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ABSTRACT

The launches of Parker Solar Probe (Parker) and Solar Orbiter (SolO) are enabling a new era of

solar wind studies that track the solar wind from its origin at the photosphere, through the corona,

to multiple vantage points in the inner heliosphere. A key ingredient for these models is the input

photospheric magnetic field map that provides the boundary condition for the coronal portion of

many heliospheric models. In this paper, we perform steady-state, data-driven magnetohydrodynamic

(MHD) simulations of the solar wind during Carrington rotation 2258 with the GAMERA model. We

use the ADAPT and AFT flux transport models and quantitatively assess how well each model matches

in-situ measurements from Parker, SolO, and Earth. We find that both models reproduce the magnetic

field components at Parker quantitatively well. At SolO and Earth, the magnetic field is reproduced

relatively well, though not as well as at Parker, and the density is reproduced extremely poorly. The

velocity is overpredicted at Parker, but not at SolO or Earth, hinting that the Wang-Sheeley-Arge

(WSA) relation, fine-tuned for Earth, misses the deceleration of the solar wind near the Sun. We

conclude that AFT performs quantitatively similarly to ADAPT in all cases and that both models are

comparable to a purely WSA heliospheric treatment with no MHD component. Finally, we trace field

lines from SolO back to an active region outflow that was observed by Hinode/EIS, and which shows

evidence of elevated charge state ratios.

Keywords: Sun: corona – Sun: heliosphere – Sun: solar wind

1. INTRODUCTION

Understanding how the solar wind is heated and ac-

celerated is one of the most important open questions in

heliophysics. It is well established that the high-speed

solar wind that permeates much of the heliosphere orig-

inates in large coronal holes (Hundhausen 1977; Zirker

1977), while there is also a slow-speed solar wind that

appears to be partly formed by the interaction of closed

field regions on the Sun with neighboring open field lines
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1, often called interchange reconnection (Gosling 1997;

Antiochos et al. 2011). Thus the properties of the solar

wind are tied to its magnetic origin and tracking solar

wind streams back to the solar surface is critical for ad-

vancing our understanding of plasma processes on open

field lines.

Since the 1970s, space missions have been provid-

ing solar wind plasma and magnetic field measurements

from near Earth at 1 astronomical unit (AU; 1 AU =

1 Technically, “closed” field lines are those that leave and return
to the photospheric surface within an Alfvén surface (spanned by
all points where Vr = VA, with VA the Alfvén speed) since field
lines extending beyond this radius (“open” field lines) cannot
communicate information via Alfvén waves back to the surface.
However, in potential field source surface models (Section 2.3 and
Section 4), all field lines extending beyond the source surface are
considered “open”.
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215R⊙, where R⊙ = 697 Mm) from the Sun. Satellites

such as the International Monitoring Platform-8 (IMP-

8; Paularena & King 1999), International Sun-Earth

Explorer-3 (ISEE-3; Ogilvie et al. 1978), Wind (Sz-

abo 2015), Solar and Heliospheric Observatory (SOHO;

Domingo et al. 1995), and Advanced Composition Ex-

plorer (ACE; Stone et al. 1998) have measured plasma

properties near Earth. The Solar Terrestrial Relations

Observatory (STEREO; Driesman et al. 2008) measured

plasma properties off the Sun-Earth line at 1 AU. He-

lios (Jackson 1985) measured plasma properties down to

0.3 AU. Ulysses (Wenzel et al. 1992) measured plasma

properties out of the ecliptic.

The recent launch of Parker Solar Probe (Parker; Fox

et al. 2016) and Solar Orbiter (SolO; Müller et al.

2013, 2020) have heralded a new era for solar and helio-

spheric science thanks to their unique orbits and syner-

getic measurements from various positions in the inner

heliosphere. Parker was launched on 2018 August 12

and is designed to go within 9 solar radii (R⊙) of the

solar surface, marking the closest approach ever of an ar-

tificial satellite to the Sun. It carries a state-of-the-art

suite of instruments for both remote sensing (WISPR;

Vourlidas et al. 2016) and in-situ (FIELDS; Bale et al.

2016), (SWEAP; Kasper et al. 2016), (IS⊙IS; McCo-

mas et al. 2016) measurements. Parker measurements

have been used to constrain photospheric flux transport

models (e.g., Wallace et al. 2022) and coronal heating

rates in the solar wind using simultaneous remote sens-

ing and in-situ measurements from SolO (e.g., Telloni

et al. 2023). For a recent review of Parker Solar Probe’s

discoveries, see Raouafi et al. (2023).

SolO was launched on 2020 February 10 and will reach

a perihelion of about 60 solar radii. While Parker will

remain very close to the ecliptic plane, the inclination

of SolO’s orbit will increase by repeated gravitational

interactions with Venus. During its extended mission

phase, SolO will reach latitudes of more than 30◦ above

the ecliptic. SolO carries suites of instruments for both

remote sensing and in-situ observations such as SWA

(Owen et al. 2020) and MAG (Müller et al. 2013; Hor-

bury et al. 2020).

This new era for solar and heliospheric science is fur-

ther afforded by a slew of cotemporaneous solar obser-

vations from both space-based and ground-based obser-

vatories. Of particular importance are spectroscopic ob-

servations from instruments such as the EUV Imaging

Spectrometer (EIS; Culhane et al. 2007) onboard Hin-

ode (Kosugi et al. 2007) and the Interface Region Imag-

ing Spectrograph (IRIS; De Pontieu et al. 2014) and the

Spectral Imaging of the Coronal Environment (SPICE;

SPICE Consortium et al. 2020) onboard SolO, which are

capable of detecting dynamic properties of the plasma

in the solar upper atmosphere such as thermal/non-

thermal motions and outflows. Imaging observations

from instruments such as the Atmospheric Imaging As-

sembly (AIA; Lemen et al. 2012) onboard the Solar Dy-

namics Observatory (SDO), Extreme Ultraviolet Imager

(EUVI; Howard et al. 2008) on STEREO and the Solar

Orbiter Extreme Ultraviolet Imager (EUI; Rochus et al.

2020) provide an important context of the dynamics in

the solar atmosphere.

Due to the observational gap in space between the

remote-sensed solar observations and the in-situ mea-

surements in the inner heliosphere, modeling is still re-

quired to link the solar wind measured in situ back to its

origin at the Sun. Most such models consist of two parts:

1) a coronal model, with the photospheric magnetic field

as its inner boundary condition, spanning from the pho-

tosphere up to 0.1 AU, coupled with 2) an inner he-

liospheric model (loosely defined here as between 0.1-1

AU), where the outer boundary of the coronal model at

0.1 AU is the inner heliospheric model’s inner boundary.

Coronal models actually start at the photosphere,

where remote sensing instruments such as the Helioseis-

mic and Magnetic Imager (HMI) (Scherrer et al. 2012)

provide photospheric magnetograms, maps of the photo-

spheric radial magnetic field, that are used as a bound-

ary condition for the coronal model. Multiple magne-

tograms taken over an extended time period can be com-

bined into a single “synoptic” map. Synoptic maps are

traditionally constructed by taking a strip at the cen-

tral meridian from Earth over the course of a full so-

lar rotation and stacking these up horizontally to create

an approximate map of the full sun over that time pe-

riod (Harvey et al. 1980; Ulrich & Boyden 2006). Since

the photospheric magnetic field is continuously evolving,

techniques to dynamically evolve flux have been devel-

oped in order to transport flux self-consistently around

the solar surface. This permits the creation of a “syn-

chronic map”, which shows the full Sun at a single in-

stant in time, where the Earth side view of the Sun is a

Carrington projected assimilation of a full disk magne-

togram of that instant, and the remaining unobserved

area is populated with transported magnetic flux from a

synchronic map of a previous instant. These flux trans-

port models typically differ in how new data is assim-

ilated into the map, and what physical processes are

modeled (Arge et al. 2010; Upton & Hathaway 2014).

To a large extent, as will be described below, the out-

put of coronal and heliospheric modeling is only as good

as these input flux transport maps. It is therefore cru-

cial to determine the most accurate boundary condition

for the coronal models. Each coronal model, in turn, can
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have various degrees of complexity in their treatment of

coronal physics, ranging from potential field source sur-

face (PFSS; Altschuler & Newkirk 1969; Schatten et al.

1969) models to magnetohydrodynamic (MHD) models.

PFSS models are typically combined with a Schatten

current sheet (SCS) model to connect the source sur-

face (usually defined as a sphere concentric on the Sun

at a distance around 2.5R⊙ from Sun center; Altschuler

& Newkirk 1969) to the inner heliosphere and beyond.

The Wang-Sheeley-Arge model (WSA; Wang & Sheeley

1990; Arge & Pizzo 2000) is used to relate the magnetic

field structure inside the source surface to the plasma

properties at and beyond 0.1 AU. Using WSA2, there-

fore, enables models to bypass running a full MHD sim-

ulation out to 0.1 AU. Meanwhile, coronal MHD models

such as MAS/CORHEL (Riley et al. 2012; Lionello et al.

2014), AWSoM (van der Holst et al. 2014), COCONUT

(Perri et al. 2022) and MULTI-VP (Pinto & Rouillard

2017) solve the MHD equations inside 0.1 AU and can

be fed directly into inner heliospheric models.

Inner heliospheric models can also have various de-

grees of complexity in their treatment of inner helio-

spheric physics, ranging from ballistic propagation to

MHD simulations. In ballistic models (Nolte & Roelof

1973; Badman et al. 2020, 2021, 2022, 2023), the mag-

netic field outside the coronal model is taken to follow a

Parker spiral so that magnetic field lines can be traced

from anywhere in the heliosphere ballistically back to

0.1 AU, and then to the photosphere. Meanwhile, MHD

models such as the inner heliospheric versions of MAS

and AWSoM, as well as EUHFORIA (Pomoell & Poedts

2018), or ENLIL (Odstrcil 2003) predict the inner helio-

spheric environment of the solar wind and the propaga-

tion of CMEs within it by taking the output from coro-

nal models as input and are also well-suited for tracing

the solar wind/open field from any location back to its

footpoint at the solar surface.

Previous work has tested various models against each

other using various statistical techniques (MacNeice

et al. 2011; Riley et al. 2013; Samara et al. 2021; Ji-

vani et al. 2023), and has produced impressive compar-

isons between in-situ Parker data and single-fluid MHD

models (Kim et al. 2020; Pogorelov 2020; Riley et al.

2021; van der Holst et al. 2022), two fluid MHD models

(Chhiber et al. 2021), as well as ballistic models (Nolte

& Roelof 1973; Badman et al. 2020, 2021, 2022, 2023).

MHD models have also been used successfully to predict

2 In this paper, the WSA model will henceforth be assumed to
include the SCS in the coronal portion of the model. Thus, writ-
ing ‘WSA’ implicitly assumes the presence of the SCS from Rss

outward.

CME signatures at 1 AU (Wu & Dryer 1997; Wu et al.

2007, 2011, 2016a,b, 2020).

One important challenge in any model that relates

remote sensing observations with in-situ predictions or

measurements of solar wind properties is accurately con-

necting the in-situ data with its source location on the

Sun. The most direct way to do this is by tracing mag-

netic field lines in order to map plasma from the inner

heliosphere to the photosphere. In practice, this map-

ping depends on the combination of models used to ex-

trapolate the photospheric magnetic field into the inner

heliosphere. A recent study (Badman et al. 2023) com-

pared four different approaches to obtaining the source

locations of plasma measured by Parker during its 10th

perihelion pass. The four approaches were 1) a pure

WSA model out to 21.5R⊙ with a ballistic heliospheric

model beyond that, 2) a PFSS model to the source sur-

face and a ballistic heliospheric model beyond that, 3)

a MHD/ballistic model inside/outside 30R⊙ and 4) a

WSA model to 10R⊙ and an MHD model outside 10R⊙.

The authors find that the models result in approxi-

mately the same source regions when solar activity is

low and there are plenty of equatorial coronal holes to

warp the heliospheric current sheet away from Parker

so that small differences between the models do not en-

counter any magnetic separatrices.

In this paper, we present a new coupled coronal and

inner heliospheric model suite, namely WSA+Grid Ag-

nostic MHD for Extended Research Applications (GAM-

ERA; Zhang et al. 2019; Sorathia et al. 2020; Mostafavi

et al. 2022), and model the evolution of the heliosphere

during Carrington Rotation (CR) 2258. One major dif-

ference between our model and previous iterations of

the WSA+MHD combination of models (e.g., Odstr-

cil 2003, with ENLIL), Wu et al. (2016a,b, 2020) with

the H3DMHD code and Kim et al. (2020) with the

MS-FLUKSS code as the MHD component of the cou-

pled model is our use of the Advective Flux Transport

(AFT) model (Upton & Hathaway 2014; Ugarte-Urra

et al. 2015; Upton & Hathaway 2018), in addition to

the commonly used Air Force Data Assimilative Pho-

tospheric Flux Transport (ADAPT) model (Arge et al.

2010, 2013; Hickmann et al. 2015) to seed the magnetic

field and velocity state of the low corona and inner helio-

sphere. In this paper, we use both ADAPT and AFT to

obtain predictions at various satellites in the inner he-

liosphere. We quantitatively compare MHD and WSA

heliospheric models whose coronal portion is determined

from the ADAPT and AFT models by studying the in-

situ measurements at Parker, SolO, and Earth. Finally,

we make use of the composition instrumentation on SolO

(SWA-HIS; Livi et al. 2023) to map and validate SolO’s
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magnetic connectivity to a source region on the Sun that

was observed in a Hinode/EIS raster. Validation of these

connectivity models is critical for understanding solar

wind acceleration and heating.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we

describe our models connecting the photosphere to the

source surface, 0.1 AU, and then 1 AU. In Section 3,

we compare the model results with the in-situ measure-

ments by Parker, SolO, and spacecraft at Earth and

trace the open magnetic field lines from these space-

craft locations to the source regions of the solar wind.

In Section 4, we discuss some of the implications and

interpretations of our results.

2. NUMERICAL MODEL

2.1. The GAMERA Model

GAMERA is an MHD solver with numerical algo-

rithms inherited from the Lyon-Fedder-Mobary (LFM;

Lyon et al. 2004) MHD code which features high-order

spatial reconstruction in arbitrary non-orthogonal curvi-

linear coordinates and a constrained transport method

fulfilling the ∇ · B = 0 condition to machine precision.

Following the application of the LFM code to simula-

tions of the inner heliosphere (Merkin et al. 2016; Merkin

et al. 2016; Merkin et al. 2011), it was rewritten as

GAMERA for magnetospheric applications. GAMERA,

in turn, has recently been used to model the solar wind

in the steady state inner heliosphere to study the gen-

eration of the Kelvin-Helmholtz instability (Mostafavi

et al. 2022). Compared to LFM, GAMERA includes up-

grades in the numerical scheme, improvements in code

implementation, and hybrid parallelism using MPI and

OMP. GAMERA was designed to be portable and op-

timized for modern supercomputer architectures while

maintaining the algorithmic features of LFM.

GAMERA solves the semi-conservative ideal MHD

equations having the form:

∂ρ

∂t
= −∇ · (ρv), (2.1)

∂ρv

∂t
= −∇ ·

(
ρvv+ IP

)
−∇ ·

(
I
B2

2
−BB

)
, (2.2)

∂W

∂t
= −∇ ·

(
v(W + P )

)
− v · ∇ ·

(
I
B2

2
−BB

)
, (2.3)

and
∂B

∂t
= ∇×

(
v×B

)
. (2.4)

The variables have their usual meanings: t is time, ρ and

P are the plasma density and thermal pressure, v and B
are the velocity and magnetic field vectors, respectively,

and I is the identity matrix. The energy W is defined

as

W =
1

2
ρv2 +

P

γ − 1
, (2.5)

for the ratio of specific heats, γ = 5/3. The model

ignores heat flux and wave pressure in the energy equa-

tion. A complete description of the numerical method

of solving these equations can be found in Zhang et al.

(2019).

2.2. Coordinate Systems

The native output of the GAMERA code is an irregu-

larly gridded Cartesian data set. After each simulation,

we perform a coordinate transformation to the spherical

expression of the HelioCentric Inertial (HCI) coordinate

system. In the HCI system (Fränz & Harper 2002), the

XY-plane (0◦ latitude) is aligned with the solar equato-

rial plane observed at 2000-01-01 12:00 UTC, the X-axis

(0◦ longitude) points towards the solar ascending node

on the ecliptic of J2000.0, and the Z-axis (+90◦ latitude)

points along the solar rotation axis. The RTN spheri-

cal system used below to describe the simulation results

(Fränz & Harper 2002) is a local coordinate frame where

R is the Sun-to-spacecraft direction, T is the toroidal

direction obtained when the Sun’s spin rotation axis is

crossed with R, and N completes the right-handed sys-

tem. Here we use spherical coordinates r, theta, phi (ra-

dius, colatitude, longitude), where solar north is θ = 0

and the equator is θ = π/2, where appropriate. To be

consistent with in-situ notation, we use R, T, N is for

in-situ and modeled in-situ data. In these coordinate

systems, R is interchangeable with r. In this paper, we

will use spherical coordinate subscripts r, θ, ϕ to denote

quantities at radii less than or equal to the radius of

the GAMERA inner boundary, and R, T,N to subscript

variables modeled by GAMERA.

2.3. Initial and Boundary Conditions

For this study, we examine Carrington rotation 2258

(CR2258; 2022 May 28 – 2022 Jun 24), which included

the period of Parker Encounter 12 from 2022 May 27 to

2022 June 7. Figure 1 shows the trajectories of Earth,

Parker, and SolO during this time, along with synoptic

maps of AIA 193 Å and HMI observations from SDO.

The HMI map was downloaded from the Joint Science

Operations Center (JSOC; http://jsoc.stanford.edu/)

while the AIA map was generated by using 55 full-sun

maps (∼12 hr cadence). For each AIA image, we ap-

plied a Gaussian filter with a full width at half max-

imum of 7.8 degrees centered on the central meridian.

Then, we reprojected each filtered image into the helio-

graphic (Carrington) coordinate frame and summed the

intensities.
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Figure 1. Overview of the modeled time period. Panel (a) shows the trajectories of Earth, Parker, and Solar Orbiter during
the time frame, and (b) and (c) show, respectively, synoptic maps of AIA 193 Å and HMI observations from SDO. In (a),
white/gray indicates regions inside/outside our computational domain (see Section 2).

In this study, we employ synchronic maps from two

photospheric flux transport models to populate the in-

put magnetic field map for CR2258: the ADAPT and

AFT models. ADAPT is based on the Worden & Harvey

(2000) flux transport method and uses data assimilation

techniques to incorporate data from new magnetograms.

Measurements near the central meridian (limb) are given

the most (least) weight since they are the most (least)

reliable. AFT also uses data assimilation to incorporate

magnetic data, but while ADAPT typically only assim-

ilates data within 60◦ from disc center, AFT assimilates
data from the input magnetogram to within 3 pixels of

the limb. ADAPT also includes the effect of random

flux emergence. Both models include differential rota-

tion and meridional flow. AFT uses the observed merid-

ional flow and differential rotation measured by Hath-

away et al. (2022), whereas the ADAPT meridional flow

profile takes the form given by Wang & Sheeley (1994)

and is tuned so that the model reproduces the polar

field evolution. Both models incorporate motions repre-

sentative of the convective flows in some way. ADAPT

uses a stochastic diffusion method to mimic the super-

granular motions (Simon et al. 1995). In contrast, AFT

models the surface flows using vector spherical harmon-

ics to create a convective velocity field that reproduces

the characteristics (e.g., size, lifetimes, velocities) of the

convective flows observed on the Sun (Hathaway et al.

2010; Ugarte-Urra et al. 2015).

Both models are steady-state in our simulations,

meaning that the input map does not get updated dur-

ing the simulated time period. Improving this assump-

tion will be the subject of future work.

To model the solar wind in the inner heliosphere,

GAMERA requires inner boundary conditions at some

height, set here to be 0.1 AU or 21.5 R⊙. In previ-

ous studies, these have been provided by the empirical

Wang-Sheeley-Arge (WSA; Wang & Sheeley 1990; Arge

& Pizzo 2000) coronal model based on ADAPT input

magnetic fields (Mostafavi et al. 2022), but in principle

can be provided by, for example, WSA based on AFT

input, or even by a full MHD model of the low corona

(e.g.; Lionello et al. 2014; van der Holst et al. 2014).

Our implementation of WSA in this paper can use either

ADAPT or AFT as the photospheric boundary condi-

tion.

The WSA model relies on a coronal magnetic field,

modeled by a PFSS extrapolation solution of a Car-

rington map of the photospheric magnetic field into the

corona to a height of typically a few R⊙. The PFSS solu-

tion (Altschuler & Newkirk 1969) assumes that the low

corona is current free between the photosphere (where

the radial magnetic field is measured directly) and the

‘source surface’ at Rss = 2.5 R⊙ (where the field is

assumed to be purely radial). The field is then extrap-

olated from the source surface to 0.1 AU with a SCS

model. The SCS solution (Schatten 1971) assumes the
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corona outside Rss is current-free between the source

surface and infinity, except for a heliospheric current

sheet (HCS) separating the positive and negative polar-

ities of the radial magnetic fields. The description of

our implementation of the PFSS and SCS solution can

be found in Appendix A-Appendix C.

We obtain the distribution of the radial velocity in the

inner heliosphere via an empirical formula from WSA

that uses information on the expansion of the magnetic

field flux tubes between the photosphere and the source

surface, and their proximity to the coronal hole bound-

ary on the photosphere (Arge & Pizzo 2000). Together,

the PFSS, SCS and the WSA velocity relationship cre-

ate a model of the magnetic field and velocity from the

photosphere into the inner heliosphere, and the inner

boundary condition of GAMERA can be extracted from

a slice from this solution at some radius, chosen here to

be 0.1 AU. The remaining MHD variables at the inner

boundary condition are obtained as will be described

below, in Equation 2.13-Equation 2.14.

Before initialization of the GAMERA simulation, the

coronal model output at the inner boundary of GAM-

ERA at arbitrary resolution is interpolated to the GAM-

ERA inner boundary grid, also with arbitrary resolu-

tion. To account for the solar rotation, at each time step

during the simulation, the boundary conditions (radial

and toroidal components of the magnetic field, radial

component of the velocity, the density, and the temper-

ature) are interpolated to the inertial GAMERA inner

boundary grid according to an angular velocity deter-

mined by a latitudinally constant (in the simulation)

sidereal rotation period of Ts = 25.38 days (Merkin

et al. 2011), corresponding to a solar latitude of about

26◦ (sidereal rotation is the time it takes for the Sun

to make a single revolution around its axis of rotation

relative to the background stars; Roša et al. 1995). In

GAMERA, rigid rotation of the corona is assumed out

to 21.5R⊙.

Figure 2 shows the photospheric input field using the

two models, as well as Br and vr at the inner GAM-

ERA boundary Rin. The maps are synchronic, meaning

they represent a single instant in time, with far-side in-

formation updated to that instant in time according to

the ADAPT and AFT models. For this study, we use an

ADAPT map produced at 2022-06-10 20:00 UT from the

Global Oscillation Network Group (GONG) line-of-sight

(LOS) data (Harvey et al. 1996). The AFT map from

2022-06-10 at 16:00 UT was made using SDO/HMI LOS

data. In both cases, the LOS component of the magnetic

field was divided by the cosine of the angle from the disk

center to approximate the radial magnetic field (Upton

& Hathaway 2014). These dates and times are slightly

before the midpoint of CR2258 on 2022-06-10 21:21 UT,

and were chosen because GAMERA assumes that the

Earth is at 180◦ Carrington longitude at t = 0. The

ADAPT model typically scales input magnetograms by

an overall constant whose value depends on each magne-

tograph (Barnes et al. 2023), which can vary over time

depending on instrumental upgrades. The scaling is ap-

plied to match the photospheric flux to that measured by

Kitt Peak Vacuum Telescope (C. Henney, personal com-

munication). This scaling is, therefore, different for each

magnetograph, since the strength of the magnetic field

that these measure can be significantly different (Virta-

nen & Mursula 2017). AFT does not natively perform

this scaling, so the photospheric AFT map used in this

study, shown in Figure 2, has been multiplied by a fac-

tor of 1.58 to obtain the same net unsigned photospheric

flux as in the ADAPT map.

The maps at Rin (middle panels) are created by per-

forming a PFSS extrapolation of CR2258 using the

ADAPT/AFT maps to Rss, and then calculating the

SCS model (Appendix C) and extracting the magnetic

field components at Rin. We initialize our vr inner

boundary conditions at Rin from the WSA velocity

equation applied to the PFSS extrapolation of CR2258.

In principle, Rin can be reduced somewhat to capture

regions closer to the Sun, but the inner boundary condi-

tions of the inner heliospheric model, which assume no

radially inward characteristics imply that flows slower

than the fast magnetosonic speed, such as those oc-

curring closer to the Sun, will produce numerical, non-

physical artifacts at the boundary, preventing Rin from

being placed arbitrarily close to the Sun. At the inner

boundary, the initial radial velocity in WSA is given by

(e.g., Arge & Pizzo 2000; Wallace et al. 2020, 2021):

vr = Vsw +
Vfw

(1 + fs)2/9

(
1− 4

5
exp

(
−(d/2)2

))3

(2.6)

where Vsw = 285 km s−1 and Vfw = 625 km s−1, and fs
and d are, respectively, the coronal magnetic flux tube

expansion factor and the shortest angular distance (in

degrees, calculated in the heliocentric coordinate sys-

tem, described below) to the nearest coronal hole bound-

ary at the photosphere. The expansion factor is defined

as the scaled ratio of the total magnetic field magnitude

at the photosphere and source surface and is given by

the equation (Wang & Sheeley 1990):

fs =

(
R⊙

Rss

)2(
Bph

Bss

)
. (2.7)

Since magnetic flux is conserved, a self-similarly expand-

ing flux tube has fs = 1, while an over (under) expand-

ing flux tube has fs greater than (less than) one. We
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Figure 2. Synchronic maps from the ADAPT (left) and AFT (right) models. The top panels show the photospheric radial
magnetic field. The middle and bottom panels show the radial magnetic field and radial velocity, respectively, at the inner
GAMERA boundary. These are obtained by extrapolation via a PFSS solution to the source surface followed by a SCS model
out to the inner boundary. In the middle panels, red/blue lines indicate contours of open flux at the photosphere overplotted
on color scale Br at 21.5R⊙.

calculate fs and d at the photosphere, then obtain vr
from Equation 2.6 by tracing field lines from Rin to Rss

and then transfer vr out to Rin by assuming these are

constant on field lines. The remaining velocity compo-

nents at Rin are given by

vθ(Rin, θ, ϕ) = 0, (2.8)

and

vϕ(Rin, θ, ϕ) = 0, (2.9)

in the inertial frame used by GAMERA. Finally, the

remaining magnetic field components at Rin are given

by

Bθ(Rin, θ, ϕ) = 0, (2.10)

Bϕ(Rin, θ, ϕ) =
ΩRin sin θ

vr(Rin, θ, ϕ)
Br(Rin, θ, ϕ), (2.11)

where

Ω = 2π/Ts. (2.12)

The initial density is specified using an empirical rela-

tionship with the radial velocity, obtained by fitting the

Helios data (McGregor 2011; Merkin et al. 2016) as fol-

lows:

n = 112.64 + 9.49× 107/v2r , (2.13)

for velocity measured in km s−1 and density (n = ρ/mp

for mp the proton mass) in cm−3. The initial solar wind

temperature is derived assuming a balance of the total

pressure (a sum of the thermal pressure and the mag-

netic pressure) at Rin according to:

nkBT +
B2

r

8π
= nHCSkBTslow, (2.14)

where kB is Boltzmann’s constant. The right-hand side

of the equation is a constant corresponding to the pres-

sure in the HCS, where the magnetic pressure compo-

nent is negligible. Following Mostafavi et al. (2022),

nHCS is the maximum number density in the HCS at
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Rin, and Tslow = 3.6×105 K is a representative temper-

ature of the slow wind, in line with Helios measurements

(Sanchez-Diaz et al. 2016).

In this simulation, the grid setup is similar to the pre-

vious GAMERA- and LFM-studies referred to in Sec-

tion 2.1. A uniform spherical grid is used in the sim-

ulation domain extending from Rin ≤ r ≤ 220 R⊙
in the radial direction, 18◦ ≤ θ ≤ 162◦ in the co-

latitudinal direction (θ = 0◦ corresponds to the so-

lar north), and 0 ≤ ϕ ≤ 360◦ in the longitudinal

direction. The grid resolution used in this study is

Nr × Nθ × Nϕ = 256 × 128 × 256 leading to the cell

size ∆r ×∆θ ×∆ϕ = 0.78R⊙ × 1.1◦ × 1.4◦.

The plasma variables in the simulation volume are ob-

tained by assuming that for the initial state of the sim-

ulation volume Br(r) falls off from the inner boundary

as r−2, and the radial velocity, density, and temperature

are all constant with radius, with values determined at

the inner boundary of GAMERA. This causes the solar

wind to blow out and equilibrate the initially uniform

heliosphere over the course of about 200 hours. Follow-

ing this ‘negative time’, at simulation time t = 0, the ϕ

placement of the Earth relative to the Sun is such that

it will be oriented at ϕ = π at the central time of the

Carrington map.

3. RESULTS

We plot snapshots of the heliospheric variables in

Figure 3, where we show log(R2n), R2BR and vR in

the equatorial slice of GAMERA simulation output for

both the ADAPT and AFT photospheric model in-

puts at a time near the closest approach of Parker

to the Sun. Hereafter, these will be referred to as

GAMERA/ADAPT and GAMERA/AFT to differen-

tiate them from the purely WSA treatment based on

the ADAPT and AFT maps, which will be called

WSA/ADAPT, WSA/AFT. In the plot, R is the ra-

dial coordinate between the Sun and each satellite. The

perihelion itself (13.3R⊙ for Encounter 12) was not cap-

tured by our GAMERA runs because it was inside Rin,

though this is not crucial for testing the fidelity of our

model. We choose this scaling for our plots because ra-

dial magnetic and mass flux are expected to be constant,

so BR and n will scale as R−2, assuming vR is approxi-

mately constant with R.

We obtained the position of various spacecraft and

Earth at each time step using the SpiceyPy (Annex

et al. 2020) and Astropy (The Astropy Collaboration

et al. 2018) packages. The state variables obtained by

solving Equation 2.1-Equation 2.4 were then linearly in-

terpolated from the 8 nearest grid points to the local

position of each satellite while field lines were traced

from the location of each satellite using a fourth-order

Runge-Kutta solver, solving the field line equations in

spherical coordinates:

dr

ds
=

Br

|B|
dθ

ds
=

1

r

Bθ

|B|
dϕ

ds
=

1

r sin θ

Bϕ

|B|
.

(3.1)

We used fixed stepsizes of ds = 10−3R⊙ to obtain the

positions (ri, θi, ϕi) of successive points i along the field

line originating at each satellite at each time step. The

endpoint location of the field line at each time step on

the inner boundary was identified and mapped back

down to its source region via the corresponding coro-

nal magnetic field model.

3.1. In-situ Measurements

The in-situ solar wind data was obtained from the

science-grade observations available through NASA’s

CDAWeb data repository. For most of Parker’s orbit,

we use level-3 plasma moments from the SPC instru-

ment (Case et al. 2020), since it has the best overall

cadence and quality. Unfortunately, however, SPC has

saturation and field-of-view issues near perihelion (c.f.

the data release notes). Therefore we fill in the missing

data inside 22 R⊙ using level-3 plasma moments from

the SPAN-I instrument (Livi et al. 2022), which has the

opposite problem (i.e. good data near perihelion, but

poor field-of-view and statistics further out). Through-

out the entire Parker orbit, we use 1-minute magnetic

field data from the MAG instrument in the FIELDS

suite (Bale et al. 2016). At SolO, we use bulk plasma

data from SWA-PAS (Louarn et al. 2020) and 1-minute
magnetic field observations from the MAG instrument.

At Earth, we use both plasma and magnetic field data

from the hourly OMNI database (Papitashvili & King

2020) which aggregates data from multiple near-Earth

spacecraft and time-shifts the data to the Earth’s bow

shock. For this time period, the OMNI data is based on

plasma data from Wind / SWE (Ogilvie et al. 1995) and

magnetic field measurements from Wind / MFI (Lep-

ping et al. 1995). The data at all locations were re-

sampled to a cadence of 2.5 hours by applying a boxcar

average to only the data with “good” quality flags.

Figures 4-6 show a comparison between the measured

and GAMERA/ADAPT and GAMERA/AFT model in-

situ data at Parker, SolO and Earth. For each time

series, we overplot the GAMERA/ADAPT and GAM-

ERA/AFT model predictions as black and red curves,

respectively, as well as the associated SCS magnetic field
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Figure 3. Equatorial cuts of density (left), BR (center), and vR (right) from the GAMERA simulations using the ADAPT
(top) and AFT (bottom) models. Field lines connecting the spacecraft and Earth to the inner boundary are projected onto the
equatorial plane.

data for times when Parker is below R⊙. Time periods

including interplanetary CMEs (ICMEs; these directly

hit the spacecraft) in the HELIO4CAST catalog (Möestl

et al. 2023) are marked in the shaded red regions.

For each satellite, the plot of vR also includes a predic-

tion from WSA/ADAPT or WSA/AFT (Arge & Pizzo

2000), which applies a constant radial velocity between

21.5R⊙ and 1 AU to each plasma parcel originating

at 21.5R⊙ (where the velocity was obtained via Equa-

tion 2.6). At increments of 1/10 AU, stream interaction

regions modify this velocity via

vR(R) =
√
2
[(
vR(R)

)−2
+
(
vR(R+dR)

)−2
]−1/2

, (3.2)

such that plasma parcels moving faster than the parcels

ahead of them are slowed down. The polarity of the

magnetic field assigned to each parcel is kept constant

throughout space, allowing the sign of the magnetic field

to be obtained at each satellite from WSA/ADAPT or

WSA/AFT. We did not find significant differences in

the results if this model used Equation 3.2 as opposed

to assuming a constant velocity between Rin and 1 AU.

The shaded region seen near 01 Jun is due to the tra-

jectory of Parker being inside Rin, so we use the mag-

netic field obtained from the SCS layer of the model

in this region. For Parker, the general behavior of

the radial and transverse magnetic field data is repro-

duced reasonably well with both GAMERA/ADAPT

and GAMERA/AFT models. Furthermore, although

Parker is inside the inner boundary of our simulation

near 01 Jun, the SCS layer of the models reproduce the

first HCS crossing, as does the inferred polarity from

the WSA models. Both MHD models capture the sec-

ond and third HCS crossings, with GAMERA/ADAPT

capturing the timing of the HCS crossing slightly better

than GAMERA/AFT, while the inferred WSA/ADAPT

and WSA/AFT polarities lags. BN is always close to 0

in the GAMERA model since it is set to near 0 by the

initial conditions and the only new BN results from the

vN component of Equation 2.4 generated by Parker be-

ing slightly out of the equatorial plane. (Mostafavi et al.

2022) also find a small nonzero vN generated near stream

interaction regions. The rest of the model’s variables are

qualitatively hard to compare against the in-situ mea-

surements due to the number of data gaps. The model

velocity structure has some regions of overlap with the

in-situ data, but generally shows high speed solar wind

throughout the time interval, even where the in-situ
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Figure 4. Comparison of the measured in-situ data at Parker with the in-situ data from both GAMERA models. Density,
vR, BRR

2, BTR, BN , and distance from the Sun’s center (R) and Carrington longitude are plotted from top to bottom.
ADAPT/AFT data is shown in black/red. The measured in-situ data was averaged onto the simulated 2.5 hr cadence. The
shaded region near 01 Jun corresponds to the time interval when Parker was inside Rin, so the magnetic field values there are
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Figure 5. Same as Figure 4 but for SolO.

measurements show slow wind. A statistical analysis of

the extant data (described below) does not show good

agreement for density or radial velocity.

The same comparisons for SolO and OMNI data are

shown in Figure 5 and Figure 6, respectively. The MHD

models seem to capture much of the qualitative behav-

ior of the in-situ data. Qualitatively, the purely WSA

predictions seem to perform worse than the MHD pre-

dictions at SolO, and comparably at Earth. At SolO, in

particular, the MHD models seem to capture the cross-

ings of the HCS a bit better than pure WSA, and repro-

duce the velocity better.

We quantify the fit between our models and the in-situ

data from each satellite by examining the Pearson coef-

ficient between the simulated and observed plasma vari-

ables. In Figure 7 we show the observed and simulated

np, vR, BR and BT values for Parker (top row), SolO

(middle row), and OMNI (bottom row). Results from

the GAMERA/ADAPT run are plotted with black “x’s”

while results from the GAMERA/AFT run are plotted
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Figure 6. Same as Figure 5 but for Earth.

with red crosses. In addition, the third column shows

the radial velocity predicted using the WSA/ADAPT

and WSA/AFT models (Equation 3.2). These plots ex-

clude the data during the interval when ICMEs were

present, as our steady state model is not expected to

reproduce the data during this time period. The results

show that the MHD models perform best at match-

ing Parker radial magnetic field data, with a Pearson

rXY ∼ 0.86. The radial magnetic field data is reason-

ably well reproduced at SolO (rXY ∼ 0.54) and Earth

(rXY ∼ 0.63), but the density (rXY ∼ 0.1) is not. The

radial velocity at all three locations is somewhat poorly

reproduced by the MHD models (rXY ∼ 0.4− 0.5), but

WSA/ADAPT and WSA/AFT perform comparably or

worse (rXY ∼ 0.1) in all three cases. We also performed

a phase offset study to see if shifting the model data

in time by some arbitrary amount to the left or right

(backward or forward in time) would be a better fit to

the in-situ measurements, but the results indicated that

the phase offset that maximized the Pearson coefficient



Assessing ADAPT and AFT With In-Situ Measurements 13

1 10 100
1

10

100

Pa
rk

er
 D

at
a

rXY = 0.523
rXY = 0.359

npR2 [cm 3 AU2]

200 400 600 800
200

400

600

800
rXY = 0.484
rXY = 0.406

VR [km s 1]

200 400 600 800
200

400

600

800
rXY = 0.115
rXY = 0.567

VR [km s 1]

15 10 5 0 5 10 15
15
10
5
0
5

10
15

rXY = 0.869
rXY = 0.862

BRR2 [nT AU2]

15 10 5 0 5 10 15
15
10
5
0
5

10
15

rXY = 0.645
rXY = 0.594

BTR [nT AU]

1 10 100
1

10

100

So
lO

 D
at

a

rXY = 0.098
rXY = 0.092

200 400 600 800
200

400

600

800
rXY = 0.519
rXY = 0.412

200 400 600 800
200

400

600

800
rXY = 0.066
rXY = 0.353

15 10 5 0 5 10 15
15
10
5
0
5

10
15

rXY = 0.547
rXY = 0.534

15 10 5 0 5 10 15
15
10
5
0
5

10
15

rXY = 0.593
rXY = 0.545

1 10 100
Simulation

1

10

100

OM
NI

 D
at

a

rXY = 0.087
rXY = 0.043

GAMERA/ADAPT GAMERA/AFT WSA/ADAPT WSA/AFT

200 400 600 800
Simulation

200

400

600

800
rXY = 0.521
rXY = 0.416

200 400 600 800
WSA

200

400

600

800
rXY = 0.398
rXY = 0.489

15 10 5 0 5 10 15
Simulation

15
10
5
0
5

10
15

rXY = 0.653
rXY = 0.599

15 10 5 0 5 10 15
Simulation

15
10
5
0
5

10
15

rXY = 0.617
rXY = 0.626

Figure 7. Scatter plots comparing the observed and simulated np, vR, BR and BT values for Parker (top row), SolO (middle
row), and OMNI (bottom row). Black ”x’s” show the comparison for GAMERA/ADAPT results and red crosses show the
GAMERA/AFT results. The third column shows the WSA/ADAPT and WSA/AFT model results for the radial velocity. In
each plot, rXY denotes the sample Pearson correlation coefficient for each set of points.

was at most a few hours in all cases, and did not make

a noticeable difference in the quality of the correlation.

An additional feature of these quantitative compar-

isons is that the simulated radial velocity seems to be

uniformly overpredicted at Parker but not at SolO or

Earth. One possible explanation for this is that there

is residual acceleration of the solar wind that happens

past Parker (Dakeyo et al. 2022) that is not accounted

for in WSA, which has fine-tuned its parameters for 1

AU.

3.2. Magnetic Connectivity

The magnetic connectivity of the satellites to the pho-

tosphere can be tracked throughout the simulation in

one of two ways. Either (1) ballistically (Badman et al.

2020), where the ϕ position of the footpoint at r = R⊙
is calculated at constant θ via

ϕ(r = R⊙) = ϕ− 180Ω

πvR(r)

(
R⊙ − r

)
, (3.3)

or (2) directly, by tracing magnetic field lines as de-

scribed above, from the satellites to the inner boundary

of GAMERA, whereupon the connectivity to the photo-

sphere is determined by tracing the field lines through

the SCS and PFSS solutions. Using these methods, we

can obtain the modeled photospheric footpoint of the

magnetic field line connected to each satellite at each

time step.

We plot the locations of these footpoints calculated

from method (2) for SolO in Figure 8. The footpoints

are clearly seen to connect to the modeled open field

areas (red and blue contours) in both the ADAPT and

AFT maps, though these open field regions do not al-

ways coincide with the dark EUV emission areas (white

contours) identified in the AIA 193 Å images with the

EZSEG algorithm (Caplan et al. 2016), which uses an

image segmentation technique combined with a simple

region-growing algorithm. The mismatch between the

bright regions and open field regions can sometimes re-

sult from bright coronal loops in the vicinity masking

small coronal holes. The ballistic mapping footpoints

are not quantitatively different from those obtained by

direct tracing, in agreement with the finding that foot-
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Figure 8. The photospheric footpoints of the field lines connecting to SolO from both GAMERA models are overplotted on
the associated synoptic AIA maps. Color shading of the thick vertical lines represents time, and the thin straight lines starting
near 0◦ latitude originate at the location of SolO and connect down to the photosphere. Although the field lines follow a curved
trajectory, only the start and end points are shown, connected by a straight line, since the actual trajectory is hard to discern
for so many field lines. The red/blue contours encircle open flux of positive/negative polarity on the photosphere based on the
associated ADAPT-PFSS and AFT-PFSS extrapolations. The measured in-situ sign of BR is coded on this plot in the color of
the field lines. White contours indicate coronal holes identified using the EZSEG algorithm.
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Figure 9. Top panels: PFSS field lines, calculated using a full-sun synoptic map, plotted on an AIA 171 Å image and HMI
line-of-sight magnetogram. Closed field lines are shown in white. Open field lines are shown in red (positive) and blue (negative).
The black box shows the EIS field of view. In the helioprojective coordinate system (Thompson 2006), the Cartesian variables
X and Y correspond, respectively, to the longitude and latitude measured relative to the center of the observed solar disk.
Middle panel: Intensity and Bottom panel: Doppler velocity measured by EIS in the Fe XII 195.119 Å line at three times during
this interval. The orange/brown dots shown are footpoints connected to SolO rotated to the time of the EIS raster from the
ADAPT/AFT MHD models. In the bottom panel, Red/blue indicates a downflow/upflow. This convention, where velocities
toward the observer are blue shifted with negative values, effectively reverses the direction of positive velocity with respect to the
rest of the paper. We keep this standard convention in this Figure, and note that the negative velocity values here correspond
to outflows away from the Sun.
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point mapping is consistent across different combina-

tions of coronal and heliospheric models (Badman et al.

2022). Occasionally the polarity of the traced field lines

does not match the polarity of their source regions, as,

for example, around 5 June and 23 June.

During the time period 18–24 June 2022, both direct

and ballistic connectivity models show that SolO was

magnetically connected to an active region on the pho-

tosphere. We compare the locations of the photospheric

footpoints traced from SolO against Doppler maps ob-

tained from spectroscopic observations of the upper so-

lar atmosphere, measured by calculating the Doppler

shift along the line of sight in the Fe XII line measured

with EIS. There have been many observations of active

region outflows with EIS that are suggestive of a con-

nection to the solar wind (e.g., Sakao et al. 2007; Del

Zanna 2008; Doschek et al. 2008; Brooks &Warren 2011;

Brooks et al. 2015; Harra et al. 2021). As is illustrated in

Figure 9, the GAMERA/ADAPT and GAMERA/AFT

field lines connecting SolO to the solar surface suggest

that the solar wind it measures during the period of 14–

19 June 2022 originated in an active region outflow since

there is a blue-shifted (negative velocity) plage region at

the footpoints of magnetic field lines connected to SolO

from both simulations. Although in this case there are

open field lines associated with the outflow region, this

is not universally true, as some outflows are in regions

where a PFSS model shows closed field (e.g., Culhane

et al. 2014). It is not clear if, in these cases, the PFSS

is a poor representation of the magnetic topology or if

the outflows are siphon flows on long, closed field lines.

If the solar wind observed by SolO during 14–19 June

2022 originated in or near an active region, we would

expect some signatures in the charge states and abun-

dance ratios of heavy ions (e.g., He, C, O, Fe). In par-

ticular, we should expect to see higher O7+/O6+ ratios,

indicative of a hotter source region, and abundance ra-

tios closer to coronal values than photospheric (Owocki

et al. 1983). Figure 10 shows a closer view of solar wind

observed at SolO for 14–27 June. The top three pan-

els show the bulk solar wind density and radial velocity

measured by SolO’s SWA-HIS, and radial magnetic field

measured by the MAG instrument, along with the cor-

responding simulation results, while the fourth and fifth

panels show the O7+/O6+ and Fe/O heavy ion ratios

measured by the SWA-PAS (Louarn et al. 2020; Owen

et al. 2020). The dashed line at 0.145 in the O7+/O6+

panel roughly separates coronal hole (< 0.145) and non

coronal hole (≥ 0.145) type wind (Zhao et al. 2009).

The dotted grey line in the Fe/O panel is a reference

coronal value of 0.18 from Feldman (1992) and the two

dashed red lines are photopsheric values for Fe/O of

0.069 and 0.047 from Asplund et al. (2009) and Grevesse

& Sauval (1998), respectively. Although several ICMEs

passed SolO during this time period, there is, neverthe-

less, evidence of an increase in the heavy ion ratios of

O7+/O6+ and Fe/O over their reference (dashed line)

values. While not definitive, this does provide evidence

that SolO was, indeed, connected to an active region at

this time.

4. DISCUSSION

In this paper, we presented the results of a comparison

between heliospheric modeling using the ADAPT and

AFT surface flux transport models. For both ADAPT

and AFT maps for CR2258, we used a WSA velocity

equation coronal model to initialize a GAMERA MHD

heliospheric model. We compared the output of these

models to in-situ data from Parker, SolO, and OMNI,

and quantitatively compared the performance of GAM-

ERA/ADAPT to GAMERA/AFT. We found that the

models performed similarly in all cases, and that if one

model matched (did not match) the in-situ data, the

other model also matched (did not match). The mod-

els did best at matching the radial magnetic field at

Parker, and did poorly at matching the radial velocity

at all three satellites. The MHD simulations performed

comparably to a purely WSA model at matching the ra-

dial velocity at Parker and Earth, but somewhat better

at SolO. Finally, we performed a connectivity analysis to

determine that SolO was magnetically connected to an

active region observed by Hinode/EIS, and on-board in-

struments on SolO measured increased heavy ion ratios

during this time, potentially indicating a hotter, AR,

coronal, rather than cooler, coronal hole, photospheric,

source region.

Our work represents two novel additions to the liter-

ature. First, to our knowledge, this is the first coro-

nal+heliospheric model to be performed using AFT.

Previous work has used AFT to predict polar fields

and the solar cycle (Upton & Hathaway 2018) or tested

ADAPT against other surface flux transport models

(Schrijver & Title 2001) and found large differences

when a new active region appeared in the assimilation

window (Barnes et al. 2023). However, this study as-

sesses how well AFT performs as the input for coronal

and heliospheric modeling relative to the industry stan-

dard of ADAPT, and finds that AFT performs just as

well. Second, this is the first study, to our knowledge,

that has attempted to reproduce in-situ SolO measure-

ments using any coronal or heliospheric model. An in-

triguing result is the comparison between the WSA pre-

diction of the velocity and the in-situ measurements at

SolO. Given that SolO is nearly at 1 AU and very close to
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the equatorial plane during this time period, it could be

expected that WSA should perform equally well at pre-

dicting the solar wind velocity at Earth and SolO. The

poor performance of WSA at SolO is therefore somewhat

surprising. One possibility is that WSA is correctly cali-

brated for 1 AU, but the far side magnetogram informa-

tion is lacking, resulting in poor predictions 180◦ from

Earth, where SolO is situated. Interestingly, the simu-

lated overestimate of the velocity seen at Parker, but not

at SolO or Earth, indicates that the parameters of the

WSA models, which have been fine tuned for 1 AU, are

not appropriate for locations closer to the Sun. While

this does seem to demonstrate the smaller velocity of the

solar wind near the Sun (Dakeyo et al. 2022), attempts

to reset the parameters of WSA based on Parker data

have not, thus far, yielded significantly improved results

(Samara et al. 2022).

The overall results presented here are in line with pre-

vious heliospheric models – both based purely on ballis-

tic or the WSA velocity equation (Arge & Pizzo 2000)

and MHD approaches (Kim et al. 2020; Riley et al.

2021), or a mix thereof (Badman et al. 2022) – that

steady state models can reproduce in-situ properties at

various positions in the heliosphere. Still, our work is

the first to examine whether using the AFT flux trans-

port model could improve heliospheric in-situ predic-

tions over those made using ADAPT. Although AFT

does not perform better than ADAPT, the fact that it

performs comparably is evidence that the treatment of

flux transport itself may not be the cause of discrepan-

cies between model and in-situ measurements. Never-

theless, it seems likely that the source of the discrep-

ancies between model predictions and in-situ measure-

ments is in the coronal portion of these models. Eight

suspect assumptions made in the coronal portion of our

model include (1) The steady-state assumption (the Sun

is dynamically evolving) and the lack of accurate far side

information, (2) the PFSS assumption (there are very

likely currents between the photosphere and Rss, Schuck

et al. 2022), (3) the SCS assumption (there is no reason

to suppose that all currents above the photosphere are

concentrated in a shell at Rss and in the HCS, (4) the

WSA velocity assumption (which is an empirical rela-

tionship and does not account for mass or momentum

conservation), (5) an empirical relationship between the

velocity and the density at Rin (which again does not

account for mass or momentum conservation), (6) the

lack of a proper energy treatment, including heat flux

and Alfvén wave damping, (7) the lack of time depen-

dence of the boundary conditions, and (8) the lack of

solar far-side information. Coronal MHD models avoid

many of these assumptions (e.g., Riley et al. 2012; Li-

onello et al. 2014), and assumption (3) (and potentially

2) seems to be vindicated (though not proven) by the

generally good agreement of the model and in-situ mag-

netic field components, both in the heliospheric portion

of the model and in the SCS layer. However, all of these

assumptions, and especially the empirical relationships

between the magnetic field, velocity, and density, are

worth examining further.

Another important takeaway from this work is that

using SolO to model the solar wind enables associating

in-situ compositional data with the source region on the

Sun through the connectivity mapping. Although the

results are not definitive, they do seem to be mostly

connectivity model independent, indicating that SolO

could reliably be used to understand active region and

solar wind heating.

Our work does not endeavor to address long-standing

problems in heliospheric physics such as the ‘open flux

problem’ (Linker et al. 2017; Arge et al. 2023), the ori-

gin of switchbacks (Tenerani et al. 2020; Drake et al.

2021; Pecora et al. 2022), or the source of the slow so-

lar wind (Antiochos et al. 2011; Abbo et al. 2016; Hig-

ginson et al. 2017). Nevertheless, the ultimate goal of

heliospheric modeling is the accurate and timely predic-

tion of geoeffective events. Future work will attempt

to compare different input boundary conditions to de-

termine how optimally to reproduce in-situ data, and

compare different models (e.g., Riley et al. 2021; Wu

et al. 2020) against each other. Another possibility is

to change the parameters of the expansion factor in the

WSA model (Wu et al. 2020; Samara et al. 2022) to im-

prove the agreement with the in-situ data. Additionally,

including far side information in the photospheric flux

transport model (Upton et al. 2019) may be a way to

improve the quality of in-situ predictions.
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APPENDIX

A. POTENTIAL MAGNETIC FIELD INSIDE A SPHERICAL SHELL

We want to solve for a potential magnetic field in a spherical shell, i.e., one that satisfies

∇×B = 0. (A1)

The solution is

B = −∇Ψ. (A2)

For a solenoidal magnetic field, Ψ therefore satisfies

∇2Ψ = 0 (A3)

whose general solution is, in spherical coordinates (Jackson 1998):

Ψ(r, θ, ϕ) =

∞∑
l=0

l∑
m=−l

[
Almrl +Blmr−(l+1)

]
Ylm(θ, ϕ). (A4)

The Ylm(θ, ϕ) are spherical harmonics satisfying the orthogonality condition∫ 2π

0

dϕ

∫ π

0

dθ sin θ Y ∗
l′m′(θ, ϕ)Ylm(θ, ϕ) = δl′lδm′m. (A5)
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The components of the magnetic field B = −∇Ψ are then:

Br = −∂Ψ

∂r
= −

∞∑
l=0

l∑
m=−l

[
lAlmrl−1 − (l + 1)Blmr−(l+2)

]
Ylm(θ, ϕ), (A6)

Bθ = −1

r

∂Ψ

∂θ
= −

∞∑
l=0

l∑
m=−l

[
Almrl−1 +Blmr−(l+2)

]∂Ylm(θ, ϕ)

∂θ
, (A7)

Bϕ = − 1

r sin θ

∂Ψ

∂ϕ
= − 1

sin θ

∞∑
l=0

l∑
m=−l

[
Almrl−1 +Blmr−(l+2)

]
imYlm(θ, ϕ). (A8)

B. THE POTENTIAL FIELD SOURCE SURFACE MODEL

The potential field source surface (PFSS; Altschuler & Newkirk 1969) model solves for the magnetic field B = −∇Ψ

inside a region given by R1 ≤ r ≤ R2, where the boundary condition at R1 is the Neumann condition

∂Ψ

∂r
(r, θ, ϕ)

∣∣∣∣
R1

= −Br(R1, θ, ϕ)r̂, (B1)

and the boundary condition at R2 is the Dirichlet condition

Ψ(R2, θ, ϕ) = 0. (B2)

Equation B2 implies, from Equation A4, that

Blm = −AlmR2l+1
2 . (B3)

In the PFSS, Bθ and Bϕ are not constrained by their measured values at R1. Thus, the general solution for the radial

magnetic field component in the region R1 ≤ r ≤ R2 is:

∂Ψ

∂r
= −Br(r, θ, ϕ) =

∞∑
l=0

l∑
m=−l

[
lAlmrl−1 + (l + 1)AlmR2l+1

2 r−(l+2)
]
Ylm(θ, ϕ)

=

∞∑
l=0

l∑
m=−l

AlmYlm(θ, ϕ)
(
lrl−1 + lR2l+1

2 r−(l+2) +R2l+1
2 r−(l+2)

)
.

(B4)

To get the coefficients Alm, the orthogonality condition in Equation A5 can be employed by multiplying both sides of
Equation B4 by sin θY ∗

l′m′(θ, ϕ), evaluating at r = R1 using boundary condition Equation B1, and integrating over θ

and ϕ: ∫ π

0

dϕ

∫ 2π

0

dθ sin θY ∗
l′m′(θ, ϕ)Br(R1, θ, ϕ) =

∞∑
l=0

l∑
m=−l

(
lRl−1

1 + lR2l+1
2 R

−(l+2)
1 +R2l+1

2 R
−(l+2)
1

)
×Alm

∫ π

0

dϕ

∫ 2π

0

dθ sin θY ∗
l′m′(θ, ϕ)Ylm(θ, ϕ),

(B5)

so that∫ π

0

dϕ

∫ 2π

0

dθ sin θY ∗
l′m′(θ, ϕ)Br(R1, θ, ϕ) =

∞∑
l=0

l∑
m=−l

(
lRl−1

1 + lR2l+1
2 R

−(l+2)
1 +R2l+1

2 R
−(l+2)
1

)
Almδl′lδm′m. (B6)

The Kroenecker δ’s force all contributions to the double sums to vanish except l = l′ and m = m′, whence we can

write (dropping, for simplicity of notation, the primes on l and m):∫ π

0

dϕ

∫ 2π

0

dθ sin θY ∗
lm(θ, ϕ)Br(R1, θ, ϕ) = Alm

(
lRl−1

1 + lR2l+1
2 R

−(l+2)
1 +R2l+1

2 R
−(l+2)
1

)
. (B7)
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This expression can be solved for Alm by rearranging:

Alm =
alm

lRl−1
1 + lR2l+1

2 R
−(l+2)
1 +R2l+1

2 R
−(l+2)
1

(B8)

where we have defined

alm ≡
∫ π

0

dϕ

∫ 2π

0

dθ sin θY ∗
lm(θ, ϕ)Br(R1, θ, ϕ). (B9)

The radial magnetic field in the volume, Equation B4, can then be written as:

Br,pfss(r, θ, ϕ) =

∞∑
l=0

l∑
m=−l

almYlm(θ, ϕ)
lrl−1 + lR2l+1

2 r−(l+2) +R2l+1
2 r−(l+2)

lRl−1
1 + lR2l+1

2 R
−(l+2)
1 +R2l+1

2 R
−(l+2)
1

=

∞∑
l=0

l∑
m=−l

almYlm(θ, ϕ)
(R1

r

)(l+2)( l(r/R2)
2l+1 + l + 1

l(R1/R2)2l+1 + l + 1

)

≡
∞∑
l=0

l∑
m=−l

almcl(r)Ylm(θ, ϕ).

(B10)

For completeness, the other two components of the magnetic field can be derived from Equation A7-Equation A8 as:

Bθ,pfss(r, θ, ϕ) =

∞∑
l=0

l∑
m=−l

almdl(r)
∂Ylm(θ, ϕ)

∂θ
, (B11)

Bϕ,pfss(r, θ, ϕ) =

∞∑
l=0

l∑
m=−l

i m almdl(r)
Ylm(θ, ϕ)

sin θ
. (B12)

Here we have defined (cf.; Wang & Sheeley 1992; Song 2023)

cl(r) ≡
(R1

r

)(l+2)( l(r/R2)
2l+1 + l + 1

l(R1/R2)2l+1 + l + 1

)
, (B13)

and

dl(r) ≡ −
(R1

r

)l+2( (r/R2)
2l+1 − 1

l(R1/R2)2l+1 + l + 1

)
. (B14)

At r = R2, dl(r) = 0 ∀ l, making Bθ(R2, θ, ϕ) = Bϕ(R2, θ, ϕ) = 0.

C. THE SCHATTEN CURRENT SHEET MODEL

In the Schatten (1971) model, the magnetic field B = −∇Ψ inside the region R2 ≤ r < ∞, is also assumed to

be potential, so Equation A3 is solved again. This time, the boundary conditions on Ψ are the Neumann boundary

condition at R2
3:

∂Ψ

∂r
(r, θ, ϕ)

∣∣∣∣
R2

= |Br,pfss(R2, θ, ϕ)|r̂, (C1)

and the Dirichlet condition

Ψ(r → ∞, θ, ϕ) = 0. (C2)

The absolute value in Equation C1 is a key feature of the Schatten model. After the general solution is calculated,

locations connected by the magnetic field to locations on R2 having Br(R2, θ, ϕ) < 0 return to their original polarity.

3 The fact that the PFSS model uses a Dirichlet condition at R2,
while the Schatten model uses a Neumann boundary condition
at R2 creates a discontinuity in the value of Ψ. The result of
the implementation of the Schatten model is the formation of a
large current sheet at R2, so B ̸= −∇Ψ at R2, and the magnetic
field is not irrotational there. The magnetic field is, therefore,
not singular at R2.
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The general expression for the three magnetic field components given in Equation A6-Equation A8 requires that, to

satisfy Equation C2, we must have

Alm = δl0, (C3)

since otherwise the magnetic field will blow up as r → ∞. Thus, Equation A6-Equation A8 become:

Br =

∞∑
l=0

l∑
m=−l

[
(l + 1)Blmr−(l+2)

]
Ylm(θ, ϕ), (C4)

Bθ = −
∞∑
l=0

l∑
m=−l

[
Blmr−(l+2)

]∂Ylm(θ, ϕ)

∂θ
, (C5)

Bϕ = −
∞∑
l=0

l∑
m=−l

[
Blmr−(l+2)

]
imYlm(θ, ϕ). (C6)

The coefficientsBlm are determined by multiplying Equation C4 by sin θY ∗
l′m′(θ, ϕ), evaluating atR2 using Equation C1,

and integrating over θ and ϕ:∫ π

0

dϕ

∫ 2π

0

dθ sin θY ∗
l′m′(θ, ϕ)|Br,pfss(R2, θ, ϕ)| =

∞∑
l=0

l∑
m=−l

[
(l + 1)BlmR

−(l+2)
2

] ∫ π

0

dϕ

∫ 2π

0

dθ sin θY ∗
l′m′(θ, ϕ)Ylm(θ, ϕ).

(C7)

The orthonormality of the spherical harmonics in Equation A5 yields:∫ π

0

dϕ

∫ 2π

0

dθ sin θY ∗
l′m′(θ, ϕ)|Br,pfss(R2, θ, ϕ)| =

∞∑
l=0

l∑
m=−l

(l + 1)BlmR
−(l+2)
2 δl′lδm′m. (C8)

The Kroenecker δ’s force all contributions to the double sums to vanish except l = l′ and m = m′, and we can once

again drop the primes on l and m to write:∫ π

0

dϕ

∫ 2π

0

dθ sin θY ∗
lm(θ, ϕ)|Br,pfss(R2, θ, ϕ)| = (l + 1)BlmR

−(l+2)
2 . (C9)

This results in the expression for Blm

Blm =
blm

(l + 1)R
−(l+2)
2

, (C10)

where we have defined

blm ≡
∫ π

0

dϕ

∫ 2π

0

dθ sin θY ∗
lm(θ, ϕ)|Br,pfss(R2, θ, ϕ)|. (C11)

The expression for the three magnetic field components outside R2 then becomes:

Br,sch =

∞∑
l=0

l∑
m=−l

gl(r)blmYlm(θ, ϕ), (C12)

Bθ,sch = −
∞∑
l=0

l∑
m=−l

hl(r) i m blm
∂Ylm(θ, ϕ)

∂θ
, (C13)

Bϕ,sch = −
∞∑
l=0

l∑
m=−l

hl(r) i m blmYlm(θ, ϕ), (C14)

where

gl(r) ≡
(R2

r

)(l+2)

, (C15)
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and

hl(r) ≡
(R2

r

)(l+2) 1

l + 1
. (C16)

Note also that the transformation R2 → ∞ and R1 → R2 makes cl(r) = gl(r) and dl(r) = hl(r). In this way, the

Schatten model reduces to yet another implementation of the PFSS, with the outer boundary at infinity.

At this stage, all fields rooted in negative Br at R2 are reversed back to their original polarities. This requires

tracing numerous field lines to obtain the sign of the field in the region r > R2. This key step is the source of the

heliospheric current sheet in the Schatten current sheet model, as the change in the direction of the magnetic field

produces a large ∇×B, creating a large current sheet separating positive and negative polarity regions.

An important point about the Schatten model is that while Br is continuous across R2, Bθ and Bϕ are not, since

setting r = R2 in Equation C13-Equation C14 of the Schatten model does not make Bθ and Bϕ vanish. This is

incompatible with the imposed boundary condition at R2 in the PFSS, where Bθ and Bϕ are explicitly set to 0. There

is, therefore, a nonzero Bθ and Bϕ at R2 in the Schatten model, while the PFSS model results in Bθ = Bϕ = 0 at R2.

Mathematically, this results from using a Dirichlet condition at R2 when solving the Laplace equation in the region

R1 < r < R2, but a Neumman condition at R2 when solving the same equation in the region r > R2. Physically,

this occurs because a potential field requires sources (currents) outside the domain of interest (Schuck et al. 2022),

which the PFSS places inside or at the photosphere and outside the source surface. The Schatten model puts all

of the sources (currents) inside the source surface and at the heliospheric current sheet. These sets of currents are

fundamentally inconsistent with the idea that the only current is in the heliospheric current sheet. In fact, there

is another current sheet at R2, so this setup cannot result in a continuous solution across the source surface for all

magnetic field components.

To deal with this issue, several authors (Schatten et al. 1969; Reiss et al. 2019) perform a minimization procedure to

minimize the least squared residual between the field at R2 obtained by the SCS model (Equation C12-Equation C14)

and that determined from the PFSS. This process changes the coefficients alm and blm from those determined above

in a way that minimizes the error in Br, Bθ and Bϕ. This procedure is described in detail in Schatten et al. (1969)

and Reiss et al. (2019). In this work, we do not perform such a minimization, though it may be the subject of future

improvements for this model. Instead, we take the radial magnetic field at the source surface from the PFSS model

(shown in Figure 11, top left) to calculate the Schatten model. Then we take the radial field at r = 21.5R⊙ from

the Schatten model as the inner boundary condition for GAMERA (shown in Figure 11, top right), with Bθ = 0 and

Bϕ specified by Equation 2.11. The value of Bθ,sch and Bϕ,sch from Equation C13 and Equation C14 are found to

be about two orders of magnitude smaller than the value of Br,sch from Equation C12, so this approximation can be

justified a posteriori. The velocity at the source surface (computed on a regular grid from Equation 2.6) and at the

GAMERA inner boundary is also shown in the bottom panels of Figure 11 for context. The velocity on the inner

boundary is plotted by tracing field lines from a regular grid on the inner boundary down to the source surface, where

the velocity has been computed from Equation 2.6, and taking the values of the velocity at the locations of the field

line footpoints on the source surface.
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Figure 11. Radial magnetic field (top) and radial velocity (bottom) calculated from the PFSS and WSA velocity equation
models using ADAPT data, respectively, at the source surface (left) and as extrapolated to the GAMERA inner boundary
(right). The right panels are the same as in Figure 2, though without the open flux contours in the Br panel, and are shown
for comparison.

Software: Astropy (The Astropy Collaboration et al. 2018), h5py (Collette 2013), IPython (Pérez & Granger 2007),

Matplotlib (Hunter 2007), Numpy (Oliphant 2006), Pandas (pandas development team 2020), Scipy (Virtanen et al.

2020), SpiceyPy (Annex et al. 2020).
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