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ABSTRACT

We present a suite of high-resolution numerical simulations to study the evolution and survival of

dust in hot galactic winds. We implement a novel dust framework in the Cholla hydrodynamics code

and use wind tunnel simulations of cool, dusty clouds to understand how thermal sputtering affects

the dust content of galactic winds. Our simulations illustrate how various regimes of cloud evolution

impact dust survival, dependent on cloud size, wind properties, and dust grain size. We find that

significant amounts of dust can survive in winds in all scenarios, even without shielding from the cool

phase of outflows. We present an analytic framework that explains this result, along with an analysis

of the impact of cloud evolution on the total fraction of dust survival. Using these results, we estimate

that 60 percent of dust that enters a starburst-driven wind could survive to populate the halo, based

on a simulated distribution of cloud properties. We also investigate how these conclusions depend on

grain size, exploring grains from 0.1 micron to 10 Angstrom. Under most circumstances, grains smaller

than 0.01 micron cannot withstand hot-phase exposure, suggesting that the small grains observed in

the CGM are either formed in situ due to shattering of larger grains, or must be carried there in cool

phase outflows. Finally, we show that the dust-to-gas ratio of clouds declines as a function of distance

from the galaxy due to cloud-wind mixing and condensation. These results provide an explanation for

the vast amounts of dust observed in the CGMs of galaxies and beyond.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Dust and galaxy evolution are entwined. The presence

of dust in the ISM can enhance star formation rates in

galaxies, because dust serves as a cooling channel for gas

(Whitworth et al. 1998), a catalyzing surface for the for-

mation of molecular hydrogen (Hollenbach & Salpeter

1971), and a shield from molecular photodissociation

by ultraviolet starlight (Draine & Bertoldi 1996)–all of

which aid in galaxies’ abilities to form stars. However,

dust grains have also been observed to hold a significant

portion of the ISM’s metal content (Dwek 1998; Wein-

gartner & Draine 2001) and have the potential to accrete

metals from the gas phase (Dwek 1998; Hirashita 1999;

Jenkins 2009), which could decrease the efficiency of gas

cooling. Thus, an understanding of cosmic dust evolu-

tion in galaxies is critical to an overall theory of galaxy

evolution.

A growing number of observations show that extra-

galactic dust is abundant in the Universe (Zaritsky 1994;

Chelouche et al. 2007; Ménard et al. 2010; McGee &

Balogh 2010; Ménard & Fukugita 2012; Peeples et al.

2014; Hodges-Kluck & Bregman 2014; Peek et al. 2015;

Smith et al. 2016). For example, using reddening in

observations of gravitationally lensed quasars in galaxy

halos, Ménard et al. (2010) found that extragalactic dust

accounts for roughly half of the cosmic dust mass and

can extend out to Mpc scales. However, the source of

such vast amounts of extragalactic dust is unclear, given

that dust is thought to form predominantly in the inter-

stellar medium (ISM) through condensation in stellar

winds and supernovae (Dwek & Scalo 1980; Gehrz 1989;

Moseley et al. 1989).

Mechanisms that may explain in situ extragalactic

dust formation have been suggested (e.g. Draine 1990),

but it is unclear how efficiently these mechanisms op-

erate on a broad scale. Thus, various channels for

transporting dust out of the ISM have been proposed

to explain this phenomenon. These include radiation

pressure-driven outflows (e.g. Davies et al. 1998; Mur-

ray et al. 2005), tidal stripping events (e.g. Meléndez

et al. 2015; Yoon et al. 2021), and hot supernova-driven

outflows (e.g. Shopbell & Bland-Hawthorn 1998). It re-

mains uncertain, however, the extent to which each of
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these may contribute to the observed extragalactic cos-

mic dust mass.

It is also unclear how the morphological properties of

dust grains may be altered through these processes. In

the ISM, dust grains range in diameter from nanome-

ters to microns (Weingartner & Draine 2001). Their

sizes can also change with time–dust can grow through

coagulation (Asano et al. 2013; Hirashita & Chen 2023)

and shrink due to shattering (Jones et al. 1996; Asano

et al. 2013). It can also be destroyed altogether due to

sputtering (Draine & Salpeter 1979). The efficiency of

these mechanisms in outflows is unknown. In particu-

lar, observations suggest that the abundance of small

grains in the circumgalactic medium (CGM) is compa-

rable to that of the ISM (Wolfire et al. 1995). At first

glance, this is puzzling, since theoretical models predict

that the virial temperatures of massive galaxies should

be hot enough to destroy small grains (Spitzer 1956;

Strickland et al. 2004; Anderson & Bregman 2010). It is

unclear whether the source of extragalactic dust directly

supplies small grains to the CGM or if they are formed

in situ through shattering (Jones et al. 1996).

Star formation feedback-driven outflows are a promis-

ing explanation for the observed ubiquity of dusty halos

in the Universe. These outflows are often observed in

rapidly star-forming galaxies, both at low and high red-

shift (e.g. Heckman et al. 1990; Veilleux et al. 2005, 2020,

and references therein). Hot, galaxy-scale outflows are

generated by supernova explosions (Chevalier & Clegg

1985), which can sweep up cool, dense clouds of gas

that break out from the disk (e.g. Mac Low & McCray

1988; Sarkar et al. 2015; Tanner et al. 2016; Kim et al.

2017; Fielding et al. 2018; Schneider et al. 2018; Nguyen

& Thompson 2022). These outflows are frequently ob-

served in the form of blueshifted absorption line spectra,

which predominantly probe outflowing cool (∼ 104 K)

gas moving at speeds higher than the escape velocity,

thought to originate from the sites of supernovae (e.g.

Martin 1998; Rupke et al. 2005; Weiner et al. 2009; Ru-

bin et al. 2010, 2014). Numerical hydrodynamics sim-

ulations have demonstrated that these clouds can be

long-lived (e.g. Cooper et al. 2009; Gronke & Oh 2018;

Schneider et al. 2020; Abruzzo et al. 2022a; Schneider &

Mao 2024), and thus may be a source of the significant

amounts of cool gas observed in the CGM (Werk et al.

2013). Logically, clouds that are launched from dusty

sites of star formation may also supply the CGM with

dust.

Despite this, the ability of galactic outflows to trans-

port dust to the CGM is debated. Although there

is observational evidence that clouds in outflows can

be dusty (Bland-Hawthorn & Cohen 2003; Rupke &

Veilleux 2013; Triani et al. 2021; Katsioli et al. 2023),

the evolution of dust in outflows is not well understood.

In particular, dust in the presence of the extremely hot

gas that drives outflows may be susceptible to sputter-

ing: the gradual degradation of dust grains as collisions

with gas ions return bound atoms and molecules to the

gas phase. This phenomenon is invoked to explain dust

depletion in supernova remnants, which is thought to be

caused in part by efficient sputtering of dust grains in

shocked gas (e.g. Jones et al. 1994; Dopita et al. 2016).

By volume, outflows are thought to consist mostly of

hot (∼ 107 K) ionized gas, as observed in the nearby

starburst galaxy M82 (Griffiths et al. 2000; Strickland

& Heckman 2007; Lopez et al. 2020) and shown in sim-

ulations (Kim et al. 2017; Schneider et al. 2020). They

are also turbulent, as discontinuities in density, tem-

perature, and momentum at the boundary between cool

clouds and the wind drive mixing between phases (Field-

ing et al. 2020; Tan et al. 2021; Abruzzo et al. 2022b).

Dust grains are thought to be easily sputtered in these

conditions due to the increased frequency of gas-grain

collisions due to gas thermal motions (Draine & Salpeter

1979). The same is true of turbulent gas since non-zero

gas-grain relative velocities can arise (Hirashita & Yan

2009).

The significance of sputtering’s role in dust survival in

outflows has not been thoroughly explored. Single-phase

numerical simulations of the effect of dust-enhanced

cooling on the thermal properties of hot galactic winds

have shown that, in most cases, sputtering is a signif-

icant source of dust destruction on timescales shorter

than the outflow dynamical time (Ferrara & Scanna-

pieco 2016; Scannapieco 2017). It has been proposed

that efficient shielding of dust by the cool phase of out-

flows may enable long-term dust survival. However, this

latter mechanism has only begun to be explored in simu-

lations (Farber & Gronke 2022; Chen & Oh 2023; Otsuki

& Hirashita 2024).

In this work, we address this question by conducting

high-resolution simulations of individual dusty clouds

as they are accelerated by hot galactic winds, enabling

direct measurements of the dust content of outflows as

it evolves due to sputtering. In Section 2, we make an

analytic argument for the survival of dust in outflows

based on typical outflow properties and dust sputtering

times. In Section 3, we describe the implementation of

a numerical dust model in the Cholla code Schneider

& Robertson (2015), and describe our simulation setup.

We then perform a parameter study to demonstrate how

cloud size, cloud and wind properties, and dust grain

size affect dust survival in winds, presented in Section 4.

These results provide insights into the dust-to-gas ratio
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and grain size distribution of clouds in outflows and also

allow us to put upper limits on the CGM dust mass

transported in outflows, which we discuss in Section 5.

We conclude in Section 6.

2. ANALYTICS

In this Section, we make a simple analytic argument

for the survival of dust in galactic outflows. This model

shows that the timescale for dust destruction is almost

always much longer than the overall time of cloud-wind

dynamical evolution. First, we describe the primary

mechanism responsible for dust destruction in winds,

thermal sputtering. Then, we examine the sputtering

times in the cool, mixed, and hot phases of outflows.

We show that, in general, outflow sputtering times are

quite long–especially in the phases where most dust can

be found. We will discuss several dust evolution scenar-

ios based on cloud survivability.

2.1. Sputtering

Assuming that dust is spherical and has a constant

density, the mass of a dust grain is given by m =

4πa3ρg/3, where m is the grain mass, a is the grain

radius, and ρg is the grain density. Using this, we can

describe the rate of change in dust mass as∣∣∣ṁ
m

∣∣∣ = 3
ȧ

a
(1)

which leads to the general definition of the sputtering

time. The sputtering time quantifies the time it takes

for a dust grain to be destroyed by sputtering,

tsp = a
∣∣∣da
dt

∣∣∣−1

. (2)

Given this, the rate of change in dust density due to

sputtering can be written as

dρ

dt
= − ρ

tsp/3
. (3)

How rapidly dust grains decay through sputtering de-

pends on the sputtering time. Draine & Salpeter (1979)

provided an analytic expression for the sputtering rate,

da/dt, that accounts for the transfer of kinetic energy

from the impinging particles and electric field effects

that both play a part in sputtering. Using the assump-

tion that the decay rate of a given solid does not de-

pend on the type of incident particle (Bohdansky 1984),

material-independent sputtering yields have been mea-

sured, which depend only on the thermal properties of

the impinging particles. This allowed for greatly simpli-

fied, semi-empirical sputtering models. The sputtering

rate as a function of sputtering yield for astrophysically-

relevant materials is given by

1

nH

da

dt
=

msp

2ρ0

∑
i

Ai⟨Yiv⟩ (4)

(thermal sputtering, Tielens et al. 1994). Here, ȧ de-

pends on the abundance of ion i, Ai, and its empirically

measured sputtering yield averaged over a Maxwellian

distribution, ⟨Yiv⟩. msp and ρ0 are the average mass of

the sputtered atoms and the specific density of the grain

material, respectively.

Using these sputtering yields, the thermal sputtering

rate can be written as

da

dt
= −h̃

(
ρ

mp

)[(
Tsp

T

)ω

+ 1

]−1

. (5)

(Tsai & Mathews 1995). For graphite, amorphous car-

bon, and silicate grains, h̄ = 3.2 × 10−18 cm4 s−1,

ω = 2.5, and Tsp = 2×106 K. Finally, the thermal sput-

tering time as a function of grain radius, a, gas density,

ρ, and gas temperature, T , can be written as

tsp ≈ 0.17 Gyr
( a

0.1 µm

)(10−27 g cm−3

ρ

)[(106.3 K

T

)ω
+1
]

(6)

(McKinnon et al. 2017). We implement Equation 3 as

our sputtering model with Equation 6 as our sputter-

ing time. Equation 6 shows that sputtering is most ef-

ficient in high-density, high-temperature gas since tsp
decreases with increased density and temperature. It

depends most strongly on temperature and is roughly

constant above Tsp (which is set by the constant ω).

Large dust grains can withstand sputtering for longer,

so tsp scales linearly with grain radius. In Figure 1, we

plot contours showing the sputtering time as a function

of density and temperature for a = 0.1 µm grains. This

Figure illustrates that sputtering times for grains this

size are short (≲ 1 Myr) only in gas that is both very

hot and dense.

2.2. Sputtering in multiphase outflows

Gas in galactic outflows is inherently multiphase. Al-

though there is a continuous range of densities and tem-

peratures, gas is commonly divided into several distinct

phases based on its cooling efficiency at different temper-

atures. The hot phase, which we refer to as the “wind,”

is the fast, volume-filling phase that drives the expan-

sion of the outflow. It is created by the thermaliza-

tion of supernovae ejecta in the ISM and is character-

ized by high temperatures and relatively diffuse densi-

ties (e.g. Strickland & Heckman 2007). Embedded in

the hot wind are cooler, denser clouds of ∼ 104 K gas,

which are launched from the ISM by interactions with
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supernova bubbles near star-forming regions (e.g. West-

moquette et al. 2009). These clouds make up the cool

ionized phase of outflows and likely dominate the mass

that is driven out of galaxies (Kim et al. 2020). Finally,

the interaction between the hot wind and cool clouds

creates an intermediate temperature and density phase

with relatively short cooling times. This phase forms in

the outflow as the wind sweeps along the boundaries of

clouds, seeding hydrodynamic instabilities that initiate

cloud-wind mixing (Fielding et al. 2020). The phases of

outflows are characterized by their distinct thermody-

namic properties, which by definition lead to different

sputtering times in each phase. In this Section, we ex-

amine how dust evolves in each phase.

Throughout this work, we refer to the Cholla Galactic

OutfLow Simulations (CGOLS) project to characterize

the properties of hot, cool, and mixed phases of outflows.

CGOLS is a suite of simulations of rapidly star-forming

galaxies that drive multi-phase outflows (Schneider &

Robertson 2018; Schneider et al. 2020; Schneider & Mao

2024). CGOLS provides a detailed understanding of the

phase structure of outflows, including profiles of the den-

sity, temperature, velocities, etc. of hot (T > 5×105 K)

and cool (T < 2×104 K) phases as a function of distance

from the galaxy, which we use as a reference. Mean val-

ues from these profiles are shown as colored points in

Figure 1.

2.2.1. Cool phase

Clouds in CGOLS typically have a temperature of

Tcl < 2×104 K and number densities that range between

102 cm−3 near the base of the outflow and 10−2 cm−3

further away from the galaxy. In general, cool phase

sputtering times are long. This is indicated in Figure

1, where the CGOLS radial profiles for the cool phase

are shown as a function of density and temperature,

along with contours indicating the corresponding sput-

tering times for a 0.1 µm radius grain. The shortest

cool phase sputtering time for a dust grain of this size

is roughly 10 Gyr, approximately a Hubble time. As

such, essentially no sputtering of a = 0.1 µm dust will

occur in cool-phase gas. Although tsp decreases linearly

with grain size, smaller grains may also be able to sur-

vive in clouds, since their sputtering times are still long

compared to outflow dynamical times and cloud density

decreases as clouds are carried out.

2.2.2. Hot phase

The hot phase is characterized by high temperatures

(Tw ≳ 5 × 105 K) and long cooling times, with typical

densities of order nw ∼ 10−2 − 10−4 cm−3. Wind den-

sities and temperatures are both highest at the base of

the outflow, nearest to the supernovae that drive them.

Figure 1. Contours (dashed black lines) showing sputtering
times in years for a = 0.1 µm dust grains over a range of den-
sities and temperatures. The labeled points mark the median
values of the hot (Tw > 5×105 K), cool (Tcl < 2×104 K), and
mixed (Tmix = (TclTw)

1/2) phases of the CGOLS profiles at
different distances from the outflow’s base. The gray shaded
region highlights where sputtering times are shorter than the
time it takes for a 103 km s−1 wind to travel 10 kpc. For all
phases, sputtering times quickly lengthen with distance from
the galaxy due to the rapid drop in temperature and density.
In particular, even the hot phase sputtering times are quite
long, surpassing 10 Myr by a distance of 1 kpc from the base
of the wind and 100 Myr by a distance of 5 kpc. The solid
gray contours show the CIE cooling time of gas in years.

There, tsp,w ∼ 6 Myr for a = 0.1 µm grains – signifi-

cantly shorter than the cool phase sputtering times. If

dust spends longer than tsp,w in the hot phase, sub-

stantial amounts could be destroyed. To quantify dust’s

ability to survive in the hot phase, we can define the

sputtering distance, rsp = tsp × vw, to be the distance

dust would travel moving at the wind speed before be-

ing significantly sputtered. For a sputtering timescale

of 6 Myr, a typical wind speed of vw = 103 km s−1

would result in a sputtering distance of 6 kpc. This

distance is small compared to the scale of galactic out-

flows, which can span tens of kpc. However, the sput-

tering time of the hot phase does not remain constant

throughout outflows. Figure 1 shows, for example, the

CGOLS hot phase sputtering time at various points in

the wind. The CGOLS wind density and temperature

profiles decrease rapidly with distance from the galaxy,

causing the sputtering time to double by a distance of

1 kpc. At a distance of 5 kpc from the outflow’s base,

the hot phase sputtering time increases by over an or-

der of magnitude. With this consideration, it is plau-

sible that some a = 0.1 µm dust could survive moving
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in a rapid wind fully exposed to the hot phase. In the

case of smaller grains, the sputtering distance is quite

short since the sputtering time depends linearly on grain

size. For a = 0.01 µm grains, the sputtering distance is

0.6 kpc, so grains of this size and smaller would likely

be completely sputtered before reaching regions of the

wind with longer sputtering times.

2.2.3. Mixed phase

Despite high temperatures, the relatively diffuse den-

sities of the hot phase result in long sputtering times

for large grains. In principle, the intermediate temper-

atures and densities of the mixed phase could be more

amenable to sputtering. Additionally, cooler gas tends

to move less quickly, which increases the exposure time

for dust in this phase. To define the thermodynamic

properties of the mixed phase, we use the geometric

means of the hot and cool phase temperature and den-

sity: Tmix = (TclTw)
1/2 and nmix = (nclnw)

1/2, respec-

tively. The shortest sputtering time for this phase is

therefore also at the base of the outflow; with nmix ∼
0.4 cm−3 and Tmix ∼ 105 K we get a sputtering time of

15 Myr. However, this is much longer than the mixed

phase cooling time, which governs how long mixed phase

gas exists. The cooling timescale is defined as

tcool =
3nkT

2n2
HΛ(T )

, (7)

where n is number density, nH is the Hydrogen num-

ber density, Λ(T ) is the cooling function in erg s−1 cm3,

and k is the Boltzmann constant. Mixed-phase gas in

outflows is typically around ∼ 105 K, which is close to

the maximum Λ for gas in collisionally ionized equilib-

rium (see contours in Figure 1). This results in cooling

times of order ∼ 10 kyr for mixed-phase gas in outflows

(Gronke & Oh 2018). As a result, we do not expect sub-

stantial sputtering of dust in the mixed phase of outflows

for 0.1 µm radius grains. That said, the sputtering de-

creases with grain size, so smaller grains (a ∼ 10 Å) can

be susceptible to sputtering in the mixed phase.

2.3. Cloud crushing

In the preceding section, we showed that some dust

may be sputtered in the hot phase of outflows, particu-

larly small grains. However, clouds of cool gas should be

very efficient at preventing even small dust grains from

sputtering. Given this, we now turn to a discussion of

cloud evolution in outflows. In particular, because the

sputtering times of dust in clouds are long, if clouds can

survive intact as they are carried to the CGM by the

wind, then the vast majority of dust should survive as

well.

Much work has been done to quantify the question of

cloud survival in winds (Klein et al. 1994; Scannapieco

& Brüggen 2015; Schneider & Robertson 2017; Gronke

& Oh 2018; Li et al. 2020; Sparre et al. 2020; Farber &

Gronke 2022; Abruzzo et al. 2023). In particular, many

studies have used the framework of the cloud-crushing

problem, which considers the evolution of cool, dense

clouds of gas as they are accelerated from rest by hot,

relatively diffuse winds. The adiabatic cloud-crushing

time, tcc, has been defined to quantify this evolution

(Klein et al. 1994). This is the time it takes for the

initial cloud-wind shock to propagate through the cloud:

tcc =
χ1/2rcl
vw

, (8)

where χ is the density contrast between the cloud and

the wind, vw is the wind velocity, and rcl is the ini-

tial radius of the cloud. In the adiabatic limit (i.e.

when radiative cooling is subdominant), cloud evolu-

tion is dominated by the growth of Kelvin-Helmholtz

and Rayleigh-Taylor instabilities that eventually shred

the cloud apart. The adiabatic cloud-crushing time is

comparable to the timescale for this growth and thus

can be used to quantify the general sequence of cloud

evolution.

Clouds in the adiabatic case generally survive for

∼ 5 tcc before they are completely mixed into the wind

(Klein et al. 1994; Schneider & Robertson 2015, etc.).

Equation 8 shows that small clouds are disrupted more

quickly than large ones and, generally, that clouds are

disrupted more quickly by fast winds. For example, in a

103 km s−1 wind, a typical large cloud (rcl ∼ 100 pc and

χ ∼ 103) will get disrupted on a timescale of ∼ 3 Myr,

while a small cloud (rcl ∼ 5 pc and χ ∼ 103) will be

disrupted in approximately 155 kyr. Were the adiabatic

case the final word, both of these clouds would be de-

stroyed in a galactic outflow, since tcc is much shorter

than the outflow dynamical time.

In the context of outflows, however, adiabaticity is a

poor approximation since gas can cool on much shorter

timescales than the outflow dynamical time. Recent

work has shown that rapid cooling of the mixed phase

significantly alters the evolution of clouds by extending

their lifetimes or preventing their destruction, entirely

(e.g. Marinacci et al. 2010; Armillotta et al. 2016; Grit-

ton et al. 2017; Gronke & Oh 2018, 2020a; Li et al. 2020;

Sparre et al. 2020). For the small and large clouds dis-

cussed above with a temperature of Tcl = 3 × 104 K in

a wind of Tw = 3 × 107 K and nw = 10−2 cm−3, the

mixed-phase cooling time is tcool,mix = 209 kyr. The

small cloud’s tcc is comparable to the mixed-phase cool-

ing time, so cooling will extend the cloud’s lifetime to
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Resolution Dimensions (rcl) rcl (pc) a (µm) vw (km/s) Tw (K) χ md,sp/md,i t/tsp,w tcool,minmix/tshear

rcl/64 100× 15× 15 5 0.1 1× 103 3× 107 103 0.26 0.28 33

rcl/16 '' '' 0.01 '' '' '' 0.90 3.2 ''
rcl/64 64× 16× 16 100 0.1 1× 103 3× 107 103 0.20 4.4 1.7

rcl/16 '' '' 0.01 '' '' '' 0.73 49 ''
rcl/64 128× 16× 16 100 0.1 5× 102 3× 106 103 0.01 7.6 0.22

rcl/16 64× 16× 16 '' 0.01 '' '' '' 0.08 58 ''
rcl/16 '' '' 0.001 '' '' '' 0.53 580 ''

Table 1. Parameters for simulations discussed in Section 4. Resolution is the number of cells per cloud radius, dimensions are
the x, y, and z lengths of the simulation domain (in units of the initial cloud radius), rcl is the cloud radius, a is the dust grain
size, vw is the wind velocity, Tw is the wind temperature, χ is the cloud-wind density contrast, md,sp/md,i is the fraction of
total sputtered dust compared to the initial total dust mass, t/tsp is the simulation duration compared to the sputtering time,
and tcool,minmix/tshear is the mixed-phase cooling time compared to the cloud’s shear time. The horizontal lines divide the table
into three regimes: destroyed (top), disrupted (middle), and survived cloud (bottom). Our simulation gallery can be found at
https://vimeo.com/showcase/11013652.

some degree. The large cloud’s tcc is much longer than

tcool,mix, so cooling will have a significant effect on its

evolution.

Cloud survival is tied to the mixed gas phase, which is

composed of a mixture of disrupted cloud material and

material from the hot phase. Clouds can absorb rapidly

cooled gas from this mixed phase, which, in some cases,

can facilitate cloud survival through a process called tur-

bulent radiative mixing layer (TRML) entrainment. A

cloud survives when it absorbs more material than it

contributes to the mixed phase. In other words, survival

requires the absorption of material originating from the

hot phase. The mixed material can only be absorbed as

it advects the length of the cloud – if it advects beyond

this, it will be lost to mixing with the wind. Conse-

quently, the comparison between the cooling timescale

of mixed gas and the advection timescale of mixed gas

originating from the wind dictates cloud survival.

In more detail, this advection timescale is linked to
the shear timescale,

tshear = rcl/vw, (9)

which quantifies the time it takes for a parcel of gas

moving at the wind speed, vw, to travel half the initial

cloud length, rcl. In reality, the advection timescale is

somewhat longer because the cloud develops a tail and

mixing reduces the speed. Abruzzo et al. (2023) defined

the cloud survival criterion,

tcool,minmix ≲ 7 tshear. (10)

In this criterion, tcool,minmix is a quantity similar in spirit

to the cooling time of the mixing layer. It is the cooling

time at T =
√
TminTw, where Tmin is the temperature

between Tcl and Tw where the cooling time is minimized

(∼ 3 × 104 K in our simulations). Throughout this pa-

per, we use this criterion to quantify cloud survival. We

define three regimes of cloud evolution that demonstrate

distinct characteristics of dust survival: cloud destruc-

tion (tcool,minmix > tshear), disruption (tcool,minmix ∼
tshear) and survival (tcool,minmix < tshear). In Section 4,

we present simulations of dusty clouds in each of these

regimes and discuss how the survival of dust is affected

by cloud dynamics.

3. METHODS

To test the survival of dust in a range of different out-

flow conditions, we ran a suite of hydrodynamic simu-

lations consisting of three-dimensional boxes containing

a cool, dense cloud of gas and dust embedded in a hot,

diffuse background wind. All simulations were run with

the GPU-based hydrodynamics code, Cholla (Schneider

& Robertson 2015), using piecewise-parabolic interface

reconstruction (Fryxell et al. 2000), the HLLC Riemann

solver (Toro et al. 1994; Batten et al. 1997), and the
second-order unsplit Van Leer integrator (Stone & Gar-

diner 2009). The cooling function, Λ(T ), is a piece-

wise parabolic fit to a collisional ionization equilibrium

curve for solar metallicity gas, as defined in Schneider

& Robertson (2018). Below 104 K the cooling rate is

zero. We assume a mean molecular weight of 0.6 when

converting between mass and number densities. We

track the evolution of dust by computing the change in

dust density of each cell using Equation 3. This model

uses Cholla’s passive scalar framework to advect dust

along with gas as it evolves hydrodynamically. Thus,

the model implicitly assumes that gas and dust are fully

dynamically coupled.

3.1. Simulation setup

We simulate the evolution of a cool, dense cloud of gas

and dust in a long box containing a volume-filling hot,

https://vimeo.com/showcase/11013652
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Figure 2. Initial conditions for one of our large cloud simulations. Here, we simulate a 100 pc radius cloud in a box that
is 64 rcl long at a fixed resolution of rcl/64 cells (dx = 1.5625 pc). In the x-direction, this is the shortest box length in the
simulation suite (relative to the cloud radius). Box sizes for our other setups can be found in Table 1.

diffuse wind, commonly referred to as a “wind tunnel”

simulation (shown in Figure 2). To emulate the condi-

tions of a hot, supernova-driven outflow, all non-cloud

regions of the simulation are initialized with a constant,

positive x-velocity (vw) with a constant initial density

and temperature. At the −x boundary of the simula-

tion volume, we apply a constant inflow boundary with

the same initial conditions. All other boundaries of the

volume use outflow boundary conditions. Initially, the

wind is dust-free. Positioned adjacent to the −x bound-

ary and centered in the yz-plane is a cool, dense cloud

of gas and dust, initialized with a 0.01 dust-to-gas ratio.

The cloud is spherical, with a constant density and zero

initial velocity. The cloud initial temperature is set such

that it is in thermal pressure equilibrium with the wind.

Table 1 shows the range of parameters for our fiducial

simulations. Our fiducial cloud and wind parameters

were chosen based on the cool and hot phase profiles

from the CGOLS simulations (Schneider et al. 2020),

but we vary them in some simulations to test a wider

range of possible parameter space. The full range of

parameters we explore is shown in Appendix A, Ta-

ble 2. Our CGOLS-like, starburst wind has a density

of nw = 10−2 cm−3, temperature of Tw = 3×107 K and

a wind speed of vw = 103 km s−1. We also simulate a

slower, cooler wind at a density of nw = 10−2 cm−3,

temperature of Tw = 3 × 106 K, and speed vw =

500 km s−1. Despite the difference in temperature, be-

cause tsp is roughly constant for temperatures above

Tsp = 2× 106 K, the sputtering time the starburst and

slow wind models are nearly the same: tsp = 10 Myr

and tsp = 14 Myr, respectively.

Within these two winds, we simulate clouds of various

sizes and density contrasts. Our small cloud has a ra-

dius of 5 pc, the minimum cloud size that is numerically

resolved in the CGOLS simulations, and comparable to

the minimum cloud size that is resolved in optical ob-

servations of M82 (Shopbell & Bland-Hawthorn 1998).

Our large cloud has a radius of 100 pc, chosen to coincide

with the upper end of the CGOLS cloud size distribution

(Warren et al. 2024, in prep). Our fiducial simulations

all contain χ = 103 clouds, but we show results from

lower density contrast simulations in Table 2.

We take the small cloud in the starburst wind, the

large cloud in the starburst wind, and the large cloud in

the slow wind to be our fiducial destroyed, survived, and

disrupted simulations (all with density contrasts of χ =

103). We repeat each simulation for two different grain

radii, 0.1 µm and 0.01 µm, and shown an additional

simulation with 10 Å grains for the survived cloud. Our

fiducial large cloud simulations use box dimensions of

6.4×1.6×1.6 kpc3, which are the box dimensions shown

in Figure 2. We also run our survived cloud in a box that

is double the length in order to watch its evolution for

longer1. Our fiducial destroyed cloud simulation uses a

box of 0.5×0.15×0.15 kpc3. For all of the cloud regimes,

we run our a = 0.1 µm simulations at a resolution of

rcl/64, but find that the results do not depend strongly

on resolution (see Appendix C), so we use a resolution

of rcl/16 for the small grain simulations. We present the

results of these simulations in Section 4.

3.2. Dust mass analysis

For each simulation, we calculate the total fraction of

dust that is sputtered, md,sp/md,i, which is shown in

Table 1. These masses are computed in situ from the

sputtering rates in the simulation. To understand the

degree to which hot phase sputtering affects the overall

dust destruction, we separately track the total fraction

of dust sputtered in T < 106 K and T ≥ 106 K gas.

We also estimate the total cloud and dust mass that

have left the simulation volume in post-processing by

calculating the mass outflow rate for each snapshot,

1 We also repeated the survived cloud simulation with a cloud
tracking method and found that the results for dust destruction
were consistent with our untracked simulations. See Appendix B
for details.
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Figure 3. Snapshots of the evolution of a destroyed cloud with a = 0.1 µm grains. The top panel shows gas column density
and the bottom panel shows dust surface density. This simulation shows the evolution of a small cloud in our starburst wind
model, such that tcool,minmix > tshear. Cloud material travels nearly 500 pc over 2.8 Myr (0.28 tsp,w) by the time it leaves the
box, by which point it is almost completely mixed into the wind. 26% of the initial dust mass is sputtered.

ṁ = ρv⊥A, (11)

where ṁ is the cloud gas (or dust) outflow rate, ρ is the

density of cloud gas (or dust) in a boundary cell, v⊥ is

the velocity in the direction flowing out of the volume,

and A is the area of the cell. Cloud gas is defined as

ρ > ρcl,i/30. In simulations where we initialize our cloud

at 3 × 103 K, because there is no cooling to balance

the effects of mixing at T < 104 K, the temperature

(density) of the colder phase gas will increase (decrease)

by a factor of at least 10/3. The amount of mass lost

between each snapshot is calculated by multiplying ṁ

by the output timestep.

4. RESULTS

In this Section, we present the results of our parameter

study. Below, we highlight a selection of these simula-

tions to illustrate how the extreme cases of cloud evo-

lution, dust grain size, and efficient accretion of mixed-

phase gas all play a role in overall dust survival. Sim-

ulations that are discussed in this section are shown in

Table 1.

4.1. Destroyed clouds

To study dust survival in the case of complete cloud

destruction, we simulate a small cloud in a hot, rapid

wind, such that tshear ≪ tcool,minmix. This scenario is

meant to represent the outflow environment least likely

to result in dust survival. The cloud has a radius of

rcl = 5 pc with a density contrast of χ = 103. We use

the starburst wind described in Section 3.1, which has

a sputtering time of 10 Myr for a = 0.1 µm grains.

Figure 3 shows three frames from this simulation: the

cloud in its initial state, after it has been significantly

disrupted, and after it has been largely fragmented and

mixed into the wind. Figure 4 shows the evolution of the

simulation’s cloud (top panel) and dust (bottom panel)

mass. The dots in Figure 4 correspond to the snap-

shots of gas column density (top) and dust surface den-

sity (bottom) shown in Figure 3, when the cloud mass

is 100%, 87%, and 50% of its initial value. The cloud

mass declines monotonically throughout the 2.8 Myr run

time of the simulation (∼ 19 tcc). This is the expected

behavior for a cloud of this size. The mixed phase

(nmix = 0.1 cm−3 and Tminmix ∼ 9.5 × 105 K) yields

tcool,minmix = 160 kyr, which is long compared to the

shear time (tshear = 4.9 kyr), making it impossible for

mixed-phase gas to cool and accrete back onto the cloud

before being carried away. The rapid growth of hydro-

dynamic instabilities ultimately results in the cloud’s

destruction (see also Schneider & Robertson 2017).

The most prominent difference between the distribu-

tion of cloud and dust mass in Figure 3 is a large, diffuse

tail of dust that fills the volume behind the cloud. This

is driven by hydrodynamic instabilities, which form as

the wind sweeps over the cloud, carrying mixed-phase

gas and dust away from the cloud before gas can cool

back onto it (Schneider & Robertson 2017). The denser

regions of the dust distribution trace the remaining cool

gas, which has fragmented due to the rapid growth of

hydrodynamic instabilities.

Once dust is removed from the cloud, it moves with

the hot gas at the wind speed away from the cloud and

out of the simulation volume. As shown in Figure 4,

after 2.8 Myr (roughly a third of the wind’s sputtering
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Figure 4. Top: Cloud mass evolution for a destroyed cloud
simulation. The solid blue line shows the total amount of
cloud gas in the volume relative to the initial cloud mass
(78 M⊙). The dashed blue line is an estimate of the total
cloud mass that has been carried out of the volume (de-
scribed in Section 3.2). Bottom: Dust mass evolution for
a = 0.1 µm grains in a destroyed cloud simulation. The
solid red line is the total amount of dust in the simulation
volume relative to the initial dust mass (0.78 M⊙). The red
dashed line is an estimate of the dust mass that has been car-
ried out of the simulation. The solid black line is the total
amount of dust sputtered. The black dashed and dot-dashed
lines show the total amount of dust sputtered in T < 106 K
and T ≥ 106 K, respectively. Overall, after 3 Myr (0.3 tsp,w),
the cloud has been almost completely mixed into the wind
and 23% of the initial dust mass is sputtered, while the rest
has been carried out of the simulation volume.

time), the cloud is totally destroyed, 26% of the dust

mass has been sputtered. The black lines in Figure 4

show that sputtering predominantly occurs in the hot

phase—the dot-dashed line shows the amount of dust

sputtered in T ≥ 106 K gas, the dashed line T < 106 K,

and the solid line shows the total. The remaining dust

is advected out of the simulation volume. So, relatively

little sputtering is seen in this simulation, but that can

largely be attributed to the short simulation duration

compared to the sputtering time. The length of the box

for this simulation is 0.5 kpc, which is only a fraction of

the sputtering distance (rsput = 5.1 kpc) for this wind.

We discuss how dust will evolve once it is entrained in

the hot wind in Section 5.

4.1.1. Grain size

We repeated this simulation using the same initial con-

ditions as in Section 4.1 but decreased the grain size to

0.01 µm. The cloud dynamics are therefore the same

as described in Section 4.1, but since tsp ∝ a, the wind

sputtering time is reduced to tsp,w = 1 Myr. Because the

cloud is destroyed on a comparable timescale, the dust

experiences significant hot-phase exposure. We find that

after 3.2 Myr, 90% of the simulation’s dust has been de-

stroyed, with the rest carried out of the volume. 78%

of the sputtering occurred in T > 106 K gas and the re-

mainder took place in lower-temperature gas. The sur-

viving dust will eventually also be destroyed since the

sputtering distance for 0.01 µm grains in this wind is

rsp = 1 kpc and the sputtering time of the hot phase

at a distance of r = 0.5 kpc is still rapid (1.6 Myr). As

a result, we conclude that this cloud evolution scenario

will completely destroy grains of radius ≲ 0.01 µm.

4.2. Survived clouds

Figure 5 shows snapshots of the evolution of gas and

dust in our survived cloud simulation, the parameters

of which are given in the bottom section of Table 1.

This simulation models a large cloud evolving in our

slow wind setup. Because tsp is roughly constant for

temperatures above Tsp = 2 × 106 K, the sputtering

time of this wind is close to that of the starburst wind

model –tsp,w = 14 Myr – even though this wind is an

order of magnitude cooler. The mixed-phase parameters

for this cloud are nmix = 0.3 cm−3 and Tminmix = 3 ×
105 K, resulting in tcool,minmix = 41 kyr. This is short

compared to the shear time, which is ∼ 200 kyr. As a

result, the cloud efficiently absorbs gas from the mixed

phase, enabling long-term survival and growth (as shown

in the top panel of Figure 6). After several tcc, cloud

material is extended throughout a long tail that forms

behind its head, spanning ∼ 10 kpc. Throughout the

simulation, the distribution of dust and cloud material

is quite smooth and continuous, as shown in Figure 5 –

very little dust enters the hot wind. This demonstrates

that all of the mixed-phase gas ends up condensing onto

the cloud’s tail instead of mixing into the hot phase,

which results in very efficient shielding of dust from the

hot phase. Figure 6 shows that essentially no dust is

sputtered throughout the ∼ 80 Myr (8 tsp,w) duration

of the simulation.

4.2.1. Grain size
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Figure 5. Snapshots of cloud (top) and dust (bottom) evolution for a survived cloud simulation with a = 0.1 µm dust grains.
This simulation shows the evolution of a large cloud in our slow wind model, such that tcool,minmix ≪ tshear. Throughout the
simulation, the distribution of dust and cloud material is relatively smooth and continuous. Movies of these simulations show
the direct streaming of the mixed phase onto the cloud’s tail (see the simulation gallery). Since sputtering times in the cloud
and mixed phase are long, essentially no sputtering is seen in the ∼ 80 Myr (8 tsp,w) duration of the simulation.

Figure 6. Cloud (top) and dust (bottom) mass evolution for
a survived cloud simulation with a = 0.1 µm dust grains. See
Figure 4 for a full description of this Figure. The initial cloud
and dust masses are 6.2× 103 M⊙ and 63 M⊙, respectively.
As the cloud evolves, it accretes rapidly cooled gas from the
mixed phase and grows in mass. Essentially no sputtering is
seen in the ∼ 80 Myr (8 tsp,w) duration of the simulation.

We repeated this simulation for 0.01 µm radius dust

grains (shown in Table 1) and found similar results.

Since no gas is transferred to the hot phase, dust spends

most of its time shielded by the cloud where the sput-

tering time is long (12 − 0.37 Gyr, between the cloud’s

initial conditions and its final, atomic-phase state). The

mixed-phase sputtering time for a = 0.01 µm grains in

this simulation is also quite long (tsp,minmix ∼ 70 Myr),

so the brief mixed-phase exposure that dust experiences

has little effect. Overall, 8% of the initial dust mass is

sputtered in this simulation (after 58 Myr, or 58 tsp,w),

almost entirely in T < 106 K gas. We ran an additional

simulation of this cloud with a = 10 Å radius grains.

We found that sputtering within the cloud and mixed-

phase becomes much more significant for grains of this

size, with 53 % of the 10 Å grains destroyed all within

T < 106 K gas. We discuss the implication of these

results in Section 5.4.

4.3. Disrupted clouds

To understand how a = 0.1 µm dust evolves in a

long-lived, but more fragmented cloud, we simulated a

large cloud in our starburst wind (parameters shown

in the middle section of Table 1). In this simulation,

tcool,minmix ∼ tshear. Figure 7 shows snapshots of the

cloud evolution, and Figure 8 shows the cloud and dust

evolution. The mixed phase gas in this simulation has a

density of nmix = 0.3 cm−3 and temperature Tminmix =

9.5×105 K, resulting in tcool,minmix ∼ 160 kyr. The shear

time is slightly shorter than this: tshear ∼ 98 kyr, which

should result in cloud survival according to Eq. 9, but

the absorption of mixed-phase material is less efficient

than in our survived cloud simulations. This is illus-
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Figure 7. Snapshots of the evolution of a disrupted cloud simulation with a = 0.1 µm dust grains. The top panel shows
gas column density and the bottom panel shows dust surface density. This simulation uses the large cloud setup with the
starburst wind model. Here, the shear time is comparable to the mixed-phase cooling time, so the accretion of mixed-phase
gas is less efficient than in the survived cloud simulation. Because of this, more dust gets mixed into the hot phase, resulting
in the diffuse, dusty tail that forms behind the cloud’s head and is not traced by cloud material. This cloud also experiences
additional fragmentation, leading to an overall more disrupted morphology. After 44 Myr (4.4 tsp,w), 20% of the initial dust
mass is sputtered, primarily in the hot phase.

trated in Figure 7, where we see the cloud has formed a

long tail from the accretion of mixed-phase gas, similar

to the survived cloud (see Figure 5). However, the dis-

rupted cloud has a more fragmented distribution of gas

and dust in its tail, particularly at early times. In the

later snapshots, a diffuse haze of dust can be seen sur-

rounding the tail in areas not traced by cloud material.

This haze originates from dust in the mixed phase that

was unable to condense back onto the cloud.

The inefficient re-accretion of mixed-phase gas in the

disrupted cloud leads to enhanced dust sputtering be-

cause less dust stays inside of the cloud. This can be

seen in the bottom panel of Figure 8, which shows that

20% of the initial dust mass is destroyed and that this

predominantly takes place in the hot phase. Sputter-

ing in the mixed phase itself is less efficient since the

mixed-phase sputtering time is significantly longer than

the cooling time (tsp,minmix ∼ 16 tcool,minmix).

While the disrupted cloud’s less efficient accretion of

mixed-phase gas helps explain the relatively fragmented

nature of the tail, the initial thermal instability of the

disrupted cloud may also contribute. In more detail, the

disrupted cloud is initialized at 3 × 104 K and immedi-

ately cools to 104 K. Gronke & Oh (2020b) suggest that

the thermal instability may cause the clouds to break

up into a mist of cloudlets. While this may increase

the amount of mixing (and consequently the dust mass

evolution) compared to a cloud initialized in tempera-

ture equilibrium, this does not affect our conclusions.

After all, we are considering idealized uniform clouds,

which have different mixing properties from more re-

alistic clouds with turbulent density distributions (e.g.

Schneider & Robertson 2017; Banda-Barragán et al.

2019; Gronke & Oh 2020a).

4.3.1. Grain size

We repeated this simulation for 0.01 µm grains, shown

in Table 1. The cloud evolution is the same as described

in Section 4.3. The evolution of this simulation’s dust

mass is shown in Figure 9. Here, significant dust de-

struction occurs—73% of the initial dust mass is de-

stroyed, with 40% occurring in T < 106 K gas and 33%

in the hot phase. In this scenario, the mixed-phase sput-

tering time and cooling time are close to one another—

tsp,minmix ∼ 1.7 tcool,minmix. As a result, significant sput-

tering can occur in the mixed phase before gas can cool

and condense onto the cloud. Overall, grains of this size

and smaller are unlikely to survive in disrupted clouds.

4.4. Summary

In this Section, we described the evolution of dust

grains of varying sizes in the three regimes of cloud

survival. We find that cloud evolution (determined by

tcool,minmix/tshear) has the most significant effect on dust

survival, followed by dust grain size. Clouds in the sur-

vival regime are very effective at shielding dust from the

hot and mixed phases since nearly all of the disrupted

cloud material efficiently condenses back onto the cloud.

0.1 µm and 0.01 µm radius grains experienced little to

no sputtering in survived clouds and 10 Å grains exhib-

ited partial survival. Disrupted clouds result in slightly

enhanced amounts of sputtering for 0.1 µm radius grains
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Figure 8. Cloud (top) and dust (bottom) mass evolution for
a disrupted cloud simulation with a = 0.1 µm dust grains.
See Figure 4 for a full description of this Figure. The initial
cloud and dust masses are 6.2 × 103 M⊙ and 63 M⊙, re-
spectively. This cloud exhibits signs of growth, with its total
mass increasing slightly before significant cloud material be-
gins to exit the simulation volume. After 44 Myr (4.4 tsp,w),
20% of the initial dust mass is destroyed, mostly in the hot
phase.

since some mixed-phase gas is unable to condense back

onto the cloud, resulting in increased hot-phase expo-

sure for dust. However, a majority of dust still survives,

with only ∼ 20% of the initial dust mass sputtered in the

simulation. For 0.01 µm radius grains, the combination

of hot-phase exposure and shorter mixed-phase sputter-

ing times was significantly detrimental, and 70% of the

initial dust mass was destroyed. Destroyed clouds result

in the most dust destruction, with 50% destruction for

0.1 µm radius grains (as we will demonstrate in Section

5.1) and total destruction for 0.01 µm radius grains and

smaller. In short, survived, disrupted, and destroyed

clouds are all capable of transporting a = 0.1 µm dust

to the halo, with varying percentages of dust survival,

but only clouds that survive are capable of transporting

grains smaller than this to these regions.

5. DISCUSSION

Figure 9. Dust mass evolution for the same simulation
setup as described in Figure 8, but with a = 0.01 µm
dust grains. After 49 Myr (49 tsp,w), 73% of the initial
dust mass is destroyed, with a higher fraction of destruc-
tion occurring in T < 106 K gas. This is due to the rela-
tively short mixed-phase sputtering time at this grain size –
tsp,minmix ∼ 250 kyr. This is comparable to tcool,minmix, so
mixed-phase sputtering becomes efficient.

5.1. The fate of hot-phase dust

The simulation discussed in Section 4.1 represents the

least amenable scenario to dust survival: a small cloud

that is quickly destroyed by a hot, rapid wind. In this

case, after roughly 3 Myr (t/tsp,w=0.3), the cloud is de-

stroyed and the remaining dust is carried out of the sim-

ulation volume. Thus, some dust is destroyed in the

simulation (26% of the initial dust mass), but most of

the dust “survives” because we lose our ability to track

it. In this Section, we use semi-analytic calculations to

address the fate of this hot-phase dust once it moves

beyond the explicitly tracked simulation domain.

In Section 2.2.2, we used an analytic argument to

show that it may be possible for dust to survive even

when fully exposed to the wind, due to the rapid de-

cline in hot phase density and temperature (as seen in

the CGOLS datapoints in Figure 1). To fully inves-

tigate this scenario, we solved the sputtering equation

(Eq. 3) for a self-consistent outflow profile to determine

how dust would evolve after it entered the hot phase

and was fully exposed to the wind. To do this, we as-

sumed that the dust was moving at the hot wind speed

and that the density and temperature declined with dis-

tance, following the CGOLS hot-phase profiles. At each

time step, we updated the dust position assuming it was

moving at vw = 103 km s−1, and used the CGOLS hot

phase profiles at that position to update the sputtering

time.

We solved this model out to a distance of 10 kpc using

analytic fits to the CGOLS hot phase profiles, n ∝ rf
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Figure 10. Evolution of the dust mass with distance due
to sputtering for dust moving at 103 km s−1 in a hot wind.
The partially shielded curve represents a continuation of the
simulation discussed in Section 4.1, beginning at a distance
of r = 0.5 kpc from the base of the outflow. The unshielded
curve shows what happens to dust that is never inside of a
cloud, and travels from the base of the wind fully exposed
to the hot phase. As dust moves outward, the sputtering
timescale evolves according to analytic fits to the CGOLS
hot phase profiles. A total of 48% of the initial dust density
is sputtered in the partially shielded case. 48% of the initial
dust density is sputtered in the unshielded case.

and T ∝ rf(γ−1) (Schneider et al. 2020), where f =

0.05 r−1.08 and γ is the adiabatic index of the gas, taken

to be 5/2. We explored two versions of this model. The

“partially shielded” case corresponds to a continuation

of the simulation in Section 4.1, where 76% of the (a =

0.1 µm) dust is transported a distance of roughly r =

0.5 kpc shielded by the cloud before it is fully transferred

into the wind. The “unshielded” case begins at r =

0 kpc, representing the maximally destructive scenario

with zero cloud shielding. In the unshielded case, dust

is assumed to traverse the hottest, densest part of the

outflow completely exposed to the hot phase.

Figure 10 shows the evolution of the dust mass as it

is carried outward. There is a sharp decline in dust

mass while dust is still relatively close to the base of the

outflow (r ≲ 2 kpc), but beyond this point, the remain-

ing amount of dust is nearly constant. In the partially

shielded case, mdust/mdust,i = 0.48. This means that

slightly less than half of the cloud’s initial dust mass

(0.077 M⊙) is sputtered by the time it reaches the halo.

To understand the effect that partial cloud shielding has

on the total amount of dust survival, we turn to the

case of unshielded dust. Below r = 0.5 kpc, the analytic

functions are a poor fit to the CGOLS data (see Figure

6 of Schneider et al. 2020), so we assume they are con-

stant at values of n(r = 0.5 kpc) and T (r = 0.5 kpc) for

r < 0.5 kpc. The result of this model is also shown in

Figure 10. Here, we see that the lack of cloud shielding

also results in 48% dust survival. These results imply

that cloud shielding has essentially no effect on dust sur-

vival. Note that these results are for a = 0.1 µm grains.

As discussed in Section 4.1.1, a = 0.01 µm grains are

completely destroyed in the case of cloud destruction.

5.2. Dust-to-gas ratio

We have shown in Sections 4.2 and 4.3 that dusty

clouds can be long-lived if rapid cooling of the mixed

phase transfers mass and momentum to the cool phase.

Clouds that meet this condition form long tails of con-

densed mixed gas. Because these tails form from a mix-

ture of dust-rich cloud gas and dust-poor hot-phase gas,

we expect that they will have a lower dust-to-gas ratio

than the initial cloud. Figure 11 illustrates this. Here,

we see a slice of the survived cloud described in Sec-

tion 4.2 roughly halfway through the simulation. The

physical extent of this slice is 7.0 kpc long and 1.6 kpc

high. At this point, the initial cloud is still being dis-

rupted, but a long tail has formed behind it. Thus, the

head of the cloud still has roughly the same dust-to-gas

ratio as its initial value (0.01). However, the tail that ex-

tends behind the head of the cloud is much less dusty—

the dust-to-gas ratio furthest from the head is almost

an order of magnitude lower. This result holds for both

our survived and disrupted cloud simulations, as shown

in Figure 12, since both clouds must condense gas out of

the hot wind to survive. This shows both clouds at the

same point in time (∼ 20 Myr into the simulation). It

is worth noting that in these simulations very little dust

is sputtered, and thus the changing dust-to-gas ratio is

solely a reflection of the clouds’ accretion of dust-free

hot gas. In fact, the disrupted cloud simulation expe-

riences more sputtering, but has, on average, a higher

dust-to-gas ratio, because gas accretion is less efficient.

Over time, as the cloud continues to mix with the hot

phase, the dust-to-gas ratio becomes more homogeneous

throughout the cloud.

5.3. Halo dust masses

In this Section, we use the results of our simulations

combined with an analysis of the population of clouds in

an outflow to estimate the total amount of dust that a

typical wind in a starburst galaxy could transfer to the

halo. Using CGOLS data, we have catalogued the cloud

properties in the outflow of a Mstar = 1010 M⊙ galaxy

with a star formation rate of 20 M⊙ yr−1 (Warren et

al. 2024, in prep). This catalogue contains the total
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Figure 11. Slice of a survived cloud simulation showing the variation in dust-to-gas ratio throughout the cloud (over a distance
of 7.0 kpc). The head of the cloud is at roughly the initial dust-to-gas ratio (0.01), but the cloud becomes less dusty with
distance from the head, declining by roughly an order of magnitude. This results from the condensation of the mixed phase,
which is composed of dust-rich gas from the cloud and dust-free gas from the hot phase.

Figure 12. Dust-to-gas ratio of cool-phase gas as a function
of distance for a snapshot at ∼ 20 Myr of a disrupted (blue
line) and survived (pink line) cloud. The initial dust-to-gas
ratio of each simulation is 0.01. The decrease in dust-to-gas
ratio with distance is a reflection of the constant dust mass
as the clouds accrete gas from the wind.

number of clouds, along with their masses and sizes. We

divide this distribution into three bins based on cloud

radius, of destroyed, disrupted, and survived clouds, and

apply the dust survival percentages found in this work

(for 0.1 µm radius grains) to estimate the total survived

dust mass in each bin. Cloud radii in the catlogue range

from ∼ 5− 300 pc, with a combined mass of ∼ 107 M⊙.

To divide this catalogue into three regimes of dust

evolution, we estimate the critical radius, rcrit, for cloud

survival in the CGOLS wind. We use a pressure of

log10(p/kB) = 5, a temperature of Tw = 3 × 107 K,

a velocity of vw = 103 km s−1, and a density contrast

of χ = 103, which are roughly the values of the wind

profiles near the base of the outflow. This results in

rcrit ∼ 70 pc (see Eq. 3 of Abruzzo et al. (2023) for

details on calculating rcrit).

Clouds below this radius are in the destruction regime

and account for roughly 65% of the cloud mass in the

distribution. As shown in Section 5.1, approximately

50% of the dust will be destroyed in this case. We take

tcool,minmix/tshear = 2 to roughly mark the cutoff be-

tween disrupted and survived clouds, which corresponds

to a cloud radius of 245 pc. Clouds below this size, but

above rcrit, are in the disrupted regime and account for

roughly 25% of the cloud mass in the distribution. Our

simulations show that clouds in this regime exhibit an

average of 20% dust destruction. Finally, clouds above

this radius are in the survival regime and account for

10% of the total cloud mass. We conclude that these

clouds safely transport all of their initial dust mass.

Combining these totals, we estimate that approxi-

mately 60% of the initial dust mass will survive its trip

to the halo in this kind of outflow. This estimate rep-

resents the total fraction of dust that would get car-

ried to the halo by a typical starburst galaxy in this

mass regime. For the specific CGOLS galaxies consid-

ered here, the total cool mass outflow rates at 1 kpc are

∼ 0.1× SFR, so this would imply a “dust outflow rate”

of ∼ 0.01 M⊙ yr−1. In future works, we will apply this

dust model to full-galaxy simulations, where we will be

able to test this prediction given a full cloud distribu-

tion, enabling more accurate estimates of predicted halo

dust mass.

5.4. Grain size distribution

We carried out simulations of 0.1 µm and 0.01 µm

radius grains in each case of cloud survival. We find

that grains of radius 0.01 µm and smaller are unable

to withstand hot phase exposure, which occurs in the

case of cloud destruction and disruption. In clouds that

are destroyed, small grains are fully exposed to the hot

phase and are quickly sputtered. In the case of disrupted

clouds, some dust ends up in the hot phase due to the

inefficiency of cooling, resulting in some small grain de-

struction (as is shown in Figure 8). Mixed-phase expo-
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Figure 13. The fraction of dust destruction seen for
varying grain sizes in survived cloud simulations (where
tcool,minmix ≪ tshear, described in Section 4.2). Essentially
all sputtering occurs in T < 106 K gas.

sure is also detrimental to 0.01 µm grains in disrupted

clouds since tsp,minmix is comparable to the time dust

spends in this phase. This means that the only scenario

in which 0.01 µm grains aren’t subject to high amounts

of sputtering is in clouds that survive, where time spent

in the mixed phase is brief (due to rapid cooling and

condensation) and there is no hot phase exposure.

We ran additional simulations of our survived cloud

with 10 Å radius grains to determine the smallest grain

size that could be long-lived in an outflow. We found

that slightly more than half of the 10 Å grains sur-

vived. Cool and mixed-phase sputtering both contribute

to the decrease in dust survival since the sputtering

time of atomic-phase cloud material (T ∼ 104 K and

n ∼ 1 cm−3) is only 37 Myr. The fraction of dust de-

struction for all three grain sizes in the survived cloud

is shown in Figure 13.

In summary, outflows with cool (∼ 104 K) clouds that

have tcool,minmix ≪ tshear can transport grains down to

∼ 10 Å in radius. Clouds with tcool,minmix ≳ tshear may

exhibit a shift in the grain size distribution toward larger

grains as a result of sputtering, since dust smaller than

0.1 µm in radius cannot survive. It is difficult to predict

what the overall grain size distribution in these outflows

would be, however, because the shattering of large grains

within clouds may repopulate smaller grain sizes. We

discuss the potential importance of shattering in out-

flows in Section 5.5.

5.5. Other dust evolution mechanisms

Our dust model treats dust as a fluid fully dynami-

cally coupled to gas and subject to destruction through

sputtering. In many circumstances, this is a good ap-

proximation, as gas ions and charged dust grains are

frequently spatially coincident due to their mutual at-

traction to magnetic field lines. Gas moves along these

field lines and dust (which gyrates around them at a

distance of the Larmor radius) accelerates with its bulk

motion by drag forces, making the dynamical coupling of

gas and dust a good approximation Draine (2011). Sput-

tering, in this case, is driven by gas thermal motion (as

opposed to gas-grain relative velocities). However, ther-

mal sputtering is not the only mechanism that affects

dust. Dust grains can shatter in grain-grain collisions,

grow through grain-grain coagulation, and accrete met-

als from the gas phase. Grains can also become dynam-

ically decoupled from gas due to turbulence and shocks.

Ignoring accretion and coagulation should have little ef-

fect on our results since these mechanisms are only effi-

cient in very cold and dense regions of the ISM (see, for

example, Sembach & Savage 1996; Priestley et al. 2021;

Chokshi et al. 1993). Shattering and nonthermal sput-

tering, however, may affect dust survival, particularly if

gas-grain decoupling is significant. We discuss the po-

tential for these mechanisms to impact our results in the

following Sections.

5.5.1. Nonthermal sputtering

In dust evolution modeling, a somewhat artificial dis-

tinction is made between thermal and nonthermal (or in-

ertial) sputtering. Thermal sputtering results from gas-

grain collisions driven by gas thermal motions. Here,

sputtering depends on temperature, which increases

with gas velocity dispersion, resulting in more frequent

collisions. Nonthermal sputtering refers to sputtering

caused by collisions due to nonzero gas-grain relative

bulk velocities. Our simulations do not account for non-

thermal sputtering since we assume gas and dust are

fully dynamically coupled. Although shocks in winds

may be able to briefly decouple the motions of gas and

dust, we have analyzed the nonthermal sputtering and

gas drag times in these wind conditions and determined

that dust will usually recouple on timescales shorter

than the nonthermal sputtering timescale (see Appendix

D). Given this, we expect that ignoring non-thermal

sputtering and decoupled dust dynamics should have lit-

tle effect on the results of this study.

5.5.2. Shattering

Shattering occurs when there are non-zero grain-grain

relative velocities, resulting in collisions between dust

grains that lead to their fragmentation. Generally, this

process converts large (a ≳ 0.1 µm) grains to small

(a ≲ 0.01 µm) grains and is believed to be the pri-

mary source of small grains, such as polycyclic aromatic
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hydrocarbons, in the Universe. Shattering can be in-

duced by gas turbulence (Hirashita & Yan 2009) as well

as shocks (Jones et al. 1996). Our simulations do not

include shattering, since we assume a single grain size

and do not model dust dynamics independent of the

gas. However, it is possible that shattering could af-

fect the total dust survival fraction in winds. Analytic

studies have shown that turbulence-induced shattering

in cool gas (nH = 0.1 cm−3, Tgas = 104 K) can occur on

timescales of ∼ 108 yr (Hirashita & Lan 2021), which

could reduce the overall amount of grain survival in sur-

vived and disrupted clouds. Additionally, the extent

to which shock-induced shattering may affect grains in

outflows is currently unclear. If efficient, shock-induced

shattering could serve to reduce the overall dust survival

fraction in disrupted and destroyed clouds, since very

small grains a < 0.01 µm are subject to destruction in

these scenarios.

Observations are beginning to shed light on these

questions. For example, recent observations of dust

emission in the outflow of nearby edge-on Milky Way

analog galaxy NGC 891 have shown evidence of an in-

creasing fraction of small grains with distance from the

disk (Katsioli et al. 2023), which may be an indication

that shattering is taking place in the outflow. More

work is needed to fully understand the source and evo-

lution of small grains in outflows. We plan to address

these uncertainties in future work by including models

for the grain size distribution and dust dynamics in our

simulations.

5.6. Comparison with other work

While dust destruction in outflows has not been thor-

oughly studied, several recent papers have touched on

related topics. In this Section, we compare our results

to two studies with a similar setup.

While exploring the survival of molecular gas in out-

flows, Farber & Gronke (2022) performed simulations of

cool (103 K), dusty clouds in hot winds. They mod-

eled dust destruction in these simulations using fully

dynamically coupled tracer particles, which they set to

a “dead” state if they encountered gas of temperature

greater than Tdest. They varied Tdest (from 104−106 K)

and the destruction time (from 0−4 tcc), so that dust de-

struction depended on the duration of exposure to hot

gas. Consistent with our results, they concluded that

some dust could survive if it is shielded inside of large

(rcl ∼ 100 pc) clouds, regardless of Tdest, with higher

survival fractions for larger clouds. However, because

they implicitly assume short sputtering times, they gen-

erally found higher rates of dust destruction than in this

paper.

Chen & Oh (2023) carried out a similar study of the

evolution of dusty molecular clouds in galactic winds.

Like this work, they used a scalar-based dust model,

with dust evolution subject to destruction through sput-

tering and growth through gas-phase metal accretion for

a single grain size (a = 0.1 µm). Accretion primar-

ily occurred in T < 100 K, dense gas, and had little

effect beyond this regime. They came to a similar con-

clusion – that high fractions of dust survival for grains

of this size are enabled by clouds that survive and en-

train in galactic outflows. They found a typical ratio

of md/md,i = 0.7 for entrained clouds. This result is

slightly lower than our findings for 0.1 µm grains given

that it includes the effects of grain growth, although

this may be a result of their somewhat longer simula-

tion times. Because wind conditions are expected to

change with distance from the galaxy to a regime less

likely to result in sputtering, longer wind tunnel simula-

tions may overestimate total dust destruction. They also

found that clouds that fragmented more as they evolved

exhibited higher levels of dust destruction, which is con-

sistent with our results. Finally, they found that the

dust-to-gas ratios of clouds decrease by roughly an order

of magnitude as the cloud accretes pristine mixed-phase

gas from the wind, similar to what we show in Figure

12.

6. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have presented high-resolution sim-

ulations of cool, dusty clouds accelerated by hot galac-

tic winds. These simulations were run using the Cholla

hydrodynamics code, in which we implemented a new

model to track the destruction of dust due to thermal

sputtering. In particular, we conclude that:

1. Cool clouds of gas can shield dust from sputter-

ing in the hot phase of outflows, enabling a ma-

jority or total dust survival in some cases (Sec-

tion 4). The overall amount of dust survival de-

pends on how efficiently mixed-phase gas can re-

accrete onto the cloud, which is controlled by the

ratio tcool,minmix/tshear (Section 2). We estimate

that roughly 60% of the a = 0.1 µm dust launched

in clouds in outflows or starburst galaxies can sur-

vive for long enough to make it to the halo (Sec-

tion 5.3).

2. Cloud shielding is not required for dust survival

in outflows. Indeed, our simulations demonstrate

that a = 0.1 µm grains can survive fully exposed

to the hot phase, since the wind quickly carries

dust away from the hottest, densest region of the

wind nearest to the galaxy (Section 5.1).
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3. In our simulations, grains below a = 0.1 µm are

destroyed in significant amounts when exposed to

the hot and sometimes even mixed phase of out-

flows. Only large clouds with tcool,minmix/tshear ≪
1 enable small grains to travel significant distances

(Section 5.4). This may indicate that shattering is

a prominent source of small grains in the CGM.

4. The dust-to-gas ratios of clouds decrease upwind

as dust-free mixed-phase gas accretes onto their

tails. We find that dust-to-gas ratios of clouds

can decrease by roughly an order of magnitude

between the time clouds are launched in outflows

and when they reach the CGM (Section 5.2).

Taken together, our results demonstrate that signif-

icant fractions of dust can survive in outflows, either

within clouds or within hot winds themselves. This

provides a viable explanation for the large amounts of

dust observed in CGM (and beyond) of nearby galaxies

(e.g. Ménard et al. 2010). While dust survival in winds

was able to be directly evaluated in our investigation

owing to the use of very high mass and spatial resolu-

tion models, such resolution cannot be replicated within

cosmological galaxy evolution models. Thus, to fully

identify the implications of our study for dust/galaxy

co-evolution (e.g., McKinnon et al. 2017), our findings

suggest that the treatment of dust growth and destruc-

tion in galaxy outflows needs to be revisited – possibly

employing subgrid models – to more appropriately ac-

count for dust growth and destruction within otherwise

unresolved multi-phase winds.
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APPENDIX

A. ADDITIONAL SIMULATIONS

In Table 2, we show the parameters for additional sim-

ulations we ran that are not explicitly discussed in Sec-

tion 4. We find that these are broadly consistent with

the results from the simulations we feature in Table 1.

One simulation of note is shown in the final row. This

is a cloud in the survival regime with 0.01 µm dust.

Here, we see a significant increase in the total amount

of sputtering compared to our other a = 0.01 µm sur-

vived cloud simulation, even though the shear is only

slightly higher (here, tcool,minmix/tshear is higher by a

factor of ∼ 2). Increasing the shear by another factor of

two (shown two rows above this) at this grain size re-

sults in a majority of dust destruction. This illustrates

that clouds must be well within the survival regime for

small grain shielding to be efficient.

B. CLOUD TRACKING

As the wind accelerates the clouds in our simulations,

they will be pushed down the simulation volume and

eventually carried out of the simulation altogether. To

avoid this, we implemented a cloud-tracking routine, al-

lowing us to study the evolution of dust for longer. Our

cloud tracking routine consists of a reference frame up-

date which is applied to the entire grid after each time

step. The mass-weighted average cloud velocity is given

by

⟨vx⟩ =
∫
V

ρvxdV, (B1)

where ρ and vx are the cloud densities and x-velocities.

We integrate over the entire cloud (i.e. all gas that sat-

isfies ρ > ρcl,i/χ
1/2) to determine ⟨vx⟩ and subtract the

subsequent value from every cell in the grid to perform

our reference frame update. This enables us to keep the

majority of the cool gas mass in the simulation volume

indefinitely.

We simulated our survived cloud (described in Ta-

ble 1) in a box size of 14 × 2 × 2 kpc3 for ∼ 125 Myr.

We found that a total of 2% of the initial dust mass

was sputtered versus 1% for the version of the simula-

tion without cloud tracking. Thus, we conclude that

our results are largely unchanged by the effect of cloud

material leaving the box.

C. CONVERGENCE

To test the resolution dependence of our results, we

ran our destroyed, disrupted, and survived cloud sim-

ulations (described in Table 1 and in Section 4) for

a = 0.1 µm grains at varying resolution. We repeated

each simulation at rcl/16, rcl/32, and rcl/64. In Fig-

ure 14, we compare the total amount of sputtering be-

tween each resolution. Overall, we find that our results

for total dust sputtering are insensitive to resolution.

For each regime of cloud evolution, essentially the same

total amount of sputtering is observed between all three

resolutions, as shown by the dashed lines in Figure 14.

In all cases, the primary difference between each reso-

lution is the cloud dynamics, which are reflected in the

total dust mass in the volume, shown in the solid (dust

in volume) and dotted lines (dust that has exited the vol-

ume). This discrepancy arises because higher-resolution

clouds are accelerated less efficiently in wind tunnel sim-

ulations (Schneider & Robertson 2017). Since cloud ac-

celeration does not appear to affect dust sputtering, we

run a majority of our simulations at rcl/16.

D. GAS DRAG AND NONTHERMAL

SPUTTERING

To estimate the effect that nonthermal sputtering may

have on dust survival in our simulations, we compare

the gas drag and nonthermal sputtering times. Because

nonthermal sputtering is a result of relative gas-grain ve-

locities, it should be negligible in cases where the drag

time (the time to accelerate dust grains to the gas ve-

locity) is short compared to the nonthermal sputtering

time. The definition of the drag time is given by

tdrag ≡ 2
√
2aρgrcs

3nHkBTG(s)
, (D2)

where a is the grain size, ρ is the dust grain density, cs
is the sound speed, nH and T are the gas density and

temperature, and G(s) (s ≡ vrel/(
√
2cs)) is a dimension-

less term that quantifies the Coulomb drag (Draine 2011

and references therein). This can be approximated as

tdrag ≈ 0.59 Myr
( a

µm

)( nH

cm−3

)−1( T

106 K

)−1/2

G(s)−1

(D3)

(Hu et al. 2019). In highly supersonic flows, G(s) ∝ s,

so we take G(s) ≈ s in order to obtain a rough estimate

of the drag time, although we note that this approxima-

tion applies to neutral gas only. An approximation for

ionized gas with s ≳ 1 can be found in Hu et al. (2019).

Because G(s) is in the denominator, we note that we

are estimating an upper limit for the drag time by using

this approximation. The nonthermal sputtering time is

given by



21

Resolution Dimensions (kpc) rcl (pc) a (µm) vw (km/s) Tw (K) χ md,sp/md,i t/tsp,w tcool,minmix/tshear

rcl/16 0.32× 0.08× 0.08 5 0.1 1× 103 3× 107 102 0.14 0.24 n/a

rcl/16 0.32× 0.08× 0.08 5 0.01 1× 103 3× 107 102 0.81 1.9 n/a

rcl/16 0.32× 0.08× 0.08 5 0.1 1× 103 3× 106 102 0.06 0.14 8.4

rcl/16 6.4× 1.6× 1.6 100 0.1 5× 102 3× 107 103 0.24 7.2 0.83

rcl/16 6.4× 1.6× 1.6 100 0.01 5× 102 3× 107 103 0.76 59 0.83

rcl/16 6.4× 1.6× 1.6 100 0.1 1× 103 3× 106 103 0.03 4.0 0.42

rcl/16 6.4× 1.6× 1.6 100 0.01 1× 103 3× 106 103 0.26 36 0.42

Table 2. Additional simulations run in our parameter study. See Table 1 for a description of each column.

tsp,nth ≈ 0.33 Myr
( a

µm

)( nH

cm−3

)−1( Ynth

10−6µmyr−1 cm3

)−1

(D4)

where Ynth is the nonthermal sputtering yield, which

depends on the dust-gas relative velocity (Nozawa et al.

2006; Hu et al. 2019). We compared these two timescales

for a = 0.1µm silicate grains (which have the highest

sputtering yield) in cool, mixed, and hot outflow gas

phases. The results are shown in Figure 15.

We find that drag timescales are always shorter than

the nonthermal sputtering time for the mixed phase.

Near vrel ∼ 300 km s−1, tsp,nth is slightly shorter than

tdrag for both hot and cool phases. Clouds in outflows

can reach velocities comparable to this, but their accel-

eration happens gradually. Figure 16 shows the evo-

lution of average cloud velocity for the survived and

disrupted clouds. In both cases, it takes tens of mil-

lions of years for the wind to accelerate the cloud to a

velocity of 300 km s−1. This is because cloud acceler-

ation is driven by mixing processes, which happen on

relatively long timescales. The drag timescale for the

cool and mixed phases is at least an order for magni-

tude shorter than the measured acceleration timescale

for the cloud, so we conclude that gas and dust in these

phases should remain dynamically coupled. The transfer

of dust between phases is driven by mixing (dust can-

not be instantaneously transferred to the hot phase with

zero velocity), so relative velocities remain low enough

that the drag force should take effect before nonthermal

sputtering becomes significant, even in the hot phase.

Since both timescales scale linearly with a, this conclu-

sion applies for all grain sizes.
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Figure 14. Resolution study for the destroyed, disrupted, and survived cloud simulations (described in Table 1). All runs use
the same initial conditions (except the rcl/64 survived cloud, which was run in a box twice the length as the lower resolution
runs). The solid line shows the total amount of dust in the volume, the dotted line shows an estimate of how much dust has
left the volume, and the dashed line is the total fraction of dust sputtered. Overall, the total amount of dust sputtered does
not change with resolution.
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Figure 15. Comparison between drag (solid line) and non-
thermal sputtering (dashed line) times for the hot (pink),
mixed (orange), and cool (green) phases of outflows for
a = 0.1 µm silicate grains.

Figure 16. The average cloud x-velocities as a function of
time for our survived and disrupted cloud simulations (de-
scribed in Table 1).
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