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Results and Discussion

Earth's rotation is non uniform and given in terms of Earth A. Effect of FCN model on ERP (24h|‘ sessions)
Orientation Parameters (EOP). The precession-nutation model
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A. The model is also implemented on the SX and VGOS
sessions between 2017 - 2022 (Fig 2).
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more than 15 stations, situated all over the Earth, empirical model. Journal of Geodynamics, 94, 59-67.
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