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ABSTRACT

Sputtering by solar wind ions is a key process driving the ejection of high-energy particles into the

exospheres of airless bodies like asteroids, Mercury and the Moon. In view of upcoming missions

which will deliver new in-situ data on these exospheres like the Artemis program at the Moon and

BepiColombo at Mercury, a deeper understanding of sputtering effects is crucial. In this work, we

combine sensitive quartz crystal microbalance measurements and numerical simulations to quantify

sputter yields of Apollo soil 68501 under solar wind relevant conditions. We find that none of the

commonly used simulation codes can reliably predict laboratory sputter yields without experimental

benchmarks. All of the employed packages significantly overestimate the sputter yields of flat samples

by at least a factor of 2 for the case of hydrogen. When accounting for surface roughness and regolith-

like porosity, sputter yields are decreased even further to 7.3×10−3 atoms/ion and 7.6×10−2 atoms/ion

for H and He at solar wind energies of 1 keV/amu, respectively. The reduced yields of porous regolith

structures are largely independent of the ion incidence angle, making them applicable across a wide

range of lunar latitudes. This study highlights the need for experimental validation of sputtering

models to ensure accurate predictions for space weathering and lunar exosphere composition.

Keywords: Sputtering — The Moon — Exosphere — Solar wind — Regolith

1. INTRODUCTION

The bombardment of the lunar surface by solar wind

ions has been shown to be a process responsible for a va-

riety of space weathering effects. These include the for-

mation of nanophase iron particles, the darkening and

reddening of reflectance spectra and the amorphisation

of rims on mineral grains (Pieters & Noble 2016; Hapke

2001; Loeffler et al. 2009). Another consequence of so-

lar wind ion bombardment is the ejection of material

through sputtering, which serves as a supply mechanism

for species in the lunar exosphere (Wurz et al. 2022).
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Due to the kinetic nature of the sputtering process, the

ejected particles carry supra-thermal energies, making

ion sputtering a source of high-energy particles in the

lunar exosphere, alongside the competing processes of

micro-meteoroid impact vaporisation.

The contribution of ion sputtering to exosphere for-

mation has been explored using self-consistent Monte

Carlo models (Wurz & Lammer 2003; Wurz et al. 2007;

Hurley et al. 2017; Killen et al. 2022; Mura et al. 2023).

These models heavily depend on input data, particu-

larly regarding sputter yields of relevant materials, i.e.,

the number of atoms ejected per incoming solar wind

ion. Early experimental efforts to quantify the sput-

ter yields under solar wind ion irradiation date back to

the 1960s (Wehner et al. 1963a,b) — predating NASA’s

Apollo missions — with these early studies primarily fo-
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cusing on metallic samples. Experiments with more re-

alistic lunar analogue materials remained rather limited

for a long time. Consequently, numerical simulations

based on the binary collision approximation (BCA), of-

ten using the SRIM package (Ziegler et al. 2010), became

a primary source for sputter yield data.

Recent experimental advances have provided new

sputter yield data from irradiations of oxide thin films,

analogue mineral powders and pressed pellets (Szabo

et al. 2018, 2020a,b; Biber et al. 2022; Hijazi et al. 2017,

2014; Schaible et al. 2017). These pioneering studies al-

ready provided some consistent findings. Firstly, SRIM

simulations — previously considered the standard in this

field — consistently overestimate sputter yields. Con-

sequently, the more modern and adaptable SDTrimSP

code (Mutzke et al. 2019) has gained popularity. A

growing body of literature now explores parameter vari-

ations within SDTrimSP to better match experimental

results and enhance its predictive capabilities (Schaible

et al. 2017; Szabo et al. 2018, 2020a; Morrissey et al.

2022; Jäggi et al. 2023; Szabo et al. 2022b; Jäggi et al.

2024). Secondly, the use of lunar analogue materials like

silica and silicate minerals has proven useful in captur-

ing the core physics of the sputtering process. Taylor

et al. (2016) emphasised that simulants can be used in

engineering studies, provided their properties match the

desired use cases. However, a comprehensive investiga-

tion of the sputtering behaviour of actual lunar material

is still lacking. Lastly, many of these experimental stud-

ies focused on flat sample films, leaving gaps in under-

standing how factors like surface roughness and porosity

— crucial for the lunar regolith — affect sputter yields.

The important influence of this regolith morphology

on the sputtering process was already pointed out by

Hapke & Cassidy (1978). Later, Cassidy & Johnson

(2005) used Monte Carlo simulations to model the in-

fluence of sample porosity, roughly reproducing a simple

analytical model by Johnson (1989). Rodriguez-Nieva

et al. (2011) performed molecular dynamics (MD) calcu-

lations on porous structures, however, the investigated

projectile energies were too high to be applicable to so-

lar wind ion sputtering. More recently, Szabo et al.

(2022c, 2023) employed three-dimensional BCA simu-

lations to investigate the reflection of solar wind pro-

tons from regolith structures as energetic neutral atoms

(ENAs). The process of ENA backscattering was fur-

thermore studied by means of Monte Carlo and molec-

ular dynamics simulations by Leblanc et al. (2023) and

Verkercke et al. (2023). However, literature on the im-

plications of regolith morphology for sputter yields is

still limited.

Lately, Killen et al. (2022) indicated that previous as-

sumptions on sputter yields are inconsistent with MES-

SENGER MASCS observations of Mercury’s exosphere,

suggesting that sputter yields should instead be lower.

On a similar note, Nie et al. (2024) recently used iso-

tope analyses on Apollo soils and came to the conclusion

that over geological timescales, micro-meteoroid impact

vaporisation is the more effective loss mechanism com-

pared to sputtering also on the lunar surface. To ac-

curately model and distinguish between these two pro-

cesses during exosphere formation, validated physical

constraints for each mechanism are essential.

In this work, we present joint experimental and nu-

merical studies on the total, quantitative sputter yields

of actual lunar material (Apollo 16 sample 68501) un-

der irradiation with He and H at a constant energy

of 1 keV/amu (corresponding to a velocity of approxi-

mately 440 km/s) rather than relying on lunar analogue

or simulant materials. We will elucidate the importance

of two mechanisms that result in significantly reduced

sputter yields, potentially providing an explanation on

the suggested predominance (Nie et al. 2024) of micro-

meteoroid impact vaporisation over sputtering as a sup-

ply mechanism for exospheres: the intrinsic overestima-

tion of sputter yields by popular model calculations and

a pronounced reduction of the yields attributable to the

rough and porous nature of regolith structures. As a

result, we will provide realistic sputter yield estimates

for real lunar regolith.

2. METHODS

2.1. Experimental Methods

Sputter yields were measured using a quartz crystal

microbalance (QCM) technique in two configurations.

In the first configuration, a flat, vitreous thin film de-

posited onto a quartz resonator is used as a sample.

Using this QCM, mass changes of the film due to ion

bombardment are resolved in real time from changes in

the quartz resonance frequency, allowing a direct calcu-

lation of the sputter yield. This setup and technique,

described in more detail by Hayderer et al. (1999), has

a resolution down to 10−11 g/s (Golczewski et al. 2009)

and has been successfully used in previous studies on

analogue materials (Szabo et al. 2020a,b; Biber et al.

2020, 2022). In addition to this common configuration,

we applied the catcher QCM method (Berger et al. 2017;

Biber et al. 2022) where a second QCM is mounted

within the experimental vacuum vessel, facing the ir-

radiated sample. During ion irradiation, it measures

the mass that is deposited onto its surface at the cur-

rent position. This catcher QCM can be rotated with

respect to the common centre axis of the setup, sub-
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Figure 1. Catcher QCM geometry for measuring the sputter
yield. Figure adapted from Biber et al. (2022); Berger et al.
(2017).

sequently varying the angle β between the sample and

catcher surface normals (Fig. 1). This extension of the

classic QCM setup allows to probe the angular distribu-

tion of sputtered ejecta. When applying this method to

the above described thin film QCMs as samples, both

the sputter yields and the corresponding angular distri-

butions of ejecta are measured simultaneously. Using

these measurements as references, the catcher technique

allows to reconstruct sputter yields of bulk samples of

the same material, where otherwise no direct informa-

tion would be available. A description of the evaluation

is given by Biber et al. (2022) while details on the used

ion beam setup are given in Appendix A.

These techniques were applied to two different types

of samples prepared from Apollo sample 68501. This

material is a mature (Is/FeO = 85) soil collected dur-

ing the Apollo 16 mission with an agglutinate content of

about 38% and average grain sizes of ≈100 µm (Meyer

2010). We pressed some of the regolith into stainless

steel holders to form stable pellets following the proce-

dure outlined by Jäggi et al. (2021). One of these pellets

was subsequently used to grow a thin glassy film directly

onto a quartz resonator by means of pulsed laser deposi-

tion, forming the basis for the QCM experiments. From

comprehensive analysis we found that the key difference

between the deposited films and the pellets on which

they are based is found in surface roughness: The films

are flat while the pellets exhibit a rough surface. Fur-

ther details on sample production and characterisation,

in particular for surface roughness and chemical compo-

sition, are given in Appendix B.

2.2. Computational Modelling

Simulations of solar wind ion sputtering were carried

out using SDTrimSP (version 6.06, Mutzke et al. 2019)

and SRIM 2013 (Ziegler et al. 2010). These codes em-

ploy the binary collision approximation that assumes

collisions to involve only two particles at a given time,

allowing for efficient calculation of energy and momen-

tum transfer between collision partners (Eckstein & Ur-

bassek 2007). Subsequently, the impactor and gener-

ated recoils are traced on their paths through the sample

until their energies fall below a threshold. The result-

ing output includes information on the sputter yield as

well as the ejecta angular distributions and energy dis-

tributions. Compared to SRIM, SDTrimSP allows for

variations of more parameters and underlying physical

models. Details on the chosen settings can be found

in Appendix C. Because the model assumes amorphous

samples, these simulated data are directly comparable

to the experimental results from the thin film QCM ir-

radiations.

In addition to the 1D simulations, we applied

SDTrimSP-3D (versions 1.21 and 1.22, Toussaint et al.

2017) to quantify how the surface morphology influ-

ences the sputter yield, as roughness and porosity are

known to play an important role in the interaction of

ions with materials (Küstner et al. 1998; Cupak et al.

2021; Biber et al. 2022; Szabo et al. 2022c). We carried

out the 3D calculations for the surfaces of the rough

pellets as given by atomic force microscopy (AFM) im-

ages using the best fitting parameter set from the 1D

cases. Furthermore, a porous regolith model was im-

plemented as described before by Szabo et al. (2022c).

These SDTrimSP-3D regolith simulations have already

been shown to reproduce reflected neutral H spectra

measured by Chandrayaan-1, which strongly indicates

an accurate description of the ion-regolith interaction in

the model. Using this approach, the influences of rough-

ness and porosity on the sputter yield compared to a flat

surface can be untangled.

SDTrimSP and the adapted binding energy model

from Jäggi et al. (2023) also form the basis for SpuB-

ase (Jäggi et al. 2024; Jäggi 2024), a database of already

carried out simulations for flat surface samples. SpuBase

offers sputter yields, ejecta angular and energy distribu-

tions for a wide variety of minerals. Results for bulk

samples of a given atomic composition are then super-

posed from the constituent minerals.

3. RESULTS

3.1. Flat Sample Sputter Yields

Laboratory sputter yields of flat samples are given in

Figure 2 alongside simulation data of common modelling

approaches. The sputter yields are given as function of

incidence angle α in atomic mass units per incident ion

(left axis) and atoms per incident ion under the assump-

tion of stoichiometric particle fluxes (right axis).
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Figure 2. Sputter yields for flat surfaces. Comparison of various simulation models (lines) and experimental results (points)
for 1 keV/amu H (a) and He (b) impactors, respectively. Simulation data stem from SRIM (dotted line), SpuBase (dashed),
SDTrimSP with the default parameters (dashed-dotted) and with the parameters proposed by Szabo et al. (2020a) (solid).
Additionally, the arrows quantify the offset between experiment and simulation, and the lighter coloured lines give the simulations
scaled to match experimental data. The asterisk in “SDTrimSP*” denotes the use of the parameter set proposed by Szabo et al.
(2020a) combined with this scaling factor.

For the H case, it is clear that all modelling attempts

overestimate the experimental results denoted by the

filled circles. SRIM (dashed line) predicts the highest

values throughout most incidence angles. SDTrimSP

with its default parameter set (dashed dotted line) is

lower, with an exception in the narrow region around

α = 80◦. The two lines resulting in the lowest total

mass yields are SDTrimSP using the parameter set pub-

lished by Szabo et al. (2020a) (solid) and SpuBase with

an improved hybrid compound binding model (dashed).

While for smaller incidence angles, the two give almost

identical results, the SpuBase curve rises steeper be-

yond α ≈ 70◦ and reproduces the experimental trend

better. SpuBase, however, cannot be extended to three-

dimensional studies. We therefore proceeded to use the

model by Szabo et al. (2020a) also for the subsequent 3D

investigations and quantified the discrepancy between

the solid line in Fig. 2 and the experimental data to be

a factor of 0.47. This scaling factor was determined by

taking the point-wise ratio between numerical and ex-

perimental data points and subsequently averaging these

fractions.

A similar situation is observed for He. However, in

this case a clear separation between SRIM and the

SDTrimSP variants is observed and SRIM gives the

highest sputter yield values over all incidence angles.

Once more, SpuBase is the SDTrimSP-based curve with-

out any adaptation closest to the measured data. On the

other hand, the Szabo et al. (2020a) approach results in

the lowest mass yields. In this case, a factor of 0.66 is

-80°

-60°

-40°

-20°
0°

20°

40°

60°

80°

0.0 0.8 1.6 2.4 3.2yC,  (amu/ion/sr)

4keV He +

Flat Rough

Figure 3. Sputtered particles polar angle distributions as
measured by the catcher QCM. Mass deposited onto the
catcher QCM yC,Ω in atomic mass units normalised per inci-
dence ions and detector solid angle as a function of detector
position β (Fig. 1). Experimental data (symbols) were fitted
using a modified cosine (cf. Biber et al. 2022) and the differ-
ence in sputter yield is represented by the different integrals
(shaded areas).

necessary to match this curve to the experimental data

points. While for He, the overestimation by SDTrimSP-

based models is moderate, it is notably worse for H, the

most prominent solar wind species, across all investi-

gated numerical approaches.

3.2. Surface Morphology Dependent Sputter Yields
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To experimentally derive sputter yields for the rough

pressed pellets, the catcher QCM method described in

Section 2.1 was employed. During this process, the

ejecta angular distributions are probed in addition to

the absolute mass yields. One representative measure-

ment comparing the emission characteristics of the flat

and rough samples under 1 keV/amu He impinging at an

incidence angle of 60◦ is shown in Figure 3. The evalua-

tion of the sputter yields follows Biber et al. (2022), and

the difference in sputter yield for the different samples

is clearly visible.

The total sputter yields for all samples are given in

Figures 4(a) and 4(b) for 1 keV/amu H and He, respec-

tively. Note that for SDTrimSP-based curves (both 1D

and 3D), the projectile-dependent scaling factors of 0.47

and 0.66 (Fig. 2) are applied.

Both ion species show a typical dependence of the

sputter yield on the incidence angle when flat samples

are considered (blue symbols and lines in Figure 4). The

yield increases with α until a maximum is reached for

grazing incidence at roughly 80◦ for both He and H.

Beyond this point, a sharp decrease is reported and the

sputter yield approaches 0 for near-horizontal incidence.

Data for the rough pellet sample (orange lines) show a

reduction in sputter yield for large incidence angles and

an increase compared to the flat sputter yields (blue

lines) for near-normal impact. The crossing point where

sputter yields coincide between flat and rough samples

is approximately located at α = 45◦ for both ion species.

When porosity is introduced through the implementa-

tion of regolith structures in SDTrimSP-3D (red lines),

the same effect is observed in an even more pronounced

way; the sputter yield is further flattened and reduced.

In this case, equal yields as compared to a flat surface are

achieved near α = 20◦, but until this point neither curve

exhibits a significant slope such that also at normal in-

cidence, the sputter yields are comparable. Beyond this

region, the regolith yield stays almost constant and only

for grazing incidence above 75◦ to 80◦ a slight increase

is discernible. When averaged over the simulated an-

gle range, the regolith sputter yields for lunar soil are

7.27× 10−3 atoms/ion for H and 7.62× 10−2 atoms/ion

for He.

4. DISCUSSION

4.1. Implications for Simulations

BCA simulations have been used for decades and

are still an active topic in research and develop-

ment (Hofsäss & Stegmaier 2022; Jäggi et al. 2023;

Hofsäss et al. 2023). Nonetheless, common modelling

approaches struggle with correctly describing sputter

yields for compound materials (Fig. 2). It is evident

that SRIM cannot reliably predict sputter yields for the

lunar surface. This was to be expected, as the shortcom-

ings of SRIM have been known and its use, particularly

for energies in the solar wind relevant regime, is discour-

aged (Wittmaack 2004, 2016; Hofsäss et al. 2014; Shulga

2024, 2018). Also, the overestimation of the sputter

yield by SRIM for mineral samples has been shown re-

peatedly (e.g., Szabo et al. 2018, 2020a; Schaible et al.

2017). Nevertheless, SRIM is still used in recent liter-

ature (see, for example, publications by Rubino et al.

2024; Nénon & Poppe 2020; Leblanc et al. 2023). As an

alternative, SDTrimSP has been suggested, as its predic-

tions are in better agreement with experimental results

(Szabo et al. 2020a, 2018; Schaible et al. 2017; Biber

et al. 2020, 2022). However, also for this code, param-

eter adaptations (or scaling) are necessary to reproduce

sputter yields measured in experiments.

One possible shortcoming hindering a better under-

standing of the sputtering process in the BCA picture is

the knowledge gap concerning surface binding energies

(SBEs). The SBE directly influences the sputter yield

(Sigmund 1969, 2012) and is often approximated as the

energy of sublimation (Kelly 1986; Gnaser 2007). This

view, however, is debated and subsequently, a substan-

tial amount of research has been carried out on the phys-

ical meaning of the SBE and its significance for sput-

tering, also in the space sciences context (Szabo et al.

2020a; Morrissey et al. 2021, 2022; Killen et al. 2022;

Hofsäss & Stegmaier 2022; Jäggi et al. 2023). As the

SBE is strongly related to the energy spectra of sput-

tered ejecta (Thompson 1968), measurements of ejecta

energy distributions could potentially clarify these mat-

ters and improve BCA simulations. However, few data

are currently available for relevant compound materials,

and only some data sets have been published for metal-

lic samples or alkali halides (Husinsky 1985; Wucher &

Oechsner 1986; Betz & Wien 1994; Dukes & Baragiola

2015). For the time being, the Jäggi et al. (2023) model

used in SpuBase (Jäggi et al. 2024) is the one studied

BCA model closest to the experiment where the bind-

ing energy approach is physically motivated and does

not stem from fitting to a data set. Nonetheless, the

remaining uncertainties in the BCA codes underline the

necessity to validate simulated sputter yields with avail-

able experimentally measured data sets.

4.2. Sputter Yield Reduction through Surface

Morphology

In addition to the overestimation by simulations, sur-

face morphology reduces the effective sputter yields

(Fig. 4). Biber et al. (2022) found a similar sputter yield

reduction when comparing enstatite (MgSiO3) thin film
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Figure 4. Sputter yields of lunar surface material for typical solar wind impactors and different surface morphologies comprised
of a flat surface (blue), a rough pressed pellet surface (orange) and a porous regolith structure (red). Experimental results are
denoted by the symbols with error bars, while SDTrimSP-based and SRIM simulations are given by solid and dotted lines,
respectively. Note that the scaling factor derived in Figure 2 has been applied to the SDTrimSP simulations, as indicated by
the labelling convention using the asterisk.

and pressed pellet samples and ascribed this effect to

surface roughness. Indeed, Cupak et al. (2021) demon-

strated in a joint experimental and numerical study that

surface morphology is capable of lowering the sputter

yield and highlighted a correlation between this decrease

and the mean of the surface inclination angle distribu-

tion. Furthermore, this result was reinforced by an ana-

lytical investigation arriving at the same conclusion (Sz-

abo et al. 2022a).

In this work, the pellet roughness (quantification in

Appendix B) is comparable to the one in Biber et al.

(2022), as are the measured sputter yield reductions. In

a further step, Cupak et al. (2021) provide a Monte-

Carlo-style code called SPRAY allowing to calculate

sputter yields from AFM images of a given sample. In

this case, angle and energy dependent simulation results

from BCA codes are mapped onto the input surface

by a ray-tracing algorithm. That way, any deviations

from flat surface sputter yields are unambiguously at-

tributable to surface morphology, as no other parame-

ter is varied. We found excellent agreement to our ex-

perimental results using this code as well, pointing to-

wards surface roughness as the main driver behind the

observed sputter yield reduction for the pellet samples.

A comparison of the SPRAY results to laboratory data

and SDTrimSP is presented in Appendix D. Addition-

ally, the observed matching sputter yields for α = 45◦

and the reduction to about half of the thin film sputter

yield at 60◦ match well with the analytical predictions

by Szabo et al. (2022a) for the given roughness.

In contrast to these morphology effects, we do not ex-

pect crystallinity to play a role in the sputter yield modi-

fications. While it is known that crystal structure has an

effect on the sputtering properties of a sample (see, e.g.,

Onderdelinden 1966) and that the sputtering behaviour

of amorphous and polycrystalline samples is not neces-

sarily the same (Schlueter et al. 2020), these consider-

ations are irrelevant in the context of this study: Our

flat samples are amorphous by the nature of their pro-

duction process (as shown by X-ray diffraction in Szabo

et al. 2018, 2020b). The pellets were pressed not from

pristine minerals, but rather from regolith that natu-

rally expresses amorphous rims around its crystalline

sample fraction. Although fresh surfaces might have

been created by breaking grains during the pellet press-

ing process, a 4 keV He fluence of 7.31× 1017 cm−2 was

applied to the samples during the first preparatory ir-

radiation. Carrez et al. (2002) showed that a 4 keV He

fluence of 5× 1016 cm−2 is sufficient to amorphise a rim

of olivine ((Mg, Fe)2SiO4) with a resulting thickness of

several 10 nm. We therefore deem both the thin film

and the pellet experimental results comparable to the

(amorphous) BCA simulations both in the 1D and 3D

configuration and suitable to benchmark these very nu-

merical results. Sputter yield data for the rough pellets

match excellently between experiments and SDTrimSP-

3D simulations after the application of the correction

factor determined in Figure 2 from flat sample data.

It is thus justified to apply the same procedure to the

porous regolith structures. Consequently, these regolith

sputter yields should be used as realistic supply rates
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when modelling the lunar exosphere formation by solar

wind ion impact.

4.3. Comparison to Previous Measurements of Single

Minerals

In the past years, various studies reported sputter

yields for lunar analogue materials that were measured

using the same method as described in this paper,

where mass changes of flat, amorphous films were re-

solved by means of a QCM. Figure 5 compares the

Apollo 68501 laboratory sputter yields from this work

to data from wollastonite (CaSiO3, Szabo et al. 2018,

2020a), augite ((Ca,Mg, Fe)2Si2O6, Biber 2023) and en-

statite (MgSiO3, Biber et al. 2022). In addition, the

yields predicted by both SpuBase and SDTrimSP us-

ing the Szabo et al. (2020a) parameters without scaling

are shown. Both the regolith and the mineral samples

share a similar composition with O and Si abundances of

roughly 60 at.% and 20 at.%, respectively. As the sput-

ter yield in the equilibrium is governed by the bulk sto-

ichiometry, one would expect similar total mass yields

across these samples with the differences arriving from

the variation of the metal species. This is the case and

most of the single-mineral data points lie between our

Apollo data and the model predictions for the regolith

composition.

Note that the yields measured from the lunar material

are the lowest across all numerical and laboratory data

sets (Fig. 5). While the models work well for individ-

ual minerals (see, e.g., Figure 4 in Jäggi et al. 2023),

they overestimate data for the case of the more com-

plex Apollo soil. Sample roughness and composition

cannot be the reason for this discrepancy, as these pa-

rameters are well controlled experimentally across all

these studies and comparable to the simulated cases.

Moreover, we also varied the composition input to the

simulations within the error bars from the sample anal-

ysis (Table B1) and found only an insignificant level of

deviation in the results. A more likely explanation could

be the formation of bonds that exceed the ones typically

found within an amorphous silicate layer. For example,

both the Jäggi et al. (2023) model and the Szabo et al.

(2020a) approach reach the best agreement with labo-

ratory data assuming the importance of oxygen in the

bond structure — either considering the oxide forma-

tion energy or by directly increasing the oxygen binding

energy followed by averaging of all the binding energies.

This neglects bonds that could form between species of

the different minerals. Should those bonds be stronger

than the ones found in the bulk material, then the result-

ing higher binding energy would provide an explanation

for the lower sputter yields. Another way of reducing

yields would be by decreasing the target density and con-

sequently increasing the binary collision mean free path.

It is unclear why these effects are not found in glassy thin

films of single mineral analogues. We propose that the

high number of components in the Apollo sample would

favour the formation of either longer (lower density) or

stronger bonds (higher BEs) than are found in its com-

ponents. This is mirrored in the way SpuBase handles

such complex materials: Rather than assuming a glass

of homogeneous composition (as is the case for the film

on the QCMs and the Szabo et al. (2020a) SDTrimSP

approach), they are decomposed from constituent min-

erals. While the difference between experiments and

models underlines the necessity for experimental vali-

dation, particularly for complex samples, the proposed

explanation can be tested by measurements of ejecta

energy distributions of both the Apollo samples and the

individual minerals. In addition to the arguments in

Section 4.1, this highlights once more the necessity for

laboratory studies on sputtered ejecta energy distribu-

tions.

5. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

For the first time an advanced quartz crystal microbal-

ance setup was used to measure sputter yields of re-

turned lunar material (Apollo 16 sample 680501) under

solar wind-like conditions. Two types of samples were

prepared: flat stoichiometric films to study the incidence

angle dependence of the sputter yield and rough pellets

from pressed regolith to examine the effect of surface

morphology. Our results show that all commonly used

binary collision approximation models overestimate the

sputter yield for flat surfaces, albeit the SpuBase model

(Jäggi et al. 2023; Jäggi 2024) came closest to experi-

ments ab initio. The rough pellets from pressed regolith

were used to study the influence of surface roughness

on the sputter yield and used to validate the predic-

tions of more advanced 3D-BCA codes. We then im-

plemented a three-dimensional regolith model with a

proven track record that more accurately replicates lu-

nar surface conditions. Advanced BCA simulations us-

ing this regolith model revealed that the porosity fur-

ther reduces the sputter yield of lunar soil and that the

resulting yields are largely independent of the ion inci-

dence angle, corresponding to the solar zenith angle on

a macroscopic scale. The realistic porous regolith sput-

ter yields were found to be 7.3 × 10−3 atoms/ion for H

and 7.6 × 10−2 atoms/ion for He at solar wind energies

of 1 keV/amu.

The present and upcoming space missions to the Moon

(e.g., the Artemis program and Mercury (BepiColombo,

Orsini et al. (2021)) will provide highly resolved in-situ
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Figure 5. Compilation of experimentally measured sputter yields, both from this study and previous investigations using
analogues, compared to two approaches of SDTrimSP simulations applied to the composition of the Apollo 68501 sample (Szabo
et al. 2020a; Jäggi et al. 2024). Connecting lines between experimental data are interpolated to guide the eye.

data of the surface and exospheric compositions, includ-

ing more details about their spatial and temporal dy-

namics. Our study results provide constraints on the

actual source rates for sputtering, potentially aiding the

interpretation of recent and future space measurements.
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A. IRRADIATION SETUP

The ion beam irradiation setup is the same as in Szabo et al. (2018) and Biber et al. (2022). It consists of a 14.5GHz

electron cyclotron resonance ion source and an m/q separation achieved via a magnetic sector field (Galutschek et al.

2007). A set of computer-controlled deflection plates in front of the first aperture is used for switching the ion beam

on/off electronically without moving parts, to minimise interference with the sensitive QCM signal. Scanning plates

are used to ensure homogeneous sample irradiation. Furthermore, a Prevac FS40A1 electron flood source (up to

100 µA low energy electrons, < 20 eV) was used to prevent charging of the insulating pellets due to the impinging ion

beam. The 1 keV/amu H data were obtained from double-energy H2 irradiations. This is a common practice, and the

underlying assumption (e.g., Szabo et al. 2018) is that a 2 keV hydrogen molecule is dissociated at the surface and acts

as two independent hydrogen atoms of 1 keV each. In the presented energy regime where sputtering is dominated by

linear collision cascades, no effects are expected to arise from the molecular structure of the projectiles. Nonlinearities

occur at much lower energies (Dobes et al. 2011), or considerable higher ones (Andersen & Bay 1975). Moreover, this

has been experimentally verified (KenKnight & Wehner 1964; Szabo et al. 2020b) and numerically checked by means

of MD simulations (Brötzner et al. 2023). Typically achieved ion fluxes are in the order of 3× 1012 cm−2 s−1 for He+

and 1× 1013 cm−2 s−1 for H2
+.

B. SAMPLE CHARACTERISATION

(a) (b)
Thin film

Pellet

θ

Figure B1. Visualisation of sample properties used during this study. (a) AFM images of the thin film sample (left image
in the bottom row) and the pressed pellet (right image in the bottom row). The top panel shows the surface inclination angle
distribution for both experimentally used sample types, thin film (blue) and pellet (orange). The means of the distributions are
marked by the respective vertical dashed lines and arrows. The inset defines the local inclination angle θ as the angle between
the local and the global surface normal. (b) Example of the regolith structure with a porosity of about 0.8 (see Szabo et al.
2022c), which was used to simulate the sputter yield for the regolith case.

All samples used in this study were produced from Apollo soil 68051. Pellets were pressed following the procedure

in Jäggi et al. (2021), but without filtering for grain sizes. A layer of KBr was first pressed into the holder to increase

cohesion between the regolith and the back-plate. Thin films were deposited onto QCMs by means of pulsed laser

deposition. This was done under an O2 atmosphere of 4 × 10−2 mbar to achieve stoichiometric oxygen concentration

in the resulting film. A KrF excimer laser was used with a wavelength of 248 nm and a pulse frequency of 5Hz at a

pulse energy of 400mJ/pulse.

The chemical composition of both sample types was analyzed using a combination of ion beam analysis tech-

niques: time-of-flight elastic recoil detection analysis (ToF-ERDA), Rutherford backscattering spectrometry (RBS)

and particle-induced X-ray emission (PIXE). Details of the experimental set-ups can be found in Ström & Primet-

zhofer (2022). ToF-ERDA was carried out using a combined anode gas ionisation chamber and time-of-flight as detector

with a primary beam of 36MeV 127I8+ and an incident angle of 67.5◦. To unambiguously distinguish signals from

species with similar atomic masses (i.e., Al and Si, K and Ca, Cr and Fe), RBS simultaneously to PIXE was performed
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using He at 2 and 5.5 MeV as primary beam at normal incidence. While RBS provides accurate quantification of Al

and Si, PIXE is able to detect the presence of K and Cr in significantly smaller amounts compared to Ca and Fe,

respectively. Finally, µ-beam RBS/PIXE was used to verify the lateral homogeneity of the samples using 4MeV He as

primary beam (Nagy et al. 2022). Different regions across the entire samples (including centre and edge regions) were

analysed using a beam spot of 4-5 microns (1mm × 1mm area per analysis). Results indicate that the composition

of the pellet and thin film is homogeneously distributed along the samples. The atomic concentration of the main

components observed in the samples are presented in Table B1 and agree well with literature (Meyer 2010; Bansal

et al. 1972).

Table B1. Sample Compositions

Thin film Pellet Literature

O 61.0± 0.6 58.6± 0.6 61.0

Si 14.3± 0.4 17.0± 0.5 16.3

Al 9.96± 0.4 11.9± 0.5 11.3

Ca 8.14± 0.2 7.26± 0.2 5.93

Mg 3.27± 0.1 3.1± 0.1 3.37

Fe 2.76± 0.1 1.47± 0.1 1.65

Ti 0.45± 0.1 0.18± 0.1 0.16

Note—Concentrations of the main compo-
nents of the samples in at.% obtained by
combining ToF-ERDA, RBS and PIXE. For
comparison, data from Meyer (2010) after
Bansal et al. (1972) are given.

In addition to the chemical analysis, AFM images were taken to characterise the surface roughness of both the thin

film and pellet samples. No change in surface roughness was found after the ion beam experiments. The surface

roughness was quantified using the surface inclination angle distribution method proposed by Cupak et al. (2021), the

results of which are presented in Figure B1. The bottom row in Figure B1(a) shows AFM images of the thin film

(left) and the pellet sample (right) and illustrates the difference in roughness: The film sample is generally flat with

the exception of some particles that formed during the PLD deposition. This difference in roughness is quantified by

the respective surface inclination angle distribution and their means in the top panel, where the blue and orange lines

denote the thin film and pellet, respectively.

Figure B1(b) shows a model of the porous regolith-structured sample used for the simulations. These structures were

created using the parameters best fitting to reproduce ENA emission from backscattered solar wind H as described

in Szabo et al. (2022c, 2023). The porosity is accordingly defined as the fraction of empty space between the regolith

grains and the volume of the simulation cell from its lower boundary to the topmost grain.

C. SIMULATION DETAILS

Four numerical models based on the BCA were studied. SRIM simulations were carried out using the damage

calculation model “Detailed Calculation with full Damage Cascades”. Apart from that, no other adaptations were

made.

For SDTrimSP with its default settings, simulations were run dynamically, accounting for fluence dependent changes

in surface composition. This is advocated for by Morrissey et al. (2023). Other recommendations from this work

include the use of a mixed ion beam (96% H, 4% He) as well as using distributions for incidence angles and energies.

Due to the angle resolved comparison to experimental data obtained from monatomic projectiles of a well defined

energy, we did not apply these. Finally, they propose to use adapted SBEs, if known. Such are however not available

to our knowledge for the studied sample.
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In the approach published by Szabo et al. (2020a), the surface binding model in SDTrimSP is set to isbv = 2,

thereby averaging the SBEs of the constituent species. The oxygen SBE is increased to 6.5 eV and the sample density

is set to reflect the actual material density, in our case 3.1 g/cm3 after Heiken et al. (1991).

Finally, in SpuBase the simulations are already carried out for 21 rock-forming minerals into which the sample

is decomposed. The improved hybrid binding model for compounds (HB-C) from Jäggi et al. (2023) is used in the

calculations for the individual minerals, offering an improvement over arbitrary adaptation. However, data are only

available for the 1D case and effects of surface morphology cannot be studied. The HB-C model also cannot be used

directly in standalone SDTrimSP simulations as the high number of components used in this study is not supported.

D. COMPARISON WITH RAY-TRACING ALGORITHM SPRAY

We performed simulations using the SPRAY algorithm presented by Cupak et al. (2021) to elucidate the origin of

the sputter yield reduction observed in Figure 4. It uses ray tracing to map results from 1D BCA simulations onto

triangulated surfaces that stem from microscopy images and inherently considers the variation of the local impact angle

and surface shadowing while also taking into account redeposition and secondary sputtering by reflected ions. Due

to this nature, any arising deviations from flat surface sputter yields originate from the surface morphology. Results

are shown in Figure D2 by the dashed orange line and agree excellently with experimental findings. They are within

the experimental error bars indistinguishable from the full 3D BCA simulations presented by the solid orange line,

corroborating the discussion in Section 4.2.
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Figure D2. Comparison of simulation results for the rough pellet sample under 1 keV/amu He bombardment: SDTrimSP-3D,
which calculates full collision cascades using the BCA, is given by the solid orange line, while SPRAY (only mapping 1D results
onto the sample surface, see Section 4.2) is represented by the dashed orange line. Both match within the error bars with our
experiments (orange squares). 1D SDTrimSP (blue line) is shown for reference.
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Biber, H., Szabo, P. S., Jäggi, N., et al. 2020, Nuclear

Instruments and Methods in Physics Research Section B:

Beam Interactions with Materials and Atoms, 480, 10,

doi: 10.1016/j.nimb.2020.07.021
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