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ABSTRACT
We use in-situ data from the Wind spacecraft to survey the amplitude of turbulent fluctuations
in the proton density and total magnetic field inside a large sample of near-Earth magnetic
clouds (MCs) associated with coronal mass ejections (CMEs) from the Sun. We find that
the most probable value of the modulation index for proton density fluctuations (δnp/np)
inside MCs ranges from 0.13 to 0.16, while the most probable values for the modulation
index of the total magnetic field fluctuations (δB/B) range from 0.04 to 0.05. We also find
that the most probable value of the Mach number fluctuations (δM) inside MCs is ≈ 0.1. The
anomalous resistivity inside near-Earth MCs arising from electron scattering due to turbulent
magnetic field fluctuations exceeds the (commonly used) Spitzer resistivity by a factor of
≈ 500 − 1000. The enhanced Joule heating arising from this anomalous resistivity could
impact our understanding of the energetics of CME propagation.

Key words: turbulence – (magnetohydrodynamics) MHD – methods: statistical – Sun: coro-
nal mass ejections (CMEs)

1 INTRODUCTION

The solar wind is a natural laboratory for studying magnetohydro-
dynamic turbulence, and there is long-standing interest in issues
such as the spectral properties of the turbulent cascade, turbulent
dissipation and more. A review of early work can be found in
Goldstein, Roberts, & Matthaeus (1995) and a somewhat more re-
cent review is Bruno and Carbone (2013). Here we focus instead,
on the interplanetary counterparts of solar coronal mass ejections
(ICMEs). While the large-scale structure of ICMEs has been exten-
sively studied, relatively less attention has been paid to turbulent
fluctuations inside them. Ruzmaikin, Feynman, & Smith (1997)
studied the magnetic energy spectra and helicity distribution in-
side 6 near-Earth MCs which were shortlisted by Lepping, Jones, &
Burlaga (1990) using ISEE3 satellite data. They found that the low-
frequency spectrum of magnetic energy differs significantly from
that of the solar wind from coronal holes. This suggests that the
nature of turbulence arising from closed coronal regions (e.g.; in-
side MCs) is very different from the solar wind turbulence from
coronal holes. A detailed study of Alfvénic fluctuations inside an
MC detected by the Wind spacecraft at 1 AU shows that the power
spectral density of magnetic fluctuations inside the MC are more
anisotropic than those in the ambient solar wind (Liang et al. 2012).
Li et al. (2017) investigated Alfvénic fluctuations inside ICMEs us-
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ing Voyager 2 observations between 1 and 6 AU. Their findings
suggest that Alfvénic fluctuations can contribute significantly to
the local heating of the ICME plasma. While these studies con-
centrate on the magnetic field fluctuations inside ICMEs close to
or beyond the Earth, Lynch, Coles, & Sheeley (2002) address the
density fluctuations inside a CME at 10 R�. They studied the in-
terplanetary scintilation (IPS) of the radio source 0854+201 at 8
GHz during the passage of a CME along the line of sight. By sim-
ulating the observations obtained from the LASCO (Large Angle
and Spectrometric Coronagraph) C3 coronagraph, they found that
the electron density modulation index (δne/ne) shows a 19% drop
inside the CME as compared to the pre-CME solar wind. Turbu-
lence in the ICME sheath has been a subject of recent interest. Good
et al. (2020) studied the evolution of magnetic field turbulence in
the sheath of an ICME that encountered MESSESNGER space-
craft at 0.47 AU and subsequently STEREO-B at 1.08 AU while
the spacecraft were close to radial alignment. Kilpua et al. (2021)
reported an extensive statistical analysis of the magnetic field fluc-
tuations of 79 well-observed ICME-driven sheath regions using
the high-resolution magnetic field investigation (MFI) data from
the Wind spacecraft. They found that the characteristics of ICME-
driven sheaths significantly differ from planetary magnetosheaths
and that ICME shocks do not reset the solar wind turbulence, as is
the case downstream of a bow shock. Magnetic turbulence in the
ICME-driven shock was also studied by Zhao et al. (2021) where
they tracked the ICME at 0.8 AU and 1 AU using the data from the
Solar Orbiter and Wind spacecraft. They found an enhancement
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in the power in the magnetic field fluctuations downstream of the
shock. They also found that the frequency of the oblique kinetic
Alfvén waves in the downstream region is increased by a factor of
≈ 7 − 10 times as compared to the upstream region.

However, we are not aware of a large-sample study of fluc-
tuations in the plasma properties inside near-Earth ICMEs or their
associated magnetic clouds (MCs) using in-situ data. The rest of
the paper is organized as follows: we first outline the statistics of
the density, (total) magnetic field and acoustic Mach number fluc-
tuations inside a large sample of well-observed near-Earth MCs
detected by the Wind satellite (https://wind.nasa.gov/). We
then calculate the anomalous resistivity inside the MCs arising
from the turbulent fluctuations. The data used in this paper are de-
scribed in Section 2 and the events are listed in Table A1. In Sec-
tion 3 we survey the amplitude of density and magnetic fluctuations
inside the MCs and compute the acoustic Mach number associated
with these fluctuations. In Section 4, we formulate an anomalous
resistivity mechanism arising from the enhanced particle scattering
caused by magnetic fluctuations inside MCs. This could result in
enhanced plasma heating and increase our understanding of CME
dynamics as they propagate through the heliosphere. The overall
summary of this work is presented in Section 5.

2 DATA

We use in-situ data from the Wind spacecraft for this study. The
Wind ICME catalogue (https://wind.nasa.gov/ICMEindex.
php) lists a sample of well observed Earth directed ICMEs (Nieves-
Chinchilla et al. 2018, 2019) at the position of the Wind space-
craft. In this paper, we limit our study to MCs, which are the mag-
netically well-structured parts of ICMEs, with typically better de-
fined boundaries and expansion speeds (Klein and Burlaga 1982).
The MCs associated with these ICMEs are classified into differ-
ent groups depending upon how well the observed magnetic and
plasma parameters fit the expectations of a static flux rope config-
uration. Of the ICMEs observed between 1995 and 2015 listed on
the Wind website, we first shortlist MCs that are categorized as F+

and Fr events. These events best fit the expectations of the flux rope
model described in Nieves-Chinchilla et al. (2016, 2018). Fr events
indicate MCs with a single magnetic field rotation between 90◦ and
180◦ and F+ events indicate MCs with a single magnetic field ro-
tation greater than 180◦. We further shortlist events that are neither
preceded nor followed by any other ICMEs or ejecta within a win-
dow of two days ahead of and after the event under consideration.
This helps us exclude possibly interacting events from our dataset.
We also identify a stretch of ambient/background solar wind for
each ICME in our sample. The background is a 24-hour window
in the 5 days preceding the event and satisfying the following con-
ditions: a) the rms fluctuations of the solar wind velocity for this
24-hour period should not exceed 10% of the mean value b) the
rms fluctuations of the total magnetic field for this 24-hour period
should not exceed 20% of the mean value c) there are no magnetic
field rotations. The first two criteria ensure that the chosen back-
ground is quiet. Criterion c) distinguishes the background from the
MCs, because MCs are characterized by large rotations of magnetic
field components and low plasma beta. We find that the average
plasma beta in the background is at least 1.5 times higher than that
in the MC. Our final shortlist comprises 152 near-Earth ICMEs,
which are listed in Table A1 of the appendix.

We are interested in the amplitude of turbulent fluctuations in-
side near-Earth MCs. However, fluctuation amplitudes make sense

only when compared with a suitable average value. The modula-
tion index, which is the ratio of the fluctuation amplitude to the av-
erage, gives an idea of the “strength” of the turbulent fluctuations.
The choice of an average value is subjective; one could compute
a temporal average value (the average density, for instance) over
the entire MC, or divide the MC into several (temporal) boxes and
compute the moving average based on the size of these boxes. We
choose the latter option, and compare the rms fluctuation ampli-
tude inside each running box with the moving average within that
box. The Wind data which we use in this study have a cadence of
≈ 1 minute. We compute rms fluctuations of the density and (to-
tal) magnetic field using running box averages with two temporal
boxes: tbox = 40 minutes and 60 minutes. Using tbox = 40 minutes
yields ≈ 38 boxes inside a typical MC in our sample and tbox = 60
minutes yields ≈ 25 boxes inside a typical MC. By comparison,
Bavassano & Bruno (1995) use tbox = 45, 90 and 180 minutes and
Spangler & Spitler (2004) use tbox = 60 minutes in their studies
of solar wind turbulence. We use exponentially weighted moving
averages (EWMA) of our data.

The EWMA of a time series X̃(i) is defined as

X(i) = w × X̃(i) + (1 − w) × X(i − 1) , i > 1

X(i) = X̃(i) , i = 1 . (1)

where X(i) is the ith timestamp of the EWMA of X̃(i) and w is the
weight (0 6 w 6 1). We use w = 1/l, following Hunter (1986). The
quantity l denotes the number of data points inside a given tbox (so
a box with tbox = 45 minutes would have l = 45, for instance)

The quantity X̃ is the original one minute resolution data (of
the proton density or the total magnetic field) and X is the exponen-
tially weighted moving box average data. i is an integer which runs
from 1 to the length of the entire dataset. Since the weights decline
exponentially as the data points get older, the EWMA emphasizes
newer data and better captures small variations than a simple mov-
ing average which applies equal weights to all data points (Lucas
and Saccucci 1990).

We also calculate a quantity δX which is the rms deviation of
X̃ from X for a given tbox. We use this to form a time series of the
modulation index δX/X. We then calculate the temporal average of
the modulation index inside the magnetic cloud and the ambient
(background) solar wind as follows:

〈
δX
X

〉
MC
≡

1
TMC

∫ te

ts

δX
X

dt〈
δX
X

〉
BG
≡

1
TBG

∫ BG e

BG s

δX
X

dt , (2)

where TMC and TBG are the durations of MC and background re-
spectively. The quantities ts and te are the start and end times of
each magnetic cloud (see Figure 1 of Bhattacharjee et al. 2022)
and BG s and BG e are the start and end times of the corresponding
background solar wind.

3 DENSITY AND MAGNETIC FIELD FLUCTUATIONS

The in-situ data from the Wind spacecraft provides us the tempo-
ral profiles of plasma velocity (v), proton number density (np), to-
tal magnetic field (B) and the proton thermal velocity (vthp ) in the
spacecraft frame of reference. We first concentrate on proton den-
sity (np) and total magnetic field (B) fluctuations by using X → np

and X → B in Equations 1 and 2. We examine the behavior of

MNRAS 000, 1–13 (2022)

https://wind.nasa.gov/
https://wind.nasa.gov/ICMEindex.php
https://wind.nasa.gov/ICMEindex.php


Turbulence and anomalous resistivity inside MCs 3

0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00 1.25
np/np MC

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

 N
o.

 o
f e

ve
nt

s 

 The np/np MC histogram 
mean of np/np MC using tbox = 40 mins
mean of np/np MC using tbox = 60 mins
Using tbox = 40 mins
Using tbox = 60 mins

Figure 1. Histograms of the proton density modulation index inside the
MCs (〈δnp/np〉MC) for all the events listed in Table A1 for the two av-
eraging intervals. The vertical lines mark the mean values. With tbox = 40
minutes the mean, median and most probable value of 〈δnp/np〉MC are 0.24,
0.2 and 0.13 respectively. The corresponding values for tbox = 60 minutes
are 0.28, 0.23 and 0.16 respectively.

δnp/np and δB/B inside near-Earth MCs and in the background so-
lar wind. These quantify the extent to which the density and mag-
netic field are modulated due to turbulent fluctuations and give us
an overall idea about the strength of density and magnetic turbu-
lence. Using these quantities, we also quantify the magnetic com-
pressibility of the turbulent fluctuations and the Mach number of
the fluctuations. We use the term ‘solar wind’ only for the ambi-
ent/background solar wind throughout this paper.

3.1 The density (δnp/np) and magnetic field (δB/B)
modulation index

Figure 1 shows histograms of the average proton density modula-
tion index inside near-Earth MCs (〈δnp/np〉MC) calculated follow-
ing Equations 1 and 2 for all the events listed in Table A1. The
mean, median and the most probable value of 〈δnp/np〉MC for tbox =

40 minutes are 0.24, 0.2 and 0.13 respectively; while for tbox = 60
minutes, they are 0.28, 0.23 and 0.16 respectively. The mean, me-
dian and most probable value of the average proton density modula-
tion index in the background solar wind (〈δnp/np〉BG) are 0.11, 0.1
and 0.08 respectively for tbox = 40 minutes and are 0.12, 0.11 and
0.09 respectively for tbox = 60 minutes. Our results for 〈δnp/np〉BG

are in broad agreement with the findings of Bavassano & Bruno
(1995) who found that the density modulation index is a little less
than 0.1 in the quiet solar wind, suggesting that the fluctuations are
nearly incompressible.

Histograms of the average magnetic field modulation index
inside magnetic clouds are shown in Figure 2. The mean, median
and most probable value of 〈δB/B〉MC with tbox = 40 minutes are
0.044, 0.042 and 0.038 respectively, and for tbox = 60 minutes,
they are 0.056, 0.052 and 0.05 respectively. The mean, median and
most probable value of the temporal average of the magnetic field
modulation index in the background solar wind (〈δB/B〉BG) are
0.067, 0.06 and 0.059 respectively for tbox = 40 minutes and 0.074,
0.068 and 0.063 respectively for tbox =60 minutes. We find that
the magnetic field modulation index in the background solar wind
(〈δB/B〉BG) is slightly larger than the modulation index (〈δB/B〉MC)
inside near-Earth MCs. All the results regarding density and mag-
netic field fluctuations are listed in Table A5 of the appendix.

Interestingly, a comparison of Figures 1 and 2 shows that the
density modulation index inside MCs is almost an order of magni-
tide larger than the magnetic field modulation index. We also find
that the proton density modulation index is larger than the magnetic
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Figure 2. Histograms of the total magnetic field modulation index inside
the MCs (〈δB/B〉MC) for all the events listed in Table A1. The vertical lines
mark the mean values. With tbox = 40 minutes the mean, median and most
probable value of 〈δB/B〉MC are 0.044, 0.042 and 0.038 respectively. The
corresponding values for tbox = 60 minutes are 0.056, 0.052 and 0.05 re-
spectively.

field modulation index in the background solar wind, although to a
lesser extent. This suggests that the magnetic field fluctuations are
fairly compressible, and are likely due to magnetosonic modes (as
opposed to Alfvén modes, which are incompressible.)

3.2 Mach number fluctuations (δM)

The fluctuation in the acoustic Mach number is defined as (Bavas-
sano & Bruno 1995)

δM ≡
δv
cs
, (3)

where δv is the rms fluctuation in the plasma velocity and cs is
the (moving-average) adiabatic sound speed. The adiabatic sound
speed is defined as (Bavassano & Bruno 1995) cs ≡ [γ(nekBTe +

npkBTp)/(npmp + npme)]1/2 where ne and np are the electron and
proton number densities in cm−3 respectively, Te and Tp are the
electron and proton temperatures in K respectively, kB is the Boltz-
mann constant, mp and me are the proton and electron masses in g
respectively, γ is the polytropic index and we have assumed ne = np

and Te = 10Tp (Bhattacharjee et al. 2022). The expression for cs

uses a polytropic index γ. The appropriate value to use for γ inside
ICMEs or MCs is not clear. A value of 5/3 would imply that the
ICME plasma is cooling adiabatically and needs to be heated con-
tinuously to maintain its temperature (Kumar, & Rust 1996). On
the other hand, a value of 1.2 implies efficient thermal conduction
to the interior of the ICME from the solar corona and little addi-
tional heating (Chen 1996). A recent study using Helios and Parker
Solar Probe (PSP) data postulates a polytropic index ranging from
1.35 to 1.57 for solar wind protons and an index ranging from 1.21
to 1.29 for the solar wind electrons (Dakeyo et al. 2022). Another
study which uses PSP data (Nicolaou et al. 2020) claims a poly-
tropic index ≈ 5/3 for the solar wind plasma. The polytropic index
of the CME plasma is thought to be in the range from 1.35 to 1.8
(Mishra & Wang 2018). Considering this view, we use two values
for γ (5/3 and 1.2) in our calculations.

The mean, median and most probable value of Mach number
fluctuations in the background solar wind 〈δM〉BG using γ = 5/3
for tbox = 40 minutes are 0.84, 0.46 and 0.12 respectively while
for tbox = 60 minutes they are are 0.95, 0.52 and 0.14 respectively.
Using γ = 1.2, the mean, median and most probable values be-
come 0.98, 0.54 and 0.14 respectively (for tbox = 40 minutes) and
1.09, 0.60 and 0.15 respectively (for tbox = 60 minutes). Figure 3

MNRAS 000, 1–13 (2022)
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Figure 3. Histograms of the Mach number fluctuations inside the MCs
(〈δM〉MC) using γ = 5/3 for all the events listed in Table A1. The verti-
cal lines mark the mean values. With tbox = 40 minutes the mean, median
and most probable value of 〈δM〉MC are 0.15, 0.12 and 0.09 respectively.
The corresponding values for tbox = 60 minutes are 0.17, 0.14 and 0.10
respectively.

shows histograms of 〈δM〉MC inside the MCs using γ = 5/3 for all
the events listed in Table A1 for two averaging time windows. The
mean, median and the most probable value of 〈δM〉MC for tbox = 40
minutes are 0.15, 0.12 and 0.09 respectively. For tbox = 60 minutes,
they are 0.17, 0.14 and 0.10 respectively. If we use γ = 1.2 instead
of 5/3, the mean, median and the most probable values are 0.17,
0.14 and 0.11 respectively (for tbox = 40 minutes) and 0.21, 0.16
and 0.12 respectively (for tbox = 60 minutes). We thus find that the
statistical behavior of 〈δM〉 does not depend significantly on the
choice of the polytropic index γ. Since the mean, median and mode
〈δM〉MC are all considerably lesser than 1 (Figure 3) the turbulent
plasma velocity fluctuations inside near-Earth MCs are clearly sub-
sonic; on the other hand, the bulk motion of ICMEs is well known
to be supersonic. This leads us to consider Morokovin’s hypoth-
esis, which suggests that subsonic laws are adequate to describe
the essential dynamics (such as aerodynamic drag, for instance) of
an object moving at moderately supersonic speeds, as long as the
turbulent fluctuations in the boundary layer are subsonic (Smits &
Dussague 1996; Duan et al. 2011). Wei et al. (2003a,b) estimate
boundary layer widths using 80 well-observed MCs from 1996 to
2001. They show that the average thickness of the front boundary
layer of the MC is ≈ 1.7 hours after the ‘MC start’ (inside the
cloud) while the average thickness of the trailing boundary layer is
≈ 3.1 hours after the ‘MC end’ (outside the cloud). Using tbox = 10
minutes (so as to get an adequate number of data points inside the
boundary layer) and γ = 5/3, we find that the mean, median and
most probable value of 〈δM〉 inside the front boundary layer are
0.14, 0.07 and 0.05 respectively while they are 0.16, 0.05 and 0.04
respectively in the trailing boundary layer. If we assume γ = 1.2
(instead of 5/3), the mean, median and most probable value be-
come 0.17, 0.08 and 0.05 respectively in the front layer and 0.18,
0.06 and 0.04 respectively in the trailing layer. The choice of γ
does not affect the results substantially. The statistics for 〈δM〉 in-
side MCs, backgrounds and boundary layers are listed in Table A5.
Interestingly, the commonly used aerodynamic drag laws for CME
propagation (both for the cases, when the drag force is proportional
to the square of the relative speed between the CME and the so-
lar wind (Vrel), (Cargill 2004; Vršnak et al. 2009, 2010, 2013) and
when the drag force is proportional to Vrel (Vršnak & Gopalswamy
2002; Borgazzi et al. 2009)) are based on experimental data for
subsonic propagation. Our findings on the subsonic nature of δM
in MC boundary layers could possibly explain why these subsonic

aerodynamic drag laws work well for CMEs, even though their bulk
motion is supersonic.

4 ANOMALOUS RESISTIVITY INSIDE MCS

We next ask if the turbulent fluctuations inside magnetic clouds can
contribute to an anomalous resistivity and associated Joule heat-
ing. It is well known that some source of heating is needed to
account for the observed proton temperature profile in the solar
wind (Verma, Roberts, & Goldstein 1995). Specifically, if magnetic
clouds associated with ICMEs were to expand (and consequently
cool) adiabatically without any additional heating, the proton tem-
perature inside them would have been as low as a few Kelvin near
the Earth (Chen & Garren 1993), whereas the observed proton tem-
peratures are ≈ 105 K. Although we have only mentioned proton
heating, we note that semi-analytical treatments (Chen 1996; Ku-
mar, & Rust 1996) and MHD simulations (Manchester et al. 2008;
Lionello et al. 2013; Jin et al. 2017) of CME dynamics and propaga-
tion assume a single species fluid. Energy dissipation in such treat-
ments, which is often parametrized using a polytropic index, refers
to dissipation in the “plasma”, without distinguishing between pro-
tons and electrons. In particular, studies which infer plasma heating
rates using observations (Ciaravella et al. 2001; Rakowski, Lam-
ing, & Lepri 2007) implicitly refer to electron heating. While some
treatments invoke turbulent dissipation to account for proton heat-
ing (e.g., Liu et al. 2006), it is not clear if indirect electron heating
via Coulomb coupling between protons and electrons is adequate.
Joule (often called Ohmic) heating is a ready candidate for direct
electron heating; on account of their lower mass, electrons are the
current carriers, and will be the primary recepients of Joule heat-
ing. However, Joule heating due to Spitzer resistivity (which is only
due to Coulomb collisions), is well known to be quite inadequate
(Murphy, Raymond, & Korreck 2011). We therefore focus on an
anomalous (i.e., non-Spitzer) resistivity that can account for direct
electron heating via Joule dissipation.

MHD turbulence is typically characterized by small scale fluc-
tuations riding on a large-scale background magnetic field. Charged
particles (we concentrate here on electrons) which nominally gy-
rate around the background magnetic field (and are thus “tied” to
them) are stochastically scattered by the turbulent fluctuations in
the magnetic field. This can be thought of as electrons undergoing
collisions with magnetic scattering centers, thus undergoing dif-
fusion parallel to and perpendicular to the background magnetic
field. We use the results of Candia & Roulet (2004), who report ex-
tensive simulations of charged particle dynamics in the presence
of turbulence, and give analytical fitting formulae for the parti-
cle diffusion coefficients due to turbulent fluctuations. Their results
are consistent with earlier ones reported by Giacalone & Jokipii
(1999); Casse, Lemoine, & Pelletier (2001) and are also valid for
higher energy particles and stronger turbulence levels. Although
these particle diffusion coefficients are normally used for high en-
ergy cosmic rays, they are technically valid for charged particles
of any energy, and are quite applicable to the situation we con-
sider. We use our estimates of the turbulence amplitudes inside
near-Earth MCs (Section 3.1) in these fitting formulae for diffusion
coefficients and extract effective (anomalous) collision timescales.
These timescales can be used (instead of the usual Spitzer/Coulomb
collision timescales) to compute an anomalous resistivity.

Candia & Roulet (2004) give the following fitting formula for

MNRAS 000, 1–13 (2022)
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the spatial diffusion coefficient (cm2 s−1) parallel to the large-scale
background magnetic field:

D‖ = vthe Lmaxρ ×
N‖

(δB/B)2 ×

√(
ρ

ρ‖

)2(1−Γ)

+

(
ρ

ρ‖

)2

(4)

where vthe is the electron thermal velocity and Lmax is the largest
turbulent length scale of the system. We note that the corresponding
formula in Candia & Roulet (2004) uses the speed of light (c) in
place of the thermal velocity vthe , since their treatment addresses
relativistic particles. The quantity δB/B is the modulation index of
magnetic fluctuations we have discussed in Section 3.1, and gives a
measure of the strength of turbulent fluctuations. The quantity ρ is
the ratio of the electron gyroradius (rL) to Lmax and it characterizes
how tightly the particle is tied to the background magnetic field.
The electron gyroradius (rL) is given by (NRL Plasma Formulary
2013),

rL = 2.38 × TeV
1/2 × B−1 cm (5)

where TeV is the electron temperature in electronvolt (eV) and B is
the total magnetic field in Gauss. Common choices for the maxi-
mum lengthscale Lmax include the MC width (LMC) (Arunbabu et
al. 2013) and the outer scale of solar wind turbulence, which is
≈ 106 km (Subramanian et al. 2009). We use both these prescrip-
tions, starting with Lmax = LMC . The quantity LMC is calculated as
(Bhattacharjee et al. 2022)

Lmax = LMC ≡

∫ te

ts
|v(t)|dt . (6)

where v is the plasma velocity measured in the spacecraft refer-
ence frame, ts and te denote the start and end time of the MC (see
Figure 1 of Bhattacharjee et al. 2022). The quantities Γ, N‖ and
ρ‖ are fitting parameters which depend on the type of the turbulent
energy spectra we would like to consider (Kolmogorov, Kraich-
nan or Bykov-Toptygin). Since the energy spectrum for magnetic
fluctuations in MHD turbulence follows the Kraichnan scaling
E(k) ∝ k−3/2 (Biskamp 1993) and because several solar wind tur-
bulence observations show evidence for this (Vasquez et al. 2007;
Podesta, Roberts, & Goldstein 2007; Podesta & Borovsky 2010;
Borovsky 2012), we use Γ = 3/2, N‖ = 2 and ρ‖ = 0.22 as appro-
priate for Kraichnan turbulence (see Table 1 of Candia & Roulet
2004). We further note that there is evidence for velocity fluctu-
ations in the solar wind following the Kraichnan spectrum while
the magnetic field fluctuations follow the Kolmogorov’s 5/3 scal-
ing (Alexandrova et al. 2013; Roberts 2010; Salem et al. 2009).
Therefore, we also briefly outline how our results change if we use
parameters appropriate to Kolmogorov turbulence.

The anomalous electron diffusion timescale (in seconds) par-
allel to the magnetic field is given by

t‖ =
D‖
v2

the

, (7)

which can be used to determine the anomalous electron resistivity
η‖ defined as

η‖ =
me

t‖ ne e2 . (8)

The quantities me, e and ne are electron mass in g, electron charge in
esu and electron number density in cm−3 (assumed to be the same as
the proton number density np). The expression for the anomalous
resistivity (Eq 8) is in exact analogy with that for the collisional
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Figure 4. Histograms of RηMC (Equation 11) for all the MCs listed in Ta-
ble A1 with Lmax = LMC and parameters appropriate to the Kraichnan tur-
bulence spectrum. The vertical lines indicate the most probable value. With
tbox = 40 minutes the mean, median and most probable value of RηMC are
7068, 1258 and 387 respectively. The corresponding values for tbox = 60
minutes are 10157, 1780 and 490 respectively.

(Spitzer) resistivity ηcoll, which is due to Coulomb collisions in an
unmagnetized plasma:

ηcoll =
me

tcoll ne e2 , (9)

where the electron-electron Coulomb collisional timescale (in sec-
onds) is (NRL Plasma Formulary 2013),

tcoll =

[
2.91 × 10−6 ne lnΛ T−3/2

eV

]−1

. (10)

The quantity lnΛ is the Coulomb logarithm (taken to be 20
for this study) and we take Te = 10Tp (Bhattacharjee et al. 2022).
Since we usually focus only on the (Spitzer) resistivity parallel to
the background magnetic field (Bhattacharjee et al. 2022), we con-
centrate here only on η‖. We can compare the anomalous resistivity
with the collisional (Spitzer) resistivity using the following ratio

RηMC =
〈η‖〉MC

〈ηcoll〉MC
(11)

where, as before, 〈 〉MC denotes the temporal average inside the MC.
The ratio RηMC for all the MCs listed in Table A1 are shown in
Figure 4. The mean, median and most probable value are 7 × 103,
1.25× 103 and 387 respectively for tbox = 40 minutes. For tbox = 60
minutes, they are 104, 1.8× 103 and 490 respectively. Using Lmax =

106 km (Subramanian et al. 2009), we find that the mean, median
and most probable value of RηMC are 3.7×104, 7.2×103 and 2×103

(for tbox = 40 minutes) respectively and 5.3 × 104, 104 and 2770
(for tbox = 60 minutes) respectively.

We can similarly construct the ratio between the anomalous
and Spitzer resistivity in the ambient solar wind background

RηBG =
〈η‖〉BG

〈ηcoll〉BG
(12)

where 〈 〉BG denotes the temporal average in the background. The
mean, median and most probable value of RηBG for tbox = 40 min-
utes are 1175, 0.68 and 0.04 respectively. For tbox = 60 minutes,
the corresponding values are 1400, 0.88 and 0.06 respectively. With
Lmax = 106 km, the mean, median and most probable value of RηBG

are 5.7 × 103, 4.05 and 0.32 respectively for tbox = 40 minutes and
6900, 4.75 and 0.52 respectively for tbox = 60 minutes. The mean
values are biased by ≈ 22% of the background solar wind periods
associated with the 152 events listed in Table A1.
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To summarize, the anomalous resistivity arising out of turbu-
lent fluctuations can be two to four orders of magnitude higher than
the collisional (Spitzer) resistivity inside near-Earth MCs. On the
other hand, the anomalous resistivity is generally lower than the
collisional resistivity in the background solar wind. The sheath re-
gions in front of ICMEs are known to be substantially more turbu-
lent than the ICME interiors Kilpua et al. (2021). Our preliminary
calculations using sheath-appropriate values for δB/B suggest that
the anomalous resistivity can exceed the collisional one by as much
as 4 to 5 orders of magnitude in the near-Earth sheath regions. This
is an aspect that deserves further study. If we assume a Kolmogorov
spectrum for the magnetic fluctuations (which amounts to using
Γ = 5/3, N‖ = 1.7 and ρ‖ = 0.2) for the turbulent fluctuations, RηMC

and RηBG are lower by a factor of ≈ 10.

5 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Although solar wind turbulence is an extensively studied subject,
not much attention has been devoted to turbulent fluctuations inside
CMEs. We have surveyed the turbulence amplitudes of density and
magnetic field fluctuations inside a well selected sample of near-
Earth magnetic clouds using in-situ data from the Wind spacecraft.
We divide the one minute resolution data into temporal boxes of
duration tbox; we use tbox = 40 and 60 minutes. We compute the av-
erage density and magnetic field for each tbox and compare it with
the corresponding rms deviation to obtain the modulation indices
of the proton density (δnp/np) and total magnetic field (δB/B). We
also compute the fluctuations of the acoustic Mach number in MCs.
The magnetic field fluctuations scatter electrons, mimicking colli-
sions. We estimate the anomalous resistivity arising out of such
collisions. Our main results are as follows:

• The most probable value of the average density modulation in-
dex inside near-Earth MCs (〈δnp/np〉MC) ranges from 0.13 to 0.16
depending on the tbox used, and is slightly larger than the density
modulation index in the solar wind background (〈δnp/np〉BG ≈ 0.08
to 0.09 (depending on the tbox used). On the other hand, the most
probable value of the average magnetic field modulation index in-
side near-Earth MCs (〈δB/B〉MC) ranges from 0.04 to 0.05. The
average magnetic field modulation index in the background so-
lar wind (〈δB/B〉BG) is somewhat larger (≈ 0.06). We note that
〈δB/B〉MC is smaller than 〈δnp/np〉MC , suggesting that the mag-
netic fluctuations in MCs are probably associated with magne-
tosonic modes. We also find that the most probable value for fluc-
tuations in the Mach number (δM) inside near-Earth MCs is ≈ 0.1.
The corresponding value inside the leading boundary layer of the
ICME is around one order of magnitude smaller. In other words,
although ICMEs propagate supersonically through the background
solar wind, the turbulent fluctuations inside them are quite sub-
sonic.
• The turbulent magnetic field fluctuations act as effective scat-

tering centers for electrons. We calculate an anomalous resistiv-
ity arising from this process and find that it can be ≈ 500 − 1000
times as large as the Spitzer resistivity inside near-Earth MCs. This
will result in some enhanced Joule heating inside MCs. It is not
clear if this level of enhanced Joule heating will substantially im-
pact the overall energetics associated with CME propagation. CME
sheaths, on the other hand, are characterized by much stronger tur-
bulence, and a detailed study of such anomalous resistivity and at-
tendant Joule heating in sheaths might yield interesting results that
impact our understanding of CME energetics. Additional processes

not considered here, such as reconnection (and thermal conduction
from the reconnection sites) can also contribute to electron heating.
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Table A1. The list of the 152 Wind ICME events we use in this study. The arrival date and time of the ICME at the position of Wind measurement and the arrival and departure dates & times of the associated
magnetic clouds (MCs) are taken from Wind ICME catalogue (https://wind.nasa.gov/ICMEindex.php).Fr events indicate MCs with a single magnetic field rotation between 90◦ and 180◦ and F+ events
indicate MCs with a single magnetic field rotation greater than 180◦ (Nieves-Chinchilla et al. 2018). The 14 events marked with and asterisk (*) coincide with the near earth counterparts of 14 CMEs listed in
Sachdeva et al. (2017).

CME CME Arrival date MC start MC end Flux rope
event and time[UT] date and date and type

number (1AU) time [UT] time [UT]

1 1995 03 04 , 00:36 1995 03 04 , 11:23 1995 03 05 , 03:06 Fr
2 1995 04 03 , 06:43 1995 04 03 , 12:45 1995 04 04 , 13:25 F+

3 1995 06 30 , 09:21 1995 06 30 , 14:23 1995 07 02 , 16:47 Fr
4 1995 08 22 , 12:56 1995 08 22 , 22:19 1995 08 23 , 18:43 Fr
5 1995 09 26 , 15:57 1995 09 27 , 03:36 1995 09 27 , 21:21 Fr
6 1995 10 18 , 10:40 1995 10 18 , 19:11 1995 10 20 , 02:23 Fr
7 1996 02 15 , 15:07 1996 02 15 , 15:07 1996 02 16 , 08:59 F+

8 1996 04 04 , 11:59 1996 04 04 , 11:59 1996 04 04 , 21:36 Fr
9 1996 05 16 , 22:47 1996 05 17 , 01:36 1996 05 17 , 11:58 F+

10 1996 05 27 , 14:45 1996 05 27 , 14:45 1996 05 29 , 02:22 Fr
11 1996 07 01 , 13:05 1996 07 01 , 17:16 1996 07 02 , 10:17 Fr
12 1996 08 07 , 08:23 1996 08 07 , 11:59 1996 08 08 , 13:12 Fr
13 1996 12 24 , 01:26 1996 12 24 , 03:07 1996 12 25 , 11:44 F+

14 1997 01 10 , 00:52 1997 01 10 , 04:47 1997 01 11 , 03:36 F+

15 1997 04 10 , 17:02 1997 04 11 , 05:45 1997 04 11 , 19:10 Fr
16 1997 04 21 , 10:11 1997 04 21 , 11:59 1997 04 23 , 07:11 F+

17 1997 05 15 , 01:15 1997 05 15 , 10:00 1997 05 16 , 02:37 F+

18 1997 05 26 , 09:09 1997 05 26 , 15:35 1997 05 28 , 00:00 Fr
19 1997 06 08 , 15:43 1997 06 09 , 06:18 1997 06 09 , 23:01 Fr
20 1997 06 19 , 00:00 1997 06 19 , 05:31 1997 06 20 , 22:29 Fr
21 1997 07 15 , 03:10 1997 07 15 , 06:48 1997 07 16 , 11:16 F+

22 1997 08 03 , 10:10 1997 08 03 , 13:55 1997 08 04 , 02:23 Fr
23 1997 08 17 , 01:56 1997 08 17 , 06:33 1997 08 17 , 20:09 Fr
24 1997 09 02 , 22:40 1997 09 03 , 08:38 1997 09 03 , 20:59 Fr
25 1997 09 18 , 00:30 1997 09 18 , 04:07 1997 09 19 , 23:59 F+

26 1997 10 01 , 11:45 1997 10 01 , 17:08 1997 10 02 , 23:15 Fr
27 1997 10 10 , 03:08 1997 10 10 , 15:33 1997 10 11 , 22:00 F+

28 1997 11 06 , 22:25 1997 11 07 , 06:00 1997 11 08 , 22:46 F+

29 1997 11 22 , 09:12 1997 11 22 , 17:31 1997 11 23 , 18:43 F+

30 1997 12 30 , 01:13 1997 12 30 , 09:35 1997 12 31 , 08:51 Fr
31 1998 01 06 , 13:29 1998 01 07 , 02:23 1998 01 08 , 07:54 F+

32 1998 01 28 , 16:04 1998 01 29 , 13:12 1998 01 31 , 00:00 F+

33 1998 03 25 , 10:48 1998 03 25 , 14:23 1998 03 26 , 08:57 Fr
34 1998 03 31 , 07:11 1998 03 31 , 11:59 1998 04 01 , 16:18 Fr
35 1998 05 01 , 21:21 1998 05 02 , 11:31 1998 05 03 , 16:47 Fr
36 1998 06 02 , 10:28 1998 06 02 , 10:28 1998 06 02 , 19:16 Fr
37 1998 06 24 , 10:47 1998 06 24 , 13:26 1998 06 25 , 22:33 F+

38 1998 07 10 , 22:36 1998 07 10 , 22:36 1998 07 12 , 21:34 F+

39 1998 08 19 , 18:40 1998 08 20 , 08:38 1998 08 21 , 20:09 F+

40 1998 10 18 , 19:30 1998 10 19 , 04:19 1998 10 20 , 07:11 F+
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Table A2. continued

CME CME Arrival date MC start MC end Flux rope
event and time[UT] date and date and type

number (1AU) time [UT] time [UT]

41 1999 02 11 , 17:41 1999 02 11 , 17:41 1999 02 12 , 03:35 Fr
42 1999 07 02 , 00:27 1999 07 03 , 08:09 1999 07 05 , 13:13 Fr
43 1999 09 21 , 18:57 1999 09 21 , 18:57 1999 09 22 , 11:31 Fr
44 2000 02 11 , 23:34 2000 02 12 , 12:20 2000 02 13 , 00:35 Fr
45 2000 02 20 , 21:03 2000 02 21 , 14:24 2000 02 22 , 13:16 Fr
46 2000 03 01 , 01:58 2000 03 01 , 03:21 2000 03 02 , 03:07 Fr
47 2000 07 01 , 07:12 2000 07 01 , 07:12 2000 07 02 , 03:34 Fr
48 2000 07 11 , 22:35 2000 07 11 , 22:35 2000 07 13 , 04:33 Fr
49 2000 07 28 , 06:38 2000 07 28 , 14:24 2000 07 29 , 10:06 F+

50 2000 09 02 , 23:16 2000 09 02 , 23:16 2000 09 03 , 22:32 Fr
51 2000 10 03 , 01:02 2000 10 03 , 09:36 2000 10 05 , 03:34 F+

52 2000 10 12 , 22:33 2000 10 13 , 18:24 2000 10 14 , 19:12 Fr
53 2000 11 06 , 09:30 2000 11 06 , 23:05 2000 11 07 , 18:05 Fr
54 2000 11 26 , 11:43 2000 11 27 , 09:30 2000 11 28 , 09:36 Fr
55 2001 04 21 , 15:29 2001 04 22 , 00:28 2001 04 23 , 01:11 Fr
56 2001 10 21 , 16:39 2001 10 22 , 01:17 2001 10 23 , 00:47 Fr
57 2001 11 24 , 05:51 2001 11 24 , 15:47 2001 11 25 , 13:17 Fr
58 2001 12 29 , 05:16 2001 12 30 , 03:24 2001 12 30 , 19:10 Fr
59 2002 02 28 , 05:06 2002 02 28 , 19:11 2002 03 01 , 23:15 Fr
60 2002 03 18 , 13:14 2002 03 19 , 06:14 2002 03 20 , 15:36 Fr
61 2002 03 23 , 11:24 2002 03 24 , 13:11 2002 03 25 , 21:36 Fr
62 2002 04 17 , 11:01 2002 04 17 , 21:36 2002 04 19 , 08:22 F+

63 2002 07 17 , 15:56 2002 07 18 , 13:26 2002 07 19 , 09:35 Fr
64 2002 08 18 , 18:40 2002 08 19 , 19:12 2002 08 21 , 13:25 Fr
65 2002 08 26 , 11:16 2002 08 26 , 14:23 2002 08 27 , 10:47 Fr
66 2002 09 30 , 07:54 2002 09 30 , 22:04 2002 10 01 , 20:08 F+

67 2002 12 21 , 03:21 2002 12 21 , 10:20 2002 12 22 , 15:36 Fr
68 2003 01 26 , 21:43 2003 01 27 , 01:40 2003 01 27 , 16:04 Fr
69 2003 02 01 , 13:06 2003 02 02 , 19:11 2003 02 03 , 09:35 Fr
70 2003 03 20 , 04:30 2003 03 20 , 11:54 2003 03 20 , 22:22 Fr
71 2003 06 16 , 22:33 2003 06 17 , 17:48 2003 06 18 , 08:18 Fr
72 2003 08 04 , 20:23 2003 08 05 , 01:10 2003 08 06 , 02:23 Fr
73 2003 11 20 , 08:35 2003 11 20 , 11:31 2003 11 21 , 01:40 Fr
74 2004 04 03 , 09:55 2004 04 04 , 01:11 2004 04 05 , 19:11 F+

75 2004 09 17 , 20:52 2004 09 18 , 12:28 2004 09 19 , 16:58 Fr
76 2005 05 15 , 02:10 2005 05 15 , 05:31 2005 05 16 , 22:47 F+

77 2005 05 20 , 04:47 2005 05 20 , 09:35 2005 05 22 , 02:23 F+

78 2005 07 17 , 14:52 2005 07 17 , 14:52 2005 07 18 , 05:59 Fr
79 2005 10 31 , 02:23 2005 10 31 , 02:23 2005 10 31 , 18:42 Fr
80 2006 02 05 , 18:14 2006 02 05 , 20:23 2006 02 06 , 11:59 F+

81 2006 09 30 , 02:52 2006 09 30 , 08:23 2006 09 30 , 22:03 F+

82 2006 11 18 , 07:11 2006 11 18 , 07:11 2006 11 20 , 04:47 Fr
83 2007 05 21 , 22:40 2007 05 21 , 22:45 2007 05 22 , 13:25 Fr
84 2007 06 08 , 05:45 2007 06 08 , 05:45 2007 06 09 , 05:15 Fr
85 2007 11 19 , 17:22 2007 11 20 , 00:33 2007 11 20 , 11:31 Fr

M
N

R
A

S
000,1–13

(2022)



10
B

hattacharjee
etal.

Table A3. continued

CME CME Arrival date MC start MC end Flux rope
event and time[UT] date and date and type

number (1AU) time [UT] time [UT]

86 2008 05 23 , 01:12 2008 05 23 , 01:12 2008 05 23 , 10:46 F+

87 2008 09 03 , 16:33 2008 09 03 , 16:33 2008 09 04 , 03:49 F+

88 2008 09 17 , 00:43 2008 09 17 , 03:57 2008 09 18 , 08:09 Fr
89 2008 12 04 , 11:59 2008 12 04 , 16:47 2008 12 05 , 10:47 Fr
90 2008 12 17 , 03:35 2008 12 17 , 03:35 2008 12 17 , 15:35 Fr
91 2009 02 03 , 19:21 2009 02 04 , 01:12 2009 02 04 , 19:40 F+

92 2009 03 11 , 22:04 2009 03 12 , 01:12 2009 03 13 , 01:40 F+

93 2009 04 22 , 11:16 2009 04 22 , 14:09 2009 04 22 , 20:37 Fr
94 2009 06 03 , 13:40 2009 06 03 , 20:52 2009 06 05 , 05:31 Fr
95 2009 06 27 , 11:02 2009 06 27 , 17:59 2009 06 28 , 20:24 F+

96 2009 07 21 , 02:53 2009 07 21 , 04:48 2009 07 22 , 03:36 Fr
97 2009 09 10 , 10:19 2009 09 10 , 10:19 2009 09 10 , 19:26 Fr
98 2009 09 30 , 00:44 2009 09 30 , 06:59 2009 09 30 , 19:11 Fr
99 2009 10 29 , 01:26 2009 10 29 , 01:26 2009 10 29 , 23:45 F+

100 2009 11 14 , 10:47 2009 11 14 , 10:47 2009 11 15 , 11:45 Fr
101 2009 12 12 , 04:47 2009 12 12 , 19:26 2009 12 14 , 04:47 Fr
102 2010 01 01 , 22:04 2010 01 02 , 00:14 2010 01 03 , 09:06 Fr
103 2010 02 07 , 18:04 2010 02 07 , 19:11 2010 02 09 , 05:42 Fr
104* 2010 03 23 , 22:29 2010 03 23 , 22:33 2010 03 24 , 15:36 Fr
105* 2010 04 05 , 07:55 2010 04 05 , 11:59 2010 04 06 , 16:48 Fr
106* 2010 04 11 , 12:20 2010 04 11 , 21:36 2010 04 12 , 14:12 Fr
107 2010 05 28 , 01:55 2010 05 28 , 19:12 2010 05 29 , 17:58 Fr
108* 2010 06 21 , 03:35 2010 06 21 , 06:28 2010 06 22 , 12:43 Fr
109* 2010 09 15 , 02:24 2010 09 15 , 02:24 2010 09 16 , 11:58 Fr
110* 2010 10 31 , 02:09 2010 10 31 , 05:16 2010 11 01 , 20:38 Fr
111 2010 12 19 , 20:35 2010 12 19 , 22:33 2010 12 20 , 22:04 F+

112 2011 01 24 , 06:43 2011 01 24 , 10:33 2011 01 25 , 22:04 F+

113* 2011 03 29 , 15:12 2011 03 29 , 23:59 2011 04 01 , 14:52 Fr
114 2011 05 28 , 00:14 2011 05 28 , 05:31 2011 05 28 , 22:47 F+

115 2011 06 04 , 20:06 2011 06 05 , 01:12 2011 06 05 , 18:13 Fr
116 2011 07 03 , 19:12 2011 07 03 , 19:12 2011 07 04 , 19:12 Fr
117* 2011 09 17 , 02:57 2011 09 17 , 15:35 2011 09 18 , 21:07 Fr
118 2012 02 14 , 07:11 2012 02 14 , 20:52 2012 02 16 , 04:47 Fr
119 2012 04 05 , 14:23 2012 04 05 , 19:41 2012 04 06 , 21:36 Fr
120 2012 05 03 , 00:59 2012 05 04 , 03:36 2012 05 05 , 11:22 Fr
121 2012 05 16 , 12:28 2012 05 16 , 16:04 2012 05 18 , 02:11 Fr
122 2012 06 11 , 02:52 2012 06 11 , 11:31 2012 06 12 , 05:16 Fr
123* 2012 06 16 , 09:03 2012 06 16 , 22:01 2012 06 17 , 11:23 F+

124* 2012 07 14 , 17:39 2012 07 15 , 06:14 2012 07 17 , 03:22 Fr
125 2012 08 12 , 12:37 2012 08 12 , 19:12 2012 08 13 , 05:01 Fr
126 2012 08 18 , 03:25 2012 08 18 , 19:12 2012 08 19 , 08:22 Fr
127* 2012 10 08 , 04:12 2012 10 08 , 15:50 2012 10 09 , 17:17 Fr
128 2012 10 12 , 08:09 2012 10 12 , 18:29 2012 10 13 , 09:14 Fr
129* 2012 10 31 , 14:28 2012 10 31 , 23:35 2012 11 02 , 05:21 F+

130* 2013 03 17 , 05:21 2013 03 17 , 14:09 2013 03 19 , 16:04 Fr
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Table A4. continued

CME CME Arrival date MC start MC end Flux rope
event and time[UT] date and date and type

number (1AU) time [UT] time [UT]

131* 2013 04 13 , 22:13 2013 04 14 , 17:02 2013 04 17 , 05:30 F+

132 2013 04 30 , 08:52 2013 04 30 , 12:00 2013 05 01 , 07:12 Fr
133 2013 05 14 , 02:23 2013 05 14 , 06:00 2013 05 15 , 06:28 Fr
134 2013 06 06 , 02:09 2013 06 06 , 14:23 2013 06 08 , 00:00 F+

135 2013 06 27 , 13:51 2013 06 28 , 02:23 2013 06 29 , 11:59 Fr
136 2013 09 01 , 06:14 2013 09 01 , 13:55 2013 09 02 , 01:56 Fr
137 2013 10 30 , 18:14 2013 10 30 , 18:14 2013 10 31 , 05:30 Fr
138 2013 11 08 , 21:07 2013 11 08 , 23:59 2013 11 09 , 06:14 Fr
139 2013 11 23 , 00:14 2013 11 23 , 04:47 2013 11 23 , 15:35 Fr
140 2013 12 14 , 16:47 2013 12 15 , 16:47 2013 12 16 , 05:30 Fr
141 2013 12 24 , 20:36 2013 12 25 , 04:47 2013 12 25 , 17:59 F+

142 2014 04 05 , 09:58 2014 04 05 , 22:18 2014 04 07 , 14:24 Fr
143 2014 04 11 , 06:57 2014 04 11 , 06:57 2014 04 12 , 20:52 F+

144 2014 04 20 , 10:20 2014 04 21 , 07:41 2014 04 22 , 06:12 Fr
145 2014 04 29 , 19:11 2014 04 29 , 19:11 2014 04 30 , 16:33 Fr
146 2014 06 29 , 16:47 2014 06 29 , 20:53 2014 06 30 , 11:15 Fr
147 2014 08 19 , 05:49 2014 08 19 , 17:59 2014 08 21 , 19:09 F+

148 2014 08 26 , 02:40 2014 08 27 , 03:07 2014 08 27 , 21:49 Fr
149 2015 01 07 , 05:38 2015 01 07 , 06:28 2015 01 07 , 21:07 F+

150 2015 09 07 , 13:05 2015 09 07 , 23:31 2015 09 09 , 14:52 F+

151 2015 10 06 , 21:35 2015 10 06 , 21:35 2015 10 07 , 10:03 Fr
152 2015 12 19 , 15:35 2015 12 20 , 13:40 2015 12 21 , 23:02 Fr
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Table A5. This table displays the statistical outputs (mean, median and most probable value) related to the proton density, total magnetic field, acoustic Mach number fluctuations and the resistivity ratio inside the
MC and in the background. 〈δM〉 f B and 〈δM〉tB represent the acoustic Mach number fluctuations in the MC front and trailing boundary layers respectively.

Parameter tbox (minute) Mean Median Most Probable Value

〈δnp/np〉MC 40 0.24 0.20 0.13
〈δnp/np〉MC 60 0.28 0.23 0.16

〈δnp/np〉BG 40 0.11 0.10 0.08
〈δnp/np〉BG 60 0.12 0.11 0.09

〈δB/B〉MC 40 0.044 0.042 0.038
〈δB/B〉MC 60 0.056 0.052 0.050

〈δB/B〉BG 40 0.067 0.060 0.059
〈δB/B〉BG 60 0.074 0.068 0.063

[using γ = 5/3]
〈δM〉MC 40 0.15 0.12 0.09
〈δM〉MC 60 0.17 0.14 0.10

〈δM〉BG 40 0.84 0.46 0.12
〈δM〉BG 60 0.95 0.52 0.14

〈δM〉 f B 10 0.14 0.07 0.05
〈δM〉tB 10 0.16 0.05 0.04

[using γ = 1.2]
〈δM〉MC 40 0.17 0.14 0.11
〈δM〉MC 60 0.21 0.16 0.12

〈δM〉BG 40 0.98 0.54 0.14
〈δM〉BG 60 1.09 0.60 0.15

〈δM〉 f B 10 0.17 0.08 0.05
〈δM〉tB 10 0.18 0.06 0.04

[using Lmax = LMC]
RηMC 40 7068.20 1258.70 387.10
RηMC 60 10157.41 1780 490.52

RηBG 40 1175 0.68 0.04
RηBG 60 1398.40 0.88 0.06

[using Lmax = 106km]
RηMC 40 37344.12 7218.51 2025.50
RηMC 60 53545.63 10809.51 2770.22

RηBG 40 5777.11 4.05 0.32
RηBG 60 6898.70 4.75 0.52
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