on 30 October 2003, around 20:00 UT (Wik et al., 2009).
Our estimated peak amplitudes for the September 2017 storm are comparable to a sim-
ilar analysis performed for neighboring Austria. More precisely, Bailey et al. (2017) es-
timated the GIC amplitudes of about 13 A.

It is worth underlining another observation. The difference in spatial variability
between induced electric fields and computed at selected points GICs demonstrates the
significant influence of the network parameters a and b on the level of the GICs.

4.4 Geoelectric Field During Event I

Animation of maps present the time and spatial spread of computed geoelectric field
E of few minutes around Event I of September 8, from 00:25 to 00:37 and the correspond-
ing GIC in Mäntsälä (please, see Movie S1 in Supporting Information).

The first stage of the animation from 00:25 to 00:27 shows the quasi stable con-
ditions of GIC measurements at Mäntsälä demonstrated as a flat line of GIC about 5
A, with enhancements developing in North. Next around the time of 00:27:40 to 00:28:40
one can see the development of dark structures of large E to the left hand side, cover-
ing the area around the DOB, RVK, DON, JCK and LYC stations. It was also seen at
Mäntsälä location at 00:28:30 as a local maximum of GIC. Afterward one can observe
the moving dark structures to the right, covering the area around the SOD, PEL, RAN,
OUJ, HAN and MEK stations and reaching the peak value of GIC around Mäntsälä lo-
cation at 00:31:20 (please see left top panel of Figures 6 and 7). The highest value of mod-
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Figure 8. Time variation of GICs values, determined for period between 00:25 UT and

00:37 UT on September 8, 2017. Results for six selected positions: Pirttikoski, Imatra, Kouvola,

Mäntsälä (MAN), Hämeenlinna and Simpevarp-2 listed in Table 2 have been shown.

eled geoelectric field there was at 00:32:30 reaching 360.5 mV/km. Next, values of GIC
around Mäntsälä start decreasing and afterwards changing sign, seen as local minimum
between 00:33 and 00:34 which is in agreement with computed geoelectric field. Next the
situation develops dynamically starting at 00:34:00 lasting for about 1 minute, with the
strong rise at 00:34:40 observed at Mäntsälä location. After that, starting at 00:35:40
one can see the quasi stable situation observed at Mäntsälä location connected with lo-
cal decreasing of computed E around this region.

It is well known, (Alberti et al., 2016; Araki, 1994; Araki & Shinbori, 2016; Pier-
santi & Villante, 2016; Piersanti et al., 2017; Villante & Piersanti, 2009), that at low lat-
itudes, the contribution of the magnetospheric origin is dominant. Whereas, for higher
latitudes, the contribution of the ionospheric origin is dominant (Alberti et al., 2016; Araki,
1994; Piersanti & Villante, 2016) as also shown by IMAGE data in (Dimmock et al., 2019).
The selected maps of the magnitude and direction of the geoelectric field E for the whole
area of IMAGE data for the same periods as refered , in (Dimmock et al., 2019), par-
ticularly for the time of Event I (left top panel of Figures 6 and 7), 2 and 4 minutes be-
fore and after the Event I are presented in Figure 10. The upper panel of Figure 10 presents
a comparison of the GIC measurements in Mäntsälä and modeling results read from maps.
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Figure 9. Time variation of GICs values, determined for period between 17:49 UT and 18:01

UT on September 8, 2017. Results for six selected power substations: Pirttikoski, Imatra, Kou-

vola, Mäntsälä (MAN), Hämeenlinna and Simpevarp-2, listed in Table 2 have been shown.

One can see that the time profiles of modelled and measured GICs in Mäntsälä are in
quite acceptable agreement. At 00:31:20, when the measured values reached its peak the
modelled values are somewhat underestimated, with maximum at 21.84 A.

Four minutes before the GIC peak the large geoelectric field E is observed in the
range of latitudes ∼ 60−70o, which is consistent with and ionospheric current and the
extension of the auroral oval towards the equator during the geomagnetic storm. Two
minutes later the band splits up and more structures can be found. Therefore, the same
large-scale west-east current is observed at this time, but there seems to be an effect of
smaller spatial-temporal structures that overlap or are embedded in a larger system of
currents. It is found that the electrojet has structure in the form of rapid and strong changes
in the level and orientation of the geoelectric field. Even though, the dynamics of the
localized structures around Event I is rather complex, one can see quite good correspon-
dence between maps of ground modelled geoelectric field E magnitudes for IMAGE data
and ionospheric currents presented in (Dimmock et al., 2019). Dynamics shows evidence
of many sources in different scales, both in time and space. This is very important from
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Figure 10. Measurement of GICs in MAN (red line) compared with modelled in the frame

of this paper (black line) for period when Event I occurred at 00:31:20 UT (red dashed line).

Additionally, four moments: a (Event I-4min), b (Event I-2min), c (Event I+2min), and d (Event

I+4min), have been indicated and maps of E magnitude in mV/km (top) and E direction (bot-

tom) have been presented.

the point of view of the regional behavior of geoelectric field E realized in this paper and
hence potential GIC risk.

4.5 Geoelectric Field During Event II

Maps showing the spatial-temporal variability of the horizontal geoelectric field val-
ues (Figure 6, lower panel, and Movie S2 in the Supporting Information, left panel) show
that stations located at higher latitudes were characterized by an increased value of E
already a few minutes before Event II. In the vicinity of Mäntsälä, the situation devel-
oped dynamically until exactly 17:54:40, i.e. the occurrence of the highest measured GIC
value. This high E value persisted in the vicinity of Mäntsälä for about 20 s. The high-
est value of modeled geoelectric field was at 17:54:50 reaching level of 396.0 mV/km. Af-
ter that it gradually began to weaken. At 17:57:10 it again reached the highest levels for
this location (310.9 mV/km), which was reflected in the GIC measurements, namely at
the same time when there was an increase above 20 A. However, it should be mentioned
that also at 17:56:00 a rise above 20 A was recorded in Mäntsälä, not linked to the in-
crease in the value of E shown on the map.

The upper panel of Figure 11 presents the chronological evolution of computed GIC
in comparison with the GIC measurements in Mäntsälä. One may see a good agreement
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between these two. At 17:54:40, when the measured values reached its peak, the mod-
eled values are a bit underestimated, with maximum at 21.84 A. In the modeling results
there is also a strong peak that is only slightly less powerful in the measurements, at 17:57:10,
being 28.70 A. Since the basis for determining both E and GIC is dB/dt, therefore a com-

Figure 11. Measurement of GICs in MAN (red line) compared with modelled in the frame

of this paper (black line) for period when Event II occurred at 17:54:40 UT (red dashed line).

Additionally, four moments: a (Event II-4min), b (Event II-2min), c (Event II+2min), and d

(Event II+4min) have been indicated and maps of E magnitude in mV/km (top) and E direction

(bottom) have been presented.

parison with the measurements of the closest magnetometer in Nurmijärvi (NUR), re-
veals that the moment of the highest GIC value observation coincides with the moment
of the strongest fluctuations in the local geomagnetic field. Comparing with the second
closest station, i.e. the more distant Hankasalmi (HAN), located farther north, expose
that the highest GIC registration in Mäntsälä was 20 s after local maximum appeared
in dB/dt in Hankasalmi observations.

Analysis of geoelectric field vector behavior during the Event II (the lowest left panel
of Fig. 11) display that 4 minutes before the GIC peak appeared, E around Mäntsälä
was eastwardly directed. The highest values appeared around north-eastern part of the
considered region (the middle panel of Fig. 11). In the next two minutes these enhance-
ments expanded more towards the east and around Mäntsälä vector E was directed to
north-west. During the moment of the highest GIC measurements (Figure 7, lower panel)
practically the whole studied region was covered by the amplified E field. There were
no clear organisation in the vector direction. Around Mäntsälä geoelectriec field vector
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was again directed to east. This situations developed dynamically and two minutes later
the E strengthening extended even more to the whole region, with some exceptions at
the south and north ends. Vector field was presenting an ordered situation with its di-
rection around Mäntsälä being still east. Some reductions of geoelectric field values was
visible within next two minutes with strong disorganization in its direction.

It is worth noting, that for the northern sites the Event I was stronger in the geo-
electrical field changes and in GIC intensity (compare Figures 6 and 8). Although for
more mid-latitudes sites the Event II was characterised by more forceful variations and
growths, both in E and GIC values (compare Figure 6 and last three panels of Figure
9).

Animations included in the Supporting Information showing the spatial-temporal
development of the calculated local geoelectric field and the computed GIC with GIC
measurements in Mäntsälä, simultaneously, allow us to observe that the values exceed-
ing the maxima for the Event I and II appeared several times, in different locations, not
only in the northernmost ones. They also show that rather stable structures are mov-
ing up and down, being a possible cause of the registered GIC values around 30 A. More-
over, a movement of an area characterised by the increased E values (shown as dark red
area) across one station might indicate auroral expansion and associated electrojet. Thus,
one may state that the electrojet has variations in a form of swift change in the level and
orientation of the geoelectric field. But some of these suddenly appearing higher values
(visible as darkest areas) might also mean strong precipitation down local magnetic field
lines.

Comparing with ionospheric equivalent currents presented in (Fig. 10 in Dimmock
et al., 2019) for the same time intervals we should not expect one-to-one correspondence
since here we present modelled geoelectric field at lower latitudes. Our results show mas-
sive structural evolution evolving in time, similar to Dimmock et al. (2019). We both
show strengthening of parameter values at similar locations.

4.6 Discussion

Knowledge about the geoelectric field E remains crucial due to being the main driver
for creating GICs in conductor networks on the surface of the Earth. Geoelectric field
computation performed in this work is in an agreement with measurements maintained
in Great Britain (Beggan et al., 2021). Namely, the geoelectric field variation in Great
Britain during this substorm was over 1 V/km in Lerwick, 0.5 V/km in Eskdalemuir and
80 mV/km in Hartland (Figure 3 in Beggan et al., 2021). Moreover, our calculations of
E for ABK and UPS stations are comparable with the Kruglyakov et al. (2022) compu-
tation of the geoelectric field, for real-time, using the SECS method applied to the ge-
omagnetic field from the IMAGE network. Moreover, geoelectric field mapping from Sect.4,
in particular the regions with strong values of E, denoted by red dark color, state inde-
pendent confirmation of previous observations that the North Europe is the most likely
area of large geoelectric fields (e.g. Viljanen et al., 2014). On the other hand, we see that
significant geoelectric field disturbances may also occur at much lower latitudes, indi-
cating the possibility of GIC problems there too (Beggan et al., 2021; Gil et al., 2021;
Piersanti et al., 2020; Švanda et al., 2021; Torta et al., 2021). When the situation on the
maps presented in Sect.4 and in the form of the Supplementary Information is compared
with GIC measurements in Mäntsälä, a good qualitative agreement is apparent. Refer-
ring to the detailed discussion about particular events (see Sect. 4.4 and 4.5) it is worth
pointing out a few observations. First of all, our study suggests that the northern sites
during the Event I were characterized by stronger variations in the geoelectric field (Fig-
ure 5-6 and 8). However, for the more mid-latitudes IMAGE observatories the Event II
presents more powerful changes variations and growths, both in E and GIC values (Fig-
ure 5-6 and 9). In particular, our results reveal a higher level of geoelectric fields over
Mäntsälä at the time of the peak GIC for Event II (|E|=336.9 mV/km) than for Event
I (|E|=279.7 mV/km). Moreover, the Supplementary Information displaying the spatial-
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temporal development of the computed local geoelectric field and GIC values with GIC
measurements in Mäntsälä, all together, let us detect that the values beyond the max-
ima for the Event I and II occurred numerous times, at various sites, not only the north-
ernmost one. The animations also present rather stable structures moving up and down
for Event II and from left to the right for Event I, being a potential reason of the GIC
appearance of about 30 A. Furthermore, a movement of a dark red area across one sta-
tion might indicate auroral expansion and with it the electrojet. It is found that the elec-
trojet characterizes structure in a form of the geoelectric field rapid change, both in the
level and orientation. But some of these abruptly occurring increased E values, shown
as the darkest area, might also mean strong precipitation down local magnetic field lines.
The question arises what will be the picture of the evolution and change of the E field
when the lower resolution is applied. Pulkkinen et al. (2006) stated that the 1 min sam-
pling rate of the ground magnetic field is able to capture essentially the same features
of the surface geoelectric field variations as that of the 1 s sampling rate. Our analyses
of GIC measurements in Mäntsälä (the first panels of Fig. 10 and 11) and the compar-
ison of E maps and GIC values for two resolutions 10 s and 1 min (not shown here) sug-
gested that changes of geoelectric field are very rapid, and to analyze them correctly tem-
poral resolution shorter than 1 min is required. Applying 10 s time resolution data we
were able to observe on the maps how high E fluctuations appear, evolve both spatially
and temporarily, as well as fading away. This consequent behavior of phenomena made
us sure that we are analyzing data on appropriate scales.

Our finding about the resolution is in agreement with recent papers (e.g. Rodger
et al., 2017; Trichtchenko, 2021), which recommended the consideration of high tempo-
ral resolution of the used geomagnetic data (seconds, to tens of seconds). In particular,
Gannon et al. (2017) concluded that geoelectric field calculation based on 1 min data
introduced a loss of 50% of its peak value (in comparison with 10 s data) and underlined
that resolving the frequency content may be more important than accurate 3-D mod-
eling of the Earth response.

5 Conclusions

In this article, we have performed systematic computation and consideration of spatio-
temporal variability of the geoelectric field (both magnitude and direction) during 7–8
September 2017 geomagnetic storm - one of the largest storms of the 24th solar cycle.
More precisely, we have focused on two largest GICs events (Event I and II) registered
in Finnish natural gas pipeline near Mäntsälä. Since B field measurements were gener-
ally not available at the locations of interest for calculation of the E field we have de-
veloped the GeoElectric Dynamic Mapping (GEDMap). GEDMap results revealed the
directional evolution of structures, a rapid change of the orientation of geoelectric field,
as well as differentiated situation for Event I and Event II.

More precisely, Event I was characterized by enhanced geomagnetic activity, but
the largest GIC observed in Mäntsälä occurred as Event II, when the geomagnetic en-
hancements were not of their highest amplitude, as was mentioned in (Dimmock et al.,
2019). Although, it is difficult to associate the Event II with any large substorm or any
solar wind feature (Tsurutani & Hajra, 2021), our mapping seems to be a very useful
tool for observation of temporal and spatial movements. Presented maps showed rather
stable dark structures moving up and down for Event II and from left to the right for
Event I. Additionally, our results suggested a higher level of geoelectric fields over Mäntsälä
at the time of the GIC peak for Event II than for Event I. Moreover, in some intervals
computed geoelectric fields around Mäntsälä region were changing sign, being in agree-
ment with GICs observations.

Summarizing, geoelectric field mapping prepared within this work give a global per-
spective and state a useful tool for simultaneous observations of spatial and temporal
variation of considered quantities. The possibility of the observation of their changes for
many stations in the same time, to catch how some spatial structures develop, move and
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spread can be interpreted and coupled in the future with various phenomena (e.g. Oliveira
et al., n.d.).

Our work is ongoing, and future studies will focus on analysis of other important
events, in particular on Halloween storms in 2003, where very large GICs appeared (Hajra
et al., 2020). As Tsurutani and Hajra (2021) suggested the interplanetary and magne-
tospheric causes of GICs at auroral latitudes, mid-latitudes, and equatorial latitudes might
be different. It would be interesting to apply GEDMap in this context.

Moreover, the GIC problems at middle- and low-latitude transmission lines have
increasingly gained attention (e.g. Švanda et al., 2021; Bailey et al., 2022; Albert et al.,
2022; Tozzi et al., 2019; Zois, 2013; Torta et al., 2012; Barbosa et al., 2015). In the light
of this task proposed procedure of the geoelectric field mapping, not based on SECS meth-
ods (appropriate for high latitudes) can be tested and applied.

Next, our results showed that geoelectric field mapping with 10s scales give a lot
of details worth of systematic consideration/interpretation, while identified changes move.
It will be interesting to check the possibility of application even higher 1s resolution, as
recommended by (Trichtchenko, 2021), and the verification how it influences the results.

The forthcoming study will also take into account the verification of other Earth
modeling assumptions. The modern tendency is to use more realistic, 3-D models of sur-
face impedance (e.g. Gannon et al., 2017; Kelbert et al., 2017; Kelbert & Lucas, 2020,
and references therein), in particular some works suggest that two-dimensional and three-
dimensional Earth conductivity structure introduces some features not seen with 1-D mod-
els (e.g. Boteler & Pirjola, 2017). Nevertheless, it is worthwhile to mention that a 1-D
model is still treated as accurate at a single location (Beggan et al., 2021). We are con-
vinced that further systematic and detailed study of proposed geoelectric field mapping
will be important for better understanding causes of GICs and shed more light for these
complex geophysical phenomena.

Open Research

Data of geomagnetic field components and geomagnetic indices are from IMAGE
- International Monitor for Auroral Geomagnetic Effect, http://space.fmi.fi/image/.
GIC recordings in the Finnish natural gas pipeline near Mäntsälä are from Finnish Me-
teorological Institute, https://space.fmi.fi/gic/.
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(2006). Recordings of geomagnetically induced currents and a nowcasting
service of the finnish natural gas pipeline system. Space Weather , 4 (10). doi:
10.1029/2006SW000234

Villante, U., & Piersanti, M. (2009). Analysis of geomagnetic sudden impulses at low
latitudes. Journal of Geophysical Research (Space Physics), 114 (A6), A06209.
doi: 10.1029/2008JA013920
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