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ABSTRACT

Our study attempts to understand the collision charatiesisf two coronal mass ejections (CMESs) launched
successively from the Sun on 2013 October 25. The estimatexinatics, from three-dimensional (3D) re-
construction techniques applied to observations of CMESEBECHI/Coronagraphic (COR) and Heliospheric
Imagers (HIs), reveal their collision around 3%, from the Sun. In the analysis, we take into account the
propagation and expansion speeds, impact direction, angize as well as the masses of the CMEs. These
parameters are derived from imaging observations, but mfigrsfrom large uncertainties. Therefore, by
adopting head-on as well as oblique collision scenariodhave quantified the range of uncertainties involved
in the calculation of the coefficient of restitution for exyling magnetized plasmoids. Our study shows that
the comparatively large expansion speed of the followingECklan that of the preceding CME, results in a
higher probability of super-elastic collision. We alsoanthat a relative approaching speed of the CMEs lower
than the sum of their expansion speeds increases the chizswgeen-elastic collision. The analysis under a rea-
sonable errors in observed parameters of the CME, revealatter probability of occurrence of an inelastic
collision for the selected CMEs. We suggest that the coltisiature of two CMEs should be discussed in 3D,
and the calculated value of the coefficient of restitutiorymaffer from a large uncertainty.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Coronal mass ejections (CMESs) being the most energetidewnthe Sun are expanding magnetized plasma blobs in the
heliosphere. If they reach the Earth with a southward déeohagnetic field orientation, they can cause intense geostiag
storms Pungey 1961 Gosling 1993 Gonzalez et al. 1994 They are frequently launched from the Sun, especiallyndusolar
maximum when their interaction or collision in the heliospdis possible. Historically, such interaction was irddasing in situ
data fromPioneer 9and twinHeliosspacecrafti(triligator 1976 Burlaga et al. 1987 However, the first observational evidence
was provided bysopalswamy et a(2001) using Large Angle and Spectrometric COronagraph (LAS8Qgckner et al. 1995
on-boardSOlar and Heliospheric Observatory (SOH@nNd long wavelength radio observations. It has been sugmdisat
some interacting CMEs have long interval of strong soutldwaagnetic field and can produce major disturbances in thin'Ear
magnetospheré\ang et al. 2003Farrugia & Berdichevsky 20Q4arrugia et al. 20Q8.ugaz & Farrugia 201}

Before theSolar TErrestrial RElations Observato(TEREQ (Kaiser et al. 200Bera, CMEs could only be imaged near the
Sun from one viewpoint of SOHO and we lacked their 3D kineosatiTherefore, understanding CME-CME interaction was
mainly based on magnetohydrodynamics (MHD) numerical ktians studies\(andas et al. 199A/andas & Odstrcil 2004
Gonzalez-Esparza et al. 2Q04igaz et al. 2005Wang et al. 2005Xiong et al. 20062007, 2009. With the availability of wide
angle imaging observations of Heliospheric Imagers (HhspoardSTEREGrom multiple viewpoints, several cases of interact-
ing CMEs have been recently reported in the literattter(ison et al. 201;4.iu et al. 2012 Lugaz et al. 2012Viostl et al. 2012
Martinez Oliveros et al. 2015hen et al. 201;ZTemmer et al. 201;2Nebb et al. 2013Mishra & Srivastava 20AMishra et al.
2015g Colaninno & Vourlidas 201p Also, the simulations based studies on the observed cA$EdEs are also being done to
advance our understanding of such interactlam@z et al. 201,3Shen et al. 20,2014 Niembro et al. 20155hen et al. 2016

Understanding the interaction of CMEs is of interest beeafgheir impact on many areas of heliospheric researcher@ev
cases of CME-CME interaction studies have focused on utatetimg their nature of collision, particle accelerationl geoef-
fectiveness$hen et al. 2052 ugaz & Farrugia 2014Ding et al. 201). Interacting CMEs also provide an unique opportunity
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to study the evolution of the shock strength, structure &éndffect on plasma parameters of preceding CMEr(g et al. 2003
Lugaz et al. 2006Mostl et al. 2012 Liu et al. 2012 Lugaz et al. 201% It is suggested that due to preconditioning of ambient
medium by preceding CME, any following CME may experienaghhiTemmer et al. 20L,2Mishra et al. 2015por low drag
(Temmer & Nitta 201 before their noticeable collision or merging. We use tmténteraction” and “collision” for two differ-
ent sense as defined inlshra & Srivastava 2014 By “interaction” we mean a probable exchange of momentetwben the
CMEs is in progress, however we could not notice obvioudjgjrf their features in the imaging observations. The ‘isah”
stands for the scenario noticed in imaging observation revhgo CMEs moving with different speeds come in close cdntac
with each other and show an exchange of momentum till theieaelan approximately equal speed or they get separated from
each other. Colliding CMEs can display change in their kiagos and morphology after the collision, and hence theiptied

of their arrival time to Earth becomes challenging. The klealge about nature of collision of CMEs may be utilized todice
their post-collision kinematics.

Using twin viewpointSTEREMbservations, more accurate estimation of kinematics aas$es of CMEs is possible, however,
recent case studies are not in agreement about the natulisfon of the CMEs. This disagreement is possible as each
case study have taken different candidate CMEs having ptplutifferent characteristics. Some studies exploitinggimg
observations have shown a super-elastic collision of CMEs( et al. 20L,Zolaninno & Vourlidas 201)pwhile some advocate
inelastic (Mishra et al. 2015eor close to elastic collision\{ishra & Srivastava 203,Mishra et al. 20150 This poses a question
as to what determines the nature of collision, i.e. coefiicaf restitution to vary from super-elastic to inelastioga. Most
of the earlier studies have considered a simplistic apprttzet CMES are propagating exactly in the same directien fiead-
on collision), and also have not taken the expansion speeshgular size of CME into account/(shra & Srivastava 2014
Mishra et al. 2015a). Schmidt & Cargill(2004) have studied the obliquely colliding CMEs using nhumergiaiulation. Some
earlier studies have suggested the collision nature of M&<based on their deflection and change in the dynamics wtitho
explicit mentioning the value of coefficient of restitutifinigaz et al. 2012Temmer et al. 20%,2Colaninno & Vourlidas 2016
Shen et al(2019 for the first time studied the oblique collision of CMEs ugimmaging observation, and considered several
uncertainties into account, however they did not discussamstraining the conservation of momentum. The straigivtiod
use of observed CME characteristics (speed and mass) wtaghinvolve large errors, may be a reason for conservation of
momentum to be no longer valid. We admit that previous stiglie away from the real scenario and each has differenatiorits.

Taking an exception t6hen et al(2012), we are not aware of other study which thoroughly discudseancertainties involved
in understanding the nature of collision of the CMEs. Hemeetake next step to address the limitations of previouses,dnd
to investigate the role of characteristics of CMESs, e.gedtion, mass, propagation speed, expansion speed andasigel, on
the collision nature. For this purpose, we selected two CMEish occurred almost 7 hr apart on 2013 October 25 and eallid
with each other in HI-1 field-of-view. The collision arounaich a moderate distance from the Sun is well suited to ouisgwil
picture. This is because near the Sun coronal magnetidgtascmay interfere the CME dynamics and accurate estimafio
the dynamics far from the Sun using HI observations is difffidoward 2011 Davies et al. 201,22013 Mishra et al. 2011
We apply the Graduated Cylindrical Shell (GCS) fitting teique (Thernisien et al. 200%n coronagraphic images and Self-
Similar Expansion (SSE) methob§vies et al. 201on HI images of the CMEs to estimate their kinematics. Thidiscussed
in Section? including a description on estimation of true mass of the GMEingColaninno & Vourlidag(2009 method and
identification of collision phase from the kinematics pmfilSection3 presents the analysis and results from the head-on and
oblique collision scenario, and shows the limitations eféipproach of simplistic head-on collision undertaken iierastudies.
The various limitations of the present study are discuss&ection and conclusions are presented in Secfion

2. TRACKING OF CMES IN THE HELIOSPHERE

Tracking of CME from its lift-off in the corona to the Earth even beyond is possible using the imaging instrumenguof
Earth Connection Coronal and Heliospheric Investigat{®@®ECCHI) package on-boa®TEREGspacecraft. In the following
section, we track the heliospheric evolution of CMEs froiffiedlent viewpoints and apply suitable 3D reconstructiahtéques
to estimate their kinematics.

2.1. Estimation of kinematics in COR?2 field-of-view

The selected CMEs in our study were recorded as halo CMEs 8&HOLASCO-C2 around 8:15 UT and 15:15 UT on
2013 October 25, respectively. We term these subsequenthched preceding and following CMEs as CME1 and CMEZ2,
respectively. To estimate the 3D kinematics of CMEs, we tepied the GCS forward fitting model{jernisien et al. 2009
to the contemporaneous images of the CMEs obtained fromE@CH I/COR2-B, SOHO/LASCO-C3 and SECCHI/COR2-A
coronagraphs. Figureshows images of CME1 and CME2 overlaid with the fitted GCS ¥iriaened contour (in green). From
this method, we note the propagation direction of CME1 alBRGNO3 (within error oft 5°) at a distance of 11:51.0 R,,. The
propagation direction for the following CME2 is along the3®®3 (within an error oft 5°) at a distance of 12:61.0 R,. In
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Figure1l. The GCS model wire-frame with green is overlaid on the insagfeCMEL (top panels) and CME2 (bottom panels). The tripfet o
concurrent images are taken fréTEREQCOR2-B (left), SOHO/LASCO-C3 (middle), arBiTEREQCOR2-A (right) around 10:54 UT for
CMEL1 and 16:54 UT on October 25 for CMEZ2, respectively.

addition to aforementioned propagation direction, the bissial GCS fitting gives a half angle of 3®°, a tilt angle of 96:20°,
and an aspect ratio of 0.39.10 for CME1. The half angle, tilt angle and aspect ratioGME?2 is 65+5°, 90+20°, 0.59+0.10,
respectively. The 3D speed of CMEL1 is noted as 485 kiand for CME2 it is 1000 kms!. The longitudes of CME1 (i.e.
¢1=-70°) and CMEZ2 (i.e.¢>=-65") and their speeds suggest their propagation eastward frer8un-Earth line, and possible
interaction or collision at some location in the heliosghefhe aforementioned uncertainties in the GCS fitted paemare
noted by inspecting the differences in the fitted valuesinbthfrom several independent attempts of applying GCS hiodee
CMEs.

2.2. Estimation of kinematics in HI field-of-view

Examining the heliospheric evolution of the CMEs, we note their leading front could not be observed in HI1-A field-of
view while their flank could remain visible only to a small egation angle. This is because of largely eastward projmaygat
of the CMEs from the Sun-Earth line. Therefore, we used muguifference images of COR2-B and HI-B to constrdichap
(Sheeley et al. 199®avies et al. 2008along the ecliptic (left panel of Figutd. By manually clicking on the positively inclined
bright features in th@-map which correspond to enhancement of density due to thes; e derived the elongation-time profile
which are shown with red and blue in the figure. We overplatiedierived elongation profile of tracked features to theisage
of Hl images and noted that the features correspond to tdigéront of CMEs. For exemplifying, the derived elongatemgle
of CMEs overplotted on a HI1-B image at an instant is showrightrpanel of Figure?. We confirm that tracked leading edges
of the CMEs meet around i1@longation. Based on our earlier study on comparison ofivelperformance of reconstruction
methods {lishra et al. 201); we implement SSE reconstruction method developeddyes et al(2012. This method requires
the propagation direction of CME and an input of cross-seeti angular half-widthX) of CME fixed to an appropriate value.
Based on the formulation described in Appendixothra et al(20156), we used the GCS fitted parameters and find the values
of A for the CMEs. The calculated value affor CMEZ2 is around 3%5° which is almost 10 larger than its value for CMEL1.
The value of\ for CME1 and CME2 as of 25and 35 is used as input while implementing the SSE method. Howaver,
acknowledge the errors in calculationoind to examine its effect on the kinematics of the CMEs(ira et al. 2015); we also
implement Harmonic Mean (HM) method afigaz et al.(2009 which is equivalent to SSE method wit+90°. The derived
elongation profile frond-map is interpolated keeping half an hour interval to geekiatics data points closely connected. The
estimated kinematics is shown in FiguieThe two upper and two lower panels in the figure show the katers from SSE and
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HM methods, respectively. The speed is estimated from adjatistance points using a numerical differentiation whtlee-point
Lagrangian interpolation and therefore have misleadimphgsical fluctuations. The smooth profile of speed can bgaettby

fitting the distance into a polynomial, but the informatidroat short time variations in the speed during CME-CME iatgion

will also be lost. Despite having the nonphysical fluctuagiin the speed, a careful inspection of the height-timeégémgether
with the speed profiles help to mark the timing for the CMEdiggtin close contact of one another for the collision.
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Figure 2. Left panel shows the time-elongation plot (J-map) comrsta using COR2-B and HI-B images 8STERECSECCHI Behind space-
craft for the period of October 25 to October 28 at 12:00 Ue $ymbol ofA in red and in blue mark the evolution of brightness enhancement
(leading edge) due to CME1 and CMEZ2, respectively. In rigimgd, the derived elongation of CMEs at 18:49 UT on Octobds 2verplotted

on HI1-B images.

Although we have taken extreme care in manual tracking, wa@gledge the possibility of error{2°) in elongation mea-
surements frond-map. Based on our earlier studylifishra et al.(20155), we note that the error of around h elongation has
lesser effect on the kinematics than that of arourftlii@ropagation direction of the CMEs. The error in the estedalirection
of the CMEs from the GCS method is arourfdid COR field-of-view. However the collision leading to a pibdi#ty of their real
deflection (ugaz et al. 201Pmay increase the error in direction in HI field-of-view whehe collision takes place. The effect of
real or artificial deflection{foward & Tappin 2009Howard 201) of CMEs on the estimated kinematics may be crucial. To find
the maximum possible error in kinematics induced from utadeties in direction, a change af20° in the propagation direction
of the CMEs is considered in our study. We note that such agghandirection shows only a small effect on the kinematics at
smaller elongation as has been reported earliérod et al. 201pHoward 2011 Mishra et al. 2011 From the obtained kine-
matics, we natice that a changeirvalue for the selected CMEs has also a small effect on thariaties obtained from SSE
method. This supports the findings of earlier studies wharelshown that change afvalue significantly alters the kinematics
of only those CMEs which are propagating more thah&®ay from the Sun-observer linei(l et al. 2013 Mishra et al. 2015p
Vemareddy & Mishra 2015 The kinematics at higher elongations are truncated wtierg have large fluctuations primarily
because of large errors in tracking of the CMEs and hencegatmn measurements frodamap. Identifying the collision phase
as described iviishra et al.(2015l), we notice that collision begins at October 25 23:00 UT amdseat October 26 06:00 UT.
We emphasize that the timings for collision are based on xchange of momentum between both the CMEs revealed from
estimated kinematics of their leading edges. However,eéhdihg edge of CME2 meets the trailing edge of CMEL1 before the
observed time of acceleration of leading edge of CME1. Asibeal transferring the momentum had to travel from thditigi
edge of CMEL1 to its leading edge, the time for beginning ofigioh noted above is delayed than actual starting time t&frin
action between the CMEs. If the signal is carried by magnatasdynamical waves, the spatial length and plasma priegert
of CMEL1 will decide the time taken by the signal during itsrijoey from the trailing edge to the leading edge of CME1. Thus
the precise marking of start and end of momentum exchangeebatthe CMEs is difficult. We note that during the collision
phase of around 7 hr, CMEL1 accelerated fror425 tov; =625 km s'! and CME2 decelerated fromy=700 tov, =500 km
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s~!. The true masses of the both the CMEs are determined usin@@@djes, following the method Gfolaninno & Vourlidas
(2009. The mass of CME1 and CME2 are estimated to beZI®'? kg and 9.3x 10'2 kg respectively. At the beginning of the
collision, CME2 leading edge is around &%, while it is around 58R, at the end of the collision phase.
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Figure 3. From the top: the first and second panels show time variatfitreight and speed of the leading edge of the 2013 OctobeN#BsC
from SSE method. Third and fourth panels show the variatfdremht and speed from HM method. The vertical dashed liné®ftom panels
mark the start and end of the collision phase. The smalloatine at each data point is the error bar due to an uncéytafnt-20° considered
in the value of propagation direction estimated from GCS ehod

3. COEFFICIENT OF RESTITUTION FOR THE CMES: ANALYSIS AND RESUS

In this section, first we estimate the Newton’s coefficientastitution (\ewton 168Y for the colliding CMEs following the
treatment of head-on collision as described\iisira & Srivastava 201,4Mishra et al. 2015 Then we consider a more realistic
scenario of oblique collision. As the selected CMEs are agaping along the same latitude, almost in the ecliptic@lohich
J-map is made, therefore Figuseepresents the kinematics of only a portion of the CME movirtgvo-dimensional (2D) plane.
This indicates that our consideration of head-on and oblimpllision stand for 1D and 2D collision picture. Puttingéther the
results of the analysis for 1D and 2D picture helps us tozeaeveral interesting points which must be addressed fmoving
our understanding of collision nature of any magnetizedeaqmanding plasma blobs, such as CMEs.

3.1. Head-on collision scenario

In this scenario, we assume that the speeds of both the CMBeelsnd after the collision are along the same line. We then
modify the observed post-collision speeds, (2) of the CMEs to satisfy the conservation law of momentum, me@nwhile
minimize the deviation{) between the modified and observed post-collision speedstevthed the modified speeds as theo-
retically estimated post-collision speeds;f,, vo;,) and define the deviation = \/[(vlth —v1)? 4 (v2ep, — v2)?]/2. We find
that the most optimized theoretically estimated postigiolh speeds of CME1 and CME2 are 645 and 520 ki sespectively,
with ¢ = 20 km s~!. Thus, adopting the head-on collision and constrainingcthreservation of momentum, the coefficient
of restitution ¢) is estimated to be about 0.45, suggesting an inelasticaatucollision. The total kinetic energy before the
collision was 2.95x 10?4 J, which decreased by 4.2% for the derived value af =0.45. The kinetic energy of CME1 and
CME?2 before the collision was 6.8 10?3 J and 2.27x 10** J, respectively. After the collision, the kinetic energy@N¥E1
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0.8

A= X
Figure4. The Z-axis in top, middle and bottom panels stands for the parsets coefficient of restitutior), deviation in observed speed
(o) and change in total kinetic energy of the CMESs, respegtiviel left panels: X -axis andY -axis respectively show the uncertaintiesiof
200 km s! in the observed pre-collision speeds (u2) and post-collision; , v2) of the CMEs. The different parameters shown on Z-axis
in different panels with the same colors are correspondirthe equal uncertainties in observed speeds. In the rigleglgatheX andY -axis
represents the- 30% uncertainties in estimated mass of the CME1 and CMERentisely. The different parameters shown on the Z-axis in
different panels with the same color are correspondingecatfual uncertainties in the observed mass of the CMEs.

_asSS



COLLISION NATURE OF THECMES 7

increased by 130% while the kinetic energy of CME2 decrehygeth.5% of its value before the collision.

There is a possibility of errors in estimated speedg@az et al. 2009Davies et al. 201Pand the masses of the CMEs
(Colaninno & Vourlidas 200R Therefore, to examine their effect on the nature of doltisve consider an arbitrary uncer-
tainty in speed by 200 km s'! and in mass by 30%. Without considering the expansion spafatie CMEs, an uncertainty
in their leading edge speeds is chosen such that they s#isfyD collision condition, i.eus > wui,v1 > u; andve < us.
The results of estimated value efkinetic energy change and valuemis shown in Figurel. The Z-axis in top, middle and
bottom panels, represents the valuepf and change in total kinetic energy of the CMEs. TXieandY -axis in left panels
represents the uncertainties in observed pre-collisignpast-collision speeds of the CMEs while in right panely tfepresent
the uncertainties af-30% in measured mass of CME1 and CME2, respectively. Frorfighee, we can note that an error tf
100 km s! in observed speeds can result in the variation of coeffi@éngstitution from 0.3 to 0.6 with deviatiow} values
up to 200 km s'. We point out that while examining the effect of uncertaistithe speed of CMEs with uncertainties is now
considered as observed speed and then their post-collisead is modified for conservation of momentum with minimatog
of deviation. Corresponding to an uncertainty#6fl00 km s! in speeds, the total kinetic energy of the CMEs decreases by
3.5% to 5.7% of its value before the collision.

The value ofe corresponding to larger uncertainties in speed and madstp#o higher value of is less reliable. This is
because large suggests that the theoretically estimated observed spgisty/sg the condition for conservation of momentum
is significantly different than the observed speed of the GMEom the bottom panels, interestingly we note tha0% in the
masses of the CMEs give a small change in value fobm 0.25 to 0.45 with small value of up to 75 km s'. Such findings
suggest that even a large error in the mass estimates of tles@bkes not impose incertitude on our estimatedlue, i.e. nature
of collision. The uncertainty in speeds may indirectly arfisom the errors in direction, expansion speed and angttithwef
the CMEs. Hence the influence of these factors on the natuheeafllision must be discussed.

Figure5. The oblique collision of two CMEs assumed as spherical lulsbshown. The red and green circles represent the prep&ME1
and the following CME2. The dotted horizontal line marks gwn-Earth line and the dotted oblique line is passing thiahe centroid of
both the CMEs. The dashed red and green lines show the dineaftipropagation (i.e. longitude) of CME1 and CME2¢asand¢- from the
Sun-Earth line, respectively. The andws is the half angular width of the CME1 and CME2. The andas is the direction of propagation
CME1 and CME2 from the line joining their centroid.

3.2. Oblique collision scenario

For realistic situation close to the observations, we idelpossibility of oblique collision of the CMEs with their rtain
angular width. We consider CME1 and CME2 as expanding spdidbuibbles propagating iy, and¢, direction relative to a
common reference line (i.e. Sun-Earth line in our case) aiithular sizes ab; andw,, respectively (Figuré). We consider that
the centroid of CME1 and CME2 is propagating in directionanda:s relative to the line joining their centroids at the instaft o
collision.

Using reconstruction methods described in Sectidnwe have estimated thig and¢. and now calculate the; anday by
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using the following relation.

sin(|¢p1 — ¢2|) — sin(ws) sin(ay)

cos(|g1 — @a]) sin(an) + sin(|g1 — @a]) cos(ar) = sin(wr) @

az = a1 + |[¢1 — ¢

We have estimated the speed of the leading edge of the CMB&vieo speed of their centroid should be used to discuss the
collision nature. Hence, the pre-collision speed of cedtfor CME1 will be uy. = u; — u1¢,, Whereu; is the leading edge
speed andi., is the expansion speed of CME1. By assuming that the CME @igina way to keep its angular width as
constant, we may get;., = w1 sin(wq)/[1 + sin(wy)]. Similarly the centroid speed of CME24,) is equal to the difference
between its leading edge speed)(and expansion speed4..). We consider that the post-collision direction of propagaof
the CMEs relative to Sun-Earth linedg andg), and relative to the line joining their centroid itfd and52. The post-collision
speed of centroid of CME1 and CMEZ21s. andwv.., respectively. We note that due to the presence of the émaisserved
pre- and post collision speeds they are not necessarigfigati the momentum conservation. Also, during the cdallisi there
is a deflection of the CMEs then their observed post-cotlisignamics (Figuré&) will be modified and its magnitude will also
depend on the nature of collision. Hence, the observedqmsion dynamics cannot be used directly for studyingribéure
of collision. Therefore, we determined theoretically thestpcollision speeduf .¢1, v2cir) Of the centroid of the CMEs using a
certain value foe, which together allow the momentum to be conserved. Equafids used for the speed (i.@.:; cos(3)) of
the CMEs parallel to line joining their centroid. Under thalision scenario, an exchange of momentum takes placeatohg
the line joining the centroids of the CMEs and thereforerthpeeds perpendicular to that line remains equal beforafedthe
collision. EquatiorB represents this condition mathematically for both the CMEs

maug cos(ay) + mausg cos(az) — maefug cos(ay) — us cos(as)]

Vieth cos(f1) =
mi + mo
(2

myuy cos(ay) + maug cos(an) + myefur cos(ar) — ug cos(az)]

Vaceh €os(f2) = o
1 2

Utesin(@y) = vien sin(By)

Uge Sin(aa) = vVaerp sin(Bz)

3)

Using equation& and 3, we determined the post-collision directigh & 3-) of the CMEs and their post-collision speed {;,

& wvap) along this direction by putting a definite value of the cardfint of restitution €). Considering that angular size of the
CMEs remains unchanged before and after the collisign,, v2., is converted to post-collision leading edge spegd.( vo:1)
which is compared with leading edge speed {-) as observed using HI-1 data. We repeat the above mentisnedgures and
calculate a set of theoretical values of final spaeg,( v2:1,) corresponding to different values ef The best suited value efis
attributed to the nature of collision of the selected CMEsvibich the deviation (i.ec as defined in Sectiof.1) between the
observed and the theoretically estimated post-collistanling edge speed is minimum. In our study, we have also &stihthe
post-collision direction of the CMEg| and¢’, to measure the deflection of the colliding CMEs from the SantlEline.

From the above description, it is clear that deflection of@ESs during their collision has not been taken into consitien
to derive their position and speed from SSE method. Thisdab&e the post-collision direction in our approach are ddona
certain value of coefficient of restitution, and hence baothiaterrelated as we have five unknowns parameters anddoatiens
(Equations? and 3) to deal with. By defining a parameter as variangg (ve could manage to obtain the most likely value of
and thus all five unknowns parameters. The value of the obdgrust-collision speeds from reconstruction methods (88E
HM) are not directly used in our analysis. If the deflectiorGMIEs could have been estimated independently of any amilisi
parameters, such as using elongation measurements amgl fitdthods RRouillard et al. 200§ then we would have taken this
deflection into account while implementing SSE method ftinestion of kinematics. However, we have used the estimakde
of deflection for the CMEs to find their theoretical post-=itin speeds. The theoretically estimated post-collisibactions
and speeds suggest that the deflection of the CMEs are itigitaken into account for analyzing the collision pictufar the
selected CMEs, we estimated the coefficient of restitutiynn oblique collision scenario using the estimated kineosaand
angular width of the CMEs (Sectiah?). From this, the value of is estimated to be 0.6 for 2D collision scenario. This lead
to 3.3% decrease in the total kinetic energy of the CMEs. Tdleevofe from 2D scenario is almost equal to the valuecof
estimated for in 1D collision scenario without taking uriagties in the speed and mass of the CMEs. This finding is@gde
as the propagation direction of CME1 and CMEZ2 is only #@liiferent to each other. Therefore, it will be interestingste the
value ofe in 2D scenario by taking the different propagation direcid the CMEs.
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Figure 6. Left and middle panels show the coefficient of restitutienand corresponding deviation) between theoretical and observed post-
collision speed values. The pre-collision longitudes & @ME1 and CME2 are shown o¥i andY -axis. The white dashed lines bound the
region where nature of collision is inelastic, i®< 1. The color bar showing the range of the values shown in figisralso stacked. Right
panel shows the probability of nature of collision and meewiation in the speed with error in CMESs longitude.

3.2.1. Effect of propagation direction

The collision takes place in HI field-of-view where a largecartainties in the direction is possible than that in CORIfie
of-view. To examine the role of direction in our analysis, s@nsider an uncertainty af 20° in the estimated longitude
of CME1 and CME2 §; and ¢;) from GCS model described in Sectianl. Then we followed the procedures described
in Section3.2 to calculate the coefficient of restitution and deviatiorthe speed which is shown in Figufe Only those
pairs of direction for the CMEs are chosen for which the sal condition is satisfied. The condition is that the speled o
leading edge of CME2 should be greater or equal to speedibfgradge of CME1 along the line joining their centroids.i.
[uge cos(aa) + ugeqr] > [u1e cos(ar) — uie,], and separation angle between the CMEs should be lessquat ® sum of their
angular sizes, i.€¢1 — ¢2| < (w1 + w2). The left and middle panel of the figure have missing valuéseatop left and bottom
right corners where the longitudes of the CMEs do not satls#ycollision condition. Form the figure, we see that values o
is less than unity in the region bounded between two whitbethdéines. There are instances near the top left and bottgimh ri
corners where the value efis either equal to zero or greater than unity. The largelue at these corners corresponding to
large separation angle between the CMEs suggests for ledisdnility of e value there. Therefore, there is a higher probability
of inelastic nature of collision for the 2013 October 25 CMEs

In the right panel, we show the probability of the collisicsture on thé -axis in the left, and mean value of deviation in the
speed on th& -axis in the right, against the error in the CMEs longitudeste X -axis. This shows that when error in longitude
increases fromt1 to +20°, the probability of inelastic collision decreases from 10@7.3% with mean deviation always less
than 10 km s'. The probability is calculated based on the number of daitstporeated using the pair of CMEs directions. The
increasing errors in the longitude increase the probglfisuper-elastic nature of collision from O to 40% and meawiation
in speed from 10 to 50 knTs. We also infer that the observed collision can never bebatied as perfectly inelastic as for this
an extremely larger value of the mean deviation in speeduado This emphasize the difference in results from headnah a
oblique-collision scenario. We accept the limitations af previous studies\ishra & Srivastava 20%3,4Mishra et al. 2015a
where only head-on collision is adopted. We note that rafigevalues for inelastic collision nature give the decreasenetic
energy of the CMEs up to 4% and super-elastic collision magire an increase in the kinetic energy of the CMEs up to 15% of
its value before the collision.

It is noted that an error in the direction of the CMEs can reisutlifferent value ofe using our approach, probably because
of the erroneously using the value of speed in our analysisicH, the estimated value ofvith larger value ot is reasonably
lesser reliable. We consider the longitude of the CMEs pyapag in east and west of the Sun-earth line with negativke an
positive sign respectively. The post-collision longituadéhe CMEs will beg’ = ¢ + (5 — «) for ¢1 < ¢2 and¢’ = ¢ — (8 — «)
for 1 > ¢2. We note that collision causes the deflection of both the CMfE® +15° in the direction opposite to each other
and therefore post-collision angular separation betwkeICMESs is larger than its pre-collision value. There is dphility of
80% that deflection of CME2 is 0.5 to 0.7 times of CME1 deflettand this is reasonable as CME2 is heavier than CME1. The
deflection for the interacting CMEs of 2010 May 23-24 has hmmnted out by_ugaz et al(2012. From our analysis, it seems
that the uncertainty in the directions of selected colid@MESs have only pseudo-effect on the collision nature. Viéethis term
‘pseudo’ because the use of different directions may cawsalteration in the value af which mistakenly would be believed
if the larger value ot is overlooked. The larger value efimplies that the unreliable value efis due to using the kinematics
which does not represent the observed collision pictureh 8ubious effect on estimatedalue is possible because of the errors
in ¢ and use of the observed speed estimated along differerd vl
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Figure7. Left and right panels show the coefficient of restitutiepgnd corresponding deviationY between theoretical and observed post-
collision speed. Convention& andY -axis represent the half angle) of the CME1 and CMEZ2, respectively. TBé andY -axis at top and
right side, respectively show the expansion speed of CMEICME?2. The dashed white line marks the boundary of supetieland inelastic
regime. The color bar is stacked below tkieaxis of the figure.

3.2.2. Effect of Angular size

We further examine the nature of collision of the CMEs beeaafsuncertainty in their angular sizes. Large angular sfze o
the CME directly implies the large value of expansion spewtitherefore smaller speed of CME centroid on keeping iditea
edge speed as constant. Keeping the kinematics same asatestim Sectior?, we arbitrary take the angular width ranging
between 5 to 35and repeat the procedures described in SectianThe estimated value efando is shown in left and right
panel of Figure/. Despite having large uncertainty in the angular size, tlobgbility of inelastic nature of collision is around
75.6%. The deflection of both the CMEs is upitd.0° in direction opposite to each other because of their collisi

From the figure, it is clear that at the top left corner, theigadfe is greater than unity and represents for super-elastic@matu
of collision. The value ot shown in Figure/ for super-elastic nature of collision corresponds to iaseein kinetic energy of
the CMEs up to 6%, and for inelastic collision nature coroe}s to decrease in kinetic energy up to 12% of its value bdfa
collision. Around 99% data points for the super-elastizirabf collision show that the angular width of CME2 is morartii.5
times of CME1 width. Corresponding to this, the expansiogesbof CME2 is more or equal to 2.0 times of CMEL1 expansion
speed. The value af for the super-elastic collision nature ranges from 5 to 50skrhwhich is not larger than its value for
inelastic nature of collision. The values @kqual to zero at bottom-right corner of left panel of the fegare associated with
CMEL1 expansion speed which is more than 1.5 times of exparsgieed of CME2. This suggests that super-elastic nature of
collision is probable with larger expansion speed of thivfeihg CME.

Using the expansion speed corresponding to different angides of the CMEs, we determined the speed of their cehtroi
i.e. u1. andus. . As per the suggestion madedimen et al(2012), we examined the characteristic of collision with appioag
speed of the CMES| 4. cos(as) — u1. cos(ay)|) and sum of their expansion speed before the collision. rEigi{left) shows
the variation ine value against their relative approaching speedXeaxis and sum of expansion speedg’asxis. From the
figure, it is clear that the nature of collision is found to b@ear-elastic when the sum of expansion speed is equal arldrgn
the relative approaching speed of two CMEs before the amflisThis finding is consistent with the condition for sumdaistic
collision conceptualized ivhen et al(2012 2016. However, this appears only as a necessary condition lua safficient
condition for super-elastic collision. As among all theues ofe for inelastic collision nature around 63% of them also $atis
this condition. For the selected CMEs under the assumedtaitées in the half-angular width, we note that almost 9%éta
points for inelastic nature of collision correspond to CM&®ansion speed ranging between around 0.3 to 2.5 times &I1CM
expansion speed. In contrast, the expansion speed of CMaRging between around 2 to 7 times of CME1 expansion speed
for super elastic collision.

The value ofo corresponding to the estimated valueca$ shown in Figure3 (right). In this figure, unlike the case shown in
Figure6, we note that the value ef corresponding to super-elastic nature of collision is aogér than its value for inelastic
collision nature. Therefore, the estimated value §6r super-elastic collision is reliable in this case. Fog telected CMEs
under the assumed uncertainties in their angular sizeatiteaf CME2 to CME1 expansion speed as 2.0 or the low appingch
speed around 150 knTéis a threshold to turn on the super-elastic nature of collisThe larger expansion speed of CME2 than
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CMEL1, and lower approaching speed appear as two importawiittan for increasing the probability of super-elastidliston.
Both conditions support each other as an increase in exgasgeed of CME2 indirectly gives the lesser value of redativ
approaching speed of CME1 and CME2 than the sum of their esxpauspeed.
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Figure 8. Left and right panels show the coefficient of restitutiepgnd corresponding deviationY between theoretical and observed post-
collision speed.X -axis represents the relative approaching speed of the CMER:2. cos(az) — uic cos(ai)]. The sum of expansion speed
of CME1 and CMEZ2, i.eu1eq + u2es, IS Shown along th& -axis. The color bar is stacked right to the figure.

3.2.3. Effect of initial speed and angular size

We further consider the uncertainties5f100 km s! in the observed pre-collision leading edge spagdandu,) of the
CMEs together with uncertainties in their angular width éndws). The longitude of the CME1 and CME2 is taken as estimated
using GCS model of 3D reconstruction in Sectibi and angular width of the CMEs is considered to range from 5fo B/e
estimated the value of coefficient of restitutiar) @nd deviation €) between theoretically derived and observed leading edge
speed of the CMEs which is shown in Fig@re=rom this figure, we note the probability of 72.7% for inélaaature of collision.
The probability of super-elastic collision is around 27%l @orresponds to an approaching speed ranging between & 28
s L. For these super-elastic collisions, the valuer @ not larger than its value for inelastic collision. Thene, the values of
e >1 are reliable. Among all the values offor super-elastic collision around 96% of them correspantdtger values of the
sum of expansion speed of two CMEs than their approachingdspefore the collision. And around 98% among these values
of e are associated with larger expansion speed of CME2 than CMRansion speed before the collision. We note that only
around 45% among all the valueseok 1 have larger expansion speed of CME2 than CMEL.

Coefficient of restitution (72.7% inelastic Deviation from observed speed (km s™)
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Figure9. Left and right panels show the coefficient of restitutiehgdnd corresponding deviatior ) between theoretical and observed post-
collision speed X -axis represents the relative approaching speed of the CMERu2. cos(asz) — uic cos(aq)]. The sum of expansion speed
of CME1 and CMEZ2, i.eu1es + u2es, IS Shown along th& -axis. The color bar is stacked right to the figure.

We found that 1% among all the valueseok 1 correspond to ratio of CME2 to CME1 expansion speed arouhd\bever,
around 12% among all the values®f> 1 satisfy this speed ratio. This suggest that as the ratio phrsion speed of CME2
to CMEL increases, the probability of super-elastic colfisncreases over inelastic one. The blank spaces at tinerin the
images correspond to the values which do not satisfy thésioil condition, as described in Secti®r. From the figure, the
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values ofe with negative approaching speed correspond to significdantjer value o> and therefore is not reliable. Negative
approaching speed implies that collision of CMESs took pla@eause of their larger expansion speed. Left panel of Eigand

8 shows that the decrease in the approaching speed incréaspsobability of super-elastic collision for the seleceNIEs.
This finding is consistent with the concept highlightedsimen et al(2016).

As the larger expansion speed and internal pressure aldg imparder the CME, we ideate that collision tends to be supe
elastic if a following CME is harder than preceding CME. Supkastic nature of collision has been noticed in experithemere
hard ceramic spheres impact a softer polycarbonate plategé & Adams 2002Kuninaka & Hayakawa 2004 We suggest that
internal pressure of a CME indirectly stands for physicdure of the macroscopic expanding plasma blobs. Theretoee,
different physical characteristics of the CMEs plasma miag different nature of collision.

4. DISCUSSION

Our analysis shows that nature of collision of 2013 Octol®ICMEs is inelastic. There also exist a smaller probability
of super-elastic collision when uncertainties of anguladthy expansion speed and initial speed of the CMEs is censtd
Inelastic collision implies that some energy of the coligliCMEs is lost, instead of converting to kinetic energy.sTimay be
due to deformation, compression, friction inside and oedliding surface of the system which contribute for coni@nof some
energy into heat. In our study, there are several idealisstimptions which may no longer be valid in the real scenakle
have estimated the pre- and post-collision speed of the QdEsarking the start and end of the collision phase. Howehker,
exchange in the momentum of the CMEs might have started dédfiernoticed collisionTfemmer et al. 20%;2ZTemmer & Nitta
2019 because of change in the local environment for CME2, angdrshock by CME2 which may be passing through CME1.
The role of shock in CME-CME interaction yet need to be unidexd properly (ugaz et al. 200k A fast-mode shock may
dissipate its kinetic energy into thermal and magneticgynérhus ignoring the shock during the interaction probabékes the
nature of the collision of two main bodies of the CMEs beinglemestimated. Another limitation of our study is the la¢k o
consideration of momentum exchange between the CMEs aadwivld during the collision. For the collision of two relagly
slow CMEs inShen et al(2012), it has been shown that the acceleration of preceding CMEtasolar wind was only about
6.5% of that caused by the collision. In their study, the imfice of solar wind on the following CME should be even smaller
as its speed was closer to the solar wind speed than the mgd@ME. For the case in our study, the speed of the preceding
CME is close to the slow speed ambient solar wind, but thersb€ME was extremely fast. Thus, the difference in the prd- an
post-collision speeds of the CMEs may not be completeljbatied to the collision. Thus, the system of both the CMEs diou
not behave as a close system for which the conservation ofentum need to be be satisfied over the collision durationvwef fe
hr. This is also a reason why the theoretically estimateddenot equal to measured post-collision speed for the CMEs

Further, the identification of collision phase based on #i@rated kinematics of only a portion of leading edges ofGMES
creates some uncertainty in our analysis. As per our defmif collision phase, the marked start time of collisionligtgly
postponed than the actual start time where the trailing eflGMEL is hit by the leading edge of CME2. This causes theevafu
coefficient of restitution to be overestimated. The extémverestimation depends on the deceleration of CME2 duhiagime
of transporting the disturbance from trailing edge to lagdddge of CME1. Based on the visual inspection of CMEs images
CME2 touches the trailing edge of CME1 around 18:00 UT on Bet@5. Thus, the marked start time of collision is postponed
by 5 hr and CME2 leading edge speed is underestimated by 226 kniThis finding roughly results in the overestimation of
coefficient of restitution by 50% in our study. On the othendhahe underestimation of coefficient of restitution iodtserred
because of ignoring the contribution of shock in acceleratif CME1. It will be worth investigating the effect of theseo
source of errors causing competitively for the overestiomeind underestimation of value of coefficient of restdnti Thus the
difficulty in marking the collision phase introduces theagsrinto pre-and post-collision speed of the CMES, howegegffect
on the estimated coefficient of restitution has not beenidensd rigorously in our study.

We have also estimated the mass of the CMEs in coronagrapliedi-view and assume that it remains the same at collision
site in HI1 field-of-view Carley et al. 2012Bein et al. 2013 However,DeForest et al(2013 have considered the snowplow
effect in the solar wind and shown that mass of a CME may irserég a factor of 2 to 3 in the heliosphere. Such an increase in
the mass will change the magnitude of momentum exchangedErEs because of their interaction with solar wind which is
ignored in our study. We further assume that the total mabsitfthe CMEs participates in the collision picture. In ciédting
the leading edge and expansion speed of the CME, we have edsbmCME as a circular structure in the ecliptic plane. This
assumption may not necessarily be true but ease our andfysiter, the angular width of this circular structure isedmined
based on the GCS modeled width and orientation of the flux odpgbe CME. Our analysis of these selected CMEs quite
matches the diagram (Figure 4d)dhen et al(2016. The initial speed of the first CME is 485 km's which requires the initial
approaching speed of the two CMEs to be less than 500 Khfa a super-elastic process. However, the initial approach
speed of the two CMEs is about 515 km's higher than 500 kms', so the collision is inelastic or has a greater probabitity t
be inelastic.
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In analysis presented in sectiGr.], an arbitrary uncertainty in the direction is not directed to estimate the change in the
CMEs speed from SSE method. However, the speeds profilesS&Emethod having the same elongation profiles is more or
less independent of the direction at low elongation angler@lgollision occurs in our casel¢ward 2011 Mishra et al. 201)i
This is also evident from the extremely small error bars muFe3. The error in speed because of not using SSE method with
a change in direction is much lesser than the possible eimespeed from other sources, such as deciding the boundary of
collision phase, shock-CME interaction, and drag forcetherCMESs. The effect of errors in the speed is separately thealir
study. Moreover, the uncertainties in direction of the CNEtaken in the step af1°, hence repeating the SSE method around
hundreds times appears impractical and futile in the cardéthe present study. However, we did not completely owselo
the interrelatedness of direction and speed. As the chandiection is considered with change in the valuexdfand a2 in
Equations? which will eventually modify the originally observed spetedbe taken for our analysis. Thus, indirectly we are
taking into account the altered speed because of the chartige direction. Similarly, the deflected direction of the E&4s not
used in SSE method to derive their post-collision speedstHeoCMES, a change in the direction would give a new eloogati
profiles for the observer. Thus the measured elongatiorearagid direction of propagation of CMEs are also linked. &inc
we are using a fixed track of elongation from thenap, such effect of direction on the kinematics are diffitlexplore in a
true sense. Succinctly, our analysis represents the @iggrin the results due to observational error for a singleameter at a
time. Such analysis could be considered as case study forsGlitkilar to the 2013 October CMEs having only one parameter
different.

Our study have considered no change in the morphology andamgidth of the CMEs during collision, and only the linear
speed of their centroid is used to calculate the change inkimetic energy. As it is difficult to estimate the extentomimpression
and possible rotation or deflection of the CMESs during théisioh. One of the major limitations of our study is that itapletely
ignores the magnetic field configuration of the CMEs. Howgueing numerical simulatiohugaz et al (2013 have explored
the role of relative orientation of magnetic flux rope in CMBE¢e have considered uncertainty in individual parametartahe,
however uncertainty in several parameters need to be caesidogether to assess the reliability of estimated vélueefficient
of restitution. We are unable to provide any informationtemphysical processes during the collision, however oatystuggests
that expansion speed of the CMEs play a role in deciding ther@af collision. The change in the angular width of the CMEs
directly reflects the change in the expansion speed of the @MEalswamy et al. 2009The expansion speed of the CME is due
to its larger internal pressure than ambient meditivar{g et al. 200R Hence, we believe that a following CME having larger
internal pressure leads to super-elastic collision iftis the preceding CME with lower internal pressure. This maylbe to
the dissipation of magnetic and thermal pressure of the CMteXkinetic energy. The change in the contact area of CMHs wi
different separation angles, i.e. different longitudeayralso partially contribute in deciding the nature of @itih. However,
with the error in direction leading to error in the speedstbould not be confirmed from our analysis. Several caseestudi
of colliding CMEs, including the cases analyzed earlierdaz et al. 2012Mishra & Srivastava 20%4Colaninno & Vourlidas
2015 Mishra et al. 20155 are needed to investigate the role of duration of coltismpntact area and their expansion speeds in
converting the internal magnetic or thermal energy intokiihetic energy. We also note that considered uncertaiittiaagular
width, speed and propagation direction of the CMEs also fydHe distance of collision site. It is imperative to examite
affect of collision distance on the nature of colliding CME®r this, in another study, we are looking several casastefacting
CMEs wherein some are colliding close to and some away frenstm.

There is a great scope of such studies towards the practicabpe of space weather forecasting. We think that the rfole o
compression and subsequent expansion of CMESs, and thermamily changes inside the CMEs during collision phase must be
well explored. We opine that elastic or super-elastic sih is not possible unless some physical processes dinengptlision
convert magnetic or thermal energy of the CMEs to the kinertiergy. These processes such as magnetic reconnectioremay b
crucial in increasing the post-collision macroscopic dyits of the CMEs. In our earlier study/(shra & Srivastava 2014 we
have shown possible signatures of magnetic reconnectitheiim-situ observations as a result of CME-CME interactibmere-
fore, the role of magnetic reconnection in producing adddi kinetic energy to the system and in deciding the type-aitu
structure of both CMEs need to be investigated. Thus, tlaivelorientation of magnetic flux rope of the interacting E&/may
influence the the nature of collision. The current study aighlights the drawbacks of our earlier studyi¢hra & Srivastava
2014 Mishra et al. 2015swhere expansion speed of the CME was not taken into accawbhd @implistic scenario of head-on
collision was adopted. Although, the coefficient of restitn estimated for the CMEs as per the Newton'’s definitiomset® be a
fairly reasonable approach. There are three definitionsdefficient of restitution by Newton (kinematic), Poiss&mgtic) and
Stronge (energeticBfach 1984 Stewart 2000Lubarda 201)) we need to contemplate as to which definition is more slgtab
for the observed CMEs in real scenario. We also plan to perfoagnetohydrodynamics simulation for this interacting ExM
following the approach described iBhen et al(2013 2016 to examine the consistency between observation and dimmla
based study.
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5. CONCLUSION

We have made an attempt to understand the uncertaintieg inature of collision of magnetized expanding plasma blobs
by analyzing the interacting CMEs of 2013 October 25. Oufyamimsuggests for inelastic nature of collision for thees&td
CMEs. Uncertainties in the collision nature due to the eimalirection, mass, angular width, expansion and propagajpeed
is examined. We show that the mass of the CMEs has almostect effi deciding their nature of collision. Similar resultsé
also been presented Byien et al(2012. We note that that the head-on collision scenario causeswhlue to be underestimated
than that of oblique collision. For the selected CMEs, thabpbility of inelastic nature of collision decreases witkreasing
the errors in the longitude of the CMEs. The valuesof 1 corresponding to larger errors in longitudes leads to large
inconsistency with observed dynamics of the CMEs and theeefeems unreliable. This made us to acknowledge the pseudo
effect of propagation direction of the CMESs on their cotlisinature. To estimate a reliable valueepfve emphasize that error in
the CMEs direction should be considered along with the siro€ME dynamics. Our analysis in a scenario of oblique siolii
clearly finds that deflection of interacting CMEs is an inghle phenomenon.

The observed kinematics of the CMEs and their angular halfhwanging between 5 to 35esults in probability of around
75.6% for inelastic nature of collision. The collision naus found to be super-elastic when ratio of CME2 to CME1 dagu
half-width is greater or equal to 1.5. We also noted supasti collision when the expansion speed of CME?2 is greateqoal
to 2 times of expansion speed of CMEL. Our study finds thataver approaching speed of the CMEs results in a greater proba
bility of super-elastic collision. Further, an uncertgiof 100 km s! in the initial speed of the CMEs together with the variation
of their angular half-width from 5 to 35lead to probability of 72.7% for inelastic nature of coltisi From our analysis, we
establish a concept that the larger expansion speed of CNEEPAME1, and larger values of their sum over CMEs approgchin
speed tend to increase the probability of super-elastlsmol (Shen et al. 201,2016. We conclude that if the expansion speed
of following CME?2 is larger than preceding CMEL, it givesaglely low approaching speed before the collision andtiredby
high separation speed after the collision causing the eatiicollision to be super-elastic. From our analysis for@MEs of
2013 October, the relative expansion speed of the CMEs appsa strong factor than relative approaching speed fadidgc
the nature of collision. Further study is needed to cleanlyarstand the sufficient condition for inelastic or sugastc collision.
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