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Abstract

Single spacecraft missions do not measure the pristine solar wind continuously be-

cause of the spacecrafts’ orbital trajectory. The infrequent cadence of measurement fun-

damentally limits conclusions about solar wind-magnetosphere coupling throughout the

solar system. At Mars, such single spacecraft missions result in limitations for assess-

ing the solar wind’s role in causing lower altitude observations such as aurora dynam-

ics or atmospheric loss. In this work, we detail the development of a virtual solar wind

monitor from the Mars Atmosphere and Volatile Evolution (MAVEN) mission; a single

spacecraft. This virtual solar wind monitor is a continuous estimate of the solar wind

upstream from Mars within uncertainties on MAVEN data. We specifically employ Gaus-

sian process regression to estimate the upstream solar wind and error estimations that

scale with the data sparsity of our real observations. This proxy enables continuous so-

lar wind estimation at Mars with representative uncertainties for the majority of the time

since since late 2014. We conclude with usage guidelines of this virtual solar wind mon-

itor to enable subsequent statistical studies of the Mars space environment by the com-

munity.

Plain Language Summary

When a spacecraft orbits a planet, it travels through multiple spatial regions and

it can be a long time between subsequent measurements of a region. This makes it dif-

ficult to understand how one region affects another as two regions are never measured

at the same time. This is the scenario that the orbiting Mars Atmosphere and Volatile

Evolution (MAVEN) spacecraft is in at Mars when measuring the solar wind. It is com-

monly accepted that the solar wind conditions, including magnetic field, velocity, and

density, affects a planet’s space environment. However, because of MAVEN’s orbit, there

is a large amount of uncertainty when estimating how the solar wind affect physical pro-

cesses like atmospheric loss and auroral formation. In this work we create a continuous

estimation, or virtual monitor, of the solar wind from MAVEN measurements. We do

this by applying a machine learning method to estimate solar wind parameters and a pre-

dicted confidence, or error, in these estimates. These errors increase as MAVEN obtains

less sampling and our confidence in the solar wind prediction decreases. We conclude this

work by sharing the suggested usage of this method in future studies of Mars.
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1 Introduction

The solar wind, a flow of plasma from the Sun, is a primary source of mass, energy,

and momentum in planetary space environments, including that of Mars. At Mars the

solar wind density, pressure, temperature, and magnetic field direction all influence the

state of Mars solar wind interaction (see discussion within Halekas, Ruhunusiri, et al.,

2017; Halekas, Brain, et al., 2017). This has broad reaching implications for various phys-

ical studies and human operations on Mars. The solar wind impacts auroral emission

(Schneider et al., 2015; Chaffin et al., 2022; Haider et al., 2022; Atri et al., 2022; Girazian

et al., 2022), alters global scale magnetic field morphologies through draping and recon-

nection (Brain et al., 2006; Chai et al., 2019; Dubinin et al., 2019; DiBraccio et al., 2022;

Azari et al., 2023; Bowers et al., 2023), changes surface radiation (Guo et al., 2017), im-

pacts space weather monitoring (Lee et al., 2018, 2023; Green et al., 2022), and affects

our predictions and understanding of atmospheric loss (Brain et al., 2016; C. Dong et

al., 2018; Egan et al., 2019). Mars’ solar wind interaction is further complicated by the

presence of intrinsic crustal fields (Acuña et al., 1999) which are spatially inhomogeneous

(e.g. Langlais et al., 2019) and plays a combined role with the solar wind in driving phys-

ical phenomena at Mars. Unlike Earth (King & Papitashvili, 2005), Mars has no con-

tinuous upstream solar wind monitor; thus measurements made in the near-Mars region

lack context for any external driving (Lee et al., 2023).

The Mars Atmosphere and Volatile Evolution (MAVEN) spacecraft’s orbital ob-

servations of the Mars space environment (Jakosky et al., 2015) and solar wind instru-

mentation suite (Halekas et al., 2015; Connerney et al., 2015; Mitchell et al., 2016) cur-

rently offers one of the most extensive historical and real-time measurements of the so-

lar wind at Mars. Because of MAVEN’s orbit, however, estimations of the solar wind plasma

moments and magnetic field are recorded at a non regular cadence. While the shortest

time between subsequent solar wind measurements averages 1.25 minutes, it is common

given the orbit of MAVEN to observe multi-hour gaps multiple times a day. Current proxy

estimations of the solar wind are based on physical models (Dewey et al., 2016; Keebler

et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2023) or by estimating the relationship between the MAVEN

measurements in the magnetosheath and the pristine solar wind through presumed de-

pendency approximated by data science methods including artificial neural networks (Ruhunusiri

et al., 2018) or correlation analysis (Hurley et al., 2018; Y. Dong et al., 2019). These meth-

ods result in proxies without real-time estimates of prediction uncertainties and are based
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on prior assumptions of the interplay between the magnetosheath and the upstream so-

lar wind which may not be correct as shown in Azari et al. (2023). These two limitations

preclude the use of current proxies for large scale statistical studies with robust uncer-

tainty quantification aimed at the discovery of new time-dependent physics at Mars.

The leading class of methods for accurate prediction of multi-dimensional data from

previously obtained observations are machine learning methods. However, this flexible

class of methods has not been used extensively in planetary science as compared to other

scientific fields (Azari et al., 2021). This is largely due to non-trivial challenges in ap-

plying, or in some cases, developing, these methods for physical knowledge gain. Par-

ticularly within Earth and planetary science, use of these methods for scientific discov-

ery requires uncertainty quantification on sparse spatio-temporal data (e.g. see discus-

sions within Azari et al., 2020a; Karpatne et al., 2019; Haynes et al., 2023; Poduval et

al., 2023). For example, a primary goal of MAVEN aims to study atmospheric loss at

Mars (Jakosky et al., 2015) in which it’s useful to estimate the upstream solar wind at

the same time as estimating altitude dependent processes. But, by the nature of MAVEN’s

orbit, solar wind proxies for observations at low altitudes - a critical source of planetary

neutrals - have larger, and currently unaccounted, uncertainties than when using a proxy

at mid or upper altitudes. Including uncertainties that reflect the sparse sampling of the

solar wind, a common challenge in machine learning applications, is critical when devel-

oping future proxies of the solar wind.

In this work we address these challenges by creating a virtual solar wind monitor

for Mars. This virtual monitor, or estimation of the solar wind’s density, velocity, tem-

perature, and magnetic field is based on data from the Solar Wind Ion Analyzer (SWIA)

(Halekas et al., 2015) and Magnetometer (MAG) (Connerney et al., 2015) instruments

on MAVEN. We employ Gaussian process regression, a machine learning method, to en-

able estimation of uncertainties that scale with the time since real measurement (see Ras-

mussen & Williams, 2006). Our solar wind estimate results in larger errors at lower al-

titudes and enables robust uncertainty quantification for subsequent community use in

inference and forecasting.

Our motivation in developing this virtual solar wind estimation is to enable sta-

tistical studies of the Mars space environment that need continuous solar wind informa-

tion and estimations of uncertainty within solar wind approximation. For example, Gaus-
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sian processes were used to estimate the solar wind in Azari et al. (2023), enabling dis-

ambiguation of the crustal field from solar wind effects on the draped magnetic field mor-

phology. The developed virtual solar wind monitor can be used to advance understand-

ing of the influence of the solar wind throughout the Mars space environment, from the

drivers of atmospheric loss to characterization of space weather at Mars. It naturally in-

corporates the limitation of sparse sampling inherent to orbiting spacecraft measurements

by scaling uncertainties with the lapsed time since last observation. Within the follow-

ing manuscript, we detail the development of this virtual solar wind monitor for Mars

along with its accuracy, and discuss how best to interpret and use the monitor and as-

sociated errors for future scientific analyses.

2 Methodology

Within this section we detail the development of the Gaussian process based es-

timate of the upstream solar wind at Mars including: details on the original dataset used

for training and testing (2.1) and details on the machine learning model itself (2.2) and

its implementation.

2.1 Original Data Source for Training and Assessment

MAVEN through the MAG and SWIA instruments measures the upstream solar

wind density, velocity, temperature and magnetic field (Connerney et al., 2015; Halekas

et al., 2015; Halekas, Brain, et al., 2017). The MAG suite is comprised of two fluxgate

magnetometers that rapidly (32 Hz) measure the magnetic field as MAVEN orbits Mars

(Connerney et al., 2015). SWIA is a toroidal electrostatic analyzer and measures ions

between 5 and 25,000 eV (Halekas et al., 2015). These two instrument datasets have been

combined to produce upstream solar wind data sets at high cadence (300 measurements

per orbit) of the pristine solar wind (Halekas, Ruhunusiri, et al., 2017) upstream of Mars’

bow shock. The parameters we utilize in this study from the combined driver data set

include: the interplanetary magnetic field, IMF (Bx, By, Bz, |B|, [nT]), solar wind ve-

locity (vx, vy, vz, |v|, [km/s]), the proton temperature (Tp, [eV]) and the proton density

(np, [per cc]). Each parameter is treated separately in our algorithm and it is worth not-

ing this is true for the magnitude quantities and components as well. The implications

of this design choice are discussed further in Sections 3 and 4. All vector quantities are

measured in the Mars-Solar Orbital frame in which X̂ points from Mars to the Sun, Ẑ
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points to Mars’ ecliptic north, and Ŷ completes the right-handed Cartesian set. We take

this combined upstream driver data set of nine parameters as measured from the arrival

of MAVEN to the Mars system (late 2014) up to the middle of 2023 for training, test-

ing, and final prediction of the developed virtual solar wind monitor. Data are normal-

ized before usage for training, testing, and final prediction by removing the mean and

subsequently scaled to the standard deviation range of the data for all outputs (y). In-

puts (X) (or time) are scaled linearly between 0 and 100. These normalizations are re-

versed when providing final predictions.

2.1.1 Development of a Test Set on Sparse Spatiotemporal Data

An ideal test set, or dataset used to assess the performance of a predictive model,

should be representative of the overall performance of the model. This is challenging in

the case of many sparse (rarely or unevenly sampled) spatiotemporal applications (e.g.

Karpatne et al., 2019; Azari et al., 2021) because it is unknown if the available training

dataset has a different distribution than the dataset that will be predicted to fill in the

gaps. In this case, the primary factor influencing the accuracy of the proxy is the time

lapsed since the most recent solar wind measurement. This proxy will most often be used

in places where the original dataset does not have data at all, which are inherently the

most error prone regions of the proxy. If we use a test set randomly sampled from where

MAVEN samples the solar wind, the performance will be largely overinflated when tested

on other MAVEN samples as compared to its actual usage.

To develop a representative test set we resample the original data to create sim-

ilar gaps, or time to real (spacecraft measured) solar wind measurement, to what a con-

tinuous ( ∼ hourly) estimate would contain. We then randomly select 0.5% of this dis-

tribution as a test set, with each point representing one test point in the window that

the model is run over. More specifically, we implement 365 separate model runs that we

use to assess 365 points that are distributed in the same sparse sampling as the final pre-

diction. In Figure 1, we demonstrate the original distribution of the solar wind data (left),

the distribution that would result (middle) from sampling a continuous dataset every hour,

and (right) our new test set distribution that we use to assess the algorithm. Because

the algorithm performs best (discussed in following sections) at timestamps close to re-

cent datapoints, we want the distribution in the right panel to match as close as possi-
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ble to that within the middle panel to accurately represent the final proxy’s usage. We

use this test set to assess the predicted performance discussed in the following section.
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Figure 1. Development of test set that estimates the final proxy distribution. The left panel

represents the measured solar wind from MAVEN MAG and SWIA instruments as distribution of

time to closest measurement (Connerney et al., 2015; Halekas et al., 2015; Halekas, Ruhunusiri,

et al., 2017). The middle panel represents the distribution that would result from using a con-

tinuous proxy at an hour cadence. The right panel represents our new test set that is derived to

match the distribution in the middle panel. Grey bars represent data that is sampled from the

original (left) distribution and orange represents samples that are obtained by creating data gaps

to the same frequency as the middle panel. The combined (grey and orange) represent the final

test set.

2.2 Solar Wind Estimation Model

One goal in developing this monitor was to provide a physically uninformed, one

not based on assumptions of the downstream draping interaction, estimation of the so-

lar wind. While including physics knowledge often improves machine learning accuracy

in planetary space physics (e.g. Swiger et al., 2020; Azari et al., 2020b) and more gen-

erally the inclusion of domain knowledge tends to improve model accuracy on natural

science data (Rudin, 2019; Karpatne et al., 2019), the purpose of this monitor is to be

subsequently used in other statistical studies to understand the Mars space environment

and therefore we want to reduce any hypothesis bias that might be introduced by con-

forming to an ideal physical model. As a result, we specifically design this estimation
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of the solar wind to be purely data-driven, in order not to introduce correlations with

other physical variables future studies might wish to investigate. Our second goal was

to provide robust estimations of uncertainty that reflects the sparse sampling that is in-

herent in spacecraft observations (Azari et al., 2020a). By nature of the MAVEN orbit,

there is no ground truth, or measurement, on what the solar wind should be when it is

not directly measured (see discussion on contemporaneous measurement challenges in

Hurley et al., 2018). Creation of the test set as described above is one solution that can

be used to approximate our understanding of the performance of the model in general,

but this does not capture a direct estimate of the uncertainty for each individual mea-

surement. Until a real upstream solar wind monitor is available, we suggest that the best

proxy for statistical studies is an estimate based on the nearest data available of a di-

rect solar wind measurement with realistic uncertainties. Because of these two goals, we

chose a machine learning model that specifically enables uncertainty quantification that

is proportional to the data sampling and is designed around the covariance between data

points.

2.2.1 Model Description: Gaussian Process Regression

Gaussian process regression is a common method used for interpolating sparse geo-

physical datasets (see usage suggestions in Tazi et al., 2023). In geostatistics Gaussian

process models share historical legacy with kriging methods but subsequent mathemat-

ical generalization has redefined these methods as Gaussian process regression (see Ras-

mussen & Williams, 2006; Mackay, 1988, for an introduction to Gaussian processes). This

method is non-parametric, meaning that this model is not limited to a particular linear

combinations. This model differs from other machine learning methods by modeling trends

between multidimensional inputs and outputs as a distribution over many possible func-

tions. This framework of distributions over functions is what allows Gaussian processes

to incorporate model uncertainty into posterior estimation.

In the following model description we provide a high level overview of Gaussian pro-

cesses before intersection back to our specific implementation. Much of the following is

based on more extensive derivations and discussions of implementations of Gaussian pro-

cesses including within: Rasmussen and Williams (2006), Duvenaud (2014) and Tazi et

al. (2023). We follow the traditional mathematical formulation for a Gaussian process

where we state that our model can be described as a deterministic function (f) in ad-
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dition to a noise term (ϵ) that is normally distributed with a variance of σ2 for some in-

puts, x (Equation 1). We further describe f(x) as a Gaussian process in Equation 2.

y = f(x) + ϵ, ϵ ∼ N (0, σ2) (1)

f(x) ∼ GP(m(x), k(x, x′)) (2)

In this formulation, GP denotes the Gaussian process model which describes the

distribution of f(x), m(x) is the mean function which represents the mean of the pro-

cess at x. Often, as in true in our implementation, we take m(x) to be zero. k(x, x′) is

the covariance function between data points, also known as the kernel. There are many

well-studied kernel formulations, and a kernel should be picked to reflect how the response

values at different inputs are expected to correlate (Duvenaud, 2014). In other words,

implementing Gaussian processes requires the prior definition of how the user assumes

data to be related to itself, or data covariance. We have chosen a rational quadratic co-

variance function, because this kernel represents data distributions that vary on multi-

ple length scales. This choice reflects the underlying physics of the solar wind that has

multiple characteristic length scales and periodicities, varying on both short and long

time scales (e.g. Liu et al., 2021). There are limitations to this assumption’s validity, as

it is well known that certain observed solar wind properties have a periodic time period

roughly relating to various solar (e.g. synodic Carrington rotation) periods (e.g. Lee et

al., 2017) which can affect the Mars space environment (e.g. Liu et al., 2021). These are

not accounted for in our model, and future efforts would be greatly improved by inte-

grating this data-driven work and various physical solar wind propagation models (Dewey

et al., 2016; Barnard & Owens, 2022; Keebler et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2023).

The kernel we use is defined mathematically below in equation 3 from Rasmussen

and Williams (2006).

k(x, x′) = σ2

(
1 +

∥x− x′∥2

2αl2

)−α

(3)
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In this equation, the separation between x and x′ is the Euclidean distance between

the feature vectors of two datapoints, σ2 is the variance of the Gaussian process which

scales the amplitude of the covariance between points, α is the scale mixture which in-

fluences the model flexibility, and l is the length scale of the functional variation. We eval-

uated other kernels (and possible combinations of kernels) and found this kernel to be

the most representative of our data (e.g. capturing underlying patterns) and with the

best (e.g. non-spurious) behavior in locations with limited sampling.

2.2.2 Model Implementation

Gaussian processes are generally considered to be computationally expensive as com-

pared to other machine learning methods given that they scale O(N3) where N is the

number of points (van der Wilk et al., 2020). There are several approaches to allow for

a reasonable convergence time including the use of graphics processing unit (GPU) com-

puting (Matthews et al., 2017; van der Wilk et al., 2020; Gardner et al., 2018) to accel-

erate parallel processing, the use of approximation methods for large datasets (Rasmussen

& Williams, 2006), or even more generally breaking a larger dataset into representative

subparts of m size such that O
(

N3

m2

)
(Quiñonero Candela & Rasmussen, 2005). There

is a trade off between long computation time and accuracy, in which the most accurate

models require larger data subsets m but take longer to converge. In general running a

Gaussian process of over 10,000 points is considered a large scale computing effort but

one of even just 1,000 points is still a sizeable computing demand (see package documen-

tation within Gardner et al., 2018).

We address the computational challenge by subsetting our data into chunks of 1,000

points and then implement the subsequent calculations onto GPFlow, a GPU enabled

Gaussian process software package (van der Wilk et al., 2020; Matthews et al., 2017).

We train and evaluate our model on the cloud based JupyterHub (Jupyter Meets the Earth)

(Pérez et al., 2019). For each subset we use the L-BFGS-B optimization algorithm to

estimate our kernel parameters as implemented via GPFlow’s use of the the SciPy im-

plementation (Virtanen et al., 2020; Morales & Nocedal, 2011; Zhu et al., 1997; Byrd et

al., 1995). The L-BFGS family of optimization approaches is particularly memory-efficient

because it approximates necessary inverse matrices without storing them, making it a

useful choice for Gaussian processes. Each subsets’ σ2 is initialized to a value of 3 and

l is set to an initial value of the first 10th percentile of the non-zero distances between
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each data point in the data subset and bounded between the 0th percentile and the 50th

percentile. σ2 and l are initialized to these values as they are relatively close to the ag-

gregated final optimization but more importantly represent our initial assumptions on

the length scales and inherent variance and lead to good (i.e. limiting the overfit) per-

formance on the test set. Small explorations on these bounds were assessed to limit the

effects poor model estimations, for example solution collapse (where the model predicts

the mean value of the subset of the data) or ringing (see Duvenaud, 2014). The bounds

on l can be effectively interpreted to bounding the final length scale between no less than

the shortest distance between datapoints present in the dataset and the 50th percentile.

In cases where we qualitatively observe poor model behavior, the solar wind pa-

rameter will usually be highly variable but sparsely sampled, such that the estimated

length scales diminish to non realistic values and the predicted mean solution trends to-

ward the prior value. We have limited the effects of these edge cases, where the solution

converges to very low length scales, by limiting the bounds of l and by taking subsets

described above. By taking subsets we ensure that if a solution does collapse, then the

predicted value at the worst case will output the uninformative mean of that subset.

This means that the worst predictions will trend toward the mean of the true data

subset. This is generally good behavior but a non ideal scenario for parameters in which

their mean value is less representative of their mode (or most common) value (e.g. Bx

and By which are bimodal). It is for this reason that |B| and |v| are included as vari-

ables to provide a comparison point for users to assess the total magnitude and assess

if the constituent values are underestimated.

3 Results

3.1 Virtual Solar Wind Monitor Example from a Single Orbit

Figure 2 shows an example of the monitor results over a randomly selected orbit

in 2019 (orbit number 8337). This is a common orientation of MAVEN as the spacecraft

spends several hours inside the bow shock before traversing outside, to the solar wind.

This figure demonstrates how when MAVEN no longer measures the solar wind after 01-

06-2019T23:16:40 UTC, predicted errors (colored envelopes around the mean prediction)

increase to reflect this transition. Meanwhile where MAVEN has measurements of the

solar wind (black dots) the predicted errors are negligible given that the true value is known.
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This figure also shows how, in the case that subsequent orbits measure similar values,

the predicted mean value doesn’t vary greatly (e.g. Vy) and if these values vary more

within this period (e.g. Vx) then the predicted uncertainties will be larger.

3.2 Evaluation Against a Spatially Representative Test Set

In Figure 3 we compare the predicted mean values from our model to the true data

values on our representative test set. This figure shows this comparison on the normal-

ized values (in order to assess when the model is trending toward the mean of the dataset,

zero in these plots). The coefficient of determination (R2) is included in the top left cor-

ner calculated on the un-normalized values (the final model output). A good R2 (close

to 1) generally indicates that our model captures the underlying variability of the data

(see Liemohn et al., 2021, for discussion of model data comparison metrics). Overall, each

solar wind parameter is well captured with an R2 for all solar wind parameters of ∼ 0.5

or higher. These R2’s includes data up to 28 days from a true measurement. Within these

plots the main source of model-data disagreement is when a predicted data point is very

far from a true measurement, or in other words there is a large gap in true measurements.

For example, test points that are sufficiently far from a real measurement more frequently

result in 0 (in normalized space, or the mean of the subset when un-normalized) on these

figures. Effectively this can be interpreted as the distance from a true measurement is

sufficiently large enough that the solution trends to the preset of our model fit, the mean

of the subset, and predicted errors rise accordingly. This tends to lower the overall per-

formance and can be seen in this figure as the points scattered around the zero line in

normalized space.

In Figure 4 we show this relationship between performance via R2 as a function

of the maximum closest time to a recent measurement. Overall the solar wind param-

eters are well captured, especially when estimated within 2 days of a true measurement,

in which at least 95% of the underlying variability is captured by our model fit (R2 ¿ 0.95).

However when the maximum closest time to a measurement is 28 days, the R2 reduces

to ∼ 0.5. From this figure it becomes evident that the largest source of errors in our model

is due to the time lapsed since a recent measurement. In general, these R2 values indi-

cate that our model has generally captured the underlying variability of the data, it does

not tell us if our predicted errors capture the expected values of the data In the follow-
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Figure 4. The coefficient of determination estimated as a function of the time to a real mea-

surement of the solar wind. Points on the left of this plot are taken within 2 days of a solar wind

value whereas points on the right of the plot are within 28 days of a real measurement.

ing section we discuss our assessment of the predicted standard deviation values on the

test set.

3.3 Uncertainty Quantification Included as a Feature of the Proxy

Ideally our predicted standard deviations should capture the uncertainty between

the model and the true data. In Figure 5 we plot the residuals of the model between the

predicted value (ymodel) and the observation, or true value (ydata), scaled to the predicted

standard deviation (σmodel). In the ideal case the mean of these residuals (µR) should

be near zero and the standard deviation σR near one. Overall this is true of the mean

of the residuals, with all features having very low bias toward over (µR > 0) or under

(µR < 0) prediction.
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However, σR is feature dependent with and generally trending larger than 1. For

example you can interpret Bx, with a σR of 1.3, to generally have uncertainty predic-

tions on this are about 0.3 times too small to capture. It is worth noting that several

features have σR above 2, in which the predicted uncertainties are underestimated sig-

nificantly. This is worth noting and while partially due to a mismatch between the model

formulation and the dataset (see 2) this is more due to the fact that these inaccuracies

increase with the time lapse from a recent measurement. Figure 5 represents the bulk

aggregate over all the test set, including predictions close to a recent measurement (within

hours) and predictions in which a relatively long time has passed (up to 28 days).

When using this proxy, it is worth knowing at what point the mean prediction (es-

timated via R2) and the predicted uncertainties (estimated via σR) no longer capture

the true solar wind. In Table 1 we detail this by evaluating the assessment metrics for

the entire test dataset divided into three ranges: all data within 2 days (66% of the time),

data within 10 days of a solar wind measurement (80% of the time), and within 28 days

(95% of the time). From this table it becomes clear that even up to 10 days from a true

measurement our model fit provides both an accurate estimate of the true value of the

solar wind and for most parameters, an accurate estimate of the uncertainties. And cer-

tain parameters (notably Bx, By, Bz, Vy, Vz) have reasonable predicted uncertainties,

up to 28 days from a true measurement, effectively through the entire dataset. This greatly

expands the possible range of studies achievable for understanding the solar wind at Mars

by extending estimates of the upstream solar wind accurately.

4 Conclusion

Estimating the solar wind to understand planetary-solar wind interactions from sin-

gle spacecraft data has been a fundamental problem for the Mars community. Even with

multi-spacecraft missions to Mars and other planets in the future (Lillis et al., 2022; Sanchez-

Cano et al., 2022; Benkhoff et al., 2021), long duration concurrent measurements of the

upstream solar wind are extremely unlikely. In the absence of a real observational as-

set, we have implemented a machine learning method, Gaussian process regression, on

MAVEN data to estimate the probable distributions of the solar wind, magnetic field

(IMF), velocity, temperature, and density with both model and measurement uncertain-

ties. With this method we are able to gain highly accurate results of the solar wind within

2 days of a true MAVEN measurement (0.95 to 0.99 R2, 66% of the dataset), reasonable
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Table 1. Estimated Model Performance for Maximum Times to a True Measurementa

Parameter R2 Mean of Residuals (µR) Stan. Deviation of Residuals (σR)

± 2 days ± 2 days ± 2 days

± 10 days ± 10 days ± 10 days

± 28 days ± 28 days ± 28 days

Bx [nT ] 0.97 0.0 1.0

0.74 0.0 1.1

0.54 0.0 1.3

By [nT ] 0.98 0.1 1.0

0.82 0.1 1.2

0.56 0.1 1.4

Bz [nT ] 0.97 0.0 0.8

0.70 0.0 1.0

0.55 -0.1 1.1

|B| [nT ] 0.98 0.0 1.0

0.79 -0.1 1.3

0.58 -0.2 1.7

vx [km/s] 0.99 0.1 1.0

0.75 -0.1 2.2

0.58 0.2 3.4

vy [km/s] 0.95 -0.1 1.0

0.62 0.0 1.1

0.48 0.0 1.3

vz [km/s] 0.97 0.1 0.9

0.69 0.1 1.0

0.52 0.1 1.2

|v|[km/s] 0.99 -0.1 1.0

0.75 0.0 2.2

0.58 -0.2 3.4

Tp [eV ] 0.98 -0.1 0.9

0.81 0.0 1.7

0.62 -0.3 2.8

np [cc−1] 0.99 0.0 0.8

0.78 -0.3 2.4

0.50 -0.3 2.6

aEstimated on test set composed of 0.5% of resampled solar wind data from late 2014 to mid 2023.
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estimations within 10 days (0.62 to 0.82 R2, 80% of the dataset), and informed estimates

within 28 days (0.48 to 0.62 R2, 95% of the dataset). Use of this proxy enables long-duration

statistical studies that require robust uncertainty quantification (e.g. Azari et al., 2023).

However, due to the nature of the model employed, this proxy will be unable to capture

any short or dynamic transitions of the solar wind, including transient events (e.g. coro-

nal mass ejections). Thus, we recommend this model (and its associated predictions) is

only used in concert with the predicted uncertainty estimations.

Subsequent improvements in this model are possible through integrating this prod-

uct with other missions’ solar wind observations including Mars Express (MEX) and Tianwen-

1 (Ramstad et al., 2017; Zou et al., 2021). Both missions have similar issues with dis-

continuous solar wind estimates and will require mission to mission intercalibration be-

fore integration. Despite its limitations, the model described within enables highly ac-

curate and continuous estimations of the solar wind for the majority of the ongoing life-

time of the MAVEN spacecraft. We expect this model, and subsequent versions of this

technique, to be valuable for future statistical studies of the Mars space environment,

the heliosphere, and in estimating other planetary bodies’ solar wind interactions.

5 Open Research

The virtual solar wind monitor for Mars, a representative dataset, and a user guide

may be found at github.com/abbyazari/vSWIM. The MAVEN magnetic field data used

in this study are available on the Planetary Data System at: https://pds-ppi.igpp.ucla.edu/mission/MAVEN

(NASA PDS, 2023). The upstream driver file that combines SWIA and MAG data used

to develop the virtual monitor can be found online at: https://homepage.physics.uiowa.edu/∼jhalekas/drivers.html.

MAVEN data are also available at the MAVEN Science Data Center which can be ac-

cessed online at https://lasp.colorado.edu/maven/sdc/public/. Results generated in this

paper benefited from use of the Plotly, scipy, scikit-learn, GPFlow, and NASA SPICE

software (Plotly Technologies Inc., 2015; Virtanen et al., 2020; Pedregosa et al., 2011;

van der Wilk et al., 2020; Gardner et al., 2018; Acton et al., 2018; Acton, 1996). Data

management and workflows for this project benefited from the SQLite (sqlite.org) and

the 2i2c projects (2i2c.org).
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