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Abstract
Geomagnetic storms are an important aspect of space weather and can result in significant
impacts on space- and ground-based assets. The majority of strong storms are associated
with the passage of interplanetary coronal mass ejections (ICMEs) in the near-Earth environment. In many cases, these ICMEs can be traced back unambiguously to a specific
coronal mass ejection (CME) and solar activity on the frontside of the Sun. Hence, predicting the arrival of ICMEs at Earth from routine observations of CMEs and solar activity
currently makes a major contribution to the forecasting of geomagnetic storms. However, it
is clear that some ICMEs, which may also cause enhanced geomagnetic activity, cannot be
traced back to an observed CME, or, if the CME is identified, its origin may be elusive or
ambiguous in coronal images. Such CMEs have been termed “stealth CMEs”. In this review,
we focus on these “problem” geomagnetic storms in the sense that the solar/CME precursors
are enigmatic and stealthy. We start by reviewing evidence for stealth CMEs discussed in
past studies. We then identify several moderate to strong geomagnetic storms (minimum Dst
< −50 nT) in solar cycle 24 for which the related solar sources and/or CMEs are unclear
and apparently stealthy. We discuss the solar and in situ circumstances of these events and
identify several scenarios that may account for their elusive solar signatures. These range
from observational limitations (e.g., a coronagraph near Earth may not detect an incoming
CME if it is diffuse and not wide enough) to the possibility that there is a class of mass
ejections from the Sun that have only weak or hard-to-observe coronal signatures. In particular, some of these sources are only clearly revealed by considering the evolution of coronal
structures over longer time intervals than is usually considered. We also review a variety
of numerical modelling approaches that attempt to advance our understanding of the origins and consequences of stealthy solar eruptions with geoeffective potential. Specifically,
we discuss magnetofrictional modelling of the energisation of stealth CME source regions
and magnetohydrodynamic modelling of the physical processes that generate stealth CME
or CME-like eruptions, typically from higher altitudes in the solar corona than CMEs from
active regions or extended filament channels.
Extended author information available on the last page of the article
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1 Introduction
Geomagnetic storms are an important aspect of space weather with significant impacts on
Earth-based modern technological infrastructures and on space-based assets (e.g., Riley
et al. 2018). Forecasting such storms in advance remains, however, a complex problem.
Geomagnetic storms usually occur during passages of interplanetary coronal mass ejections
(ICMEs) and corotating interaction regions (CIRs) at Earth (e.g., Gosling et al. 1991; Tsurutani and Gonzalez 1997; Gonzalez et al. 1999; Richardson et al. 2001; Zhang et al. 2007;
Echer et al. 2008). This is due to the fact that these structures often contain sustained intervals of strong southward (negative Bz ) interplanetary magnetic field (IMF). It is well
established that such sustained southward-BZ intervals are extremely geoeffective and drive
geomagnetic storms (e.g. Tsurutani et al. 1992), in particular when combined with elevated
solar wind speeds (for a discussion on solar wind–magnetosphere coupling, see e.g. Newell
et al. 2007). However, it is currently a major challenge to predict the orientation of the IMF
before it comes in contact with the magnetosphere (e.g., Riley et al. 2017).
In the case of ICME-driven storms, the development of space-based coronagraphs, in
particular those on Skylab (MacQueen et al. 1974), Solwind (Sheeley et al. 1980) and the
Solar Maximum Mission (House et al. 1981) during the 1970s and 1980s, and more recently,
the Large Angle Spectroscopic Coronagraph (LASCO; Brueckner et al. 1995) on board
the Solar and Heliospheric Observatory (SOHO; Domingo et al. 1995), revolutionised the
understanding of storms and their solar drivers by clearly demonstrating the association
between ICMEs and coronal mass ejections (CMEs) at the Sun. In the ideal case, a storm
associated with the arrival of an ICME is preceded a few days before by the observation
of a CME in coronagraph images and associated activity on the frontside solar disc. In
particular, a CME propagating directly towards the observing spacecraft may appear as a
symmetrical “halo” surrounding the occulting disc of the coronagraph (note that a halo CME
may also arise from activity on the far side of the Sun). Thus, the observation of a frontside
symmetrical halo CME by a coronagraph on board a spacecraft along the Sun–Earth line is a
strong indication that the CME is heading towards the Earth. However, a spatially-extended
CME ejected somewhat away from the Sun–Earth line may also arrive at Earth. Such a
CME may be asymmetrical or even appear as a “partial halo”, surrounding only part of the
occulting disc. The angular width of a full halo CME, irrespective of its symmetry, is defined
to be 360◦ . There is no universal definition of a partial halo CME, but typically, the angular
width is at least 100◦ –140◦ . Cases where a geomagnetic storm is clearly associated with
specific frontside solar activity and CMEs are discussed for example by Webb et al. (2000),
Schwenn et al. (2005), Bothmer and Zhukov (2007), Zhang et al. (2007), and Scolini et al.
(2018).
A natural extension of space-based coronagraphs has been the development of heliospheric white-light imagers such as the Solar Mass Ejection Imager (SMEI; Eyles et al.
2003) and the Heliospheric Imager (HI; Eyles et al. 2009), part of the Sun Earth Connection Coronal and Heliospheric Investigation (SECCHI; Howard et al. 2008) suite on the
twin Solar Terrestrial Relations Observatory (STEREO; Kaiser et al. 2008) spacecraft. A
comprehensive survey of CME height–time tracks and the associated kinematics of CME
propagation through the inner heliosphere between the Sun and Earth, has been performed
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by the “Heliospheric Catalouguing Analysis and Techniques Services” (HELCATS; Harrison et al. 2018; Barnes et al. 2019, 2020) project.
In reality, not all ICMEs or their related geomagnetic storms can be traced back to CMEs
that are expected to be Earth-directed based on solar and coronal observations (for reviews
of the in situ signatures of ICMEs, see e.g. Zurbuchen and Richardson 2006; Kilpua et al.
2017, and references therein). For example, around a third of the near-Earth ICMEs identified by Cane and Richardson (2003) and around 20% of those identified by Schwenn et al.
(2005) were not preceded by (partial or full) halo CMEs observed by LASCO. Furthermore,
Zhang et al. (2007) could not identify the solar sources of nine (≈12%) of the 77 intense
(minimum Dst < −100 nT) geomagnetic storms in 1996 to 2005 that were not attributable
to CIRs alone. This was despite a careful review by these authors of coronal images from,
e.g., the Extreme-ultraviolet Imaging Telescope (EIT; Delaboudinière et al. 1995) on SOHO.
Nevertheless, at least an associated partial halo CME was identified for each storm. The lack
of identifiable solar sources for these nine storms is problematic in various ways: Without
knowledge of the solar source, the selected halo CME could have originated from the far
side of the Sun, meaning that the ICME and geomagnetic storm could have been caused by
another CME that was not observed by LASCO as a halo CME. The presence of such CMEs
could also bring into question the validity of the ICME–CME pairs found for other events.
Moreover, without identifying the solar origin of the CME, it is impossible to understand
or predict the southward IMF at Earth based on observations of the magnetic configuration
of the erupting solar source region (e.g., Savani et al. 2015; Palmerio et al. 2018). These
ambiguities highlight two main issues, namely: (1) some ICMEs do not appear to have a
corresponding Earth-directed CME at the Sun, and (2) some CMEs observed by a coronagraph are not associated with eruptive signatures on the solar disc (or signatures may in fact
be present but appear elusive).
To address these unresolved issues, a team was formed at the International Space Science
Institute (ISSI) focused on the topic of “Understanding the Origins of Problem Geomagnetic Storms”. This review is based on the activities of the team that included two in-person
meetings at ISSI in 2018–2019. It is organised as follows: In Sect. 2, we briefly review
observational evidence for the existence of stealth CMEs in the literature and summarise
their known properties based on earlier studies. We then contrast these properties with observations of a more “textbook” example of an ICME–CME pair. This will highlight the
challenges in associating an ICME with a specific CME, and forecasting when the ICME
will encounter Earth and its geomagnetic effects. In Sect. 3, we discuss several selected
geomagnetic storms for which the solar sources of the solar wind structures that generate
the storms appear to be problematic and stealthy. These events illustrate the broad range of
observational constraints and diversity of structures that contribute to (and expand) the classification of an ICME–CME pair as “stealthy”. We summarise the circumstances of these
events, including why the CMEs are stealthy and why their associated ICMEs are geoeffective. A key question is whether their “stealthiness” is simply due to limited observations,
or whether these CMEs are physically distinct from “normal” CMEs. We also highlight an
event that illustrates another aspect of such problematic storms, namely when the interpretation of the in situ structures driving the storm is uncertain. In this case, it is unclear whether
the storm is driven by an ICME embedded in a CIR, or by structure within the CIR, which
then would account for the absence of associated solar signatures. In Sect. 4, we review
recent modelling efforts of the source region energisation, eruption mechanism(s), and the
ambiguous low-coronal signatures associated with stealth CME eruptions. In Sect. 5, we
discuss why certain geomagnetic storms cannot be predicted with presently available tools,
and outline how future observational programs and modelling efforts should improve the
predictability of these events.
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Fig. 1 STEREO-A (right) and STEREO-B (left) SECCHI/COR2 observations of the 2 June 2008 CME (from
Robbrecht et al. 2009). The images are running differences of total brightness images, and two images (at
the times indicated) are combined in the STEREO-B observations to enhance the contrast. STEREO-B only
observed a faint halo CME whereas STEREO-A, 53◦ to the west clearly observed the CME side-on before it
was visible in the STEREO-B coronagraph field of view. (The white sector in the STEREO-A image indicates
the region used by Robbrecht et al. 2009, to calculate the CME mass.)

2 Evidence for Stealth CMEs: An Observational Perspective
In Sect. 1, we discussed how some geomagnetic storms can be problematic because the
solar origin of the ICME causing the storm is difficult to observe or possibly to define.
Unfortunately, problems identifying the solar signatures of ICMEs and the associated CMEs
occur frequently, and there are many examples reported in the literature. In this section, we
review existing studies that focus on events where the on-disc low coronal signatures (LCSs)
of CMEs are apparently missing. Classic LCSs that can be traced back to a CME eruption
include post-eruption arcades, coronal dimmings, extreme ultra-violet (EUV) waves, flare
ribbons, and ejection of filament material (e.g., Hudson and Cliver 2001; Zhukov 2007;
Nitta et al. 2014). Events that lack such signatures are now commonly referred to as “stealth
CMEs”, a term that became more widely accepted after Robbrecht et al. (2009) presented
an outstanding example of a CME “leaving no trace behind on the solar disc”. As such,
this paper is an excellent place to begin reviewing the characteristics of this class of solar
eruptions.
Figure 1 shows observations of the Robbrecht et al. (2009) event. The CME was observed on 1–2 June 2008 by the COR2 coronagraphs that form part of SECCHI on the twin
STEREO spacecraft. At that time, STEREO-A (-B) was located 29◦ west (25◦ east) of the
Sun–Earth line. Figure 1 shows COR2 difference images of the CME as viewed at STEREOB (left) and STEREO-A (right). The STEREO-A image shows what looks like a streamerblowout CME. It had a slowly accelerating speed profile reaching only ∼200 km s−1 at
15 R . The same CME was so diffuse that it was detected by COR2-B only by taking
longer than usual temporal separations in running-difference images. The fact that it was
a halo CME indicates that it was directed towards STEREO-B. Given the ∼55◦ of longitudinal separation between the two STEREO spacecraft, Lynch et al. (2010) were able to
track the complete Sun-to-1 AU propagation of this CME via the COR and HI cameras on
board STEREO-A. As anticipated, an ICME with a flux rope magnetic field structure was
observed in situ at STEREO-B on 6–7 June 2008 (Möstl et al. 2009; Lynch et al. 2010;
Nieves-Chinchilla et al. 2011).
Regarding the origin of the CME observed by the COR2 coronagraphs and HI imagers
on STEREO-A and -B, a slowly rising prominence was identified off the east limb in
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EUV images from the SECCHI Extreme-ultraviolet Imager (EUVI; Wuelser et al. 2004)
on STEREO-A (EUVI-A). However, images from EUVI-B show none of the typical LCSs
of CMEs in the apparently corresponding region as viewed against the solar disc. Robbrecht
et al. (2009) attributed the lack of dimmings to the idea that the eruption might have started
at a greater height than normal CMEs, where there was not much mass to be evacuated. The
impact of this study was to make the community aware of the existence of Earth-directed
CMEs with weak or no on-disc signatures that are extremely difficult to identify in nearEarth coronagraph imagery.
Following the event in 2008 reported by Robbrecht et al. (2009), several stealth CMEs
were found in observations from 2009, during solar minimum conditions (Ma et al. 2010;
Kilpua et al. 2014). At this time, STEREO-A and -B were positioned in near quadrature
about the Sun–Earth line, making it possible to simultaneously compare limb and disc views
of CMEs that were frontside events from the Earth’s perspective. Due to the additional
views of the limb provided by the STEREO spacecraft, these studies vastly increased our
knowledge of the diversity of stealth CME characteristics. When observed as limb events in
coronagraphs, these stealth CMEs without on-disc LCSs were generally slow and narrow.
In addition, some were diffuse and lacked a clear front. These events apparently originated
in quiescent regions, as active regions are rarely present at solar minimum.
Studies of stealth CMEs have continued to advance in the Solar Dynamics Observatory
(SDO; Pesnell et al. 2012) era through the analysis of images from the Atmospheric Imaging
Assembly (AIA; Lemen et al. 2012), which is a vast improvement over EIT and EUVI in
terms of sensitivity, spatial resolution, cadence, and temperature coverage. For example,
Vourlidas et al. (2011) and Pevtsov et al. (2012) associated stealth CMEs with erupting
filaments or filament channels. O’Kane et al. (2019) and O’Kane et al. (2021b) studied the
initiation and magnetic environment of stealth CMEs from active regions. D’Huys et al.
(2014) performed a comprehensive statistical study of eruptions in 2012 without LCSs in
either limb or disc views. These studies confirmed that stealth CMEs usually present distinct
characteristics when compared to more typical “textbook” CMEs. For example, they are
usually rather slow and narrow, and tend to originate from the vicinity of coronal holes or
open field regions.
One of the remaining open scientific questions about stealth CMEs is whether or not
they represent a different class of CMEs that cannot be explained in terms of the standard
model of eruptive flares (e.g., Svestka and Cliver 1992). However, Howard and Harrison
(2013) cautioned that the apparent lack of LCSs associated with these elusive events may
be due to the limited sensitivity and temperature response of the observing instruments.
Moreover, there are limitations in the observational geometry of available spacecraft, based
on their location relative to the observed stealth CME. The implication of these two limitations is beginning to become apparent. The limited sensitivity and temperature coverage
may be partly addressed with improved imaging processing techniques. However, the issue
of whether or not a spacecraft is positioned at the optimal location for observing these weak
eruptive events is less trivial to solve. In fact, as will be shown in Sect. 3, the relative location
of the observing spacecraft (or suite of instruments) may actually determine whether one of
these weak eruptive events is unambiguously observed, or if the failure to detect the event
allows it to fall into the category of stealth CMEs.
In addition to the intriguing solar physics question of whether or not stealth CMEs represent a unique class of weak eruptive events, we must also consider their potential for
geoeffectiveness (Kilpua et al. 2014). In a recent study, Nitta and Mulligan (2017) collected examples of CMEs without clear LCSs that seemed to be associated with near-Earth
ICMEs but were not necessarily classified as “stealth CMEs”. Most of these events resulted
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Fig. 2 In situ solar wind magnetic field and plasma observations at L1 (made by Wind) and geomagnetic
response for the “textbook” ICME–CME event initiated by a solar eruption on 12 July 2012. The panels show,
from the top: the magnetic field magnitude; the latitude and longitude angles of the magnetic field in the GSE
coordinate system with the field polarity indicated below the longitude angle (green: positive/away, pink:
negative/toward, yellow: uncertain); the pitch angle distribution of 165 eV electrons; the proton bulk speed,
density, and kinetic temperature (with the “expected temperature” (Richardson and Cane 1995) indicated in
red; black shading indicates where the observed temperature is less than the expected temperature, a frequent
characteristic of ICMEs); solar wind alpha to proton ratio, and the Z-component (in GSE) of the magnetic
field. The bottom two panels show the Dst and Kp geomagnetic indices. The blue vertical line shows the
shock. The ICME interval (from the Wind ICME Catalog) is bounded by vertical brown lines and has the
enhanced, slowly-rotating magnetic field characteristic of a magnetic cloud

in geomagnetic storms, with the largest occurring when the ICME driving the storm was
compressed in a CIR ahead of a high-speed solar wind stream. This study emphasised that
events that fail to show LCSs with routine data reduction pose an additional challenge to
creating accurate space weather forecasts and geomagnetic storm predictions. Events that
exhibit “super-stealthiness”, namely the lack of any Earth-directed CME observations (either on-disc or in coronagraphs), are also of major concern. In the next section, we discuss
observations of the ICME–CME pairs associated with these kinds of events and their relation to problem geomagnetic storms occurring during solar cycle 24. Rather than attempting
to quantitatively define the stealth CME category, we will compare and contrast our selected
events with a “textbook” ICME–CME pair, in which links between the ICME and CME,
and between the CME and LCSs are solidly established, as illustrated in Figs. 2 and 3.
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Fig. 3 Coronagraph (upper row) and low coronal (lower row) observations of the 12 July 2012 solar event.
(a) and (c) STEREO-B (-A) COR2 difference images. (b) LASCO C2 difference image. (d) Heliocentric
height vs. time plot, from LASCO C2 and C3 data with linear (quadratic) fits shown as the dotted (solid) line.
(e) AIA 131 Å image at the flare peak. (f) and (g) AIA 211 Å images before and after the eruption. (h) The
difference image of (f) and (g)

Figure 2 shows in situ observations from the Wind spacecraft (Wilson et al. 2021) of a
clear ICME that consists of a “magnetic cloud” (in the interval between the vertical brown
lines) characterised by an enhanced magnetic field magnitude and a smooth rotation of the
magnetic field through a large angle, suggestive of a flux-rope-like magnetic field structure,
and a low proton temperature (as discussed by e.g., Burlaga et al. 1981; Klein and Burlaga
1982; Lepping et al. 1990). This follows a shock (vertical blue line) and a sheath region
between the shock and magnetic cloud. The extended interval of strong southward magnetic
fields (negative Bz ) in the ICME was responsible for an intense geomagnetic storm on 15
July 2012 (minimum Dst = −139 nT, maximum Kp = 7−).
During the few days before the arrival of the ICME, the symmetrical halo CME observed
by LASCO on 12 July shown in Fig. 3(b) was the only possible progenitor. At this time, the
STEREO spacecraft were positioned ≈120◦ from the Sun–Earth line (see Fig. 4(a)), which
is a favourable configuration for observing Earth-directed CMEs as limb events. The CME
was seen moving to the right in COR2-B images (Fig. 3(a)) and moving to the left in COR2A images (Fig. 3(c)), confirming that it was Earth-directed. Figure 3(d) shows the LASCO
CME height–time profile, indicating that the linear speed of the CME was ≈800 km s−1 as
projected onto the plane of the sky (POS); similar STEREO observations suggest a speed
of more than 1000 km s−1 when seen as a limb CME moving with a small angle to the
POS. These speeds are comparable to the 1 AU transit speed inferred, for example, from
the arrival of the shock (≈850 km s−1 ), further supporting the CME–ICME association. The
CME was associated with a flare with an X1.4 peak soft X-ray intensity observed by the
GOES spacecraft. The flare is also clearly seen in the AIA image in Fig. 3(e) within a large
active region (AR 11520) in the southern hemisphere near central meridian. The eruption
left unmistakable coronal dimmings, the dark regions near the active region in Fig. 3(h),
which is the difference between the AIA observations separated in time by 50 minutes in
Figs. 3(f) and (g). Due to the clear connection between the ICME and CME, and between
the CME and its corresponding LCSs, this example is considered a “textbook” case where
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the links between the solar eruption and the ICME driving a geomagnetic storm are solid
(Webb and Nitta 2017).

3 Identiﬁcation of Problem Geomagnetic Storms in the SDO/STEREO
Era
In this section, we discuss several problem geomagnetic storms, the associated in situ solar
wind structures that drive the storms, and the preceding solar observations that occurred in
solar cycle 24 during the SDO era (since May 2010). In particular, we will take advantage of
full-disc EUV images from AIA on board SDO that are a significant improvement over those
from previous instruments in terms of sensitivity, resolution (both spatial and temporal),
and temperature coverage. These images are expected to reveal weaker on-disc LCSs of
CMEs than previously observed. We also use the capability of the STEREO spacecraft to
observe CMEs from locations far from the Sun–Earth line, increasing the probability of
unambiguously identifying the Earth-directed CMEs associated with specific ICMEs (cf. the
1–2 June 2008 CME in Fig. 1). However, both STEREO spacecraft drift away from Earth by
≈22◦ a year, so the observational geometry changes with time and is not always favourable
for viewing Earth-directed CMEs (see Fig. 4). This is a critical factor for interpreting certain
events, as will be discussed later in this section. In addition, contact with STEREO-B was
lost on 1 October 2014.

3.1 Event Selection
The starting point for the event selection for this study is the Richardson and Cane near-Earth
ICME catalogue,1 updated from that in Cane and Richardson (2003) and Richardson and
Cane (2010). Since the focus is on problem geomagnetic storms, we began by selecting those
ICMEs associated at least with moderate to strong storms, i.e., with minimum Dst < −50 nT.
We first removed all ICMEs for which the corresponding CME was already indicated in the
catalogue and for which the solar source was confirmed in contemporaneous reports and/or
later publications. We then examined LASCO data for each of the remaining cases and
removed those events for which a single wide (angular width >120◦ ) CME from the front
side of the Sun could be clearly identified.2 We also excluded cases where the geomagnetic
storm was driven by an ICME consisting of more than one structure (such as more than one
magnetic field rotation suggestive of multiple flux ropes), or by the interaction of multiple
ICMEs. These storms most likely had complex solar sources and the in situ structures may
have evolved during transit from the Sun. Such complex cases are also unlikely to be good
candidates for assessing whether stealth CMEs may be involved in producing geomagnetic
storms.
The 16 ICMEs remaining, for which either the isolation of the associated CME is problematic in LASCO imagery or the LCSs are elusive in AIA imagery, are listed in Table 1,
which includes the basic information on the geomagnetic storm and the ICME driver. For
these events, we carefully examined solar and coronagraph observations in an attempt to
isolate the CME associated with the ICME and the related LCSs, as described in Sects. 3.2
and 3.3. The results of this search are given in Table 2; the incomplete table reflects the
1 http://www.srl.caltech.edu/ACE/ASC/DATA/level3/icmetable2.htm.
2 Note that the current on-line version of the Richardson and Cane ICME catalogue includes additional CME

associations that were identified as a result of this study.
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Table 1 List of Selected ICMEs With Dst ≤ −50 nT Geomagnetic Storms
Geomagnetic Storms

ICMEs

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

ID

Time

Dst

Kp

Disturbance

Start

End

Speed

ICME

(UT)

(nT)

(UT)

(UT)

(UT)

(km s−1 )

Signatures

1

2011/02/04 22:00

-63

6-

02/04 13:00

02/04 13:00

02/04 20:00

470/430

201101

2

2012/02/15 17:00

-67

5+

02/14 07:00

02/14 21:00

02/16 06:00

400/370

110000

3

2012/09/03 11:00

-69

6-

09/01 06:00

09/01 07:00

09/03 15:00

310/330

111000

4

2012/10/13 07:00

-90

6-

10/12 19:00

10/12 22:00

10/13 10:00

530/490

210001

5

2013/01/17 22:00

-53

4o

—

01/17 16:00

01/18 12:00

400/390

211001

6

2013/06/07 05:00

-73

6-

06/06 02:55

06/06 14:00

06/08 00:00

510/430

211000

7

2013/06/30 01:00

-98

6+

06/27 13:51s

06/28 02:00

06/29 12:00

450/390

211001

8*

2013/11/09 08:00

-81

5o

—

11/08 22:00

11/09 07:00

460/420

210001

9*

2014/04/12 09:00

-81

5-

—

04/11 06:00

04/12 20:00

380/350

211000

10

2014/04/30 09:00

-64

4o

—

04/29 20:00

04/30 21:00

320/310

211001

11

2015/01/04 17:00

-62

5+

—

01/03 14:00

01/04 16:00

460/430

111001

12*

2015/01/07 12:00

-99

6+

01/07 05:39s

01/07 06:00

01/07 21:00

470/450

211100

13*

2015/05/11 04:00

-51

4-

—

05/10 12:00

05/11 02:00

400/370

210000

14*

2016/10/14 00:00

-104

6+

10/12 21:15s

10/1306:00

10/14 16:00

460/390

211101

15

2017/05/28 08:00

-125

7o

05/27 14:41s

05/27 22:00

05/29 14:00

390/360

201010

16*

2018/08/26 07:00

-174

7+

08/25 01:05s

08/25 12:00

08/26 10:00

440/410

210011

Column: (1) Event ID; (2) Time (year/month/day hour:min (UT)) of storm Dst minimum; (3) Minimum
Dst index (nT) from the Kyoto Dst server (http://wdc.kugi.kyoto-u.ac.jp/dstdir/ with final values up to 2014;
provisional in 2015–2016: and quicklook from 2017 onwards); (4) Maximum Kp index from the official Kp
index page at the German Research Centre for Geosciences (https://www.gfz-potsdam.de/en/kp-index/); (5)
Disturbance arrival time – shock/bow wave if present (indicated by letter “s”); (6 and 7) ICME start and end
times to the nearest ∼1 hour; (8) Maximum solar wind speed in sheath or ICME (km s−1 )/mean speed in
ICME; (9) in situ ICME signatures. The first number (i) indicates (1) that the ICME contains a flux rope
structure or (2) that the ICME is a magnetic cloud according to the stricter definition of Burlaga et al. (1981).
The remaining five numbers designate the presence (1) or absence (0) of (ii) abnormally low solar wind
proton temperature (cf. Richardson and Cane 1995), (iii) bidirectional solar wind electron heat flux (from
ACE/SWEPAM, WIND/3DP), (iv) composition/charge state signatures (from ACE/SWICS), (v) enhanced
solar wind He/p ratio), and (vi) a HSS following the ICME ejecta. *: Events discussed in Sects. 3.4–3.8.

difficulty of this task. In Sects. 3.4–3.9, we discuss the six events indicated by asterisks in
Tables 1 and 2, summarise the identification and characteristics of the ICME–CME pairs,
and contrast these with those of the textbook event presented in Figs. 2 and 3.

3.2 Isolation of the CMEs Associated with the Selected ICMEs
The in situ ICME speed and arrival time can provide an estimate of the time when the associated CME left the Sun (assuming, probably unrealistically, that the ICME travelled at a
constant speed) and hence indicate the approximate time of the solar eruption responsible
for the ICME. However, since stealthy CMEs tend to be slow, and slow CMEs tend to be
accelerated by the ambient solar wind flow, the speed of the background solar wind through
which they propagate may significantly impact their transit speed and thus the inferred eruption time at the Sun. Hence, we searched for evidence of a related solar eruption around the
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Fig. 4 Configuration of Earth and the STEREO spacecraft close to the ecliptic plane at five different times.
Note that contact with STEREO-B was lost on 1 October 2014 (between (c) and (d)) when it was 161◦ east
of Earth

back-extrapolated launch time inferred from in situ observations, using this to guide rather
than constrain the solar event time.
The results to be discussed below clearly confirm the value of STEREO observations
when identifying the Earth-directed CME associated with a specific ICME. In particular,
these observations allow us to (1) observe CMEs that are not bright or wide enough to be
detected by LASCO, and (2) determine whether they are indeed directed towards Earth.
Figure 4 shows the relative locations of STEREO and Earth at five representative times. As
already noted, at the time of the “textbook event” in Fig. 3, STEREO-A and STEREO-B
were ≈120◦ west and east of the Sun–Earth line, respectively (Fig. 4(a)), and favourably
positioned to observe faint/narrow CMEs that might be Earth-directed. However, this became more difficult as the STEREO spacecraft drifted farther away from the Sun–Earth line
(Fig. 4(b, c)). In the configuration shown in Fig. 4(c), the STEREO spacecraft have similar
lines of sight (but in the opposite direction) to that from Earth. Nevertheless, EUVI observations of the far side of the Sun are still useful for confirming the far-side origin of CMEs
when AIA images show no LCSs. Following superior conjunction in 2015, the location of
STEREO-A again facilitated the detection of Earth-directed CMEs (see Figs. 4(d) and (e)).
Unfortunately, as already noted, contact was lost with STEREO-B on 1 October 2014 when
it was 161◦ east of the Sun–Earth line.

3.3 Low Coronal Signatures
Once an Earth-directed CME is isolated, we extensively analyzed AIA images to find its
LCSs, such as coronal dimmings, post-eruption arcades (PEAs), and separating flare ribbons, around the time of CME liftoff, deduced by extrapolating the observed height–time
profile of the CME back to ≈ 1 R . This extrapolation is not always straightforward, in particular if the CME very gradually accelerates close to the Sun, and the time at which this
acceleration starts is hard to determine exactly.
Coronal dimmings are one of the most reliable LCSs of CMEs (e.g., Thompson et al.
2000), even though some CMEs do not show them. Coronal dimmings are often detected
in so-called “base-difference” images (Zhukov and Auchère 2004; Attrill and Wills-Davey
2010), in which changes of brightness are recorded with respect to a pre-event image, in contrast to “running-difference” images generated by differencing successive images. Runningdifference images are commonly used for finding transient changes such as coronal waves,
but base-difference images are less widely used. One reason may be the greater need to
compensate for differential rotation as the time difference becomes longer. Even when differential rotation is compensated for, spurious effects can become more serious for longer

Understanding the Origins of Problem Geomagnetic Storms. . .

Page 11 of 53

82

time differences. This is partly because the rotation rate at the photosphere is usually assumed, whereas emission detected in each pixel is contributed by coronal plasma at a range
of heights that may rotate faster or slower than the photosphere. Another caveat when interpreting difference images with long time separations is that they are more likely to include
variations that are spatially or temporally unrelated to the CME. In order to find dimming in
less bright regions, the logarithmic base ratio may be used (Dissauer et al. 2018).
It turns out that none of the events to be discussed here were detected as dimming events
with automated algorithms (e.g., Solar Demon;3 Kraaikamp and Verbeeck 2015), even when
base-difference images were used. One reason is that these algorithms may use criteria based
on the rate of (negative) change in brightness (E. Kraaikamp, private communication 2020).
As reported by Nitta and Mulligan (2017), stealthy events tend to start very slowly, with an
initial low CME speed and acceleration. This is expected to result in a very small rate of
dimming development (see Mason et al. 2016; Dissauer et al. 2019) that may be insufficient
to trigger an automated algorithm. Therefore, we also examine non-differenced intensity
images to identify dimmings (cf. Krista and Reinard 2013).
Another type of LCSs are the large-scale (i.e., active-region scale) brightenings that may
grow with time, and be interpreted as PEAs or flare ribbons. Unlike normal CMEs for which
the LCSs are unquestionable (Fig. 3), stealthy CMEs tend to show only weak and slowly
evolving associated dimmings and brightenings, which may be difficult to distinguish from
other unrelated activities at different times and locations. The temporal coincidence of dimmings and brightenings with a CME, even though the CME liftoff time may be uncertain by
several hours, increases our confidence that these weak signatures are associated with the
CME. Another test is whether the quadrant of the source region on the solar disc is consistent
with the position angle of the most prominent part of the CME in coronagraph data.
In addition to these approaches, the members of the ISSI team (see Introduction) have
started using other techniques, such as the Multiscale Gaussian Normalization technique
(Morgan and Druckmüller 2014) to enhance lower level signals of the low coronal signatures
of CMEs (Alzate and Morgan 2017; O’Kane et al. 2019), and the Graduated Cylindrical
Shell model (Thernisien et al. 2006, 2009; Thernisien 2011) that gives the 3D trajectory
of a CME that may be traced back to the initiation site. The usefulness of these tools for
understanding stealthy CMEs is evaluated in a separate paper (Palmerio et al. 2021b).

3.4 A Common Stealth Event: Event 12
We begin our individual case descriptions of the selected events in Table 1 with an event that
was associated with a type of stealth CME that is quite commonly observed. Although Nitta
and Mulligan (2017) considered this particular stealth CME event, on 3 January, 2015, to be
more challenging to understand than others in their study, we consider it to be the simplest
of the selected events to contrast with the textbook event, and therefore an excellent example
with which to start. Figure 5, in the same format as Fig. 2, summarises the related in situ solar
wind magnetic field and plasma observations from Wind along with the Kp and Dst indices.
This particular stealthy CME caused a strong geomagnetic storm on 7 January 2015 with a
minimum Dst of −99 nT at 11 UT and maximum Kp of 6+ in the interval of 9–12 UT. This
storm and the related in situ and solar observations have been discussed by Cid et al. (2016),
Nitta and Mulligan (2017), Palacios et al. (2017), and Yardley et al. (2021b). Similar to the
textbook ICME shown in Fig. 2, the in situ signatures of this ICME are clearly observed. The
geomagnetic storm is driven by the leading region of strong southward magnetic field within
3 http://solardemon.oma.be.
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Table 2 CMEs and Low Coronal Signatures Associated With the Events in Table 1
CMEs

Sources

1

2

3

4

5

ID

Time

Speed

Width/PA

Coronal

6
Source

(UT)

(km s−1 )

(Degrees)

Signatures

Location

1

2011/01/30 12:36

120

264/184

DE

S25E40

2

2012/02/10 10:48

—

—

BDE

S16W03

3

2012/08/26 07:24

87

44/164

BD

S27W05

4

2012/10/09 02:36

—

138/246

BD

S26W10

5

2013/01/13 12:00

229

176/384

B

N13E21

6

2013/06/02 20:00

222

87/93

BDEF

N10W18

7

2013/06/23 22:36

174

174/284

BDE

N25W05

8*

2013/11/05 07:24

—

30/275

D

S10W20

9*

—

—

—

—

—

10

—

—

—

—

—

11

—

—

—

—

—

12*

2015/01/03 03:12

163

153/118

DE

S25E06

13a*

2015/05/06 00:12

221

55/252

BDF

S35W05

13b*

2015/05/06 16:48

479

100/263

BDF

S08W14

14*

2016/10/09 01:25

179

360

DE

S05E17

15

2017/05/23 05:36

259

243/259

BDF

N12W13

16*

2018/08/20 21:24

126

120/252

BDEF

N20E03

Column: (1) Event ID; (2) Time of the associated CME, if present, observed by LASCO C2; (3) CME linear speed; (4) CME angular width/position angle measured anti-clockwise from the north pole; (5) On-disc
signatures if present (B=brightening; D=dimming; E=enlargement of a coronal hole; F=filament); (6) Source
location. *: Events discussed in Sects. 3.4–3.9. The characteristics of the CMEs (in columns 3 and 4) are
taken from the CDAW LASCO CME catalogue (https://cdaw.gsfc.nasa.gov/CME_list/; Yashiro et al. 2004;
Gopalswamy et al. 2009).

the reasonably slow (∼450 km s−1 ) ICME (bounded by the vertical brown lines) which
includes a magnetic cloud (Burlaga et al. 1981), characterised by an enhanced magnetic
field strength that rotates through a large angle, and depressed proton temperatures. This is
preceded by a narrow sheath with a weak or developing shock at the leading edge (vertical
blue line).
Comparing directly with Fig. 2, the similar in situ signatures of this particular ICME give
no obvious indication that it is associated with a stealthy CME. The major difference is in
the lower solar wind speeds associated with this ICME, which can be used to identify the
associated CME. Assuming that the ICME propagated from the Sun to 1 AU at a constant
speed of 450 km s−1 (based on the in situ ICME speed) suggests a transit time of ≈93
hours and hence an origin at the Sun around 13 UT on 3 January 2015. The only candidate
CME observed within a reasonable window of time is the partial halo CME first observed
by LASCO C2 at 03:12 UT on 3 January with a speed of 163 km s−1 , a width of 153◦ , and a
central position angle (measured from north and anti-clockwise) of 118◦ (see Fig. 6 (a)–(c)).
The low CME speed is not inconsistent with the assumed 1 AU transit speed since Fig. 5
suggests that the ICME was carried out by the ambient solar wind flow.
Why is this CME considered to be stealthy? Focusing on the on-disc source regions for
this event, analyses of the SDO/AIA passbands are not particularly revealing, as compared to
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Fig. 5 In situ solar wind magnetic field and plasma observations at L1 and geomagnetic response (Dst and
Kp indices, last two rows) for Event 12 (storm of 7 January 2015) in the same format as Fig. 2

the textbook event. The LCSs of this CME are not readily isolated using standard methods of
on-disc detection, whether intensity, running-difference, or even base-difference images are
used, unless images taken over a very long time span are examined. As reported in Nitta and
Mulligan (2017), the source location is determined to be at S25E06 from evidence of a slow
coronal dimming revealed in long-duration observations of the AIA 211 Å images and in
base-difference imaging taken 9 hours apart. The signatures in the intensity images (before
and after eruption) and in the base-difference image are shown in Fig. 6(d)–(e) and (f),
respectively. However, the methods employed by Nitta and Mulligan (2017) to reveal these
source regions are not commonly used, and are not required, for example, to elucidate the ondisc source region of the CME in the textbook case shown in Fig. 3. The contrasts between
the on-disc signatures of the textbook CME and the stealthy CME are striking. For example,
in Figs. 3(e) and (g), the source region of the textbook CME eruption is clearly observed
in the raw imagery. A rapid intensification in the flaring region, including flare ribbons
and PEAs, clearly defines the source regions. In the base-difference image in Fig. 3(h), not
only is the flaring region well-defined, but the dimming region is also well-developed. By
contrast, in Figs. 6(d)–(f), there is no obvious flaring region, and the brightenings possibly
related to the CME are only revealed through the analysis of long-duration base-difference
imagery. The dimming region is peculiar as well. Not only does it require over 9 hours
to manifest, it also results in the slow widening of the southern polar coronal hole. The
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Fig. 6 Coronagraph (upper row) and low coronal (lower row) data showing the slow and diffuse CME on
3 January 2015 (Event 12). (a), (b) LASCO C2 and C3 difference images. The CME front is indicated with
arrows. (c) Heliocentric height vs. time plot, from LASCO C2 and C3 data with linear (quadratic) fits shown
as the dotted (solid) line. (d) and (e) AIA 211 Å images before and after the eruption. (f) The difference image
of (d) and (e) which reveals the brightening and dimming associated with the eruption. The region outlined
in (e) shows an enlarging of the southern polar coronal hole

perimeter of the coronal hole region enlarged by the stealthy CME eruption is outlined in
Fig. 6(e) and is visible as the dimming region in Fig. 6(f).
Unfortunately, at the time of this event, contact had already been lost with STEREO-B
and STEREO-A was at 172◦ west of Earth on the far side of the Sun, during which time no
useful data were downlinked. The lack of STEREO data makes it difficult to confirm that
the CME observed by LASCO was in fact directed towards Earth. As Nitta and Mulligan
(2017) noted, it is in principle possible that this CME came from the far side. Thus, this event
illustrates one aspect of investigating apparently stealthy CMEs: In order to identify Earthdirected CMEs, and to locate the source regions of stealthy events, multiple viewpoints of the
eruption are highly desirable. Comparison of Figs. 6(a) and (b) with Figs. 3(a)–(c) illustrates
why multipoint measurements of stealthy CMEs are so critical. In Fig. 3(b), the halo CME is
obvious and well-defined, and the STEREO observations in Fig. 3(a) and (c) clearly confirm
that it is Earthward-directed. However, in Figs. 6(a) and (b), there is no clear halo CME,
but the diffuse partial halo CME has an appearance of consisting of multiple parts. Thus,
without coronagraph imagery from STEREO, particularly in quadrature, the unambiguous
interpretation of the stealthy CME on 3 January 2015 is severely hindered. We will return to
this limiting aspect when discussing subsequent examples of stealthy CMEs.
Although, as previously mentioned, the signatures of this stealth CME are more visible
than those of some other examples covered in this review, it nevertheless establishes several
critical concepts. The first is that it is possible to unambiguously observe a stealth CME in
both on-disc signatures and in coronagraphs, but this may require non-standard techniques
such as long-time difference imagery. One can surmise that this is because these CMEs
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Fig. 7 In situ observations at L1 and geomagnetic responses (last two rows) for Event 13 (storm of 11 May
2015) in the same format as Fig. 2 except that there was no shock

erupt in a radically different way from typical CMEs. The second critical concept is that
multipoint observations play a vital role in accurate stealth CME detection. In this case,
neither STEREO-A nor STEREO-B coronagraph observations were available, which made
proper identification of the source region more difficult. In the following examples, we will
discuss in detail how STEREO coronagraph observations in near-quadrature with Earth are
necessary to pinpoint the proper stealth CME candidate, especially when the stealth CME is
being “camouflaged” by other, near-simultaneous CME eruptions seen in LASCO imagery.

3.5 Multiple Candidates, Including a Prominent but Unrelated Event: Event 13
Another cause of problem geomagnetic storms can arise during a period of heightened solar
activity that makes it difficult to properly identify the CME that is responsible for the storm.
Such a CME by itself may not necessarily be stealthy. Event 13 is such a case, where we
could not convincingly single out the CME associated with the ICME that caused the problem geomagnetic storm on 11 May 2015. Wind and geomagnetic data for this ICME and
storm are shown in Fig. 7. This weak storm, with the minimum Dst index of only −51 nT at
∼04:00 UT, was driven by a slow (∼370 km s−1 ) ICME in which the magnetic field rotated
from north to south, preceded by a small initial increase in geomagnetic activity contributed
by southward fields in the sheath. Comparing this ICME to the textbook event in Fig. 2,
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Fig. 8 Event 13: (a) and (c) Two possible CMEs that could have been responsible for the ICME that started
on 10 May 2015. Their heliocentric height vs. time plots are shown in (b) and (d). (e) and (f) AIA 211 Å
images before and after the filament eruption responsible for the first CME. (f) The difference image of (d)
and (e). The source region for the CME is encircled in (e) and (f). (h)–(j) Same as (e)–(g) for the second CME

Table 3 Event 13: List of
Partial/Full Halo CMEs

Time

Speed

Width/PA

Source

(UT)

(km s−1 )

(Degrees)

Location

2015/05/05 22:24

715

360/41

N15E79

2015/05/06 12:12*

738

132/53

N15E67

2015/05/06 19:00

308

199/149

Behind S limb

the ICME plasma signatures are less evident. The slow ICME did not drive a shock nor
are there clearly depressed proton temperatures or bidirectional suprathermal electron flows
in the ICME. However, both ICMEs include the enhanced and smoothly rotating magnetic
fields characteristic of a magnetic cloud.
The in situ ICME speed (assumed to be constant from the Sun to 1 AU) suggests a solar
origin time of around 4 UT on 6 May 2015. LASCO halo or partial halo CMEs around
this time are listed in Table 3. Figure 8(a) shows a prominent CME at the northeast limb
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associated with an X2.7 flare at N15E79 starting at 22:05 UT on 5 May (first CME in
Table 3). Weak western extensions of this CME almost camouflaged a second, fainter CME
above the west limb (encircled) that appeared in the C2 FOV at 00:12 UT on 6 May 2015.
This CME was apparently due to the eruption of a quiet-Sun filament around S30W06 at the
location indicated in Figs. 8(f)–(g); Fig. 8(e) shows the reference image used to create the 1.5
hour-separation difference image in Fig. 8(g). This was therefore not a stealthy CME. We
can reasonably exclude the strong east limb CME associated with the X2.7 flare (at E79)
as the origin of the ICME observed in near-Earth space, which then leaves the frontside
filament eruption as a candidate, even though the CME was faint, slow (221 km s−1 , see
Fig. 8(b)), and too narrow (55◦ ) to be a partial halo CME.
However, it is not possible to determine with certainty whether this CME from the filament eruption was responsible for the geomagnetic storm in Fig. 7, as a second CME
appeared in LASCO imagery ≈17 hours later (indicated in Fig. 8(c)). This is also a viable
candidate for the ICME on 11 May, requiring a 1 AU transit speed (≈460 km s−1 ) that is not
inconsistent with the measured ICME speed. In solar disc imagery, we note two eruptions
from the area west of the coronal hole in the southeast quadrant (circled in Fig. 8(h)–(j)) that
were likely sympathetic eruptions. They both featured coronal dimmings and post-eruption
arcades. The eruption in the western part of the area apparently accounted for the CME coming from the west, so this is again not a stealth CME; it is not clear whether the eruption in
the eastern part of the area also contributed to the CME. This CME was brighter and faster
(479 km s−1 ) in LASCO imagery than the CME from the previous day, and almost as wide
as a partial halo event (angular width of 100◦ ).
This example showcases that it is not a trivial exercise to identify the correct CME–
ICME connection in the absence of a prominent parent CME (and when all candidates are
equally weak, originate from nearby regions on the Sun, and are not associated with a clear
full halo CME). In this case, there are two CMEs that might have been associated with
the geomagnetic storm. Unfortunately, instruments on STEREO-A, on the far side of the
Sun close to superior conjunction, were turned off at this time. Therefore, STEREO-A was
unable to help confirm whether these CMEs were directed towards Earth and help identify
the CME most likely to be associated with the storm. Ideally, a spacecraft near quadrature
to Earth might have observed a minor eruption from the Earth-facing limb and helped to
resolve this problem.

3.6 A “Super Stealthy” Event: Event 9
The next event in our discussion is significant, not so much in the intensity of the geomagnetic storm it caused, but rather in the apparent lack of CME signatures in Earth-based
observations, both in coronagraph data and on disc images. This event in particular highlights the necessity of multipoint observations in quadrature to be able to unambiguously
detect the stealthiest of CME eruptions.
The geomagnetic storm on 12 April 2014 was caused by the ICME shown in Fig. 9.
The Dst index during the storm reached a minimum of −81 nT at 9 UT and the Kp index
registered a maximum of 5−. Once again comparing the ICME causing this geomagnetic
storm to the textbook case shown in Fig. 2, the in situ signatures of this event are also clearly
evident and give no indication that it is associated with a stealthy CME. The geomagnetic
storm is not particularly strong and was driven by the persistent southward component of
the interplanetary magnetic field inside the ICME. In this case, no shock was present ahead
of the ICME because the ICME speed was similar to that of the upstream solar wind. The
density enhancement just ahead of the ICME may be associated with an encounter with
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Fig. 9 In situ observations at L1 and geomagnetic response for Event 9 (storm of 12 April 2014) in the same
format as Fig. 2 except that there was no shock in this case
Table 4 Event 9: List of Partial
Halo CMEs

Time

Speed

Width/PA

Source

(UT)

(km s−1 )

(Degrees)

Location

2014/04/05 00:12

585

149/106

S25E134

2014/04/05 06:24

798

203/218

S13W167

2014/04/06 01:48

526

132/121

S25E121

2014/04/06 09:36

464

182/309

N20W145

the heliospheric plasma sheet (HPS) (e.g., Winterhalter et al. (1994); see also Sect. 3.9),
based on the slight depression in magnetic field strength and localized variation in the field
direction, rather than evidence of a sheath region.
Assuming Sun to 1 AU propagation at the in situ ICME speed (350 km s−1 ), we infer
a solar origin time of around 07 UT on 6 April 2014. Several LASCO partial halo CMEs
occurring around this time are listed in Table 4. All originated on the far side as confirmed
by EUVI observations from the STEREO spacecraft (the spacecraft configuration is shown
in Fig. 4(c)), and therefore were likely not associated with this geomagnetic storm.
We could not identify any additional, unreported frontside CME that might have been
associated with this ICME after examining movies of LASCO C2 images. Referring to
Fig. 4(c), observations from the STEREO spacecraft do not help much with identifying
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Fig. 10 Possible source region for the missing CME in Event 9. (a) and (b) AIA 211 Å images before and
after the assumed eruption. (c) The difference image of (a) and (b). A possible source region for the undetected
CME is indicated by the ellipse in (b) and (c)

any potentially Earthward CME that is not evident in the LASCO observations. Both spacecraft were approaching superior conjunction of the far side of the Sun and hence had a
similar line of sight as LASCO, making an unambiguous detection of any narrow and faint
Earth-directed CMEs extremely difficult.
We have however tried to find on-disc LCSs that might signal an Earth-directed CME.
Experimenting with base-difference images in different time ranges, we initially identified a
potential candidate source region for the CME. Figure 10 shows the results of this analysis
using AIA 211 Å images separated by 10 hours. The region indicated by the ellipse in
the “after” image (Fig. 10(b)) indicates where the northernmost boundary of the southern
coronal hole changes shape. The change in these boundaries is consistent with the bright
ribbons revealed using base-difference image analysis (Fig. 10(c)). Although reminiscent
of the LCSs for Event 12 presented in Sect. 3.4, overall, the signatures are less convincing,
especially since no frontside CME is found at southeastern position angles in LASCO during
the rather wide time frame over which the coronal hole boundaries change shape. Such a
CME would have been better observed by COR2 on STEREO-B than on STEREO-A, but
there is no evidence of a CME in the STEREO-B observations.
In a further effort to identify the CME associated with this storm, team members took
a fresh look at coronagraph difference images using longer time separations than in the
standard cadences. These attempts revealed a diffuse, semi-circular feature moving outward
in COR2/STEREO-A images (indicated by the cyan arrows in Figs. 11(c) and (f)), although
at a very low speed (≈95 km s−1 ). None of the automated CME catalogues using COR2 data
recognised this CME.4 Moreover, this was barely observed by LASCO even in difference
images with a longer separation, i.e., 36 minute, as opposed to the native 12 minute cadence;
see Figs. 11(b) and (e), where a CME-like feature is traced out by the cyan curves. COR2
on STEREO-B (Figs. 11(a) and (d)) did not show anything. This leads us to expect that
the source region was on the western hemisphere around 180◦ from the Sun–STEREO-B
line. We indeed note a minor eruption on the western hemisphere (Figs. 11(g)–(i)) hours
before the diffuse CME-like feature appeared in images taken by COR2 on STEREO-A, but
its onset time cannot be accurately determined because of a STEREO-A data gap between
5 April 17 UT and 6 April 00 UT. EUVI on STEREO-A detected no eruptive signatures.
This indicates that the eruption responsible for the marginal CME would have been east of
4 CACTus: http://sidc.oma.be/cactus/catalog.php, SEEDS: http://spaceweather.gmu.edu/seeds/secchi.php,

APL: http://solar.jhuapl.edu/Data-Products/COR-CME-Catalog.php.
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Fig. 11 Coronagraph (two upper rows) and low coronal (bottom row) observations for Event 9 in April
2014 where no Earth-directed CME was found with confidence. (a) and (d) ((c) and (f)): COR2/STEREO-B
(STEREO-A) difference images. (b) and (e): LASCO C2 difference images. (g) and (h) AIA 211 Å images
before and after the eruption. (i) The difference image of (g) and (h). The diffuse CME is pointed by arrows
in cyan in (c) and (f), and by curves in cyan in (b) and (e). A possible source region for this CME is indicated
by an ellipse in brown in (h) and (i)

≈W50, assuming that eruptions are not detectable if they occur  15◦ behind the east limb
from STEREO-A. However, the link between the eruption marked in Figs. 11(g)–(i)) and
the CME may not be thoroughly convincing because, in view of the extremely slow speed
in the COR2 field-of-view, the CME-like feature might have left the Sun much earlier than
the eruption.
We suggest that the CME associated with the geomagnetic storm starting on 11 April
2014 should be classified as “super stealthy”. Due to the lack of a definite front-side source
region, the CME-like feature in images from COR2 on STEREO-A may not be Earthdirected or linked to the ICME. Assessment of this event was also not helped by the unfavourable spacecraft configuration. This event exemplifies one of the most extreme kinds
of stealth CME and illustrates how challenging such events can be for the reliable prediction
of geomagnetic storms. Events 10 and 11 (see Tables 1 and 2) may belong to an even more
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Fig. 12 In situ solar wind magnetic field and plasma observations at L1 and geomagnetic responses (last two
rows) for Event 14 (storm of 13–14 October 2016) in the same format as Fig. 2

challenging category because, unlike Event 9, it was not possible to identify any CME candidates, though the unfavourable position of STEREO, or absence of STEREO observations
due to the superior conjunction, respectively, are contributing factors.

3.7 An Event Associated with a Large-Scale CME: Event 14
In the next event, the associated CME appears to be of a much larger scale, and a small
isolated filament eruption that occurred a few hours before the CME was first observed may
not represent the CME source region. The possible LCSs are identified only after producing
difference images with long time separations.
A strong double-peaked geomagnetic storm occurred on 13 October 2016 with Dst minima of −103 nT and −104 nT at 17 UT and 23 UT, respectively, and a maximum Kp of 6+
during 15–21 UT (see the bottom two panels of Fig. 12). The associated near-Earth solar
wind structures (Fig. 12) consisted of a shock late on 12 October followed by a sheath region and a magnetic cloud in which the magnetic field vector rotated smoothly for almost
1.5 days. This resulted in an enhanced southward field in the first half of the MC that lasted
for ≈15 hours and generated the storm. This particular ICME again is similar to the textbook ICME in Fig. 2. A difference is that it was followed by a high speed stream that may
have enhanced the geoeffectiveness of the storm (He et al. 2018).
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Fig. 13 Event 14: Coronagraph (upper row) and low coronal (lower row) information on the event in October
2016. (a) and (b) Difference images from COR2 on STEREO-A. (c) LASCO C2 difference image. (d) Heliocentric height vs. time plot, from LASCO C2 and C3 data with linear (quadratic) fits shown as the dotted
(solid) line. (e)–(g) AIA 211 Å images before and after the eruption. (h) The difference image of (f) and (g).
The possible source region for the CME is indicated by the cyan ellipse in (g) and (h). The location of the
minor filament eruption seen in (f) is encircled in magenta in (g) and (h)

Assuming a constant speed of 450 km s−1 , based on the solar wind speed in the ICME
observed by Wind, the CME is expected to have left the Sun around 2 UT on 9 October 2016.
There were two LASCO halo CMEs close to this time. One was a partial halo at 08:36 UT on
10 October, but it was from the far side as revealed by EUVI on STEREO-A, and thus could
not be the progenitor of the above ICME. The other was a full halo CME, which was first
detected at 02:24 UT on 9 October in the northeastern sector. In a few hours, it surrounded a
large part of the limb (see Fig. 13(c)). It was faint and very slow (179 km s−1 ) (Fig. 13(d)).
There were no obvious LCSs (including no soft X-ray enhancement in GOES data) but
the side view offered by STEREO-A (Fig. 13(b)), located 148◦ east of the Sun–Earth line
(Fig. 4(d)), confirms that the CME was from the front side.
As described by Nitta and Mulligan (2017), finding the on-disc LCSs for this CME
is challenging. There was a minor filament eruption in the northern hemisphere during
15:00–16:00 UT on 8 October, as seen by comparing Figs. 13(e) and (f) with the area encircled in magenta in (g). But this activity seems too localised and too early to account for the
extended CME. Instead, it may have resulted in the blob-like outflow in Fig. 13(a) observed
by STEREO-A. It could also have helped destabilize other nearby regions, causing them
to erupt. To search for more global changes, we tried various start and end times for basedifference images within the range between 10 UT on 8 October and 6 UT on 9 October. The
most notable signature that almost always appears in these difference images is the dimming
in the area within the cyan ellipses in Figs. 13(g) and (h). Figure (h) also shows spurious
artifacts typical of difference images with long temporal separations (in this case, 13 hours),
such as the tendency of the western (eastern) hemisphere to become brighter (darker) due
to solar rotation, combined with the variation of the area per pixel with distance from the
disc center. Although this southern dimming region may be large enough to account for the
extended CME, it is not clear how it was related to the body of the CME, which was directed
more to the north rather than the south (Fig. 13(b)).

Understanding the Origins of Problem Geomagnetic Storms. . .

Page 23 of 53

82

Fig. 14 In situ solar wind observations at L1 and geomagnetic response for Event 16 (storm of 26 August
2018) in the same format as Fig. 2. The regions (I to III) identified by Abunin et al. (2020) are indicated at the
top of the figure (see the text for more details). Two ICMEs present are indicated by grey diagonal shading
(ICME1) or brown cross hatching (ICME2; also bounded by vertical brown lines). Southward magnetic fields
in the magnetic cloud of ICME2 generated the intense geomagnetic storm. The vertical green lines indicate
probable weak shocks

3.8 A Very Geoeﬀective Event: Event 16
This event is significant because it illustrates that even an intense geomagnetic storm can be
attributed to a stealthy CME, providing a clear example of a “problem” geomagnetic storm.
This storm, on 26 August 2018, reached a minimum Dst = −174 nT at 07 UT, with Kp = 7+
in the 6–9 UT interval, and was the third largest in solar cycle 24 in terms of the Dst index.
The solar wind observations in Fig. 14 show that the storm occurred at a time when multiple
structures were present upstream of a high-speed stream (HSS). We discuss these using the
notation of Abunin et al. (2020).
The first transient, commencing at the first vertical green line and labelled “region I” by
Abunin et al. (2020), leads off with a weak shock observed around 05:30 UT on 24 August
2018. After a brief sheath, this is followed by an ICME (ICME1), indicated by grey diagonal shading extending from around 12 UT on 24 August to 12 UT on 25 August (the first
brown line). ICME1 includes a modestly-enhanced magnetic field with a coherent rotation
in direction suggestive of a flux-rope in a magnetic cloud. The depressed proton temperature
is also consistent with an ICME, even though the suprathermal electron pitch angle distribu-
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Fig. 15 Event 16: Coronagraph (upper row) and low coronal (lower row) information for the two slow and
diffuse CMEs on 20–21 August 2018 responsible for the solar wind structures in Fig. 14. (a)–(b) COR2
(STEREO-A) difference images showing the two CMEs (c) LASCO C2 difference image showing the second
CME. (d) Heliocentric height vs. time plot, from LASCO C2 and C3 data, for the second CME, with a
linear (quadratic) fit shown as the dotted (solid) line. (e) and (g) AIA 211 Å images taken at two stages
of the associated filament eruption. (f) The difference image of (e) and an image taken 5.5 hours earlier.
(h) The difference image of (g) and (e), taken 9.5 hours apart. The changes (dimmings and brightenings)
likely associated with the CMEs as found in the difference images (f) and (h) are encircled in light brown,
respectively, in (e)–(f) and (g)–(h). The area that contains changes in (e) and (f) is replicated in green in
(g)–(h)

tion does not show bidirectional flows. The region between the second green and first brown
lines, labelled “region II” by Abunin et al. (2020), commences with a weak disturbance,
possibly a weak shock, at around 02 UT on 25 August that is propagating through ICME1.
This region forms the sheath upstream of a slow (∼370 km s−1 ) ICME (ICME2), bounded
by the brown lines and indicated by brown cross hatching, that includes “region III” and part
of “region IV” of Abunin et al. (2020). Bidirectional suprathermal electron flows are evident
in ICME2, which also appears to be embedded in the heliospheric current sheet (HCS) as
indicated by the reversal of the magnetic field azimuthal angle and suprathermal electron
flow across the structure. The region of enhanced solar wind density ahead of ICME2 could
be a signature of the HPS or alternatively result from ICME2 compressing the upstream
solar wind. The extended period of enhanced southward magnetic field in ICME2 generates
the geomagnetic storm. This is a case where an ICME lies in a CIR formed ahead of an
HSS that reached a bulk speed of 600 km s−1 around 16 UT on 27 August. The solar wind
structures associated with this storm are similar to those of the textbook event in Fig. 2, but
differences are also evident. They include the lower speed of the magnetic cloud, the presence of an upstream transient (even though it does not appear to contribute to the generation
of the storm), and the following HSS.
The solar wind speeds in the ICME structures suggest that ICME1 left the Sun at around
15 UT on 19 August 2018 and ICME2 erupted at around 20 UT on 20 August 2018. The
origin of this event has been analysed by Chen et al. (2019), Mishra and Srivastava (2019),
Abunin et al. (2020), and Piersanti et al. (2020). AIA images during 18–19 August show
an extended area of the quiet Sun in the northern hemisphere adjacent to coronal holes to
the south and northeast. This quiet Sun area contains a long filament channel that hosts
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a dark filament best seen in the AIA 193 Å and 211 Å channels. The filament becomes
darker on 19 August, and appears to split or disintegrate, and partly disappears early on 20
August. These morphological changes most likely signify an eruption as both brightenings
and dimmings form close to the filament channel (indicated by the ellipse in Fig. 15(e)). The
entirety of the filament erupted in two stages over the course of a day. The first stage, starting
around 04 UT, does not show an obvious eruption, but evidence of an eruption is provided by
changes (brightenings and dimmings, more readily visible in difference images) primarily
in the southern part of the filament channel, but also in the northern part, as indicated by the
ellipses in Figs. 15(e) and (f)). In the second stage, slightly different but largely overlapping
areas, notably extending further northeast and south (light brown ellipses in Fig. 15(g) and
(h)), show similar changes. This stage includes a smaller-scale eruption in the northern part
of the filament channel around 18:30 UT, identified with a “jet” by Mishra and Srivastava
(2019). As a result of the slow eruption involving the long filament channel, a slow partial
halo CME is first observed at 21:24 UT by LASCO (Fig. 15(c) showing a later frame).
According to the CDAW catalog, which labels the CME as a “poor” event, the angular
width is 120◦ , and the plane-of-the-sky speed only 126 km s−1 (Fig. 15(d)). The CME is so
diffuse that difference images with long temporal separations are needed to isolate the CME
front as indicated by blue arrows in Fig. 15(c).
At this time, STEREO-A was in near-quadrature with Earth at 108◦ East (Fig. 4(e)),
providing a better view of Earth-directed CMEs. Although LASCO observed only one CME
(Fig. 15(c)) from the eruption on 20 August, STEREO-A COR2 revealed another CME. This
faint, narrow, Earth-directed CME (Fig. 15(a)) was first observed at 10:24 UT, with a speed
of 328 km s−1 in the CACTus CME catalog.5 This temporally matches the first stage of the
filament eruption. Since the LCSs shown in Fig. 15(f) appear rather evident, this is not a
stealth CME. A second, much larger and more dense, but also slow (181 km s−1 ), CME was
seen in COR2 imagery from 18:54 UT (Fig. 15(b)). This is a side view of the diffuse partial
CME observed by LASCO. However, its origin may be problematic. Although Abunin et al.
(2020) associated this CME with the smaller-scale eruption, the CME observed by COR2
may not match the spatial extent and timing (too early) of the smaller-scale eruption. It is
possible that the slow eruption of the filament channel over a day contributed to the CME,
but we cannot pin down the time of liftoff, so in this sense, this CME is a stealthy event. It is
reasonable to postulate that the two CMEs observed by COR2 correspond to the two ICMEs
at L1, as proposed by Abunin et al. (2020). As already noted, the geomagnetic storm was
mostly due to the strong southward field embedded in ICME2. In addition, the following
HSS likely inhibited expansion of the ejecta (see the mostly flat speed profile between the
vertical brown lines in Fig. 14), thus enhancing its geoeffectiveness. The origin of the HSS
was the coronal hole northeast of the quiet-Sun region containing the filament channel, and
connection of the Earth to this positive-polarity coronal hole was first established on this
solar rotation.
Contrasting the coronagraph images in Fig. 15 with those of the textbook event in Fig. 3,
it is clear that the partial halo CME observed in LASCO data is much weaker than that associated with the textbook event. However, since this and the preceding CME are clearly
evident from the viewpoint of STEREO-A COR2, these instruments are critical in elucidating the multi-step nature of the event. Thus, this event again illustrates how coronagraph
observations made away from the Sun–Earth line (e.g., from the L4 and L5 Lagrange points
or in quadrature with Earth) can greatly increase the chance of detecting Earth-directed
CMEs at times when observations using coronagraphs at L1 show extremely weak or no
signatures.
5 https://secchi.nrl.navy.mil/cactus/.
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Fig. 16 In situ solar wind magnetic field and plasma observations at L1 and geomagnetic responses (last two
rows) for Event 8 (storm of 9 November 2013) in the same format as Fig. 2 except that there was no shock

3.9 Example of a Possible “Masquerading” Event: Event 8
Our final event illustrates another manifestation of problem geomagnetic storms. In this case,
the problem is in the interpretation of the in situ solar wind observations. In particular, the
question is whether or not they show an ICME or other transient embedded in a CIR ahead
of a high-speed stream, as in Event 16, or if the ICME-like features are in fact associated
with the CIR, and no ICME is present.
The observations during 8–11 November 2013 in Fig. 16 indicate that the storm on 9
November 2013 was associated with southward magnetic fields in the solar wind region
between the vertical brown lines. This region is identified as an ICME in the Richardson
& Cane catalogue and hence is included in this study. Evidence that this region may be
an ICME includes an enhanced, rotating magnetic field and depressed proton temperatures.
Significant differences from the textbook event (Fig. 2) include the shorter duration of the
ICME and that it is embedded in an CIR. The CIR is evidenced by the enhanced magnetic field intensities and densities ahead of a high speed stream that commences early on 9
November and extends to the end of the interval shown (see Richardson 2018, for a review
of CIRs). Thus, the ICME seems to be swept up within the slow solar wind ahead of the
HSS. It also encompasses a reversal of the IMF polarity which is consistent with the change
in the peak of suprathermal electron pitch angle distribution from 180◦ to 0◦ near the middle
of this region.
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Time

Speed

Width/PA

Source

(UT)

(km s−1 )

(Degrees)

Location

2013/11/04 05:12

1040

360/67

N04W166

2013/11/05 02:48

512

126/24

N28E42

2013/11/05 08:24

850

177/136

S16E52

2013/11/05 22:36

562

195/160

S12E44

However, aspects of these in situ observations raise the question as to whether the identified region is in fact an ICME or alternatively associated with the HPS, which envelopes the
HCS (Winterhalter et al. 1994; Bavassano et al. 1997; Crooker et al. 2004) and is typically
also characterized by high-density and low-temperature plasma. The observed depressed
He/p ratio in the dense, low temperature plasma is another characteristic signature of the
HPS (Gosling et al. 1981; Borrini et al. 1981; Bavassano et al. 1997), whereas ICMEs tend
to be associated with an enhanced He/p ratio (Hirshberg et al. 1972; Borrini et al. 1982). The
absence of bidirectional suprathermal electrons is also suggestive of the absence of an ICME
in this region. It has been proposed however, that transient structures may be present in the
HPS that originate as “blobs” formed by the pinching off of the tips of helmet streamers
(e.g., Crooker et al. (2004)), so the ICME-like signatures here could be evidence of a similar
structure. Indeed, Yu et al. (2018) classified the solar wind structure at 00:12–06:27 UT on
9 November as a small flux rope similar to the blobs that have been widely investigated
(e.g. Wang et al. 2000; Cartwright and Moldwin 2008; Sheeley et al. 2009; Rouillard et al.
2010a,b, 2011; Higginson and Lynch 2018). A similar structure embedded in a CIR and
interpreted as an “ICME-like transient” is illustrated in Fig. 2 of Kilpua et al. (2012).
Despite the possibility that an “ICME-like” structure is embedded within this CIR, the
presence of an ICME is not required for a CIR to be geoeffective. As noted in Sect. 1,
CIRs/HSSs alone can drive intense geomagnetic storms, such as 13% of the intense storms
discussed by Zhang et al. (2007), while Grandin et al. (2019) included the event shown
in Fig. 16 among their set of geomagnetic storms driven by CIRs and HSSs. In particular,
the interval of persistent southward field that gives rise to the geomagnetic storm (with a
minimum Dst = −80 nT that meets the criterion for inclusion in this study) could give the
impression that a coherent magnetic field structure such as an ICME-associated flux rope
is present, but this could just be an intrinsic feature of this CIR that is “masquerading”
as an ICME. Although this structure is identified as an ICME in the Richardson & Cane
catalogue, the quality of the ICME signatures is assessed to be relatively weak (“quality”=3),
suggesting some uncertainty in this identification.
Examining the solar observations for evidence of a CME that could account for an ICME
at Earth may help decide between these possibilities. Extrapolating back to the Sun using
the in situ speed in the ICME-like region suggests a time of origin at the Sun of around
4 UT on 5 November 2013. Halo CMEs (full and partial) during this period are listed in
Table 5. However, none of these CMEs are candidates. In the case of the halo CME, it was
from the far side, based on STEREO observations (the spacecraft configuration is shown
in Fig. 4(b)). In the case of the partial halo CMEs, they were headed to the north or south
(notwithstanding their modest source latitudes), appearing to move away from the ecliptic
plane, which makes them unlikely candidates to be associated with an ICME at Earth.
There are also some narrow and slow outflows evident in both LASCO C2 and STEREO
COR2 data to consider. An example is shown in Figs. 17 (b)–(c), where a minor feature is
indicated by blue arrows on C2 and COR2-A images. This is first seen in COR2-A around
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Fig. 17 Event 8: Coronagraph (upper row) and low coronal (lower row) information related to the event in
November 2013. In the top row, (a) and (c) are STEREO-B and -A COR2 difference images and (b) is a
LASCO C2 difference image. The arrows in (b) and (c) indicate a small CME that may be responsible for the
ICME on 9 November. (d) and (e) AIA 211 Å images before and after the eruption associated with this CME.
(f) The difference image formed from the images in (d) and (e) separated by 2 hours. The possible source
region for the CME in (b) and (c) is circled in (e) and (f)

07:54 UT and appears to move out following the pre-existing streamers; it is unrelated to
the later partial halo CME, first observed at 08:24 UT, that moves due south in the COR2-A
FOV. It is also absent in the corresponding COR2-B image (Fig. 17 (a)). It is possible that
this feature may be formed from the pinching off of a helmet streamer. However, it is hard to
find the LCSs for this tiny CME or outflow. We only tentatively find a minor eruption and accompanying dimmings around the time of this CME in AIA observations (Figs. 17 (d)–(f)).
Although the location appears favourable for an association with the ICME at Earth, it is not
possible to demonstrate that this is the correct association.
The identification of a possible solar source for this particular geomagnetic storm remains problematic for several reasons. First, the nature of the interplanetary driver is not
completely clear. It remains a question of whether the geoeffective region is due to an ICME
or other blob-like structure associated with the HPS embedded in a CIR, or if the geoeffective region is an inherent feature of the CIR. Second, there are partial halo and halo CMEs
in a suitable time frame, but they do not appear to be Earth-directed. Third, a tiny CME
or outflow in coronagraph images with apparently frontside LCSs is identified and might
be linked to the ICME-like structure, but it is not possible to demonstrate this association
convincingly.
Ultimately, cases such as this event demonstrate that there are limits to our ability to
resolve stealth CMEs. Although the goal of this review is to clarify and help resolve the
issue of problem geomagnetic storms, nevertheless, it remains easier to define a problem
geomagnetic storm than it is to define a stealth CME. One crucial factor required in order
to begin the process of identifying the existence of a stealth CME is that an unambiguous in
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situ signature must exist. If this is not the case, as in this “masquerading” event, the origin
of the problem geomagnetic storm caused by the geoeffective structures in the solar wind
will remain elusive.

4 Modelling the Stealth CME Drivers of Problem Geomagnetic Storms
We now turn to summarising recent progress in some of the approaches to numerical modelling of the stealth CME drivers of problem geomagnetic storms, and discuss some of the
challenges that arise with these particular events. In Sect. 4.1, we discuss magnetofrictional
(MF) modelling of the global coronal magnetic field during a time period encompassing
Event 12 (see Sect. 3.4). The MF evolution shows evidence for a loss-of-equilibrium and/or
destabilization of the energised field structure in precisely the location of Event 12’s dimming signatures adjacent to the southern coronal hole. In Sect. 4.2, we continue by discussing some of the challenges in coupling the energised pre-eruption states obtained via
global MF simulations with a full magnetohydrodynamics (MHD) treatment of the eruption
process. The inclusion of plasma in the MHD treatment allows more accurate modelling of
the eruption dynamics, energetics, and magnetic reconnection processes over the eruption
timescales. In Sect. 4.3, we discuss smaller-scale reconnection-generated flux rope transients
originating high in the corona that, under certain circumstances, may result in interplanetary
signatures similar to, or indistinguishable from, stealth CMEs. In Sect. 4.4, we summarise
the Lynch et al. (2016b) MHD model of the Robbrecht et al. (2009) stealth CME event
(see Fig. 1) and discuss some of the physical processes governing the storage-and-release
of magnetic free energy and their relationship to potential on-disc eruption signatures. Finally, in Sect. 4.5, we discuss the synthetic observational signatures in the low corona that
can be derived from MHD simulation data and the difficulties associated with attempting
to compare modelling results to the naturally ambiguous on-disc signatures of stealth CME
events.

4.1 Magnetofrictional (MF) Modelling of Stealth CME Source Regions: Event 12
MF modelling (Yang et al. 1986; Craig and Sneyd 1986) assumes the plasma velocity in
the MHD induction equation to be proportional to the local Lorentz force. This assumption
leads to a relaxation of a magnetic configuration toward a force-free state while preserving
magnetic topology, except in places where current sheets form. The code solves the following form of the induction equation and auxiliary conditions:
∂A
= v × B − ηJ ;
∂t

B=∇ ×A;

J=∇ ×B;

v=

J×B
ν

(1)

where A is the vector potential, B is the magnetic field, J is the electric current density, v is
the velocity, ν is the magnetofrictional coefficient, and η is the magnetic diffusivity. The MF
approach is much more computationally efficient than MHD as the magnetic field is evolved
quasi-statically. However, full MHD simulations are required to capture the rapid evolution
associated with unstable configurations.
MF modelling captures the development and persistence (“coronal memory”) of the
large-scale currents. This long-term simulation capability is crucial for the accurate modelling of the coronal magnetic structure of eruptive filaments and their environments, given
the long lifetimes of filament fields. To continuously drive the simulation, a surface flux
transport model is applied to the lower photospheric boundary conditions (Sheeley and Neil
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2005), which consist of synoptic magnetograms. Surface flux transport includes the effects
of differential rotation (Snodgrass 1983), meridional flow (Duvall 1979), surface diffusion
and magnetic flux emergence. These effects, apart from the emergence of magnetic flux that
is almost instantaneous, operate continuously over relatively long timescales, building up
magnetic stress and energy in the simulated coronal magnetic field. MF simulations performed over timescales of months and years to model filament channel formation processes
and their resulting magnetic helicities compare favourably with observations (Mackay and
Yeates 2012; Yeates 2014). In particular, MF models are good at generating sheared and
twisted field over high-latitude filament channels (e.g. van Ballegooijen 2004; Yeates and
Mackay 2012; Su et al. 2015; Jibben et al. 2016; Yardley et al. 2019) and also at reproducing the observed hemispheric pattern of filament chirality (Mackay DH, DeVore CR et al.
2018; Yardley et al. 2021a). Recently, Yeates et al. (2018) and Yardley et al. (2021b) have
performed continuous MF simulations of the global photospheric and coronal magnetic field
over 200 days from 1 September 2014 – 20 March 2015 for the 2015 solar eclipse. This simulation period includes Events 11 and 12 in Tables 1 and 2.
Figure 18 shows an example of the magnetic field evolution of the global corona during
the time of Event 12 in our survey (see Yardley et al. 2021b, for an in-depth analysis of this
event). The left panels show the MF model output from 3–6 January 2015, where red (blue)
contours represent positive (negative) photospheric magnetic field. The light blue, dark blue,
magenta and green lines are representative magnetic field lines taken from the MF model.
The right column shows the SDO/AIA 211 Å observations overlaid with the SDO/HMI
line-of-sight magnetic field during the stealth eruption (top, 01:52 UT) and post-eruption
(bottom, 11:52 UT). The only LCS observed that was associated with the eruption was a faint
coronal dimming (Fig. 6(d)–(f)), which is most evident in difference images taken in the
211 Å channel that have a long separation in temporal cadence (Nitta and Mulligan 2017).
During the eruption, the coronal dimming adjacent to the eastern periphery of AR 12252,
grows and merges with the northeastern section of the extended polar coronal hole in the
southern hemisphere.
In the global model, there are three flux ropes present before the time of the observed
stealth eruption: the light blue, dark blue and magenta field lines labelled as FR1, FR2,
and FR3 in Fig. 18, respectively. In the MF simulation all three flux ropes show signs of
destabilisation around the time of the stealth eruption. FR1 lies along the polarity inversion
line of a large AR complex that is located behind the East limb. FR2 has footpoints rooted in
the positive polarity of this AR complex (behind the limb) and adjacent to FR3 on the disc.
FR3 is located between the north east boundary of the southern polar coronal hole and the
eastern periphery of AR 12252. The third flux rope (FR3) is situated at the same location
that the stealth eruption-related dimming is observed.
During the few days leading up to and during the eruption, reconnection occurs between
FR2 and FR3 causing the structures to merge together to form a new flux rope (as seen in
Fig. 18). Simultaneously, external reconnection is taking place above the newly formed flux
rope, which opens up the overlying magnetic field (green field lines), resulting in the flux
rope to rise in the domain. The rising motion of the flux rope along with the opening of the
overlying magnetic field suggests that a loss of equilibrium has occurred in the simulation.
Having successfully identified a likely source region for Event 12, and modelled the energisation of the stealth CME, the full dynamics of the eruption may be simulated by coupling
the MF model with a full MHD simulation (e.g. Rodkin et al. 2017), as described in the next
section.

Fig. 18 (Left) Snapshots from the Yardley et al. (2021b) MF simulation of Event 12. The red (blue) contours represent positive (negative) radial magnetic field. The snapshots
are plotted in the co-rotating Carrington frame. Magnetic field lines corresponding to three flux ropes are shown in light blue (FR1), dark blue (FR2), and magenta (FR3).
FR1 (shown in the cutout from the far side of the Sun) lies along the polarity inversion line of a large AR complex located behind the east limb. In the few days around the
observed stealth eruption, reconnection occurs between FR2 and FR3 resulting in open magnetic field (green lines). The AR numbers and the coronal hole (CH) are labelled in
black. (Right) The SDO/AIA 211 Å observations during the eruption (top) and post-eruption (bottom). The white (black) contours represent the positive (negative) photospheric
magnetic field from an SDO/HMI line-of-sight magnetogram. ARs are labelled in yellow and the dashed yellow circle shows the eruption-related dimming region
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4.2 Demonstration of MF–MHD Coupling: Event 12
The motivation for coupling MF models and MHD simulations is the need to understand the
full life-span of eruptive structures, from their formation in the solar corona through their
eruption into interplanetary space. The equations of ideal MHD correspond to the conservation of mass, momentum, and energy as well as the induction equation for evolution of the
magnetic field:
∂ρ
+ ∇ · (ρv) = 0 ,
∂t

(2)

∂ρv
(∇ × B) × B
+ ∇ · (ρvv) = −∇p − ρg +
,
∂t
4π

(3)

∂e
+ ∇ · ((e + p)v) = 0 ,
∂t

(4)

∂B
− ∇ × (v × B) = 0 .
∂t

(5)

Here, all the variables retain their usual meaning: mass density ρ, velocity v, magnetic field
B, gas pressure p, and the total energy density e. The solar gravitational acceleration is given
by g = −GM /(r 2 ) r̂ where G is the gravitational constant and M is the mass of the Sun.
The total energy e, is then given by
e=

1
B2
p
+ ρv 2 +
,
γ −1 2
8π

(6)

where γ is the ratio of specific heats and the system is closed with the ideal equation of state
for a hydrogen plasma, p = (np + ne )kB T .
The procedure for coupling MF model outputs to a full MHD model is, unfortunately, not
as simple as just adopting the energised magnetic field configuration from the MF model as
an initial condition to the MHD code. One of the necessary additional steps in this coupling
is to construct a solar atmosphere around the imported magnetic field skeleton in order to
complete the set of MHD variables. Since there are a number of issues that arise, fundamentally from the different physical systems being modelled, the technical aspects of MF–MHD
model coupling remains an active area of research (e.g., Pagano et al. 2018; Hoeksema et al.
2020).
Implementation of MF–MHD model coupling can successfully describe the runaway
of energised magnetic structures from equilibrium as the magnetic configurations conserve
their stability properties when imported into full MHD. At the same time however, the fate of
a CME onset can be crucially sensitive to the background atmosphere. Pagano et al. (2013)
have shown that an ongoing MF eruption can, in MHD, either be quenched or continue to
the outer corona, depending on the ambient plasma conditions.
For this review, we have applied the Pagano et al. (2018) MF–MHD coupling approach
to study Event 12, where we couple the pre-eruption magnetic configuration obtained in
the MF simulation on the same day as the stealth eruption to an MHD simulation of the
subsequent eruption. A more detailed description can be found in Yardley et al. (2021b); here
we summarise the key steps. We use the PLUTO code (Mignone et al. 2012) and import the
magnetic configuration from the MF model as the initial condition for the MHD simulation.
Next, a radial hydrostatic equilibrium with a power-law density profile is constructed and
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Fig. 19 Two snapshots from the MHD evolution of the MF–MHD coupled simulation of Event 12. Each panel
shows the ecliptic plane viewed from the solar north pole and the Earth is to the left at (x, y, z) = (0, 0, −215).
The Sun is indicated as the spherical grid at the r/R = 1.0 lower boundary. The large, initial eruption from
just behind the east limb (+x̂ direction) triggers subsequent radial outflows in the general direction toward
Earth (−ẑ). The colour scale gives the radial plasma velocity in units of 100 km/s and the axis units are R

perturbed with additional cool material in regions of energized magnetic fields. The result is
a heterogeneous solar corona where cold and dense flux ropes are merged with a hotter and
tenuous solar corona environment. This final configuration is not in hydrostatic equilibrium,
but the time scales of the plasma displacements induced by this force unbalance are much
longer than those related to the Lorentz forces present in the domain that immediately lead
to evolution. As this magnetic configuration and the associated reconstructed atmosphere
evolve in the MHD simulation, the solar corona produces eruptions from where unstable
magnetic structures are present.
Figure 19 shows the evolution of the radial velocity in the MHD simulation averaged
over the line of sight from a vantage point above the North pole of the Sun, at times of
t = 23.2 min and t = 34.8 min. The thick blue line marks the plane of the sky from the
point of view of Earth, which is to the left of each panel (z < 0) along the x = 0 axis.
At t = 23.2 min, the signatures of a large eruption triggered just behind the eastern limb
from Earth’s perspective are evident. This CME-like plasma outflow propagates towards the
east (x > 0) with peak radial velocities of the order vr  500 km/s. No other significant
outflows are present at this time. By t=34.8 min, additional outflows are present, resulting
from the destabilisation of magnetic structures farther away by the initial, large eruption.
In particular, another slower eruption lifts off near disc centre as viewed from Earth. This
simulation shows that an eruption in a realistic (i.e., complex) magnetic environment with
the right magnetic connectivity can lead to weaker, sympathetic eruptions some distance
from the initial eruption (∼90◦ longitude away) with significantly less apparent coronal
signatures (e.g., vr ∼ 250 km/s). Relating this simulation to the observations of Event 12,
Yardley et al. (2021b) suggest that a prior, larger eruption that was not Earth-directed, could
have triggered a smaller, centre disc eruption from an energised structure that had not yet
reached an unstable condition. Because of the lower amount of stored free magnetic energy
in a such structure that is not ready to erupt, the resulting eruption releases a smaller amount
of kinetic energy and thus the eruptive signatures are less evident.
This modelling approach also allows the role of the background atmosphere in the coronal signatures of eruptions to be investigated. Figure 20 compares two simulation scenarios
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Fig. 20 Demonstration of the sensitivity of eruption signatures with atmosphere parameters. Left panel: The
relative variation in column density from Earth’s perspective during the first behind-the-eastern-limb eruption
in the MF–MHD coupled simulation of Event 12. Right panel: Variation in column density for a more subdued
eruption from less intense radial outflows in an initial atmosphere with the 5 times the base mass density

for Event 12 where just the initial mass density profile is changed. Figure 20(a) shows the
relative variations in the column density, ρcol (t)/ρcol (0), from the Earth point of view at
t = 17.4 min for the simulation discussed so far. At this time, the first, behind-the-easternlimb, eruption is still propagating in the solar corona. In this simulation, the column density
is significantly perturbed by the CME passage and the column density variation is comparable to the column density itself. Figure 20(b) shows the relative variation of the column
density at time t = 40.6 min in a simulation where the initial background density is increased
by a factor of 5. At this time, the initial, eastern-limb CME has travelled a similar distance
as in Fig. 20(a). With the increased background density, the eruption signatures both in the
corona and on disc are significantly reduced. Such variations in the column density of the
order of a fraction of the initial column density could make any eruption signature more
arduous to detect. This simple study highlights how the field and plasma properties of the
corona may contribute to the generation of difficult to detect stealth CMEs. In particular,
these may be low-energy events triggered by a previous, possibly distant eruption or the
background coronal conditions may act to suppress or mask the typical signatures of a CME
eruption.

4.3 Stealth CMEs Originating from Streamer Disruptions and Reconnection
Transients
Here we discuss a class of “non-traditional” reconnection-generated transients originating
in the extended solar corona. If large enough, these may be essentially indistinguishable
from CMEs or CME-like structures in interplanetary in situ measurements but only have
weak or no LCSs and therefore could be a potential source of stealth CMEs and hence
problematic geomagnetic impacts at Earth. In particular, we will discuss recent modelling
efforts showing that streamer blobs, streamer detachments, and flare-reconnection plasmoids
all produce flux rope-like transient ejecta that are carried into the solar wind.
Streamer blobs were considered in Sect. 3.9 as a possible cause of the storm in Event 8,
although we concluded that it was not possible to make a convincing association in that
case. Streamer blobs are formed by magnetic reconnection in HCSs, typically in the cusp
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Fig. 21 Examples of modelling streamer detachment via reconnection during CME eruption. Left panel
shows the projection of 3D field lines in the complex flux rope-like plasmoid structure formed above a breakout CME eruption (adapted from van der Holst et al. 2009), with the colour scale indicating the radial plasma
speed. Right panel shows the same phenomena in a high-resolution 2D simulation at two different times
(adapted from Hosteaux et al. 2018). The colour scale indicates the logarithm of the current density magnitude in ampere m−2

of the helmet streamer (Wang et al. 2000) where magnetic flux reconnects to form flux
rope-like plasmoid structures that incorporate coronal material. This occurs in response to
plasma perturbations at the base of the HCS in the vicinity of the Y-point or via interchange reconnection at the open–closed field boundary. MHD modelling of the formation
of blobs and their resulting propagation throughout the extended corona has been performed
in 2D by Einaudi et al. (2001), Endeve et al. (2003, 2004), Lapenta and Restante (2008),
and Allred and MacNeice (2015), and recently in 3D by Higginson and Lynch (2018) and
Lynch (2020). White-light coronagraph observations of streamer blobs show they make up
a significant component of the variability of the slow solar wind surrounding the HCS (e.g.
Sheeley et al. 1997, 1999, 2007; Rouillard et al. 2010a; Sanchez-Diaz et al. 2017) and in situ
measurements have shown these often correspond to small flux rope-like structures in the
heliosphere (e.g. Cartwright and Moldwin 2008; Kilpua et al. 2009; Rouillard et al. 2011;
Yu et al. 2014; Sanchez-Diaz et al. 2019; Murphy et al. 2020).
Streamer detachment is similar to streamer blob formation in that the source region material and magnetic flux originate in the outer regions of the helmet streamer belt. It differs
in that the detachment is much larger scale, involving more of the closed-field streamer belt
flux, and is caused by the interaction of a normal (i.e., non-stealth) CME eruption with the
overlying field that was not part of the stressed and twisted fields erupting from the low
corona. Figure 21 shows two examples of MHD simulations of streamer detachment in the
context of the multipolar flux configurations associated with magnetic breakout CMEs (Antiochos et al. 1999; Lynch et al. 2008). The left panel, adapted from van der Holst et al.
(2009), shows projections of 3D magnetic field lines onto the plane of the sky. Above the
erupting central arcade, the breakout reconnection current sheet has split into two magnetic
X-points, enabling the transformation of a significant portion of the overlying streamer flux
system into its own flux rope-like plasmoid that is carried away with the breakout CME eruption. The right panels, adapted from Hosteaux et al. (2018), show the continued evolution of
a similar eruptive configuration in 2D, with high-resolution adaptive mesh refinement used
to resolve the complex internal structure within the streamer detachment plasmoid. Here,
the red magnetic field lines show that the streamer detachment flux rope can become larger
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than the original CME in the extended corona. While the distinction between these streamerdetachment flux ropes (that might, in their own right, give rise to a geomagnetic storm if they
encounter Earth) and their underlying non-stealth CME driver may be unnecessary in practical forecasting applications, the fact that the detachment ejecta originate at greater heights
in the corona suggests that any low coronal signatures of streamer detachment are likely to
be difficult to isolate, especially if they are concurrent with the much more visible signatures
of the driver CME.
The final “alternative origin” scenario for stealth CME-like eruptions that we discuss
here is the formation of flare reconnection-generated plasmoids. These transient phenomena are also CME-related but consist of coronal plasma and magnetic flux that are swept
into the eruptive flare current sheet below, and in the wake of, a preceding CME eruption.
For eruptive flare reconnection scenarios that are driven by the rapid reconfiguration of the
global-scale magnetic field, elongated current sheets can fragment into multiple X- and Otype null points, effectively speeding up the reconnection rate in order to facilitate the flux
transfer required by the global system. The resistive tearing plasmoid instability involved
is well known (e.g. Furth et al. 1963; Forbes and Priest 1983) and has been the subject of
many theoretical and simulation studies, including applications to solar flares and CMEs
(e.g. Uzdensky et al. 2010; Shen et al. 2011; Loureiro et al. 2012; Karpen et al. 2012; Lynch
et al. 2016a). In addition, Janvier (2017) has discussed an interesting similarity between the
size distribution of reconnection-generated plasmoids in isolated current sheet simulations
and the observed distribution of heliospheric small flux rope transients measured in situ.
The essentially identical power law exponents suggest that magnetic reconnection may be
the common physical process underlying their origin.
Figure 22 shows simulation results from Talpeanu et al. (2020) where they model the
formation and eruption of a large reconnection-generated plasmoid in the flare current sheet
of a CME launched from a southern hemisphere pseudostreamer. There are two interesting features to highlight: First, the preceding non-stealth CME driver, that is predominant
in the top two panels, shows significant latitudinal deflection, as discussed by Zuccarello
et al. (2012) and Bemporad et al. (2012) who analyse and simulate an event observed on
21–22 September 2009 that resembles this eruption scenario. Second, the plasmoid itself,
first evident in the top right panel, grows to a significant size and follows the trajectory of
the original CME. Webb and Vourlidas (2016) have summarised white-light coronagraph
observations of these reconnection blobs, imaged as density enhancements that trail CMEs
in the aftermath of streamer blowout eruptions, while Riley et al. (2007) have presented
simulation analyses showing excellent agreement with such observations.
There is indirect evidence that eruptive-flare reconnection plasmoids could be both larger
and more coherent in their flux rope structure than streamer blob plasmoids due to their
origin at lower coronal heights and their association with the stressed (sheared, twisted)
fields of filament channels, leading to a reconnection scenario with a significantly stronger
guide field component compared to the streamer blob flux ropes originating at the cusps of
helmet streamers, where the largest-scale coronal fields are much more potential and lack a
strong guide field. Thus, large post-eruption reconnection plasmoids may be more likely to
survive transit to 1 AU. Again, from a space weather forecasting perspective, large eruptiveflare plasmoids may be almost impossible to isolate from their originating CME. Similar to
streamer detachment ejecta, they are not independent of their (non-stealth) CME driver, but
rather arise as a natural consequence of the preceding eruption.
It is an open area of research to identify these “non-traditional” CME-like transients as
potential sources of problematic geomagnetic storms and quantify their impact. Streamer
blob flux ropes, streamer detachment ejecta, and eruptive-flare plasmoids all originate at
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Fig. 22 Top and middle panels: Simulated relative density at four times following the evolution of a large
reconnection-generated plasmoid in the wake of a preceding eruption, with selected magnetic field lines
shown. Bottom panels: Location of the front of the simulated CME (left side) and total speed calculated at
the CME centre (right side) as a function of time for: black squares - the preceding eruption, and red stars the stealth eruption (the reconnection-generated plasmoid). Adapted from Talpeanu et al. (2020)

greater coronal heights than CMEs from ARs or even high-latitude filament channels. While
it remains to be seen just how often these non-CME transients produce coherent, geoeffective interplanetary ejecta, they should be considered as potential sources of stealth CMEs,
with ambiguity in the precise source region and formation/initiation mechanism, until improved observational constraints become available.

4.4 MHD Modelling of the Robbrecht et al. Stealth CME Event
In this section we summarise the results from the Lynch et al. (2016b) MHD simulation
of the Robbrecht et al. (2009) stealth CME eruption on 1–2 June 2008. The Robbrecht
et al. (2009) explanation for why there were virtually no low-coronal, on-disc signatures
is that the CME originated so high in the corona that it was essentially “above” the EUV
imaging field of view. On the other hand, Lynch et al. (2016b) argued that their simulation
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Fig. 23 Temporal evolution of the Lynch et al. (2016b) MHD simulation of the Robbrecht et al. (2009) stealth
CME event. The representative magnetic field lines coloured dark blue indicate fields rooted in the overlying streamer flux and at the original open-closed boundary, light blue indicate field lines in the streamer’s
restraining flux above the sheared polarity inversion line, and the yellow field lines are the innermost sheared
core of the streamer flux

results supported the view that stealth CMEs are not fundamentally different from most
slow, streamer-blowout CMEs; they simply represent the lowest-energy range of the slow
CME distribution.
Figure 23 shows the magnetic field evolution in the Lynch et al. (2016b) MHD simulation of the gradual eruption of the 1–2 June 2008 stealth CME. Representative field lines are
coloured according to their relationship to the imposed boundary flows that energised the
system: the yellow field lines are the inner-most sheared field core of the helmet streamer
whereas the light blue and dark blue field lines are the unsheared overlying closed-flux,
and the helmet streamer boundary and adjacent open field lines, respectively. The MHD
simulation was initialized with a potential field extrapolation from the Michelson Doppler
Imager (MDI; Scherrer et al. 1995) synoptic map of Carrington Rotation 2070. The energising boundary flows were constructed to model the equivalent large-scale shear resulting
from approximately two weeks of differential rotation over a 90◦ by 40◦ -wide source region
in longitude and latitude, respectively. After t = 80 hrs, the boundary flows have ceased so
the field line foot points remain the same in each of the subsequent panels. The sheared
helmet streamer arcade expands slowly, gradually opening more of the restraining overlying flux into the solar wind—seen as the light blue field lines becoming open. This gradual
opening facilitates the continued arcade expansion, which in turn, opens more closed flux
in a positive-feedback loop. The expanding arcade forms a radial current sheet which allows magnetic reconnection to set in and produce the standard eruptive flare–CME flux rope
eruption transition (e.g. Forbes and Isenberg 1991; Gosling et al. 1995; Linker and Mikic
1995; Linker et al. 2003). The flare reconnection is essential to the CME initiation because
it enables the eruption of a significant amount of sheared and twisted flux from the closed
field corona as a coherent structure.
The left panel of Fig. 24 compares white-light observations from STEREO-A COR1 of
the eruptive flare current sheet seen at an altitude of ∼ 1.5 R with the synthetic whitelight structure obtained from the simulation data. The PFSS extrapolation of the helmet
streamer belt is over plotted on the COR1 image as yellow dotted lines. In both panels, the
cyan arrow points to the reconnection X-point structure. There is a good correspondence
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Fig. 24 The left panel shows the comparison between the STEREO-A COR1 coronagraph data and the
synthetic white-light emission from the Lynch et al. (2016b) MHD simulation showing the high-altitude
X-point indicative of magnetic reconnection beneath the erupting sheared flux. The right panel shows the
temporal evolution of the magnetic and kinetic energy evolution (top) and the “J-map” showing the heighttime evolution of the stealth CME eruption derived from running-difference synthetic white-light images
(bottom)

between the COR1-A observations and modelling results. Because of the spatial scale of
the helmet streamer system and the relatively low magnetic field strength of the coronal
fields at such heights, the stored magnetic energy released during the stealth CME eruptive
flare reconnection was only ∼1030 erg over a time of 20 hrs. The upper right panel of
Fig. 24 shows the evolution of the total magnetic and kinetic energies during the stealth
CME eruption normalised to their pre-eruption values. The magnetic energy released during
the stealth CME eruption is only ∼1% of the background magnetic energy of the system.
The lower right panel of Fig. 24 plots a “J-map” constructed from radial sampling above the
East limb equator of a running-difference movie of the simulation data (e.g. Sheeley et al.
1999). Here, the typical three-part CME features are seen propagating as the faint leading
edge enhancement, followed by the dark cavity, followed by the bright core. The vertical
yellow dashed line at t = 174 hr corresponds to the transition to a runaway eruption, as
depicted by the reconnection current sheet visualized in the left panel beneath the erupting
flux rope and the rise in the global kinetic energy curve. The height-time profile and derived
velocities during the modelled stealth CME propagation are in excellent agreement with
the STA COR2 observations, reaching ∼350 km/s by ∼ 15 R , indicating that the CME is
passively advected with the background solar wind.
Lynch et al. (2016b) suggested that fast CMEs, slow CMEs, stealth CMEs, and streamer
blob plasmoids may well sample a continuum of spatial, temporal, and energy scales associated with a single process: the ejection of magnetic stress from the corona into the
heliosphere via reconnection. This hierarchy of eruption energetics can be organized by the
relationship between the field strengths and spatial extents of the stressed field structures
that eventually erupt. The largest flares that generate fast CMEs originate in very low-lying,
stressed fields above polarity inversion lines of strong-field active regions (Schrijver 2016;
Green et al. 2018; Yardley et al. 2018). Streamer blobs originate in the relatively weak fields
at helmet streamer boundaries between the closed and open coronal flux systems (Wang et al.
2000; Higginson and Lynch 2018; Lynch 2020). Slow CMEs—with stealth CMEs as their
low-energy subset—may span the intermediate range of field strengths and spatial scales
between these two extremes; they originate at intermediate heights in closed field regions
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and thus have larger spatial extents than streamer blobs but are much less energetic than fast
CMEs (Vourlidas et al. 2000; Ma et al. 2010; Kilpua et al. 2014; Vourlidas and Webb 2018).

4.5 Ambiguous Low-Coronal Signatures in MHD Simulation Data
One of the most challenging aspects of modelling stealth CME event drivers is the lack of
clear, unambiguous, observations of the low-coronal signatures of the associated eruption to
compare with simulation results. One of the usual ways to compare and validate low-coronal
eruption signatures in MHD simulation results and observations is to create synthetic EUV
or X-ray emission images from the simulation data (e.g. Reeves et al. 2010; Downs Roussev
et al. 2012; Jin et al. 2017). Here we present the Lynch et al. (2016b) stealth CME eruption
as viewed from STEREO-B’s perspective in synthetic EUV emission.
As discussed earlier, large-scale EUV dimming signatures that tend to be one of the only
visible indicators of stealth CMEs’ source regions are most readily identified with basedifference processing rather than the usual running-difference or in the original images. This
is also the case for the dimmings resulting from the large-scale magnetic field reconfiguration and eruption of stealth CME events found in simulation data. The left panel of Fig. 25
shows a snapshot of synthetic EUV intensity during the eruption at t = 175 hr (roughly
5 hr after reconnection beneath the rising magnetic field structure has begun in earnest, see
Fig. 23). The Lynch et al. (2019) procedure has been used to calculate a synthetic EUV
emission proxy where

n2e ( r( ) ) d
(7)
IEUV ∼
LOS

and each line of sight (LOS) is perpendicular to the plane of sky viewed from STEREOB’s position at Carrington Longitude φ = −101.89◦ so that the source region is centred
on the solar disc. The middle panel of Fig. 25 shows the running-difference image taken
between sequential frames 20 min apart, while the right panel shows the base-difference image obtained with respect to an image at t = 165 hr (i.e., 10 hrs earlier). The EUV intensity
image shows very faint dimming regions in the vicinity of the CME foot points while the
running-difference EUV panel shows two brightening waves separating from each other on
either side of the polarity inversion line—roughly analogous to flare ribbon signatures. The
base-difference image shows even more clearly the newly opened-flux dimming signatures
of the CME foot points and the accumulated brightening of the whole region associated
with the post-eruption arcade. This comparison between the original synthetic EUV intensity images and the running-difference and base-difference processed images demonstrates
that the long-duration base-difference technique, employed by Nitta and Mulligan (2017)
and in Sect. 3, is most effective at amplifying the subtle, large-scale, EUV coronal dimming
and/or reconfiguration signatures often associated with stealth CME source regions.

5 Discussion
This review highlights that moderate to strong geomagnetic storms may occasionally result from stealthy solar eruptions and CMEs that occur without clear LCSs, and that the
existence of such events is problematic for reliable space weather prediction. In Sect. 3,
we discussed several such events associated with geomagnetic storms with minimum Dst
< −50 nT and as a result expanded the definition of “stealth CMEs” to capture various aspects of the stealthiness of the CMEs in terms of white-light imagery and LCS observations.
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Fig. 25 Left panel: Synthetic EUV emission of the Lynch et al. (2016b) stealth CME eruption’s on-disc
low-coronal signatures. Center panel: Running-difference processing of the synthetic EUV emission showing
flare ribbon-like dynamics. Right panel: Base-difference processing that highlights the CME foot points and
coronal hole evolution dimmings and the post-eruption arcade brightening

Thus, additional events are included in this review that are not discussed in previous studies
of stealth CMEs (e.g., D’Huys et al. 2014). In particular, we have exploited the improved
capabilities of SDO/AIA with respect to its predecessors to identify weak LCSs that might
be linked to the ICME that directly caused the specific problem geomagnetic storm under
analysis. As in Nitta and Mulligan (2017) and Palmerio et al. (2021b), we found elusive
LCSs to be more evident in difference images with long temporal separations that take into
account the slow nature of these eruptions. We also considered multi-point coronagraph observations, when available, from the STEREO and SOHO spacecraft, to help identify any
associated CME. However, in most cases, unlike the textbook case (Fig. 3), the location and
spatial extent of the CME itself are not well determined.
Advances in modelling the origin and eruption of the stealth-CME drivers of problem
geomagnetic storms have contributed to our understanding of the local and global magnetic environments that produce these eruptions. MF modelling enables efficient studies
of the long-term evolution of the global coronal field as well as more detailed investigations into the accumulation and distribution of electric currents and their energised flux
systems responsible for stealth CME eruptions (Sect. 4.1). Progress made on MF–MHD
model coupling, while still relatively early in its development, shows promise for a more
fully-integrated eruption model, capable of including rapid reconnection dynamics, realistic eruption timescales, and CME plasma evolution (Sect. 4.2). Additionally, insights from
the improved EUV imaging available from SDO/AIA and multi-spacecraft coronagraph imagery have motivated numerical simulation studies of the properties and consequences of
coronal magnetic field connectivity. For example, prior or sympathetic CME eruptions may
act as an external “trigger” of secondary eruptive processes that result in CME-like ejecta of
lower energies, sizes, or flux content (Sects. 4.2 and 4.3). Data-inspired and data-driven MF
and MHD modelling of specific stealth CME events also allow quantitative analyses of the
energy partition during eruptions (Sect. 4.4), and direct model-data comparisons between
synthetic observations, derived from simulation data, and multi-wavelength remote-sensing
and in situ plasma and field observations (Sect. 4.5).
Despite progress in observational and modelling efforts to understand the association of
stealthy CMEs with geomagnetic storms, it is premature to determine whether these CMEs
are caused by mechanisms different from the standard eruptive flare model (e.g., Svestka and
Cliver 1992). The difficulty of identifying the associated LCSs appears to vary from event

82

Page 42 of 53

N.V. Nitta et al.

to event. In fact, stealthy eruptions can take place over spatial and temporal scales that range
from rather small (e.g., Event 8, Sect. 3.9) to very large (Event 14, Sect. 3.7). In addition,
there appear to be two important attributes of stealthy events. First, that stealth CMEs are
faint and slow, may indicate that they involve less energy than normal CMEs. Secondly,
the lack of easily detectable LCSs suggests that they start at high altitudes (cf. Robbrecht
et al. 2009). While the exact relationship between these attributes is unknown, they are
apparently compatible when considering the rapid fall-off in magnetic field strength with
height. Intuitively, the magnetic energy available for an eruption from a high-altitude region
above a quiet-Sun or decayed active region configuration should be substantially less than
that for an eruption from a low-lying region above a strong-field active region configuration.
These are topics that have yet to be explored in detail.
Considering these open questions, it remains easier to define what is a problem geomagnetic storm than a stealth CME. In the words of McAllister et al. (1996), a storm is
problematic when “there are no clear associations, or the associations are with solar activity that seems too insignificant to properly account for the magnitude of the geomagnetic
event.” In short, a problem geomagnetic storm has to be “unexpected” to be defined as such.
However, such a simplified definition may not exist for stealth CMEs. Especially in the SDO
era, in which the sensitivity, temperature coverage, and resolution (both temporal and spatial) of solar images all have significantly improved with respect to the past, it is rarer for
an eruption to completely lack LCSs (as shown in this review). For example, when difference images can successfully reveal that “something has happened” on the Sun, is a CME
still considered stealthy? And is there an upper limit in LCS visibility, above which a CME
ceases to be stealth?
D’Huys et al. (2014) have previously noted that stealth CMEs tend to originate in the
proximity of polar coronal holes, while Nitta and Mulligan (2017) found that the candidate
source regions of geoeffective stealthy CMEs are often close to on-disc coronal holes. Several of the events discussed here also originated near coronal holes that “grew” or enlarged
their area upon eruption (see the signatures in Table 2). It is unlikely that a CME, which
starts from a closed structure, will be launched from inside a coronal hole, but proximity to
a coronal hole may affect the trigger and subsequent evolution of the stealthy CME. However, enlargement of a coronal hole area was observed for less than half of the eruptions
analysed here, suggesting that proximity to a coronal hole may not be a necessary condition
for an elusive or stealthy CME. The presence of a nearby coronal hole may also contribute
to the intensification of the associated geomagnetic storm, if the resulting ICME interacts
with the adjacent HSS, as in the case of Event 16 (Sect. 3.8). Event 8 (Sect. 3.9) might
be another example, although uncertainty remains as to whether the storm-driving structure
was an ICME ahead of a CIR, or a CIR with HPS signatures “masquerading” as an ICME.
Since stealth CMEs tend to be relatively modest in size and slow in speed, it is reasonable to
expect their in-situ signatures to be often rather weak and indistinct, lying on a continuum
of structures between those of ICMEs and blobs or other heliospheric transients.
This study once again demonstrates the importance of CME observations from far off
the Sun–Earth line made possible by the STEREO mission, not only to detect minor CMEs,
but also to confirm that they are earthbound. The usefulness of off-limb EUV observations
from STEREO-A to identify an approximate source region on the Earth-facing disc was also
demonstrated by O’Kane et al. (2021a) and Palmerio et al. (2021a) for stealth CMEs that
erupted as recently as 2020. This is particularly crucial when multiple CMEs occur within
a short period. Because the events discussed in this review occurred as the configuration
of the STEREO spacecraft was changing (including the loss of contact with STEREO-B),
they illustrate the effect of this changing configuration on the interpretation of the CME
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observations. This was a particular challenge for Event 13 (Sect. 3.5) which took place
when the STEREO spacecraft were near superior conjunction and only observations from
the Earth perspective were available.
In the near future, with STEREO-A approaching the Sun–Earth line (and passing it in
August 2023), the converging views of STEREO-A and near-Earth coronagraphs will seriously limit the ability to assess the direction of CMEs and thus identify earthbound CMEs.
In addition, the longitude range covered by EUV imagers will shrink. The recently launched
Parker Solar Probe and Solar Orbiter missions can provide complementary observations
from varying vantage points in the inner heliosphere, but they may not be suitably located
to view specific CMEs of interest and (in the case of Solar Orbiter) their source regions.
In addition, these are science missions not dedicated to space weather operations, and most
data are made available only with significant delays. For space weather monitoring, a solution would be to develop a network of observatories, starting with missions to the L5 or L4
Lagrange points (Vourlidas 2015; Posner et al. 2021; Bemporad 2021) that could monitor
CMEs travelling towards Earth. More ambitious plans to improve space weather predictions
might include placing satellites at L3 to monitor the far side of the Sun, and placement
in high-inclination (polar) orbits to monitor CMEs emitted from all solar longitudes—the
benefits of solar observations from “unconventional” viewpoints were reviewed by Gibson
et al. (2018). Although still in the planning stages, these distributed observatories are likely
to provide simultaneous full-surface magnetograms, which should significantly improve numerical models of CMEs and their propagation in the heliosphere. We look forward to the
day when what we now regard as “stealth CMEs” are routinely detected well before they
reach Earth, and the geomagnetic storms they produce are therefore no longer considered to
be “problematic”.
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