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ABSTRACT

Early dust evolution in protoplanetary disks is dominated by sticking collisions. However, this initial
phase of particle growth faces constraints - notably from destructive encounters. To find the maximum
particle size achievable, we studied collisional processes during a prolonged microgravity experiment
aboard a suborbital flight. Here, we specifically report an impact erosion limit. We observed individual
basalt beads, each measuring 0.5 mm in diameter, colliding with and either eroding or adhering to
a cluster several centimeters in size. This cluster, formed from tribocharged particles, simulates an
electrostatic growth phase that surpasses the classical bouncing barrier. We find a threshold velocity
of about 0.5 m/s, distinguishing between additive and erosive impacts of individual beads. Numerical
simulations of grain impacts into clusters, testing both low and high charge constituents corroborate
the experimental findings of surface erosion within the observed velocity range. This specific velocity
threshold suggests the potential formation of pebbles several centimeters in size within protoplanetary
disks. Such dimensions place these pebbles well into a regime where hydrodynamic interaction might

facilitate the formation of planetesimals.

1. NOTE ON PUBLICATION

This version of the article has been accepted for
publication, after peer review but is not the Ver-
sion of Record and does not reflect post-acceptance
improvements, or any corrections. The Version
of Record is available (open access) online at:
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41550-024-02470-x

2. MAIN

In recent years, a class of objects known as pebbles got
increasing attention in the study of planet formation.
Unlike in geology, the precise size of a pebble remains
elusive within the field. It is often associated with a
Stokes number of St ~ 1 indicating a particle that cou-
ples to the gas of a protoplanetary disk in a single orbit.
For compact particles, this size range extends from sev-
eral centimeters to a decimeter within the inner few AU
of a disk!.

Pebbles play a crucial role as they serve as a reser-
voir of particles throughout the lifespan of proto-
planetary disks, available for accretion. Pebble ac-
cretion is proposed for the efficient growth of ter-
restrial planets and Super-Earths?3%. In the ear-
lier stages of evolution, streaming instabilities may
gather pebbles into dense clumps that could eventu-
ally collapse into planetesimals®%”. It is conceivable
that such pebbles persist over extended periods, given
that collisional growth faces bouncing or fragmentation

barriers® 191512 - Just the precise limiting size remains
uncertain.

From a numerical or theoretical standpoint, certain
Stokes numbers are deemed necessary owing to the
hydrodynamic behavior, independent of the mechan-
ical properties and collisional outcomes. Generally,
centimeter-sized particles might be required!®'4. How-
ever, from an experimental perspective, millimeters are
typically the largest size achievable through hit-and-
stick in a standard manner, before aggregates encounter
a bouncing limit? %1617 Also, recent numerical simu-
lations of collisions converge on this picture that aggre-
gates at the bouncing barrier are rather small'®.

Various conditions exist to locally increase aggregate
size under stickier conditions, such as elevated tempera-
tures resulting in water loss or the presence of magnetic
fields for particles rich in metallic iron'?:2%2!. One of the
most promising approaches though involves clustering of
tribocharged aggregates. This suggests a novel growth
phase beyond the bouncing barrier. As particles collide,
bounce off each other and charge alongside they can
assemble into larger clusters of aggregates, eventually
strongly bound by electrostatic forces. Recent studies
indicate the potential of this mechanism for the forma-
tion of large clusters??i23i24i2526 Despite their differing
morphology compared to large compact dust aggregates,
hydrodynamic interactions would perceive these clusters
as large particles, regardless of composition.
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A lingering question pertains to the maximum size
attainable by clusters under disk conditions until they
encounter the next growth barrier, whether it be clus-
ter bouncing, cluster fragmentation or cluster erosion.
These limits remain elusive. Here, we focus on the ero-
sion limit.

Erosion is defined as the gradual removal of surface
material from a larger body, in our case, via impacts
from individual (sub)-millimeter grains onto a larger
cluster of these grains.

We aim to determine the maximum size of a parti-
cle cluster capable of withstanding such bombardment
in protoplanetary disks. Keeping in mind that there
will be some transitional range, the core query revolves
around the impact speed at which individual grains in-
duce cluster erosion. Upon reaching this limit, more
particles are liberated, becoming further projectiles for
aggregates, perpetuating erosion until the aggregates di-
minish in size sufficiently for collision velocities to fall
below the erosion threshold.

2.1. Suborbital experiment

To study this in experiments, grains need to be
charged, clusters of these grains need to be built and
these clusters have to be subjected to impact with in-
dividual grains at varying speeds. Microgravity is im-
perative for studying free collisions and charged clusters
cannot form undisturbed on the ground. The entire pro-
cess requires minutes to execute, thus we conducted a
suborbital experiment. A sketch of the experiment is
shown in the supplementary figure 1. The sample stud-
ied comprises essentially identical, monodisperse basalt
beads with a diameter of 0.5 mm. Details on the exper-
imental procedures can be found in Methods.

Upon entering microgravity, the particle reservoir is
opened, and the particles are gently released through
moderate shaking. Through this process, particles col-
lide gently and gradually assemble into one big aggre-
gate, as depicted in fig. 1. This marks the starting point
of our investigations herein.

3. RESULTS

The experiment chamber underwent shaking of vari-
ous degree. As the granular gas heats up, collisions with
the large cluster become fast enough to initiate surface
erosion, causing grains to detach from its outer surface.
Fig. 2

presents a series of images taken at subsequent times
of the eroding cluster. The shrinking of the cluster can
be measured from this and its decreasing area is im-
printed within the figures, but erosion is particularly
evident on a smaller cluster initially present. Due to its

smaller size, the volume reduction is more efficient, lead-
ing to its complete disappearance within a few seconds.

Erosion alters the average brightness of the images®”.
In our case, the onset of erosion is clearly identifiable by
changes in brightness. As aggregates disintegrate and
individual grains become more abundant, the images
progressively become more opaque, as depicted in fig.
3.

The erosion threshold is defined as the minimum speed
at which erosion occurs. We determine this threshold by
measuring the velocity of individual particles during ero-
sion. Specifically, we derive speed from the track lengths
of free particles over exposure time. We analyze veloc-
ity distributions at two distinct stages: when erosion is
well underway and when it is about to cease. These
distributions are also depicted in fig. 3.

Times at which velocities are measured are marked by
lines and letters (a) and (b) in the brightness plot in fig.
3. At t = 6.2s the brightness starts to increase again
which implies that erosion is no longer dominant. This
implies that the highest velocities are indicative of the
threshold erosion velocity.

To establish the lower limit, we collect additional ve-
locity data at the point when erosion transitions back
into aggregation. Once the chamber motion ceases
and relaxation slows down particles, brightness increases
again, and small clusters begin to reform (not shown).
Also the remains of the larger cluster then start to col-
lect grains again and regrow. The velocity distribution
at this time is also represented as a histogram in fig. 3
(¢). In comparison to erosion, we find that speeds higher
than 0.3m/s are absent.

That suggests collisional outcomes roughly align to no
erosion occuring below 0.4m/s and erosion occuring at
minimum at 0.6 m/s or v, = 0.5+0.1m/s as the erosion
threshold. All analyzed velocities are larger than 0.1
m/s at the onset of re-aggregation. This implies that the
threshold between sticking and bouncing is larger than
this and 0.1 m/s is a lower limit. It is essential to note
that thresholds may vary under different experimental
conditions.

3.1. Numerical simulations

The observed cluster is surrounded by a cloud of par-
ticles and each impact liberates a number of grains lo-
cally near the impact point. To supplement our observa-
tions, we conducted numerical impact simulations under
conditions closely resembling the experiments. Details
are given in Methods. To replicate experimental con-
ditions, we employed an impact velocity of 0.5m/s and
observed erosion with weakly charged particles, ejecting
a handful of grains. Conversely, strongly charged clus-
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Figure 1. a) Largest cluster formed in the experiment of about 3cm in length. Unfocused grains are particles at the front
window. For reference, individual grains are 0.5mm. b) and ¢) Numerical simulation of an impact at 0.5m/s. Impactor and
ejected grains are marked in red. c) With weak charge some grains are ejected. b) With strong charge no particles are ejected.

Only the impactor is seen.

ters remained intact at the same velocities and even at
velocities exceeding 2.5 m/s. A snapshot of an impact is
shown in fig. 1, with weak (c) and strong (b) charge.

While numerical simulations do not precisely replicate
experimental conditions, they provide valuable insights
into the role of charge in erosion dynamics. It also has
to be noted that the charge is usually not distributed
homogeneously on the surface as e.g. seen in measured
dipole moments?%2°, So even overall neutral grains can
provide strong binding if two spots of opposite polarity
on two grains are close to each other. This will also sup-
port sticking in cluster-cluster collisions. The inclusion
of this is beyond the scope of this paper.

However, with similar parameters as in the experi-
ments, and few or no particles being liberated at a rele-
vant velocity and charge, the numerical simulations sup-
port the idea that a high erosion threshold of a cluster
is set by the charges on the constituents.

4. DISCUSSION

The measured erosion threshold has to be set in the
context of planet formation. It corresponds to the colli-
sions with a cluster of several cm in size®’. That means
that the cluster shown in fig. 1 is actually close to what
has to be expected. Some meteorites largely consist of
sub-mm sized chondrules which are currently suggested
to gather in some particle traps®'. In this case, our
experiments with solid, monolithic grains are directly
applicable. The clusters in our experiments and sim-
ulations have an average porosity between 50 to 60%.
Outside of chondrule regions, initially clusters in disks
will consist of dust aggregates rather than monolithic
grains and the size and material might be somewhat
variable. From recent drop tower experiments, we know
that dust aggregates can charge to the same order of
magnitude and this charge can also promote cluster
growth at speeds beyond regular bouncing (Onyeagusi
et al. submitted).

The detailed influence of parameter variations is cur-
rently somewhat speculative but there might be trends.
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Figure 2. Time series of images of eroded basalt clusters.
Shown is the shrinking of the clusters as they are eroded by
impacts of individual grains. We marked a smaller cluster
which vanishes completely in the course of a few seconds.
Imprinted in the large cluster is its cross section decreasing
with time.

Smaller constituents tend to form more ruggedized
charged clusters. This is what test measurements lead-
ing to the experiments reported here showed where
0.2mm basalt particles were used instead of 0.5 mm.
There, cm-aggregates were incredibly hard to shatter
at all though we did not quantify this further. There
might be more variation coming with material or tem-
perature, so there is no final cluster size limit that can
be given for every spot within the disk, yet.

Erosion as limiting factor has also been studied nu-
merically, e.g. by>? or?® and compared to experiments
in®**. These simulations were for very small projectiles
on dust grain level and found erosion thresholds more
on the order of 10 m/s. This is way beyond the phase we
consider here but will be relevant for collisions in later
phases of planetesimal and disk evolution.

4.1. Charging versus discharging

The application to protoplanetary disks asks for the
persistence of electric charges on dust aggregates. This
cannot be taken for granted. This is less of a topic
for laboratory experiments. The collisional timescales
in the laboratory or suborbital flight are only minutes.
This is quite different from collisional timescales in pro-
toplanetary disks. In disks they might regularly collide
on a timescale of years or less®. Trapping, e.g. in pres-
sure maxima or vortices, with higher particle densities
might reduce this timescale to months, weeks or less. In
any case, this is a long time. If the dust aggregates are
conductive enough, and small conductivity should do,
then the different polarities might cancel out on these

timescales, eventually. This would leave a neutral ag-
gregate or cluster behind. The latter might then not
have formed in the first place though. Also, particles in
a (weakly) ionized disk could be charged and discharged
by electrons and ions. At the surface of protoplanetary
disks, this can prevent growth?%37. We do not consider
this to be important in the midplane. To quantify this,
we also carried out measurements on internal and ex-
ternal discharge®®.38 find that timescales between wecks
and years are feasible for charges to stay on the particles.
Dust aggregates should therefore be capable of holding
on to their charges long enough.

4.2. Conclusion

From the current suborbital experiment, we obtained
an initial estimate for a limit in cluster growth of charged
particles, likely ranging from centimeters to a decimeter.
Therefore, the cluster depicted in fig. 1 could serve as a
close representation of the largest clusters in protoplan-
etary disks. Erosion occurs at approximately 0.5m/s
with the given sample. Interestingly, this is not sig-
nificantly different from the lower limit sometimes as-
sumed as a size-independent value for fragmentation of
large dust aggregates'!i'?. While collisions between ag-
gregates of equal size might yield different results, they
might not necessarily lead to much lower fragmentation
speeds.

Notably, this marks the first instance where such high
destructive threshold speeds are measured for particles
of centimeter-size. It is crucial to highlight that growth
solely from dust without charge would not permit the
formation of such large entities, as clusters would be dis-
mantled at speeds of millimeters per second'®. Charged
aggregation presents a feasible explanation for previ-
ously assumed large fragmentation speeds, although the
presence of charge may introduce additional complexi-
ties in collisional growth dynamics.

Within an erosion limit, particles have the potential to
bounce, acquire charge, and cluster into sizes susceptible
to capture by streaming instabilities, eventually leading
to gravitational collapse into planetesimals. This view
is schematically visualized in fig. 4.

5. METHODS
5.1. Ezperiments

The experiment described here flew as an ESA pay-
load on MASER 15 in November 2022 from Kiruna in
northern Sweden. It was engineered by SSC (Swedish
Space Corporation). The experiment sketch is shown
in the supplementary figure 1. Prior to launch, the ex-
periment chamber was evacuated to 10~% mbar. The
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temperature of the experiment was between 274 K and
301 K during the whole procedure.

The entire chamber can be shaken in a single direc-
tion. This was carried out for about 30 minutes prior
to launch. The experiment commenced within minutes
after the cessation of shaking. Particles remain charged
for the duration of the experiment then®®. The micro-
gravity time can then be used in total, studying particle
evolution. The sample particles were still confined in a
dedicated compartment during shaking, its walls coated
with the same particles. The shaking induces collision
between the grains, leading to tribocharging. Despite
their identical nature, the particles charge upon collision
but without predictable preference, resulting in random
net charges with positive or negative polarity and mul-
tipole charge patterns on their surface?”:40:22:28:29,

The wall coating mitigates net charge bias due to
different materials (basalt, metal, glass) or sizes (cur-
vature wall - curvature spherical particle), ensuring
an overall neutral particle cloud, as observed in prior
experiments®?. These and similar experiments with
monodisperse glass and basalt particles of comparable
size in more detail revealed exponentially distributed net
charges on the grains, typically ranging between 10°..108
elementary charges®!i??4%43 These values serve as
benchmarks for weakly and strongly charged clusters in
the simulations discussed below.

The experiment chamber underwent shaking with a
large amplitude of 2.5 mm and frequencies of 20 Hz for
several seconds. This accelerated some leftover parti-
cles near the walls initially, along the direction of shak-
ing. These grains transferred momentum to others out
of reach of the walls, heating them akin to a granular
gas, and ultimately randomizing particle motion.

5.2. Numerical simulations

We utilize the open source DEM package LIGGGHTS
3.8. We employed a dissipative Hertzian contact model
(gran model hertz in the LIGGGHTS implementa-
tion), as described in** with linearized Johnson-Kendall-
Roberts cohesion (skrj2). We generated a cluster of
particles with the following properties. Particle diame-
ter was set to 0.5 mm. The surface energy density in this
model is set to 7 - 10* ergs/cm?, equivalent to a surface
energy of ~ 0.9mJ/m? in the full JKR-contact. This
value is on the lower end of reference values, to outline
the effect of charge on granular dynamics. Charges were
assumed to be homogeneously distributed on each grain,
drawn from normal distributions with two different stan-
dard deviations o, = 10% e for the weakly charged and
os = 103 e for the strongly charged example.

To generate a compact cluster similar to the experi-
ment but within a manageable simulation time, parti-
cles were dropped into a conical mesh with a flattened
ground at 0.1g of gravity. The mesh is vibrated to al-
low the particles to reposition according to their charge.
After settling, gravity was set to zero and the mesh was
removed. Further simulation parameters were a Youngs-
Modulus of 5-107 Pa, a Poisson ratio of 0.2, a coefficient
of restitution of 0.95 and a coefficient of friction of 0.15.
Regarding cohesion, increasing the cohesion energy den-
sity to 10%erg/cm?, corresponding to a surface energy
of ~ 10mJ/m?, raises the limit for ejecta production
above 0.5m/s impactor velocities as well.

Visual inspection revealed structural differences be-
tween weakly and strongly charged clusters, with the
latter resembling experimental conditions more closely.

6. DATA AVAILABILITY

. . . . =4
The analyzed erosion sequence is provided as video®®.

7. CODE AVAILABILITY

The simulations are based on LIGGGHTS 3.8
(https://github.com/CFDEMproject/LIGGGHTS-
PUBLIC.git).
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