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ABSTRACT

The magnetic cloud within an interplanetary coronal mass ejection (ICME) is characterized by high

magnetic field intensities. In this study, we investigate the interaction of a magnetic cloud carrying

a density structure with the Earth’s bow shock during the ICME event on 24 April 2023. Elevated

abundances of cold protons and heavier ions, namely alpha particles and singly charged helium ions,

associated with the prominence plasma are observed within this structure. The plasma downstream

of the bow shock exhibits an irregular compression pattern which could be due to the presence of

heavy ions. Heavy ions carry a significant fraction of the upstream flow energy; however, due to

their different charge per mass ratio and rigidity, they are less scattered by the electromagnetic and

electrostatic waves at the shock. We find that downstream of the shock, while the thermal ion energy

is only a small fraction of the background magnetic energy density, nevertheless increased ion fluxes

reduce the characteristic wave speeds in the that region. As such, we observe a transition state of

an unstable bow shock layer across which the plasma flow is super Alfvénic in both upstream and

downstream regions. Our findings help with understanding the intense space weather impacts of such

events.

Keywords: Shocks (2086) — Solar wind (1534) — Space plasmas (1544) — Solar coronal mass ejections

(310)

1. INTRODUCTION

At the Earth’s bow shock, protons are the most abundant ion species in the solar wind plasma and determine the

scales of the main shock processes. The typical solar wind plasma also contains alpha particles (He++, ∼ %4), and

trace abundances of other ion species in various charge states (He+, O7+, O6+, Fe6+, etc.) (Bame et al. 1968). During

coronal mass ejections (CMEs), large quantities of charged particles are released in eruptive events at the Sun and are

accelerated through the solar corona into the interplanetary medium. The eruption drives a shock wave ahead of the

interplanetary CME (ICME) which heats and compresses the solar wind particles and creates a sheath of hot plasma

ahead of the ICME (Wimmer-Schweingruber et al. 2006). The plasma behind the sheath can carry a magnetic flux

rope known as the magnetic cloud characterized by a strong magnetic field and a tenuous plasma (i.e., high Alfvén

speed (vAlf ) and low ion β). At times, prominence materials of filamentary structures at the Sun’s chromosphere can

find their way into the magnetic cloud without experiencing much coronal heating (Wang et al. 2018; Skoug et al.

1999; Burlaga et al. 1998), resulting in transient enhancements in the abundances of cold, low charge state heavy

ions, especially He+, in the solar wind (Cane et al. 1986; Gosling et al. 1980; Schwenn et al. 1980). Rare instances
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of observing enhanced fluxes of cold heavy ions near the Earth’s bow shock are unique opportunities to study their

heating process and their impact on collisionless shock waves.

Collisionless shocks are the boundary between two states of plasma with different energy distributions. Across the

Earth’s bow shock, the upstream kinetic energy is dissipated and transferred to heating and thermalization of charged

particles. Several dispersive and dissipative mechanisms contribute to ion heating at collisionless shocks (Kennel et al.

1985; Sckopke 1995; Krasnoselskikh et al. 2013). A shock wave is characterized by its Alfvénic Mach number (MA)

defined as the ratio of the shock speed to the upstream Alfvén speed vAlf . Supercritical shocks (MA >∼ 3) reflect

ions to dissipate energy (Treumann 2009). At marginally critical shocks, ion heating includes the entire bulk ion

distribution and occurs entirely within the shock ramp (Thomsen et al. 1985; Wilkinson 1991). At high Mach number

supercritical shocks, where ion reflection from the shock is significant (Madanian et al. 2024), reflected ions play a

major role in dissipating energy and carrying the enthalpy flux downstream of the shock (Schwartz et al. 2022; Fuselier

& Schmidt 1994). At these shocks, while heating and deceleration of the solar wind begin in the foot region, the

core population is mainly slowed down within the shock ramp where electromagnetic waves contribute significantly to

perpendicular heating of the core ion population and parallel electron acceleration (Agapitov et al. 2023; Wilson III

et al. 2012). These waves are typically in the whistler mode frequency range which can be emitted by the shock or

generated by instabilities associated with cross-field currents or temperature anisotropies (Burgess et al. 2016; Tidman

& Northrop 1968).

The angle between the shock wave propagation direction and the magnetic field θBn is typically used to classify

shocks as quasi-parallel (θBn < 45◦) or quasi-perpendicular (θBn > 45◦). At quasi-parallel shocks perturbations and

heating processes can begin at large distances upstream of the shock whereas in quasi-perpendicular shocks most

upstream waves are limited to a short ion gyroradius distance.

Analytical models of 1D thin shock layers suggest that gyration of ions in the downstream at different phases can

collectively cause ion heating and temperature anisotropies (Lee & Wu 2000; Gedalin 1997). Theoretically, Liouville

mapping of the Hamiltonian version of the ion equations of motion across the shock also results in downstream

temperature anisotropy (Ellacott & Wilkinson 2003). The simplified nature of these models gives abundance of

versatility to study different shock problems with static fields but at the expense of losing physical mechanisms

involving waves and microinstabilities. 2D hybrid simulations on the other hand have shown a complex dependence of

the downstream proton temperature anisotropy on the upstream alpha particle content and the shock inclination angle

(Preisser et al. 2020). Temperature anisotropy downstream of the shock can provide a source of free energy for the

growth of mirror mode and Alfvén ion cyclotron mode waves (McKean et al. 1996; Kropotina et al. 2016; Gary et al.

1993, 1994). These waves are deemed to cause further heating by scattering the directly transmitted ions. Upstream

waves, if present, can also preheat the ions ahead of the shock ramp through interacting with the incident plasma

(Scholer & Burgess 2007). In extreme cases, quasi-periodic plasma structures develop upstream of the shock that can

contain heated plasma (Schwartz & Burgess 1991; Madanian et al. 2021b; Chen et al. 2022).

The ion heating and shock dynamics processes across low Mach number and very low β quasi-perpendicular shocks is

unique, as the magnetic energy density in the background plasma is already high and waves and perturbations upstream

or downstream of the shock are relatively small amplitude. In this study, we investigate the dynamics of protons and

heavy ions across the Earth’s bow shock and analyze the bow shock response. The event is during the passage of

the magnetic cloud which caused significant geomagnetic perturbations cause of which are not well understood (Zou

et al. 2024; Despirak et al. 2024). Therefore it demands careful analysis of different aspects of the interaction. We

discuss the data sources in Section 2 and provide details of the observations in Section 3. In Section 4, we show the

simulations of the ion dynamics. Discussion and Conclusions are provided in Sections 5 and 6, respectively.

2. DATA AND METHOD

We use measurements by the Magnetospheric Multiscale (MMS) spacecraft (Burch et al. 2016) of the Earth’s bow

shock. Data from the fast plasma investigation (FPI) (Pollock et al. 2016), hot plasma composition analyzer (HPCA)

(Young et al. 2016), and the magnetometers (Russell et al. 2022a) are utilized. More details of our processing of HPCA

data are described in Appendix A. We also use measurements of the solar wind monitor Wind spacecraft far upstream

of Earth to determine relevant upstream conditions (Lepping et al. 1995; Lin et al. 1995; Wilson et al. 2021b). The

clear signatures of the density peaks or enhancements in both Wind and MMS spacecraft enable determination of a

proper time lag. The upstream He+ densities are derived indirectly from FPI measurements as described in Appendix

B. Vector quantities, unless otherwise noted, are in the geocentric solar ecliptic (GSE) coordinate system in which +x
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Figure 1. An overview of the upstream density structure and its interaction with the bow shock on 24 April, 2023. Panels (a)
and (b) show the magnetic field and proton and alpha particle densities in the pristine solar wind. Magnetic field measurements
(c), ion energy flux spectra (d), electron density (red), temperature (black), and ion density (blue) (e) across the bow shock
are also shown. Density peaks of the double peak structure are annotated on panel (b). Data in panels (a) and (b) are from
the Wind spacecraft time shifted by ∼ 42 minutes, while panels (c — e) show MMS1 spacecraft measurements. The regular
magnetosheath (“Msheath”), enhanced magnetosheath “En Msheath”), and solar wind (SW) regions in MMS data are identified
above panel (c). The bow shock is marked with a dashed vertical line. The instance of initial plasma compression is identified
by the dashed box on panel (e).

points towards the sun, +y points opposite to the planetary motions in the ecliptic plane, and +z is perpendicular to

the ecliptic plane.

3. OBSERVATIONS

On 22 April 2023 a CME was recorded by the solar observatories near the Sun. The interplanetary shock, sheath,

and the magnetic cloud associated with this event were observed ∼ 40 hours later by the solar wind monitor Wind

spacecraft upstream of Earth (see Appendix D). The strong interplanetary magnetic field within the magnetic cloud

results in an extremely low β ∼ 0.02 and low Mach number MA ∼ 1.9 plasma. The solar wind flow eventually turned

sub-Alfvénic and caused the formation of Alfvén wings around Earth (Chen et al. 2024). We focus on the interaction

of the magnetic cloud of the ICME with the Earth’s bow shock hours after the ICME shock is observed. Motivated

by this event and using a test particle model, Graham et al. (2024) simulated the motion of different ion species

across a perpendicular shock with a fixed jump ratio of ∼ 3.3. They obtained downstream ion velocity distributions

that resembled the observations reasonably well and noted the difficulties in characterizing different ion species in

electrostatic analyzer data.
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Table 1. Upstream plasma and shock parameters during the first density peak in Figure 1.

Parameter Value Source

Te, TH+ , THe++ , THe+ [eV] 8.0, 8.5, 103, 103 MMS, Wind, Wind, Wind

ne, nH+ , nHe++ , nHe+ [cm-3] 25.6, 20, 2.5, 0.6 - , Wind, Wind, MMS

VH+ [kms-1] (-580, 30, -60) Wind

VHe++ [kms-1] (-610, 30, -80) Wind

VHe+ [kms-1] (-610, 30, -80) Wind

Bup [nT] (-4.47, -19.51, -26.35) Wind

θBn [deg.] 68.5 -

|Vshock| [kms-1] -129 Appnd. C

The magnetic cloud carries a “double-peak” density structure in which increased abundances of cold protons, alpha

particles, and singly charged helium ions He+ are observed. Panels (a) and (b) in Figure 1 (grey background) show

measurements by the Wind spacecraft of the interplanetary magnetic field and solar wind plasma density. Several

rotational discontinuities are evident in the magnetic field data within the first density peak where the proton and

alpha particle densities reach 20.0 and 2.5 cm-3, respectively (Figure 1b). Data in these panels are time-shifted to

match MMS observations near the Earth’s bow shock and to help identify corresponding structures downstream of

the bow shock. The time lag (∼ 42 minutes) is determined by matching the onset of the second density peak. The

solar wind plasma may evolve during the transport from L1 to the nose of the bow shock; However, signatures of

such a large scale density structure (in duration and magnitude) are clearly visible in both MMS and Wind data.

Enhanced abundances of helium group ions within the first density peak reduce the Alfvén speed and the bow shock

Mach number increases to MA = 4.3 which puts the shock in the supercritical regime and some proton reflection from

the shock front is expected. More details about the upstream plasma parameters within the first density peak and the

bow shock are listed in Table 1. The magnetic field vector is selected in the pristine solar wind and before the density

structure onset (i.e., beginning of the interval in Figure 1a).

MMS measurements of the magnetic field and plasma in panels (c - e) of Figure 1 begin inside the magnetosheath

(“Msheath”, orange segment). Between 03:46:05 and 03:50:12 UT when the spacecraft crosses the bow shock into the

solar wind, both the ion energy spectrogram (panel (d)) and the total plasma density (the red line in panel (e)) show

enhanced particle fluxes in the magnetosheath (“En Msheath”, red segment). At the beginning of the “En Msheath”

period, the magnetic field strength is around 65 nT while the total plasma density increases to 45 cm-3. These represent

jumps by a factor of ∼ 2 from the corresponding values within the upstream density peak. After the initial plasma

compression (marked with a dashed rectangle on panel (e) of Figure 1,) the plasma density decreases to around 20

cm-3 which is comparable to proton densities observed within the first density peak in the solar wind (“1st Peak” in

panel (b)). The magnetosheath magnetic field strength (the black line in panel (c)) remains roughly constant during

the plasma compression but it gradually decreases till the bow shock crossing. The plasma density variations within

the “En Msheath” region seem inconsistent with variations in the magnetic field strength and in contrast to the typical

behavior of a fast mode compressional magnetohydrodynamic (MHD) shock wave (Lehmann & Wardle 2016; Delmont

& Keppens 2011).

At quasi-perpendicular shocks, heating and scattering of the solar wind proton beam mostly occur within the shock

ramp layer (Thomsen et al. 1985; Wilson III et al. 2012; Agapitov et al. 2023), where electrostatic and electromagnetic

waves decelerate the incident protons and scatter the ion beam in directions perpendicular to the magnetic field leading

to highly anisotropic distributions in the magnetosheath. Figure 2 shows ion distributions in the V|| − V⊥1 plane at

three timestamps. Distributions at 03:46:00 and 03:48:00 UT are measured in the magnetosheath. The distributions

in the third column show the solar wind beam upstream of the bow shock for comparison. FPI measurements in the

first row include all ions in the plasma regardless of the ion mass or charge state. Thus the distributions in panels (a

- b) of Figure 2 show a heated solar wind plasma and consist of protons laced with fluxes of alpha particles and He+

ions. Protons are still much more abundant compared to heavier ions even within the density peak. Signs of heating

and scattering of the core proton beam is evident in the distributions in panels (a) and (b) caused by electrostatic

and electromagnetic wave fields at the shock front (Agapitov et al. 2023; Wilson III et al. 2012), as well as dispersion

by the cross shock electrostatic potential. The most noticeable difference between the distribution in panel (a) when
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Figure 2. 2D phase space ion distributions in V|| − V⊥1 plane downstream (first and second columns) and upstream (third
column) of the bow shock. Data in the first row are from the FPI instrument while the second and third rows show data from
the HPCA instrument. Distributions in panels (a-c) include all ions. Panels (d-f) show alpha particles, and panels (g-i) show
He+ distributions. V⊥1 is along the component of the population flow velocity perpendicular to the local magnetic field.

the initial density compression is observed and the distribution in panel (b) is in the intensity of the core population

which is higher during the compression period.

Alpha particles and He+ ions are distinguished in HPCA measurements in the second and third rows. The core pop-

ulation of these ions also shows higher fluxes in the magnetosheath compared to the upstream distribution. However,

for alpha particles and He+ ions, scattering around the core population is much less compared to protons. This is

expected as the kinetic scale of heavy ions is much larger than the shock thickness (∼ a proton convective gyroradius)

and larger than the spatial scales of electromagnetic waves within the shock layer. The interaction of upstream charged

particles with the shock is dependent on the particle’s charge state and mass. Waves can accelerate electrons on much

smaller scales than ions (Chen et al. 2018), but ions carry more of the energy than electrons (Lei et al. 2024; Schwartz

et al. 2022). While heavy ions are decelerated along the shock normal by the cross shock electrostatic potential, they

are less scattered by wave fields compared to protons.

Figure 3 shows ion temperatures and velocities downstream of the bow shock. Protons within the “En Msheath”

period exhibit perpendicular temperature anisotropy as is evident in panel (a). He+ ions and alpha particles in panels

(b) and (c) also show anisotropic distributions with instances of high perpendicular temperatures near the beginning

and end of the interval and less anisotropy in the middle. The HPCA estimates of ion temperature are sensitive to the

ion abundance and the measured count rates. As such, before the “En Msheath” period (i.e., before the first density

peak with high abundances of heavy ions passes through the bow shock,) He+ temperatures are noisy. At ∼03:46:10

UT when the initial plasma density compression is observed (Figure 1e), the average ion temperature for protons, He+,

and alpha particles is 124, 605, and 487 eV, respectively. Each ion species also travels at somewhat different velocities
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Figure 3. (a - c) Downstream temperatures for protons, He+, and alpha particles, respectively. Parallel (red) and perpendicular
(blue) temperatures are shown. (d - e) Downstream ion velocities for protons, He+, and alpha particles, respectively.

downstream of the bow shock as shown in panels (d-f) of Figure 3. There is a clear increase in the anti-sunward flow

velocity (|Vx|) near the “En Msheath” period. This feature appears in the He+ velocities first, followed by a similar

increase in alpha particle velocities and then in proton velocities.

4. HYBRID SIMULATIONS

We perform a series of hybrid simulations to study the multi-ion dynamics downstream of the low β shock event in

Figure 1. We use 1D Hybrid-VPIC which treats ions kinetically and electrons as a massless fluid. The initial condition

consists of uniform plasma and electromagnetic fields, with Bx = Bup cos θBn, By = 0, Bz = Bup sin θBn, and

Ey = −V Bup sin θBn. The initial plasma moves in the negative x direction with velocity −V . The lower x boundary

uses conducting walls and reflects particles, while plasma is injected at the upper x boundary. The simulation domain

is 200 di = 2000 cells, and is initialized with 200 particles per species per cell. The physical parameters follow Table

1, transformed into the downstream rest frame. We note that the ion temperatures throughout the density structure

change from ∼ 50 eV at the onset of the enhancement to 103 eV at the peak density point. With fixed initial conditions

in the simulations, we choose a temperature of 70 eV for He+ and alpha particles to reflect the mean temperature

of the whole structure. The injected ion velocity at the right boundary was 303 kms-1 for all species. The rightward
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moving shock front was 131 kms-1 from the simulation box, so that the inflow speed in the shock rest frame is 434

kms-1.

The results after tΩcH = 40 are shown in Figure 4, where the ion x-vx phase space distributions are shown. The

shock front is at x = 0 marked by the dashed line. Only protons show a significant population of reflected ions (blue

colors in Figure 4a). Upon crossing the shock and due to a relative change in their rest frame velocity, He+ ions

and alpha particles begin to gyrate in the enhanced downstream magnetic field and exhibit quasi periodic gyrophase

bunching. The ion temperatures during the bunching phase will appear higher than other times.

a)

b)

c)

Figure 4. Counts of simulated particles for a) protons, b) He+, and c) alpha particles.

5. DISCUSSION

In the context of magnetohydrodynamic (MHD) shock waves, three classes of linear wave modes, namely fast (vf ),

intermediate (vi), and slow (vs), can be obtained from the small perturbation dispersion relation. The intermediate

(co-planar) shock is purely a transverse mode, while fast and slow modes are compressive waves. These waves travel

at phase speeds of:

vf =

√
1

2
(v2ms +

√
v4ms − 4c2sv

2
Alfcos

2θBn) (1)

vi = vAlfcosθBn (2)

vs =

√
1

2
(v2ms −

√
v4ms − 4c2sv

2
Alfcos

2θBn) (3)

where vms =
√
v2Alf + c2s is the magnetosonic wave speed, vAlf = |B|/√µ0ρ is the Alfvén speed, and cs =

√
γP/ρ is

the sonic wave speed in the plasma. In these equations, γ is the adiabatic index, µ0 is the vacuum permeability, θBn is

measured using local magnetic field vectors. The total mass density ρ is defined as ρ = mH+ [nH+ +4(nHe+ +nHe++)],

and P includes the thermal pressure of all ions and electrons.
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In Table 2 we examine the characteristic wave speeds to ion flow velocities along the shock normal (vn) and per-

pendicular to the magnetic field (v⊥) for three cases: 1) during the “En Msheath” period with the initial plasma

compression, 2) during the “En Msheath” period for non-compressed plasma, 3) within the density peak upstream of

the bow shock. For case (1) we obtain the downstream ion densities from the conservation of particle flux across the

shock (i.e., nH+ = 26.7, nHe++ = 3.1, nHe+ = 0.8). Ion densities and fractional abundances of three ion species for

cases (2) and (3) are listed in Table 1. As discussed below Figure 1, after the initial compression, the magnetosheath

plasma densities are comparable to densities within the first peak in the solar wind. In cases (1) and (2), local down-

stream flow velocity for protons is VH+ = (−326, 40,−106) kms-1, and VHe+ = (−345, 63,−114) kms-1 for He+, and

VHe++ = (−367, 57,−119) kms-1 for alpha particles. The interaction of ion species with different mass per charge

ratios with the electromagnetic and electrostatic fields at the shock front is a kinetic process (i.e., on scales of ion

gyroradius). However, for simplicity and for the lack of a better theory that accounts for such kinetic effects, in this

discussion we focus on the fluid properties of ion populations.

Table 2. Comparison of characteristic wave speeds and plasma flow speeds. All entries are in units of kms-1.

En Msheath Upstream

1: Compression 2: non-Compression 3: Peak

vAlf. 219 249 127

cs 148 146 54

vf 260 286 137

vs 44 45 18

vi 78 89 46

vn(H
+, He+, He++) 267, 291, 305 357, 377, 377∗

v⊥(H
+, He+, He++) 330, 357, 375 -

∗ The upstream velocities are in the normal incidence frame (NIF) (Appendix C).

The characteristic wave speeds and flow velocities in Table 2 indicate that within the “En Msheath” period and

during the initial plasma compression, the flow of ion species along the shock normal downstream of the bow shock

remains super Alfvénic. Additionally, ion motions perpendicular to the magnetic field are still super fast magnetosonic

(i.e. speeds higher than vf ). After the initial compression, the proton flow velocity along the shock normal is sub fast.

However, ions, particularly He+ and alpha particles, still travel at super magnetosonic speeds perpendicular to the

magnetic field (case 2). Increased ion fluxes within the “En Msheath” plasma reduce the characteristic waves speeds

in that region as compared to the regular magnetosheath period. Thus, we observe a transition state in which the

bow shock appears as an irregular nonstationary boundary where the plasma flow is super Alfvénic both upstream

and downstream of the bow shock.

As we discussed in Figure 1, the plasma density compression downstream of the bow shock is either decreased,

suppressed, or is inconsistent with the magnetic field jump across the shock. To our knowledge, this is the first report

of such a shock structure and compression pattern. Heavy ions (e.g., He+ and alpha particles) in the upstream solar

wind carry a significant portion of the upstream flow energy (∼ 40 %). From the energy conservation across a low Mach

number perpendicular shock, we can write for the downstream speed of an ion species s with mass ms and charge qs as

vs = Vsup,NIF

√
1− (ϵsqs/ms), where ϵs is the cross-shock electrostatic potential potential normalized by the upstream

flow energy. Using each species’ upstream an downstream velocities listed in Tables 1 and 2, we find normalized cross-

shock potentials of ϵH+ = 0.44, ϵHe+ = 0.40, and ϵHe++ = 0.34. Comparable ϵ values for different species indicate that

all ions are decelerated consistently across the shock. As such, the shock does not seem to repartition the upstream

energy (e.g., heating the protons only) and each ion species seemingly carries a similar fraction of their upstream

energy in the downstream in the form of either thermal or ram energy. Even during the initial plasma compression

period, the associated change in the proton thermal pressure is only a fraction of the magnetic energy density and

does not cause significant perturbations in the background magnetic field. Additionally, as the simulations in Figure

4 show, after crossing the shock, heavy ions gyrophase bunch at different distances to the shock and do not contribute

to the downstream thermal energy concurrent to protons.

The distributions in Figure 2 show that heavy ions are not efficiently scattered at the shock. We obtain downstream

to upstream temperature ratios of 14.6, 5.8, and 4.7 for protons, He+ ions, and alpha particles, respectively. The
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downstream to upstream temperature ratio, a crude proxy of how much heating each ion species experienced, is much

lower for He+ and alpha particles compared to that of the protons. Temperature ratios do not seem to follow a

mass per charge dependent relation, but they could be considered mass dependent. We associate the much higher

change in the temperature of protons to ion reflection and scattering by electromagnetic an electrostatic wave fields

at the shock front. Both of these processes are absent for heavy ions, which require high amplitude electromagnetic

perturbations to be reflected or scattered (Madanian et al. 2021a; Caprioli et al. 2017; Broll et al. 2018). As such,

the dissipation of heavy ion kinetic energy is through downstream processes affecting the directly transmitted ions

rather than at the shock front (Fuselier & Schmidt 1994). Plasma compression by a decelerating potential, adiabatic

heating, and gyrophase bunching can also increase the ion temperature. However, these reversible processes do not

increase the plasma entropy. Since heavy ions in the solar wind are in general hotter than protons, upon crossing the

bow shock, they will also possess higher temperatures. One thus can argue that heavy ions carry significant portion

of the downstream enthalpy. As at the heliospheric termination shock, hot pickup ions account for a larger fraction of

thermal energy flux downstream of the shock despite their lower densities (Wu et al. 2009).

The presence of heavy ions in the upstream plasma poses a challenge to both observations and numerical simulations

of shocks. A proper determination of the relative amplitude of the wave fields to the static electric field in simulations

is important to avoid overestimation of the heavy ion heating rates across the shock (Krasnoselskikh et al. 2013; Wilson

et al. 2021a).

6. CONCLUSION

In this study we investigate the dynamics of protons, alpha particles and singly charged helium ions observed in

the prominence plasma carried by the magnetic cloud of an ICME with the Earth’s bow shock. The energy balance

across the shock is strongly perturbed in the presence of the prominence plasma. The strong magnetic field within

the flux rope of the magnetic cloud results in a low Mach number and very low β solar wind plasma where magnetic

perturbations due to particle dynamics have relatively low amplitudes. The bow shock appears inefficient in heating the

solar wind and weakly shocked heavy ions and protons continue to flow at super Alfvénic speeds in the downstream

and within the sheath plasma. The density structure discussed here caused a noticeable space weather impact on

Earth producing significant geomagnetically induced currents (Zou et al. 2024; Despirak et al. 2024). Analysis of the

structure impact on the magnetosheath, magnetopause, and their links to the space weather effects is left for future

investigations.

Through a multi-component plasma and a planar shock hybrid simulation, we observe differential kinetic behaviors

of various components over a large downstream region. The simulation results are from a 1D hybrid run with fixed

upstream conditions. The results intend to reveal the different dynamics of heavy ions compared to protons downstream

of a shock. This is a preliminary attempt to approach this problem and detailed multidimensional full kinetic and

hybrid simulations are needed in future studies to illustrate the effects of heavy ions on the shock layer in a proton-

dominant plasma.

This research was supported in part by the MMS project, and by the NASAMMS Early Career grant 80NSSC23K0009.

Data and Code Availability Data products used in this study are available through public archives at MMS Science

Data Center at https://lasp.colorado.edu/mms/sdc/public/. The following data products are used: FPI burst and

fast mode moments and distributions (Gershman et al. 2022a,b,c), HPCA survey distributions (Fuselier et al. 2022),

electric field (Ergun et al. 2022), magnetic field (Russell et al. 2022a,b), and Wind-3DP PM (Koval & Szabo 2021).

APPENDIX

A. HPCA DATA CALIBRATION

The HPCA has a measurement cycle of 10 s and the full sky coverage is obtained with the spacecraft spin. We

accurately reprocess and recalibrate HPCA data to reduce the effects of noise and uncertainties in the data. HPCA

measurements can be sensitive to the plasma flux direction resulting in a high degree of variability due to ion flux

energies not being properly resolved by the instrument (e.g., the cold solar wind ion distribution). Our usage of HPCA

data is limited to the magnetosheath plasma measurements.

https://lasp.colorado.edu/mms/sdc/public/
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A.1. Data Contamination

When HPCA measures environments with high proton fluxes, such as the magnetosheath and solar wind, two types

of contamination affects the HPCA distributions: 1) Bleed over protons, which refer to uncorrelated coincidence counts

recorded in the TOF section of the instrument at energies corresponding to the bulk proton energy, and 2) Deflected

ions, which refer to ions that deflect off of the inner ESA or grid and are recorded as counts corresponding to the

opposite direction of the incident ions.

A.2. Bleed Over Proton Removal

Bleed over protons affect both He+ and He++ distributions, however since the bulk H+ energy is close to the bulk

He++ energy, we are unable to separate bleed over counts from real counts in the He++ distributions. On the other

hand, for the He+ distributions we remove bleed over proton counts by setting the phase space density to 0 for azimuth

angles within 30◦ of the bulk flow direction and within a defined energy range which depends on the bulk energy of the

protons (e.g., 100 – 1000 eV in the solar wind). Note that the bulk energy of He+ is four times that of the H+ and so

this process effectively removes bleed over counts, while minimally affecting real He+ counts. Further details on bleed

over proton contamination in HPCA ion distributions are discussed in (Gomez et al. 2019; Starkey et al. 2020, 2019).

A.3. Deflected Ion Removal

These ions result in counts corresponding to the opposite direction of travel of the incident ion population. For

example, in the solar wind these deflected ions are recorded in the anti-sunward direction over a wide range of energies

and across all elevations (due to the internal scattering). These counts are removed by setting the phase space density

to 0 for azimuths within 60◦ of the anti-solar wind direction, all elevations, and all energies.

B. FPI PARTIAL MOMENTS

In this section we discuss our method of determining the upstream parameters for He+ ions listed in Table 1. In the

absence of independent He+ measurements in the solar wind, we use FPI data in the solar wind to calculate partial

moments of the ion distributions and determine the density of He+ ions. The FPI instrument is a set of electrostatic

analyzers measuring charged particles without differentiating the particle’s mass. The measured energies are indeed the

energy per charge of the particles. As such, both alpha particles and singly charged helium ions appear as additional

peaks in the electrostatic analyzer measurements of the solar wind. These are labeled as “He++” and “He+” in FPI

ion energy spectra in panel (d) of Figure 1 between 03:51:00 and 03:53:40 UT corresponding to the second density

peak in the solar wind. This period is used for the partial moment analysis.

The partial density moment is calculated by simply integrating the energy flux distribution (ψ) over the specific

energy range occupied by each ion species s:

ns =

√
mH+

2

∫ ∫ Emax

Emin.

ψ(E,ω)

E1.5
dEdω (B1)

We then account for different mass (Ms/mH+ = µs) and charge (qs/e = gs) of the ion s with respect to protons

by propagating the corresponding coefficients throughout the integration. Throughout the text, we compare plasma

conditions between upstream and downstream for the first density peak which is observed by MMS downstream of

the bow shock. Since the density for protons and alpha particles appear to be comparable between the two peaks in

the solar wind (Figure 1b), it is reasonable to expect that a similar abundance of He+ ions exists in the first density

peak. It should be noted that FPI is not designed to measure the solar wind plasma and higher order moments (e.g.,

temperature and pressure) even for protons become less reliable or not reliable at all. We assume He+ ions in the

solar wind have the same temperature and velocity as alpha particles, which we obtained from the Wind spacecraft

measurements.

C. BOW SHOCK PROPERTIES AND FRAME DEFINITIONS

We determine the bow shock properties when MMS spacecraft observe the “En Msheath” period. The shock normal

vector (n̂) is determined from the mixed coplanarity method (Schwartz 1998) using upstream and downstream proton

flow velocity and magnetic field vectors selected before the onset of the density peaks and the “En Msheath” period,

respectively (see Table 1 and Figure 1). This is to avoid multiple magnetic field rotations within the density peak. We
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Figure 5. Wind spacecraft observations of the ICME. Panel (a) shows magnetic field strength measurements over two days
starting on 23 April 2023. Different components of the ICME, namely the interplanetary (IP) shock, sheath, and the magnetic
cloud are annotated on this panel. Proton (cyan) and alpha particle (yellow) densities in panel (b) are shown during the period
of the double peak density structure within the magnetic cloud associated with the prominence plasma.

also note that the bow shock geometry at the position of MMS remains quasi-perpendicular for all IMF vectors shown

in Figure 1a. Significantly different shock geometries lead to asymmetric passage of upstream structures through the

bow shock (Madanian et al. 2022). We obtain two estimates for the speed of the receding bow shock. A bow shock

speed of 109 kms-1 is obtained by timing analysis of the four MMS spacecraft measurements of the bow shock crossing

at 03:50:11 UT which could be different than when the first density peak initially hit the bow shock. The timing

analysis between MMS and THEMIS-D spacecraft, positioned several Earth radii downstream and also observing the

receding bow shock, results in a bow shock speed of 150 kms-1. We take the average of these two estimates as the

bow shock speed of Vshock =129 kms-1. To determine the incident flow velocity along the shock normal (Table 2),

we transform the ion velocity vectors to the normal incidence frame (NIF) through Vup,NIF = Vup − VNIF where

VNIF = n̂ × (n̂ × Vup) and Vup = Vup,sc − Vshock. The NIF moves parallel to the shock surface. With proper

transformation, the normal component of an ion velocity vector downstream of the shock in the NIF is the same as

that in the spacecraft frame.

D. SUPPLEMENTARY FIGURE

Figure 5 shows the structure of the entire ICME event and the instance of the density structure observed by the

solar wind monitor far upstream of Earth.
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