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Abstract

We describe a new version (numbered 3.1) of NASA’s Meteoroid Engineering Model (MEM) in which we extend
the model to handle locations that lie more than a few degrees in latitude off the ecliptic plane. We provide our
algorithms for computing the spatial density and directionality of meteoroids far from the ecliptic and discuss their
applications. In particular, we demonstrate how correct modeling of the out-of-ecliptic environment is critical for
accurately assessing the risk posed by meteoroids to solar observation missions such as Solaris.

1. Introduction

NASA’s Meteoroid Engineering Model (MEM) describes the
flux, directionality, speeds, and densities of hazardous mete-
oroids in the inner solar system (Moorhead et al., 2020). The
model uses a physics-based approach to extrapolating this infor-
mation from meteoroid observations collected near Earth. The
farther removed locations are from Earth, the more uncertain
this extrapolation is; for this reason, the model generates envi-
ronment descriptions only for spacecraft trajectories that remain
between 0.2 and 2 au from the Sun.

MEM has also historically assumed that the spacecraft en-
countering the environment lies in or close to the ecliptic plane
(i.e., the plane encompassing the Sun and Earth’s orbit). This
is a perfectly reasonable assumption for the vast majority of
missions: any spacecraft orbiting Earth, for instance, will nec-
essarily remain close to the ecliptic. However, it is possible for
a spacecraft’s trajectory to take it far from the ecliptic: Ulysses
used a gravity assist from Jupiter to pass over the Sun’s polar
regions with an ecliptic latitude of 80.2◦. We have advised users
that MEM 3 is not valid at these ecliptic latitudes (Moorhead,
2019).

With a heliocentric orbital inclination of 80◦, Ulysses has
reached higher ecliptic latitudes than any other spacecraft. How-
ever, Solar Orbiter will reach an orbital inclination of 24◦ by the
end of its primary mission, and may reach an inclination of 33◦
during an extended mission (Müller et al., 2020). Trajectories
with high ecliptic latitudes continue to be proposed for solar
observation missions (Sekii et al., 2015), one recent example of
which is Solaris (Hassler et al., 2023). A modified version of
MEM is needed in order to accurately compute the risk of me-
teoroid impacts along such a trajectory. Such a version of MEM
will also be useful for validating meteoroid models against im-
pacts on asteroids (see, e.g., Bottke et al., 2020), which do not
necessarily have low orbital inclinations.

All versions of MEM assume that the secondary orbit angles
(argument of perihelion, longitude of ascending node, and mean
anomaly) of sporadic meteoroids have been fully randomized,
and all previous versions of MEM assume that the observer or
spacecraft lies in the ecliptic plane. Under these assumptions,

the meteoroid number density is proportional to the sum of the
probabilities of collision between each modeled meteoroid orbit
and a second, non-inclined orbit (Opik, 1951). With MEM 3.1,
we remove the assumption that the observer lies in the ecliptic
and calculate the spatial density for arbitrary ecliptic separa-
tion (Kessler, 1981; Steel and Baggaley, 1985). We adopt the
approach recommended in Appendix A of Kessler (1981) for
calculating finite spatial densities at certain locations; however,
we find that it is computationally feasible to use this approach
at all locations. We calculate the encounter geometry and speed
between each modeled meteoroid orbit and an observer using an
approach equivalent to that of Divine (1993). These algorithms
are described in Section 2; they have also been implemented
in Python and made available through NASA’s public GitHub
(Moorhead, 2025).

We find that our updated algorithms result in a vastly re-
duced meteoroid flux at high ecliptic latitudes. For instance,
the meteoroid flux on Solaris when it is at high latitudes is ap-
proximately 20% the flux it would encounter if it remained near
the ecliptic (see Sec. 4.3). However, when we compare the dis-
tribution of zodiacal light corresponding to MEM’s meteoroid
orbital distributions, we find that it is more concentrated near
the ecliptic than the IRAS data (Nesvorný et al., 2010). Further
modeling of meteoroid orbits will be needed to bring MEM’s
orbital element distributions into agreement with observations.

2. Number density and directionality

The key advantage that MEM 3.1 offers over its predecessors
is that MEM 3.1 correctly computes the flux and directionality
of meteoroids relative to spacecraft trajectories that venture far
from the ecliptic plane.

When creating MEM, Jones (2004) made the following as-
sumptions: [1] the observer or spacecraft lies in the ecliptic
plane; and [2] some of the meteoroids’ orbital elements – ar-
gument of pericenter, 𝜔; longitude of ascending node, Ω; and
mean anomaly, 𝑀 – are randomized and follow a uniform distri-
bution,𝑈 (0, 2𝜋). These are reasonable choices when modeling
the near-Earth meteoroid environment. However, the first as-
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sumption is not valid for an observer or spacecraft that ventures
far from the ecliptic plane. In this section, we present an ap-
proach for modeling the meteoroid environment that removes
this assumption in order to handle high ecliptic latitudes.

We will, however, retain the second assumption of Jones
(2004) that the three orbital angles 𝜔, Ω, and 𝑀 have been
randomized. This assumption allows us to force a meteoroid
with nearly any given combination of semi-major axis, 𝑎; ec-
centricity, 𝑒; and inclination, 𝑖, to intersect a given spacecraft
location. We also relax the requirement that the spacecraft must
lie between the meteoroid’s perihelion and aphelion distances
(𝑞 ≤ 𝑟 ≤ 𝑄) and also closer to the ecliptic plane (sin 𝛽 ≤ sin 𝑖);
instead, we will require that the spacecraft lie within a certain
characteristic distance (𝑑) of these boundaries.

A simple, open-source implementation of our number density
and encounter geometry algorithms is available online (Moor-
head, 2025).

2.1. Spatial distribution

The heliocentric distance (𝑟) and ecliptic latitude (𝛽) of our
target location can be converted to the following unitless vari-
ables:

𝑠 = (𝑟 − 𝑎)/𝑎𝑒 (1)
𝜉 = sin 𝛽/sin 𝑖 (2)

Both variables lie within the interval [−1, 1], and their joint
probability distribution within that range is:

𝑓𝑠 𝜉 (𝑠, 𝜉) = 𝑓𝑠 (𝑠) · 𝑓𝜉 (𝜉) , where (3)

𝑓𝑠 (𝑠) =
1
𝜋

1 + 𝑒𝑠
√

1 − 𝑠2
and (4)

𝑓𝜉 (𝜉) =
1
𝜋

1√︁
1 − 𝜉2

. (5)

A derivation of the above equations is presented in ap-
pendix A.1. These equations are equivalent to eq. 21 of Kessler
(1981) and eq. 25 of Steel and Baggaley (1985); this is demon-
strated in appendix A.2. Note that 𝑓𝑠 𝜉 is non-finite when 𝑠 = ±1
or 𝜉 = ±1.

The probability that the meteoroid is within a given volume
is determined by integrating eq. (3) over that volume. For a
given heliocentric distance, ecliptic latitude, and characteristic
distance (𝑑), we choose to integrate over the toroid bounded
by [𝑟 − 𝑑, 𝑟 + 𝑑] and [𝛽 − 𝑑

𝑟
, 𝛽 + 𝑑

𝑟
] (see Fig. 1). When 𝑑 is

small compared to 𝑟, the volume of this region is:

𝑉 (𝑟, 𝛽, 𝑑) ≃


8𝜋𝑑2𝑟 cos 𝛽 |𝛽 | ≤ 𝜋
2 − 𝑑

𝑟

2𝜋𝑑𝑟2
(
𝜋
2 − |𝛽 | − 𝑑

𝑟

)2
|𝛽 | > 𝜋

2 − 𝑑
𝑟

(6)

The second case in the above equation applies when the target
location is close to one of the ecliptic poles and the volume of in-
tegration is shaped more like a cap than a toroid. Appendix A.3
provides equations for calculating both approximate and exact
values of 𝑉 (𝑟, 𝛽, 𝑑) in both cases. Note that 𝑉 (𝑟, 𝛽, 𝑑) is finite
for all locations with 𝑟 > 0.

The choice of 𝑑 is somewhat arbitrary. We choose 𝑑 = 0.02
for use in MEM 3.1: this is equivalent to 0.02 au at 𝑟 = 1 au.

Figure 1: Volume of integration, with one quadrant cut away in order
to show the cross section. In this illustration 𝑟 = 0.5, 𝛽 = 0.4, and
𝑑 = 0.1; normally, 𝑑 will be relatively small compared to 𝑟.

This choice is motivated by our assumption that the sporadic
meteoroid flux does not vary significantly within the Earth’s
Hill sphere (aside from the effects of the Earth and Moon). In
this section, however, we will use 𝑑 = 0.1 to generate some of
the graphics in this section, so that the role of the characteristic
distance can be more easily visualized.

The probability that the meteoroid lies within the given vol-
ume at any point in time is

𝑃(𝑟, 𝛽, 𝑑) = (𝐹𝑠 (𝑠2) − 𝐹𝑠 (𝑠1)) ×
(
𝐹𝜉 (𝜉2) − 𝐹𝜉 (𝜉1)

)
, (7)

where we use 𝐹 to denote the cumulative distribution function
(CDF) of each variable. The quantities 𝑠1 and 𝑠2 correspond
to our bounds on heliocentric distance (𝑟 − 𝑑 and 𝑟 + 𝑑, re-
spectively) and 𝜉1 and 𝜉2 correspond to our bounds on ecliptic
latitude (𝛽 ± 𝑑/𝑟).

Our dimensionless variables have CDFs with fairly simple
closed forms:

𝐹𝑠 (𝑠) =
1
2
+ 1

𝜋

(
sin−1 𝑠 − 𝑒

√︁
1 − 𝑠2

)
(8)

𝐹𝜉 (𝜉) =
1
2
+ 1

𝜋
sin−1 𝜉 . (9)

(See also appendix A of Kessler, 1981). Using these CDFs, we
can calculate the number density at the desired location:

𝜂(𝑟, 𝛽, 𝑑) = 𝑃(𝑟, 𝛽, 𝑑)
𝑉 (𝑟, 𝛽, 𝑑) . (10)

This equation is equivalent to eq. 31 of Steel and Baggaley
(1985). The limiting behavior of eq. (10) as the volume shrinks
to zero is

𝜂0 (𝑟, 𝛽) = lim
𝑑→0

𝜂(𝑟, 𝛽, 𝑑) =
𝑓𝑠 𝜉 (𝑠, 𝜉)

2𝜋𝑟
. (11)

Figure 2 compares this limit with the number density calculated
over a fairly large volume.

2.2. Boundary handling

Equation (11) is frequently used to calculate the spatial den-
sity of meteoroids with randomized orbit angles 𝜔, Ω, and 𝑀

2



≤ 0.07 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.5 ≥ 1.1

η (au)-3

-0.6

-0.4

-0.2

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

z
(a
u)

0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2 1.4 1.6
-0.6

-0.4

-0.2

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

ρ (au)

z
(a
u)

Figure 2: Number density (𝜂) of a single particle on an orbit with
𝑎 = 1, 𝑒 = 0.5, and 𝑖 = 0.3 radians. Heliocentric distance has been
decomposed into an ecliptic component (𝜌 = 𝑟 cos 𝛽) and an out-of-
ecliptic component (𝑧 = 𝑟 sin 𝛽). In the top panel, we use eq. (11) to
calculate 𝜂; it is not possible to show the full range of values in this
case, as eq. (11) is unbound near the edges of the depicted region.
In the bottom panel, we use eq. (10), selecting a fairly large value of
𝑑 = 0.1𝑟 in order to better illustrate the differences between the two
approaches. The dashed line in the lower panel shows the limits on the
orbiting particle’s position.

(e.g., Jones, 2004; Wiegert et al., 2009; Pokorný et al., 2022,
2024); it can also used to calculate the probability of collision
between an object on a circular orbit and one on any other
bound orbit (e.g., Weissman, 2007; Sachse, 2018; Frantseva
et al., 2022). If eq. (11) is convolved with and integrated over a
continuous distribution of orbital elements (e.g., Leinert et al.,
1983; Divine, 1993), the resulting number density is usually
finite.

If eq. (11) is instead applied to a collection of discrete me-
teoroid orbits, the number density is undefined when 𝑟 = 𝑞,
𝑟 = 𝑄, or 𝛽 = ±𝑖. One possible approach to handling this is-

sue is to formally exclude 𝑟 = 𝑞, 𝑄 (equivalent to 𝑠 = ±1) and
𝛽 = ±𝑖 (equivalent to 𝜉 = ±1) from the allowed range of values.
We find this approach inadequate, as it still produces unrealis-
tically high values of the number density at locations that are
near these singularities. This issue was present in older ver-
sions of MEM; we partially resolved the issue in MEM 3.0 by
applying a smoothing term to the denominator of the radial PDF
(Moorhead et al., 2020).

In MEM 3.1, we use eq. (10) to calculate number density.
Kessler (1981) and Steel and Baggaley (1985) suggest using
eq. (10) only for locations that lie near singularities, and eq. (11)
otherwise. We found it difficult to choose an appropriate cutoff
value for |𝑠 | that ensured a smooth transition from eq. (11) to
eq. (10) for all values of 𝑒, however, and found it simpler to use
eq. (10) at all locations. We choose 𝑑 = 0.01𝑟; this arbitrary
choice is roughly the diameter of the Earth’s Hill sphere at 1 au.

We would like to make a final note that while eq. (10) pro-
duces number densities that are finite and continuous, Fig. 2
shows that the gradient of eq. (10) is not continuous. A
smoother alternative to eq. (10) can be obtained by convolving
eq. (3) with a kernel. For instance, we found that the convo-
lution of quadratic kernels in 𝑠 and 𝜉 with their PDFs yielded
closed-form integrals. However, these closed form integrals in-
volved a much larger number of square roots and arcsine terms,
resulting in a more numerically intensive calculation.

In appendix A.2, we show that our spatial probability distribu-
tion (eq. 3) is equivalent to the probability of collision between
two orbiting objects, one of which has zero eccentricity.

2.3. Encounter geometry

There are four sets of orbit angles that allow the meteoroid
to intersect the target (see Fig. 3 for an illustration). These four
sets of angles are those that satisfy

cos 𝜈 = − 𝑒 + 𝑠

1 + 𝑒𝑠
, sin(𝜔 + 𝜈) = 𝜉 , (12)

where 𝜈 is true anomaly and 𝜔 is the argument of perihelion,
measured in a Sun-centered ecliptic reference frame. In all four
cases, the longitude of ascending node is uniquely determined
by 𝜈 and 𝜔:

sinΩ = − sin(𝜔 + 𝜈)
cos 𝛽

cos 𝑖 , cosΩ =
cos(𝜔 + 𝜈)

cos 𝛽
. (13)

A derivation of the above equations, as well as an explicit enu-
meration of the four solutions of eq. (12), is presented in ap-
pendix B.1.

Divine (1993) provides a solution for the velocity vector of
the meteoroid at the target’s location in both spherical and Carte-
sian coordinates (see Appendix A of that work). However, we
find it more convenient to express the velocity in cylindrical
coordinates:

𝑣𝜌 = −𝑢 𝑒𝑠 cosΩ − 𝑢 𝑒𝑐 sinΩ cos 𝑖 (14)
𝑣𝜃 = −𝑢 𝑒𝑠 sinΩ + 𝑢 𝑒𝑐 cosΩ cos 𝑖 (15)
𝑣𝑧 = 𝑢 𝑒𝑐 sin 𝑖 . (16)
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Figure 3: The four possible encounter geometries between a target
(black circle) and a meteoroid with orbital elements 𝑎 = 3 au, 𝑒 = 0.8,
and 𝑖 = 60◦. The target is 1.28 au from the Sun and is separated from
the ecliptic plane by 0.8 au. The arrowheads indicate the meteoroid’s
direction of motion as it intercepts the target.

where the helper functions 𝑢, 𝑒𝑠 , and 𝑒𝑐 are

𝑢 =
√︁
𝐺𝑀⊙ (1 − 𝛽rad)/(𝑎(1 − 𝑒2)) (17)

𝑒𝑠 = 𝑒 sin𝜔 + sin(𝜔 + 𝜈) (18)
𝑒𝑐 = 𝑒 cos𝜔 + cos(𝜔 + 𝜈) . (19)

We use 𝛽rad to denote the ratio of radiation pressure to grav-
ity (Burns et al., 1979). MEM assumes that 𝛽rad ≃ 0 for the
particles it models, which range in mass from 1 µg to 10 g, or
roughly 60 µm to 1 cm in radius. However, 𝛽rad increases with
decreasing particle size: it is roughly 1% for 10 µm particles,
and can exceed 100% for sub-micron particles (which are then
“blown” out of the solar system by radiation pressure; Burns
et al., 1979; Moorhead, 2021). Our equations can be also be
used when 𝛽rad > 0; in this case, the reader must also ensure
that this is taken into account when calculating the particle’s
semi-major axis and eccentricity.

Once the velocity vector 𝑣𝜌, 𝑣𝜃 , 𝑣𝑧 has been calculated, it can
be rotated about the 𝑧-axis to obtain 𝑣𝑥 , 𝑣𝑦 , and 𝑣𝑧:

𝑣𝑥 = 𝑣𝜌 cos𝜆 − 𝑣𝜃 sin𝜆 (20)
𝑣𝑦 = 𝑣𝜌 sin𝜆 + 𝑣𝜃 cos𝜆 (21)
𝑣𝑧 = 𝑣𝑧 , (22)

where 𝜆 is the ecliptic longitude of the target’s location:

𝜆 = arctan2(𝑦, 𝑥) . (23)

2.4. Particle flux

In this section, we outline MEM’s approach to calculating the
meteoroid flux from the spatial density and encounter velocity.
These portions of MEM’s algorithm have not been changed in
version 3.1, but we describe them here for completeness.

Once the meteoroid’s spatial density and velocity vector have
been calculated using eqs. 10 and 22, we can calculate the cor-
responding flux (Φ) relative to a moving target with heliocentric

distance 𝑟 and ecliptic latitude 𝛽:

Φ = 𝑤 · 𝜂(𝑟, 𝛽, 𝑑) · ∥®𝑣 − ®𝑣t∥ (24)

where 𝑤 is a weighting term, ®𝑣 is the velocity vector of the mete-
oroid given by eq. 22, and ®𝑣t is the velocity vector of the target.
The weighting term is chosen so that when eq. 24 is calculated
using the Earth as target and summed over all modeled orbits,
the result resembles the flux measured by in-situ experiments
(Grün et al., 1985) and by the Canadian Meteor Orbit Radar
(Jones, 2004; Moorhead et al., 2020).

As the position and/or velocity of the target changes, the flux
will also change. MEM integrates along the target’s trajectory in
a very simple manner: the sum of the particle flux contributed
by all modeled meteoroid orbits is calculated for each target
state vector input by the user.

If the target location lies near a planet or Moon, the mete-
oroid’s path may be bent by that body’s gravity or even blocked
from reaching the target location. Similarly, the flux may be en-
hanced by gravitational focusing or reduced by planetary shield-
ing. These effects are handled using the algorithm outlined in
Staubach et al. (1997); see Moorhead et al. (2020) for additional
discussion.

MEM bins the flux by impact direction and speed in order
to facilitate the calculation of damage rates (Moorhead, 2020).
The user can choose to receive the estimated flux relative to each
target state vector, or they can opt to receive only the average.
This approach offers a great deal of flexibility; no assumptions
are made about the shape of the target’s trajectory, the size or
orientation of the target, or the target’s vulnerability to impacts.
On the other hand, the accuracy of the results will depend on
the resolution of the user’s input trajectory; see Moorhead et al.
(2023) for guidance.

3. Minor algorithmic improvements

In addition to implementing the number density and impact
geometry calculations described in section 2, MEM 3.1 also
repairs a bug in the calculation of average velocity. Finally, we
updated MEM to handle each orbital population in parallel.

3.1. Expanded heliocentric distance limit

Historically, we have stated that MEM is valid between 0.2
and 2 au from the Sun (Moorhead et al., 2015; Moorhead,
2020). These limits are much more conservative than those of
other meteoroid environment models: Divine (1993), for in-
stance, quoted limits of 0.1 and 20 au for his model. This would
appear to be at odds with the fact that the Divine (1993) model
is purely empirical (except for the asteroidal population, which
is hypothetical), while MEM is a physics-based model that de-
rives meteoroid orbital properties from parent body populations
(Jones, 2004).

A recent internal review revealed that these distance limits
may simply have been the minimum range required of the model,
as is implied in McNamara et al. (2004). In contrast, Jones
(2004) felt that the dynamical model underpinning MEM could
potentially be used past Jupiter.
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No substantial changes are needed to expand MEM’s helio-
centric distance limits; MEM 3.0 simply checks the heliocentric
distance of the user’s trajectory and raises an error if it passes
outside of MEM’s bounds. In MEM 3.1, we have edited the
outer limit to be 4.6 au rather than 2 au. This distance is obtained
by subtracting Jupiter’s Hill radius (0.34 au) from its perihelion
distance (4.95 au) and rounding down to the nearest 0.1 au.

We stop just short of Jupiter’s sphere of influence for three
reasons. The first reason is that MEM uses the Staubach et al.
(1997) method of calculating the effects of planetary gravity
on meteoroid flux and direction. This method assumes that
meteoroids originating from a particular orbit intercept all parts
of a planet’s Hill sphere with the same velocity vector. This
is approximately true for a planet like the Earth, but Jupiter’s
Hill sphere spans 8◦ in ecliptic latitude. Further investigation
is needed to determine the degree of inaccuracy introduced by
applying the Staubach et al. (1997) method in such a case.

Our second reason for excluding Jupiter’s orbit is that the
giant planet is encircled by dust rings. These rings produced a
three-orders-of-magnitude increase in the micron-sized particle
flux measured by the Pioneer 10 and 11 spacecraft (Krüger
et al., 2006), both of which passed within one Jovian radius of
the planet’s “surface.” Although most spacecraft, even those
performing gravitational slingshots, do not pass through the
four main dust rings, we will need to determine the maximum
distance at which the rings can noticeably enhance the flux
before including locations near Jupiter.

Finally, we do not extend MEM’s limits past Jupiter because
the model does not include particles originating from Centaurs
and Kuiper belt objects. The Poppe (2019) model predicts that
material from Centaurs and KBOs dominates the dust environ-
ment outside Jupiter’s orbit. Thus, the expansion of MEM to
the outer Solar System would require revision or replacement
of the Jones (2004) model.

At this point, we would also like to note that while the Jones
(2004) model includes asteroidal meteoroids, MEM 3 does not.
Asteroidal meteoroids have lower eccentricities than cometary
meteoroids, and these eccentricities will be further reduced by
Poynting-Robertson drag (Burns et al., 1979). The Jones model
predicts that by the time these particles encounter the Earth,
their orbital eccentricities and geocentric velocities are so low
that even a tiny flux is massively enhanced by gravitational fo-
cusing (Moorhead et al., 2020), yet does not match any observed
dynamical population of meteors. For this reason, we excluded
asteroidal meteoroids from MEM 3.

A number of models do include asteroidal meteoroids: the
asteroidal component is usually assumed to contribute no more
than 10% of the mass flux onto the Earth (Nesvorný et al., 2011;
Carrillo-Sánchez et al., 2016; Pokorný et al., 2024). The aster-
oidal population may be more significant at larger heliocentric
distances, however. For instance, the Interplanetary Meteoroid
Environment Model (IMEM2 Soja et al., 2019) predicts that the
number density of 250 µm asteroidal particles is equal to that
produced by JFCs at locations within the main asteroid belt.
On the other hand, these particles are on low-eccentricity orbits
compared to cometary meteoroids, and their encounter veloc-
ities with spacecraft will therefore also be low. This in turn
means that the flux of asteroidal particles will be lower than
that of cometary particles, and that the rate of damage, which

depends on the kinetic energy of the impactor, will be lower
still.

3.2. Improved average speed calculation

In the course of updating the code with the changes outlined
in section 2, we uncovered and repaired a bug in MEM’s average
velocity calculations. MEM 3 uses the West (1979) algorithm to
compute single-pass averages and standard deviations of mete-
oroid speed. Incorporating this algorithm into MEM 3 resulted
in a version of the code that ran several times faster than the pre-
vious version and does not require any intermediate file storage
(Moorhead et al., 2020). However, if the flux in a given bin is
zero for the first state vector processed, the initial average speed
is indeterminate (i.e., it is 0

0 ) and NaN values appear in the run
outputs.

We have addressed this behavior by assigning an average
speed of 0, with a corresponding weight of 0, to empty bins.
This allows the code to correctly compute the average speed in
bins that are initially empty.

3.3. Parallelization

We added some simple parallelization to MEM 3.1 using
the C++ thread class; each source population can be handled
by a separate processor, so the total reduction in run time is
between a factor of two and three. For instance, the Solaris
trajectory presented in §4.3 can be processed by MEM 3.1
in 3 minutes and 48 seconds, while the same trajectory takes
8 minutes and 14 seconds to process with MEM 3.0. These
times were obtained by running both versions of MEM in high-
fidelity mode, and the trajectory file contained 338 state vectors.

4. Results

4.1. Comparison with MEM 3.0

When a spacecraft or observer lies near the ecliptic plane, the
assumptions of Jones (2004) are valid and therefore MEM 3.1
and MEM 3.0 should yield similar results. To test this, we
ran the trajectory “ISSExample.txt” through both versions of
the code. This trajectory contains ten state vectors for the
International Space Station (ISS) and is part of the MEM 3.0
desktop package.1 This file is not useful for risk assessments
– ten state vectors are certainly not enough to fully sample the
spacecraft’s orbit – but is useful as an example of the trajectory
file format that MEM requires. It is also a useful test case here:
because the ISS orbits the Earth, it necessarily remains close to
the ecliptic plane.

The two runs do not produce identical results, because
MEM 3.0 uses the equivalent of eq. (11) to calculate number
density, while MEM 3.1 uses eq. (10) to average the number
density over a distance of 0.02 r (which is equal to 0.02 au in
this case). The differences are quite small, however; in Fig. 4,
we see that the largest difference in flux per angular bin is less
than 3% of the flux scale. Larger choices of 𝑑 would produce
more smoothing of the middle panel of Fig. 4.

1https://software.nasa.gov/software/MFS-32205-2
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Figure 4: The flux of meteoroids larger than 1 µg relative to the ISS,
averaged over 10 sample state vectors using MEM 3.0 and MEM 3.1.
The flux is binned by azimuth and elevation angle in the velocity-
normal-binormal (VNB) reference frame, and therefore the flux is
quoted per steradian. The bottom panel shows the difference between
the two sets of results.

We have performed a few additional runs, and find that
MEM 3.1 generates flux values that are approximately 1%
higher on average than those computed using MEM 3.0. This
is well within the uncertainty in the meteoroid environment,
which is typically estimated to be a factor between two and
three (Grün et al., 2013; Moorhead et al., 2020, 2024).

4.2. Comparison with zodiacal light

The variation in intensity of zodiacal light with ecliptic lati-
tude provides a constraint on the inclination distribution of dust
particles (Nesvorný et al., 2011).

We will follow the example of (Nesvorný et al., 2006) and
(Nesvorný et al., 2010) in simulating thermal emission from
our modeled meteoroids and comparing the result with IRAS
observations. The flux emitted by a meteoroid and intercepted
by an observer is:

𝐹 (𝜆) = 𝜖 (𝜆, 𝑝) 𝐵(𝜆, 𝑇) 𝑝
2

ℓ2 ,where (25)

𝐵(𝜆, 𝑇) = 2𝜋ℎ𝑐2

𝜆5

(
𝑒ℎ𝑐/𝜆𝑘𝑇 − 1

)−1
(26)

where 𝜖 is the emissivity, 𝑝 is particle radius, ℓ is geocentric
distance, 𝜆 is wavelength, and 𝑇 is temperature. The remaining

quantities are the Planck constant (ℎ), the speed of light (𝑐), and
the Boltzmann constant (𝑘). The energy flux, 𝐵, depends on the
equilibrium temperature, 𝑇 . We follow Nesvorný et al. (2010)
in adopting

𝑇 ≃ 280 K
( 𝑟

1 au

)−1/2
. (27)

MEM assumes that the particle size distribution and orbital
distribution are independent within the modeled mass range
(1 µg–10 g). We therefore focus on reproducing the shape of
the IRAS profile, rather than its magnitude, and ignore size-
dependent terms such as the emissivity. Our only consideration
of particle size is to select the IRAS profile that is most relevant
to larger particles (25 µm wavelength) for comparison with
MEM. For a given size, the relative apparent brightness of a
particle is:

𝑏(𝑟, ℓ) = 1

𝑒
√
𝑟/𝑟0 − 1

· 1
ℓ2 (28)

where 𝑟0 = (ℎ𝑐/𝜆𝑘 (280 K))2 au = 4.23 au for 𝜆 = 25 µm.
The profiles presented in Nesvorný et al. (2010) correspond

to a solar elongation angle of 90◦ when viewed from IRAS,
which orbits the Earth. This corresponds to those particles
whose Earth-particle vector is perpendicular to the Sun-Earth
vector. Thus,

𝑟2 = ℓ2 + (1 au)2 and (29)
𝑟 sin 𝛽 = ℓ sin 𝜙 , (30)

where 𝜙 is geocentric ecliptic latitude. For a given value of 𝜙,
the volume of integration is ℓ2 𝑑ℓ, and therefore the expected
relative brightness is∫ ℓmax

ℓmin

𝜂(𝑟 (ℓ), 𝛽(ℓ, 𝜙)) · 𝑏(𝑟 (ℓ), ℓ) · ℓ2 𝑑ℓ , (31)

where ℓmin and ℓmax are the minimum and maximum possible
geocentric distance of the particle. Equation (31) is comparable
to eq. (6) of Nesvorný et al. (2010). However, we sum over the
orbits in our model rather than integrate over a distribution of
orbital elements, and we drop size-dependent terms as discussed
above. We use eq. (11) to calculate 𝜂, and evaluate eq. (31)
using SciPy’s implementation of the QUADPACK numerical
integration library (Virtanen et al., 2020; Piessens et al., 1983).

Figure 5 compares MEM’s predicted particle brightness pro-
file with the 25-micron IRAS profile from Nesvorný et al.
(2010). We see that the overall profile is more sharply peaked
at the ecliptic than the IRAS data.

4.3. Application to Solaris

In this section, we use part of Solaris’s trajectory to illus-
trate the significance of incorporating these algorithms into
MEM. Solaris initially remains close to the ecliptic after its
launch. It then uses a Jupiter gravity assist to transition into
a high-inclination (𝑖 ∼ 75◦) heliocentric orbit; Fig. 6 contains a
diagram of this trajectory.

We restrict our comparison to the portion of the trajectory in
which the spacecraft has already completed its Jupiter gravity
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Figure 5: The vertical profile of zodiacal brightness observed by
IRAS at 25µm wavelength and a solar elongation angle of 90◦ and that
corresponding to MEM’s meteoroid orbits. In addition to the overall
brightness profile, we also show the contribution from each of MEM’s
populations (top); in the lower panel, we normalize each population
separately. The IRAS profile was extracted from Fig. 2 of Nesvorný
et al. (2010), mirrored across 0◦, and averaged. The units of relative
brightness are arbitrary.

assist, it lies within 2 au of the Sun, and its ecliptic latitude is
monotonically increasing. This ensures that the modeled tra-
jectory lies within the heliocentric distance limits of MEM 3.0
and that the resulting plot is relatively simple.

Figure 7 compares the meteoroid flux predicted by MEM 3.0
and 3.1. We see again that the two models predict similar
flux values when the spacecraft is near the ecliptic. However,
when Solaris is at ecliptic latitudes between ∼ 30◦ and 60◦, the
flux is about one-fifth what it would be if the spacecraft were
moving at a similar speed near the ecliptic. At these latitudes,
the spacecraft has moved out of range of the helion/antihelion
particles.

Figure 6: Solaris’s trajectory, showing its initial transfer from Earth
to Jupiter (blue), gravitational slingshot (red), and subsequent high-
inclination orbit (green). The grid lines lie in the ecliptic plane and
are spaced at 1 au intervals. The red portion of the trajectory indicates
when the spacecraft is more than 4.6 au from the Sun and thus is out
of MEM 3.1’s range.
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Figure 7: The ratio of the meteoroid flux onto Solaris predicted by
MEM 3.1 to that predicted by MEM 3.0. We have sampled the trajec-
tory between the point of its minimum ecliptic latitude to its maximum
ecliptic latitude. The points shown are not evenly spaced in time.

5. Possible generalizations

It is straightforward (if not necessarily easy) to modify our
derivation of number density to allow non-uniform probability
distributions for 𝜔 and Ω. We discuss these cases as well as a
few additional possible generalizations in this section.

Non-random𝛀. For short-period meteoroid streams, the lon-
gitude of ascending node, Ω, may be the last orbit angle to be
randomized (Babadzhanov et al., 2008a,b; Asher and Clube,
1993). If 𝜔 and 𝑀 are randomized and are uncorrelated with
Ω, then generalizing our approach to a non-uniform distribution
of Ω is fairly simple, as neither 𝑓𝑠 nor 𝑓𝜉 depend on Ω.

The probability distribution of Ω will, however, affect the
likelihood of the four different encounter probabilities. This can
be accounted for by weighting the nominal spatial density by

7



𝑓Ω (Ω𝑖) for each value of Ω𝑖 that intersects the target’s position:

𝜂Ω (𝑟, 𝛽, 𝑑) ∝ 𝜂(𝑟, 𝛽, 𝑑) ×
4∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑓Ω (Ω 𝑗 (𝑠, 𝜉)) (32)

We suggest that this approach could potentially be used to build
an empirical model of the seasonal variations in sporadic flux
reported by Campbell-Brown and Jones (2006).

Non-random 𝝎. If the argument of pericenter, 𝜔, is not ran-
domly or evenly distributed between 0 and 2𝜋, then eq. 40 does
not follow from eq. 39. The form of 𝜂 will depend on the form
of 𝑓𝜔 (𝜔).

Non-constant 𝒂, 𝒆, or 𝒊. The primary orbital elements of
a meteoroid’s orbit change over time with nearly all forms of
orbital evolution, including planetary perburbations, Poynting-
Robertson drag, and Kozai-Lidov cycles (see Vokrouhlický
et al., 2012; Pokorný and Vokrouhlický, 2013, for a treatment of
the latter). So long as these elements are uncorrelated with 𝜔 or
𝑀 on a population level, our general approach may still be used;
the user need only weight 𝜂 or 𝜂Ω by the PDF of 𝑎, 𝑒, and/or
𝑖. Thus, our approach can be used on a collection of sporadic
meteoroids that are subject to Poynting-Robertson drag (which
affects 𝑎, 𝑒, and 𝜔), but whose values of 𝜔 are expected to be
randomized and uncorrelated with 𝑎 and 𝑒.

6. Conclusions

This paper describes the development of a new version of
NASA’s Meteoroid Engineering Model (MEM) – version 3.1 –
that is capable of describing the meteoroid flux at high eclip-
tic latitudes. We present an algorithm for calculating meteoroid
spatial density from a representative modeled orbit that is equiv-
alent to that of Kessler (1981), but has been volume-averaged to
produce a result that is finite at all locations and varies smoothly
between locations. We calculate the meteoroid’s speed and
direction in cylindrical coordinates, which we find more con-
venient for our rotationally symmetric sporadic model. These
algorithms have also been implemented in Python and made
publicly available.

Using MEM 3.1, we find that the meteoroid flux drops sig-
nificantly with ecliptic latitude. The proposed Solaris solar
observation mission, for instance, experiences an approximate
80% reduction in meteoroid flux at its highest ecliptic latitudes
compared to the near-ecliptic flux.

In addition to expanding MEM’s range in terms of ecliptic
latitude, we have also expanded the maximum heliocentric dis-
tance from 2 au to 4.6 au. Although this greatly expands the
volume of space covered by MEM, the model’s use remains re-
stricted to locations that lie interior to Jupiter. Additional mod-
eling work is required to expand MEM to include locations near
Jupiter (including an improved treatment of gravitational focus-
ing and the possible inclusion of particles in Jupiter’s rings) and
beyond (such as the inclusion of additional meteoroid-producing
populations; Poppe, 2019; Pokorný et al., 2022).

We also compare MEM’s orbital populations to the vertical
zodiacal light profile from IRAS presented in Nesvorný et al.

(2010). We find that MEM’s meteoroids appear to be more
concentrated near the ecliptic than is consistent with the IRAS
data. These data provide a useful constraint on the inclination
distribution of meteoroids and should be incorporated into any
future efforts to improve MEM’s orbital populations.

The authors would like to thank Noble Hatten for providing
the Solaris trajectory used in this paper. PP acknowledges sup-
port provided by NASA’s Planetary Science Division Research
Program, through ISFM work packages EIMM and Planetary
Geodesy at NASA Goddard Space Flight Center, NASA award
numbers 80GSFC24M0006 and 80NSSC21K0153.
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Valsecchi, D. Vokrouhlický and A. Milani (eds), Near Earth Ob-
jects, Our Celestial Neighbors: Opportunity and Risk. Vol. 236 of
IAU Symposium. pp. 441–450.

West, 1979. Updating mean and variance estimates. Communications
of the ACM 22(9), 532–535. doi: 10.1145/359146.359153.

Wiegert, Vaubaillon and Campbell-Brown, 2009. A dynamical model
of the sporadic meteoroid complex. Icarus 201(1), 295–310.
doi: 10.1016/j.icarus.2008.12.030.

9

https://ntrs.nasa.gov/citations/20190030409
https://ntrs.nasa.gov/citations/20190030409
http://doi.org/10.1016/0019-1035(81)90151-2
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11038-005-9044-8
https://www.hou.usra.edu/meetings/orbitaldebris2019/orbital2019paper/pdf/6054.pdf
https://www.hou.usra.edu/meetings/orbitaldebris2019/orbital2019paper/pdf/6054.pdf
https://ntrs.nasa.gov/citations/20200000563
https://ntrs.nasa.gov/citations/20200000563
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.icarus.2020.113949
https://github.com/nasa/metnumdens
https://ntrs.nasa.gov/citations/20240005599
https://ntrs.nasa.gov/citations/20240005599
http://doi.org/10.2514/1.A34561
https://ntrs.nasa.gov/citations/20150021449
https://ntrs.nasa.gov/citations/20150021449
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.asr.2023.08.016
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/202038467
http://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/743/2/129
http://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/713/2/816
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.icarus.2005.10.022
http://doi.org/10.3847/PSJ/ad2de8
http://doi.org/10.3847/PSJ/ac4019
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.icarus.2013.06.015
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stz2800
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.icarus.2017.10.011
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11214-015-0142-2
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201834892
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0273-1177(97)00017-3
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/212.4.817
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41592-019-0686-2
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.icarus.2012.02.021
http://doi.org/10.1145/359146.359153
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.icarus.2008.12.030


A. Spatial distribution

A.1. Derivation

We begin with two sets of assumptions: first, we assume that the semi-major axis (𝑎), eccentricity (𝑒), and inclination (𝑖) of the
meteoroid are known and do not change with time:

𝑓𝑎 (𝑎′) = 𝛿(𝑎′ − 𝑎) , 𝑓𝑒 (𝑒′) = 𝛿(𝑒′ − 𝑒) , and 𝑓𝑖 (𝑖′) = 𝛿(𝑖′ − 𝑖) , (33)

where 𝛿 is the Dirac delta function. Furthermore, we assume that all values of argument of pericenter (𝜔), longitude of ascending
node (Ω), and mean anomaly (𝑀) are equally likely; that is, that their PDFs are:

𝑓𝑀 (𝑀) = 𝑓𝜔 (𝜔) = 𝑓Ω (Ω) =
1

2𝜋
(34)

We can then derive the PDF of the eccentric anomaly using the change-of-variable technique (see, e.g., Hogg et al., 2018):

𝑓𝐸 (𝐸) = 𝑓𝑀 (𝑀 (𝐸)) ×
����𝑑𝑀𝑑𝐸 ���� (35)

We know that 𝑀 = 𝐸 − 𝑒 sin 𝐸 , and therefore 𝑑𝑀
𝑑𝐸

= 1 − 𝑒 cos 𝐸 . We then obtain:

𝑓𝐸 (𝐸) =
1 − 𝑒 cos 𝐸

2𝜋
(36)

We use the same process to derive the PDF of the true anomaly from that of eccentric anomaly. First, we express 𝑓𝐸 (𝐸) in terms of 𝜈:

1 − 𝑒 cos 𝐸 =
1 − 𝑒2

1 + 𝑒 cos 𝜈
(37)

Next, we take the derivative of 𝐸 (𝜈):

𝐸 = 2 tan−1

(√︂
1 − 𝑒

1 + 𝑒
tan

𝜈

2

)
→ 𝑑𝐸

𝑑𝜈
=

√
1 − 𝑒2

1 + 𝑒 cos 𝜈
(38)

This gives us the following PDF for 𝜈:

𝑓𝜈 (𝜈) =
1

2𝜋
(1 − 𝑒2)3/2

(1 + 𝑒 cos 𝜈)2 (39)

Consider the joint PDF of true anomaly and argument of perihelion. Because these two quantities are independent, their joint PDF
is the product of their individual PDFs:

𝑓𝜈𝜔 =
1

4𝜋2
(1 − 𝑒2)3/2

(1 + 𝑒 cos 𝜈)2 (40)

We would like to transform this into a PDF for the meteoroid’s location. In order to do so, we will define a dimensionless heliocentric
distance, 𝑠, and a dimensionless ecliptic separation, 𝜉:

𝑠 = (𝑟 − 𝑎)/𝑎𝑒 = − cos 𝐸 (41)
𝜉 = 𝑧/(𝑟 sin 𝑖) = sin(𝜔 + 𝜈) (42)

In order to apply the change of variables technique, we must express 𝜈 and 𝜔 in terms of 𝑠 and 𝜉. We know that 𝜉 = sin(𝜔 + 𝜈), and
it can easily be shown – using eq. 2.43 of Murray and Dermott (2000) – that

cos 𝜈 = − 𝑒 + 𝑠

1 − 𝑒𝑠
. (43)

This makes it simple to express 𝑓𝜈𝜔 in terms of 𝑠 and 𝜉:

𝑓𝜈𝜔 (𝜈(𝑠, 𝜉), 𝜔(𝑠, 𝜉)) = 1
4𝜋2

(1 + 𝑒𝑠)2
√

1 − 𝑒2
(44)
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These equations have four solutions in total:

𝜈1 = cos−1
(
− 𝑒 + 𝑠

1 − 𝑒𝑠

)
𝜈2 = cos−1

(
− 𝑒 + 𝑠

1 − 𝑒𝑠

)
𝜈3 = − cos−1

(
− 𝑒 + 𝑠

1 − 𝑒𝑠

)
𝜈4 = − cos−1

(
− 𝑒 + 𝑠

1 − 𝑒𝑠

)
(45)

𝜔1 = sin−1 𝜉 − 𝜈1 𝜔2 = 𝜋 − sin−1 𝜉 − 𝜈2 𝜔3 = sin−1 𝜉 − 𝜈3 𝜔4 = 𝜋 − sin−1 𝜉 − 𝜈4 (46)

We must therefore sum over all four solutions:

𝑓𝑠 𝜉 (𝑠, 𝜉) =
∑︁
𝑗

𝑓𝜈𝜔 (𝜈 𝑗 , 𝜔 𝑗 ) ·
��J𝜈 𝑗𝜔 𝑗 , 𝑠 𝜉

�� (47)

where the last component is the determinant of the Jacobian matrix,

J𝜈 𝑗𝜔 𝑗 , 𝑠 𝜉 =

©­­­­«
𝜕𝜈 𝑗

𝜕𝑠

𝜕𝜈 𝑗

𝜕𝜉

𝜕𝜔 𝑗

𝜕𝑠

𝜕𝜔 𝑗

𝜕𝜉

ª®®®®¬
=

©­­­­­«
sgn(𝜈 𝑗 )
1 + 𝑒𝑠

√︂
1 − 𝑒2

1 − 𝑠2 0

− 1
1 + 𝑒𝑠

√︂
1 − 𝑒2

1 − 𝑠2
sgn(cos(𝜔 𝑗 + 𝜈 𝑗 ))√︁

1 − 𝜉2

ª®®®®®¬
(48)

We find that the absolute value of the determinant of this matrix is the same for all four solutions. Thus,

𝑓𝑠 𝜉 (𝑠, 𝜉) = 4 × 1
4𝜋2

(1 + 𝑒𝑠)2
√

1 − 𝑒2
× 1

1 + 𝑒𝑠

√︄
1 − 𝑒2

1 − 𝑠2

√︄
1

1 − 𝜉2 =
1
𝜋2

1 + 𝑒𝑠√︁
(1 − 𝑠2)

1√︁
1 − 𝜉2

(49)

A.2. Equivalence to previous works

Our dimensionless variables 𝑠 and 𝜉 are given in terms of 𝑟 and 𝑧 in equations 41 and 42. The corresponding Jacobian is:

J𝑠 𝜉 , 𝑟 𝑧 =
©­­­«
𝜕𝑠

𝜕𝑟

𝜕𝑠

𝜕𝑧

𝜕𝜉

𝜕𝑟

𝜕𝜉

𝜕𝑧

ª®®®¬ =

©­­­«
1
𝑎𝑒

0

−𝑧
𝑟2 sin 𝑖

1
𝑟 sin 𝑖

ª®®®¬ (50)

Hence,

𝑓𝑟 𝑧 (𝑟, 𝑧) = 𝑓𝑠 𝜉 (𝑠(𝑟, 𝑧), 𝜉 (𝑟, 𝑧)) ·
��J𝑠 𝜉 , 𝑟 𝑧 �� = 𝑟/𝑎

𝜋2
1√︁

(𝑎𝑒)2 − (𝑟 − 𝑎)2

1√︁
𝑟2 sin2 𝑖 − 𝑧2

(51)

is the joint PDF for heliocentric distance and ecliptic separation. Meteoroids with a given set of 𝑎, 𝑒, and 𝑖 values and evenly distributed
𝑀 and 𝜔 values will contribute to the local number density at (𝑟, 𝑧) in proportion to 𝑓𝑟 𝑧 (𝑟, 𝑧). Note that 𝑓𝑟 𝑧 has singularities at
|𝑟 − 𝑎 | = 𝑎𝑒 (where the radial velocity is zero) and also at |𝑧 | = 𝑟 sin 𝑖.

In order to obtain the number density, we must divide 𝑓𝑟 𝑧 by 2𝜋𝑟:

𝜂 =
1

2𝜋𝑟
𝑓𝑟 𝑧 (𝑟, 𝑧) =

1
2𝜋3

1
𝑟𝑎

1√︁
(𝑎𝑒)2 − (𝑟 − 𝑎)2

1√︁
sin2 𝑖 − (𝑧/𝑟)2

(52)

If we substitute sin 𝛽 for 𝑧/𝑟, we recover eq. 21 of Kessler (1981) and eq. 25 of Steel and Baggaley (1985).

A.3. Volume of integration

The volume bounded by 𝑟 − 𝑑, 𝑟 + 𝑑 and 𝛽 − 𝑑/𝑟, 𝛽 + 𝑑/𝑟 is:

𝑉 (𝑟, 𝛽, 𝑑) =
∫ 2𝜋

0

∫ 𝛽+𝑑/𝑟

𝛽−𝑑/𝑟

∫ 𝑟+𝑑

𝑟−𝑑
(𝑟 ′)2 cos 𝛽′ 𝑑𝑟 ′ 𝑑𝛽′ 𝑑𝜆′ =

8𝜋
3
𝑑 (𝑑2 + 3𝑟2) cos 𝛽 sin(𝑑/𝑟) (53)

When 𝑑 is small compared to 𝑟, the volume is approximately

lim
𝑑→0

𝑉 (𝑟, 𝛽, 𝑑) = 8𝜋𝑑2𝑟 cos 𝛽 (54)
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If 𝛽 + 𝑑/𝑟 > 𝜋/2 or 𝛽 − 𝑑/𝑟 < −𝜋/2, the above integration limits are not meaningful. Instead, we must substitute 𝜋/2 for our upper
integration limit or −𝜋/2 for our lower integration limit. Then,

𝑉 (𝑟, 𝛽, 𝑑) =
∫ 2𝜋

0

∫ 𝜋/2

|𝛽 |−𝑑/𝑟

∫ 𝑟+𝑑

𝑟−𝑑
(𝑟 ′)2 cos 𝛽′ 𝑑𝑟 ′ 𝑑𝛽′ 𝑑𝜆′ =

4𝜋
3
𝑑 (𝑑2 + 3𝑟2) (1 − sin( |𝛽 | − 𝑑/𝑟)) (55)

When 𝑑 is small compared to 𝑟 (and therefore 𝜋 − |𝛽 | − 𝑑/𝑟 is also small), the volume is approximately

lim
𝑑→0

𝑉 (𝑟, 𝛽, 𝑑) = 2𝜋𝑑𝑟2
(
𝜋

2
− |𝛽 | + 𝑑

𝑟

)2
(56)

We do not consider the case in which 𝛽 + 𝑑/𝑟 > 𝜋/2 and 𝛽 − 𝑑/𝑟 < −𝜋/2, because this requires the implausibly large value
𝑑 > 𝜋𝑟/2.

B. Encounter geometry

B.1. Derivation

Consider a spacecraft located at a given heliocentric distance 𝑟, whose distance from the ecliptic plane is 𝑧 = 𝑟 sin 𝛽. Now suppose
that this spacecraft encounters a meteoroid with orbital elements 𝑎, 𝑒, and 𝑖. Recall that we have defined 𝑠 = (𝑟 − 𝑎)/𝑎𝑒 = − cos 𝐸
and 𝜉 = 𝑧/𝑟 sin 𝑖 = sin(𝜔 + 𝜈). We can solve for 𝜈 and 𝜔 as follows

cos 𝜈 = − 𝑒 + 𝑠

1 + 𝑒𝑠
(57)

sin(𝜔 + 𝜈) = 𝜉 , (58)

where eq. (57) is derived from eq. 2.43 of Murray and Dermott (2000). Note that each of these equations has two solutions.
Because the meteoroid nodes are randomly distributed, the environment should not depend on the ecliptic longitude of the spacecraft.

We therefore rotate our coordinate system about the 𝑧-axis such that 𝑦 = 0; we then use eq. 2.122 of Murray and Dermott (2000) to
write:

𝑥/𝑟 = cosΩ cos(𝜔 + 𝜈) − sinΩ sin(𝜔 + 𝜈) cos 𝑖 = cos 𝛽 (59)
𝑦/𝑟 = sinΩ cos(𝜔 + 𝜈) + cosΩ sin(𝜔 + 𝜈) cos 𝑖 = 0 . (60)

These equations can be re-arranged to obtain Ω:

sinΩ = − sin(𝜔 + 𝜈)
cos 𝛽

cos 𝑖 , cosΩ =
cos(𝜔 + 𝜈)

cos 𝛽
(61)

Now that we have obtained the orbit angles 𝜈, 𝜔, and Ω that allow a meteoroid with a given value of 𝑎, 𝑒, and 𝑖 to intersect the location
𝑥, 𝑦 = 0, and 𝑧, we can calculate the corresponding meteoroid velocity vector. First, we express the velocity in terms of

®𝑣 = ©­«
cosΩ − sinΩ 0
sinΩ cosΩ 0

0 0 1

ª®¬ · ©­«
1 0 0
0 cos 𝑖 − sin 𝑖
0 sin 𝑖 cos 𝑖

ª®¬ · ©­«
cos𝜔 − sin𝜔 0
sin𝜔 cos𝜔 0

0 0 1

ª®¬ · 𝑢 ©­«
− sin 𝑓

𝑒 + cos 𝑓

0

ª®¬ (62)

where

𝑢 =
√︁
𝐺𝑀⊙/(𝑎(1 − 𝑒2)) (63)

The above matrix multiplication yields

𝑣𝑥 = −𝑢 𝑒𝑠 cosΩ − 𝑢 𝑒𝑐 sinΩ cos 𝑖 (64)
𝑣𝑦 = −𝑢 𝑒𝑠 sinΩ + 𝑢 𝑒𝑐 cosΩ cos 𝑖 (65)
𝑣𝑧 = + 𝑢 𝑒𝑐 sin 𝑖 (66)

where

𝑒𝑠 = 𝑒 sin𝜔 + sin(𝜔 + 𝜈) (67)
𝑒𝑐 = 𝑒 cos𝜔 + cos(𝜔 + 𝜈) (68)

Once ®𝑣 has been determined, we can rotate it back into our inertial reference frame in which 𝑦 is not necessarily 0.
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