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Sub-continuum gas conduction is an essentially important phenomenon in disparate fields of ap-
plications ranging from aerospace vehicles to biomedical sensors, and has been the focus of many
computational studies over the past decades. These studies predicted that the energy exchange
mechanisms are driven by gas-surface interactions, strongly dependent on the gas and surface char-
acteristics. Despite its fundamental and practical importance, thermal transport via gas conduction
at non-continuum regimes mostly remains experimentally unverified. Here, we report precision
measurements of sub-continuum gas conduction within parallel micro-cavities and elucidate its de-
pendence on the gas and surface characteristics. More importantly, we demonstrate a systematic
approach for extracting the energy accommodation coefficient (EAC), which is necessary to estab-
lish gas-surface scattering kernels or develop diffusive-specular solutions to the Boltzmann transport
equation. EACs are also required for calculating the temperature jump coefficient in near-continuum
conditions to solve classical hydrodynamical equations. For the first time, we show a correction to the
kinetic theory in the transition to near-continuum regimes (particularly for non-monatomic gases)
by extracting a physical parameter representing the intermolecular collisions within the Knudsen
layer. Our results agree well with the kinetic theory predictions and are expected to inform the
development of technologies such as thermal switches, gas sensors, and light-driven actuators.

Conductive heat transfer through rarefied gases is a
classical and fundamentally important problem in many
engineering applications, including thermal insulation
of spacecrafts [1–3], gas sensors [4–6], micro gas chro-
matography [7, 8], heat pumps [9–13], combustors [14–
17], optical/photophoretic actuators [18–22], and nano-
electromechanical systems [23–29]. In such systems, the
length scale (L) is usually smaller than the molecular
mean free path of the gas (λ), leading to large Knudsen
numbers (Kn = λ/L). At Kn >1, the gas is in a nonequi-
librium state which makes the thermal transport process
dictated by the gas-surface interactions (GSIs) [30]. De-
spite the critical implications of rarefied gas conduction,
the experimental study of such transport phenomenon
has remained very limited [31–35]. Understanding GSIs
is inherently complex due to a vast interconnected pa-
rameter space associated with gas type, surface material
and morphology, surface and gas temperatures, and ad-
sorption susceptibility [36, 37]. To represent the net effect
of GSIs, the energy accommodation coefficient (EAC) is
commonly used, α = ∆Ei/∆Emax, where ∆Ei is the en-
ergy that incident gas molecules gain after colliding with
the surface, and ∆Emax is the maximum energy attain-
able from the GSI [38]. EACs are of significant impor-
tance in the kinetic modeling of heat transfer problems
using Boltzmann Transport Equation (BTE) by provid-
ing boundary conditions in the form of temperature jump
coefficient for near-continuum conditions [39–41], or ob-
taining scattering kernels for GSIs [42–44].

Obtaining EACs has been the subject of theoretical
[45, 46], numerical [47–52], and experimental studies [31–
33, 35, 53–56]. While the theoretical studies of EAC
strongly rely on the available experimental data for ver-

ification and improvement, the measurements have been
limited to monatomic and a few polyatomic gases (e.g.,
N2 and CO2) within ideal confinements. Most of the
EAC measurements were conducted using the concen-
tric cylinder apparatus [57–61], which, although simple,
could not test different materials or surface structures.
To circumvent this limitation, experiments with parallel
plate configurations were employed [32, 34, 62]. How-
ever, establishing a (micrometer) parallel gap distance
and accurately measuring heat fluxes at low pressures
has proven challenging, impeding its extensive use.
In this letter, we report direct and systematic mea-

surements of sub-continuum gas conduction heat transfer
for monatomic, diatomic, and polyatomic gases between
planar structures. We demonstrate accurate extraction
of EACs for smooth and functionalized surfaces from the
sub-continuum conduction measurements. Furthermore,
for the first time, we express a measurement-driven cor-
rection factor to the simple kinetic theory in the transi-
tion and near-continuum regimes to account for the inter-
molecular collisions within the Knudsen layer [39, 63–66].
To this end, we have developed a versatile experimental
platform (see Fig. 1(a)) where two planar samples are
mounted with an overlap area of 5×5 mm2. The bot-
tom stage has a heater (Watlow 8×8 mm2) and a resis-
tance temperature detector (RTD) attached to the heat
spreader. The top sample is placed on a 4.4×4.4 mm2

heat flux sensor (gSKIN-XM greenTEG) with a response
time of 0.7 s and an accuracy of ±3%. A thermoelec-
tric cooler (TEC) controls the top sample’s temperature.
RTDs are connected to NI cDAQ-9171 to maintain a
steady temperature by feedback controlling the power to
the heater and TEC. To accurately control the relative
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FIG. 1. Schematic illustrations of the experimental setup for
precision measurement of sub-continuum gas conduction. (a)
Developed nanopositioner platform and the inverted bread-
board where 10×5 mm2 samples are mounted perpendicularly.
The inset shows the arrangement of the sample assemblies.
(b) Vacuum chamber housing the setup, equipped with MFC
and VAT valve to precisely maintain the gas pressure.

position of the two surfaces, the top stage is fixed while
the bottom stage is placed on a nanopositioner with 1
nm translational resolution in all directions and 1−µm
rotational resolution. Using this nanopositioner enables
precise control of the gap distance between the samples,
allowing us to reach different thermal transport regimes
[67]. As shown in Fig. 1(b), the setup is housed in a
high-vacuum chamber equipped with a VAT gate valve.
A gas supply line is connected to the chamber via a mass-
flow-controller (MFC), enabling precise pressure control.
By adjusting the mass flow rate of the gas from 0−5
SCCM, we can maintain steady gas pressures ranging
from 0.005−0.5 Torr.
For any measurement scenario, the heat transfer be-

tween the two samples measured by the heat flux sensor
(QMeas) can consist of two main mechanisms, thermal
conduction via gas molecules (QGas) and thermal radi-
ation (QRad), yielding QMeas = QGas + QRad. Thus, as
a preliminary step to measuring QGas, we must measure
the radiative heat transfer, QRad, at high-vacuum con-
ditions. QRad consists of the thermal radiation directly
exchanged between the samples and the background ther-
mal radiation. Before any measurements, a parallelism
alignment between the two samples is performed to estab-
lish a precise gap distance [68]. After alignment, to mea-
sure QRad, we fully retract the samples and set TH = 50◦

and TC = 23◦ while the pressure is below 10−6 Torr.
Once steady, we measure the heat flux by varying the
distance from 750 µm to 5 µm in decremental steps while

feedback controlling the temperatures.
To measure QGas, we fully retract the samples to

750 µm while the temperatures are still fixed. We set
the pressure to 0.5 Torr by adjusting the outflow through
the VAT valve and controlling the inlet gas flow rate via
MFC. Once steady, we record the heat flux and pressure
for about 5 minutes. At the same gap, we gradually re-
duce the gas flow rate to establish lower pressures down
to 3.5 × 10−3 Torr. The same procedure is repeated for
smaller gaps down to 5 µm. It is noteworthy that for the
measurements at lower gaps, we always initialize with a
gap of 750 µm and then approach the samples to the de-
sired distance. This ensures gas particles can occupy the
space between the samples, especially at lower pressures.
To fully capture the central role of surface charac-

teristics in the energy exchange process through GSI,
we used the laser-induced periodic surface structuring
(LIPSS) technique to fabricate surface structures in
a well-controlled manner. Briefly, LIPSS can gener-
ate highly reproducible micro/nanoscale quasi-periodic
structures formed due to light-matter interactions be-
tween incident ultrashort laser and surface waves that
propagate or scatter at the surface of the irradiated mate-
rial. By modulating the intensity or scanning velocity of
the focused laser, one can control the periodicity and the
height of the structures ranging from several nanometers
to a few micrometers [69–71]. In this work, we studied
three different sets of samples, all diced out of an N-doped
silicon (Si) wafer, with an average resistivity of 1.2 Ω·cm
and a crystal orientation of {111}. Samples of set a were
unmodified to serve as our baseline for comparison to the
literature. Samples of sets b and c were fabricated using
LIPSS with different raster speeds [68, 72]. Fig. 2 shows
the surface morphology of these three sets captured by
atomic force microscopy (AFM). As shown, a root-mean-
square roughness (RRMS) of 2.6 nm was measured for set
a, while for the LIPSS samples of sets b and c, RRMS of
71.2 nm and 123 nm were measured, respectively. After
fabrication, a cleaning protocol was carried out to remove
any surface contaminations [68, 73].
The EAC for a particular surface can be determined by

measuring the gas conduction heat flux at very low pres-
sures. This technique, known as the Low-Pressure (LP)
method [74], requires the measurement of gas conduction
at or near the free-molecular regime to minimize the un-
certainties due to particle-particle collisions. In that case,
EAC can be obtained as the ratio between the measured
heat flux (QMeas) and the theoretical free-molecular heat
flux for a fully accommodating surface (QFM,α=1), i.e.,
QMeas/QFM,α=1 [74–76]. However, measuring heat flux
at the deep free-molecular regime might be challenging
due to the scarce presence of gas particles, which leads
to a weak signal hardly detectable by the heat flux sen-
sor. Therefore, to account for the deviation from purely
free-molecular conditions, a different term known as the
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FIG. 2. (a)-(c) AFM surface morphology and the measured
roughness of the three sets of Si samples. All AFM scans were
generated using tapping mode with a Si probe tip, with a res-
onant frequency of 260 kHz. (d) EAC extraction from heat
flux measurements corresponding to He, N2 and CO2, con-
fined by samples of set b with a gap distance of L = 500 µm.

“apparent EAC” is used that can be represented as [77],

αapp =
QMeas

QFM,α=1
=

q∗

1 + q∗
[(

1−α1

α1

)
+
(

1−α2

α2

)] (1)

It should be noted that αapp is different from the EAC.
Here, q∗ = Qα=1/QFM,α=1 is a theoretical heat transfer
coefficient, where Qα=1 is the theoretical gas conduction
heat flux at sub-continuum transport regime for a fully
accommodating case [59]. α1 and α2 are the EACs for
the two surfaces, and if identical, α1 = α2 = α. In this
case, to extract EAC, we can rewrite Eq. 1 in a linear
form, 1/αapp = (1− q∗) /q∗ + (2/α− 1) = A(P ) + B,
where A(P ) varies with pressure and B is the inter-
cept. At highly rarefied conditions, q∗ = 1 which yields
αapp = α/(2−α). Using this factor, the theoretical free-
molecular heat flux expression can be given as [78],

QFM =
α

(2− α)

(γ + 1)cvP (TH − TC)√
8πRTFM

(2)

where γ is the specific heat ratio, cv is the specific heat
capacity at constant volume, R is the specific gas con-
stant, and TFM is the effective mean temperature of the
gas in the free-molecular regime.

Fig. 2(d) shows the linear dependence of 1/αapp on
pressure for He, N2, and CO2 gases with samples of set b
while separated by L = 500 µm. A simple Linear Least
Square regression is performed to obtain the intercept
B = (2/α − 1). The extracted EACs for all surfaces
are shown in Table I. While the values for He and N2

on smooth Si surfaces agree with the prior experiments
[32], there is no literature−to our knowledge−either on
the non-smooth Si surfaces or for the CO2 gas. For
a given surface, the EAC increases with an increase in
the molecular weight and structure of the interacting gas
[38, 57]. Expectedly, an increase in surface roughness
leads to larger EACs as it causes multiple collisions of

TABLE I. EACs of sample sets for He, N2 and CO2.

Sample RRMS αHe αN2 αCO2

set a 2.6 nm 0.50 ± 0.03 0.87 ± 0.04 0.97 ± 0.05
set b 71.2 nm 0.61 ± 0.05 0.94 ± 0.06 0.97 ± 0.05
set c 123.0 nm 0.67 ± 0.02 0.99 ± 0.08 0.99 ± 0.01

the incident gas molecules with the surface. The im-
pact of roughness on EAC enhancement appears to be
more prominent for He [79], mainly because of its smaller
monatomic structure, which makes it more susceptible to
be accommodated by the added roughness [80, 81]. On
the contrary, EAC for CO2 shows no change across set a
and b due to the inherent nature of the gas molecule to
strongly accommodate onto surfaces.
Using the extracted EACs, we can compare the gas

conduction measurements with the theoretical predic-
tions from kinetic theory by adopting the expression for
the heat flux as [82],

Q =
k(TH − TC)

L
(
1 +Kn 2−α

α
9γ+1
γ−1

√
Tm,DF

Tm,FM

) (3)

which represents a temperature jump near the surfaces
due to the ballistic gas-surface interactions, and a diffu-
sive middle layer due to particle-particle collisions. Here,
k is the thermal conductivity of the gas [78], and Tm,DF

and Tm,FM are the effective mean temperature of the gas
at diffusive and free-molecular conditions, respectively.
It can be shown that Eq. 3 can also be obtained from the
Sherman interpolation, 1/Q = 1/QC + 1/QFM, where
QC = k(TH − TC)/L [83].
Fig. 3 shows the measured gas conduction results for

He, corresponding to sets a, b, and c, compared to the
theoretical calculations from kinetic theory. The results
are normalized with respect to the continuum limit heat
flux (QC) and plotted as a function of the inverse Knud-
sen number to fully represent the variation of pressure
and gap distance. An excellent agreement is demon-
strated between the measurements and the kinetic theory
predictions using the extracted EACs, across the free-
molecular and transition regimes. The solution to the
heat transfer within the transition regime for monatomic
gases under small temperature ratios was previously ob-
tained by solving the BTE under some simplifying as-
sumptions, resulting in Eq. 3 [84, 85]. These assump-
tions allowed the introduction of hard-sphere particles,
justified by the simple spherical molecular structure of
monatomic gases, which carry only translational kinetic
energy. Additionally, assuming a small temperature ra-
tio between the gas and surface will allow linearizing
the BTE by representing the velocity distribution of the
gas molecules as a simple perturbation from the ideal
Maxwell velocity distribution [86]. Although our mea-
surements were performed at a temperature ratio of ap-
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FIG. 3. Measured heat flux in the transition and free-
molecular regimes for He confined by samples of sets a, b,
and c, compared to the kinetic theory predictions using the
extracted EACs. The color bands show the effects of EAC
uncertainties on the kinetic theory calculations.

proximately 2.0, it has been shown that the EAC of He
will not vary with respect to the temperature ratio [57].

Fig. 4 shows the measurements of sub-continuum gas
conduction for N2 and CO2 within the three different sets
of surfaces. While most of the measured data for He lies
within the free-molecular regime (see Fig. 3), it is more
evenly distributed for the cases of N2 and CO2. This is
attributed to the larger mean free path (due to a smaller
molecular diameter) of He compared to N2 and CO2 at
the given pressures. Notably, at any gap distance, the
measured data for N2 and CO2 (particularly at higher
pressures) are more dispersed than the He case. This di-
vergence roots in the discrepancy between the gas pres-
sure measured by the transducer and the actual pressure
within the two plates. Since the chamber is significantly
larger than the measurement system, the local pressure
of the gas confined between the two samples is slightly
lower than what the pressure transducers are measur-
ing. This deviation grows for gases with larger molecular
structures, leading to a miscalculation of the Knudsen
number by overestimating the mean free path [68].

The measurements show that regardless of the gas
type, the heat flux enhances by increasing the surface
roughness, as expected from the extracted EACs in Ta-
ble I. Comparing the results of He (as a monatomic gas)
with the more complex N2 and CO2 gases, we observe
that the heat flux increases remarkably as the size and
molecular weight of the gas increase. A polyatomic gas
molecule such as CO2 can contain 9 various energy modes
(3 translational, 2 rotational, and 4 vibrational degrees of
freedom), making it a better energy carrier than He (with
3 translational modes) and N2 (with 3 translational, 2
rotational, and 1 vibrational mode). It is noted that
the contribution of vibrational modes (for both N2 and

CO2) is negligible due to their high characteristic vibra-
tion temperature.
While the measurements for He exhibited a great

match to the kinetic theory predictions, the measured
heat fluxes for N2 and CO2 do not agree well with the
model represented by Eq. 3 [68]. As discussed earlier,
Eq. 3 was derived under simplifying assumptions for
monatomic gases, not applicable to more complex poly-
atomic gases. Moreover, Eq. 3 does not account for the
particle-particle collisions in the transition regime, thus
resulting in an over-prediction of heat transfer. To cor-
rect the kinetic theory for polyatomic gases in the tran-
sition and near-continuum regimes, we use the modified
version of Eq. 3 as below [39, 63–66],

Q =
k(TH − TC)

L
[
1 +Kn 2−α

α
9γ+1
γ−1

√
Tm,DF

Tm,FM

(
1 + c1α

1+c2Kn

)] (4)

which incorporates two additional parameters, c1 and
c2, where c1 represents the effect of intermolecular col-
lisions within the Knudsen layers, and c2 helps re-
tain the free-molecular conditions for the given theory.
This correction was introduced from the solution to the
temperature-jump problem for the linearized BTE, in
which variational methods or discrete-ordinate methods
were employed to obtain accurate solutions for the case of
monatomic gases, by considering different interaction po-
tentials (e.g., Maxwell, hard-spheres, Lennard-Jones, and
n(r)-6) [64–66]. These coefficients can also be obtained
from DSMC simulations using the above theoretical solu-
tion [63]. Nevertheless, these coefficients have never been
experimentally verified or extracted from sub-continuum
gas conduction measurements. To obtain c1 and c2, we
employ a non-linear regression, where the dependent vari-
able is the natural logarithmic of the heat flux data, and
the independent variables are the extracted EACs and
the natural logarithmic of the Knudsen number [63, 68].
The obtained c1 coefficients are 0.116 for He, 0.148 for N2,
and 0.863 for CO2, while the coefficient c2 was fixed to
0.599 for all gases. The results for the corrected kinetic
theory using Eq. 4 are shown in Fig. 4, demonstrating
good agreement with the measurements for both N2 and
CO2. Although the correction for He was not necessary,
we expect that if the measurements were conducted near
the continuum limit, deviations from the kinetic theory of
Eq. 3 would be observed [39, 63–66]. The correction coef-
ficients reported here are experimentally determined for
the first time−to our knowledge−and are of significant
importance for calculating temperature jump coefficient
in BTE for any gas-solid system [87, 88].

To conclude, we performed systematic measurements
to provide an unprecedented experimental demonstra-
tion of sub-continuum gas conduction beyond monatomic
gases across smooth and laser-functionalized Si surfaces.
We experimentally extracted EACs to characterize the
gas-surface energy interactions accurately. Further, we
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FIG. 4. Gas conduction measurements compared to the theoretical predictions from the corrected kinetic theory of Eq. 4 for
(a) N2 and (b) CO2 across smooth and functionalized surfaces. The gap distances follow the legend in Fig. 3.

showed the deviation of gas conduction measurements
in the transition regime from the Sherman-Lee formula
due to the strong impact of the Knudsen layer on the
transport mechanism. We addressed this by using the
corrected closed-form expression with coefficients derived
from our measurements. The findings can shed light on
the fundamental understanding of intermolecular poten-
tials required to accurately represent particle-particle col-
lisions in complex gas-surface problems.
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