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ABSTRACT

Aims. This study covers a thorough statistical investigation of the evolution of interplanetary coronal mass ejections (ICMEs) with
and without sheaths, through a broad heliocentric distance and temporal range. The analysis treats the sheath and magnetic obstacle
(MO) separately to gain more insight about their physical properties. In detail, we aim to unravel different characteristics of these
structures occurring over the inner and outer heliosphere.
Methods. The method is based on a large statistical sample of ICMEs probed over different distances in the heliosphere. For this,
information about detection times for sheath and MO from 13 individual ICME catalogs were collected and cross-checked. The time
information was then combined into a main catalog used as basis for the statistical investigation. The data analysis based on that
covers a wealth of spacecraft missions enabling in-situ solar wind measurements from 1975–2022. This allows to study differences
between solar cycles.
Results. All the structures under study (sheath, MO with and without sheath) show the biggest increase in size together with the largest
decrease in density at a distance ∼0.75 AU. At 1 AU we find different sizes for MOs with and without sheath, with the former being
larger. Up to 1 AU, the upstream solar wind shows the strongest pile-up close to the interface with the sheath. For larger distances the
pile-up region seems to shift and recedes from that interface further into the upstream solar wind. his might refer to a change in the
sheath formation mechanism (driven versus non-driven) with heliocentric distance, suggesting the relevance of the CME propagation
and expansion behavior in the outer heliosphere. Comparison to previous studies shows inconsistencies over the solar cycle, which
makes more detailed studies necessary to fully understand the evolution of ICME structures.

Key words. Sun: coronal mass ejections (CMEs), Sun: heliosphere, Sun: solar wind

1. Introduction

Coronal mass ejections (CMEs) are huge structures of plasma
and magnetic field that are impulsively expelled from the Sun.
The low plasma-beta structure, presumably a flux rope, drives
the formation of other structures during its evolution through the
ambient corona and interplanetary space. Close to the Sun, de-
pending on the CMEs’ initial speed, size and ambient coronal
magnetic field, the so-called three-part CME is observed typi-
cally in white-light coronagraph data. It features a front region,
a void and a center part (Riley et al. 2008; Mishra and Teriaca
2023). More recent studies, applying 3D simulations and multi-
spacecraft data, hint towards a two-front morphology consisting
of a shock and piled-up sheath region (Vourlidas et al. 2013).
Indeed, from in-situ data more structures may be identified, in-
cluding, for fast events, shock-sheath, leading edge, front, flux
rope, and rear region (Kilpua et al. 2017; Temmer and Bothmer
2022). The review by Wimmer-Schweingruber et al. (2006) fur-
ther highlighted the existence of other specific regions, separated
by discontinuities, and the center of the flux rope being a mag-
netic ejecta core.

⋆ Corresponding author

The initial signature for identifying CMEs from in-situ data
(referred to as Interplanetary CME; ICME) was established by
Burlaga et al. (1981) and Klein and Burlaga (1982), focusing
on magnetic field enhancements and the smooth rotation of the
magnetic field. Subsequent studies applied alternative signatures
for ICME detection. Richardson and Cane (1995) introduced the
idea of combining the proton temperature with solar wind speed
to calculate expected temperature values, specifically targeting
the low temperature intervals characteristic of ICMEs. Expand-
ing the range of signatures. Jian et al. (2006) suggested the in-
corporation of total perpendicular pressure as a complementary
variable to identify the presence of ICMEs. Additionally, the
composition of ICMEs, which remains relatively constant after
their departure from the Sun, has been employed as a proxy for
their detection. Henke et al. (2001) suggested as signature, the
threshold of oxygen charge state ratio O7+/O6+ >1, while Lepri
et al. (2001) and Lepri and Zurbuchen (2004) proposed average
iron charge state values <Q>Fe > 12 as an identifying signature.
An alternative approach for detecting ICMEs at Earth, proposed
by Cane (2000), relies on observing Forbush decreases, marked
reductions in galactic cosmic ray intensities. Due to the com-
plexity of the ICME structures, the most practical approach is to
use more than one signature (Zurbuchen and Richardson 2006)
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in order to reliably identify ICMEs in the solar wind (Gosling
1997; Kilpua et al. 2013). In this research, most of the ICME
identification processes employed in the catalogs, primarily con-
centrate on the magnetic field strength and the rotation of the
magnetic field vector (Möstl et al. 2017, 2020; Nieves-Chinchilla
et al. 2018; Jian et al. 2006) along with low proton temperature
(Nieves-Chinchilla et al. 2018; Richardson and Cane 2010; Du
et al. 2010) or the total pressure (Jian et al. 2006, 2018).

Under ideal circumstances, the expansion of the ICMEs in
their propagation through the interplanetary medium would be
compatible with self-similar expansion (Farrugia et al. 1993;
Shimazu and Vandas 2002; Démoulin et al. 2008; Démoulin and
Dasso 2009), i.e. the velocity profile will show a linear decrease
between the front and rear part of the magnetic obstacle. Never-
theless, the evolution of ICMEs with heliocentric distance is far
from ideal. The inspection of different ICME structures in detail
suggests that they have complex interactions with the ambient
solar wind and evolutionary processes as they propagate through
the interplanetary space. The interaction processes with the so-
lar wind reveal several effects. One is the magneto hydrodynamic
(MHD) drag, (Cargill 2004; Vršnak et al. 2008, 2013) producing
a kinematic adjustment to the ambient solar wind flow. Another
effect is the pancaking of the frontal part of the CME, which
leads to a deformation of the cross-section of the magnetic ob-
stacle in the radial direction, producing a convex outward shape
(Hidalgo 2003; Ruffenach et al. 2015). Conditions favoring mag-
netic reconnection between the interplanetary magnetic field and
the magnetic obstacle, produce a decrease in the ICME magnetic
flux along with a decrease in the magnetic obstacle cross-section
area (Dasso et al. 2007; Ruffenach et al. 2012).

The ICME sheath region and its relation to the magnetic
driver has gained interest in recent years (DeForest et al. 2013;
Mitsakou and Moussas 2014; Masías-Meza et al. 2016; Kilpua
et al. 2017; Janvier et al. 2019; Lugaz et al. 2020; Salman et al.
2020, 2021; Temmer and Bothmer 2022). The sheath is typi-
cally defined as a shock-compressed, heated and turbulent mate-
rial with a much larger plasma-beta than the magnetic obstacle.
Das et al. (2011) derived through the study of synthetic CMEs
in the lower corona, that the magnetic field draping around the
CME front creates a pile-up density compression region. DeFor-
est et al. (2013) and Lugaz et al. (2020), using in-situ measure-
ments of ICMEs, detected the pile-up region and found that the
sheath can be composed not only of compressed solar wind but
also of coronal material. Siscoe and Odstrcil (2008), along with
Salman et al. (2021), proposed a two-way formation mechanism
for the sheath caused by the propagation and expansion of the
magnetic obstacle through the solar wind. The characteristic fea-
ture of the propagation-dominated sheath is that the solar wind
gets largely deflected sideways enabling to flow around the ob-
stacle. On the other hand, the expansion-dominated sheath would
refer to a continuous pile-up of solar wind all around the expand-
ing magnetic obstacle (see also Siscoe and Odstrcil 2008). How-
ever, these would be very ideal situations, and pure propagation-
dominated or pure expansion-dominated sheaths would be rare
in terms of occurrence. Most likely, the formation mechanism of
the sheaths might involve the combination of both mechanisms.
Sheaths are therefore clearly related to the evolution of the mag-
netic obstacle that drives them, but also to the background solar
wind in which they form. Temmer et al. (2021) shows that the
amount of piled-up material of the sheath, would depend on the
density and solar wind flow speed and also on the magnetic ob-
stacle size, since wider magnetic obstacles lead to stronger mass
pile-up. The speed of the magnetic obstacle is also relevant for
the sheath formation, as derived by Masías-Meza et al. (2016),

who show that more massive sheaths are related to slow mag-
netic obstacles at 1 AU. Janvier et al. (2019) study ICMEs at
different heliocentric distances and determine that the median
magnetic field magnitude in the sheath correlates well with the
magnetic obstacle speed at 1 AU. As the background solar wind
affects the sheaths, sheaths may also affect the magnetic obstacle
that initially drives them and later follows them, and vice versa.

In the present scientific study, our comprehensive analysis
serves to corroborate and extend prior findings concerning the
evolutionary patterns exhibited by magnetic ejecta as a function
of heliocentric distance. Our investigation is conducted utilizing
a dataset encompassing ∼2000 ICMEs between heliocentric dis-
tances of 0.25 and 5 AU. We not only extend the heliocentric
distance analysis but also the time range of previous investiga-
tions by covering two entire solar cycles and the rising part of
the SC25. Notably, limited scientific inquiries have been dedi-
cated to study the sheath properties as a function of heliocentric
distance or solar cycle. In this study, we address both of these
aspects by delivering an exhaustive investigation into the sheath
evolution, specifically focusing on variations in size and den-
sity. An additional facet of our research encompasses an explo-
ration of how the properties of the upstream solar wind influ-
ence the propagation of ICME structures within the interplane-
tary medium. The investigation characterizes this interaction by
assessing the ratio between the upstream solar wind and the var-
ious structural components within ICMEs.

The paper is organized as follows, Section 2 details how
we define the structures present in the ICMEs along with some
statistics about the percentage distribution of ICMEs according
to the heliocentric distance and solar cycle. Section 3 provides
the results obtained, where Subsection 3.1 shows the differences
in size between the substructures, whereas Subsection 3.2 shows
the differences in density along with the relation with the up-
stream solar wind. The evolution of the structures with solar cy-
cles has been studied in Subsection 3.3, and how the magnetic
obstacle would affect the sheath and vice versa is analyzed in
Subsection 3.4. Finally, Sections 4 and 5 summarize the results
obtained from this research and draw some conclusions.

2. Data

The dataset used in this research is a combination of 13 in-
situ measured ICME catalogs from different authors. Details on
each catalog and references are given in the Appendix A. The
dataset includes events which occurred from 1975 to 2022, i.e.,
fully covering SC21–24. After removing overlapping events, the
dataset contains, 2136 separate ICMEs. The analysis is based on
the in-ecliptic sample of data, with spacecraft locations between
−10º and +10º. The 2003 in-ecliptic ICME events in the original
catalogs are identified according to start and end times for sheath
and magnetic obstacle (MO) regions. In this study, the dates are
the only information inherited from the original catalogs, that
allows us to classify the ICMEs into two types: ICMEs with a
sheath region ahead of the MO (ICME I) and ICMEs without
a clearly identified sheath region ahead of the MO (ICME II).
Hence, ICME I consists of two structures, sheath and MO Cat I,
while ICME II covers only one structure, the MO Cat II. The two
ICME categories and upstream solar wind regions are visualized
in Figure 1.
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Fig. 1. Definition of ICME structures and ambient solar wind upstream
of the ICME.

During the time range between 1975 and 2022, several
spacecraft missions were sampling ICMEs over different dis-
tances. Helios data cover 1976–1981 and distance range 0.3–
1AU (Scearce et al. 1975), Ulysses covers 1990–2007 and
distance range 1.3–5.42AU (Balogh et al. 1992). Located at
1AU: ACE 1997–active (McComas et al. 1998), Wind 1994–
active (Ogilvie and Parks 1996), STEREO 2006-active Kaiser
et al. (2008), Parker Solar Probe 2018–active over 0.05–1AU
(Fox et al. 2016) and Solar Orbiter 2020–active over 0.28–1AU
(Müller et al. 2013).Other spacecraft located in different planets
have detected ICMEs, e.g. MAVEN (Jakosky et al. 2015), VEX
(Svedhem et al. 2007), MESSENGER (Solomon et al. 2007) or
BepiColombo (Benkhoff et al. 2021). From these missions, we
have obtained plasma and magnetic field measurements of the
upstream solar wind, sheath and magnetic obstacle (see Figure
1).

Table 1 shows the information about the percentage distri-
bution of ICMEs over the different solar cycles and heliocentric
distance. We define ’Inner heliosphere’ as distances r < 1 AU
and ’Outer heliosphere’ as distances r ≥ 1 AU (cf. second col-
umn in Table 1). Due to the lack of available spacecraft before
SC23, SC20–22 cover only 5.7% of ICMEs in the dataset. While
SC23 and SC24 show a drop in ICME type II, the decrease in
SC24 is slightly higher. Overall, the best data coverage is given
for SC24 over the inner heliosphere.

Solar cycle Region ICME I ICME II TOTAL
SC20 Inner 0 0.3 0.3
SC20 Outer 0 0 0
SC21 Inner 0 4.4 4.4
SC21 Outer 0 0 0
SC22 Inner 0.4 0 0.4
SC22 Outer 0.1 0.5 0.6
SC23 Inner 13.4 6.7 20.1
SC23 Outer 7.4 5.5 12.9
SC24 Inner 22.6 11.8 34.4
SC24 Outer 7.6 5.2 12.8
SC25 Inner 7.1 5.3 12.4
SC25 Outer 1.0 0.7 1.7

Table 1. Percentage distribution (%) of ICMEs distribution for each
solar cycle and distance. Inner (r<1AU) and outer (r≥1AU) heliosphere.

3. Results for in-ecliptic ICMEs

3.1. Size evolution with heliocentric distance

For the 2003 in-ecliptic ICMEs, we have calculated their size
(S) by multiplying the average speed by the duration, i.e., S =
⟨v⟩ · ∆t. To study the size evolution of each structure as func-
tion of heliocentric distance, we present two approaches: (1) To
be comparable with previous studies we fit the data with a power
law function, S = δ·rβ, covering three distance ranges (the fitting

parameters are detailed in Table 2). (2) We calculate the statisti-
cal distribution of the size covering six distance ranges (detailed
in Table 3).

Table 2 gives the power law fitting parameters for the three
structures (sheath, MO Cat I and MO Cat II) in three different
distance ranges: (1) inner & outer (between 0.25 and 5.42 AU),
(2) inner heliosphere (r < 1 AU) and (3) outer heliosphere (r ≥ 1
AU). 72% of the ICMEs are measured in the inner heliosphere,
with 60% being ICME I. On the other hand, 28% ICMEs are
measured in the outer heliosphere, of which 58% are ICME I. In
Table 2, the structure labeled as MO refers to the average power
law fitting parameters obtained from previous studies (a detailed
review of these is given in Appendix B.1). The different results
show clear differences in the size and expansion behavior of the
structures.

Distance (AU) Structure δ β

0.25-5.42 Sheath 0.111 ± 0.003 0.795 ± 0.369
0.25-5.42 MO Cat I 0.269 ± 0.005 1.145 ± 0.330
0.25-5.42 MO Cat II 0.234 ± 0.008 0.600 ± 0.037

Inner & Outer MO 0.205 ± 0.014 0.795 ± 0.086

0.25-0.99 Sheath 0.115 ± 0.004 1.719 ± 0.736
0.25-0.99 MO Cat I 0.275 ± 0.008 2.416 ± 0.784
0.25-0.99 MO Cat II 0.234 ± 0.011 0.805 ± 0.236

Inner MO 0.250 ± 0.050 0.808 ± 0.218

1-5.42 Sheath 0.111 ± 0.005 −0.657 ± 1.106
1-5.42 MO Cat I 0.283 ± 0.010 −0.35 ± 0.853
1-5.42 MO Cat II 0.242 ± 0.021 0.576 ± 0.071
Outer MO - 0.630 ± 0.427

Table 2. Power law size fitting parameters (S = δ · rβ) for each struc-
ture and heliocentric distance. Each block represents a different distance
range (Inner & Outer, Inner, Outer) detailed in the first column. MO is
the average value from previous studies, as detailed in Appendix B.1.

The power law fitting parameters given in Table 2 suggest
that the δ parameter, i.e. the size of the magnetic obstacle at 1
AU, is ∼15% bigger for MO Cat I than MO Cat II. This result is
independent of the heliocentric distance, revealing a small stan-
dard deviation of the data. On the other hand, the β values of MO
Cat I and II, i.e., the trend of the size with heliocentric distance
are clearly dependent on the distance range chosen and reveal a
high standard deviation. The evolution over heliocentric distance
suggests that MO Cat I events undergo a stronger expansion, i.e.,
higher β, in comparison to MO Cat II events.

The distance ranges chosen allow comparing our results to
those from previous studies who used the same power law fit-
ting method. MO in Table 2 represents the average value and
standard deviation of the power law fitting parameters as given
in previous studies - we note that the sheath structures were not
considered in most of these studies. According to the distance
range sampled by the different authors, the definition of the dis-
tance ranges is Inner & Outer (ca. 0.3–5.4 AU), Inner (ca. 0.1–1
AU) and Outer (ca. 1.4–5.4 AU). The comparison of our results
shows that the MO size for both categories at 1 AU, is larger for
the entire distance range, while a good match is obtained for the
inner heliosphere (averaged for MO Cat I and II δ=0.254).

The derived sheath β parameter reveals a large standard devi-
ation in the outer heliosphere, however, for the dataset covering
the entire as well as inner heliosphere the standard deviation is
low. From this, we may conclude that the average value of β in-
dicates a sheath size evolution which is bigger than that derived
from previous studies (β = 0.48).

Article number, page 3 of 15



A&A proofs: manuscript no. aanda_to_submitt2

In order to analyze in more detail the evolution with helio-
centric distance, we have binned the distance range into 6 bins of
0.25 AU width each. For better interpretation of the reliability of
statistical results within each bin, Table 3 shows the percentage
of ICMEs in each distance interval. It should be noted that most
of the ICMEs are located around 1 AU.

Name Distance (AU) ICME I ICME II TOTAL
Dist 1 0.25-0.49 3.8 2.2 6.0
Dist 2 0.50-0.74 3.8 4.4 8.2
Dist 3 0.75-0.99 35.8 22.0 57.8
Dist 4 1-1.24 16.0 8.9 24.9
Dist 5 1.25-1.49 0.2 0.3 0.5
Dist 6 ≥1.5 0 2.7 2.7

Table 3. Percentage distribution (%) of ICMEs distribution for each
distance interval.

Figure 2 shows the boxplots for each distance interval de-
tailed in Table 3. Each box provides the values of the first (Q1),
second (Q2, median) and third quartile (Q3) from the data distri-
bution. The interquartile range (IQR) is the difference Q3 − Q1.
The upper and lower whiskers are defined as Q3 + 1.5·IQR and
Q1−1.5·IQR, respectively. We observe a clear increase in sheath
size from distance interval 2 (r ≥ 0.5 AU and r < 0.74 AU) to
distance interval 3 (r ≥ 0.75 AU and r < 0.99 AU). Indeed, the
size median value almost doubled from 0.05 AU to 0.09 AU. The
IQR of distance interval 3 (r ≥ 0.75 AU and r < 0.99 AU) and
4 (r ≥ 1 AU and r < 1.24 AU) are comparable with the sheath
size at 1 AU obtained from the power law fitting in the previous
analysis. Beyond 1 AU (distance interval 4 onwards) the sheath
size stays rather constant. We note that there are no ICME I re-
ported for distance larger than 1.5 AU. This might be related to
the distance where the ICME adjusts to the ambient solar wind
flow, which reduces the number of detectable sheaths. On the
other hand, we have a low coverage of ICME data in that region,
since ICME I above 1.25 AU covers 0.2% of the entire dataset.

Fig. 2. Sheath size boxplots for the different distance intervals detailed
in Table 3.

Figure 3 shows size evolution of MO Cat I (black boxes) and
MO Cat II (green boxes) in the six different distance intervals
detailed in Table 3. The median sizes of both MO between 0.75
and 1.24 AU (distance interval 3 & 4) are compatible with the
results obtained from the power law fitting at 1 AU, reinforcing
this result. The size of both MO categories show the same trend,
a small increase in the most inner heliosphere (r<0.75 AU, dis-
tance intervals 1 & 2) with an increase between 0.75 and 1 AU

(distance interval 2 to 3), as occurs for the sheath. Beyond this
distance, the size increases slowly, until r>1.5 AU (distance in-
terval 6) where the size of MO Cat II is almost double. We want
to highlight that due to the small sample (2.7% of the entire
dataset) and the big IQR, this result should be taken with cau-
tion. The boxplot also shows that on average, the size of MO Cat
II is lower than that of MO Cat I.

Fig. 3. MO Cat I (black) and MO Cat II (green) size boxplots for the
different distance intervals detailed in Table 3.

The strong expansion of MO Cat I might be an important
factor in generating a sheath region. Results from observational
data over various distance ranges such as Bothmer and Schwenn
(1998); Leitner et al. (2007); Démoulin et al. (2008); Gulisano
et al. (2012); Vršnak et al. (2019) found that, on average, ICMEs
tend to expand self-similarly, i.e., the size is directly propor-
tional to the heliocentric distance (S∝R). This self-similar ex-
pansion in the power law fitting parameters would be seen as
β ∼1. Indeed, Gulisano et al. (2012) found by analyzing mag-
netic clouds from Ulysses in the outer heliosphere, that non-
perturbed ICMEs present an evolution compatible with a self-
similar expansion. Nevertheless, when considering more com-
plex situations such as magnetic obstacles perturbed by, e.g. a
high speed stream or other magnetic obstacle, the evolution is
no longer compatible with a self-similar expansion. Consider-
ing the separation between the inner and outer heliosphere, we
derive that only MO Cat II expands self-similarly in the inner
heliosphere (β = 0.805 ± 0.236) which is comparable to average
results by other authors (cf. Table 2). However, for the outer he-
liosphere, neither MO Cat I (β = −0.35 ± 0.853) nor MO Cat
II (β = 0.576 ± 0.071) expand self-similarly. The deviation from
the self-similar expansion, as explained in Gulisano et al. (2012);
Vršnak et al. (2019), could be related with the magnetic recon-
nection between the MO and the interplanetary magnetic field or
the pancaking effect, i.e., the deformation in the shape of an ini-
tially circular MO, which is rather limiting the "apparent" radial
expansion.

3.2. Density evolution with heliocentric distance

The same methodology used for the size evolution has been ap-
plied to the density, i.e., (1) use a power law function to charac-
terize the density evolution of the different structures over helio-
centric distance, and (2) calculate the statistical distribution of
the density covering the six distance intervals from Table 3.

Table 4 summarizes our results for the density evolution,
providing the derived δ and β parameters. To compare our re-
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sults with those from previous works (see Appendix B.2 for de-
tails), we have averaged the fitting parameters from the power
law function over the various distance ranges of Inner & Outer
(ca. 0.3–5.4 AU), Inner (ca. 0.1–1 AU) and Outer (ca. 1.4–5.4
AU).

The δ of the MO Cat I and Cat II suggests that the density for
both structures is very similar (between 7.1 and 7.3 cm−3) and in-
dependent of the distance. The derived results are slightly higher
than those reported in previous studies over the entire distance
ranges available. For the density evolution over heliocentric dis-
tance (β) we find similar values for MO Cat I and II, in the range
between −2.10 and −2.20 showing a decrease in density when
moving from the inner to the outer heliosphere. In comparison,
the average β values from previous results (MO) are lower, and
derive an opposite trend for inner and outer heliosphere, i.e. an
increase in density from the inner to the outer heliosphere.

The density of the sheath at 1 AU, i.e., δ, is derived with
an average value of ∼13 cm−3 revealing to be independent of
distance. Although the standard deviation of β for the outer he-
liosphere is high (∼ ±50%), the other distance ranges have stan-
dard deviations for β below 5% (β ∼−2.1), suggesting that the
decrease in density for the sheaths would be slightly lower than
for the MO structures.

Distance (AU) Structure δ β

0.25-5.42 Sheath 13.03 ± 0.34 −2.14 ± 0.06
0.25-5.42 MO Cat I 7.26 ± 0.18 −2.10 ± 0.06
0.25-5.42 MO Cat II 7.22 ± 0.33 −2.07 ± 0.05

Inner & Outer MO 6.48 ± 0.43 −2.46 ± 0.12

0.25-0.99 Sheath 12.93 ± 0.42 −2.15 ± 0.07
0.25-0.99 MO Cat I 7.32 ± 0.23 −2.09 ± 0.07
0.25-0.99 MO Cat II 7.23 ± 0.46 −2.07 ± 0.07

Inner MO 7.17 ± 1.51 −2.42 ± 0.46

1-5.42 Sheath 13.56 ± 0.65 −3.67 ± 1.93
1-5.42 MO Cat I 7.11 ± 0.29 −2.22 ± 1.38
1-5.42 MO Cat II 7.21 ± 0.33 −2.22 ± 0.78
Outer MO - −1.78 ± 0.53

Table 4. Power law density fitting parameters (N = δ · rβ) for each
structure and heliocentric distance. Each block represents a different
distance range (Inner & Outer, Inner, Outer) detailed in the first column.
MO is the average value from previous studies, as detailed in Appendix
B.1.

As we did for the size, in order to analyze in more detail
the density evolution we split the heliocentric distance in six
slices (see Table 3) to obtain the boxplots, which characterized
the probability distribution function of the dataset as explained
before. Figure 4 shows the density boxplots for the sheath struc-
ture, where we find that the median density observed in between
0.75 and 1.25 AU (distance interval 3 & 4) are comparable with
the density observed at 1 AU as obtained from the power law
fitting. The sheath density evolution shows again a stronger de-
crease in the most inner heliosphere, below 0.75 AU (distance
interval 1 & 2). From this point onwards, the density continues
to decrease but at a smaller rate, followed by another drop within
distance interval 5. Note that no sheath structures were detected
for heliocentric distance ≥1.5 AU (distance interval 6).

Fig. 4. Sheath density boxplots for different distance interval detailed in
Table 3.

Figure 5 shows the results for the density evolution of the
magnetic obstacles. The median MO density measured between
0.75 and 1.25 AU (distance interval 3 & 4) is again compatible
with the density derived at 1 AU as obtained from the power law
fitting. Furthermore, we derive that the density median values for
both MO Cat I and Cat II are very similar, except below 0.50 AU
(distance interval 1) where MO Cat II shows higher density than
MO Cat I. The trend in the density evolution from 0.5 AU on-
wards (distance interval 2) is for both MO structures similar, and
comparable to the trend derived for the sheath density evolution.
This is, a steeper density decrease in the most inner heliosphere,
followed by a more gentle decrease beginning at 0.75 AU (dis-
tance interval 3) with another stronger decrease observed at 1.25
AU onwards (distance interval 5).

Fig. 5. MO Cat I (black) and MO Cat II (green) density boxplots for
different distance interval, detailed in Table 3.

3.2.1. Density ratio between upstream solar wind and
structures

The solar wind dynamical behavior affects the ICMEs in their
propagation behavior. During the propagation through the inter-
planetary medium, the ICME is embedded in the ambient solar
wind and interacts with it. Indeed, under which conditions strong
sheath regions are generated and how they impact the evolution
of the ICME is not yet fully understood. In the following, we use
the extensive catalog presented in this study to make a statistical
approach focusing on the density. To derive the average density
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of the upstream solar wind we extract a 48-hour window ahead
of the ICME and separate it in 4 windows (t1, t2, t3, and t4) of 12
hours duration each (see Figure 6).

Fig. 6. Definition of upstream solar wind windows under investigation.

We investigate how the upstream solar wind (SW) affects
the sheath and the magnetic obstacle that interacts more directly
with the solar wind, namely MO Cat II. For that we calculate the
density ratios (RT) between the upstream solar wind, with the
sheaths (SH) and the MO Cat II (MOII), given by RTSH =

NSH
NSW

,
and RTMOII =

NMOII
NSW

, respectively. To cover the evolution of the
ratio over heliocentric distance we use four distance intervals (1)
r ∈ [0.25, 0.7) AU, (2) r ∈ [0.7, 1) AU, (3) r ∈ [1, 1.5) AU, and
(4) r ≥ 1.5 AU.

Figure 7 shows the density ratio of the sheath (RTSH). Each
block (labeled from 1 to 4) represents a distance interval, as de-
tailed before, and covers four boxplots of the sheath density ra-
tio, with the same characteristics as given in Figure 2. For all
distance intervals, we obtain a median ratio bigger than 1, mean-
ing that the density of the sheath is always larger than the den-
sity of the upstream solar wind. For distance interval 1 we ob-
serve a decreasing trend in the median density ratio from t1to t4.
This behavior reflects a density increase from the farthest part
of the upstream solar wind under investigation (t1) towards the
interface between solar wind and sheath (t4). This trend changes
when moving to the outer heliosphere, between 0.7 and 1.5 AU
(distance intervals 2 and 3). At these distance ranges the region
with highest density seems to shift into the upstream solar wind
(t3 and t2) moving away from the interface between upstream
solar wind and sheath (t4).

Fig. 7. Density ratio between sheath and upstream solar wind according
to the time windows given in Figure 6. Each numbered block refers to a
distance interval, as detailed in the text. Each box represents the result
averaged over the 12 hours time window.

Fig. 8. Same as Figure 7 but for the density ratio between MO Cat II
and upstream solar wind.

Figure 8 provides the density ratio of the MO Cat II (RTMOII),
which has a direct interaction with the ambient solar wind, as
there is no clear sheath detected according to the catalogs. Over-
all, we find for distance intervals between 0.25 and 1.5 AU
(block 1–3) density ratios greater than 1, whereas for heliocen-
tric distances greater than 1.5 AU (block 4) the ratio density is
lower than 1. Hence, the density of the MO Cat II in the outer
heliosphere (r≥1.5 AU) is lower than the upstream solar wind,
reflecting the expansion behavior of the magnetic structure. In
comparison to the sheath, we do not find a clear trend of the
density ratio behavior from t1 to t4 between 0.25 and 0.7 AU
(within distance interval 1). Between 0.7 and 1.5 AU (distance
intervals 2 and 3) the density ratio shows a small decrease from
t1 to t3 and a bigger one from t3 to t4, meaning an increase in
density in the nearest region to the (presumable) interface be-
tween solar wind and MO Cat II. A possible explanation for this
increase could be the presence of a sheath, undetected due to its
weak characteristics. The trend above 1.5 AU (distance interval
4) suggests a higher upstream solar wind density in t2 and t3, i.e.
the central regions under study, on the contrary to the trend for
lower heliocentric distances. It should be noticed that, for the en-
tire heliocentric distance, the IQR of the boxplots is compatible
with 1, meaning, the density of the upstream solar wind and the
structure would be similar.

3.3. Structures and their evolution with solar cycle

The extensive catalog covers a large time range, allowing to in-
vestigate the ICME structure evolution over different solar cy-
cles (SC20–SC25). Due to the number of spacecraft available,
the ICME sampling is not homogenous over time, and the per-
centage of ICMEs for SC20, SC21 and SC22 is only 5.7% (c.f.
Table 1). Therefore, we focus our analysis on SC23, SC24 and
the rising phase of SC25 representing 94.3% of the ICMEs and
covering more than 25 years from 1996 to 2023. With that we ex-
tend the results given by Kilpua et al. (2017) about the SC24 and
part of the SC25, and moreover, we introduce the differentiation
of the results between the inner and the outer heliosphere.

Figures 9 and 10 show the yearly averaged evolution of var-
ious ICME parameters for the inner and outer heliosphere, re-
spectively, between 1996 and 2023. The colors of the lines are
the same as in Figure 1, blue for the sheaths, black for MO Cat
I and green for MO Cat II. For comparison, we have added the
yearly averaged values of the upstream solar wind parameters,
given as orange dashed lines. The color shaded regions repre-
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sent the different solar cycles, blue SC23, green SC24 and yel-
low SC25.

For the inner heliosphere (Figure 9) we see that the number
of sheaths and MO Cat I1 (blue line) in comparison with MO Cat
II (green line) is bigger for the solar cycles under study. During
the maximum phase of SC23 the difference is 45% and this dif-
ference increases to 51% for SC24. In SC23, the three structures
show a magnetic field higher than the average solar wind mag-
netic field (orange line). The sheaths (blue line) and MO Cat I
(black line) show higher magnetic field than MO Cat II (green
line) during the declining phase of SC23. In SC24, there is a
clear difference between the magnetic field of sheath and MO
Cat I in comparison with MO Cat II. In SC23 and SC24, the dif-
ference between MO Cat I and the upstream solar wind is 42%
and 48% respectively. The yearly averaged speed of the struc-
tures are rather comparable over the solar cycles, although in the
declining phase of SC23 there is a speed increase for the sheath
and MO Cat I, while the MO Cat II events do not show such
a clear trend and even fall below the upstream solar wind flow
speed. In SC24 this increase also occurs, but it is smaller for the
three structures, and again the MO Cat II speed is lower than the
upstream solar wind speed. The density reflects the higher den-
sity of the sheaths in comparison with MO Cat I and MO Cat II
in SC23 and SC24. Both MO categories have a density similar to
that of the upstream solar wind in both solar cycles. On the other
hand, a differentiation in density appears for both MO during the
rising phase of SC25, but this result should be treated carefully
due to the low sample for SC25. Lastly, the size of both MO
remains almost constant in both solar cycles and is also bigger
than the sheath size, which also remains constant over the solar
cycles.

1 Note that the number of sheaths and MO Cat I are the same

Fig. 9. Inner heliosphere yearly average values. The vertical color bands
(blue, green and yellow) represent the SC23, 24 and part of SC25
respectively. From top to bottom, sunspot number (SSN), number of
events (#), magnetic field (B), speed (v), density (N) and size (S). The
red line is the SSN, while the blue, black and green lines are the data
for the sheaths, MO Cat I and MO Cat II respectively. The orange
dashed line is the upstream solar wind yearly values. Since the num-
ber of sheaths and MO Cat I are the same, the second panel shows only
the number of sheaths (blue line).

For the outer heliosphere (Figure 10) we obtain rather differ-
ent results than for the inner heliosphere. In SC23, the number of
sheaths and MO Cat I (blue line)1 in comparison with MO Cat II
(green line) in some phases are similar. Only in SC24, around the
maximum, the number of sheaths are twice as numerous as MO
Cat II. Regarding the magnetic field, there are no clear trends,
although the magnetic field of sheaths (blue line) and MO Cat I
(black line) seem to decrease during the declining phase and are
bigger than the upstream solar wind magnetic field, while the
MO Cat II during SC23 vary with values above and below the
upstream solar wind magnetic field. During the declining phase
of both the solar cycles and also during the rising phase of SC23,
the sheath (blue line) and MO Cat I (black line) speed is big-
ger than the speed of MO Cat II (green line), while during the
minima, the three structures present almost the same speed. By
contrast to what occurs in the inner heliosphere the speed dif-
ference over the solar cycles are rather small. The density does
not exhibit a clear dependency on the solar cycle. As expected,
we observe higher densities in the sheaths compared to MO Cat
I and Cat II, which have similar densities to the upstream solar
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wind. The size of the sheath (blue line) is smaller than that of
both MO categories. The size of MO Cat II (green line) exhibits
an increase during the ascending phase and reaches its maximum
during SC23. Indeed, Gopalswamy et al. (2014) through the cor-
relation analysis between the speed and angular width of coro-
nal mass ejections, found that during SC24, the CMEs are wider
than those in SC23 due to the reduction in the total pressure by ∼
40 %. Gopalswamy et al. (2015) compared the properties of the
magnetic obstacles in SC23 and SC24, supporting the idea of a
weaker SC24, showing also that the magnetic obstacles in SC23
are bigger than in SC24.

Fig. 10. Outer heliosphere yearly average values. The vertical color
bands (blue, green and yellow) represent the SC23, 24 and part of
SC25 respectively. From top to bottom, sunspot number (SSN), num-
ber of events (#), magnetic field (B), speed (v), density (N) and size (S).
The red line is the SSN, while the blue, black and green lines are the
data for the sheaths, MO Cat I and MO Cat II respectively. The orange
dashed line is the upstream solar wind yearly values. Since the number
of sheaths and MO Cat I are the same, the second panel shows only the
number of sheaths (blue line).

Several authors have studied the properties of ICMEs at 1
AU through different years 2, but these results show some dis-
crepancies. During SC23, the results of the sheath density from
Gopalswamy et al. (2015) provide the highest values, followed
by Mitsakou and Moussas (2014) and Yermolaev et al. (2021).

2 A detailed review of the results from previous authors can be found
in the Appendix B.3

Results for the magnetic field of sheath structures during SC23,
are found to be highest from Gopalswamy et al. (2015), which
is in agreement with Kilpua et al. (2017), and are reported as al-
most twice as large as that from Mitsakou and Moussas (2014)
and Yermolaev et al. (2021). The results are also different for the
sheath speed during SC23, for which Gopalswamy et al. (2015)
and Kilpua et al. (2017) provide higher values than Mitsakou and
Moussas (2014) and Yermolaev et al. (2021). These discrepan-
cies are also reflected in the results of the magnetic field strength
for the MOs during SC23, for which Yermolaev et al. (2021)
give values almost three times lower than that from Gopalswamy
et al. (2015) and almost two times lower than Mitsakou and
Moussas (2014). The results of SC24 also differ for Gopalswamy
et al. (2015) and Yermolaev et al. (2021) for sheath and magnetic
obstacle, although the density of the sheath is quite similar in this
case. These results highlight the difficulties in finding an agree-
ment on the mean values for each solar cycle. We do not provide
the mean values for the near-Earth orbit, but for the inner and
outer heliosphere. Tables 5, 6 and 7 show the average values
calculated from our dataset for each solar cycle separately for
sheaths, MO Cat I and MO Cat II, respectively. The first block
in each table are the results considering the entire dataset, with-
out filtering for inner, i.e., r<1 AU (second block) or outer, i.e.
r≥1 AU) (third block) heliosphere.

SC N (cm−3) v (km/s) B (nT) Size (AU)

23 14.0 ± 9.7 530.2 ± 143.9 12.5 ± 6.2 0.128 ± 0.089
24 11.7 ± 8.6 442.6 ± 92.0 15.4 ± 19.1 0.102 ± 0.071
25 21.8 ± 23.9 405.2 ± 87.9 11.0 ± 8.3 0.081 ± 0.065

23 14.5 ± 9.9 542.7 ± 153.4 12.9 ± 6.6 0.130 ± 0.090
24 11.7 ± 7.8 443.9 ± 94.2 17.4 ± 21.4 0.102 ± 0.072
25 22.3 ± 25.7 409.4 ± 89.5 11.3 ± 8.8 0.082 ± 0.063

23 13.2 ± 9.3 509.0 ± 123.8 11.9 ± 5.4 0.125 ± 0.087
24 11.8 ± 10.2 439.7 ± 87.2 9.3 ± 5.4 0.101 ± 0.070
25 18.7 ± 8.4 382.3 ± 76.3 8.9 ± 3.7 0.076 ± 0.076

Table 5. Sheath average values according to the different solar cycles
and heliocentric distance. All distances (first block), inner heliosphere,
r< 1AU (second block) and outer heliosphere, r≥ 1AU (third block).

SC N (cm−3) v (km/s) B (nT) Size (AU)

23 7.3 ± 4.9 499.7 ± 125.0 11.2 ± 5.4 0.336 ± 0.331
24 6.5 ± 4.2 426.3 ± 81.1 16.1 ± 18.3 0.252 ± 0.156
25 13.4 ± 12.5 396.2 ± 80.0 13.2 ± 10.0 0.177 ± 0.114

23 7.4 ± 5.0 505.9 ± 127.2 12.9 ± 6.6 0.309 ± 0.171
24 6.6 ± 4.3 426.1 ± 82.3 17.4 ± 21.4 0.244 ± 0.152
25 14.1 ± 13.3 397.6 ± 80.4 11.3 ± 8.8 0.175 ± 0.112

23 7.1 ± 4.8 489.3 ± 120.9 10.6 ± 4.6 0.306 ± 0.175
24 6.4 ± 4.2 426.5 ± 78.5 9.0 ± 4.3 0.269 ± 0.161
25 9.4 ± 5.2 388.5 ± 79.3 9.7 ± 3.7 0.186 ± 0.127

Table 6. MO Cat I average values according to the different solar cycles
and heliocentric distance. All distances (first block), inner heliosphere,
r< 1AU (second block) and outer heliosphere, r≥ 1AU (third block).
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SC N (cm−3) v (km/s) B (nT) Size (AU)

23 6.7 ± 5.0 450.3 ± 87.5 7.8 ± 4.9 0.308 ± 0.172
24 6.0 ± 3.5 398.6 ± 65.6 9.9 ± 8.4 0.212 ± 0.133
25 10.0 ± 6.7 376.0 ± 52.1 10.9 ± 6.5 0.177 ± 0.099

23 7.9 ± 4.8 446.4 ± 86.0 9.6 ± 4.6 0.276 ± 0.144
24 6.1 ± 3.4 397.1 ± 59.3 10.8 ± 9.7 0.210 ± 0.137
25 9.8 ± 7.0 379.5 ± 53.3 11.1 ± 6.9 0.186 ± 0.102

23 5.3 ± 4.9 455.2 ± 89.4 5.7 ± 4.5 0.407 ± 0.407
24 5.8 ± 3.6 401.2 ± 75.6 7.7 ± 3.2 0.216 ± 0.128
25 10.7 ± 4.9 353.9 ± 39.6 9.4 ± 3.1 0.124 ± 0.057

Table 7. MO Cat II average values according to the different solar cycles
and heliocentric distance. All distances (first block), inner heliosphere,
r< 1AU (second block) and outer heliosphere, r≥ 1AU (third block).

The sheath results from previous authors about the evolu-
tion with solar cycles, agree on the decreasing speed and mag-
netic field from SC23 to SC24. The speed of the sheaths accord-
ing to our results for SC23 to SC24 (see Table 5) agree also
with a decreasing speed. On the other hand, Yermolaev et al.
(2021) show an increase in density from SC23 to SC24 while
Gopalswamy et al. (2015) obtained a decrease in density. Our
results show a decrease in density for all distance ranges stud-
ied, considering either the entire heliocentric distances, or sep-
arately only the inner heliosphere or only the outer heliosphere.
Yermolaev et al. (2021) and Gopalswamy et al. (2015) show a
decrease in magnetic field from SC23 to SC24, nevertheless,
we obtained an increase in magnetic field, except for the outer
heliosphere, however the standard deviation of some results for
SC24 are high. The sheath size decreases from SC23 to SC24,
although these values are slightly lower than those from Gopal-
swamy et al. (2015). The trend in SC25 reinforce the idea of a
decreasing speed, magnetic field and size. Nevertheless, the den-
sity follows the increasing trend from the previous solar cycles.
These trends for SC25 should be treated carefully since we have
a small dataset for this cycle.

Yermolaev et al. (2021) analyze separately the physical char-
acteristics of sheaths and ejecta. They obtained almost the same
density for SC23 and SC24. The density of MO Cat II agrees
with this result, but only considering the outer heliosphere
dataset. Considering either the inner heliosphere or the entire
dataset, we obtain higher values with a decreasing trend. Some-
thing similar occurs with the magnetic field, we observe an in-
creasing trend while they obtain similar values even with a small
decrease. The speed trend is decreasing, agreeing with the re-
sults from Yermolaev et al. (2021). The size of MO Cat II with
the solar cycles, shows a decreasing trend that seems to continue
in SC25.

The MO Cat I (see Table 6) show almost the same trend as
the MO Cat II (see Table 7). A decrease in density from SC23
to SC24 followed by an increase in SC25, although the values
are slightly higher. The same occurs with the speed, a decreas-
ing trend with higher values than MO Cat II. The size of both
MO Cat I and Cat II decrease around 50% from SC23 to SC25.
Lastly, values for the magnetic field strength, although the val-
ues in SC24 have a high standard deviation, suggest a decrease
in the inner and outer heliosphere, while considering the entire
dataset, a small increase appears.

3.4. Magnetic obstacle Cat I and sheath ratio

In this section, we study the ratio between the sheaths and MO
Cat I, i.e. the magnetic obstacle that drives and follows the

sheath. For this, we split the heliocentric distance in three parts,
r< 0.95 AU, r∈ [0.95, 1.05] AU and r> 1.05 AU and defined the
ratio as RT = xMOI/xSH, with x as size or speed. Figure 11 and 12
show the speed and size ratio respectively. The numbered block
represents the result for each distance interval: inner heliosphere,
1 AU and outer heliosphere.

Figure 11 suggests that the speed ratio decreases from the in-
ner to the outer heliosphere. In the inner heliosphere, it is slightly
higher than 1, drops to 0.95 at 1 AU and increases to 0.97 in the
outer heliosphere. In the three cases, the IQR is close to 1 sug-
gesting that both structures have a similar speed.

Fig. 11. Speed ratio between MO Cat I and sheath for different distance
interval.

With respect to the size ratio of the structures, MO Cat I are
bigger than the sheaths over the entire distance interval. Indeed,
Figure 12 shows that the size ratio increases by ∼15% in each
distance interval. Salman et al. (2021) propose by analyzing 106
sheath regions near 1 AU using data from STEREO, a catego-
rization of the sheaths according to their formation process: i)
pure propagation-dominated sheaths, where solar wind tends to
flow around the MO at a distance that is related to the relative
speed between the MO and the solar wind; ii) pure expansion-
dominated sheaths, where solar wind gets continuously piled-up
over the entire extent of the structure due to the increasing size
of the expanding MO. They obtain a size ratio between the mag-
netic obstacle and the sheath of 1.9 and 2.9 for the propagation
and expansion type of formation respectively, represented by the
blue-dashed lines in Figure 12. Although the pure propagation
or pure expansion formation mechanisms are uncommon, our re-
sults suggest that in the inner heliosphere there is a combination
of both mechanisms, while moving to 1 AU and in the outer he-
liosphere, the dominant mechanism seems to be the expansion.
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Fig. 12. Size ratio between MO Cat I and sheath for different distance
interval. The blue dashed lines are the size ratio for the propagation and
expansion type according to Salman et al. (2021).

We further derive and discuss the correlation between the
physical magnitudes of the sheath and MO Cat I. Salman et al.
(2020) analyze the correlation coefficient (CC) of around 150
ICMEs seen by STEREO. In their work, they divide the ICMEs
in three different categories according to the presence of sheath
and shock. They obtain a CC of 0.91 between the speed of
the magnetic ejecta and the sheath, and a CC of 0.64 between
the magnetic fields of both structures. It should be noted that
these values are for the ICMEs with sheath and shock, although
their results for ICMEs only with sheath are very similar. Ta-
ble 8 shows the CC and its statistical significance according to
the p-value test. The CC in parentheses are those found to be
lower than 0.5 and statistically not significant, whereas the CC
in brackets, are those lower than 0.5 but statistically significant.
We find very strong correlations for the speed of both structures
(CC #1) over all the distance interval, with CC∼0.9 in the three
regions, which agrees with the results from Salman et al. (2020).
The correlation between the magnetic fields (CC #2) is also high,
especially in the inner and outer heliosphere. At 1 AU, the cor-
relation is found to be moderate, weaker than the derived by
Salman et al. (2020). For the other parameters we get, at least
for one of the distance intervals, a CC lower than 0.5. It should
be noted that the number of ICMEs is not homogeneously dis-
tributed over the different distance intervals. The highest num-
ber is at 1 AU (983) followed by the inner heliosphere (177) and
the outer heliosphere (83). Therefore, the CCs obtained for the
outer heliosphere should be treated carefully since the number
of events is low, even if they are statistically significant, e.g., CC
#8 and CC #9. There is a strong correlation found between MO
Cat I speed and the sheath temperature of the sheath (CC #3) in
the inner and at 1 AU. CC #4, between the MO Cat I magnetic
field and the sheath temperature, shows strong and statistically
relevant CCs only in the inner heliosphere. CC #5 and #6 reveal
very strong CCs only in the outer heliosphere. Nevertheless, in
the inner heliosphere and at 1 AU, these CCs are moderate or
weak, suggesting that they would not be relevant. On the other
hand, the CC #7, #8 and #9 show moderate CCs especially in
the inner heliosphere and at 1 AU, suggesting a relevant cor-
relation. Lastly, CC #10 is the only example with a moderate
anti-correlation in the inner heliosphere, while at 1 AU and in
the outer heliosphere, there is no relevant correlation found.

# Parameter r<0.95 AU r ∈[0.95,1.05] AU r>1.05 AU

1 vMOI ,vS h 0.86 0.91 0.88
2 BMOI ,BS h 0.80 0.51 0.82
3 vMOI ,TS h 0.70 0.80 (0.10)
4 BMOI ,TS h 0.78 [0.15] 0.65
5 TMOI ,TS h (0.44) [0.45] 0.93
6 TMOI ,BS h (0.38) [0.25] 0.87
7 vMOI ,BS h 0.50 0.56 (0.13)
8 NMOI ,NS h 0.66 [0.46] [0.43]
9 BMOI ,NS h 0.60 0.53 [0.41]
10 BMOI ,DurS h -0.54 [-0.13] (-0.22)

Table 8. Correlation coefficients (CC) between the physical magnitudes
of sheath and MO Cat I. The values in parentheses show CCs below 0.5
and statistically not significant, while the values in brackets are below
0.5 and statistically significant.

4. Summary and Discussion

In this research we have gathered and compiled the results from
13 individual catalogs to create a dataset of more than 2000 sepa-
rate ICMEs. These ICMEs are classified in ICME I and ICME II
according to the presence or not of a sheath, allowing to define
three structures, sheaths, MO Cat I and MO Cat II (see Figure
1). Due to the big sample obtained, the distance range covers the
inner heliosphere (0.25 AU) to the outer heliosphere (5.42 AU)
over the time range 1975–2022.

4.1. General evolution

The size evolution of the magnetic obstacles is found to be simi-
lar for both categories, but MO Cat I is on average derived to be
larger than MO Cat II over the distance range 0.75–1.25 AU. In-
vestigating the evolution of the MO Cat II with distance, we de-
rive only for the inner heliosphere a result consistent with a self-
similar expansion (S∝R) as defined by Farrugia et al. (1993);
Démoulin and Dasso (2009). The MO Cat II evolution from the
inner to the outer heliosphere may be affected by some mecha-
nism like reconnection and "pancaking effect" (Ruffenach et al.
2015) which produce a non-self-similar expansion. For both MO
categories, we derive the largest increase in size around 0.75 AU.
Indeed, Scolini et al. (2021) through the combined analysis of
CME modelling and in-situ data of a halo CME in July 2012,
found a phase of rapid expansion up to ∼0.4 AU in response to
the rapidly decreasing pressure in the ambient solar wind (Dé-
moulin and Dasso 2009). The sheath size evolution follows a
similar trend, revealing a clear increase around 0.75 AU. Sheath
size results at 1 AU from this study are found to be three times
bigger than reported in previous studies (Temmer and Bothmer
2022), which might reflect differences in the sample used. While
the sizes between MO Cat I and MO Cat II are different at 1AU,
their densities are very similar and show a similar evolution with
heliocentric distance. As expected, the sheaths reveal on aver-
age a higher density than the magnetic obstacles, being at 1 AU
twice as dense as MO Cat I. In general, the density evolution
with heliocentric distance of the three structures is very similar.
The steepest density decrease is located around 0.75 AU, clearly
related to the strong size enhancement at that distance.

4.2. Sheath formation and relation to the magnetic obstacle

The identification of ICMEs with clear sheath structures allows
to statistically investigate the interaction between the magnetic
obstacle that drives and follows the sheath over several distance
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ranges. Some works have shown the relation between the mag-
netic obstacle and the sheath, e.g. Masías-Meza et al. (2016);
Janvier et al. (2019). The speed ratio between MO Cat I and
sheath in the inner heliosphere is slightly higher than 1 showing
that the magnetic obstacle actively drives the sheath. At 1 AU
and over the outer heliosphere, this ratio drops slightly below 1
suggesting that, at this distance the sheath is no longer driven
by the magnetic obstacle and might be more comparable to a
freely propagating distortion. This would coincide with the shift-
ing of the solar wind density peak further upstream as derived for
the outer heliosphere. Salman et al. (2021) proposed two sheath
formation mechanisms: propagation-dominated, where the solar
wind largely flows around the obstacle and expansion-dominated
where the solar wind gets continuously piled-up all around the
object (Siscoe and Odstrcil 2008). According to the results from
these authors, in the inner heliosphere there seems to be a bal-
ance between the contribution of both formation mechanisms.
Nevertheless, moving outwards, the median size ratio between
MO Cat I and sheath increases, suggesting that the contribu-
tion of the expansion mechanism would be more relevant. In our
study, we find that the size of the MO Cat I increases by about
15% in comparison with the size of the sheaths. The sheath for-
mation mechanism therefore might change with the heliocentric
distance, according to the interplay between MO increasing in
size and decreasing in speed. However, further investigation ana-
lyzing in detail the expansion profile would be needed to confirm
the different sheath formation mechanisms at work at different
distances from the Sun.

The correlation coefficient (CC) between several parameters
of sheath and MO Cat I structures has also been studied. Com-
paring our results with those from Salman et al. (2020), per-
formed at 1 AU, we confirm a high correlation between the
speed of the magnetic obstacle and the sheath (CC=0.91). In
their work, they also found a strong correlation between the mag-
netic field of both structures (CC=0.64), but our results provide
a lower CC of 0.51. The dataset used in this study allows ex-
tending the CC calculation to the inner and outer heliosphere.
We note that the CC from the outer heliosphere, although being
statistically significant according to the p-value test, should be
treated carefully since the sample is small in comparison with
the other distance ranges. The CC between speeds in the inner
and outer heliosphere, is also high, with values of 0.86 and 0.88
respectively, showing that the correlation is high along the entire
heliocentric distances. On the other hand, the CC of the magnetic
fields in the inner (0.80) and outer heliosphere (0.82), increase in
comparison to 1 AU. Other physical magnitudes have a relevant
value (CC>0.5), see Table 8. In the inner heliosphere and at 1
AU, we find relevant CC between the speed of the magnetic ob-
stacle and the temperature of the sheath and with the magnetic
field of the sheath, and also between the magnetic field of the
MO with the density of the sheath.

4.3. Solar wind Interaction

ICMEs are embedded in the solar wind and interact with
the background solar wind during propagation. To investigate
changes in the interaction processes such as compression, we
have analyzed the relation between the upstream solar wind and
the structures that immediately follow, i.e., sheaths and MO Cat
II. Density ratios are calculated over a 4×12-hours time window
prior to the start time of the respective structure. The sheath den-
sity ratio suggests that in the inner heliosphere between 0.25 and
0.7 AU, the upstream solar wind is denser near the interface be-
tween solar wind and sheath. With farther heliospheric distance,

the density accumulation gradually decreases, and between 1 and
1.5 AU, the densest region shifts upstream moving away from
the interface between solar wind and sheath. In contrast to the
results for the sheaths, in the inner heliosphere the MO Cat II
does not show a clear trend below 0.7 AU. Between 0.7 and 1
AU, there is a small decrease, suggesting an increase in density
in the nearest region to the interface between solar wind and MO
Cat II. Above 1.5 AU, our results suggest that the central region
of the upstream solar wind under study would have higher den-
sity. These results should be treated carefully, since the IQR of
these boxplots are compatible with 1, meaning that the upstream
solar wind and the MO Cat II could have the same density, i.e.,
are almost balanced.

4.4. Solar cycle relations

Our dataset covers almost five solar cycles, but for statistical rea-
sons we focus the analysis on solar cycles SC23, SC24 and SC25
(rising phase). Kilpua et al. (2017) provide the evolution with
SC23 and part of the SC24 for sheaths and ICME at 1 AU. We
extend these results to the inner and outer heliosphere, and in the
inner heliosphere, the number of sheaths (the same as for MO
Cat I) doubles from SC23 to SC24, and the same occurs with
MO Cat II. The difference between MO Cat II with MO Cat I or
sheaths remains constant for SC23 and SC24, with around 50%.
The magnetic field of MO Cat II shows lower values than MO
Cat I and sheaths, this is most significantly revealed around the
rising and maximum phase of SC24. In general, the solar wind
speed of the structures (sheath, MO Cat I and MO Cat II) exhibits
an increase after the maximum of each solar cycle, with the most
significant one during SC23. While sheaths and MO Cat I show
on average larger values compared to the yearly averaged so-
lar wind speed, MO Cat II structures have much lower speeds,
falling even below the ambient solar wind. Unlike the previous
magnitudes, the evolution of density and size in the inner helio-
sphere does not show a clear relationship with the solar cycles.
As expected, the sheaths are denser than the magnetic obstacles
in both solar cycles, while their sizes are smaller. In the outer
heliosphere, the number of sheaths (the same as for MO Cat I)
in comparison with MO Cat II is very similar in some phases.
Nevertheless, in SC24 the number doubles around the maximum
phase, but it is half of what is observed in the inner heliosphere.
The magnetic field strength of sheaths and MO Cat I suggests
a moderate anti-correlation with the solar cycle, since there is
an increase during the declining phase. On the other hand, the
trend for the MO Cat II is less clear, with similar values to the
other structures during some years. The comparison with pre-
vious results (e.g. Mitsakou and Moussas (2014); Gopalswamy
et al. (2015)) of the evolution in SC23 and SC24 of sheaths, have
shown an agreement with the trend in speed and size. Previous
results for the sheath magnetic field have shown a decrease with
solar cycles (Gopalswamy et al. 2015; Yermolaev et al. 2021),
although our results show an increase but with a high standard
deviation. There is no clear trend for the sheath density, although
we have obtained a decrease with solar cycles for SC23 and
SC24, whereas for SC25 there is an increase but with high stan-
dard deviation. The density of MO Cat I is higher than MO Cat II
and these values agree with the results from Gopalswamy et al.
(2015), specially considering our results in the inner heliosphere.
The trend obtained for the magnetic field shows an increase for
the solar cycles studied, whereas the previous results show an in-
crease. On the other hand, our results show a decrease in speed,
which was also obtained from previous studies (Gopalswamy
et al. 2015; Yermolaev et al. 2021).
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5. Conclusions

The results obtained in this work provide important statistics on
the evolution of different ICME structures (sheath, MO Cat I
and MO Cat II) and the upstream solar wind for the inner helio-
sphere, but specially for the outer heliosphere, a distance range
not fully covered yet. Our results show an abrupt change around
0.75 AU for size and density in the three different structures
studied. Further analysis from spacecraft data for that specific
distance range would be of high interest.

Although the sheath formation mechanism is still under
debate, we have compared our results with those proposed
by Salman et al. (2021), who classify the sheaths as either
propagation-dominated or expansion-dominated sheaths. Apply-
ing that concept we have shown that the sheath formation mecha-
nisms might change with the heliocentric distance, from a more
propagation-dominated into a more expansion-dominated one.
We also highlight the relation between the sheath and the mag-
netic obstacle, stating the importance of sheaths in the formation
and evolution of magnetic obstacles. Since sheaths are the direct
interface to the ambient solar wind, the relation between the up-
stream solar wind and the structures of the ICMEs are found to
be important and should be studied further to enhance our un-
derstanding of ICME propagation and evolution in general.

Results from this study provide valuable insights for CME
model development, which could be useful to produce more ac-
curate forecasts, helping to improve space weather tools and
alerts.
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Vršnak, B., Amerstorfer, T., Dumbović, M., Leitner, M., Veronig, A. M., Tem-
mer, M., Möstl, C., Amerstorfer, U. V., Farrugia, C. J., and Galvin, A. B.
(2019). Heliospheric Evolution of Magnetic Clouds. Astrophys. Journal,
877(2):77.

Vršnak, B., Vrbanec, D., and Čalogović, J. (2008). Dynamics of coronal mass
ejections. The mass-scaling of the aerodynamic drag. Astronomy & Astro-
phys., 490(2):811–815.

Vršnak, B., Žic, T., Vrbanec, D., Temmer, M., Rollett, T., Möstl, C., Veronig,
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Appendix A: Catalogs description

Table A.1 details the references of the individual catalogs used to
obtain the combined catalog analyzed in this research. The col-
umn named ’Sheath’ specifies if the catalog considers the pres-
ence of sheaths or not.

Catalog Sheath Reference
1 Yes Möstl et al. (2020)

DOI: 10.6084/m9.figshare.6356420
2 Yes Nieves-Chinchilla et al. (2018)
3 Yes STEREO ICME List
4 Yes MESSENGER ICME List
5 Yes Helios ICME List
6 Yes Solar Orbiter ICME List
7 Yes Parker Solar Probe ICME List
8 Yes Commission et al. (2014)

DOI: 10.6084/m9.figshare.4588315.v1
9 Yes Regnault et al. (2020)

10 Yes Cane and Richardson (2003)
Richardson and Cane (2010)

11 Yes Jian et al. (2018)
12 Yes Jian et al. (2006)
13 No Du et al. (2010)

Table A.1. References of the individual catalog used.

As the different catalogs partly cover the same ICMEs, we re-
moved all duplicates. For that, we were cross-checking catalogs
from single spacecraft measurements with those from multiple
spacecraft (catalog #1 and #8).

1. Set the time range associated with each ICME entry in the
catalogs from a single spacecraft.

2. Determine whether the time range identified in step 1 inter-
sects with any ICME time ranges in the base catalog.

3. If there is no overlap as described in step 2, we include this
ICME entry in our final catalog.

After combining the catalogs, the repeated events have been
removed, and we obtain the 2136 separate ICMEs, from which
2003 belongs to the in-ecliptic ICMEs, i.e., latitude between
−10º and +10º. The individual contributions to the final ICME
catalog are detailed in Table A.2. The second and third column
are the % contributions to the entire final ICME catalog and the
in-ecliptic ICME catalog, respectively. As can be noted, the main
difference is the decrease of the ULYSSES ICMEs catalog when
considering the in-ecliptic ICMEs.

Catalog Entire catalog % In-ecliptic catalog %
1 53.93 57.31
2 1.17 1.25
3 0.47 0.50
4 0 0
5 4.45 4.74
6 0.23 0.25
7 0.05 0.05
8 1.31 1.40
9 22.52 24.01

10 2.34 2.50
11 0.61 0.65
12 4.49 4.79
13 8.43 2.55

Table A.2. % of contribution from the individual catalogs to the entire
catalog (second column) and to the entire catalog considering only the
in-ecliptic ICMEs.

The contribution from each spacecraft is detailed in Table
A.3, separated for the entire catalog and the in-ecliptic ICME
catalog.

Catalog Entire catalog % In-ecliptic catalog %
Wind 27.95 29.81
ACE 24.86 26.51

STEREO-A 12.97 13.83
ULYSSES 8.66 2.60

STEREO-B 7.21 7.69
Helios 4.45 4.74
VEX 4.35 4.64

MESSENGER 4.07 4.34
PSP 1.69 1.80

Solar Orbiter 1.82 1.95
BepiColombo 1.50 1.60

MAVEN 0.47 0.50
Table A.3. Percentage (%) of contribution from each spacecraft to the
entire catalog (second column) and to the entire catalog considering
only the in-ecliptic ICMEs.

The ICME signatures used for detection in the individual cat-
alogs are very similar for all the catalogs. The only catalogs that
does not consider the sheaths are catalog #10 and #13, as ex-
plained below.

The complete catalog obtained from this research can be
found in this link.

Appendix B: Literature review from previous
authors

Appendix B.1: Size evolution with heliocentric distance

The power law fitting parameters of the size obtained from previ-
ous authors are detailed in Table B.1. Chen (1996) (R1) obtained
the fitting parameters from theoretical calculations between 0.3
and 5 AU, while Kumar and Rust (1996) (R2) provide the size of
ICMEs between and 0.3 and 4 AU by comparing with observa-
tions. Bothmer and Schwenn (1998) (R3) using magnetic clouds
detected by Helios 1 and 2 estimate their size within the range
between 0.3 and 4.2 AU. Wang et al. (2005) (R4) and Liu et al.
(2005) (R5) complemented the analysis of the magnetic clouds
with ICMEs measured by Ulysses and ACE in both cases. Liu
et al. (2005) (R5) also add ICMEs measured from Wind, while
Wang et al. (2005) (R4) add others from Pioneer Venus Orbiter
(PVO). In both cases, the distance range was extended to 5.4
AU. Leitner et al. (2007) (R6.1) extended even more the dis-
tance range to 10 AU, thanks to the measurements from Pioneer
10 and 11, and Voyager 1 and 2. They also estimate the size
of the inner heliosphere using measurements from Helios and
Wind (R6.2) Gulisano et al. (2010) estimate the size of mag-
netic clouds in the inner heliosphere (between 0.3 and 1 AU)
measured by Helios (R7.1), separating them between those who
have not been affected by other ICMEs or fast stream from a
coronal hole, known as non-perturbed MC (R7.2), or those af-
fected, known as perturbed magnetic obstacles (R7.3). Gulisano
et al. (2012) following the research from the previous work, an-
alyze the size in the outer heliosphere (between 1.4 and 5.4 AU)
using measurements from Ulysses, for the entire dataset (R8.1),
non-perturbed (R8.2) and perturbed (R8.3). Finally, Temmer and
Bothmer (2022) obtained the size of magnetic obstacle (R9.1)
and sheaths (R9.2) in the inner heliosphere (between 0.3 and 1
AU) using measurements from Helios and Parker Solar Probe.
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Reference Dist. range (AU) Size

R1 0.3-5 S = r0.88

R2 0.3-4 S = 0.148 · r0.97

R3 0.3-4.2 S = (0.24 ± 0.01) · r(0.78±0.1)

R4 0.3-5.4 S = 0.19 · r0.61

R5 0.3-5.4 S = (0.25 ± 0.01) · r(0.92±0.07)

R6.1 0.3-10 S = (0.195 ± 0.017) · r(0.61±0.087)

R6.2 0.3-1 S = (0.23 ± 0.05) · r(1.14±0.44)

R7.1 0.3-1 S = r(0.78±0.12)

R7.2 0.3-1 S = r(0.89±0.15)

R7.3 0.3-1 S = r(0.45±0.16)

R8.1 1.4-5.4 S = r(0.56±0.34)

R8.2 1.4-5.4 S = r(0.79±0.46)

R8.3 1.4-5.4 S = r(0.54±0.48)

R9.1 0.3-1 S = 0.27 · r0.78

R9.2 0.3-1 S = 0.04 · r0.48

Table B.1. Overview about the power law size fitting from previous
authors. The references are detailed in the text.

Appendix B.2: Density evolution with heliocentric distance

The summary of the density power law fitting parameters is de-
tailed in Table B.2. Kilpua et al. (2017) (R10) from measure-
ments of Helios 1 and 2, Wind, ACE Ulysses and Voyager extend
the power law fitting until 12 AU. As detailed in the previous
section, R8.1, R8.2 and R8.3 refers to estimation of the density
using all the magnetic clouds, only the non-perturbed and the
perturbed respectively from Gulisano et al. (2012), while R9.1
and R9.2 refers to the density of magnetic ejecta and sheaths
respectively from Temmer and Bothmer (2022).

Reference Dist. range (AU) Density

R2 0.3-4 N = 7.2 · r−2.8

R3 0.3-4.2 N = (6.47 ± 0.85) · r(−2.4±0.3)

R4 0.3-5.4 N = 6.7 · r−2.4

R5 0.3-5.4 N = (6.16 ± 0.3) · r(−2.32±0.07)

R6.1 0.3-10 N = (6.63 ± 0.28) · r(−2.62±0.07)

R6.2 0.3-1 N = (7.24 ± 1.51) · r(−2.44±0.46)

R8.1 1.4-5.4 N = r(−1.7±0.43)

R8.2 1.4-5.4 N = r(−2.24±0.66)

R8.3 1.4-5.4 N = r(−1.4±0.5)

R9.1 0.3-1 N = 7.1 · r−2.4

R9.2 0.3-1 N = 22.3 · r−1.7

R10 0.3-12 N = (5.74 ± 0.27) · r(−2.21±0.03)

Table B.2. Overview about the power law density fitting from previous
authors. The references are detailed in the text.

Appendix B.3: Evolution with solar cycle

About the evolution with the solar cycle, Mitsakou and Moussas
(2014) from the analysis of 325 ICMEs with sheaths obtained
from a dataset of OMNI near-Earth database and defined by their
in situ plasma signatures during SC23 (between 1996 and 2008),
obtained the average values of different magnitudes, detailed in
Table B.3, where the first block are the results for the sheath and
the second for the ejecta.

SC N (cm−3) v (km/s) B (nT) Size (AU)

23 12.1 ± 0.5 504 ± 7 11.3 ± 0.3 0.111 ± 0.005

23 6.8 ± 0.2 467 ± 6 10.1 ± 0.2 0.27 ± 0.01
Table B.3. Average values from Mitsakou and Moussas (2014) of
sheath (first block) and ejecta (second block).

(Gopalswamy et al. 2015) analyzed sheaths and magnetic
clouds from the SC23 and part of the SC24 (between May 1996
to December 2014) from in-situ measurements at the L1 point.
The results are detailed in Table B.4 where the first block is for
the sheaths and the second block for the magnetic clouds.

SC N (cm−3) v (km/s) B (nT) Size (AU)

23 15.25 539.5 19.18 0.145
24 12.90 447.4 13.24 0.139

23 7.549 473.9 16.54 0.224
24 6.897 402.1 12.33 0.174

Table B.4. Average values from Gopalswamy et al. (2015) of sheath
(first block) and magnetic clouds (second block).

Another study, shows the results from Yermolaev et al.
(2021), where through the analysis of OMNI data from SC21
to SC24, obtained the average value of the characteristic mag-
nitudes of the solar wind, sheath and ejecta during these cycles
(Table B.5).

SC N (cm−3) v (km/s) B (nT)

23 11.2 ± 8.3 470 ± 120 10.3 ± 6.1
24 12.4 ± 9.4 430 ± 100 8.3 ± 4.5

23 5.2 ± 4.5 450 ± 100 6.6 ± 3.1
24 5.4 ± 3.8 410 ± 80 6.0 ± 2.5

Table B.5. Average values from Yermolaev et al. (2021) of sheath (first
block) and ejecta (second block).
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