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1 - Introduction Region Loss Cone 3 - Statistical Testing
.. Electrons
Electromagnetic ion cyclotron (EMIC) waves are generated through a3 Figure 1: The Kolmogorov — Smirnov (KS) Test, a goodness of fit test, is used to test null hypotheses (See Table 1).
. . : : . While on the same magnetic _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .
cyclotron instability and propagate at frequencies near the ion cyclotron NC’D field line, one spacecraft Null hypotheses are claims that no relationship exists between two sets of data being analyzed. If the resulting p-value is small (we chose a significance
frequency. These waves are frequent during geomagnetic storms and Interaction (RBSP-A) sees the EMIC

EMIC  Region ™ waves. The other spacecraft level of 0.05), it indicates that the two samples are significantly different. If the p-value > 0.05, it implies that the samples are not significantly different.

waves RBSP 1(NOAA16), sees the
precipitating particles.

significantly impact the dynamics of particles in the magnetosphere.

KS Test Assumptions: a) All the observations in the samples are randomly selected and independent and b) The scale of measurement is at least ordinal

EMIC wave interaction with charged particles can lead to the

% By inspection, we can determine what the difference is between the datasets (i.e. higher or lower flux).
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acceleration and scattering of those particles. Therefore, the presence of Pherg Vagnetic Field Line Energies are binned as follows: 10-500 keV, 500-800 keV, 800-1000 keV, 1000-2000 keV, 2000-5000 keV, and above 5000 keV
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2) There are many more questions to answer. We start
with simple questions to test our method, build up to
more complex questions, and more easily keep track of
assumptions.

3) More tests have been conducted (e.g., Initial and main
phase of storm vs. recovery phase), but are not shown

4) Future work includes case studies, testing of using

distributions to find EMIC waves (contingency table),
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