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Abstract 

Nanostructured electronic devices, such as those based on graphene, are typically grown on top of 

the insulator SiO2. Their exposure to a flux of small size-selected silver nanoparticles has revealed 

remarkably selective adhesion: the graphene channel can be made fully metallized while the 

insulating substrate remains coverage-free. This conspicuous contrast derives from the low binding 

energy between the metal nanoparticles and a contaminant-free passivated silica surface. In 

addition to providing physical insight into nanoparticle adhesion, this effect may be of value in 

applications involving deposition of metallic layers on device working surfaces: it eliminates the 

need for masking the insulating region and the associated extensive and potentially deleterious 

pre- and postprocessing.  
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Graphene has been extensively explored as a material in microelectronic devices, particularly 

in the field effect transistor (FET) architecture. Its gapless semimetal nature enables fabrication of 

devices exhibiting ambipolar conduction, with high carrier mobilities tunable via electrostatic 

gating. Additionally, the electronic structure of the devices’ exposed conducting graphene channel 

has been shown, for better or worse, to be easily affected by surface adsorbates. This fact has led 

to many studies aiming to use adsorbates to modify the carrier populations or bandgap of graphene 

FETs in order to adapt these devices to various applications in a controlled way (for examples, see 

refs1–6). 

For the purpose of device modification, metallic nanoparticles and nanoclusters display many 

properties that make them suitable as graphene surface dopants. Their electron affinities and 

ionization energies are material- and size-dependent, making it possible to vary the amount of 

charge accepted from or donated to the graphene device.7,8 Nanoparticles possess strong optical 

resonances, enabling photoinduced charge transfer into the device9,10 and a range of other 

plasmonics-based graphene device applications11–13 such as photocatalysis, solar energy 

conversion, photodetection, and surface-enhanced Raman scattering. Furthermore, they can serve 

as anchors for external adsorbates, enhancing the devices’ functionality as sensors.14–17 Another 

interesting application is the capability of the graphene FET channel to detect the superconducting 

transition at the nanoscale.18–20 

Bare metal nanoparticles deposited from the gas phase represent a particularly promising 

category of dopants. In contrast to their colloidally derived counterparts, gas phase particles do not 

require surface ligands used to prevent coalescence in solution. As such, there is no influence or 

contamination from ligands or their remnants, and no need for harsh post-processing required for 

their removal. Furthermore, there exist methods (such as the magnetron sputtering/condensation 
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source utilized in the work described below) of producing directed beams of nanoparticles of a 

variety of materials, comprising either single elements or alloys with controllable species ratios.21–

23 The nanoparticles in the beam are typically electrically charged, making it possible to filter them 

by size using mass spectrometry, measure their flux for accurate dosing, and adjust their kinetic 

energy for surface soft-landing (or for energetic implantation, if desired).  

However, there is a drawback to decorating graphene channels by using a flux of 

nanoparticles, especially if multiple devices are fabricated on a single oxide wafer:  upon exposure 

to the beam, the entire exposed surface, including the insulating region, may become metallized 

by a nanoparticle film. The conventional solution would employ lithographic techniques, in which 

the devices are covered with a resist, a mask is developed in it so as to expose only the devices’ 

graphene channels, and the resist is removed after nanoparticle deposition. Unfortunately, 

lithographic resists used to pattern devices have been shown to alter the electronic properties of 

graphene and have proven to be very difficult, if not impossible, to fully remove once introduced. 

Furthermore, the available methods, such as acid treatments24 and high temperature baking,25 risk 

damaging the dopant nanoparticles, substantially and uncontrollably altering their properties and 

their effect on the device. 

In this work we describe beam deposition of silver nanoparticles onto graphene on a silicon 

dioxide substrate. We discovered that when the devices are carefully cleaned prior to deposition, 

the particles almost exclusively coat the graphene and not the surrounding SiO2. As a consequence, 

graphene devices can be decorated and doped by metal nanoparticles and nanoclusters of variable 

sizes without the need of any post-fabrication lithographic patterning.  

Devices were fabricated from a commercially produced wafer of graphene grown by chemical 

vapor deposition (CVD) on a Si/SiO2 substrate with a 285 nm oxide layer (Grolltex). A rectangular 
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channel was etched out of the graphene layer, uncovering the surrounding silica surface. Details 

of the procedure and an image of the device can be found in the Supporting Information. Prior to 

nanoparticle deposition, the devices baked at 500° C for 24–36 hours in a 10-10-10-9 mbar vacuum 

chamber to remove residues of EBL resist (polymethyl methacrylate resin, PMMA) and other 

possible contaminants from surface.25  

For trials that involved only blank silica surfaces, Si/SiO2 wafers (MTI Corp.) were diced and 

cleaned via successive 30 minute ultrasonications in acetone (twice), methanol (twice), isopropyl 

alcohol (twice), and deionized water. During sonication, these blocks (“dies”) were held in covered 

test tubes to prevent any particulates from collecting on the liquid meniscus and potentially 

transferring to the dies upon removal. As will be demonstrated, although acetone treatment is 

considered standard for PMMA removal26–28 even this thorough procedure leaves some “sticky 

islands” on the surface which affect its adsorption properties.  

A nanoparticle beam is produced using a DC magnetron gas aggregation source.22,29 This 

system consists of three segments: a gas-aggregation source chamber, a mass filter, and a 

deposition chamber. The base pressure in all chambers prior to deposition was approximately 10-9 

mbar. In the source (Mantis Nanogen), a silver target (99.99%, ACI Alloys) is sputtered by an 

argon plasma at a power of 15–25 W. The resulting metal vapor condenses into nanoparticles while 

transported inside a liquid nitrogen-cooled aggregation region by a flow of inert argon and helium 

gas. The data presented below were compared for various ratios of the flow rates of Ar/He through 

the source (140/70, 140/140, 70/70, 70/140 and 70/10, all values in sccm), and the conclusions 

were independent of this ratio. During operation, because of this gas flow the source and deposition 

pressures rose to ~10-4 mbar and ~10-5 mbar, respectively. Thanks to the configuration of the 

magnetron block, the majority of nanoparticles are negatively charged.30,31  
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Upon exiting the condensation source, the resulting beam passes through a quadrupole mass 

filter (Mantis MesoQ) and enters the deposition chamber where samples, mounted on a linear 

translation stage, can be exposed to it one at a time. The beam is collimated by an aperture, and 

the nanoparticle ion flux is determined with the help of a picoammeter (Keithley 6487). This 

establishes the exposure time required for a desired coverage. 

After deposition, surface imaging was conducted via atomic force microscopy (AFM, Asylum 

Research Cypher ES). In order to avoid disturbing the weakly bound nanoparticles, the cantilever 

drive amplitude and setpoint were tuned to the regime of imaging using long-range attractive 

forces.32 Scanning electron microscopy (SEM, FEI Nova NanoSEM 450) verified the results, as 

described below. 

To gain insight into the expected coverage of nanoparticles on the graphene FETs, initial 

depositions were performed on separate small wafers of baked CVD graphene and of cleaned 

Si/SiO2 which were mounted on the same sample puck and exposed to the beam simultaneously. 

The mass spectrometer was set to select Ag nanoparticles of 6–8 nm diameter (~7–15103 atoms) 

for deposition, at nominal coverages ranging from 0.05 to 0.2 of a monolayer. The estimated 140 

m/s velocity of the beam33 implies a deposition energy of ~10 meV per atom. To rule out any 

possible role of beam profile inhomogeneity, some of the samples also were prepared with the 

wafers interchanged. 

In every single trial, the observed density of nanoparticles on graphene significantly exceeded 

that on SiO2. even though they were exposed to the same beam flux. Figure 1 contains 

representative comparison images of SiO2 (a) and graphene (b) surfaces. 

To confirm the AFM scan settings and rule out any potential bias due to tip-particle 

interaction, these observations were verified by SEM imaging. Figure 2a reveals that nanoparticles 
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appear only in those areas of the SiO2 substrate where some surface contamination exists, plainly 

visible as a film-like constrast around the dark nanoparticle dots. As mentioned above, these 

patches represent post-lithography or post-solvent residue which outlasted the cleaning process. 

On the other hand, clean SiO2 regions contain no adsorbed nanoparticles.  

The adjoining graphene samples were also examined (Figure 2b), confirming significantly 

greater nanoparticle coverage in every sample. Additionally, in this figure one finds occasional 

gaps in the graphene (crack defects or empty pits) which expose the underlying SiO2. These 

patches, which are residue-free, again show no sign of nanoparticle attachment. 

 

 

 

 
Figure 1.  AFM imaging comparison of 8 nm Ag nanoparticle deposition on SiO2 (a) and graphene (b) under 

the same deposition conditions. The scan width of all images is the same, to illustrate the manyfold increase 

in nanoparticle density adsorbed on the graphene samples. (The larger white blotches on the graphene 

surface are PMMA patches which collected at crack defects, common to CVD graphene, and did not fully 

desorb during the baking process.) 
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Figure 2. a) SEM characterization of SiO2 surfaces after Ag nanoparticle deposition, confirming that 

the particle adsorption is low and documenting that it is confined to areas containing splotches of 

surface lithography residue. b) SEM characterization of graphene surface after 0.1 monolayer Ag 

nanoparticle deposition. Ag clusters are observed on the graphene surface as small white dots and a 

complete absence of deposition is noted along the exposed SiO2 underlayer. 
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Figure 3.  AFM imaging of dilute Ag nanoparticle deposition near the graphene channel 

boundary in the FET device. Again a large population difference is observed between the 

two substrates. Without heat treatment, islands of PMMA residue persist on the surface, 

and once again nanoparticles on SiO2 are observed only on them and not on pristine SiO2. 

 

 

Figure 3 shows the result of nominally 20% coverage of 10-20 nm silver nanoparticle onto a 

graphene FET device without a pre-baking treatment. Consistent with the previous results, AFM 

imaging reveals a very large contrast between the nanoparticle populations on SiO2 and graphene 

areas of the sample, with the former population significantly lower than might have been 

anticipated and restricted to areas with residue contamination. 

Finally, we explored whether the effect remains robust for heavier coatings, which would 

otherwise lead to complete metallization of the surface. We deposited 6–8 nm Ag nanoparticles 

onto graphene devices at nominal coverages of 3 and 6 monolayers. For comparison, in each 

deposition cycle one device was subjected to high vacuum bake-out prior to deposition, while 
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another was left “as fabricated.” Figure 4a summarizes the results for 6 monolayer deposition, 

which is qualitatively the same as the 3 monolayer data shown in Supporting Figure S2. The image 

clearly displays a stark contrast in surface coverage as a consequence of pre-treatment. In the “as 

processed” device the Ag deposition is continuous throughout, nearly to the point of obscuring the 

graphene step edge. In contrast, the pre-cleaned device shows a heavy coverage of Ag on the 

graphene channel but few nanoparticles on the surrounding oxide. This figure underscores the 

main results of this work. 

The images in Figures 2-4a uniformly point to the fact that incoming nanoparticles are 

disinclined to settle on contaminant-free SiO2 surfaces.  

Because most of the nanoparticles arrive as ions, one may inquire whether the effect may be 

due to electrostatic charging of the oxide surface. The following observations verify that this is not 

the case. First, as was shown in Figure 2b even patches of clean SiO2 surrounded by graphene 

remain free of nanoparticles despite being too small to set up a strong electric field by themselves. 

Second, we imaged an “inverse” configuration which had small and electrically isolated patches 

of graphene surrounded by SiO2, and found that the former became fully covered by nanoparticles 

whereas the latter did not (see Figure 4b and the Supporting Information). If the oxide had been 

exerting a strong electrostatic repulsion, it would have prevented the nanoparticles from reaching 

the graphene. These images represent another striking illustration of the contrast in nanoparticle 

adsorptivity between SiO2 and graphene. Third, we performed an analogous deposition experiment 

using mica, which also is an insulating surface, and found that in contrast with silica it becomes 

fully coated with nanoparticles (see Supporting Figure S4).  
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Figure 4.  a) AFM images of graphene FET devices after the deposition of 6 monolayers of Ag 

nanoparticles. An extremely high level of adhesion selectivity is observed for residue-free surfaces.  

b) Nanoparticles are covering electrically isolated pieces of graphene but not the surrounding expanse 

of SiO2. 

 

A purely diffusion-based mechanism for the lack of surface adsorption on clean SiO2 surface 

also can be ruled out. Without any graphene to diffuse toward, one would expect to see some form 

of deposition on the oxide wafers. With graphene present, diffusion would lead a pile-up of 
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nanoparticles along the edge boundaries,31,34,35 which is not observed in any images (see an 

additional illustration in Supporting Figure S3). 

We can therefore surmise that the behavior of silver nanoparticles on clean SiO2 surfaces 

derives from very weak attraction between the two. 

This conclusion was further supported by the observation that such nanoparticles were easily 

lifted off when the AFM was switched to contact-mode nanomanipulation. As described in the 

Supporting Information, in this mode we observed nanoparticles desorbing from pre-treated silica 

surfaces in favor of adhering to an iridium-coated tip, something not seen upon deposition onto 

unbaked devices. 

Taken as a whole, the results presented above point to the treatment of the SiO2 surface prior 

to deposition as the dominant factor in adsorption. They suggest that clean SiO2 is inherently 

uninterested in attaching silver nanoparticles.  

Poor adhesion, though not in this extreme, has been observed in atomic deposition of silver 

thin films onto oxide surfaces.36–38 It is common practical knowledge in the device fabrication 

industry that when depositing Ag or Au electrical contact pads onto silicon oxide wafers it is 

necessary first to deposit a thin intermediary “adhesion layer” such as Cr or Ti.36 Without it, noble 

atom films degrade in ambient conditions over time and eventually delaminate from the surface.37 

It has been proposed to make use of this phenomenon for fabricating multilevel interconnects in 

semiconductor devices.39 

While they are impermanent, atomic layers do coat silica surfaces at least temporarily. This is 

in contrast to the present nanoparticle deposition data, therefore size effects also must play a role. 

This is consistent with the behavior of atomic noble-metal films:  with time these films coarsen 
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and form metal domains which then separate from the SiO2 surface.37 Thus the phenomenon 

reported in our work involves an interplay between an inherently weak attractive force and finite-

size effects. These factors have been explored by model calculations described below. 

In order to elucidate the atomistic origin of the observed effect within a practicable calculation, 

we compute the energy of interfacial binding between a silver nanoparticle and graphene, and 

between the nanoparticle and SiO2 surfaces of different roughness. The binding energy  

Ebind = (EAg + Eslab) − EAg/slab 

is calculated by subtracting the energy of the interacting system (EAg/slab) from the sum of the 

energies of the bare slab (Eslab), i.e., graphene or SiO2, and the nanoparticle. A positive binding 

energy reflects stronger chemisorption following the usual convention.40,41  

To estimate the strength of the interfacial interaction, we select a pyramidal Ag20 nanocluster, 

which represents a typical model system,42–45 interfaced with either a 6×6 (001) graphene sheet or 

a 3×4 (001) SiO2 surface. Details of the simulation are presented in the Supporting Information. 

Long-range forces, which may become more relevant for the larger nanoparticles, are not fully 

treated by the simulation, but its general conclusions are expected to be applicable.  

The undercoordinated Si and O atoms are passivated with –OH and –H, respectively, given 

that the (0 0 1) surface of the α-quartz SiO2 crystalline structure is hydrophilic46,47 and is exposed 

to water vapor during substrate mounting. (Even if the sample remained in the high vacuum 

chamber, water molecules would be present in sufficient quantities to promptly saturate the surface 

bonds.) This aspect is important because passivation reduces the particle-substrate bonding energy 

by a factor of 5-10.  

Using the optimized geometries shown in Figure 5, we obtain the binding energies of 3.71 eV 
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for Ag20/graphene (Figure 5a), and 0.39 eV, 1.39 eV, and 0.91 eV for the Ag20 nanoparticles 

interfaced with smooth (Figure 5b), slightly rough (Figure 5c) and strongly rough (Figure 5d) SiO2 

surfaces. The interaction is much stronger in the Ag20/graphene system than at the Ag20/SiO2 

interface, rationalizing the experimental observations that Ag nanoparticles attach strongly to the 

graphene. Interestingly, the binding energy is rather sensitive to the roughness of the SiO2 surface. 

The smooth SiO2 surface gives the weakest interaction, an order of magnitude weaker than 

graphene. The interaction is most favorable when the SiO2 surface is slightly rough. Excessive 

roughness weakens the interaction. 

The strength of the interfacial interaction correlates well with the amount of charge transfer 

from Ag20 to the substrate, as characterized by the charge density difference and Bader charges.48 

The electron accumulation and depletion regions are represented by yellow and blue colors, 

respectively (Figure 5e-h). This charge transfer from Ag20 to the substrate is also accompanied by 

notable charge redistribution within the cluster itself. 

A significant amount of charge, 0.087 e per Ag atom, is transferred from Ag20 to graphene 

(Figure 5е), associated with equilibration between the Fermi levels of the two systems. This leads 

to the strongest interfacial interaction. The amount of charge transfer between Ag20 and the SiO2 

surface is larger for the rougher surfaces because of an increased local surface polarity that creates 

local electric fields. The smallest amount of charge is transferred from Ag20 to smooth SiO2, only 

0.0013 e (Figure 5f), correlating with the smallest binding energy. The electron loss per Ag atom 

is 0.062 e and 0.058 e for the slightly and strongly rough SiO2, also correlating with the binding 

energies. The simulations demonstrate that variation in the SiO2 surface roughness can have a 

strong influence on adsorption of silver nanoparticles. 

 



14 

 

 

Figure 5.  Top (top row) and side (middle row) views of the optimized geometries of (a) Ag20/graphene, 

and Ag20 interfaced with (b) smooth, (c) slightly rough, and (d) strongly rough SiO2 surfaces. The 

binding energies are shown in the side-view panels. The charge density differences (isovalues: 0.06 

a.u.) for the four investigated systems are displayed in (e)-(h). Yellow: electron accumulation region. 

Blue: electron depletion region. The amount of charge transferred from Ag20 to the substrate is shown 

in the panels. 
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In the present case, the post-treatment amorphous surface of SiO2 was measured to display a 

root mean square surface roughness of ~0.2–0.3 nm. This places it near the category of a smooth 

surface. Furthermore, the nanoparticles used in this work are 6–10 nm in size, implying that 

adhesion forces are less influenced by charge transfer than those in the above model. 

Consequently, the experimentally observed contrast between graphene and silica surface coverage 

is concordant with the large difference between nanoparticle binding energies to these substrates, 

because weak binding enables the impinging nanoparticles to rebound upon surface impact.49–51 

In conclusion, extremely high substrate selectivity was found for the coating of graphene 

devices by metal nanoparticles. Size-selective silver nanoparticle beam deposition onto properly 

precleaned devices decouples the coverage of the SiO2 and graphene surfaces without the need for 

additional processing steps. This selectivity offers a significant advantage since it avoids the 

contamination and delamination risk posed by lithography processes, which is significant for 

graphene. It also avoids the surface modifications of noble metal nanoparticles required for 

deposition from colloidal suspensions. This observation may be of value for the fabrication both 

of single devices (cf. bismuth nanoparticle-assembled interconnects on patterned photoresist 

templates52,53) and of wafers containing many devices in close proximity. Graphene structures 

covered by noble metal thin films have attracted interest,54–57 as have hybrid graphene-nanoparticle 

devices. 

The data also highlight the high sensitivity of nanoparticle adsorption to surface contaminant 

removal. Model calculations of the interaction between silver nanoclusters and graphene or silica 

substrates confirm that particle binding to passivated SiO2 surfaces is significantly weaker than 

that to graphene. The calculations also call attention to the role played by charge transfer from the 

nanoparticle to the substrate and by the roughness of the latter. In future work, it will be valuable 
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to further explore the role of size effects in the interplay between particle charging energies, surface 

roughness, contact areas, and electron transfer phenomena. It also will be of interest to extend the 

work to additional substrate materials and nanoparticle sizes, shapes, and compositions, as well as 

velocities, where nonmonotonic behavior of adhesion probabilities have been predicted.50  

 

 

Supporting Information 

Supporting Information is available. Device fabrication details, images of three-monolayer 

coverage, deposition on graphene patches, and deposition on mica, description of contact-mode 

AFM manipulation of nanoparticles, and computational details. 
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S-I.  Device fabrication 

Graphene FET devices were fabricated in a cleanroom environment at the Aerospace 

Corporation. Square 1 cm  1 cm dies were cut from a wafer of CVD graphene grown on a Si/SiO2 

substrate. Each die was then patterned with a 5  5 array of four-probe graphene FETs via a multi-

step lithography process. The rectangular graphene channel was defined by electron beam 

lithography (EBL) and etched out of the graphene layer by using an argon plasma. Then an 

additional EBL and electron beam physical vapor deposition (EBPVD) process was performed to 

deposit four Ti/Au (10nm/50 nm) contacts onto the channel surface, completing the device. An 

image of one FET is shown in Figure S1. 

 

 

 
 

Figure S1.  Optical microscopy imaging of a completed graphene device showing an isolated 

graphene channel (dark strip in the center of the image) on an SiO2 substrate with Ti/Au surface 

contacts. 
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S-II.  Three-monolayer nanoparticle coverage 

 
 

Figure S2.  AFM images of graphene FET devices after the deposition of 

three monolayers of Ag nanoparticles. The effect of residue removal pre-

treatment by device baking on the nanoparticle adhesion is clearly visible. 

(Loss of resolution at the bottom of the lower image is due to partial tip 

disengagement during scanning.) 

 

  



24 

 

S-III.  Nanoparticle deposition on graphene patches 

 
 

Figure S3.  Silver nanoparticles cover electrically isolated islands of graphene but not the 

surrounding expanse of SiO2. There also is no evidence of nanoparticle aggregation along 

the graphene step edges, and hence of any significant surface diffusion. 
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S-IV.  Nanoparticle deposition on mica 

A disc of mica (Ted Pella, optically flat grade V1) was cleaved in air and mounted adjacent to a 

wafer of CVD graphene in the same manner as the samples described in the main text. Analogously 

to the graphene substrate, the mica surface possesses an organized crystal structure and provides a 

very flat surface upon which to deposit nanoparticles.S1, S2 However, analogously to silica, it is 

electrically insulating. Imaging shows that the mica and the graphene substrates become similarly 

covered. 

 

 

 
 

Figure S4.  Insulating mica samples show a similar degree of 

nanoparticle coverage as the adjacent CVD graphene substrates. 
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S-V.  Contact-mode nanomanipulation 

Nanomanipulation experiments were conducted using Ir/Ti coated conductive silicon tips 

(Oxford Instruments ASYELEC.01-R2). The procedure is first to obtain a small (~1 μm2) field-

of-view image of the deposited nanoparticles near a graphene/SiO2 step edge (see Figure S4 top 

left). This first image is acquired in the non-contact attractive regime, so as not to disturb the 

particles, as described in the main text. Once this image is obtained, the system allows for seamless 

transition to contact-mode imaging where custom tip deflection settings and paths can be preset 

by using the collected image as a reference (see the path overlay in Figure S4 top right). The paths 

are then traced out, in order, while the tip is in contact with the sample surface. For all contact 

traces the tip speed is set to the slowest possible scan rate of 5 nm/s, and the tip lifts off the surface 

when relocating from the end of one trace to the beginning of the next. After all contact traces are 

completed, the image area is finally rescanned in the non-contact mode to reveal the result of the 

manipulations. Figure S4 depicts a representative manipulation cycle and displays the range of 

observed outcomes. 

Trace 1 shows the move of a nanoparticle off the graphene onto the cleaned SiO2 surface.  

Trace 2 demonstrates a frequent occurrence for a nanoparticle that had already been moved to 

the SiO2 during a previous manipulation. This trace sought simply to move it along the oxide 

surface, but the post-manipulation image finds that the particle has been “erased” from the region 

(Figure S4 bottom). What happened is that the nanoparticle desorbed from the substrate and 

attached itself to the Ir/Ti coated tip. Such an outcome also has been observed while attempting to 

move nanoparticles from graphene to SiO2 (akin to trace 1). 

Finally, trace 3 relocated a cluster along the graphene toward the SiO2 interface. A close 

inspection of the result reveals not one but two nanoparticles at the final location (highlighted by 

the blue box). Thus, it appears that the above tip-adsorbed nanoparticle has been released onto the 

graphene surface.  

The attachment of nanoparticles to the tip was observed only when moving them along the clean 

SiO2 substrate, and nanoparticle were never removed from the graphene. Additionally, 

nanoparticle redeposition was only observed onto the graphene surface. This suggests that while 
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the nanoparticle interaction with the tip is stronger than that with the oxide surface, the 

nanoparticle-graphene interaction is stronger still.  

 

 

 

Figure S5.  Top left: initial image of nanoparticles deposited near a graphene-SiO2 

step edge. Top right: the same image overlayed with the defined contact mode traces 

showing the programmed particle manipulation paths along the surface. Bottom: 

image of the outcome of the traced paths. 
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S-VI.  Computational details 

The calculations are carried out within the density functional theory (DFT) framework using 

the Vienna ab initio simulation package (VASP)S3 which employs periodic boundary conditions 

and plane-wave basis sets. The projector augmented wave (PAW)S4 method is used to describe the 

electron-ion interactions, and the Perdew-Burke-Ernzerhof (PBE)S5 functional is applied to 

account for the electronic exchange-correlation interactions. A uniform 1×1×1 Monkhorst-Pack k-

point samplingS6 and a plane-wave energy cutoff of 400 eV are utilized. The van der Waals 

interactions are described using the Grimme DFT-D3 method with the Becke-Johnson damping.S7 

The geometry optimization is considered converged when ion forces become less than 10−3 

eV·Å−1. The SiO2 surface contains silanol groups (Si-OH) forming a zigzag hydrogen bonded 

network. A 20 Å vacuum layer is added to the surface normal in all systems to avoid spurious 

interactions between the periodic images. 
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