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ABSTRACT

High-speed solar wind streams (HSSs) interact with the preceding ambient solar wind to form

Stream Interaction Regions (SIRs), which are a primary source of recurrent geomagnetic storms. How-

ever, HSSs may also encounter and subsequently interact with Interplanetary Coronal Mass Ejections

(ICMEs). In particular, the impact of the interaction between slower ICMEs and faster HSSs, rep-

resents an unexplored area that requires further in-depth investigation. This specific interaction can

give rise to unexpected geomagnetic storm signatures, diverging from the conventional expectations

of individual SIR events sharing similar HSS properties. Our study presents a comprehensive analysis

of solar wind data spanning from 1996 to 2020, capturing 23 instances where such encounters led to

geomagnetic storms (SymH < −30 nT). We determined that interaction events between preceding

slower ICMEs and faster HSSs possess the potential to induce substantial storm activity, statistically

nearly doubling the geoeffective impact in comparison to SIR storm events. The increase in the am-

plitude of the SymH index appears to result from heightened dynamic pressure, often coupled with

the concurrent amplification of the CMEs rearward |B| and/or Bz components.

1. INTRODUCTION

High-speed solar wind streams (HSSs) were first ob-

served by Snyder et al. (1963), unveiling a link between

recurring geomagnetic activity and the velocity of the

solar wind recorded by Mariner 2. These HSSs were

subsequently associated with dark regions on the Sun

known as solar coronal holes (Newkirk 1967; Wilcox

1968). HSSs interact with the preceding slow solar

wind to form Stream– and subsequently, Corotating

Interaction Regions (SIRs/CIRs) which gives rise to the

creation of shocks, compression and rarefaction regions

as well as forward and reverse waves (Belcher & Davis

1971). These are widely recognized as the origin of

recurrent geomagnetic activity at approximately 27-day

intervals, affecting various conditions in the Earth’s at-

mosphere, ionosphere, and magnetosphere (e.g., Alves

et al. 2006; Grandin et al. 2015, 2017; Kilpua et al.

2017; Richardson 2018). From in-situ measurements

at 1au, Schwenn (1990) defined HSSs as solar wind

with speeds of approximately vp ≈ 400 to 800 km/s,

low densities (np ≈ 3 cm−3), and high temperatures

(Tp ≈ 2.5× 105 K).

In contrast to the continuous and quasi-periodic out-

flow of the solar wind, Coronal Mass Ejections (CMEs)

and their in-situ measured counterpart, Interplanetary

Coronal Mass Ejections (ICMEs) have the capacity to

abruptly disrupt the solar and interplanetary structure

and are typically the primary drivers of intense geomag-

netic disturbances (e.g., Farrugia et al. 1997; Schwenn

2006; Richardson & Cane 2010; Temmer 2021). These

effects may be enhanced due to an interaction with

other magnetic structures propagating in the helio-

sphere, primarily due to the compression of the existing

Bz magnetic field component (e.g., Farrugia et al. 2006;

Dumbović et al. 2015; Lugaz et al. 2017). The exami-

nation of interaction events involving CMEs (e.g., see

Kilpua et al. 2019; Scolini et al. 2020) and their resulting

geoeffectiveness has been recognized as one of the ob-

jectives outlined by the heliospheric clusters within the

International Space Weather Action Teams (ISWAT),

which serves as a roadmap for future research (Temmer

et al. 2023).

The interaction between CMEs and the solar wind,

particularly HSSs, can lead to significant alterations

in CME properties during their journey through the

heliosphere. These changes encompass potential defor-

mations, kinks, rotations, and erosions of the embedded

flux rope, along with deflections and the amplification

of turbulence within the sheath region (e.g., Manch-
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ester et al. 2004; Isavnin et al. 2013; Lavraud et al.

2014; Lugaz et al. 2015; Kilpua et al. 2017; Zhuang

et al. 2019; Heinemann et al. 2019). This could result

in alterations to the anticipated geoeffectiveness of the

transient. However, in instances where the interaction

takes place in closer proximity to the Sun, the typical

cause of geoeffectiveness is usually attributed to the

ICME itself.

In this study, we explore the geomagnetic impact of

a specific type of ICME-HSS events in comparison to

typical slow-fast wind interaction events (SIRs). It en-

tails a statistical analysis of the potential amplification

of geomagnetic effects resulting from HSSs encounter-

ing slow preceding ICMEs that act as magnetic obsta-

cles. We find that this particular category of solar wind

interaction can substantially intensify the geomagnetic

storm caused by the HSS in contrast to a typical SIR.

In Section 2, we present the data followed by the anal-

ysis results in Section 3. We discuss and summarize the

findings in Section 4.

2. DATASET

In this study we use solar wind plasma and mag-

netic field in-situ measurements provided by the OMNI

database (Papitashvili & King 2020a,b). This entails

intercalibrated data from different spacecraft (primarily

from the Advanced Composition Explorer (ACE; Stone

et al. 1998) and Wind (Acuña et al. 1995)) that is prop-

agated to the Earth’s bow-shock nose.

Through manual classification of plasma and mag-

netic field data spanning from 1996 to 2020, we identify

a specific category of geoeffective HSS-ICME interaction

events, where a slower preceding ICME is pushed by a

subsequent faster HSS. It is classified based on the crite-

rion that the average speed of the ICME is slower than

the peak velocity of the HSS based on in-situ measure-

ments near 1au. We argue that in these geomagnetic

storm events, the main driver of the heightened geoef-

fectiveness is the HSS, with the source likely stemming

from a combined effect of both the HSS and the ICME

due to their interaction. We define a geomagnetic storm

as a time period during which the magnetic perturba-

tion associated with the ring current (measured by the

SymH index Wanliss & Showalter 2006) falls below

−30 nT (following Loewe & Prölss 1997). In practice,

we focus on events where the minimum SymH coin-

cides temporally with the HSS-CME interaction region.

Our definition of the interaction is twofold. An inter-

action between a HSS and a preceding slower ICME is

identified if there is no undisturbed ambient solar wind

between those transients. The interaction region en-

compasses both the compressed and/or disturbed rear

part of the ICME and the compressed boundary layer

between the ICME and the undisturbed HSS. We omit-

ted all events where the geoeffectiveness can be clearly

linked to the impact of solely the ICME or the fast wind.

Applying these criteria, we identified 23 such events over

the 24-year period, spanning more than two solar cycles.

To examine the in-situ properties of the interacting

structures, we classified the boundaries of the mag-

netic ejecta using the criteria following Klein & Burlaga

(1982), Lepping et al. (1990) and Richardson & Cane

(2010). The boundaries for the compressed boundary

layer (BL) and the start of the undisturbed HSS (re-

ferred to as HSS) were determined according to the cri-

teria outlined by Belcher & Davis (1971). We define the

boundary layer as a potential mix of (i) solar wind com-

pressed by the trailing HSS, (ii) some wind that pre-

viously formed part of the HSS that has slowed down

due to the interaction, and, in cases where the trail-

ing ICME boundary is poorly defined, (iii) some ICME

material. It does not include compressed regions that

clearly fall inside the ICME rear. We intentionally re-

frain from defining the ICME’s sheath region and the

end of the HSS interval in this study since our primary

focus is solely on the interaction itself. In this study,

we further refer to the in-situ measured magnetic ejecta

containing a flux rope-like structure as the ICME. In Ap-

pendix C, Tables 1 and 2 respectively list the calculated

parameters and present the associated event properties.

These include the derived values for the timing of the

boundaries as defined above, minimum SymH values

associated with the interaction, average CME velocity,

peak velocity of the HSS, maximum Interplanetary Mag-

netic Field (IMF) magnitudes and minimum Bz values
in different sections, variation of the magnetic field mag-

nitude in the boundary layer, and peak plasma density

and pressure. Additionally, we determined the configu-

ration of the magnetic flux rope and helicity by analyz-

ing the respective magnetic field hodograms according

to the criteria given by Zhao & Hoeksema (1996), Both-

mer & Rust (1997), Bothmer & Schwenn (1998) and

Mulligan et al. (1998).

3. RESULTS

In Fig. 1, we present an event from February 2011,

which serves as an illustrative example of the observed

structure resulting from the interaction of various solar

wind domains. We observe a ICME structure propa-

gating at a speed of ∼ 400 km s−1 slightly higher than

that of the slow solar wind. This is followed by the
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Figure 1. Example of a HSS interacting with a slower ICME
leading to an intensified geomagnetic response in February
2011. Panel (a) displays the solar wind velocity (in blue)
and number density (in orange), while panel (b) presents
the total magnetic field strength and its components in GSM
coordinates. Panel (c) exhibits proton temperature (in red)
and plasma beta (in green), followed by (d) the dynamic
solar wind pressure and (f) the geomagnetic activity index,
SymH (in red). The dashed and dotted lines in panel (f)
correspond to the predicted DSTs according to Appendix

A. The vertical sections mark the boundaries of the
magnetic structure, boundary layer, and HSS.

significantly faster HSS plasma. Notably, the magnetic

field exhibits a distinct rotation, suggestive of a flux
rope structure. For our events, we predominantly find

a North-South configuration of the Bz component, as

exemplified in this case and highlighted in Fig. 4 in Ap-

pendix C. Towards the rear of the magnetic structure,

there is an abrupt change in both the total magnetic

field strength (|B|) and its Bz component aligning with a

general density enhancement. We believe the magnetic

field and density increase is linked to the interaction

between the slower ICME and the faster HSS. It looks

like the faster HSS is compressing the rear of the slower

ICME, causing the magnetic field enhancement which

we consistently observe across our events. Following the

magnetic structure, we encounter a zone with fluctu-

ating magnetic fields, higher proton temperatures, and

increased velocities. The values of density, tempera-

ture, and magnetic field in this region all exceed those

of the subsequent HSS segment, which we identify as

the undisturbed HSS. The geomagnetic response tem-

porally coincides with the compressed rear section of

the magnetic structure and/or this boundary layer. To

assess the cause of the geomagnetic disturbance and

subsequently estimate its strength using an analytical

model, we utilize the DST (Disturbance Storm-Time In-

dex, in principle a low resolution version of the SymH

index) prediction method initially proposed by Burton

et al. (1975). Here we use the applications derived by

Fenrich & Luhmann (1998) (further called DST ∗1) and

O’Brien & McPherron (2000a) (DST ∗2). Notes on how

the DST is estimated are shown in Section A. For our 23

events we find the calculated DST to be matching the

observed SymH index very well (with average Pearson

correlation coefficients of 0.87 and 0.81 for DST ∗1 and

DST ∗2 respectively).

We correlate the derived parameters (listed in Tab. 2

in Appendix C) using the Spearman correlation coeffi-

cient. A correlation matrix of all properties is shown

in Fig. 5 in Appendix C. Note that we have excluded

one event from the correlation analysis as an outlier due

to the strong SymH (−218 nT) and −Bz (−55 nT)

values. This extreme case skews the correlation too

strongly. From our analysis we find that SymH is not

significantly correlated with any properties of the CME,

HSS or the boundary layer. We find a weak and not

significant correlation with the maximum values of the

ICMEs magnetic field (|B| and |Bz|), which corresponds

to the compressed rear part of the ICME. We find that

the properties of the boundary layer are primarily cor-

related with the speed difference between the CME

and HSS, ∆vHSS−CME . A larger difference leads to a

stronger compression, resulting in higher magnetic field,

magnetic field fluctuation, density and pressure within

the boundary layer. However, it seems that this is not

directly correlated to the SymH index.

The profiles of all other identified events are similar

to the one presented in Fig. 1, although some differ-

ences are present. The majority of the events feature

a flux rope that is oriented in the ecliptic (78%) with

North–South rotation in Bz (61%), and only a few flux

ropes seem to be oriented out of the ecliptic (17%). For

one event the flux rope orientation could not be de-

termined. Events associated with a North-West-South

(NWS) configuration flux ropes statistically appear to

have the strongest geomagnetic impact, although the

limited number of occurrences prevents making a con-

clusive statement. In addition, we find that the helicity

of the flux rope (right-handed vs. left-handed) does
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Figure 2. Superposed epoch analysis of solar wind velocity
(vp; top panel) and the geomagnetic activity index (SymH,
bottom panel) centered on the time when the HSS veloc-
ity reaches its maximum. The colored lines and shaded
areas (velocity in blue, geomagnetic index in red) denoted
with Grandin et al. represent the median and the 95th per-
centiles of the 478 SIRs with SymHmin < −30 nT detailed
in Grandin et al. (2019). Overlaid in green and purple are
the results from our 23 events.

not affect the geoeffectivness of this specific category of

interaction events (11 right-handed and 12 left-handed

flux ropes were found). We visualize this in Fig. 4 in

Appendix C. We further observe clear indications that

74% of events exhibit a FR structure that is compressed

at the rear. This is evidenced by an enhanced magnetic

field, averaging a 25% increase, in the rear part of the

FR. Specifically, the mean of |B| in the last 30% of the

FR exceeds the mean |B| of the first 70% of the FR.

This emphasizes the importance of the presence of a

magnetic structure in enhancing geomagnetic activity

in these interaction events.

In Fig. 2, we performed a superposed epoch analysis

using the 478 of the 642 SIRs documented in Grandin

et al. (2019). The selected SIRs all led to a geomagnetic

storm (SymH < −30 nT), employing the same criteria

as for our events. Therefore, we can analyze the distri-

bution within the same parameter regime. We perform

the same analysis for our events. We observe that the

distribution of velocities in our events is average com-

pared to the set of 478 SIR events. The median peak

velocity (Fig. 2, top panel) for our events (572 km s−1)

is 35 km s−1 lower than for the set by Grandin et al.

(607 km s−1). It is revealed that the peak in geoeffec-

tiveness (minimum in SymH; Fig. 2, bottom panel) for

SIRs is observed to occur in temporal alignment with

the peak in HSS velocity. In this study, for this specific

set of ICME-HSS interaction events, the peak in geo-

effectiveness takes place, on average, 7.5 hours earlier.

This can be explained if the geoeffectiveness is linked

to the interaction region between the two transients.

The minimum in the SymH index of the median curve

in the superposed epoch analysis indicates a value of

−47 nT (−42 nT if the strong outlier event is excluded),

in contrast to the −26 nT (with a lower 95th percentile

of −64nT) of the SIR events from Grandin et al.. This

implies that the median ICME-HSS interaction event,

as defined in this study, generates a geomagnetic effect

equivalent to the 85th percentile of geomagnetic storms

caused by SIRs. We acknowledge that the locations of

the minimum DST of the SIR events may not always

align with the location of maximum velocity. Conse-

quently, when employing superposed epoch analysis,

the 95% confidence interval distribution covers a wide

range. Thus leading to the fact that the minimum DST

of the median curve (−26 nT) exceeds the selection

threshold of −30 nT. This analysis underscores the sub-

stantial increase in geoeffectiveness resulting from the

compound interaction between ICMEs and HSSs, sta-

tistically surpassing that of SIR events.

To demonstrate that the in-situ measured solar wind

plasma and magnetic field profiles correspond to a HSS-

CME interaction event, we employ a 1D magnetohy-

drodynamic (MHD) model that emulates an encounter

between an HSS and a flux-rope-like magnetic obsta-

cle (described in Appendix B). The model describes the

interaction between a low-density, high-velocity plasma

(HSS) and a magnetic obstacle containing a smooth ro-

tation of the magnetic field (flux-rope) between 200 so-

lar radii (R⊙) and 230 R⊙. The simulation (Fig. 3)

is performed in the frame of reference of the magnetic

obstacle that is assumed to be co-propagating with the

background solar wind at a uniform velocity. The HSS

is introduced in the simulation via a time-dependent

boundary condition at the 200 R⊙ boundary. The ini-

tial solar wind plasma is depicted by the dashed lines in

Fig. 3. The smooth transition from the quiet solar wind

to the HSS is observed by the dashed sigmoidal vx pro-

file (Fig. 3a) which transitions from vx = 0 (quiet solar

wind) to vx = 200 km s−1 (HSS). A similar transition is

applied for the number density from n = 10 cm−3 (quiet

solar wind) to n = 3 cm−3 (HSS). The quiet solar wind

and magnetic obstacle are at rest (vx = 0), with the

magnetic obstacle characterized by a smooth rotation

in Bz, and an enhanced By. The magnetic obstacle has

a lower density than the quiet wind to maintain an equi-

librium with the surrounding solar wind (Equations B18

and B19). The choice of modeling the solar wind in the
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frame of reference of the magnetic obstacle allows us to

extend the simulation results to any constant solar wind

flow speeds. Thus, by assuming a constant solar wind

flow speed of v0 = 450 km s−1 in the x-direction we can

estimate the dynamic pressure in Fig. 3d. Finally, by

further scaling the background magnetic fields to match

solar wind observations (Appendix B.3), we plot the ge-

omagnetic activity index Dst in Fig. 3e. The DST ∗1

and DST ∗2 models for calculating the Dst index differ

in the relative contributions of the convective electric

field and dynamic pressure to the enhancement of the

ring current. The calculation of Dst in the simulation

is detailed in B.3. The interaction of the HSS with the

magnetic obstacle at 19.4 hr simulation time (shown via

solid lines in Fig. 3) compresses the rear of the obstacle

as well as the front of the HSS resulting in a density

increase and an enhanced of the magnetic field, specif-

ically the Bz component. This results in a substantial

increase in the estimated dynamic pressure leading to an

enhancement in the Dst that can be linked to the inter-

action region. The similarity in the DST ∗1 and DST ∗2

models in Fig. 3e validates the Dst calculation method-

ology employed for the simulation. We observe that the

model results qualitatively replicate the observed solar

wind profiles, as exemplified in Fig. 1. Due to the higher

speed of the HSS, it compresses the rear part of the mag-

netic obstacle, leading to an enhancement in the mag-

netic field, possibly in the Bz component, as well as an

increase in density. Additionally, it causes the solar wind

to accumulate between the magnetic structure and the

undisturbed high-speed wind, thereby creating a com-

pression region referred to as the boundary layer in this

study.

4. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In our study, we highlighted a specific type of in-

teraction between HSSs and slower ICMEs acting as

magnetic barriers. This unique encounter can trigger

enhanced geomagnetic storm signatures, a result not

typically expected from similar SIR events. Analyz-

ing solar wind data spanning from 1996 to 2020, we

identified 23 events where 1) signatures of interaction

between preceding slower ICMEs and successive faster

HSSs were present, and 2) the enhanced geoeffectiveness

could be attributed to the interaction between these two

transients.

We observed that these interaction events consistently

exhibit similar in-situ profiles across various parameters.

This involves a preceding slow-moving magnetic struc-

ture traveling at or just slightly above the ambient solar

wind speed, consisting of an “undisturbed” front seg-
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Figure 3. MHD simulation of a HSS interacting with a
magnetic obstacle in cartesian coordinates co-moving with
the magnetic obstacle. The dashed lines indicate the initial
condition of the simulation while solid lines present the so-
lar wind plasma at ≈ 19.4 hr simulation time. Panel (a)
shows the solar wind vx velocity component (in blue), the
Alfvén velocity va = B/

√
µ0ρ (in red), and the number den-

sity n (in green). The magnetic fields are presented in panel
(b). Panel (c) presents the plasma temperature T (in red),
and the plasma beta β (in purple). Finally, in panel (d) we
show the simulated geomagnetic activity index DST (in red)
according to B.3. The shaded regions mark the solar wind
structures corresponding to the magnetic obstacle, HSS, and
the compressed boundary layer at ≈ 19.4 hr simulation time.

ment and a compressed rear section. We define the

“undisturbed” front segment as having experienced no

interaction with the subsequent HSS. The compressed

rear portion displays a marked increase in both magnetic

field and density. Subsequently, a period of compressed

boundary layer follows, characterized by fluctuating

magnetic fields and significantly higher densities com-

pared to the subsequent undisturbed fast-moving solar

wind. The minimum observed in the SymH index aligns

with the segments of interaction, specifically the com-

pressed regions of the ICME and the boundary layer.

Sarkar et al. (2023), who analyzed such an interaction

event using STEREO and MESSENGER data, discov-

ered a very similar profile in the in-situ measured data

of STEREO. However, MESSENGER data did not show
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any interaction, suggesting that this event occurred fur-

ther out in the heliosphere. Their conclusion was that,

in addition to the enhanced dynamic pressure due to the

compression, the CME was prevented from expanding

in a self-similar manner, resulting in an overall increase

in the flux rope magnetic field.

We find that the geoeffectiveness of these interaction

events can be explained through the interaction between

a HSS and a magnetic obstacle as shown in a 1D MHD

model. The model results closely match the observed

solar wind profiles generating sections comparable to

the actual observations, demonstrating an enhancement

in both magnetic field and density within the interac-

tion regions. The calculated Dst indices imply that the

increase in dynamic pressure due to the compression

of magnetic field and plasma during the interaction of

these two interplanetary phenomena may lead to an

enhanced geomagnetic response. The compression of

the magnetic obstacle by the HSS is a consequence of

the HSS steepening into a shock and compressing the

plasma ahead of it.

The HSSs examined in this study demonstrate fairly

typical characteristics when compared to the statistical

analysis conducted by Grandin et al. (2019). Nonethe-

less, their geomagnetic response, as indicated by the

SymH index, was exceptional, positioning the median

geoeffectiveness at the 85th percentile when compared

to all SIRs that produced geomagnetic storms. The

timing of the geomagnetic response, contrary to statis-

tical expectations (Grandin et al. 2019), does not align

with the peak of the bulk velocity, but is instead, on

average, 7.5 hours earlier. It roughly correlates with the

arrival of the boundary layer formed between the com-

pressed rear of the ICME and the leading edge of the

undisturbed HSS. ICMEs can typically exhibit strong

geoeffectiveness; however, slow ICMEs with a relatively

feeble magnetic field, particularly those with a weak

Bz component, tend to have notably reduced geoef-

fectiveness. Despite not observing a significant direct

correlation, we believe that the presence of a magnetic

structure, whose magnetic field –specifically the Bz and

|B| components – is enhanced due to compression by the

HSS, plays a substantial role in the increase of geomag-

netic activity. This emphasizes the significance of flux

rope-like structures in magnifying geomagnetic effects.

Overall, our results suggest that the geoeffectiveness

of this specific ICME-HSS interactions is statistically

stronger than HSS-slow wind interactions. In events

where the SymH minimum occurs near (within or just

after) the ICME rear, we can infer that the HSS en-

hanced the geoeffectiveness of the ICME. Conversely,

when the minimum occurs at the time farther away

from the ICME rear end, we can infer that the ICME

enhanced the geoeffectiveness of the HSS.

Studies such as Verbanac et al. (2013) have iden-

tified an inverse relationship between the DST index

and ICME speed (Pearson’s correlation coefficient:

ccPearson = −0.57) as well as CME peak magnetic field

(Pearson’s correlation coefficient: ccPearson = −0.85).

Similar findings were corroborated by Shen et al. (2017)

(ccPearson = −0.77) in their examination of the cor-

relation between DST and magnetic field strength.

In our study, where the magnetic field of the mag-

netic ejecta is consistently below 20 nT, we find only

a very weak, not significant correlation of |B| to the

SymH index (ccSpearman = −0.35) and no correla-

tion between the SymH index and the peak velocity

of the HSS (ccSpearman = 0.14) or average ICME ve-

locity (ccSpearman = 0.24). While we do not observe

a correlation between the properties of the boundary

layer and the SymH index, it does exhibit a correlation

with the speed difference between the ICME and HSS

(Please refer to Fig. 5 in Appendix C for a comprehen-

sive overview of all correlations). These results are not

entirely unexpected as the solar wind – magnetosphere

coupling is a complex topic that has yet to be fully

solved.

From statistically analyzing and describing a partic-

ular type of ICME-HSS encounter, we can derive the

following conclusions:

• In these specific ICME-HSS interactions, we ob-

serve that the geoeffectiveness is statistically

stronger than in slow wind-HSS interactions (i.e.,

SIRs). The median geoeffectiveness of the events

studied is positioned at the 85th percentile in

comparison to all SIRs that induced geomagnetic

storms.

• While the enhanced geoeffectivity is a compound

effect of the interacting ICME and HSS, a SymH

minimum occurring close to the ICME rear may

be interpreted as being due to an enhancement of

the ICME geoeffectiveness; SymH minima occur-

ring later in the interaction region may likewise be

attributed to an enhancement of the HSS geoeffec-

tiveness.

• The increase in the amplitude of the SymH index

is likely a combined effect of heightened dynamic

pressure, along with the frequently observed am-
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plification of the rearward |B| and/or Bz compo-

nents in the preceding ICME.

While our results demonstrate that all the observed

events resulted in geomagnetic storms, it is important to

note that this was a selection parameter. Consequently,

while we can conclusively demonstrate that the interac-

tion significantly amplifies geoeffectiveness, we cannot

draw conclusions regarding the frequency and overall

prevalence.
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APPENDIX

A. EMPIRICAL DST PREDICTION FROM SOLAR WIND DATA

The prediction of the Dst index from solar wind conditions is expressed as Burton et al. (1975),

dDst∗

dt
= Q(t)− Dst∗

τ
, (A1)

where Q(t) is proportional to the rate of energy injection into the ring current, τ is the decay time, and Dst∗ is the

corrected form of the Dst index with the magnetopause currents removed,

Dst∗ = Dst− b
√
Pdyn + c. (A2)

Here Pdyn is the dynamic pressure, and b, c are parameters fitted from observational data. The specific choices of

Q(t), τ, b, c inform the impact of the dynamic pressure and convective electric field on the energy transfer to the

magnetosphere. The general estimation of Q(t) can be expressed in terms of V Bs, the dawn-to-dusk component of

the interplanetary electric field. This can be computed from in-situ measurements in Geocentric Solar Magnetospheric

(GSM) coordinates using the following method:

V Bs =

|V Bz| Bz < 0

0 Bz ≥ 0
[mV/m] (A3)

In this study, we use two specific models designated DST ∗1 (Fenrich & Luhmann 1998) and DST ∗2 (O’Brien &

McPherron 2000a). The DST ∗1 model is based on the assumption that a higher dynamic pressure facilitates more

energy transfer to the atmosphere, while DST ∗2 takes into account the movement of the outer boundary of the ring

current to lower altitudes by an enhanced convective electric field. The differences between the DST ∗1, DST ∗2, and

the original Burton et al. (1975) model are detailed in O’Brien & McPherron (2000b), along with the choices of the

Q(t), τ, b, c parameters. The DST ∗1 model uses the following parameters:

Q =

 0 V Bs ≤ 0.5

− 4.32(V Bs− 0.5)P
1/3
dyn V Bs > 0.5

[nT/h] (A4)

τ =

 7.7 V Bs ≤ 4

3 V Bs > 4
[h] (A5)

b = 15.8 [nT/
√
nPa] (A6)

c = 20 [nT] (A7)
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wheras the DST ∗2 model uses:

Q = − 4.4× (V Bs− 0.5) [nT/h] (A8)

τ = 2.4× exp

[
9.74

4.69 + V Bs

]
[h] (A9)

b = 7.26 [nT/
√
nPa] (A10)

c = 11 [nT] (A11)

Finally, Equation A1 can be solved as,

Dst∗(t+∆t) = Dst∗(t) +

[
Q(t)− Dst∗(t)

τ

]
∆t (A12)

where ∆t is the time cadence of the measuring instrument, the start time (t0) is set to 12 hours before the start of the

magnetic structure and the Dst at the start time was set to 0 (Dst(t0) = 0).
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B. MHD MODEL FOR A HSS INTERACTING WITH A MAGNETIC OBSTACLE

We perform a MHD numerical simulation assuming variations in one spatial dimension (along the x direction) but

retaining all three components of velocity and electromagnetic fields. The MHD equations are solved in Cartesian

coordinates, with the magnetic field ensured to be divergence free to the floating point accuracy by utilizing the

constrained transport method (Kissmann & Pomoell 2012). The relevant equations are

∂ρ

∂t
+∇ · (ρv) = 0, (B13)

∂(ρv)

∂t
+∇ · [ρvv + (P +

B2

2µ0
)I− BB

µ0
] = 0, (B14)

∂E
∂t

+∇ · [(E + P − B2

2µ0
)v +

1

µ0
B× (v ×B)] = 0, (B15)

∂B

∂t
−∇× (v ×B) = 0, (B16)

with

E =
1

2
ρv2 +

P

γ − 1
+

B2

2µ0
, (B17)

where ρ, v, B, E , and P correspond to the mass density, bulk plasma velocity, magnetic field, total energy density, and

thermal pressure. The MHD equations (Equations B13-B16) are advanced in time using the strong stability preserving

(SSP) Runge-Kutta method (Pomoell & Vainio 2012), and employ the Harten–Lax–van Leer (HLL) approximate

Riemann solver supplied by piece wise, linear slope-limited interface states. These methods have been used in previous

studies of the solar corona (Sishtla et al. 2022, 2023). The numerical simulation uses a polytropic index of γ = 5/3, and

assumes a ideal-gas equation of state P = (ρ/m)kBT where kB is the Boltzmann’s constant, m = mp/2 is the mean

molecular mass, and mp is the proton mass. The simulation domain extends from 200 solar radii (R⊙) to 230 R⊙, with

the dynamical quantities linearly extrapolated at the 230 R⊙ boundary to enforce solar wind outflow. The boundary

condition at 200 R⊙ is utilised to inject a HSS into the simulation.

B.1. Simulation setup

The simulation is initialised to model both the HSS and the magnetic obstacle. The magnetic obstacle is assumed to

be embedded and co-propagating in the background quiet solar wind in the x-direction. We enforce MHD equilibrium

on the magnetic obstacle and the surrounding wind to model steady rotations of the magnetic field components to

mimic variations typical of flux ropes. Thus, operating in the frame of reference of the quiet solar wind (vx = 0) and

assuming a constant Bx = B0x̂, we require (from Equations B13-B16)

P +
B2

2µ0
= constant (B18)

Pρ−γ = constant (B19)

where B = B0x̂+By(x)ŷ +Bz(x)ẑ. We model the magnetic obstacle by choosing Bz(x) to be the subtraction of two

Gaussian functions with means located at 214 R⊙ and 216 R⊙, and widths (standard deviation) of 2 R⊙ each, and

By(x) to be a Gaussian located at 215 R⊙ and a width of 4 R⊙. Taking B0 = −1.5 nT we can solve for the equilibrium

P (x) and ρ(x) through Equations B18 and B19. The HSS is modeled via an increased velocity vx and a decreased

density near the 200 R⊙ boundary. We initialized the HSS by accounting for a smooth transition from the quiet solar

wind velocity and density to the HSS at the 200 R⊙ boundary. The HSS is continually introduced into the simulation

domain through a time-dependent boundary condition which maintains the 200 R⊙ boundary at vx = 200 km s−1,

and a number density of 3 cm−3. These initial profiles of the number density n = ρ/m, magnetic field, temperature,

and plasma beta (β) are shown in Fig. 3 via the dotted lines.
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B.2. Simulated plasma dynamics

It is important to note that the simulation is performed in the reference frame of the magnetic obstacle that is

co-propagating with the background at a uniform speed. This requires us to specify vx = 0 for the non-HSS plasma.

However, the velocity of the HSS is much greater than Alfvén speed and the solar wind velocity. This large differential

between the solar wind and HSS density and velocity will result in the steepening of velocity and density values which

we observe at t ≈ 19.4 hr via the solid lines in Fig. 3a. As discontinuities in MHD simulations will evolve through a set

of wave structures (Markovskii & Somov 1996), the steepening of the incoming HSS into a shock, as seen by the jump

in velocity, density, and temperature at the HSS-boundary layer transition, will cause disturbances to be generated at

the shock. However, since the HSS and the boundary layer always propagate with super-Alfvénic speeds, the HSS will

encounter the magnetic obstacle prior to any waves that would be generated at the shock. Thus, the profiles of the

magnetic obstacle at t ≈ 19.2 in Fig. 3 will only be a consequence of the HSS interacting with the magnetic obstacle.

Note that this setup is employed for a general simulation of the ICME-HSS interaction, and therefore, the absolute

values are not crucial.

B.3. Calculating Dst from simulation data

The estimation of the empirical Dst index is discussed in Appendix A through Equations A1-A12. The methodology

can be extended to the MHD simulation by considering a virtual observer stationed at 230 R⊙. As the simulation

is modelled in the frame of reference of the magnetic obstacle, we can extend the simulation results to a solar wind

advecting with a constant flow velocity. Thus, by assuming a flow velocity of v0 = 450 km s−1, we can utilise Taylor’s

hypothesis to convert the simulation snapshot at ≈ 19.4 hr in Fig. 3 to time series solar wind data that the virtual

observer would encounter at time intervals of ∆t = 5 min. We have verified that the overall trend and estimated values

of the Dst remains invariant of changes in the ∆t parameter. The virtual observer would then encounter the solar

wind with expected flow velocities and densities. However, the magnetic fields are an order of magnitude smaller than

observed values in the solar wind (Fig. 1). These smaller magnetic field values in the simulation are a consequence

of Equation B18 which requires the magnetic energy to be balanced with observationally realistic values of thermal

pressure. Therefore, the Dst estimation from simulation data requires scaling the Bz component of the magnetic

field in order to ensure it is geoeffective in the DST ∗1 and DST ∗2 forecasting models (see Appendix A) which are

empirically fitted for observed solar wind parameters. The unscaled and smaller Bz component results in a minimal

contribution of the rate of energy injection in the Dst calculation (Equation A12). Therefore, calculating the Dst index

from simulation index requires assuming a solar wind flow velocity v0, and scaling the Bz component of the magnetic

field by an order of magnitude.

C. SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL
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Table 1. Classification of the ICME-HSS interaction properties used in the calculations shown in Fig. 5 and described in Tab. 2,
both are listed in Appendix C.

Parameter Description

tCME
start Start time of the magnetic structure (ICME)

tCME
end End time of the ICME

tHSS
start Start time of the undisturbed HSS

tSymH Time of the minimum in the SymH index

SymH Minimum value of the SymH index

|B|max
CME Maximum of |B| in the ICME

|B|max
BL Maximum of |B| in the boundary layer

Bmin
z,CME Minimum of Bz in the ICME

Bmin
z,BL Minimum of Bz in the boundary layer

δBz,BL Variation of Bz in the boundary layer

vmax
HSS Maximum velocity of the HSS

v̄CME Mean velocity of the CME

∆vHSS−CME vmax
HSS − v̄CME

vBmin
z,CME Minimum of vBz in the ICME

vBmin
z,BL Minimum of vBz in the boundary layer

nmax Maximum density of the interaction

Pmax Maximum dynamic pressure of the interaction

*Magnetic field data in GSM coordinates
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Figure 4. Distribution of flux tube orientations. The orientations are labeled according to the convention in Bothmer &
Schwenn (1998). N, S, E, W correspond to North (Bz > 0), South (Bz < 0), East (By > 0), and West (By < 0). In the
abbreviation, the first to third letters represent the variation of the magnetic field vector in the respective component, and the
middle letter indicates the direction of the magnetic field on the flux tube axis. The inset shows the distribution of the flux
rope helicity between left-handed (LH) and right-handed (RH) flux ropes.
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