Specifying the Solar Energetic Particle Hazard Inside Geosynchronous
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Use Dartmouth’s magnetic shielding code to calculate L mapping method worked well over a range of magnetic conditions.
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* Liouville’s theory (big simplification!): Interplanetary 2. Data Study
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spectrum above the cutoff has access to the location.
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Results: Use “L” Mapping for specification and Liouville Method for high altitude forecast
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