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Abstract: Long-wire very low frequency antennas, when lifted up on high altitudes by an aerostat,
move through different atmospheric layers and interact with them electrically in a more intense way
in comparison with aircraft flights. Such interactions manifest themselves in the form of electrical
changes in the clouds and corona discharges excited on the antenna wire, which may increase the risk
of mechanical damages and transmitter overload. In order to investigate the interactions between
the different types of clouds and a long balloon-borne antenna wire, two theoretical models were
developed and compared with results from an experimental balloon flight directly through a storm
front. Based on the theoretical and experimental results, the most accurate model proposed was
chosen, as well as a set of basic requirements for the balloon-borne VLF antenna system, reducing the
risk of failure during operation in highly electrically active atmospheric environments.

Keywords: VLF; linear antenna; stratosphere; balloon; EM compatibility; corona; discharge; cloud;

remote sensing

1. Introduction

Very low radio frequencies (VLEF, 3-30 kHz) have been used since the 1920s for long-
range stable telegraphic communication, transmission of time- and frequency standards,
and communicating with submerged submarines and mines. Antenna systems required to
efficiently emit signals in these frequency range are, for mechanical and maintenance rea-
sons, often reduced to multiple tuned mast-antenna systems with capacitive overhead wire
nets [1]. The overall linear dimensions of the radiating structures of these systems are de-
signed to be as close as possible to the order of magnitude of the emitted wavelengths—tens
of kilometers. The elaborated mechanical structures pose significant costs of construction
and periodic maintenance [2], which are difficult to handle if the designed system is to be
employed occasionally, for scientific purposes, or as a support for existing stations. The
actual sizes of the VLF antenna systems also make them easily traceable on satellite and
radar data, which—in addition to their strategic importance—poses a threat of becoming
an easy target for enemy activities.

Solutions to reduce the costs and resources needed to establish a fully operating VLF
antenna system are either supporting the ground-anchored radiating structure (wire) by
an aerostat [3] or creating a fully airborne antenna system, lifted up to higher altitudes by
an airplane or an aerostat [4,5]—not only dismissing the requirement of large mechanical
supporting structures on ground, but also—if a stratospheric (reaching the altitude above
~12 km) balloon is employed—moving the VLF transmitting system into an environment
less accessible to conventional aircraft and weapons (low temperatures and low partial
pressure of oxygen, impeding the engines” combustion processes), making it essentially
unobtrusive and naturally protected. It shall also allow the use of such VLF transmitters for
remote sensing of the atmosphere/clouds and ground layers, similarly to magnetic ferrite-
core loop antennas lifted up by helicopters [6]. In comparison with horizontal antennas
trailed by conventional aircraft, balloon-borne systems also consume less resources (fuel
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and maintenance costs), provide more stationary operation of the system with less risk
from extensive mechanical loads due to flight dynamics, offer greater radiation efficiencies
(the elongation of the radiator is not problematic), achieve wider signal coverages, and
require less power for operation.

Balloon-borne antenna systems move through the atmosphere with total velocities
much lower than these of an airplane (as the latter, being an aerodyne, requires a high veloc-
ity to create the lifting forces), consuming less energy, and allowing the use of vertical linear
antennas, providing an effective mean to emit a vertically polarized signal that possesses
superior characteristics when exciting the terrestrial (ground-ionosphere) waveguide [7,8].

Such systems, however, interact with the surrounding atmosphere differently than the
horizontal aircraft-trailed wires, as the balloon-lifted vertical wires are not only subjected
to different speeds of electric charge accumulation and loss, but also may act as a shunt
between two differently charged regions of a cloud, the flight through which cannot be
directly avoided (as the ground-bound balloon pilot—used if a heavy balloon mission is
flown—cannot change the mission’s trajectory, except for the remote forced initiation of the
descent phase). All of these phenomena lead to the potential occurrence of intense corona
and electrical discharges, which could damage the antenna itself, its coupling elements, and
the transmitter [9]; additional requirements and constraints must be issued for the system
in order to protect it from direct damage from electrical overloads and mechanical damages
resulting from interactions with the atmospheric electricity. It is of great importance to
investigate the electrical compatibility of such balloon missions—this type of elaborated
analysis often lacks in antenna design, and problems linked to electrostatic interactions of
the craft materials with the atmosphere and clouds have already caused serious accidents
in lighter-than-air aviation (e.g., the catastrophes of the LZ129 Hindenburg or the Star of
Poland Stratostat [10]).

Modern research [11-15] concentrates mainly on the electrification of the clouds them-
selves (including assumptions on the future/possible numerical models), electrification
and discharges on plastics, and the occurrence and properties of lightning strikes on aircraft
(natural, artificial, and model setups). The acquisition and loss of electric charge in aircraft
was addressed in Reference [15]; however, no cloud-related mechanisms were presented, as
the major focus was on the inception of lightning. An optional solution to assess the electric
charge loss was based on the measurement of the lightnings’ lengths, which required
experimental optical data. As the experimental case considered in this paper is an atypical
one (slow vertical metallic airborne setup with low velocities), new formulations must be
created by using adapted basic formulas and then concatenated to give the first complex
descriptions of these electrostatic interactions. In this paper, such interactions—e.g., the
increase of electric field strength around the large air-floating antenna—are modeled by
using two different models of interaction with clouds and their proximities; these models
are then compared with direct corona and discharge data obtained from a rare case of a
stratospheric flight directly through a warm storm front. Finally, a set of additional re-
quirements and constraints is presented in order to protect the transmitting balloon-borne
system from direct damage.

2. Atmospheric Electricity Basics

The Earth’s atmosphere remains rich in ions of different charges produced by various
physical phenomena—UYV radiation, natural radioactivity, ionization in electric fields, etc. [11];
the planet itself has a total negative electric charge [16]. The formation, maturation, and
dispersion of clouds is largely dependent on the electrostatic interactions between the
atmospheric ions, water droplets, and the surrounding air (a cloud cannot be considered
as a static-like ‘resistance’ in the ground—ionosphere circuit—it acts as an active source of
electric charge [17])—any object traveling in this space is also subjected to these mechanisms,
albeit in different speed (charge accumulation and loss) and magnitude.
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2.1. Atmospheric Loss of Electric Charge

The clouds, due to the processes of coagulation of water droplets which capture free-
floating ions, experience a very low electrical resistance, lower than the air in good weather.
The conductivity of the air increases with altitude, reaching the highest values in the
ionosphere. The precipitation (rain) leaving the cloud possesses a positive charge shortly
after exiting the cloud; later on, however, during the fall, the charge drops (gets mixed,
positive and negative) due to electrostatic interactions between the individual droplets of
different sizes and the surrounding air [17].

Due to the significant difference in electrical resistances between the cloud and the
air in good weather, the charged particle/object loses its electric charge much faster in the
latter conditions. This process is exponential and accelerates with the increase of altitude;
the general function of this decrease from the particle’s initial electric charge Qg (C) can be
formulated as follows:

_1y
Qloss = Qoe  Tloss 1)

where the time constant, T, (S), corresponds to the time after which the electric charge of a
particle decreases three times in the cloudless air [13]. This constant is a function of altitude
H (m) and can be approximated for different altitude ranges by using the given formulas:

Tigss = 728.19¢ 510 H A 0 m < H < 2000 m 2)
Tigss = 535.5¢ 310 “H A 2000 m < H < 4000 m 3)
Tioss = 360.8¢7310"H A 4000 m < H < 6000 m )
Tigss = 272.1e 7210 “H A 6000 m < H < 8000 m ()

In the presence of high electric fields and/or large electric charges, the loss of electric
charge of an object may manifest itself in the form of corona—short electrical discharges, not
always accompanied by glowing ionization of the air, appearing rapidly with clear intervals.
The electric field strength above which the corona appears—the corona initiation field
strength—decreases exponentially with the altitude, following Paschen’s law describing
the breakdown voltage/electric field strength as a function of air pressure [18,19]; according
to the research on electrostatic precipitators (industrial devices used to electrically separate
different dust fractions by electrifying them), the corona is more easily initiated on wires
of larger radii (larger surface) [20]—this is consistent with the experiments on aircraft-
trailed wires, which exhibited corona of increasing intensity with the increase of wire
length [21]. Atmospheric experiments on the appearance of corona showed that, for higher
altitudes—lower air pressure—the corona initiation field strength varies from 7.2 kV/cm
for the altitude of 18,300 m to 4.6 kV/cm for 30,500 m; laboratory experiments with charged
dielectrics (Mylar sheets) showed that the Paschen’s law indicated the surface charge
density of the charged object (surface charged density needed for the breakdown to occur)
as one degree of magnitude higher than in the actual experiments [12].

For the airplanes, the loss of electric charge acquired via friction with the water and
ice particles, as well as by the electrostatic induction, is facilitated by the affixation of
special dischargers, consisting of an externally insulated short cable with a bundle of
thin wires at the end [21]. The dischargers are affixed on the extremities of the aircraft
(wing tips, winglets, and tips of the vertical and horizontal stabilizers), where the electric
charge density is maximized, accelerating the charge loss (see Figure 1). As the aircraft
moves with the average velocities of hundreds of km/h through electrically charged
regions in the atmosphere, its presence in these regions is too short to actively influence the
clouds’ structures and evolution. Slowly moving balloon missions are subjected to slower
acquisition of electric charge by friction with surrounding particles, but, due to the much
longer presence in the clouds (due to slower movement), they may be considered to be
a disturbance of the cloud’s homogeneity, influencing its evolution and the surrounding
electric field.
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Figure 1. Electrostatic dischargers permanently riveted onto the rear part of the wing of the Yakovlev
Yak-40 no. 044 (Polish Air Force); the rubber insulation, expanding at the end, moves away from the
corona-susceptible wire bundles from the aircraft’s structure; the wire bundles are easily noticeable at
the ends of the cables. The airplane has such dischargers affixed on both wings and on the upper part
of the vertical stabilizer.

2.2. Electric Fields in Clouds

A cloudless atmosphere experiences a natural electric field of approximately 1 V/cm
on the ground’s surface, dropping exponentially to 0.2 V/cm above 2 km of altitude and
below 0.03 V/cm above 9 km of altitude [22]. This weak electric field is considered to be a
primordial cause for the creation of a double-polarized layered zone of aerosols and ions,
producing a double-charged cloud. This, however, is not the only encountered type of
cloud; Figure 2 presents the four basic types of electrical structures of a cloud, compared
with the electrical structure of a storm, towering vertical cloud [17].

Figure 2. The schematics of basic electrical structures encountered in horizontal layered clouds:
(a) positive polarization, (b) negative polarization, (c) total positive charge, (d) total negative charge,
and (e) for comparison—electrical structure of a towering vertical storm cloud.

Imianitov et al. [17] presented exemplary data on the measured values of the electric
field strength in two types of clouds—Stratocumulus (Sc, layered, rainless) and Nimbo-
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stratus (Ns, matured storm cloud, a component of heavy-rain storm fronts) [16]. The Sc
measurements were taken in Sankt Petersburg in 1958-1959 for all four types of cloud
polarizations depicted in Figure 2 (in total 140 cases); the Ns measurements were taken
in Sankt Petersburg in 1960-1962, Kyiv in 1960-1963, and Tashkent in 1960-1961 (in total
35 cases). Figure 3 presents the measured electric field strength values for varying altitude;
the Sc clouds occupy altitudes below 1 km and show significantly lower values of electric
field strengths. This, however, does not necessarily indicate lower intensities of electrical
charging and charge maintenance on floating objects, as the conductivity of the air in this
region is much lower than above the Ns clouds.
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Figure 3. The electric field strengths measured for different types of cloud polarizations (data based
on [17]).

3. Antenna In-Cloud Charging Mechanisms

The balloon-borne VLF antenna in this analysis—both theoretical and experimental
—has the form of a tape-like flat aluminum wire having total length L of 140 m, width b
of 15 mm, and thickness d of 0.1 mm, with one side covered with plastic-coated paper
(Figure 4). The electrostatic interactions with the atmosphere are related to the surface of
the conducting object, so, in this case, the following formulas (originally derived for small
objects [17]) refer to the area L-d (m?), with the assumption that the physical phenomena
responsible for the accumulation and loss of electric charge remain the same.

3.1. Static Electric Field Model

During the ascent phase, the balloon mission, with a long vertical antenna, travels
through three basic types of regions—cloudless, electric field in proximity to the cloud, and
electric field inside the cloud.

The cloudless zone exhibits electric charge exponential loss with the time constant,
T)oss, dependent on the altitude, as defined by Formula (1).
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Figure 4. The general schematic of the balloon mission used in the analysis. The antenna wire lengths
are not to scale. The schematic does not include small red flags made of non-conductive fabric, placed
evenly on the antenna to provide enhanced visibility.

The zone with electric field in proximity to the cloud—with particle density lower than
inside the cloud—exhibits both electric charge accumulation and loss, with the maximum
electric charge, Qyux. (C) formulated as follows [13]:

Qmax. = 0.515¢gELd (6)

where ¢y ~ 8.854 F/m is the electrical permittivity of vacuum, and E (V/m) is the exter-

nal electric field intensity. This maximum value is reached exponentially in time, with

the time constant derived from the experimentally defined charge accumulation rate, vc

(in this analysis, equal to 0.3 x 10713 C/m3/s [17], and 10* times more for the storm
cloud conditions):

_ Qmax.

T =
Ldbvc

Therefore, the electric charge accumulation and loss in this region can be defined as follows:

@)

_ e 1
Q,(t):0.515soELd<1—e OSTRE! ¢ fzosst) ®)

The definition of electric field strength at a given distance r (m) from the wire remains
under an assumption that the distance, 7, is defined between the wire and an imaginative
second electrode in the cloud or surrounding air (as there are no such electrodes in real
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experiments [12]). The electric potential distribution around the analyzed wire can be

defined as follows [23]:
_ Qumax. a+c
V= 4rtegLd 10g(a—c> ©)

a=\r+c (10)

where c is the half of the wire’s length (here equal to 70 m), and distance r is assumed
at 1 m. In real conditions, the distance, 7, is a variable dependent on the actual shape
of the cloud and the position of the equipment in relation to the cloud’s electric charge
concentrations (if assumed that they could be considered as the ‘2nd electrodes’). The
exemplary experimental electric field strength data used in this comparison do not indicate
any more information related to the geometry of the measuring equipment/environment
(e.g., the distance between the probes), presenting the electric field strength values only.
If the aforementioned assumption is maintained and a simulated (or experimental) cloud
shape is delivered, a distance, 1, could be introduced as a defined non-unitary value;
however, this would limit the usefulness of the calculations, as the considered clouds
present a lack of repeatability in this geometric scale (except their general types and
substructures). Hence, the unitary value of the distance, r, was assumed.

By using this formula, the electric field intensity, E; (V/m), around the electrified wire
in this region can be derived:

515E —oEreEt | ok
Er= Oéfni <logzi_i> (1 e 0sEl T1085t> (v

The third zone—the inside of the cloud—can be characterized by an increased rate of
electric charge accumulation and negligible charge loss; thus, Formula (8) is reformulated
into the following [17]:

bo
Qui(t) = 3eoELd (1 - e‘3foCEt> (12)

resulting in the respective formula for the electric field strength, Ej; (V/m):

_ 3E a+c — ot
B = dmr <loga - c> (1 ¢ ’ (1)

The external electric field strength, E, can be taken directly from the experimental data
shown in Figure 3; as these functions are altitude-dependent, to form such dependence in
Formulas (12) and (13), the time, ¢ (s), can be substituted with a ratio H/vz, where H (m) is
the altitude, and vz (m/s) is the ascent rate of the balloon mission (chosen arbitrarily or
based on the actual flight data).

Additional elements of the electrification process of the balloon-borne wire are the
electric charge acquisition during the takeoff procedure and the creation of potential
difference during the freezing of remains of liquid water remaining on the system.

As the wire antenna of the balloon mission is lifted up from the ground from a
lying-down, already-deployed position, it remains in a rubbing contact with the partially
conductive substrate (the airfield—humid grassy surface). As the antenna rises, a difference
of electric potential appears as an effect of the separation of charges between the wire and
the ground [24]; assuming that the dielectric compound of the aluminum antenna (the
supportive substrate of the wire) is partially composed of polyethylene, the maximum
electric field strength resulting from this mechanism can be approximated as +300 V/m
(lower than the mean value for different types of polyethylene due to expected irregularities
in the process from the rugged airfield surface) [25].

In the mid-1940s, the works of Workman and Reynolds, as well as Gunn and Dinger,
showed that, during the freezing process of water, an increase of the electric potential can
be observed [26]; this process is able to produce electrical currents as high as 1 microampere
and is experienced only during the freezing (does not manifest itself after the freezing
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stops) [27]. In the current analysis, the freezing of possible water that remains accumulated
on the antenna system may occur in the Ns clouds at the altitude of the 0 °C isotherm,
around the altitude of 4.2 km from the data set in Figure 3. The maximum electric potential
difference reached in this manner is +230 V (ice positive) [26,27].

The “static electric field model” approach mentioned in the title of this section means
that it is assumed here that the balloon mission does not interfere with the electrical
structure of the clouds, thus allowing the use of encountered external electric field strength,
E, in Formulas (11) and (13) (as presented in Figure 3). This does not necessarily correspond
to the reality, as the balloon mission moves through the atmosphere with velocities low
enough for it to be considered as a disturbance in the cloud’s structure, which is theoretically
able to modify its composition and the existing electric field (as mentioned in Section 2.1).
Therefore, for comparative purposes, a ‘“dynamic electric field model’ is proposed below.

3.2. Dynamic Electric Field Model

The basis for the definition of the possible influence of the slow-moving balloon
mission with a long vertical antenna on the electric field in the cloud and its proximities
is the assumption that, during the passage of the balloon mission, the cloud remains in a
quasi-constant state, which can be described by the equation of cloud equilibrium [17]:

Ebelow cloud)‘below cloud — EcloudAcloud = Eahove cloud/\abave cloud (14)

which describes the current densities (A /m?) in different electrified regions, with E (V/m)
defined as previously, and A (S/m) as the conductivity of the given region.

The three electrified regions—below the cloud, inside the cloud, and above the cloud
—physically do not exist as a discontinuous formation; that is, the passage from one zone to
another is smooth and continuous. Therefore, if discretized for different adjacent altitudes,
H, the equation takes the following form:

Eq_1AH-1 = EgAg = Eg41AH+1 (15)

If the adjacent step’s index is changed from H to a common 7, E’ is introduced as the
value of the electric field strength modified by the presence of the antenna wire, and the
index A is introduced as the one describing a parameter related to the antenna wire itself.
Thus, Formula (15) can be expanded as follows:

(Ei + Ea)(Aj +aAa) = E (A1 +adp) (16)

where o (-) is the ratio of the antenna wire volume to the volume surrounding it with the
boundary of r = 1 m (similarly to the assumption in the previous section). The modified
electric field strength, E’, in the next (i + 1) step can be easily calculated from this formula;
this value shall be then used in Formulas (11) and (13). The mode of employment of
Formula (16) is recursive; that is, the antenna electric fields calculated from (11) and (13)
become E4 in the next calculation step (next altitude value), along with the respective E;
value from the cloud (Figure 3).

The values of the conductivities in the clouds can be calculated by using the experimen-
tal electric field values and the current densities—for the Ns clouds, under a macroscopic
(large area) approach the current density reaches 10~/ A /m?; for the Sc clouds, assuming
that the maximum conductivity may reach 1/25 of the conductivity of clear air (mean clear
air value: 1.5 x 1071* S/m [28]), the current densities in the central part of the Sc clouds
reach values between 0.7 x 10713 and 2.5 x 10713 A/m? [17].

3.3. Theoretical Simulation Results

To simulate the gain and/or loss of electric field strength of a balloon-born vertical
wire (dimensions given in Section 3), the calculations were performed for two cases—’static’
and ‘dynamic’ (or influenced)—using data points (H; E) plotted in Figure 3. The altitude
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axes were divided into subsequent calculation stages, or zones, where specific phenomena
of electric charge accumulation and loss appear:

e  Zone I: charge loss in clear air—Formulas (1) and (2), charge accumulation during
takeoff, resulting in initial rise of electric potential (expanded to two cases: +300 V and
—300V),

Zone II: charge loss and accumulation in the proximity to the cloud—Formula (11),
Zone III: charge accumulation in the cloud—Formula (13); for the Ns clouds, the
additional short local increase of electric potential of +230 V due to freezing of possible
water remains at the 0 °C isotherm,

e  Zone IV: charge accumulation and loss above the cloud (with non-negligible external
electric field strength), approximated by Formula (11),

e  Zone V: charge loss in clear air—Formulas (1) and (2)-(5)—depending on the upper
borderline of the electric field occurrence.

The ‘dynamic’ cases were expanded by using Formula (16), as described above. In all
cases, the vz (ascent velocity) was defined as 3 m/s (consistent with experimental flight read-
ings); the parameters of the antenna wire are used as defined in Section 3 (L = 140 m). For
comparative purposes, a calculation of results for two lengths of wires—10 and 500 m—was
also carried out. The calculated electric field strengths were summed with the external
electric field strength in order to correspond to the worst-case scenario, where the total
electric field strength may appear high enough to induce discharges.

Figures 5-11 present the calculated total electric field strengths for ‘static’ and ‘dynamic’
cases; the functions correspond to the electric field strengths appearing in the moment the
antenna passes through the air/cloud.

It can clearly be seen that the maximum values of the electric field strengths for all
cases are significantly higher for the ‘dynamic’ cases, where the external electric field in the
cloud and in cloud proximities is influenced by a long electrically charged object of different
conductivity—the cloud, to maintain its equilibrium according to general Formula (14),
for a changing conductivity elevates the electric field strength in the region where the
disturbance takes place, as in Formula (16). As the local differences in conductivities reach
many degrees of magnitude (air/cloud vs. aluminum), the local electric field strengths are
expected to locally increase significantly to compensate for this, according to the assumed
aforementioned mechanisms; hence, there are large differences in the E values between
the models. For the Sc clouds, the ‘static’ model of electrification presents electric field
strengths rarely exceeding 0.5 kV/m, while for the ‘dynamic’ charging model, the values
may reach up to 30 kV/m for both Sc and Ns clouds—despite their significant differences
in initial electric field strengths, as shown in Figure 3 (this shows that the main causes for
the increase of electric charge and electric field strength are the charging mechanisms, not
the external electric field itself). The ‘dynamic” model shows that, for the increasing values
of the electric field strength inside the Ns clouds, with the mechanisms of electrification
and charge loss adapted to these conditions, the difference between the antenna E values
and the cloud’s E values starts to decrease; this effect may be accelerated by the initial
course of the cloud’s E function. For all cases, the electric field strength drops rapidly after
the exit from the zone with external electric field in proximity to the cloud—a result of
the increased conductivity of the surrounding air. For the Ns clouds, an increase of the
electric field strength can be seen after the exits from the cloud regions (above the upper
cloud borderlines)—the effects of changing electric charge accumulation mechanisms. The
‘static’ model clearly shows the electric field strength increase due to freezing of the water
residue at the 0 °C isotherm (E value peaks repeating in ‘(a)’ plots shortly above 4000 m of
altitude)—this mechanism is perceptible in the ‘dynamic’ model as short increases of the
E’s derivatives, which moderately accelerate the electric field strength growth.
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Figure 5. Maximum electric field strengths around the wire antenna passing through Stratocumulus

cloud positively polarized: (a) ‘static’ case and (b) ‘dynamic’ case.
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Figure 6. Maximum electric field strengths around the wire antenna passing through Stratocumulus

cloud negatively polarized: (a) ‘static’ case and (b) ‘dynamic’ case.
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Figure 7. Maximum electric field strengths around the wire antenna passing through Stratocumulus

cloud charged positively: (a) ‘static’ case and (b) ‘dynamic’ case.
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Figure 8. Maximum electric field strengths around the wire antenna passing through Stratocumulus

cloud charged negatively: (a) ‘static’ case and (b) ‘dynamic’ case.
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Figure 9. Maximum electric field strengths around the wire antenna passing through Nimbostratus

cloud of mixed charge structure, Sankt Petersburg data: (a) ‘static’ case and (b) ‘dynamic’ case.
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Figure 11. Maximum electric field strengths around the wire antenna passing through Nimbostratus
cloud of mixed charge structure, Tashkent data: (a) ‘static’ case and (b) ‘dynamic’ case.

Figure 12 presents the comparison for ‘static’ and ‘dynamic” models for two and three
(respectively) wire antenna cases of different lengths for the positively polarized Sc cloud.
As expected, the longer wire, in all cases, produces higher electric field strengths (facilitating
the occurrence of corona, which is consistent with Reference [21]); the calculations, however,
do not include any possible discharging processes resulting from the shunting effect of a
wire of that significant length (comparable to the dimensions of the smaller clouds).

During the parachute-descent phase of the balloon mission—after the balloon explodes
at maximum altitude or the payload is deliberately cut off the balloon at target altitude—the
antenna, if designed properly, shall also move in a vertical position and enter the cloud
with a velocity, vz, approximately five times higher than during the ascent (the velocity,
vz, slowly decreases with altitude, as, with the increasing density of the air, the parachute
operates more and more effectively). This type of cloud entry and the electrostatic inter-
actions between the wire antenna and its surroundings were simulated and are shown in
Figures 13-19 (antenna dimensions as presented in the beginning of Section 3; L = 140 m).
The initial electric field strength of the antenna is 0, as it is assumed that the antenna lost its
electric charge during the stay at higher altitudes with higher air conductivity.
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Figure 12. Maximum electric field strengths around the wire antenna passing through Stratocumulus
cloud polarized positively: (a) ‘static’ case, with the ‘140 m’ data set omitted to enhance curve
visibility; and (b) ‘dynamic’ case.
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Figure 13. Maximum electric field strengths around the wire antenna re-entering through Stratocu-
mulus cloud positively polarized: (a) ‘static’ case and (b) ‘dynamic” case.
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Figure 14. Maximum electric field strengths around the wire antenna re-entering through Stratocu-
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Sensors 2022, 22, 5302 17 of 28

(a) I 200

cloud E

— Etotal
150

lower E borderline
-~~~ lower cloud borderline

|| =~~~ upper cloud borderline

-~~~ upper E borderline

T i
| i
i i
| i
i i
i i
i i
T
i f
i )
|
i i
| i
: i
i i
i i
: | | ™
; i ! -
! 1
. i i —
i /\ ! ! 3
/\ ' ' =
\ | ' =
' 4 ! w
. i i
: . . 0
1,000 900 ' 800 700 00 ! 500 400 IB)O 200 100
i
! i i
. i i
T = : -50
H | i
‘ i i
! i i
: i i 100
: b : )
! | i
. i i
! i i
: i !
! ! -150
H[m]
(b) L ] : ; : 2,500
cloud E ' ' ' ]
I | ' i
—— Einduced : | g
lower E borderline i E E
[] ===~ lower cloud borderline i H H 2,000
' i '
-~~~ upper cloud borderline ! i '
- - -~ upper E borderline : ' :
' | '
I '
; 1,500
' i '
' i ' .
i i i §
i | '
i i i w
i | '
‘ : : 1,000
i ! '
i | '
' i '
i | '
i | '
! i '
' | .
i i g 500
' |
' | '
i i ' 1
i | '
i '
I /m I
' i '
— ! ! 0
1,200 1,000 800 600 400 200 0
H[m]

Figure 15. Maximum electric field strengths around the wire antenna re-entering through Stratocu-
mulus cloud charged positively: (a) ‘static’ case and (b) ‘dynamic” case.
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Figure 16. Maximum electric field strengths around the wire antenna re-entering through Stratocu-
mulus cloud charged negatively: (a) ‘static’ case and (b) ‘dynamic’ case.
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Figure 17. Maximum electric field strengths around the wire antenna re-entering through Nimbostra-
tus cloud of mixed charge structure, Sankt Petersburg data: (a) ‘static’ case and (b) ‘dynamic’ case.
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Figure 18. Maximum electric field strengths around the wire antenna re-entering through Nimbostra-

tus cloud of mixed charge structure, Kyiv data: (a) ‘static’ case and (b) ‘dynamic’
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Figure 19. Maximum electric field strengths around the wire antenna re-entering through Nimbostra-
tus cloud of mixed charge structure, Tashkent data: (a) ‘static’ case and (b) ‘dynamic’ case.

The residual electric field strengths, remaining during the landing, differ between the
cloud types and interaction models, but rarely exceed +500 V/m. The five-times higher
vertical velocity decreased the maximum electric field values reached in most cases in
both models (while still the ‘dynamic” model provides values one degree of magnitude
higher than the ‘static’ approach)—this mechanism can be extrapolated for even higher,
airplane-typical velocities, which would result in even lower differences between the total
electric field strength and the external electric field strength—proving that the fast-moving
aircraft is less prone to accumulating a large amount of electric charge in comparison with
a slowly moving aerostat. For the Ns clouds, the cloud re-entry starts at the altitude, with
higher conductivity than in the Sc cloud cases, thus preventing the electric field strength
coming from the charging antenna to develop a significant difference between itself and
the external electric field.

Table 1 presents the values of residual electric field strengths present at landing for
different re-entry cases. For the dynamic cases, at the exits from the storm clouds, the lower
air conductivity with different mechanisms of charge accumulation allows a significant
residual electric charge to be present that shall discharge during the landing—a similar
case to the LZ129 ‘Hindenburg’ disaster, which traveled through storm clouds prior to the
landing attempt at Lakehurst [10].

Table 1. The residual electric field strengths calculated for the moment of landing for different charge
accumulation cases at the re-entry velocity of 15 m/s.

‘STATIC’ CASE ‘DYNAMIC’ CASE Difference
Cloud Type E (V/m) Cloud Type E (V/m) (V/m)
Sc polarization positive 28.46 Sc polarization positive 580.56 552.10
Sc polarization negative —-12.72 Sc polarization negative —229.61 —216.89
Sc charge positive 10.37 Sc charge positive 333.60 323.23
Sc charge negative 68.26 Sc charge negative 602.99 534.73
Ns Sankt Petersburg 4.53 Ns Sankt Petersburg 72.97 68.44
Ns Kyiv —0.48 Ns Kyiv 243.33 243.81
Ns Tashkent —20.40 Ns Tashkent 2394.72 2415.12
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The maximum values of the electric field strength reached on all the presented plots
are significantly lower than the values of the corona breakdown electric field strengths,
as mentioned in Section 2.1—this, however, does not necessarily mean that the corona is
not likely to appear on the wire, as the presented electric fields have been calculated at a
fixed distance r of 1 m—in the local zones closer to the surface of the wire, the electric field
strength may reach the corona breakdown value. This is most likely in the approximate
altitude ranges read from the plots (common for given model and flight stage):

100-800 m—Sc, ‘static’ model, ascend and re-entry phases,
900-1300 m—Sc, ‘dynamic’ model, ascend phase,

>200 m—Sc, ‘dynamic’ model, re-entry phase,

4-7 km—Ns, ‘static’ model, ascend and re-entry phases,
8-10 km—Nss, “dynamic’ model, ascend phase,

0.1-2 km—Ns, ‘dynamic’ model, re-entry phase.

Both presented electrification models show increased charge gain on the antenna
wire, despite the included functions of charge loss and, for the descent phases, increased
velocity—this remains consistent with the influence of the electrification processes that
drive the evolution and maturing of the clouds on other objects that appear in their
proximities or insides [17]. The electric charge loss, depicted as faster at higher altitudes
and slower at lower altitudes, due to changing conductivity of the air, can be related to
the reported higher occurrence of lightning strikes appearing at lower altitudes on the
aircraft [9]—as the aircraft is subjected to higher electric charges facilitating the formation
of lightning.

The model that is considered most correctly describing the actual antenna wire electri-
fication processes when passing through the clouds and their proximities is the ‘dynamic’
model, as it includes the expected (at given velocities of the balloon mission) influence of the
antenna on the cloud’s electrical structure as a sort of an artificial disturbance. The “static’
model was built on simpler formulas which rely directly on the electrification processes in
the clouds and the atmosphere, yet do not include the functioning of the cloud as a uniform,
self-equalizing system—this appears as a crucial assumption for modeling electrostatic
interactions which do resemble those appearing in reality in maturing charged clouds.

As both models did not possess an implemented breakdown/lightning-strike condi-
tion (this depends on the local structure of the cloud, which varies for every existing cloud),
the model that showed the highest possibility of the occurrence of breakdowns is also the
dynamic one, as in this model, only the electric field strength derivatives inside the clouds
appear sufficiently large to sustain the rapid electrification after a possible discharge—a
widely reported property of a highly electrically active cloud [17], imperceptible in the
static model.

The dynamic model results may be compared to the experimental results, which
concentrated on the monitoring of corona appearing on the balloon-borne wire antenna of
the same dimensions as in the simulations, traveling directly through a warm storm front.

4. Experimental Flight through Storm

The research stratospheric balloon flight with one of the objectives to monitor the
electrical interactions with the surrounding atmosphere took off from the Przasnysz Air-
field (code: EPPZ) in Poland on 12 June 2021. A Styrofoam-made main gondola (cube
with 0.3 m-long edge), suspended under a parachute and a latex helium-filled balloon,
supported a 140 m-long tape antenna (dimensions and composition the same as described
in the previous sections) with an additional polyethylene tether along it to reduce the
mechanical strains; an extra radiosonde on a 2 m-long plastic tether was affixed below
it, and a digital voltage meter was connected to the wire in the middle of its length (the
meter failed to operate and delivered no data). The mission was launched shortly after a
warm storm front passed above the airfield, allowing it to directly cross the Nimbostratus,
Altostratus, and Cirrostratus cloud layers—as shown in Figure 20. Figure 21 presents the
view from a 360° camera affixed on the lid of the main gondola at the maximum altitude
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wind direction

isotherm 0 °C

EPPZ launch site

reached (20,326 m). The hardware used to detect the corona consisted of a radio receiving
circuit, equal to those used in mobile broadcasting receivers TENTO/KU-Zavod Neywa
402 [29], operating with a ferrite core antenna polarized vertically (covering the zone of the
occurrence of possible corona, discharges, and streamers between the trailed wire and its
surroundings). The operating frequency was set at 144 kHz, with £4.5 kHz bandwidth of
amplitude modulation detection; the frequency was chosen as a largely interference-free,
positioned within the receiver’s range, below the AM broadcasting transmissions (with the
first one, Antena Satelor from Romania, at 153 kHz) and above the numerous longwave
teleswitches and time signals. The total payload of the balloon mission did not exceed
3.5 kg (categorized as a light atmosphere-sounding balloon).

balloon trajectory

Altostratus

Nimbostratus

Figure 21. The view from the 360° camera affixed on the main gondola’s lid at the moment of
the balloon burst at the maximum reached altitude. Below the gondola, the upper surface of the
encountered storm front can be seen. The visibility inside the storm front dropped to single meters.

The balloon mission landed safely on a local field, with the antenna fully stretched,
proving that it traveled during the re-entry phase in the desired vertical position—the
aluminum tape-like wire was, however, broken in multiple places. The avionics of the
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gondola remained intact, and the audio files from the receiver’s recorder were successfully
retrieved for analysis.

5. Flight Results and Comparison with Theoretical Models

Figure 22 presents the values of the ascend/re-entry velocities, vz (m/s), obtained
from the balloon system’s navigation system operating in the APRS network. The values of
the vz velocity of 3 m/s for the ascend cases and 15 m/s for the re-entry cases were taken
directly from this data (with the latter velocity taken as an integer average over a larger
altitude span).

10.00

5.00 -

0 5,000 10,000 15,000 20,000 25,000
-5.00 +

vz [m/s]

-10.00 +

-20.00

-25.00

H [m]

Figure 22. The vertical velocity of the balloon mission plotted against the altitude; the arrows indicate
the direction of velocity change with the altitude values (the velocity dropped rapidly at the maximum
altitude—the effect of balloon burst and the beginning of the re-entry phase).

Figure 23 shows the signal peaks extracted from the recorded longwave audio file. The
phenomena appear between the altitude of 319 and 3363 m only; the receiving circuit has
been operating for a short time before the launch, and the peaks did not appear in that pe-
riod. It has been found that the peaks correspond to the corona electrical discharges [13,30],
originating in the lower part of the storm front—the Ns cloud (as in Figure 20). Two distinct
regions of peaks of different intensities can be noticed—the more intense lower region
corresponds to the part of the cloud subjected to charge differentiation and electric field
growth due to the rainfall [17]. Two larger peaks above 1600 m most likely correspond
to the local irregularities in total electric field—local regions of higher concentration of
electric charge.
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Figure 23. The recorded corona peaks extracted from the audio file.

The higher concentration of corona discharges is directly linked to the increase of
the electric field intensity around the balloon-borne antenna above a certain threshold
value; the electric field strength, in order to excite the discharges, has to elevate itself
rapidly in time—this property is manifested by the previously described dynamic model of
electrification. The low altitude of the storm cloud during the experimental flight does not
correspond to the lower cloud borderlines from the exemplary cases of the Ns clouds from
Sankt Petersburg, Kyiv, and Tashkent due to local/climatic differences. As a best altitude
match, Figure 24 presents the total electric field strength influenced by the antenna in the
positively polarized Sc cloud (as in Figure 5b), in comparison with the corona discharges
plotted in the form of a second-order moving-average function (splined values calculated
as arithmetic average over two adjacent values). The most intense experimental corona
region clearly corresponds to the zone where the highest calculated values of the total
electric field strength inside the cloud are expected to appear, according to the calculations
from the ‘dynamic’ model; the existence of the latter corona peaks can be attributed to, as
previously mentioned, encountered cloud/charge irregularities at higher altitudes.
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Figure 24. The comparison of the corona discharges plotted as a 2nd-order moving-average spline
with the dynamic electrification of the airborne antenna moving through a positively polarized
Sc cloud.

The experimental corona discharge data did not deliver an explicit information on the
values of the electric current that flew during the discharges. For a qualitative insight, from
ground measurements on high metallic or lightning-rod-equipped objects [14], an average
order of magnitude of such currents can be attributed by multiplying the normalized
amplitude values from Figure 23 with 103, giving the approximate discharge currents in
amperes. With the average discharge time of 1 millisecond, the average electric charge
transfer in coulombs can be defined by integrating in time domain the current impulses [14].
Table 2 presents the calculated values for three altitude ranges; the informative orders of
magnitude of the charge transfers (C) and discharge currents (A) are calculated as logjox,
with x being the aforementioned values. Based on the previous assumption for currents’
definition (based on ground data from Reference [14]), it can be seen that the order of
magnitude of the total charge transfer via corona discharges for the experimental balloon-
borne antenna of 140 m in length reaches the values close to the total charge values for a
single storm cloud [17]—an effect of artificially induced intense electrification, which can
be explained by the conductivity-based interaction of the slowly moving antenna with the
cloud—the dynamic model of electrification.
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Table 2. The calculated qualitative values of the charge transfer and discharge current.

Entire Region (319-3363 m)

charge transfer (C) order of magnitude (loggx)
46.592 1.668
average current (A) order of magnitude (logjgx)
107.852 2.033
Large Charge Region (319-1500 m)
charge transfer (C) order of magnitude (logjgx)
32.469 1.511
average current (A) order of magnitude (logipx)
122.065 2.087
Small Charge Region (1500-3363 m)
charge transfer (C) order of magnitude (logjpx)
14.123 1.150
average current (A) order of magnitude (loggx)
85.078 1.930

6. Discussion

The dynamic model of balloon-borne antenna electrification in every considered cloud
case has produced a single maximum peak of electric field strength (global maximum). The
experimental corona discharge plot shows multiple peaks instead of one, considering that
the discharges occur at the maximum electric field strength—this difference is the effect of
the exemplary value of r = 1 m at which the calculations were performed (as there is no
solid second electrode in real conditions). Multiple discharge peaks show that the corona
threshold value for the electric field strength is reached more rapidly and more often—an
effect of the intense electrifying processes and, as the antenna is fully immersed in the
charging medium with no separation/insulation, physically lower values of the maximum
distance, r, between the antenna wire and surrounding charged humid air concentrations.

The plotted electric field strengths for both models and all cloud cases depict the
electric field strength reached around the antenna wire in the moment the wire passes
through the cloud/space of certain properties; after the antenna moves up and forward,
the electric field strength either drops down in time to its previous value or evolves with
the conventional evolution processes with the cloud. It should be, therefore, theoretically
possible to influence the formation and evolution of clouds (by affecting their electric fields)
by inserting into them a slow-moving, highly conductive disturbance in the form of a long
antenna wire. Based on the qualitative analysis of the corona discharge currents and total
charge flows, it can be expected that, from the perspective of the cloud, the electrifying
effects of the antenna wire on the cloud structure cannot be treated as negligible; in an
extreme case, the cloud may try to maintain its equilibrium by ejecting a certain electric
charge upward—an ephemeral effect often known as the TLE (Transient Luminous Event),
which is observed naturally only above highly electrified clouds.

The calculation of the discharge currents from the recorded corona peaks can be
performed accurately if a Pearson coil is employed as a receiving end of the recording
system. This type of coil is, however, unadapted for light stratospheric balloon missions
because of its small dimensions and very high density—this, from the point of flight
safety, automatically elevates the balloon mission class to heavy, which demands more
elaborated navigation and in-flight control; moreover, the majority of the payload available
is dedicated to the coil only.

It has been reported that the corona discharges are excited on the entire length of the
antenna wire [21]. Each discharge is a high-temperature phenomenon which does not leave
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the substrate material undamaged—microcraters from the discharge entry/exit points are
able to mechanically weaken the material, facilitating the propagation of cracks during
the mechanical strains in the re-entry phase—this is most likely one of the contributing
factors to the fact that the experimental antenna wire, subjected to intense corona in the
storm cloud, landed with its aluminum part separated into pieces. As the entire wire is
subjected to corona, the electric charge lost in each corona peak comes from the entire
conductive part of the wire—these current peaks pass also through the antenna transformer,
creating high-voltage peaks endangering the transmitter—especially if it is based on high-
voltage-sensitive MOSFET transistors. Therefore, a set of protective measures must be
undertaken to ensure the safe operation of the transmitter. The most intuitive way is to
disconnect the transmitter from the antenna and operate it above the clouds only, and
this, however, limits the research capabilities of such transmitting systems. Any ferrite
snubbers provide sufficient protection only if employed as a part of a larger protective
system, relying mainly on automatic overload detection [31]—provided the total system is
not too heavy and dense for a light-class balloon mission and not too payload-consuming
for a heavier mission. A passive and effective system protecting the transmitter is the low
efficiency of the antenna transformer, which can assure acceptable high-voltage risk levels
for the semiconductor-based transmitter, but with lower transmitting efficiency—to be
overcome by either increased transmitter power or increased sensitivity of the receivers.

The corona discharges, however, can be concentrated around mechanical structures
which provide high electric charge density—spikes, single wires, or wire bundles (similar
to those shown in Figure 1), constituting an electrostatic discharger—a safe location for
rapid charge loss without the risk of mechanical damage to the antenna wire and, if the
charge loss is continuous and rapid enough, low corona current peaks not endangering the
transmitting circuit. An active solution for the reduction of the electric charge—as in active
inductive dischargers used in industrial applications [24]—is unfeasible, as the system is a
floating-earth conductor, with no permanent grounding.

7. Conclusions

This paper presented two theoretical approaches to the description of the electrification
of a long balloon-borne wire antenna traveling through different types of clouds. Based on
the experimental flight through a storm cloud with intense corona discharges, the more
accurate electrification model was chosen (the ‘dynamic’ one), with the differences between
the model and the experiment indicated. The electrification models can be refined with
more detailed formulas describing the electrification processes in various atmosphere layers
for different antenna geometries. A set of basic requirements for the antenna system was
defined in order to reduce the risk of transmitter overload and antenna damage due to
ongoing corona. An open problem is the accurate theoretical modeling of the “2nd electrode’
for atmospheric electrification processes and discharges; an engineering task would be to
create a sufficiently lightweight and safe method for the discharge current measurements
onboard a stratospheric balloon mission that is not based on a too-dense and too-heavy
Pearson coil.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, T.A.M.; methodology, T.A.M.; validation, T.A.M.; investi-
gation, T.A.M.; resources, T.A.M.; writing—original draft preparation, T.A.M.; supervision, ].M. All
authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: The experimental part of this research was partially funded by Saaten Union and Nasiona
Wronkowski companies under cooperation with Students’ Space Association’s Balloon Division.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.
Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: The new data presented in this study are available on request from the
corresponding author.



Sensors 2022, 22, 5302 28 of 28

Acknowledgments: The authors wish to thank the Polish Military Museum in Warsaw (for aircraft
special access); the sponsors of the balloon mission, the Saaten Union and Nasiona Wronkowski
companies; and the Student’s Space Association’s Balloon Division for the assistance in the launch
procedure and mission retrieval after the landing.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest. The funders had no role in the design
of the study; in the collection, analyses, or interpretation of data; in the writing of the manuscript; or
in the decision to publish the results.

References

1. Watt, A.D. VLF Radio Engineering; Pergamon Press, Inc.: Oxford, UK, 1967.

2. Lindenblad, N.; Brown, W.W. Main considerations in antenna design. Proc. Inst. Radio Eng. 1926, 14, 291-323. [CrossRef]

3.  Crawford, L.C.; LaManna, T.C.; Jordan, K.L. Tethered aerostat VLF/LF transmitter system design considerations. In Proceedings
of the AGARD Conference Proceedings 529: ELF/VLF/LF Radio Propagation and System Aspects, Brussels, Belgium, 28
September—2 October 1992.

4. Burrows, M.L. ELF Communications Antennas; Peter Peregrinus Ltd.: Maricourt, France, 1978.

5. Mis, T. The concept of an airborne VLF transmitter with vertical electric dipole antenna. In Proceedings of the 2018 IEEE
International Symposium on Antennas and Propagation & USNC/URSI National Radio Science Meeting, Boston, MA, USA, 8-13
July 2018. [CrossRef]

6.  Groundwater geophysics. In A Tool for Hydrogeology; Kirsch, R. (Ed.) Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2009.

7. Galejs, J. VLF fields of elevated sources. Radio Sci. 1970, 5, 1163-1168. [CrossRef]

8.  Pappert, R.A; Bickel, ].E. Vertical and horizontal VLF fields excited by dipoles of arbitrary orientation and elevation. Radio Sci.
1970, 5, 1445-1452. [CrossRef]

9. Kowalska, B.; Labudzki, S. Electrical discharges on the airplane. LOT Flight Pers. Bull. 1981, 2, 13-25.

10. Jankiewicz, Z. Aerostats: Balloons and Dirigibles; National Ministry of Defence, Warsaw: Warszawa, Poland, 1982.

11. Doshi, N.A.; Agashe, S.D. Modelling of ions for seeding technique to electrify the atmosphere. J. Electrost. 2015, 75, 19-26.
[CrossRef]

12.  Robledo-Martinez, A.; Garcia-Villareal, A.; Palacios, G.; Vera, A.; Sobral, H. Characteristics of the discharge of a charged dielectric
in low-pressure air. J. Electrost. 2015, 76, 152-158. [CrossRef]

13.  Sugimoto, T.; Kikuchi, H.; Higashiyama, Y. Positive discharge from a grounded electrode toward negatively charged particles
cloud. J. Electrost. 2005, 63, 609-614. [CrossRef]

14. Miki, M.; Rakov, V.A,; Shindo, T.; Diendorfer, G.; Mair, M.; Heidler, E; Zischrank, W.; Uman, M.A; Thottappillil, R.; Wang, D.
Initial stage in lightning initiated from tall objects and in-rocket-triggered lightning. J. Geophys. Res. Atmos. 2005, 110, D2.
[CrossRef]

15. Pavan, C.; Fontanes, P.; Urbani, M.; Nguyen, N.C.; Martinez-Sanchez, M.; Peraire, J.; Montanya, J.; Guerra-Garcia, C. Aircraft
Charging and its influence on triggered lightning. J. Geophys. Res. Atmos. 2019, 125, 1. [CrossRef]

16. Schmidt, M. Meteorology; WKiL: Warsaw, Poland, 1975.

17.  Imianitov, LM.; Chubarina, E.V,; Shwarts, ].M. The Electricity of Clouds; National Scientific Publisher: Warsaw, Poland, 1974.

18. Babikov, M.A.; Komarov, N.S.; Sergeyev, A.S. High Voltage Technology; WN-T: Warsaw, Poland, 1967.

19. Mis, T.A. Flashover Analysis of Near-Space Antenna Mounting Insulators. In Proceedings of the 13th European Conference on
Antennas and Propagation (EuCAP), Krakéw, Poland, 31 March-5 April 2019.

20. Applied Electrostatic Precipitation; Parker, K.R. (Ed.) Blackie Academic & Professional: London, UK, 1997.

21. Hall, W.C. Electrostatic dischargers for aircraft. J. Appl. Phys. 1947, 18, 759-765. [CrossRef]

22.  Kopcewicz, T. The Atmosphere of the Earth; PZWS: Warsaw, Poland, 1948.

23. Durand, E. Electrostatics. Vol. I. The Distributions; Masson & Cie: Paris, France, 1964.

24. Gajewski, A.S. Static Electricity. Study, Measurement, Prevention, Elimination; Publishing Institute of the Trade Unions: Warsaw,
Poland, 1967.

25.  Electrostatics and Its Applications; Moore, A.D. (Ed.) John Wiley & Sons, Inc.: Hoboken, NJ, USA, 1973.

26. Loeb, L.B. Static Electrification; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 1958.

27. Shimorda, ].; Staroba, J. Static Electricity in the Industry; WN-T: Warsaw, Poland, 1970.

28. Elektryczno$¢ w Atmosferze Ziemskiej (Electricity in Earth’s Atmosphere)—Encyklopedia PWN. Available online: https://
encyklopedia.pwn.pl/haslo/elektrycznosc-w-atmosferze-ziemskiej;38974880.html (accessed on 20 March 2022).

29. Mi§, T.A. Frequency-distributive analysis of noise in the longwave radio broadcasting spectrum. In Proceedings of the National
Conference of Radiocommunication, Radio Broadcasting and Television KKRRiT & National Symposium of Telecommunication
and Teleinformatics KSTiT, L6dz, Poland, 17-19 September 2020.

30. Inan, U.S,; Rodriguez, ].V. Lightning-induced effects on VLE/LF radio propagation. In Proceedings of the AGARD Conference
Proceedings 529: ELF/VLF/LF Radio Propagation and System Aspects, Brussels, Belgium, 28 September—2 October 1992.

31. Lightning Protection for Radio Transmitter Stations; Information booklet; Nautel: Hacketts Cove, NS, Canada, 1996.


http://doi.org/10.1109/JRPROC.1926.221035
http://doi.org/10.1109/APUSNCURSINRSM.2018.8608979
http://doi.org/10.1029/RS005i008p01163
http://doi.org/10.1029/RS005i012p01445
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.elstat.2015.02.006
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.elstat.2015.05.021
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.elstat.2005.03.024
http://doi.org/10.1029/2003JD004474
http://doi.org/10.1029/2019JD031245
http://doi.org/10.1063/1.1697833
https://encyklopedia.pwn.pl/haslo/elektrycznosc-w-atmosferze-ziemskiej;38974880.html
https://encyklopedia.pwn.pl/haslo/elektrycznosc-w-atmosferze-ziemskiej;38974880.html

	Introduction 
	Atmospheric Electricity Basics 
	Atmospheric Loss of Electric Charge 
	Electric Fields in Clouds 

	Antenna In-Cloud Charging Mechanisms 
	Static Electric Field Model 
	Dynamic Electric Field Model 
	Theoretical Simulation Results 

	Experimental Flight through Storm 
	Flight Results and Comparison with Theoretical Models 
	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

