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Abstract

We consider the possibility that aeolian (wind blown) processes occur on small, 1 to 100 km diameter, planetesimals
when they were embedded in the protosolar nebula. Drag from a headwind within a protostellar disk is sufficiently large
to loft cm and smaller sized particles off the surface of a 10 km diameter asteroid in the inner solar system (at a few
AU), and micron sized particles off the surface of a 10 km diameter object in the Transneptunian region. The headwind
is sufficiently strong to overcome surface cohesion in the inner solar system, but not in the outer solar system. However,
in the outer solar system, surface particles can be redistributed or escape due to impacts from particles that are in the
protosolar disk’s wind. Based on scaling crater ejecta, we estimate that impacts from particles in the headwind will
lead to erosion of mass rather than accretion for planetesimals below about 6 km in diameter. The erosion limit is
independent of material strength but proportional to the wind velocity. We explore the sensitivity of splash particle
trajectories to particle size, headwind velocity and Reynolds number. Winds from a protostellar disk could account for
Kuiper Belt Object (486958) Arrokoth’s smooth undulating terrain but only during an epoch of high particle flux and
low wind velocity. These conditions could have been present during and just after coalescence of Arrokoth’s building
blocks.

1. Introduction

Formation of planetesimals from small grains within
a protosolar disk encompasses cohesion between particles,
erosion or accretion due to impacts, settling, and angular
momentum exchange between particles and gas; for a re-
cent review, see Simon et al. (2022). The lifetime of a pro-
toplanetary disk is estimated to be a few Myr (Williams
and Cieza, 2011), implying that planetesimals could in-
teract with a gas disk for a prolonged period. Within a
protostellar disk, the gaseous component feels a pressure
force, which lowers the gas velocity with respect to plan-
etesimals. After it has formed, a planetesimal embedded
in the disk feels a wind known as a ‘headwind’. The drag
force from this wind can cause the planetesimal to steadily
drift inwards (Whipple, 1972). For meter sized bodies, the
radial drift rate is high enough that it presents a problem
for planetesimal growth scenarios, known as the ‘meter-
sized’ barrier (Adachi et al., 1976; Weidenschilling, 1977).
Depending upon the size and cohesion strength of parti-
cles on the surface of a planetesimal, the gas flow from
a headwind can cause erosion, with small planetesimals
on eccentric orbits most susceptible to mass loss (Rozner
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et al., 2020; Demirci and Wurm, 2020; Demirci et al., 2020;
Cedenblad et al., 2021). The disk can also contain particles
that can be accreted onto planetesimals or planetary em-
bryos (Ormel and Klahr, 2010; Lambrechts and Johansen,
2012; Johansen et al., 2015; Ormel, 2017). We consider
how this headwind, comprised of both gas and particles,
can modify the surface of a planetesimal. We refer to an
object that is composed of solids, and that has diameter
substantially larger than a meter but is smaller than a few
hundred km, as a planetesimal.

Pebbles and small particles, comprised of ices and dust,
can co-exist in a gaseous protostellar disk that contains
planetesimals. We refer to a conglomerate of solids that is
well-coupled to the gas disk as a ‘pebble’, following Lam-
brechts and Johansen (2012). Low porosity (fluffy) dust
particles in comet 67P/Churyumov-Gerasimenko are inter-
preted to be remnants from the pre-pebble growth stage
of the protoplanetary disk, which were captured and pre-
served between pebbles within the comet during formation
(Fulle et al., 2016; Mannel et al., 2019; Güttler et al., 2019).
Planetesimal formation via streaming instability (Youdin
and Goodman, 2005), in turbulent vortices (Cuzzi et al.,
2008) or via gravitational instability, may be inefficient
(Birnstiel et al., 2012; Robinson et al., 2020; Nesvorný
et al., 2021; Lorek and Johansen, 2022), with only 10 to
50% of the total dust mass incorporated into planetesi-
mals (Rucska and Wadsley, 2021), and smaller (cm-sized
and below) particles predominantly left behind in the gas
disk (Rucska and Wadsley, 2023; Johansen and Youdin,
2007; Nesvorný et al., 2021).
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Because particles could be present within the proto-
solar nebula during late states of planetesimal formation,
and prior to evaporation of the disk, they can hit a plan-
etesimal’s surface (Ormel and Klahr, 2010; Lambrechts
and Johansen, 2012; Johansen et al., 2015). For example,
Johansen et al. (2015) explored drag assisted accretion of
chondrules from the protostellar disk.

Aeolian (wind-driven) particle transport has occurred
on many bodies in the Solar system including Earth, Mars,
Venus, Triton, Titan (e.g., Kok et al. 2012; Telfer et al.
2018; Gunn and Jerolmack 2022), Pluto (Telfer et al.,
2018), Io (McDonald et al., 2022), and comet 67P/Churyumov-
Gerasimenko (El-Maarry et al., 2017). The ubiquity of ae-
olian processes in the Solar system suggests that planetes-
imal surfaces can be modified by protostellar-disk head-
winds and the particles within them.

On Earth, if the wind is strong enough, particles loft off
the surface, and are transported by the wind by hopping
across the surface, a process called ‘saltation’ (Bagnold,
1941), from the Latin word ‘salto’, which means to leap
or spring. Particles entrained in the wind can cause ad-
ditional grains to be splashed off the surface via impacts
(Bagnold, 1941), which can lead to erosion. We consider
analogies of these processes, but in the rarefied and low-
g environments of planetesimal surfaces. As is true on
Earth, impacts by particles in a wind on a planetesimal can
overcome cohesion, causing particles to be splashed off the
surface. However, on a planetesimal surface gravity is low,
so particles lofted off the surface could escape the plan-
etesimal altogether causing erosion. Particles that do not
escape are transported across the surface and could fill in
low lying topography. As aeolian processes on Earth and
other planets are sensitive to particle size, these processes
could lead to size segregation on planetesimal surfaces.

In section 2, we give estimates for the physical prop-
erties of the protosolar disk. Using the disk model, we
estimate the size of a particle on the surface of a planetes-
imal that can be pushed by a disk headwind. We estimate
what size particles would be prevented from lofting off the
surface due to cohesion. In section 3, we discuss impacts
on a planetesimal from particles that are in the disk wind.
We delineate a regime where impacts from particles in a
wind cause erosion rather than accretion. In section 4, we
discuss trajectories of particles that are splashed off the
surface due to impacts from particles that are part of a
headwind. In section 5 we consider winds as a process for
surface alteration in the outer regions of the solar system,
with particular application to the surface of Cold Classical
Kuiper Belt Object (CCKBO) (486958) Arrokoth.

2. Disk winds on planetesimals

2.1. Winds on planetesimals from the protosolar disk

We estimate the relative velocity between a planetes-
imal, and gas flowing within the protosolar disk, prior to
its evaporation and soon after the planetesimal formed.

Because the gas in the disk feels pressure, its mean
tangential circular velocity is expected to be below that of
a circular Keplerian orbit. The velocity of a planetesimal
in a circular orbit about the Sun differs from the mean gas
rotational velocity which can be estimated using the radial
component of Euler’s equation. The planetesimal feels a
headwind given by this velocity difference;

uhw ≈ ηgvK , (1)

(e.g., Nakagawa et al. 1986; Armitage 2020), where pres-
sure gradient parameter

ηg ≡ −1

2

Pg

ρgv2K

∂ lnPg

∂ ln r
. (2)

Here the gas density and pressure in the disk midplane are
ρg and Pg, respectively. The Keplerian orbital velocity
for a circular orbit about the Sun at radius r is vK =√
GM⊙/r, where the gravitational constant is G and M⊙

is the mass of the Sun.
It is convenient to define a quantity

cg =
Pg

ρg
=

√
kBTg

m̄
, (3)

which is called the isothermal sound speed (e.g., Dulle-
mond and Dominik 2004) and is similar in size to the sound
speed (which depends on an adiabatic index). Here kB is
Boltzmann’s constant, Tg is the disk temperature and m̄
is the mean molecular mass. In terms of cg, equation 2

becomes ηg = − 1
2

(
cg
vK

)2
∂ lnPg

∂ ln r .

The protosolar disk could be turbulent due to the magneto-
rotational (MRI) instability (Balbus, 2011) or other pro-
cesses (Frank et al., 2002). The dimensionless parameter
αg is used characterize the strength of the turbulence and
the associated turbulent viscosity. The largest turbulent
eddies have velocity with respect to the mean rotational
velocity

uturb ∼
√
αgcg (4)

(Pringle, 1981; Shakura et al., 1978; Shakura and Sunyaev,
1973). Turbulent eddies are conventionally described in
terms of the sound speed (Shakura et al., 1978) rather
than the isothermal sound speed but as equation 4 is ap-
proximate, the difference between these descriptions is not
significant.

2.2. Protosolar disk model

Following Weidenschilling (1977), we adopt power law
forms for the disk’s gas surface density and temperature,

Σg(r) = gΣ

( r

10 AU

)−αΣ

(5)

Tg(r) = gT

( r

1 AU

)−αT

. (6)

The coefficients gΣ and gT give the surface density at 10
AU and temperature at 1 AU. For the minimum mass solar
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nebula (Hayashi, 1981; Nakagawa et al., 1986), the gas
surface density at 10 AU is 538 kg m−2 and the exponents
for equations 5 and 6 are

αΣ =
3

2
and αT =

1

2
. (7)

An estimate for the gas surface density and temperature
in the protosolar nebula that takes into account a history
of planet migration (Desch, 2007) has similar but slightly
higher exponents and a surface density that is about 6
times higher than the minimum mass solar nebula at 10
AU. The surface density for the model by Desch (2007)
is similar to the protosolar disk evolution models by Lenz
et al. (2020) at ages less than two million years. To fa-
cilitate estimating physical quantities, we adopt a model
that has the exponents of the minimum mass solar nebula
by Hayashi (1981), and as shown in equations 5, 6 and 7,
but has the surface density at 10 AU and temperature at
1 AU of the disk model by Desch (2007), giving coefficient

gΣ ≡ 3430 kg m−2. (8)

There is a range of estimates for the disk midplane
temperature at 1 AU. At 1 AU, the passive radiative mod-
els by by Chiang and Goldreich (1997) and Chiang and
Youdin (2010), have Tg ∼ 150 and 120 K respectively.
The minimum mass solar nebula model (Hayashi, 1981;
Nakagawa et al., 1986) has Tg ∼ 280 at the same radius,
whereas 300 K was adopted by Ormel (2017). Following
the discussion by Lenz et al. (2020) on the disk temper-
ature (their section 3.7), the Sun was about 5/7 of its
current luminosity when the protosolar disk was present.
Neglecting dissipative heating associated with accretion,

the disk temperature Tg ≈
(
θdL⋆/(4πσSBr

2
) 1

4 with σSB

the Stephan-Boltzmann constant and θd representing the
fraction of radiation absorbed by the disk. Taking stellar
luminosity L⋆ = 5

7L⊙ and θd = 0.05, we estimate a disk
temperature of about 170 K at 1 AU. For our disk model
we adopt

gT ≡ 170 K (9)

similar to the models by Lenz et al. (2020).
To estimate the size of the headwind and turbulent

eddy velocity, we estimate the gas density ρg(r) and pres-
sure Pg(r) in the disk midplane as a function of r, the
distance from the Sun. Following Armitage (2020), we ap-
proximate the gas density vertical profile with an isother-
mal profile,

ρg,rz(r, z) = ρg(r) exp

(
− z2

2h2
g

)
, (10)

where z is the height above the midplane, and hg is the
vertical scale height which is a function of orbital radius r.
The disk surface mass density Σg(r) = (2π)1/2ρg(r)hg(r).
Neglecting vertical temperature variations, hydrostatic equi-
librium (see for example Armitage 2020) gives scale height

hg ≈ cg
ΩK

, (11)

with Keplerian angular rotation rate ΩK = vK/r and with
isothermal sound speed defined in equation 3. The gas
pressure in the midplane is related to the midplane density
and isothermal sound speed via the ideal gas law,

Pg =
ρgkBTg

m̄
= ρgc

2
g. (12)

We adopt mean molecular mass m̄ ≈ 2mH with mH , the
mass of a hydrogen atom.

Our adopted disk model has cg ∝ r−
1
4 , hg/r ∝ r

1
4 , ρg ∝

r−
11
4 , Pg ∝ r−

13
4 , ηg ∝ r

1
2 , uhw ∝ r0, uturb ∝ r−

1
4 . An

advantage of using the -3/2 and -1/2 exponents (equations
7) for radial scaling of surface density and temperature,
respectively, is that the headwind velocity is independent
of radius. In terms of the assumed surface density at 10

AU and the temperature at 1 AU, Σg ∝ gΣ, cg ∝ g
1
2

T ,

hg ∝ g
1
2

T , ρg ∝ gΣg
− 1

2

T , Pg ∝ gΣg
1
2

T , ηg ∝ gT , uhw ∝ gT ,

uturb ∝ g
1
2

T . We include these factors in our numerical
estimates so that quantities can be estimated for a disk
with a different density or temperature.

The gas in the protosolar nebula is rarefied compared
to the atmospheres of Earth or Mars. The midplane gas
density is

ρg = 1.8× 10−8 kg m−3
( r

10 AU

)− 11
4

gΣg
− 1

2

T . (13)

Over a wide range of temperatures, the cross section for
collisions between molecular hydrogen molecules is σH2 =
2 × 10−19 m2 (Massey and Mohr, 1933). In the kinetic
theory of gases, the mean free path λg, is the average
distance a particle travels between collisions with other
moving particles λg = (

√
2nσ)−1, where n is the number

density of particles and σ is their collisional cross sectional
area (Chapman and Cowling, 1990). With number density
of molecules ng = ρg/m̄, we estimate the the mean free
path λg in the disk midplane;

λg ∼ 1√
2ngσH2

=
m̄√

2ρgσH2

∼ 0.6 m
( r

10 AU

) 11
4

g−1
Σ g

1
2

T , (14)

The kinematic viscosity due to collisions is

νg ≈ λgvth/2, (15)

(equations 5.5 and 5.8c by Vincenti and Kruger, Jr. 1986).
The thermal velocity vth is defined as the mean of the
velocity magnitude computed with a Maxwell-Boltzmann
velocity distribution in three dimensions;

vth =

√
8

π
cg, (16)

in terms of the isothermal sound speed (equation 3). The
Reynolds number of wind flow with velocity u about a
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planetesimal of diameter Da is

Rea =
uDa

νg
. (17)

Using equation 1, the headwind velocity is

uhw ∼ 38 m/s
( r

10 AU

)0
gT . (18)

This value is higher than that estimated by Chiang and
Youdin (2010) (their equation 8 gives 25 m/s at 1 AU)
but is lower than the ≈ 54 m/s estimated by Johansen
et al. (2014); Ormel (2017). The difference in headwind
speed is most likely to the different disk temperatures as
Tg ∼ 120K at 1 AU for the disk by Chiang and Youdin
(2010) but is 300 K at 1 AU in the model by Ormel (2017).

The Mach number of the headwind

Ma ≈ uhw

cg
= 0.08

( r

10 AU

) 1
4

g
1
2

T . (19)

The turbulent velocity for the largest eddy (via equation
4) is

uturb = 47 m/s
( αg

10−2

) 1
2
( r

10 AU

)− 1
4

g
1
2

T . (20)

If the wind velocity is due to a headwind with velocity
in equations 1 and 18, the Reynolds number for flow about
a planetesimal with diameter Da is

Rea,hw ∼uhwDa

νg

∼ 1600
( r

10 AU

)− 5
2

(
Da

10 km

)
gΣ. (21)

If the wind velocity is due to turbulent eddies, with veloc-
ity in equation 4, the Reynolds number

Rea,vt ∼
uturbDa

νg

∼ 1900
( r

10 AU

)− 11
4
( αg

0.01

)( Da

10 km

)
× gΣg

− 1
2

T . (22)

Disk-averaged values of αg ∼ 10−2 are inferred from pro-
tostar ages and accretion rates (Calvet et al., 2000).

To characterize the regimes in inner and outer solar
system, we list physical quantities for the protostellar disk
at 4 different orbital radii in Table 1.

2.3. Lofting particles – saltation

We consider small particles that are on the surface of
a planetesimal but that interact with the gas in the pro-
tostellar disk. A particle with radius s has dimensionless
Knudsen number

Kns =
λg

s
, (23)

where λg is the mean free path in the gas. Saltation can
still occur in the rarefied regime with Kns ≳ 1 (as shown
in Figure 2b by Gunn and Jerolmack 2022). The Reynolds
number for the particle

Res =
us

νg
, (24)

where gas kinematic viscosity νg is given by equation 15
and u is the relative velocity between particle and gas.
With relative velocity set by a headwind (equation 18) or
a turbulent eddy (equation 20) we expect the wind to be
subsonic with Mach number Ma < 1 (as given in equation
19).

The threshold for saltation, or lofting of a particle, de-
pends on lift and drag forces from a wind exceeding grav-
itational and adhesive or cohesive forces (e.g., Shao and
Lu 2000; Kok et al. 2012; Gunn and Jerolmack 2022). In
atmospheres, the drag and lift forces on a particle are usu-
ally described as proportional to u2, the square of the rel-
ative velocity between wind and particle. The drag and
lift forces are proportional to the ram pressure. At low
Reynolds number, the drag force is said to be in the Stokes
regime, and at high Knudsen number, the drag force is said
to be in the free molecular or Epstein regime (Epstein,
1924). In Stokes and Epstein regimes, the drag force is
proportional to the relative velocity rather than its square.

At low Reynolds number, Res ≲ 1, and low Mach num-
ber, the drag force FD on a particle of radius s and mass
ms =

4π
3 ρss

3 gives an acceleration

aD =
FD

ms

≈ ρgvth
ρss

u×

{
1 for Kns ≳ 4

9 , Res ≲ 1
9
4
λg

s for Kns ≲ 4
9 , Res ≲ 1

(25)

where the first case is the Epstein or free-molecular regime
(Epstein, 1924) and the second case is the Stokes regime
(Weidenschilling, 1977). Here ρg is the gas density and ρs
is the particle density. In the Epstein regime FD/ms ∝
r−3gΣgT for our adopted disk model. For Kns < 1 and
1 ≲ Res ≲ 1000, and low Mach number and in the ram
pressure regime, the drag coefficient is of order unity, giv-
ing acceleration

aD =
FD

ms
∼ ρg

ρs

u2

s
for Res ≳ 1,Kns ≲ 1. (26)

This gives a drag force FD ∼ ρgu
2πs2 which is approxi-

mately equal to that caused by ram pressure. An analyt-
ical expression for the acceleration from drag, covering a
range of Reynolds numbers and low and moderate Knud-
sen numbers but not high Mach number, and that approx-
imates expressions by Loth (2008); Singh et al. (2022),

aD ∼ ρgv
2
th

ρss

(
u

vth

)( 9
4Kns

1 + 9
4Kns

)(
1 +

3

16
Res

)
. (27)
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Table 1: Physical quantities at different orbital radii

Quantity Symbol Eqn. units
Radius from Sun r AU 1 3.2 10 45
Disk gas surface density Σg 5 kg m−2 1.1 ×105 1.9 ×104 3.4×103 3.6×102

Disk gas midplane density ρg 10 kg m−3 1.0×10−5 4.2×10−7 1.8×10−8 2.9×10−10

Isothermal sound speed cg 3 m/s 838 626 471 323
Disk aspect ratio hg/r 11 - 0.028 0.038 0.050 0.073
Midplane gas pressure Pg 12 Pa 7.2 0.16 4.1×10−3 3.1×10−5

Midplane temperature Tg 6 K 170 95 54 25
Mean free path λg 14 m 1.1×10−3 2.8×10−2 0.65 40
Pressure parameter ηg 2 - 1.3×10−3 2.3×10−3 4.1×10−3 8.6×10−3

Kinematic viscosity νg 15 m2/s 0.77 14.1 243 104

Headwind velocity uhw 18 m/s 38 38 38 38
Turbulent velocity uturb 4 m/s 84 63 47 32
Particle radius; tstop(s)=3000 s s 33 mm 15 2.4 0.08 9×10−4

Cohesion threshold (ice) spull mm 30 0.065 2.2 67 6200

For Da = 10 km, ρa = 1000 kg m−3:
Reynolds number -headwind Rehw 21 - 5×105 3×104 1600 37
Reynolds number -turbulence Revt 22 - 1.1×106 4.4×104 1900 31

Notes: Adopting mean molecular mass m̄ = 2mH and turbulent viscosity parameter αg = 0.01. The particle radius
with stopping time equal to 3000 s is computed for a particle density ρs = 500 kg m−3. The cohesion thresholds are
computed using the same particle density, γc = 0.244 J m−2 (for ice; Gundlach and Blum 2015), and B ∼ 8.74.

In the presence of a velocity gradient, a spherical par-
ticle near a hard surface, feels a lower pressure on its side
that is further from the hard surface. This gives a lift force
known as the Saffman lift force (Saffman, 1965). The size
of the lift force is similar to the size of the drag force (Loth,
2008; Demirci et al., 2020; Ekanayake et al., 2021), though
in some regimes lift may be negative (Luo et al., 2016).
Following Shao and Lu (2000), the relative velocity be-
tween a particle near the surface and a wind is similar in
size to the difference between the velocity of the surface
and the wind velocity at large distances from the plan-
etesimal, and this relative velocity is also similar in size
to the quantity called the friction velocity which is com-
puted from the wind’s shear stress. We assume that the
size of the lift force is similar to the size of the drag force
and the relative velocity between wind and particle can
be estimated from the headwind velocity. We estimate a
threshold for saltation by equating the acceleration due to
drag with the gravitational acceleration ga on a planetes-
imal’s surface

aD(s, u) ∼ ga. (28)

This equation shows explicitly that the acceleration is sen-
sitive to particle size s and wind velocity u. We solve equa-
tion 28 to find smax, a maximum radius of a particle that
can be lofted by a wind with velocity u. The same rela-
tion can be used to estimate the critical wind velocity as
a function of particle radius s required for saltation. The
thresholds estimated from the drag acceleration are con-
sistent to order of magnitude with thresholds estimated
in other studies (e.g., Shao and Lu 2000; Kok et al. 2012;
Demirci et al. 2020; Gunn and Jerolmack 2022).

Solving equation 28 for a particle size smax gives us an
estimate for the maximum particle that can be lofted by
the wind;

smax ∼


ρgv

2
th

ρsga

(
u
vth

)
for Kns ≳ 4

9 , Res ≲ 1(
ρgv

2
th

ρsga

9λg

4

) 1
2
(

u
vth

) 1
2

for Kns ≲ 4
9 , Res ≲ 1

ρgv
2
th

ρsga

(
u
vth

)2
for Kns ≲ 4

9 , Res ≳ 1

.

(29)

From top to bottom, equation 29 shows the Epstein, Stokes
and ram pressure drag regimes. For our figures, we com-
pute smax using the single drag formula of equation 27
which covers these regimes, however equation 29 shows
how smax scales with physical quantities.

A more accurate estimate for the lift could take into
account the sensitivity of the lift force to the velocity shear
in the wind flow, the distance of a particle to the surface,
the surface roughness, particle spin, the presence of other
particles in the flow, and in a dilute gas, how gas molecules
are reflected from the particle surface upon collisions (Luo
et al., 2016).

2.4. Cohesion

Cohesion due to interparticle forces, such as the van
der Waals force, is particularly important for small par-
ticles (Gundlach and Blum, 2015). On Earth, cohesion
prevents saltation of aerosols (particles with diameter less
than 1 µm, e.g., Greeley and Iverson 1985; Castellanos
2005; Kok et al. 2012). Recent experiments (Gundlach
and Blum, 2015) find a cohesion energy per unit area for
ice of γc = 0.244 J m−2. In comparison to mm-sized silica
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dust particles (Dominik and Tielens, 1997; Chokshi et al.,
1993; Poppe et al., 2000), the sticking threshold of water-
ice particles is approximately tenfold higher. For a recent
discussion of experiments on the cohesion of free particles
with different compositions see Kimura et al. (2020).

The force required to separate (or pull apart) two par-
ticles of radius s is approximately

Fcoh ∼ πγcse
−B, (30)

where B takes into account surficial particle roughness and
the interparticle distance across which adhesion forces act
(see chap 17 by Israelachvili 2011). Averaging over a wide
range of aeolian settings, Gunn and Jerolmack (2022) find
B ∼ 8.74 and that this description is approximately equiv-
alent to other models for cohesion (e.g., Shao and Lu 2000;
Demirci and Wurm 2020).

Small particles are prevented from lofting off the sur-
face if the drag force from the wind is weaker than the
cohesion force. Using equations 25 and 30, we estimate
the threshold particle size allowing a drag from a wind to
exceed cohesion (FD = Fcoh)

spull ∼


3
4
γce

−B

ρgv2
th

(
vth
u

)
for Kns ≳ 4

9 , Res ≲ 1

3
4
γce

−B

ρgv2
th

(
vth
u

)2
for Kns ≲ 4

9 , Res ≳ 1
. (31)

Particles with s ≲ spull would remain on the surface due to
cohesion. The Stokes regime is a special case as cohesion
and drag scale the same way with particle radius s. In the
ram pressure regime, cohesion exceeds the drag force if

γce
−B

ρgc2g

(vth
u

)
≳ 3λg and Kns ≲

4

9
, Res ≲ 1. (32)

We list cohesion particle size thresholds at four different
orbital disk radii in Table 1. To compute these, we solve
for the particle size that satisfies aD = FD using equations
27 and 30 and with a particle density of ρs = 500 kg m−3.

2.5. Regime for saltation by disk winds

To illustrate the regime where a wind can allow salta-
tion to take place, we plot in Figure 1 the maximum radius
for a ρs = 500 kg m−3 density grain on the surface of 1
km, 10 km and 100 km diameter spherical planetsimals
to be lofted by a headwind. A planetesimal bulk density
ρa = 1000 kg m−3 is used with the planetesimal diameter
to compute the surface gravitational acceleration ga. We
choose a moderately low grain density to represent frac-
tal or porous particles. The three thin dotted and dot
dashed curves in Figure 1 show the maximum grain radius
allowing saltation as a function of gas pressure Pg in the
disk with disk properties described in section 2.2. These
are computed with a headwind velocity given by equa-
tion 18. The limiting grain radius is found by searching
for a root of the equation aD − ga = 0 and using equa-
tion 27 for the acceleration from drag that covers a range
of Reynolds and Knudsen numbers. Specifically, to find

the root we use python’s scipy.optimize.brentq routine
that utilizes Brent’s method (Brent, 1973).

In Figure 1, the thick tan vertical bars show midplane
gas pressures for the adopted protosolar disk model at
r = 1, 10 and 45 AU. The thick cyan dotted line gives
the minimum particle radius allowing a wind to exceed
the surface cohesion force for ice. This is computed by nu-
merically finding a root of FD−Fcoh = 0 with equation 27
for the drag force and equation 30 for the cohesion force.
The brown dashed line is similarly computed assuming a
cohesion 10 times lower, representing a dusty rather than
icy particle.

To place disk winds in context with aeolian processes in
atmospheres, in Figure 1 we show atmospheric pressure for
the Earth, Mars and Pluto with thin solid vertical black
lines. Estimates for the maximum size of particles that can
be lofted by winds on these planets are shown with solid
dots. These are computed using the average properties for
the three planets listed in Table S1 by Gunn and Jerolmack
(2022) (pressure, temperature, gas and particle densities,
gas viscosity and mean free path, and wind speed) and
by finding a root of aD − ga = 0. The saltation limit for
Pluto is below the cohesion limit, consistent with the need
for additional mechanisms to loft particles (Telfer et al.,
2018).

The dot-dashed curves in Figure 1 are curved. The
ram pressure drag regime Res > 1,Kns < 1 is on the
right. Particles are in the Epstein regime, with Kns > 1,
on the left side of the plot. At Pg ∼ 10 Pa, particles
with radius ∼ 0.1 m can be in the Stokes regime. At a
disk pressure Pg ≲ 1 Pa the drag force is about an order
of magnitude higher than if it were computed using ram
pressure scaling. Consequently, the dot-dashed curves are
about an order of magnitude higher on the left in Figure
1 than they would be had we assumed a u2 dependence
for the drag force. For the same reason, the minimum
particle size allowing drag to exceed cohesion is about an
order of magnitude higher on the left than it would have
been, had we assumed drag force FD ∝ u2. The protosolar
disk wind is predominantly lower pressure than planetary
atmospheres. The disk in the inner solar system has pres-
sure similar to Pluto and Triton, where the pressure is so
low that Gunn and Jerolmack (2022) found that their es-
timate for the drag coefficient was not accurate (see their
Figure S1). Our estimate for the saltation threshold differs
from that used by Gunn and Jerolmack (2022) because it
transitions in the high Knudsen number limit to Epstein
drag.

Figure 1 suggests that disk headwinds can exceed the
cohesion force and allow cm sized surface particles to be
lofted on small bodies in the inner solar system. The
regime where this might occur is shown with a large red
circle in the middle of Figure 1.

In the outer solar system, shown with the green circle
on the lower left in Figure 1, headwinds are strong enough
to exceed gravity for small (µm sized) particles and can-
not overcome cohesion. Following Telfer et al. (2018) for
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Figure 1: Regimes for saltation on different objects in the solar system. The x-axis shows atmospheric or protosolar disk pressure in Pa. The
three thin dot-dashed lines show maximum particle size for saltation computed by numerically solving for the grain radius which has drag
force equal to that from gravity. These are computed using the disk model of section 2.2 and gravitational acceleration for spherical bodies
of diameter 1, 10, 100 km, respectively, mean planetesimal density ρa = 1000 kg m−3, wind velocity equal to that of a headwind and grain
density ρs = 500 kg m−3. For saltation to take place, grains should lie below these lines, as shown by the unfilled colored arrows. Midplane
pressures in the protosolar disk are shown with wide vertical tan bars at 1, 10 and 45 AU. Atmospheric pressure on Pluto, Earth and Mars are
shown with thin vertical black lines. The solid dots show the maximum grain radius allowing saltation on Pluto, Mars and Earth. The thick
cyan and intermediate thickness brown dotted lines gives the minimum particle radius allowing a wind to exceed cohesion for icy particles
and dusty particles, respectively. The smaller the particle, the harder it is to pull away from the surface, so for saltation to be initiated,
grains should be above these dotted lines, depending upon their composition, as shown by the large solid cyan and brown arrows. The red
circle shows that the drag force from a disk headwind within a few AU is sufficiently strong to exceed both cohesion and gravity for cm sized
surface particles. In the outer solar system, the drag force from a headwind in a protosolar disk is sufficiently strong to exceed gravity for
µm sized particles, but not strong enough to overcome cohesion. For saltation to be initiated, another mechanism is required to pull particles
from the surface.
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aeolian processes on Pluto, (also see Kok et al. 2012) if
another mechanism can liberate small (µm sized) parti-
cles from the surface, a headwind could allow them to be
transported by the wind.

2.5.1. Wind density perturbations and gusts

Estimates for disk density perturbations range from
about δρg/ρ̄g ∼ 0.2, where ρ̄g is the mean value, for hydro-
magnetic turbulence associated with an α-disk (Nelson and
Gressel, 2010) and for compressible hydrodynamic turbu-
lence (Sakurai et al., 2021). Spiral density waves, driven by
planets (Zhu et al., 2015), external perturbations or gravi-
tational instability (Kratter and Lodato, 2016), could also
cause high amplitude density perturbations in the disk.
Consequently a planetesimal embedded in the protosolar
nebula could experience gusts from winds at a higher den-
sity than the mean value of the disk. If the density pertur-
bation is caused by a spiral density wave, the amplitude of
an associated velocity perturbation would be sensitive to
the amplitude of the density perturbation. While a plan-
etesimal passes through the peak density, the headwind
velocity could be of order a few percent of the Keplerian
velocity, exceeding the velocity of a headwind in a qui-
escent disk. Together density and velocity perturbations
from spiral density waves could give an order of magni-
tude increase in drag compared to that estimated from a
mean disk density. As a consequence, the regime for salta-
tion could be an order of magnitude higher than estimated
with the three dot-dashed lines in Figure 1.

While spiral density waves and turbulence can cause
both density and velocity perturbations in the gas, the
situation is somewhat different when streaming instabil-
ity is active and there are large variations in the ratio of
mass surface density in particles compared to gas (e.g.,
Johansen and Youdin 2007). For turbulence driven by
streaming instability, density perturbations in the gas are
small (Johansen and Youdin, 2007). However, the velocity
of the gas with respect to clumps that are forming plan-
etesimals can differ from the headwind velocity, leading to
either higher or lower drag on clumps compared to that es-
timated from the headwind (Johansen and Youdin, 2007).

3. Particles splashed off the surface by particles in
a diskwind

The disk contains pebbles and small particles that can
impact a planetesimal surface. In subsection 3.1, we review
criteria allowing these particles to impact a planetesimal.
In the following subsections we consider the fate of parti-
cles that are ejected off the surface of a planetesimal due
to these impacts.

3.1. Particles in the wind that can impact a small plan-
etesimal

Aerodynamics in a protostellar disk affects the size
distribution of particles that can impact a planetesimal

(Ormel and Klahr, 2010; Lambrechts and Johansen, 2012;
Ormel, 2017). The stopping time for a particle of radius s
within a gas with relative velocity u depends on the drag
force on the particle, tstop(s) ∼ msu/FD (Weidenschilling,
1977). With acceleration aD = FD/ms from equation 25
the stopping time

tstop(s) =
ρss

ρgvth
×

{
1 for s ≲ 9λg/4
4s
9λg

for s ≳ 9λg/4
. (33)

If the particle is small compared to the mean free path,
then it is in the Epstein regime of free molecular drag,
otherwise it is in the Stokes regime corresponding to a
small Reynolds number. In both cases, the drag force is
proportional to the relative velocity between particle and
gas. In the Epstein regime, tstop ∝ r3g−1

Σ for our adopted
disk model. Here we assume the particle is small and con-
sequently have neglected the ram pressure regime.

The dimensionless stopping time, often called the Stokes
number, is

St = tstopΩK (34)

where ΩK is the Keplerian orbital angular rotation rate.
The Stokes number (equation 34) determines whether a
particle is well coupled to the gaseous disk on a time pe-
riod of about a rotation period about the Sun. With
Stokes number St < 1, particles orbit with the gas and
are slower than a planetesimal that is on a Keplerian or-
bit. However, particles that are well-coupled to the disk
on a rotation period do not necessarily flow with the gas
around a small planetesimal. This concept is an extension
of what is known as ‘pebble accretion’ in the context of
accretion of particles, known as pebbles, onto large bod-
ies such as planets (Ormel and Klahr, 2010; Lambrechts
and Johansen, 2012; Guillot et al., 2014; Visser and Ormel,
2016; Homann et al., 2016; Ormel, 2017). Small particles
are well-coupled to the gas and don’t necessarily accrete
onto a planetesimal because they remain coupled to the
gas disk, whereas intermediate sized ones, called pebbles,
can accrete onto the planet with the aid of gas drag.

We consider planetesimals with escape velocity lower
than the headwind velocity; vesc,a < uhw. A planetesi-
mal should be larger than the mean free path in the gas
Ra > λg, and gas flow about a planetesimal has Reynolds
number Rea > 1 (equation 17). We refer to a crossing
time as the time it takes the headwind at a velocity uhw

to cross a planetesimal of diameter Da,

tcross =
Da

uhw

= 26 s
( r

10 AU

)0( Da

1 km

)
g−1
T . (35)

Particles that have stopping time shorter than the crossing
time, tstop < tcross, are less likely to hit the planetesimal
due to aerodynamic deflection (Visser and Ormel, 2016).
Particles large enough that St > 1 are not as well coupled
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to the gas. For small planetesimals, (with wind velocity
near or below the escape velocity from the planetesimal) a
range of particles sizes that are likely to hit the planetes-
imal is bounded by tcross ≲ tstop ≲ Ω−1

K (e.g., see section
7.2.2.3 by Ormel 2017). The radius of a particle that has
stopping time equal to crossing time, tstop = tcross, we
denote ssc. For Da = 10 and 32 km diameter planetesi-
mals this particle size is plotted in Figure 2 as a function of
radius r from the Sun. The critical particle size ssc is com-
puted numerically by solving for a root of tstop−tcross = 0,
using the disk model described in section 2.2, a particle
density ρs = 500 kg m−3 and with acceleration due to
drag from equation 27. At four different orbital radii, par-
ticle sizes corresponding to tstop = 3000 s, computed in
the same way, are listed in Table 1. These values will be
relevant in section 4.

For planetesimals large enough that the escape velocity
exceeds the headwind velocity, vesc > uhw, of diameter a
few hundred km, the collision probability for particles with
tcross < tstop < Ω−1

K is higher than estimated geomet-
rically from the planetesimal cross sectional area due to
gravitational focusing, for example, see Figure 6 by Visser
and Ormel (2016), but also see Lambrechts and Johansen
(2012); Ormel (2017).

If the streaming instability was responsible for plan-
etesimal formation, St = 1 and larger particles could have
previously been incorporated into planetesimals. Simu-
lations show that particles small enough that St < 0.04
do not clump into planetesimals via streaming instability
(Rucska and Wadsley, 2023) and so could remain in the
disk where they later impact a planetesimal. In Figure 2
we plot the particle size for St = 0.04 and St = 1 to es-
timate the size of large particles (in the disk) that might
impact a planetesimal. Figure 2 illustrates the range of
sizes of particles, in the gaseous protostellar disk that are
most likely to impact a small planetesimal. The range of
particle sizes is particularly wide in the outer solar system.

In Figure 3 the minimum particle size that is not aero-
dynamically deflected (computed with stopping time equal
to crossing time) is compared to the minimum particle size
allowing saltation (computed with drag acceleration equal
to surface gravity aD = ga). However, instead of plotting
these quantities as a function of orbital radius, we plot
them as a function of planetesimal diameter at 4 different
orbital radii. The x-axis in Figure 3 is planetesimal di-
ameter, so this figure is complimentary to Figure 1 and 2
where the horizontal axis varies with orbital radius.

Quantities in Figure 3 are computed with wind and sur-
face particle density ρs = 500 kg m−3 and bulk planetesi-
mal density ρa = ρs, and our disk model. Dot-dashed lines
show the saltation limits (particle sizes for which drag ac-
celeration is equal to gravitational acceleration aD = ga).
Dashed lines show particle sizes with stopping time equal
to crossing time. The widths and colors of the lines depend
upon the orbital radius. The arrows on the left show where
saltation is allowed and the arrows on the right show where
wind particles are not aerodynamically deflected and so are

Figure 2: Range of particle sizes from a protostellar disk that can
impact a planetesimal. The x axis shows orbital radius and y axis
shows particle size. The lower two dotted lines show where stopping
time is equal to the time it takes the wind to cross a planetesimal
of diameter Da= 10 and 32 km. Below these lines, particles are
less likely to impact a planetesimal as they are carried away by the
wind. The top thick red dashed line show Stokes number St =
0.04 which is the limiting value for particles that are active in the
streaming instability (Rucska and Wadsley, 2023). The thin red line
above it shows St = 1. The bends in these two lines are due to the
transition between Epstein and Stokes regime, with particles in the
Stokes regime in the inner disk. In the outer solar system smaller dust
particles can impact planetesimals. The pink shaded region shows
particles of density ρs = 500 kg m−3 that can hit a Da = 10 km
diameter object. The region between St = 0.04 and St = 1 is shaded
a lighter shade to illustrate that some objects in this region could
have been previously incorporated into planetesimals via streaming
instability.

more likely to impact the planetesimal.
If the planetesimal has escape velocity equal to the

wind velocity; vesc,a = uhw, the minimum particle size
that allows saltation (with aD = ga) is equal to that with
stopping equal to crossing time (tcross = tstop) This can
be verified by manipulating equations 28, 33 and 35 and is
why the pairs of dashed and dot-dashed lines on Figure 3
intersect on the right where the escape velocity equals the
headwind speed. For small planetesimals (with escape ve-
locity below the wind velocity) the smallest particles that
can be accreted from the wind could be blown across the
planetesimal surface by the wind. However, as shown in
Figure 1, only in the inner solar system (inside a few AU)
can the wind exceed cohesion, which is why we now discuss
particles that are splashed off the surface due to impacts.

3.2. Crater ejecta caused by impacts from particles in a
headwind

The headwind velocity (as estimated in equation 18)
exceeds the 10 m/s threshold, above which two colliding
ice particles fail to stick together (Gundlach and Blum
2015; also see Figure 2 by Kimura et al. 2020). The impact
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Figure 3: Saltation and impact regimes as a function of planetesi-
mal diameter. The y axis is particle radius in m and the x axis is
planetesimal diameter in km. The dashed lines give a lower limit
on the size of wind particles that are likely to hit the planetesimal
as the wind does not carry them away. The dashed lines are where
crossing time is equal to stopping time and are computed at orbital
radii r = 1, 3.2, 10, and 45 AU, in red, orange, green and blue, re-
spectively, and in order of increasing line thickness. The dot-dashed
lines show limits for saltation of surface particles at the same orbital
radii. Below the dashed lines, surface particles can be pushed by the
wind. The planetesimal diameter where the escape velocity is equal
to the wind velocity is shown with a wide vertical tan solid line on
the right. This plot does not take into account gravitational focus-
ing of impacts on larger planetesimals and consequently the x-axis
is truncated at the tan solid line. Small particles that are accreted
onto the surface are small enough that they can be pushed by the
wind.

can cause a crater. In a low velocity regime, ejected ma-
terial consists of splashed particles. Studies of ejecta from
micrometeorites on airless bodies usually adopt a high, of
order km/s, impact velocity (Zakharov et al., 2022). Im-
pacts occurring at a headwind velocity of about 50 m/s are
in a lower velocity regime. Recent compilations of crater
dimensions suggest that scaling laws, based on dimension-
less parameters, are remarkably good at matching crater
properties, such as size and volume, over a wide range
of impact and substrate properties, and including a low
velocity regime (Holsapple, 1993; Housen and Holsapple,
2011; Housen et al., 2018; Çelik et al., 2022).

For an impact on a planetesimal of density ρa and grav-
itational acceleration ga, dimensionless parameters used to
characterize impacts (Holsapple, 1993; Housen and Hol-
sapple, 2011) are

π2 =
gaapj
u2
pj

(36)

π3 =
Ya

ρau2
pj

(37)

π4 =
ρa
ρpj

, (38)

where apj , upj , ρpj are projectile radius, velocity, and den-
sity. The π2 parameter is the inverse of the square of the

Froude number. The π3 parameter depends on the plan-
etesimal’s material strength Ya. The projectile mass is
assumed to be mpj =

4π
3 ρpja

3
pj . If crater growth is halted

principally by the target strength, then crater formation is
in the strength regime and scaling laws are independent of
π2. Otherwise crater formation is said to be in the gravity
regime and the scaling laws are independent of π3.

Craters are in the strength regime when

π2 ≲ π
1+µ

2
3 πν

4 , (39)

with exponents ν ∼ 0.4 and µ ∼ 0.4 for granular or porous
materials (Housen and Holsapple, 2011). We use the re-
lation in equation 39 to place a constraint on the radius
of the projectile below which the impact is in the strength
regime;

apj ≲

(
Ya

ρa

)1+µ
2 πν

4

gau
µ
pj

(40)

∼ 71 m

(
Ya

500 Pa

)1.2(
upj

40 m/s

)−0.4(
Da

10 km

)−1

×
(

ρa

1000 kg m−3

)−2.2

π0.4
4 . (41)

We have inserted a strength Ya = 500 Pa based on mea-
surements of material strength in regolith (Brisset et al.,
2022). We expect the projectiles in the wind to be peb-
bles and smaller than a meter, so equation 41 implies that
craters formed from particles in the headwind would pre-
dominantly be in the strength regime. This is consistent
with studies of rubble asteroids that take into account
their cohesive strength (Scheeres et al., 2010). However,
if the planetesimal is porous and low density, its material
strength might be lower than 500 Pa and impacts could be
near the transition between strength and gravity impact
regimes.

In the strength regime, scaling laws predict a crater
radius Rcr

Rcr = apj

(
4π

3

) 1
3

H2π
−µ

2
3 π−ν

4 (42)

(from Table 1 by Housen and Holsapple 2011). The radius
depends on coefficient H2 and exponents µ, and ν which
are measured from experiments in different substrate ma-
terials. We take coefficient and exponent values from col-
umn 5 for sand or column 7 for weakly cohesive sand and
fly ash from Table 3 by Housen and Holsapple (2011). The
coefficients and exponents are approximately

H2 = 0.4, C1 = 0.55, k = 0.3,

µ = 0.4, ν = 0.4, n1 = 1.2. (43)

We included the additional coefficients C1, k, n1 that will
be used below. With these coefficients and with impact
velocity set by the disk headwind from equation 18, upj =
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uhw, the crater radius

Rcr ∼ 3.2 apj

(
Ya

500 Pa

)−0.2(
ρa

1000 kg m−3

)0.2

×
( r

10 AU

)0
π−0.4
4 g0.4T . (44)

We find that craters on a planetesimal that are formed
from impacts with particles in a headwind are only a few
times larger than the headwind particles themselves. If the
projectile density is lower than the planetesimal density,
then π4 > 1 and the crater radius would be smaller, as
expected.

3.3. Erosion or accretion?

By comparing the velocity of ejecta to the escape ve-
locity on a planetesimal, we determine whether impacts
from particles in a headwind would lead to an increase in
mass or accretion, or would lead to erosion, because so
much ejecta escapes the planetesimal.

Following Housen and Holsapple (2011), we assume
that a projectile acts like a point source when considering
crater-related phenomena. The ejecta properties depend
on the horizontal distance from the site of impact, x. Be-
tween the projectile radius and the crater radius (x ranging
from about projectile radius apj to the crater radius Rcr),
the ejecta velocity vej obeys a power law

vej(x) ∼ C1

(
x

apj

)− 1
µ

π
− ν

µ

4 upj for n1apj ≲ x ≲ Rcr, (45)

(via Eqn. 14 by Housen and Holsapple 2011), with dimen-
sionless coefficients n1 and C1. This equation gives max-
imum and minimum ejection velocities at x ∼ n1apj and
at x ∼ Rcr,

vej,max ∼ C1π
− ν

µ

4 n
− 1

µ

1 upj

vej,min ∼ C1π
− ν

µ

4

(
apj
Rcr

) 1
µ

upj

= C1

(
4π

3

)− 1
3µ

H
− 1

µ

2 π
1
2
3 upj . (46)

Using coefficients listed in equation 43 and density ratio
π4 = 1, the maximum ejection velocity (via equation 46)
is vej,max = 0.35 upj .

Inverting equation 45 to estimate x as a function of the
ejection velocity

x(vej) = apj

(
vej

C1upj

)−µ

π−ν
4 . (47)

The integrated mass ejected at distances up to x from site
of impact

M(x) ∼ kρa
(
x3 − n3

1a
3
pj

)
for n1apj ≲ x ≲ Rcr, (48)

(Eqn. 18 by Housen and Holsapple 2011), with dimension-
less coefficient k. Inserting equation 47 into equation 48
gives total ejecta mass above velocity vej

M(vej) ∼ kρaa
3
pj

((
vej

C1upj

)−3µ

π−3ν
4 − n3

1

)
, (49)

for vej within the range given by equations 46. We com-
pare this to the mass of the projectile

M(vej)

mpj
∼ 3k

4π
π4

((
vej

C1upj

)−3µ

π−3ν
4 − n3

1

)
. (50)

Note that equation 50 is independent of material strength
Ya.

By setting ejecta velocity to the escape velocity on a
planetesimal, vej = vesc,a, we estimate whether the im-
pacts cause accretion or erosion on the planetesimal. If
the fraction of ejecta above the escape velocity exceeds
the projectile mass, M(vesc,a)/mpj > 1, then the impact
erodes the planetesimal, otherwise it accretes mass. The
dividing line occurs when M(vesc,a)/mpj ∼ 1 which is at
an escape velocity value that satisfies

vesc,a,crit ∼ C1

(
3k

4π

) 1
3µ

π
1−3ν
3µ

4 upj

∼ 0.061 π−0.17
4 upj . (51)

In the last step we have used the coefficients given by
Housen and Holsapple (2011) and listed in equation 43.
In other words if

vesc,a ≳ vesc,a,crit, (52)

we expect impact from particles in the headwind to allow
the planetesimal to accrete mass, otherwise particles in
the headwind would cause erosion. This expression is not
sensitive to projectile mass or substrate material strength.

The escape velocity of a spherical planetesimal with
diameter Da is

vesc,a =

√
2GMa

Ra
=

√
2πGρa

3
Da. (53)

Setting the escape velocity equal to the critical value in
equation 51, we estimate the diameter of a planetesimal
below which impacts from particles in a headwind are ero-
sional;

Derode ≈ C1

(
3k

4π

) 1
3µ

π
1−3ν
3µ

4

uhw√
2πGρa/3

≈ 0.061 π−0.17
4 uhw√

2πGρa/3

≈ 6.3 km
( r

10 AU

)0( ρa

1000 kg m−3

)− 1
2

× gTπ
−0.17
4 . (54)
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In the estimate for Derode we set the projectile velocity
equal to the headwind velocity (neglecting gravitational
focusing) and used Equation 18 for the headwind veloc-
ity. This expression is independent of planetesimal mate-
rial strength Ya and independent of the density of the gas
disk. It is primarily dependent upon the impact speed of
projectile particles.

We find that impacts from headwind particles are not
likely to erode the planetesimal if the planetesimal diam-
eter exceeds about 8 km. The planetesimal size limit for
erosion is independent of radius from the Sun because in
our disk model the headwind velocity is independent of ra-
dius. If the protostellar disk has a gap or is cooler or has
lower exponent for radial decay of disk density than we
assumed in our disk model, then uhw could be lower than
47 m/s (estimated in equation 1 and equation 18) gives a
lower value of Derode. During an epoch when streaming
instability is active and yet the particle density is high,
the relative speed between disk particles and a forming
planetesimal could be lower than 50 m/s (Johansen and
Youdin, 2007). If the particles within the headwind are
fluffy (density ρpj is low compared to the bulk density of
the planetesimal surface), then parameter π4 = ρa/ρpj > 1
and the critical asteroid diameter below which erosion oc-
curs could be below 8 km.

To derive the erosion size limit of equation 54, we used
crater and ejecta scaling laws. Impacts from particles in
a headwind are not expected to be at high velocity. The
planetesimal surface is granular and if the projectiles are
smaller than surface particles, then the collision could be
in a ballistic regime where a single particle is knocked off
the surface. Momentum conservation for the encounter
between the two particles would give a low ejecta velocity
for the larger particle. If the size distribution of parti-
cles on the planetesimal surface is dominated by particles
that are large compared to those in the wind that hit the
surface, then equation 54 would overestimate the erosion
limit. In other words, a planetesimal smaller than that in
equation 54, could withstand erosion if its surface lacked
small grains.

The estimate for Derode in equation 54 does not take
into account planetesimal rotation. If an impact near the
poles does not cause erosion, a similar velocity impact near
the equator of a quickly rotating object could still produce
ejecta above the escape velocity, causing erosion. The es-
timate does not take into account drag forces on the ejecta
due to interaction with the disk, collisions between ejecta
and ejecta and wind particles, or heterogeneity in the sub-
strate and surface topography.

3.4. Accretion and erosion rates

For an impact of a headwind particle with mass mpj ,
we use equation 48 for the mass of ejecta at x = Rcr and
equation 42 for the radius of a crater to estimate the total

mass ejected during crater formation

Mej

mpj
≈ 3k

4π
π4

(
Rcr

apj

)3

= kπ1−3ν
4 π

− 3µ
2

3 H3
2 (55)

≈ 2.4

(
Ya

500 Pa

)−0.6(
ρa

1000 kg m−3

)0.6

×
( r

10 AU

)0
π−0.2
4 g1.2T . (56)

For this mass ratio estimate, we have used the coefficients
for crater ejecta scaling listed in equation 43. Note that
this mass ratio increases if the body has lower strength.
Conveniently, in the strength regime for crater formation,
the planetesimal diameter, setting the gravitational accel-
eration, is not relevant.

For a setting where impacts from particles in the head-
wind lead to accretion, we estimate the accretion rate onto
the planetsimal from the mass flux of headwind particles.
If impacts from the headwind lead to erosion, the erosion
rate can be estimated from the particle mass flux and using
the crater to projectile mass ratio in equation 56.

We characterize the fraction of the protostellar disk
mass in particles with the ratio fp ≡ ρp/ρg, where ρp is
the effective density in the disk from particles, not the den-
sity of the particles themselves. Small particles may not
hit a planetesimal due to aerodynamic deflection (Visser
and Ormel 2016, and as discussed in section 3.1) . We use
a dimensionless factor ξp to describe the mass fraction of
disk particles that can impact a planetesimal. The factor
ξp is the mass per unit time in disk particles that impact
the planetesimal divided by the mass per unit time in disk
particles that would have impacted the planetesimal in
the absence of areodynamic deflection. Neglecting gravi-
tational focusing, ξp < 1. The mass of particles impacting
the planetesimal per unit area and time is

Fm ∼ fpξpρguhw (57)

≈ 7× 10−9 kg m−2s−1

(
fp

10−2

)
×
( r

10 AU

)− 11
4

ξpgΣg
1
2

T . (58)

If impacts cause mass loss, we would multiply this mass
flux by Mej/mpj from equation 56 to estimate the erosion
rate. If impacts cause accretion, then the amount of ma-
terial that is lofted above the surface per unit area and
time via impacts can be estimated from Fm multiplied by
Mej/mpj .

If the impacts lead to accretion, the mass flux in equa-
tion 57 can be converted to a deposition rate by dividing
by 4ρpj with the factor of 4 taking into account the ratio
of surface area to cross sectional area and ρpj the density
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of the projectile particles,

dhacc

dt
∼ Fm

4ρs

∼ 0.11 m kyr−1

(
fp

10−2

)( r

10 AU

)− 11
4

×
(

ρpj

500 kg m−3

)−1

ξpgΣg
1
2

T . (59)

If the impacts lead to erosion, then the mass flux should
be multiplied by the escaping ejecta mass fraction from
equation 56 and divided by 4ρa,

dherode

dt
∼ Fm

4ρa

Mej

mpj

∼ 0.27 m kyr−1

(
fp

10−2

)( r

10 AU

)− 11
4

×
(

ρa

1000 kg m−3

)−0.4(
Ya

500 Pa

)−0.6

× ξpπ
−0.2
4 g1.7T gΣ. (60)

For comparison, the lifetime of a protostellar disk is 2–
10 Myr (Williams and Cieza, 2011). Equation 59 and 60
imply that in the inner solar system where the disk density
is higher, accretion and erosion (depending upon planetes-
imal size) due to impacts could be significant, with small
planetesimals likely to erode and larger ones likely to ac-
crete mass. For planetesimals with size near Derode, the
deposition rate (and the additional factor of Mej/mpj) im-
ply mixing between particles on the planetesimal surface
and grains in the headwind. In the Transneptunian region
(> 30 AU), erosion or accretion due to impacts would not
be significant unless there are epochs where the disk ex-
hibits regions of high particle concentration (high values
of fp).

4. Trajectories of splash particles

With integrations of splash particle trajectories, we ex-
plore how impacts generate ejecta that are transported
across the surface or escape the planetesimal altogether.
Our ejecta particle integrations are similar to those of Lar-
son and Sarid (2021) for asteroid ejecta curtains, except
impacts are low velocity and we include gas drag. For each
impact site, we generate a splash (ejecta) particle velocity
using velocity distribution described below in section 4.3
that is consistent with scaling for crater ejecta developed
by Housen and Holsapple (2011) and is discussed in sec-
tion 3.2. The equation of motion for the splash particles is
described in section 4.1 and takes into account drag from
a headwind, with flow about the planetesimal described in
section 4.2.

4.1. Equation of motion for a splash particle in a wind

Ignoring orbital motion about the Sun, we work in
an inertial frame with +z pointing in the upwind direc-
tion and the x, y plane delineating the transition between

Figure 4: Vector graph showing our simple model for flow of the disk
gas about a spherical planetesimal. The flow vectors are given by a
potential model that is modified near the surface with a boundary
layer with thickness sensitive to Reynolds number. The flow shown
has Reynolds number Re = 10 and the boundary layer is particularly
visible on the lower side. We chose a low Reynolds number for this
figure to better show the boundary layer.

windward and leeward sides. This coordinate system is
illustrated in Figure 4. We define an impact parameter
w =

√
x2 + y2.

Assuming axi-symmetry the wind velocity u(w, z) is
a function of impact parameter w and z. Upwind of the
planetesimal, we assume a wind velocity limz→∞ u(w, z) =
−uhwẑ.

A splashed particle of radius s, has mass ms, position
rs (with respect to the center of the planetesimal), veloc-
ity vs = drs

dt and acceleration as = dvs

dt where time is t.
After a particle is splashed off the surface by an impact,
its acceleration is

as = −GMa

r3s
rs +

FD

ms
, (61)

where the first term on the right is due to the gravity of
the planetesimal, which is assumed to be a sphere, and FD

is the drag force from the wind. The drag depends on the
particle size, and the wind’s velocity vector at position rs.
We ignore lift and a possible Magnus effect on the particle.
In the Epstein and Stokes regimes, drag is proportional to
velocity. The drag force

FD

ms
≈ (u− vs)

tstop(s)
, (62)

where the wind velocity is a function of position, u(rs),
and the stopping time is given by equation 33. We divide
equation 61 by the gravitational acceleration on the surface

13



of planetesimal ga,

as
ga

= −
(
Ra

rs

)2
r̂s
Ra

+
(u− vs)

tstop(s)ga
. (63)

We choose to work in gravitational units. Distances
are in units of planetesimal radius Ra, r̃s = rs/Ra, and
dimensionless time is τ = Ωat with Ωa ≡

√
GMa/R3

a =√
4πGρa/3. Note that Ωa only depends on density ρa

as Ma ∝ R3
a. Velocity is in units of va =

√
GMa/Ra

and acceleration in units of ga = GMa/R
2
a. In these di-

mensionless units the escape velocity is equal to
√
2. The

planetesimal spin vector we denote Ωspin,a. The associ-
ated dimensionless spin vector in gravitational units is

ω̃a =
Ωspin,a

Ωa
. (64)

With acceleration ãs = as/ga, velocity ṽs = vs/va,
wind velocity ũ = u/va, and stopping time t̃s = tstop(s)Ωa,
the equation of motion is

d2r̃s
dτ2

= ãs = − r̃s
r̃3s

+
(ũ(r̃s)− ṽs)

t̃s
. (65)

Equation 65 is the equation of motion we integrate to cre-
ate splash particle trajectories.

4.2. Wind flow

The Reynolds number is greater than unity for flow
of the gaseous disk about a planetesimal. However, the
gas mean free path could exceed the size of the splashed
particles, putting them in a moderate Knudsen number
regime with respect to the gas flow. A boundary layer
near the planetesimal surface should have structure depen-
dent upon the mean free path and temperature (Sharipov,
2016). This gives a jump known as a slip velocity (Maxwell,
1879), where the mean particle velocity is not equal to that
of the surface within the boundary layer (see Chap 10 by
Sharipov 2016). Because of its simple analytical form and
following Visser and Ormel (2016), we adopt potential flow
(Batchelor, 1967), to describe the velocity of wind gas par-
ticles about a spherical planetesimal. The advantages of
a potential flow model are its simple analytical form and
that there is flow next to the planetesimal surface, mim-
icking a slip velocity. However, a potential flow model
has the disadvantage that it unrealistically gives no drag
due to d’Alembert’s paradox. We compromise by adopting
a potential flow model, but modify the flow close to the
planetesimal surface with a laminar boundary layer with
thickness that depends on the Reynolds number.

For a cylindrical coordinate system with cylindrical ra-
dius w and z coordinate as shown in Figure 4, a velocity
field for flow in the negative z direction about a sphere
with radius Ra can be generated from an axisymmetric
potential

Φ(w, z) = −Uz

(
1 +

R3
a

2(w2 + z2)
3
2

)
. (66)

The velocity components are found by taking the gradient
of this potential

uw =
∂Φ

∂w
=

3U

2

wzR3
a

(w2 + z2)
5
2

(67)

uz =
∂Φ

∂z
= −U − UR3

a

2(w2 + z2)
3
2

(
1− 3z2

w2 + z2

)
. (68)

Distant from the planetesimal, the wind velocity u = −U ẑ =
−uhwẑ.

In dimensionless units, the wind velocity as a function
of position r̃s = (x̃s, ỹs, z̃s) for the potential flow model
(in equations 67, 68)

ũpf(r̃s) = ũhw

[
3

2

z̃s
r̃5s

(x̃sx̂s + ỹsŷs)

−
(
1 +

1

2r3s

(
1− 3z̃2

r̃2s

))
ẑs

]
. (69)

We modify the potential flow model of equation 69
by adding a laminar boundary layer based on Prandtl’s
quadratic scaling law. The width of the boundary layer is

δ(x̃b) =

√
x̃b

Re
, (70)

where x̃b is the distance along the surface from the wind-
ward side’s stagnation point and Re is the Reynold’s num-
ber of the flow about the planetesimal. The distance to

the surface of point r̃s is ỹb =
∣∣∣r̃s − r̃s

|r̃s|

∣∣∣. Points within the

boundary layer satisfy ỹb < δ(x̃b) where x̃b is integrated
along the surface from the windward stagnation point to
r̂s. Within the boundary layer, we smoothly vary the flow

ũδ(r̃s) =
ỹb

δ(x̃b)
ũpf(r̃s) +

(
1− ỹb

δ(x̃b)

)
ω̃a × r̃s. (71)

Here the function ũpf (r̃s) is given by equation 69 and ω̃a

is the planetesimal spin vector in gravitational units. The
yb/δ(xb) factor is present in the self-similar Blasius bound-
ary layer model. The term on the right of equation 71 takes
into into account rotation of the planetesimal surface.

The full velocity field in dimensionless units is

ũ(r̃s) =

{
ũpf(r̃s) for ỹb > δ(x̃b)

ũδ(r̃s) otherwise,
(72)

with ũpf given by equation 69 and ũδ given by equation
71.

4.3. Distribution of ejecta velocities

We assume that impacts from particles in the wind
are on the +z hemisphere of the planetesimal and are
uniformly distributed in cross sectional area. We neglect
gravitational focusing of the projectiles. For each simu-
lated impact, we first generate a single splash particle at a
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randomly chosen impact point r̃s,init on the planetesimal
surface. The impact site gives the initial position for a
subsequently integrated splash particle trajectory.

Each projectile has a velocity equal to that of the head-
wind velocity. In the frame rotating with the planetesimal,
the projectile velocity

ũpj = −ũhwẑ− ω̃a × r̃s,init. (73)

where r̃s,init is the site of impact.
By differentiating equation 50, we estimate the velocity

distribution of ejecta per unit mass

p(vej)dvej ∝ v−3µ−1
ej dvej (74)

The exponent is -2.2 for exponent µ = 0.4 from equation
43. Maximum and minimum ejection speeds are given in
equation 46. By integrating equation 43, these limits nor-
malize the distribution function. For each splash particle
we choose an ejecta velocity magnitude with probability
given by the power law distribution of 74 and using max-
imum and minimum velocity limits, which are dependent
upon the magnitude of the projectile velocity (via equation
73) in the frame rotating with the planetesimal.

We describe how we choose a velocity direction for each
splash particle. Because our planetesimal is spherical and
distances are normalized by planetesimal radius, the sur-
face normal at the site of an impact n̂ = r̃s,init. We define
the downrange direction

d̂ =
upj − (upj · n̂)n̂
|upj − (upj · n̂)n̂|

. (75)

The unit vector d̂ is computed by projecting the incoming
projectile velocity into the plane tangent to the surface at
the point of impact.

The ejecta velocity ṽej (in the rotating frame) has di-
rection v̂ej . We assume that the ejecta angle is indepen-
dent of the impact angle, and is aligned with the down-
range direction,

v̂ej = sin ζejn̂+ cos ζejd̂, (76)

where ζej is an elevation angle. We assume a downrange
direction, to mimic the strong azimuthal asymmetry of
ejecta caused by oblique impacts into granular media (An-
derson et al., 2003; Raducan et al., 2022; Suo et al., 2023).
We assume an ejecta elevation angle of ζej = 45◦, sim-
ilar to those measured for oblique impacts in a granu-
lar medium (Anderson et al., 2003) and in simulations of
oblique impacts (Raducan et al., 2022). After choosing the
magnitude of the ejecta velocity ṽej from the power law
distribution (equation 74) and its direction with equation
76, the ejecta velocity vector is transferred back into the
inertial frame, giving initial splash particle velocity

ṽs,init = ṽej(sin ζejn̂+ cos ζejd̂) + ω̃a × r̃s,init. (77)

Figure 5: Examples of the trajectories of integrated splashed parti-
cles. Three trajectories with the same initial velocity but different
stopping times are shown. The vertical vector shows the direction of
planetesimal rotation. The wind comes from the +z direction. The
trajectories are computed with the same wind speed. The solid blue
arc shows rotation of a point on the surface that rotates with the
planetesimal. The arc shows how far a particle at the impact point
moves compared to the splashed particle with t̃s = 20 and shown
with the dashed blue curve. The splash particle with the shortest
stopping time, with t̃s = 5 and shown with a red solid line, was
blown away by the wind and escaped the planetesimal.
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4.4. Numerical integrations of splash particles

Parameters needed to describe an integration of a sin-
gle splash particle are the site of impact, giving the ini-
tial position of the splash particle on the windward side,
the initial ejection velocity, the wind velocity ũhw, the
Reynold’s number, setting the thickness of a boundary
layer, the stopping time t̃s, and the planetesimal spin vec-
tor ω̃a. The orientation of the spin vector is described with
the angle between planetesimal spin vectorΩspin,a and the
direction from which the wind originates, θsw ∈ [0, π];

cos θsw =
ω̃a · ẑ
ω̃a

. (78)

If θsw = 0 then the spin axis points upwind.
The equation of motion, equation 65, with wind ve-

locity from equation 72, is integrated using a leap-frog
method. In the absence of drag, the integrator is accurate
to second order in the time step dτ . Integrations are termi-
nated when the particle trajectory goes above the escape
velocity or when the particle returns to hit the planetesi-
mal surface.

Examples of three splash particle trajectories are shown
in Figure 5 in a three dimensional plot. In this figure the
planetesimal surface is shown with the gray sphere. The
three particle trajectories have the same initial position
on the planetesimal surface and the same ejection veloc-
ity vector but different stopping times. The parameters
for the integrations are printed on the plot. The splash
particles with shorter stopping times are more affected by
the wind. The particle shown with a red solid line has
the shortest stopping time and it escaped the planetesi-
mal. A blue arc shows how far a surface particle initially
at the same position, moved due to rotation, before the
t̃s = 20 particle (shown with a dashed blue line) landed
back on the surface. A comparison between the landing
position of the t̃s = 20 particle trajectory and the end of
the arc (shown with a black dot) illustrates how particles
that are splashed off the surface, and do not escape, are
transported across the surface.

4.5. Integrations of splash particles with a single ejection
velocity

We carry out series of splash particle simulations with
randomly chosen impact positions on the windward side of
a spherical planetesimal, but with a fixed value of the ra-
tio of ejection velocity to wind speed ṽej/ũhw. We set the
value for this ratio to 0.35, equal to the maximum ejection
velocity given in equation 46 using scaling coefficients from
equation 43. The ejecta direction is set via equations 73,
75–77 with spin ω̃a = 0. For each set of parameters, 100
particles are integrated and the fraction of particles that
escaped are recorded. For each particle that did not escape
and with origin at the center of the planetesimal, we com-
pute the angle β between the landing position and that of
a particle that remained on the surface. We compute the
mean value ⟨β⟩ to show how far splashed particles travel

Figure 6: Integrations of splashed particles caused by impacts from
a headwind. Ejecta particles feel drag from a headwind. In this set
of integrations, the ejecta velocity is fixed, rather than chosen with a
distribution function. a) The left panel shows the fraction of particles
that did not escape the planetesimal and the right panel shows the
mean value of the angle travelled by the particle with respect to
its initial position. Initial splash velocity is set to 0.35 ũhw where
ũhw is the wind velocity in gravitational units. Each pixel shows the
fraction of particles that do not escape computed from 100 integrated
particles. The x-axis shows the stopping time t̃s and the y-axis
the wind speed, ũhw, both on log scales. A boundary layer width
depends on the Reynold’s number of the flow, and Re = 106. The
planetesimal is not rotating. The dashed horizontal red line shows
where ejection velocity is equal to the escape velocity. b) Similar to
a) except Reynolds number Re = 100. c) Similar to b) except we
fix the wind velocity ũhw = 3 and we vary the Reynolds number on
the y-axis. A comparison between left and right panels shows that
splash particles are transported larger distances across the surface
when they are at a velocity that is just below the escape velocity.
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Figure 7: Integrations of splashed particles with a specific ejection velocity. These figures are similar to those in Figure 6 except we vary
the planetesimal spin rate and axis tilt. In the frame moving rotating with the surface at the site of each impact, the ratio of ejecta velocity
magnitude to projectile velocity is 0.35. a) The planetesimal spin rate is shown on the y-axis. The axis tilt angle is fixed at θsw = 45◦. The
wind velocity is ũhw = 3. b) Similar to a) except the spin is set to ω̃a = 0.7 and on the y axis we vary the spin axis angle θws. c) Similar to
a) except ũhw = 1.4. d) Similar to b) except ũhw = 1.4.
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across the surface. The time step used for the integrations
was dτ = 0.005.

Figure 6 shows three series of splash particle integra-
tions. On the x-axes we vary the dimensionless stopping
time t̃s. On the y-axes we vary the wind velocity, ũhw (Fig-
ures 6a,b), or the Reynolds number (Figures 6c). In figures
6a and b each pixel corresponds to 100 integrations at the
same ũhw and t̃s. In figures 6c each pixel corresponds to
100 integrations at the same Re and t̃s. The integrations
in Figure 6a and b are the same except they have Reynolds
number 106 and 100, respectively. The left panels show the
fraction of particles that did not escape and the right panel
shows ⟨β⟩ for the non-escaping particles and for the same
set of integrations. When the particles all escape, the color
of a pixel is white in the right panel and black in the left
panel. Because the ejection velocity is proportional to the
projectile speed, a variation of wind speed in Figures 6a
and b gives a variation in the ejection velocity. On Figures
6a and b, the horizontal red dashed lines show where the
ejection velocity is equal to the escape velocity. Particles
tend to escape the planetesimal when the ejection velocity
exceeds the escape velocity; vej > vesc,a.

In the transition region on Figures 6a and b, where the
wind velocity uhw > vesc (the horizontal dot-dashed green
lines) and the associated ejection velocity vej < vesc,a (hor-
izontal dashed red lines) we estimate the transition be-
tween splash particles that escape and those that return
to the surface with cyan dotted lines. In this transition
region, the cyan dotted lines delineate where particles the
integrations suggest that particles tend to escape

t̃s ≲

(
uhw

vesc,a

)3

. (79)

Our splash particle integrations suggest that particles
tend to escape if they have stopping time shorter than a
value that scales with the cube of the wind velocity. A
time tB ≡ GMa

u3
hw

, was used by Lambrechts and Johansen

(2012) to characterize accretion of particles in a wind onto
a planetesimal of mass Ma. This timescale was called a
Bondi time, even though it is not dependent upon the
sound speed in the gas. The scaling with the cube of the
velocity in equation 79 suggests that the splash particle
dynamics is similar in some ways to the dynamics of disk
particles that can accrete onto a planetesimal. We note
that the integrations of Figures 6a and b were carried out
at a fixed ratio of vej/uhw so equation 79 does not imply
that particles are less likely to escape at higher ejection
velocity.

In Figure 6c, the Reynolds number is varied and wind
velocity is fixed at ũhw = 3. As log10 3 ≈ 0.48, this wind
velocity is just below the dashed red line in Figures 6a and
b. A comparison between Figure 6a, b and c shows that a
thicker boundary layer, corresponding to lower Reynolds
number Re, aids in preventing small particles, with short
stopping times, from escaping. For particles with t̃s > 1,
there is sensitivity to stopping time with larger particles

less likely to feel the wind and escape.
In Figure 7 we show a series of integrations that are

similar to those shown in Figure 6, however in these we
vary the planetesimal spin rate and axis angle. In Figure
7a and b, the wind velocity is uhw = 3, high enough that
ejecta velocity is near the escape velocity. In Figure 7c
and d, uhw = 1.4, corresponding to a higher mass plan-
etesimal where the ejecta velocity is lower than the escape
velocity. Because the planetesimal is rotating, the projec-
tile velocity upj in the rotating frame is sensitive to the
impact location, the spin angular rotation rate and spin
axis orientation. For these integrations, the ejecta veloc-
ity magnitude in the rotating frame is set to vej = 0.35upj .
Ejecta angle for integrations shown in Figure 7 are com-
puted using equations 73, 75–77.

In Figure 7a, c, the spin rate is varied and in Figure
7b, d, the spin axis angle (with respect to wind direction)
is varied. As was evident in Figure 6, transport across the
surface, as seen in larger values of ⟨β⟩, is enhanced when
particles are more likely to escape. Figure 7a and c show
that planetesimal spin can increase the fraction of particles
that escape. This is expected as the planetesimal rotation
adds a component to the ejecta velocities. Figure 7c and d
show that the wind can cause significant transport across
the surface even if splash particles are unlikely to escape.
Figures 7b and d show that if the spin axis is parallel to
the wind direction, particles are more likely to escape and
transport across the surface is enhanced. This is because
the ejecta velocity in the rotating frame is always higher
than the wind speed due to rotation if the spin axis angle
θsw = 0 or π, whereas if θsw = π/2, the spin can increase
or decrease the projectile velocity in the rotating frame.

4.6. Splash particle integrations using an ejecta velocity
distribution

In the previous section we discussed splash particle in-
tegrations with parameters given in dimensionless gravita-
tional units and with a single ejection velocity or a specific
ratio of ejection velocity to impact velocity in the rotating
frame. In this section we use physical units to set the pa-
rameters for the integrations and the ejecta velocities are
drawn from the velocity distribution described in section
4.3. We carry out 3 series of splash particle integrations.
For each series of integrations, we choose a set of fiducial
values, listed in Table 2, and then vary one of them in ad-
dition to the dimensionless stopping time for each set of
integrations. For each set of parameters, we integrate 100
splash particles, and as described in section 4.5, record the
fraction of particles that escape and for those that do not
escape, the mean change in angle ⟨β⟩ which characterizes
how far splash particles are transported across the surface.

Physical parameters for the fiducial model are chosen
to be similar to the physical properties of the Transnep-
tunian object (486958) Arrokoth. We set the headwind
velocity to uhw = 50 m/s (approximately the value of
equation 18 from our circumstellar disk model). The plan-
etesimal diameter for the fiducial model is set to Da = 20
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km, and its density to 250 kg m−3, similar to the values
estimated for Arrokoth (Keane et al., 2022). Planetesimal
diameter and density are used to convert physical units for
velocity and stopping time into dimensionless gravitational
units. A low strength value Ya = 250 Pa is chosen based
on plausible ranges for the cohesion strength of a gran-
ular system (Sánchez and Scheeres, 2014; Brisset et al.,
2022). The Reynolds number is chosen to be 100, similar
to that estimated for a 20 km diameter planetesimal that
is at 45 AU (see Table 1). The particle size corresponding
to t̃s ∼ 1 at different orbital radii can be estimated from
the values listed in Table 1 for a stopping time of 3000
s. The minimum and maximum ejection velocity for the
ejecta velocity distribution are set from equations 46 using
a projectile velocity of upj = uhw, dimensionless density
ratio parameter π4 = 1, the strength Ya, and equation 44
giving the crater radius. Arrokoth’s physical properties
are discussed in more detail in section 5 below.

The resulting integrations are shown in Figure 8, which
is similar to Figure 6. The left panels show the fraction
of particles that do not escape and the right panels show
the mean angular difference between landing position and
that of a nearly surface particle that remained on the sur-
face, for particles that did not escape. In Figure 8a, we
carry out sets of integrations with different planetesimal
diameter, shown on the y-axis. In Figure 8b, integrations
have different head wind speeds uhw and in Figure 8c, in-
tegrations have different material strengths Ya.

In Figures 8a and b we show where the maximum
ejection velocity equals the escape velocity with horizon-
tal green dashed lines. For these integrations the maxi-
mum ejection velocity is about 1/3 that of the wind speed.
Particles can escape at planetesimal diameter below the
dashed green line on Figure 8a because some ejecta par-
ticles are above the escape velocity. Similarly, particles
can escape at winds speeds above the dashed green line
on Figure 8b because some ejecta particles are above the
escape velocity.

In Figures 8a and c, we show with horizontal cyan
dashed lines the planetesimal diameter giving a minimum
ejection speed equal to the escape velocity. This is com-
puted using Equation 46 for the maximum and minimum
ejection velocities. For planetesimal diameter below the
cyan dashed lines on Figure 8a, all ejecta should escape.
For material strength above this line on Figure 8c all ejecta
should escape, except the smallest particles at low stopping
t̃s which are trapped in the boundary layer.

For the integrations with a single ejection velocity we
found that splash particles tended to escape with stopping
time below a line proportional to u3

hw, as given in equation
79. For the integrations with ejecta velocity drawn from
a distribution, we update the location of this approximate
boundary. The splash particle integrations suggest that
splash particles are likely to escape if

t̃s ≲
1

2

(
uhw

vesc,a

)3

. (80)

Table 2: Fiducial parameters for splash particle integrations of Fig-
ure 8
Parameter Symbol value

Dimensionless stopping time t̃s [0.01, 3160]
Planetesimal diameter Da 20 km
Planetesimal density ρa 250 kg m−3

Gravitational velocity va 2.6 m/s
Gravitational time-scale Ω−1

a 3782 s
Escape velocity va,esc 3.7 m/s
Planetesimal strength Ya 250 Pa
Dimensionless parameter π3 4.5× 10−4

Dimensionless parameter π4 1
Reynolds number Re 100
Planetesimal spin ω̃a 0
Wind speed uhw 50 m/s
Dimensionless wind velocity ũhw 17.8
Maximum ejection velocity ṽej,max 6.6
Minimum ejection velocity ṽej,min 0.62
Time step dτ 0.005

Notes: Numbers in brackets for t̃s show the range of
values used for series of integrations. The interval for the

stopping time is 0.5 in the log based 10.

In Figure 8a and b, this approximate boundary is shown
with a blue dotted line. This line is not derived or taken
from the literature, but chosen to approximately mark
where there is a change in behavior in our integrations.
Particles that are large enough that they lie to the right of
this line are less likely to escape. The u3

hw scaling is consis-
tent with that of equation 79 but with a different constant
of proportionality. Here the constant of proportionality is
sensitive to the ejecta velocity distribution, whereas equa-
tion 79 delineated the likelihood of particle escape for in-
tegrations with a single ejection velocity.

In Figure 8c, the strength parameter Ya is varied, af-
fecting the minimum ejection velocity. The splash particle
integrations suggest that particles with stopping time

ts ≲

(
Ya

22 Pa

)2

, (81)

are more likely to escape. This transition is shown with
a a dot-dashed light blue line in Figure 8c. This line is
not derived or taken from the literature, but chosen to
approximately mark where there is a change in behavior
in our integrations. The dependence on Ya probably arises

because the minimum ejection velocity vej,min ∝ Y
1/2
a in

equation 46 through its dependence on the dimensionless
π3 parameter.

The stopping time limit of equation 80 implies that
splash particles could escape, depending upon their size,
even if the total mass of ejecta is low enough that the
planetesimal is above the erosional limit estimated with
Derode in equation 54. We compute the diameter of a
planetesimal for which the headwind velocity in our disk
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model is equal to the escape velocity; uhw = vesc,a,

Da,vw =
uhw√

2πGρa/3

= 102 km

(
ρa

1000 kg m−3

)− 1
2

gT . (82)

On the surface of a planetesimal in the range Derode ≲
Da ≲ Da,vw, small splashed particles could escape. On
these bodies, if the impacting particle flux is high, there
could be an evolution of the particle size distribution. Ero-
sion would take place until the surface is dominated by
larger particles, above the limit in equation 80.

4.7. Splash particle redistribution

We use the integrations discussed in sections 4.5 and
4.6 to look at the difference between initial and final posi-
tions of splashed particles. In Figure 9 we show the initial
and final positions of 2500 integrated splashed particles
with stopping times of t̃s = 10 and 100. The red points
show initial positions, which are restricted to the windward
side. Blue points show landing positions for particles that
did not escape. The larger particles with longer stopping
times shown in Figure 9b land all over the body, including
on most regions of the leeward side. In Figure 10 we show
colatitude histograms for the same integrations.

Figure 10 shows the same information as Figure 9, how-
ever it better illustrates the net motion of approximately
40◦ in the polar coordinate θ. This view is complimentary
to the mean angular difference ⟨β⟩ shown in our previous
Figures 6 and 8.

4.8. Trends with planetesimal size

Splash particles are likely to escape if they are smaller
than the limit given by the inequality of equation 80, sug-
gested by our splash particle integrations. In Figure 11,
we compare this limit to the maximum particle allowing
saltation by the headwind. Figure 11 shows regimes for
saltation, erosion and transport of splash particles from
impacts from particles in a wind with head velocity about
40 km/s and the protostellar disk model of section 2.2. The
x-axis in Figure 11 is planetesimal diameter, so this figure
is complimentary to Figure 1 and 2 where the horizontal
axis is sensitive to orbital radius. Figure 11 is similar to
Figure 3 which shows the minimum size of impactors in
the wind (those with stopping time equal to the planetes-
imal crossing time). In Figure 11, we compute quanti-
ties for a particle density and bulk planetesimal density of
ρs = ρa = 500 kg m−3.

In Figure 11, dot-dashed and solid lines are shown at
4 different orbital radii, r = 1, 3.2, 10, and 45 AU, in red,
orange, green and blue, respectively, and with line thick-
ness increasing with r. The dot-dashed lines show limits
for saltation. Saltation limits are computed by solving
for the particle size at which acceleration by drag equals
surface acceleration, aD = ga, using equation 27 for aD

Figure 8: Series of integrations based on physical parameters for a
Transneptunian object like Arrokoth. The integrations are similar to
those shown in Figure 6, except both impact positions and ejecta ve-
locity are drawn from distributions. The left panels show the fraction
of integrated splash particles that do not escape. The right panels
show the mean angular distance across the surface travelled by splash
particles that do not escape. The x axes show dimensionless stop-
ping time t̃s. Each pixel shows a series of 100 integrations with the
same parameters. In each subfigure a different parameter is varied
from the fiducial parameter set listed in Table 2. a) On the y-axis
we show planetesimal diameter which is used to set the maximum
and minimum velocities of the ejecta velocity distribution. Green
horizontal dashed line show the planetesimal diameter with escape
velocity equal to the maximum ejection velocity. Cyan horizontal
dashed line shows planetesimal diameter with escape velocity equal
to the minimum ejection velocity. The blue dotted line is equation
80. b) Similar to a) except wind velocity is varied. c) Similar to
a) except strength Ya is varied. The light-blue dot-dashed line is
equation 81.
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Figure 9: Initial and landing positions of splash particles. a) Initial
particle positions are shown in red and landing positions are shown
in blue as a function of longitude and colatitude for particles with
stopping time t̃s = 10. Impacts occur on the top hemisphere. Ejecta
particles are integrated for a 20 km diameter spherical body assum-
ing no rotation, with fiducial parameters listed in Table 2. Many
splashed particles escaped. b) Similar to a) but for stopping time
t̃s = 100. Ejecta particles can land distant from their impact sites.
The fate of splash particles is sensitive to their size, with larger par-
ticles less likely to be swept away by the wind.

and the protostellar disk model of section 2.2. The solid
lines shows the maximum splash particle that is likely to
be carried away by the wind and these are estimated via
equation 80.

In Figure 11, with a thick vertical gray line we plot
the erosion limiting size of equation 54). For planetesimal
diameter Da > Da,vw (with escape velocity equal to the
headwind velocity; equation 82), splash particles of any
size are unlikely to escape the planetesimal. The right side
of the large tan rectangle on Figure 11 shows this limit.
The left side of the same rectangle corresponds to a di-
ameter giving escape velocity equal to uhw/3 which is the
maximum ejection velocity estimated from ejecta scaling
models (from equation 46). Thus splash particles are un-
likely to escape for planetesimals within the tan rectangle.

On the left side of Figure 11, impacts from particles in
the wind cause erosion on a small planetesimal, though if
the surface is covered by particles with sizes lying above
the solid lines, the erosion rate can be reduced.

In between the vertical gray line and tan rectangle
on Figure 11, impacts from particles in the wind cause
some splash particles, those with higher ejecta velocities,
to escape the planetesimal. Particles below the solid lines
would be most likely to escape, leading to evolution of the
size distribution of particles on the surface. The saltation
lines are below the escape lines, so splash particles that
are large enough that they would not escape, would not

Figure 10: Colatitude distributions of splashed particle initial and
landing positions are shown in red and blue, respectively. The inte-
grations shown are the same as in Figure 9. a) Particles with stopping
t̃s = 10. b) Same as a) but for for particles with stopping time of
100. Particles are transported from the windward hemisphere to the
leeward one.

saltate. As the wind can contain particles below the salta-
tion line (see figure 3) small particles could be replenished
via accretion and these could be transported by the wind.

Within and to the right of the tan rectangle on Figure
11, splashed particles are unlikely to escape. We have not
taken into account gravitational focusing when computing
the impact velocity, so the x axis on Figure 11 is trun-
cated where the escape velocity is equal to the headwind
velocity. Above this planetesimal diameter, wind particles
would impact the planetesimal near the escape velocity,
and splash particles would still be unlikely to escape be-
cause the maximum ejecta velocity should be lower than
the escape velocity. Within the tan rectangle, particles
that are splashed of the surface could be blown across the
surface by the wind. With impacts overcoming cohesion,
small splashed particles (those below a dot-dashed line)
can saltate.

As mentioned in section 2.5.1, the planetesimal could
experience a higher or lower wind velocity if there are per-
turbations in the disk, and a higher headwind velocity
would facilitate erosion, transport and saltation.
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Figure 11: Saltation and splash particle regimes as a function of
planetesimal diameter. The y axis is particle radius in m and the x
axis is planetesimal diameter in km. Splash particles are assumed to
be ejecta from impacts caused by headwind particles at the headwind
velocity of disk model; 38 m/s. The solid lines shows the maximum
splash particle that is likely to be carried away by the wind and
is estimated via equation 80 at orbital radii r = 1, 3.2, 10, and
45 AU, in red, orange, green and blue, respectively, and in order
of increasing line thickness. The dot-dashed lines show limits for
saltation at the same orbital radii. A splash particle below one of
the solid lines is likely to escape the planetesimal. Below the saltation
lines, surface particles can be pushed by the wind. The thick vertical
gray line shows the erosion limit Derode (equation 54). To the left of
this line, impacts from headwind particles cause erosion. The wide
tan rectangle shows the range of planetesimal sizes where uhw/3 <
vesc,a < uhw. Inside and to the right of this rectangle, few ejecta
particles would escape. Between the vertical grey bar and the red
rectangle, splash particles tend to be redistributed across the surface.
Particles that are below the solid lines are more likely to escape,
so there could be a slow increase in the mean surface particle size.
Particles that can saltate can also escape if they are splashed off
the surface by an impact. If the wind contains small particles (see
Figure 3) then the surface can harbor small particles, that are blown
across the surface and then could eventually escape. Within the red
rectangle, splash particles do not tend to escape. In this regime,
particles on the surface can be blown by the wind as long as they
are below the dot-dashed lines. Quantities are computed with splash
and surface particle density ρs = 500 kg m−3 and bulk planetesimal
density ρa = 500 kg m−3.

4.9. Caveats/Discussion

We discuss physical affects that could be incorporated
into an improved model for splash particle dynamics.

We have neglected the dynamics of the wind particles
as they approach the planetesimal. For larger bodies with
escape velocity above the wind velocity, vesc,a > uhw, the
impact velocity should be larger than uhw (as assumed in
our simulations) due to gravitational focusing (e.g, Ormel
and Klahr 2010; Lambrechts and Johansen 2012; Visser
and Ormel 2016; Ormel 2017). Future studies could more
accurately model the trajectories of the impacting wind
particles. Larger planetesimals could harbor an atmo-
sphere which could be disturbed by the wind and could
increase drag near the planetesimal surface. Integrations
of both impacting and splash particle trajectories could

take into account a planetesimal atmosphere.
We used a crater ejecta scaling approach to estimate

mass and velocity of splashed particles. However studies
relevant for aeolian processes on Earth (Beladjine et al.,
2007; Kok et al., 2012) adopt similar but different descrip-
tions for the ejecta mass and velocity distributions. Ex-
perimental studies, particularly for oblique impacts, might
better constrain the parameters needed for crater ejecta
scaling in this setting.

Impacts with larger (greater than a meter) objects are
not discussed but would also lead to mixing and surface
modification. The orbital eccentricities of planetesimal
and wind particles would affect the impact speeds (Huang
and Ormel, 2023). The role of the size distribution of im-
pacting particles and that for particles on the surface par-
ticles could be explored. We assumed a bulk strength for
the substrate, however cohesion between individual sur-
face particles and between impactor and surface particles
may be relevant for predicting splash particle dynamics.

In our splash particle integrations, initial conditions for
ejecta direction in the frame rotating with the surface were
in the downrange direction (with respect to the impact-
ing headwind projectile velocity), at 45◦ from the surface
normal, and independent of impact angle. Future studies
could adopt more realistic ejecta angle, velocity and mass
distributions.

We assumed a spherical planetesimal. Future studies
could consider non-spherical bodies and explore the role
of surface topography in affecting ejecta distributions and
splash particle dynamics.

As the planetesimal orbits the Sun, the direction of the
wind (in an inertial frame) would rotate. Also the plan-
etesimal spin axis can precess. Some latitudes or regions
might be more likely to accumulate particles. Future stud-
ies could take into account planetesimal rotation and or-
bital motion and variations in headwind direction to better
predict which regions would be most likely to accumulate
splashed material.

Models for flow about planetesimal could be improved
to better model the boundary layer near the surface, lift,
rarefied gas dynamics (for flows in the outer solar system),
eddies and turbulence that could be present in the flows.
On Earth and other planets the wind velocity as a function
of height is often described with a logarithmic profile which
is a semi-empirical relationship describing the vertical dis-
tribution of horizontal mean wind speeds (e.g., Kok et al.
2012). Perhaps analogous models could be constructed for
the boundary layers for flows about planetesimals.

For our splash particle trajectory integrations we only
included a drag force from the wind, however, lift near
the surface is also likely to be present, (see discussion in
the supplements by Gunn and Jerolmack (2022) and Loth
2008; Luo et al. 2016). If the splash particles are spinning,
then there could also be a tangential force on the parti-
cle. This force, akin to the Magnus effect, can be present
even in a rarefied gas dynamics regime at Knudsen number
greater than 1 (Taguchi and Tsuji, 2022).
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Disk structure evolves (e.g., Lenz et al. 2020; Estrada
et al. 2022). Disks can have gaps. The disk has vertical
structure with varying distribution of particles as a func-
tion of height above the disk and this too evolves prior to
the evaporation of the disk. Future time dependent models
could be developed to explore the the role of disk evolution
on planetesimal surface modification processes.

Secondary ejecta have been neglected in our model,
however, secondary ejecta, could be above the cohesion
limit, particularly if the mass of a splash particle exceeds
that of the surface particle that it hits. Ricochets are
likely at low velocity (Wright et al., 2020; Suo et al., 2023).
Ejecta particles would move further across the surface if
they can bounce off the surface.

Figure 12: The CA06 LORRI Mosaic of Arrokoth. The undulat-
ing, smooth terrain on Wenu is interpreted in terms of mounds that
coallesced at low speed to form Arrkoth (Stern et al., 2023). The
smooth terrain of Arrokoth is quite unlike those of imaged Jupiter
family comets (Spencer et al., 2020). The large crater on Weeyo is
called the Sky Crater.

5. Winds on Arrokoth

(486958) Arrokoth (formerly 2014 MU69) is a bilobate
cold classical Transneptunian object, which most likely
formed in the outer Solar system, near its current semi-
major axis of 44.6 AU. Due to its quiescence and isola-
tion, Arrokoth is described as primordial and pristine com-
pared to other bodies in the Solar system (McKinnon et al.,
2020). Arrokoth’s gravitational surface slope distribution
suggests that Arrokoth is a remarkably low-density body,
155–600 kg m−3 (Keane et al., 2022), implying substantial
porosity ≳ 75%, assuming icy composition (Grundy et al.,
2020; Keane et al., 2022). Arrokoth was likely created by
the merger of two progenitor transneptunian objects, at
low relative velocity (Marohnic et al., 2021; Mao et al.,
2021; Lyra et al., 2021).

Images from the New Horizons New Horizons’ LOng
Range Reconnaissance Imager (LORRI) have been com-
bined into a mosaic called CA06 (see Stern et al. 2023) that
is comprised of a stack of 9 sequentially observed registered
images and is shown in Figure 12. Amongst Arrokoth’s
most striking features are the smooth and undulating ter-
rain present on its larger lobe (or head), also called Wenu
(Stern et al., 2019; Spencer et al., 2020; McKinnon et al.,
2020, 2022; Stern et al., 2023). Arrokoth’s surface lacks
cliffs, chasms, and perched boulders, and it is remarkably
smooth in comparison to Jupiter family comets (see Figure
S3 by Spencer et al. (2020) contrasting these objects). In-
spired by Arrokoth’s unusual morphology, we explore the
possibility that interactions with the protosolar disk could
have smoothed its surface.

Detection of methanol ice (CH3OH) (Grundy et al.,
2020) suggests that formation of Arrokoth took place in
an optically thick disk, shielded from the luminous young
stellar object that was then the Sun (Lisse et al., 2021).
This suggests that Arrokoth’s building blocks spent time
within a gaseous disk after it formed. After the evapora-
tion of the protosolar nebula, sublimation processes could
have altered Arrokoth’s surface (Lisse et al., 2021; Steckloff
et al., 2021; Zhao et al., 2021). Although sublimation was
likely too weak to significantly alter Arrokoth’s spin state,
between 10 to 100 Myr after formation, sublimation could
transport sufficient mass to erode topographic features on
length scales of 10 – 100 m (Steckloff et al., 2021) or flat-
ten its two lobes (Zhao et al., 2021). Thereafter, Arrokoth
would be quiescent, with volatile production rates insuffi-
cient to drive either significant shape changes, mass trans-
port or torque (Steckloff et al., 2021).

Impact generated seismic shaking can cause crater era-
sure and downslope movements of a loose surface layer
(Richardson et al., 2004; Thomas and Robinson, 2005).
However, seismic attenuation in granular systems is rapid,
suggesting that erosion is localized, even following a large
impact (Quillen et al., 2022; Sánchez et al., 2022; Suo et al.,
2023).

Wenu’s morphology suggests that Wenu was formed
from smaller spheroidal building blocks (Spencer et al.,
2020; Stern et al., 2023). Weeyo (the smaller lobe) does
not display distinct units of rolling topography near the
Sky crater, possibly as a result of resurfacing caused by the
impact event that created this crater (Stern et al., 2019).
Spencer et al. (2020) suggested that sublimation and as-
sociated erosion taking place due to sublimation over the
past 4.5 billion years (Ga) would not explain the smooth
terrain seen at the ≳ 30 meter scale of the New Horizons
imaging resolution at closest approach on the larger lobe.

Would sublimation on Arrokoth have roughened or smoothed
its surface? Sublimation of snow on Earth can roughen a
surface if darker dust particles heat or shade underlying
snow (Betterton, 2001). Outgassing can cause comet sur-
face material to fragment and crumble, leading to a sur-
face covered in boulders and pebbles (Vincent et al., 2017).
Outgassing can also generate deposits of fine grained mate-
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rial that can later develop ripples (El-Maarry et al., 2017).
The erosion rate on comets (due to outgassing) is sensi-
tive to porosity, dust to ice mass ratio and composition
(Benseguane et al., 2022), so heterogeneity in the surface
material properties and composition could cause variations
in topography. However, based on the relative erosion
between plateaus and valley bottoms, sublimation is pre-
dicted to erode, rather than amplify, pits at the surface of
comet 67P/Churyumov-Gerasimenko (Benseguane et al.,
2022). Comparison of images of Jupiter Family Comet
nuclei to Arrokoth (see Figure 8 and S3 by Spencer et al.
2020) shows that Arrokoth’s undulating, smooth and lo-
bate substructures are unlike the geography of comets as
Arrokoth lacks boulder-strewn surfaces and cliffs. Dur-
ing its most active period, the erosion rate on Arrokoth
is estimated to be an order of magnitude lower than that
on comet 67P/Churyumov-Gerasimenko (Steckloff et al.,
2021). Steckloff et al. (2021) proposed that Arrokoth’s
higher escape speed and weaker sublimation pressure would
not allow grains in a sublimation flow to escape. So while
Spencer et al. (2020) suggested that Arrokoth’s smooth
regions might not be explained via erosion associated with
sublimation, Steckloff et al. (2021) suggested the opposite.

Color and shape variations of Wenu’s surface have been
interpreted in terms of mounds that coalesced at low rela-
tive speeds (< 0.5 m/s) to form Wenu (Stern et al., 2023).
Taking the surface areas for the 9 mounds identified on
Wenu and listed in Table 1 by Stern et al. (2023), but
excluding those that are viewed obliquely, we compute
the diameter of circles with equivalent surface area. The
mean value of these area-equivalent diameters is about 4.6
km. Soft-sphere simulations suggest that Wenu could have
been formed from a gentle collapse of a rotating cloud of
a few dozen spherical 5 km diameter progenitors (Stern
et al., 2023). Subunits may have been soft enough that
they deformed upon merging (Spencer et al., 2020; Jutzi
and Asphaug, 2015). It is possible that the subunits were
originally smooth due to accretion. For example, smooth
ridges on some of Saturn’s Moon’s have been interpreted in
terms of accretion of streams of fine particulates (Quillen
et al., 2021). Alternatively Arrokoth’s subunits could have
eroded prior to merging and been smoothed during ero-
sion.

Figure 1 shows that in the green circle and at an orbital
radius of 45 AU, a disk wind would not overcome cohesion
on the surface. However, as is true on Earth, impacts from
particles entrained in a wind can splash small particles off
the surface that would not directly be lofted by the wind
(Bagnold, 1941; Kok et al., 2012).

To estimate the velocity distribution of ejecta from
impacts, we need an estimate for the substrate material
strength. The bounce of the Philae lander on comet 67P/
Churyumov-Gerasimenko implies that its primitive ice has
a very low compressive strength, less than 12 Pa (O’Rourke
et al., 2020). However this value is likely too low to be a
bulk value on this comet, based on its steep cliffs, (Groussin
et al., 2015). Compressive stress on the core of Arrokoth

and tensile stress on its neck imply that its strength must
exceed a few tens of Pa (McKinnon et al., 2022). Based
on comparison to porous solids (Housen et al., 2018), com-
pressive strength values of 25-100 kPa are plausible for
Arrokoth (McKinnon et al., 2022). Based on their spin
values, rubble asteroids have cohesion strength at most a
few Pa (Sánchez and Scheeres, 2014). Laboratory stud-
ies of regolith give a strength of about 500 Pa (Brisset
et al., 2022). The crush strength of snow is a few kPa
(Huang and Lee, 2013). If Arrokoth is granular rather
than a porous solid, its strength could be lower than a few
kPa. In summary, there are lower limits on the compres-
sive, tensile and cohesive strength of Arrokoth (McKinnon
et al., 2022), however, its bulk strength, particularly if it
is a heterogeneous granular system, is difficult to exactly
pin down, though the range of 25 to a few kPa is plausible
(McKinnon et al., 2022).

Figure 2 shows that at 45 AU particles within a proto-
stellar disk that have radius between about 0.1 m and 1 µm
could impact a planetesimal with the size of Arrokoth. The
range of particle sizes that can impact a planetesimal in
the outer solar system is large, suggesting that the pa-
rameter describing the mass fraction of disk particles that
would impact the surface ξp ∼ 1. However, Arrokoth itself
is near the maximum diameter where impacts from parti-
cles in a wind could be erosional rather than accreting (as
discussed in 3.4). Stern et al. (2023) suggest that Wenu’s
smooth terrain is due to the smooth surfaces of smaller
building blocks. Thus we should also consider the possi-
bility that wind driven processes smoothed these smaller 5
km diameter mounds, in addition to smoothing Arrokoth
itself. As Arrokoth is near the erosion limit for impacts at
a headwind velocity of about 50 m/s, its building blocks
would be below this limit.

5.1. Conditions for wind related particle transport on Ar-
rokoth’s building blocks

What conditions would allow wind-driven impacts to
redistribute material on Arrokoth’s building blocks? To
answer this question, we assume that the building blocks
are the mounds identified by Stern et al. (2023) which have
a diameter of aboutDmound = 5 km. We adopt a density of
ρa = 250 kg m−3 based on estimates of Arrokoth’s density.
With this mean density and diameter, the escape velocity
from a mound is vesc,mound ≈ 1 m/s. This is similar to the
minimum escape speed from Arrokoth (shown in Figure
11 by Keane et al. 2022) and about 3 times lower than the
guaranteed escape speed (shown in Figure 12 by Keane
et al. 2022).

Rather than adopt a particular headwind speed based
on a disk model, we estimate the range of headwind speeds
that would be consistent with sufficient particle transport
to smooth the surface of Arrokoth’s mounds but not cause
extreme levels of erosion. We then estimate the required
particle density in the disk.

Figures 6a, b, 8a and b illustrate that particles are
not transported very far across the surface when the wind
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speed is too low compared to the escape velocity on the
planetesimal vesc,a. The wind speed sets the speed of parti-
cles hitting the planetesimal and so the maximum ejection
speed for splashed particles. For splash particle transport
we estimate

uhw ≳ 3vesc,a. (83)

The factor of 3 arises from equation 46 giving the maxi-
mum ejection velocity vej,max. The limit is consistent with
the green dashed horizontal lines shown in Figure 8a and
b.

We estimate an upper limit for the wind speed uhw

from the erosion limit estimated in equations 51 and 52
giving

uhw ≲ 16 vesc,a. (84)

The factor of 16 arises from inverting equation 51 for the
critical escape velocity. For wind speeds above this ve-
locity, we expect that escaping ejecta mass exceeds that
accreting onto the surface.

We use uhw,mound to refer to a typical value for the
headwind velocity for a particle rich wind that would have
smoothed the surface of Arrokoth’s building blocks due to
redistribution of splashed particles. For an escape velocity
of 1 m/s for Arrokoth’s 5 km diameter building blocks, the
limits of equations 83, 84 give a range

3 m/s ≲ uhw,mound ≲ 16 m/s. (85)

With the same assumed density of 250 kg m−3, a spherical
planetesimal with a 20 km diameter, similar to Arrokoth
itself, has an escape velocity about 4 times higher and this
would give a range of headwind velocities 12 ≲ uhw ≲ 64
m/s.

A disk with a lower temperature or different density
profile (with orbital radius) could have a lower headwind
velocity. However, the mounds that later coalesced into
Arrokoth could have been born within clumps during stream-
ing instability (Nesvorný et al., 2021) or within a turbu-
lent concentration of particles (Hartlep and Cuzzi, 2020).
The simulations by Nesvorný et al. (2021) exhibited a va-
riety of phenomena for clumps embedded within particle
rich filaments that are present during streaming instabil-
ity, including disruption of spinning clumps and ejection of
mass after formation of a binary. If the clumps or concen-
trations have a high mass density of particles compared to
gas, then the gas is dragged by the particles and the veloc-
ity of the gas with respect to forming planetesimals could
be lower than the mean headwind velocity of the unper-
turbed disk (Johansen and Youdin, 2007). Johansen and
Youdin (2007) reported that “The particles that make up
a clump continuously leak out downstream to the radial
drift flow and are replaced with new particles drifting in
from upstream.” They also saw variations of order unity in
the radial drift rates of clumps within their simulations. If
Arrokoth’s clump’s experienced a range of headwind veloc-
ities while streaming instability took place, then its clumps

could have experienced periods of erosion (at higher wind
velocities) as well as periods of accretion (at lower wind
velocities). Epiodes of erosion and accretion could also
have smoothed the surface of Arrokoth’s sub-units.

The rate that particles hit the surface is given by the
mass of particles per unit area and time hitting the surface
via equation 57. Using a wind velocity uhw,mound and a
time ∆t for the epoch where the particle flux is high, the
depth of material redistributed is

h ∼ fpξpρguhw,mound∆t

4ρa
. (86)

We have neglected the ratio of ejecta to projectile mass
as it depends on material strength and is of order unity
(see equation 56). The dimensionless parameter ξp encom-
passes uncertainty in the fraction of disk particles that im-
pact the surface due to aerodynamic deflection, whereas fp
denotes the fraction of disk mass that is in particles. It
could also take into account the fraction of mass in small
particles that stick to the surface via cohesion (Gundlach
and Blum, 2015) rather than splash particles off the sur-
face.

We describe the smoothness of Arrokoth’s mounds in
terms of the ratio of the depth of splashed material to the
planetesimal radius

δh ≡ h

Rmound

∼ fpξp∆t
ρguhw,mound

2ρaDmound
. (87)

Equivalently,

fpξp∆t ∼ δh2ρa,ADmound

ρguhw,mound
. (88)

We assume that the disk has midplane gas density ρg equal
to that of our disk model at 45 AU (from Table 1). This
gives

fpξp∆t ∼ 106 yr

(
δh

0.035

)(
uhw,mound

10 m/s

)−1(
Dmound

5 km

)
×
(

ρa

250 kg m−3

)(
ρg

2.6×10−10 kg m−3

)−1

,

(89)

where we have used the middle of the range from equa-
tion 85 for the headwind velocity, uhw,mound. The ratio
δh = 0.035 corresponds to about 90 m on a 5 km diameter
mound which is about 3 times the ≈ 30 m resolution scale
of the New Horizons imaging in Figure 12. With ∆t = 10
Myr, a characteristic lifetime for the protosolar disk and
wind velocity 10 m/s we would require fpξp ∼ 1/10 for a
ratio of δh ∼ 3%. This implies that the particle density
must be similar in size to the gas density for an extended
period of time. Even if particles settle, a particle to gas
density near 1 is unrealistically high for the mean value
in the protosolar disk. The large required value of fpξp
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to see meaningful surface particle redistribution for this
duration of time is illustrated in Figure 13 which shows
contours of δh (from equation 87) as a function of head-
wind velocity and fpξp at ∆t = 10 Myr, with planetesimal
density ρa = 250 kg m−3, Dmound = 5 km and midplane
gas density ρg from the disk model at 45 AU from Ta-
ble 1. Arrokoth’s mounds and Arrokoth itself probably
cannot be smoothed via headwind associated impacts in
a non-clumpy protostellar disk during the lifetime of the
disk.

During streaming instability, clumps form with high
particle concentrations (Johansen and Youdin, 2007). Sim-
ulations by Li and Youdin (2021) show clumps with par-
ticle to gas density ratio fp ∼ 101 to 103 (see their figure
12). Peak values in the simulations by Rucska and Wad-
sley (2023) were similar in size but they reported Σp/Σg.
Because dust scale height is expected to be lower than the
gas scale height, the ratio of midplane densities should ex-
ceed the ratio of surface densities fp = ρp/ρg > Σp/Σg.
A range of growth rates for the streaming instability are
possible, ranging from 30 to 2000 in units of the Keple-
rian orbital angular rotation rate ΩK (see Figure 8 Li and
Youdin 2021). This range of growth periods correspond
to about 103 to 104 years at 45 AU. Simon et al. (2022)
speculate that in marginally stable systems, planetesimal
formation could take longer and be less efficient than those
with short growth times. If we take ∆t = 103 years, equa-
tion 89 gives fpξp ∼ 103 which is similar to the peak values
for the particle to gas density seen in streaming instabil-
ity simulations. Figure 14 is similar to Figure 13 but us-
ing ∆t = 104 years. Smoothing of Arrokoth’s mounds by
headwind associated impacts and splashed particle redis-
tribution is compatible with their formation within clumps
during an epoch of streaming instability and subsequent
evolution while embedded in particle rich filaments while
streaming instability was active.

6. Summary and Discussion

Using estimates for the drag force from a headwind
from the protosolar nebula on an planetesimal and a pro-
tostellar disk model, we estimate the maximum size of a
particle that might be lofted from the surface. In the in-
ner solar system, gravity and cohesion can be overcome by
the drag force from a protostellar disk headwind, allowing
mm-sized particles on a planetesimal to be lofted off the
surface. However in the outer solar system, we estimate
that cohesion is too strong for the wind to directly pull
particles from a planetesimal’s surface.

As has been proposed to account for aeolian features on
Pluto (Telfer et al., 2018), we consider alternative mecha-
nisms for pulling particles off of the planetesimal’s surface.
Particles within the headwind can impact the planetesi-
mal, splashing particles off its surface.

For particles within a disk that impact a planetesimal,
we estimate the velocity distribution of ejecta using crater
scaling laws, following Housen and Holsapple (2011). To

Figure 13: Redistribution depth ratio δh as a function of the head-
wind velocity, uhw, and the particle-to-gas density ratio times an effi-
ciency factor, fpξp, for a time interval ∆t = 10 Myr. Contours show
the redistribution depth ratio δh (from equation 87). The shaded
orange region indicates the headwind velocity range of Eq. 85 es-
timated for Arrokoth’s mounds. Smoothing of Arrokoth’s mounds
would require a particle rich disk for an extended length of time that
seems incompatible with models for the protosolar disk.

determine whether these impacts cause erosion, we esti-
mate the mass in ejecta that is above the escape veloc-
ity. Using an estimate for the headwind velocity, we esti-
mate that impacts from headwind particles are erosional

Figure 14: Similar to Figure 13 except showing δh for a duration
∆t = 104 year. Smoothing of Arrokoth’s mounds would require
conditions for particle flux and wind velocity compatible with an
epoch of streaming instability.
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for planetesimals with diameter smaller than about 8 km.
A similar estimate gives a total mass in ejecta about 3
times the projectile mass, though this is dependent upon
the material strength of the planetesimal surface. The pro-
tostellar disk gas density and an estimate for the fraction
of mass in particles gives an estimate the erosion rate, if
the planetesimal diameter is smaller than the 8 km ero-
sion limit, or the accretion rate from the wind, otherwise.
If splashed particles do not tend to escape the planetes-
imal, then the accretion rate times the ratio of ejecta to
projectile mass gives an estimate for the depth of mate-
rial transported across the surface as splashed particles.
The erosion or accretion rates are higher in the inner solar
system where the density of the disk is higher.

With a powerlaw ejecta velocity distributions typical
of impact craters (e.g., Housen and Holsapple 2011) and
taking into account drag from a wind, we integrate trajec-
tories of particles splashed off the surface due to impacts
from headwind particles. We find that splash particles are
most likely to be transported across the surface when the
wind velocity, setting the ejecta velocity, is within about
an order of magnitude of the escape velocity of the plan-
etesimal. The fate of splashed particles is sensitive to the
planetesimal material strength, which affects the ejecta ve-
locity distribution, the particle stopping time, which de-
termines the coupling between particle and wind, and the
planetesimal spin rotation rate and spin axis angle. Large
particles on the surface are less likely to escape when im-
pacted by headwind particles, and this could cause evo-
lution of the surface size distribution. For planetesimals
small enough that some ejecta particles can escape, low
velocity impacts from particles in a headwind could mix
material and exchange angular momentum between the
forming planetesimal and the disk reservoir.

Motivated by the smooth undulating terrain on the
larger lobe of the pristine transneptunian object Arrokoth,
we consider the possibility that winds may have smoothed
or eroded the surface of its approximately 5 km diame-
ter building blocks, described as mounds by Stern et al.
(2023). We consider requirements on the wind velocity
and particle flux that would allow transport of splashed
particles across the surfaces of these building blocks and
would not cause high levels of erosion. We explore a sce-
nario where particles within a disk wind impact the sur-
face of a mound, splashing particles from the surface. The
splashed particles land distant from the impact site, so
they would blanket the surface, smoothing its terrain. This
wind related smoothing scenario is an alternative to ero-
sion mechanisms that involve impact generated seismic
motions (Richardson et al., 2004; Thomas and Robinson,
2005) or sublimation (Steckloff et al., 2021). Assuming
that the smooth terrain is caused by redistribution of sur-
face particles across a depth of a few percent of the diame-
ter of a 5-km primordial building block, a headwind speed
of approximately 10 m/s is required for the wind related
smoothing scenario. This speed is lower than that esti-
mated in the disk, however low headwind speeds could be

present on particle concentrations during epochs of stream-
ing instability. We estimate that a mass density in parti-
cles a few hundred times that of the gas disk and present
for about 104 years could cause a few percent depth to
be redistributed. The duration, high particle density and
low headwind velocity are plausible values for clumps dur-
ing streaming instability in the outer solar system. If Ar-
rokoth’s mounds formed during streaming instability, their
smooth terrain suggests the physical conditions that were
present in the clumps in which they formed. Qualitatively,
Arrokoth’s building blocks could have been sandblasted by
icy particles from the snowstorm in which they were born.

While cohesion prevents a disk wind from lofting par-
ticles off a planetesimal surface in the outer solar system,
the disk gas density is high enough to blow particles across
the surface of 10 to 100 km diameter planetesimals in the
inner solar system. There may have been mass exchange
and mixing between planetesimal surfaces and a reser-
voir of particles residing in the disk. Because saltation
and the probability of splash particle escape are particle
size dependent, interactions between planetesimal surfaces
and headwinds could affect the size distribution of surface
particles on planetesimals, in addition to causing erosion
(Rozner et al., 2020; Demirci and Wurm, 2020; Demirci
et al., 2020; Cedenblad et al., 2021). Interactions be-
tween particle rich headwinds and planetesimals are likely
to cause a variety of interesting phenomena which could
be the focus of future studies.

The largest uncertainties in our models for splash par-
ticle dynamics are caused by uncertainty in the lift force
in a rarefied gas dynamics regime near a surface and the
difficulty of modeling the gas flow around a planetesimal.
Future studies could explore the role of more realistic flows
by taking into account structure in the boundary layer, ve-
locity shear in the wind and gravitational focusing.
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H. D., Núñez, J. I., Ocampo, A. C., Owen, W. M., Oxton, G. K.,
Parker, A. H., Pätzold, M., Pelgrift, J. Y., Pelletier, F. J., Pineau,
J. P., Piquette, M. R., Porter, S. B., Protopapa, S., Quirico, E.,
Redfern, J. A., Regiec, A. L., Reitsema, H. J., Reuter, D. C.,
Richardson, D. C., Riedel, J. E., Ritterbush, M. A., Robbins, S. J.,
Rodgers, D. J., Rogers, G. D., Rose, D. M., Rosendall, P. E., Run-
yon, K. D., Ryschkewitsch, M. G., Saina, M. M., Salinas, M. J.,
Schenk, P. M., Scherrer, J. R., Schlei, W. R., Schmitt, B., Schultz,
D. J., Schurr, D. C., Scipioni, F., Sepan, R. L., Shelton, R. G.,
Showalter, M. R., Simon, M., Singer, K. N., Stahlheber, E. W.,
Stanbridge, D. R., Stansberry, J. A., Steffl, A. J., Strobel, D. F.,
Stothoff, M. M., Stryk, T., Stuart, J. R., Summers, M. E., Tapley,
M. B., Taylor, A., Taylor, H. W., Tedford, R. M., Throop, H. B.,
Turner, L. S., Umurhan, O. M., Van Eck, J., Velez, D., Versteeg,
M. H., Vincent, M. A., Webbert, R. W., Weidner, S. E., Weigle,
G. E., Wendel, J. R., White, O. L., Whittenburg, K. E., Williams,
B. G., Williams, K. E., Williams, S. P., Winters, H. L., Zangari,
A. M., Zurbuchen, T. H., May 2019. Initial results from the New
Horizons exploration of 2014 MU69, a small Kuiper Belt object.
Science 364 (6441), aaw9771.

Stern, S. A., White, O. L., Grundy, W., Keeney, B. A., Hof-
gartner, J. D., Nesvorny, D., McKinnon, W. B., Richardson,
D. C., Marohnic, J. C., Verbiscer, A. J., Benecchi, S. D., Schenk,
P. M., Moore, J. M., Aug. 2023. The Properties and Origins
of Kuiper Belt Object Arrokoth’s Large Mounds. arXiv e-prints,
arXiv:2308.16834.

Suo, B., Quillen, A. C., Neiderbach, M., O’Brient, L., Sediq Miakhel,
A., Skerrett, N., Couturier, J., Lherm, V., Wang, J., Askari, H.,
Wright, E., Sánchez, P., Aug. 2023. Subsurface pulse, crater and
ejecta asymmetry from oblique impacts into granular media. arXiv
e-prints, arXiv:2308.01876.

Taguchi, S., Tsuji, T., Feb. 2022. Inversion of the transverse force
on a spinning sphere moving in a rarefied gas. Journal of Fluid
Mechanics 933, A37.

Telfer, M. W., Parteli, E. J. R., Radebaugh, J., Beyer, R. A.,
Bertrand, T., Forget, F., Nimmo, F., Grundy, W. M., Moore,
J. M., Stern, S. A., Spencer, J., Lauer, T. R., Earle, A. M.,
Binzel, R. P., Weaver, H. A., Olkin, C. B., Young, L. A., En-
nico, K., Runyon, K., aff12, Jun. 2018. Dunes on Pluto. Science
360 (6392), 992–997.

Thomas, P. C., Robinson, M. S., 2005. Seismic resurfacing by a single
impact on the asteroid 433 Eros. Nature 436, 366–369.

Vincent, J. B., Hviid, S. F., Mottola, S., Kuehrt, E., Preusker, F.,
Scholten, F., Keller, H. U., Oklay, N., de Niem, D., Davidsson,
B., Fulle, M., Pajola, M., Hofmann, M., Hu, X., Rickman, H.,
Lin, Z. Y., Feller, C., Gicquel, A., Boudreault, S., Sierks, H.,
Barbieri, C., Lamy, P. L., Rodrigo, R., Koschny, D., A’Hearn,
M. F., Barucci, M. A., Bertaux, J. L., Bertini, I., Cremonese, G.,
Da Deppo, V., Debei, S., De Cecco, M., Deller, J., Fornasier, S.,
Groussin, O., Gutiérrez, P. J., Gutiérrez-Marquez, P., Güttler,
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Appendix A. Nomenclature

Symbols used in the manuscript are summarized in the
following tables.

31



Table A.1: Nomenclature
G Gravitational constant
kB Boltzmann constant
M⊙ Solar mass
r Orbital radius from the Sun
z Distance above disk midplane

vK Keplerian velocity,
√
GM⊙/r

ΩK Keplerian angular velocity, vK/r
ρg Protosolar disk gas density at midplane
Σg Gas surface density of protosolar disk
Pg Gas pressure in midplane of protosolar disk
Tg Temperature of gas in protosolar disk
cg Isothermal sound speed in protosolar disk
vth Thermal velocity
hg Vertical scale height of gas in protosolar disk
λg Mean free path in gas
ηg Pressure parameter (equation 2)
αg Alpha parameter for a turbulent disk
m̄ Mean molecular mass
νg Kinematic gas viscosity
σH2 Collision cross section for molecular hydrogen
gΣ, gT Coefficients describing disk model
u Gas velocity
uhw Headwind velocity
uturb Turbulent eddy velocity,

√
αgcg

s Grain radius, particle in disk or splash particle
ρs Grain density
tstop Stopping time
St Stokes number, dimensionless stopping time

St = tstopΩK

FD Drag force
aD Acceleration on a particle from drag
Ra Radius of planetesimal
Da Diameter of planetesimal
Ma Mass of planetesimal
ρa Density of planetesimal
ga Surface gravitational acceleration, GMa/R

2
a

vesc,a Escape velocity,
√
2GMa/Ra

va Gravitational velocity
√

GMa/Ra

Ωa Inverse gravitational timescale va/Ra

Ya Material strength
Ωspin,a Spin vector of planetesimal
tcross Crossing time, Da/uhw

Fcoh Cohesive pull-off force
B Parameter describing surface roughness
γc Cohesive contact energy per unit area

Table A.1: Nomenclature-continued
ρpj Projectile density
apj Projectile radius
mpj Projectile mass
upj Projectile velocity
vej Ejecta velocity
Rcr Crater radius
M() Mass ejecta function
Mej Total ejecta mass
x Distance to impact site
C1, H2, k, n1 Coefficients for crater scaling
µ, ν Exponents for crater scaling
Re Reynolds number
Ma Mach number
Fr Froude number
Kn Knudsen number
π2, π3, π4 Dimensionless crater scaling parameters
U Wind velocity distant from planetesimal
t Time
w Impact parameter
r̃s Particle position in units of Ra

ṽs Particle velocity in units of va
ãs Particle acceleration in units of ga
ũ Wind velocity in units of va
ũpf Flow field of potential flow
ũδ Flow field within boundary layer
τ Dimensionless time, τ = tΩa

t̃s Dimensionless stopping time; tstopΩa

ω̃a Planetesimal spin vector in units of Ωa

θsw Angle between spin axis and wind direction
δ Boundary layer thickness
x̃b Distance from stagnation point along surface
ỹb Distance from surface
ũpj Projectile velocity in frame

rotating with the surface
ṽej Ejecta velocity in frame rotating

with the surface

d̂ Unit vector pointing downrange
with respect to the impact velocity

n̂ Surface normal unit vector
ζej Elevation angle of ejecta velocity
β Angle describing how far a splash particle

moves with respect to the surface
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Table A.1: Nomenclature-continued
Derode Diameter of a planetesimal with

a critical erosion rate
Da,vw Diameter of a planetesimal with

vesc,a = uhw

fp Mean mass density in disk particles
divided by gas density

ξp Mass fraction of particles that can
impact a planetesimal

Fm Particle flux
h Depth
dherode

dt , dhacc

dt Accretion and erosion rates (depth/time)
δh Depth of redistributed material divided

by planetesimal radius
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