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Abstract

Figure 1: Artist’s impressionofAriel on itsway toLagrangePoint 2 (L2). Here, the spacecraft
is shielded from the Sun andhas a clear viewof thewhole sky. ImageCredit: ESA/STFCRAL
Space/UCL/Europlanet-Science Office.

The Atmospheric Remote-sensing Infrared Exoplanet Large-survey (Ariel) is
the first space mission dedicated to measuring the chemical composition and thermal struc-
tures of thousands of transiting exoplanets, enabling planetary science far beyond the bound-
aries of the Solar System. Ariel was officially adopted in 2020 as the fourth medium size (M4)
mission in the scope of ESA “Cosmic Vision” program, with launch expected in 2029. The
mission will operate from the Sun-Earth Lagrangian point L2.

The scientific payload consists of two instruments: a high resolution spectrometer covering
the waveband 1.95–7.8 µm, and a multi-purpose fine guidance system / visible photometer
/ low resolution near-infrared spectrometer with wavelength coverage between 0.5 µm and
1.95 µm. The instruments are fed a collimated beam from an unobscured, off-axis Cassegrain
telescope. Instruments and telescope will operate at a temperature below 50K.
The mirrors and supporting structures of the telescope will be realized in aerospace-grade

aluminum. Given the large aperture of the primary mirror (0.6m2), it is a choice of mate-
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rial that requires careful optical and opto-mechanical design, and technological advances in
the three areas of mirror substrate thermal stabilization, optical surface polishing and optical
coating.

This thesis presents the work done by the author in these areas, as member of the team
responsible for designing and manufacturing the telescope and mirrors.

The dissertation starts with a systematic review of the optical and opto-mechanical require-
ments and design choices of the Ariel telescope, in the context of the previous development
work and the scientific goals and requirements of the mission.

The review then progresses with the opto-mechanical design, examining the most impor-
tant choices in terms of structural and thermal design. This will serve as an introduction to
a statistical analysis of the deformations of the optical surface of the telescope mirrors and of
their alignment in terms of rigid body motions.

The qualification work on thermal stabilization, polishing and coating is then presented.
The three procedures have been set up and tested to demonstrate the readiness level of the
technological processes employed to fabricate the mirrors.
The first process, substrate thermal stabilization, is employed to minimize deformations

of the optical surface during cool down of the telescope to the operating temperature below
50K. Purpose of the process is to release internal stress in the substrate that can cause such
shape deformations.

Then a combined optical surface figuring/polishing process is applied to reduce residual
surface shape errors and bring surface roughness to below 10 nm RMS. Polishing of large
aluminum surfaces to optical quality is notoriously difficult due to softness of the material,
so a dedicated polishing recipe was set up and tested.

Finally, an optical coating recipe based on protected silver was characterized in terms of
reflectivity and qualified for environmental stability, particularly at cryogenic temperatures,
and for uniformity. Some of the coated samples are also being monitored and measured peri-
odically for any sign of performance degradation while they age.

All tests were performed on samples of the same aluminum alloy chosen as baseline for the
mirror substrates and on a full-scale prototype of the Ariel primary mirror.

Results from the coating characterization were also used to prepare an estimation of the
various components contributing to the expected throughput of the telescope at the end of
the scientific lifetime of the mission.



Preface

The research work described in this doctoral dissertation covers specific themes in the
context of the optical and opto-mechanical design and technological development of the tele-
scope for the ESA Ariel Mission. The work was performed by the author during the prelim-
inary definition phases of the mission (B1 and B2) as member of the Italian team in charge
of the design and manufacturing of the telescope and mirrors, under the supervision of Dr.
Paola Zuppella and Dr. Vania da Deppo of CNR-IFN Padova1. The most relevant results
from this work are captured in a series of papers: a peer-reviewed journal article and five con-
ference proceedings contributions.

The dissertation is divided in two parts. The first introduces the Ariel mission, its scientific
goals, history and main design characteristics and then reports the author’s work in the areas
of optical and opto-mechanical analysis and design and mirrors coating qualification. Each
chapter provides the necessary introductory background to put each of the papers in the con-
text of the development work for the mission, and provides further literary references and
clarifications of relevant aspects of the research.

The second part consists of the six papers, one per chapter, reformatted for consistency,
but otherwise presenting the same unaltered content as compared with their published coun-
terparts. The list of papers is included also here below for convenience, together with a brief
clarification of the author’s contribution to each of them.

Paper 1

P. Chioetto et al. “Preliminary Analysis of Ground-to-Flight Mechanical Tolerances of the
Ariel Mission Telescope”. In: Proc. SPIE 12180, Space Telescopes and Instrumentation 2022:
Optical, Infrared, and Millimeter Wave. Aug. 27, 2022, 121804R. doi: 10 . 1117 / 12 .
2628900

The author performed all analyses and computations introduced in Section 3.2.2 and pre-
sented in the paper, and devised most of the simulation steps, with the help of the rest of the
Italian optical team. Some of the techniques employed in the analysis were developed for a
previous work, described in Section 3.2.1, to which the author contributed participating in
all the preparatory discussions and by independently verifying the results.

1CNR-Istituto di Fotonica e Nanotecnologie di Padova, Via Trasea 7, 35131 Padova, Italy
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Paper 2

P. Chioetto et al. “Qualification of the Thermal Stabilization, Polishing and Coating Proce-
dures for the Aluminum Telescope Mirrors of the ARIEL Mission”. In: Experimental As-
tronomy 53 (Apr. 19, 2022), pp. 885–904. doi: 10.1007/s10686-022-09852-x
The paper presents the development and characterization of the thermal treatments, polish-
ing and coating processes devised for the manufacturing of the primary mirror for the Ariel
telescope. The processes were designed in collaboration with two industrial partners (Medi-
aLario2 and CILAS3), who performed the actual manufacturing steps. The author, as mem-
ber of the team who supervised the partners, followed closely each of the various phases and
contributed to all planning, designing and characterization discussions. He also reviewed all
of the analyses described in the paper, and actually performed or verified a large number of
them.

Paper 3

P. Chioetto et al. “The Primary Mirror of the Ariel Mission: Cryotesting of AluminumMir-
ror Samples with Protected Silver Coating”. In: Proc. SPIE 11451, Advances in Optical and
Mechanical Technologies for Telescopes and Instrumentation IV. Dec. 13, 2020, 114511A.doi:
10.1117/12.2562548

This paper and the following one present the coating qualification activities carried out at
CILAS under direct coordination and supervision of Dr. Da Deppo, Dr. Zuppella and the
author, who followed closely the planning and implementation of optical characterization
measurements, some of which he performed directly, and the quality inspections.

Paper 4

P. Chioetto et al. “Test of Protected Silver Coating on Aluminum Samples of ARIEL Main
Telescope Mirror Substrate Material”. In: Proc. SPIE 11852, International Conference on
Space Optics — ICSO 2020. June 11, 2021, p. 118524L. doi: 10.1117/12.2599794
See Paper 3 above.

Paper 5

P. Chioetto et al. “Long TermDurability of Protected Silver Coating for theMirrors of Ariel
Mission Telescope”. In: International Conference on Space Optics — ICSO 2022, in press.
Oct. 3, 2022

The entire activity, including measurements and analyses, was planned and is being imple-
mented by the author under supervision of Dr. Zuppella.
2MediaLario Srl, Via al Pascolo, 10, 23842 Bosisio Parini (Lecco), Italy.
3CILAS-ArianeGroup, 8 avenue Buffon, CS16319, 45,063 Orleans CEDEX 2, France.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10686-022-09852-x
https://doi.org/10.1117/12.2562548
https://doi.org/10.1117/12.2599794
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Paper 6

P. Chioetto et al. “Initial Estimation of the Effects of Coating Dishomogeneities, Surface
Roughness and Contamination on the Mirrors of Ariel Mission Telescope”. In: Proc. SPIE
11871, Optical Design and Engineering VIII. Oct. 4, 2021, 118710N. doi: 10.1117/12.
2603768

The author developed all models, simulations and analyses reported in the paper with the
supervision of Dr. Zuppella.

https://doi.org/10.1117/12.2603768
https://doi.org/10.1117/12.2603768
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Four things do not come back: the spoken word, the sped ar-
row, the past life, and the neglected opportunity.

Ted Chiang, Exhalation (2019)

1
Introduction

Space exploration missions are probably one of the most complex scientific and engineering
human endeavors, involving large teams and resources for long periods of time. Alongside
the scientific results and technological fallout, they are also a great tribute to the curiosity
and passion of the hundreds of individuals who contribute to each mission, since the very
beginnings of the space age in the late ’50s, to the present day.

It is fascinating to see how an idea takes shape in the mind of few driven scientists and
slowly gains momentum and support, and eventually blooms into a large project. I hope
this introduction will convey all of this while presenting the work that went into the early
successful proposal through the various design and review phases of the Ariel mission.

This chapter serves also as an introduction to the work performed by the author within the
Italian contribution to the mission. It begins with an overview of ESA’s “Cosmic Vision”,
the program to which Ariel belongs, it then summarizes the science and scientific objectives
of the mission and the scientific requirements that will guide the engineering design and de-
velopment work.

It will then provide a high level description of the mission payload, review the operational
and management aspects of the entire mission development and the contribution of the Ital-
ian team, and conclude with the author’s role.

Note that the project is still in a design phase, so all specific details provided in this and
the coming chapters are provisional and may change as the mission progresses towards the
implementation phase.

1.1 ESA Cosmic Vision Program

The vision of the European Space Agency is that “Europe must have the ambition to have
a space programme and a space agency that is world-class and is leading” [2]. This vision is
articulated into a series of commercial, technological and scientific/exploration programs.

2
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Science missions involve a large number of individuals and institutions, both in the public
and private sectors, that rely on the stability of a long term plan to invest time and resources
in projects that can take over two decades to go from initial concept to the production of
scientific results.

“CosmicVision” is the current cycle ofESA’s long-termplanning for space sciencemissions.
It follows “Horizon 2000” and “Horizon 2000 Plus”, that in the span of 20 years saw the
successful launch of Herschel and Planck in 2009, Gaia in 2013, BepiColombo in 2018 and
the European contribution to the James Webb Space Telescope (launched in 2021).

“Cosmic Vision 2015-2025”, created in 2005 [11], is the logical continuation into the next
decade of the ESA science planning cycle. The program already saw the successful launch of
its first missions, CHEOPS and Solar Orbiter 2019 and 2020, respectively.

ESA manages the program by periodically issuing a call for proposals for new science mis-
sions. The call includes descriptions of the scientific goals, size and cost of the mission, and
details the programmatic and implementation details. Calls are addressed to the scientific
community.

Missions fall into three categories: small (S-class), medium (M-class) and large (L-class),
based on the planned size and breadth of scientific goals addressed, and therefore reflecting
on the cost and development time required. A fourth category was introduced in 2018 for a
fast (F-class) mission with reduced development time and modest size.

There are four broad scientific themes at the heart of the “Cosmic Vision” program: what
are the conditions for planet formation and the emergence of life? How does the Solar System
work? What are the fundamental physical laws of theUniverse? Howdid theUniverse originate
and what is it made of?

The study of exoplanets is therefore a stronghold of the program, with a lineup ofmissions
that will keep Europe at the forefront of this growing field by addressing each a unique aspect
of exoplanet research (Figure 1.1).

Cheops (CHaracterizing ExOPlanet Satellite, launched in 2019) is the first S-class mission,
dedicated to searching for exoplanetary transits by performing ultra-high precision photome-
try on bright stars already known to host planets.

Plato (PLAnetary Transits and Oscillations of stars, launch planned for 2026) is the third
M-class mission with the purpose of finding and studying a large number of extrasolar plane-
tary systems, and in particular of investigating the properties of terrestrial planets in the hab-
itable zone around solar-like stars.

And finally Ariel (Atmospheric Remote-sensing Infrared Exoplanet Large-survey), the 4th
adopted M-class mission, is the first dedicated to measuring the chemical composition and
thermal structures of the atmospheres of thousands of transiting exoplanets, enabling plane-
tary science far beyond the boundaries of the Solar System.

The three other missions in the M-class lineup are: Solar Orbiter (M1), launched in 2020,
Euclid (M2), planned for 2023 and EnVision (M5), the Venus orbiter selected in 2021 [1].
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Figure 1.1: Infographic of themain spacemissions dedicated in part or in total to the field of
exoplanet research, already flown or in development. Credit ESA.

1.2 The Science of Ariel

1.2.1 History and scientific objectives

Just a couple of years before the ground-breaking (and Nobel Prize worthy) discovery of the
first exoplanet by Mayor and Queloz in 1995 [7], ESA was considering a very ambitious mis-
sion, namedDarwin, to find Earth-like planets and analyze their atmospheres to detect chem-
ical signatures of life. The mission was however considered too ambitious from a technolog-
ical point of view and the science not sufficiently developed, so the proposal was eventually
rejected in 2007 after the phase-A study [5].

ESA and the exoplanetary community therefore discussed the need to introduce an inter-
mediate step in the research, instead of aiming at the study of Earth-like planets directly. This
led to the proposal of the Exoplanet Characterisation Observatory (EChO) asM3mission in
the “Cosmic Vision” program, dedicated to the detection and characterization of exoplanets
atmospheres through transit spectroscopy. Giovanna Tinetti was the P.I. of the proposal [9].

The M3 slot was eventually given to Plato, but the technological and scientific research
work led in 2015 to a renewed proposal for a transit spectroscopy surveymission for the “Cos-
mic Vision” M4 slot: Atmospheric Remote-sensing InfraRed Large-survey (ARIEL). The
mission was then green-lighted for the preliminary study phase the same year, selected as M4
in 2018 for the definition study Phase B1 (see paragraph 1.4.1 for a description of ESA mis-
sion phases), and officially adopted in 2020. The name of the mission was changed to Ariel
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after selection.
The purpose of themission is to address the first of the four themes of the “CosmicVision”

program, reported in Section 1.1: “What are the conditions for planet formation and the emer-
gence of life?” by investigating the atmospheres of a large sample of planets of different types,
including gas giants, Neptunes, super-Earths and Earthsize planets, orbiting stars of different
types.

The reason for observing a sample of a thousand planets is tomake a statistical study of the
link (if any arises) between the composition and evolution of a planet’s atmosphere, its orbital
parameters and the nature of the hosting star.

Arielwill employ transit and eclipse spectroscopy in the1.1–7.8 µmspectral range andpho-
tometry in multiple narrow bands covering the optical and near-infrared (NIR). The target
is to detect elemental composition of atmospheres of warm and hot planets (eg. C, O, N,
S, Si), as well as all the expected major atmospheric gases from e.g. H2O, CO2, CH4, NH3,
HCN,H2S through to themore exoticmetallic compounds, such asTiO,VO, and condensed
species, and probe the thermal structure, identify clouds and monitor the stellar activity.

The key performance parameters to achieve this target are a high stability of the observa-
tions and high noise rejection, in order to detect spectroscopic signals at the level of 10–50
part per million (ppm) relative to the star [10].

1.2.2 Exoplanet Atmospheres Detection Techniques

As mentioned in the previous section, the atmosphere of an exoplanet can be studied by dis-
cerning the spectroscopic signatures of its component chemical species from the light coming
from its hosting star. We reviewhere the techniques thatwill be employed byAriel (illustrated
in Figure 1.2), since they are relevant to understand mission requirements.

Transit When a planet passes in front of its host star, it can be detected bymeasuring the dim-
ming of the star light flux. This small reduction (a few percentage points) is related to
the ratio of the planet-to-star projected area (transit depth). If we additionally measure
the wavelength dependence of the dimming, we can observe the spectral signatures of
the additional absorption of atomic or molecular species present in the terminator re-
gion of the exoplanet’s atmosphere. This measurement can also provide an estimation
of the radius at the surface of the planet and of its atmosphere.

Eclipse When a planet passes behind its host star, its emission/reflection can be obtained di-
rectly bymeasuring the difference between the combined star+planet signal before and
after the eclipse, and the stellar flux alone, measured during the eclipse. Recording the
flux during the ingress and egress phases of the eclipse additionally allows the creation
of a spatially-resolved map of the day-side hemisphere.

Phase Curve For the reminder of the time in between transit and eclipse, emission from the
planet at different phase angles can bemeasured by recording the flux of the star+planet
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Figure 1.2: Depiction of the relative dimming of a star flux when a planet is in transit or
eclipse. Credit J. N. Winn (2010) [12].

system. Such observations can only be performed from space, as they typically span a
time interval of more than a day.

For a subset of the target sample of exoplanets, Ariel will perform repeated observations
employing the three methods described above. This will permit the creation of a record of
time series representing the meteorological variations in the planetary atmospheres.

1.2.3 Tiered Observational Approach

The detailed and repeated observations described in the previous section could not be carried
out during the four years of nominal science operations of Ariel. The observations plan has
been therefore structured into the four tiers below.

1. Reconnaissance Survey. This tierwill cover the largest sample possible (approximately
a thousand exoplanets already known at the time of planning) with observations span-
ning no more than a couple of transits/eclipses, for a rapid characterization of a large
population of objects.

2. Deep Survey. A subset of Tier 1 planets will be observed at a higher spectral resolution
and Signal to Noise Ratio (SNR). The goal is the detection of the atmospheric com-
position and structure, and to investigate potential correlations between atmospheric
chemistry and basic parameters such as planetary radius, density, temperature, stellar
type and metallicity.
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3. Benchmark Planets. The most promising targets in terms of SNR and spectral re-
solving power will be selected and observations will be repeated through time to assess
atmospheric variability, due for example to variations in the cloud coverage or patterns
in the global circulation.

4. Bespoke and Phase-curves observations. This fourth tier will be dedicated to the
observation of interesting targets that do not fit the tiered approach, and to detailed
measurement of phase curves. As a dedicated mission, Ariel has the capability and the
time for a detailed study of these identified interesting objects.

1.3 The ArielMission

Now that we reviewed the history and scientific requirements of Ariel, we can proceed to a
brief description of the mission profile and the main modules that comprise the payload.

1.3.1 Mission Profile

ESA is planning to launch Ariel with an Ariane 6.2 launcher from the Guiana Space Center,
in Kourou, French Guiana, in 2029. After launch, the spacecraft will be injected into a di-
rect transfer trajectory towards the Sun-Earth Lagrange L2 point, approximately 1.5 million
kilometers away from the Earth. The separation sequence will be optimized taking into ac-
count the specific constraints of the cryogenic payload, avoiding as much as possible direct
Sun illumination, to minimize any risk of damage.

The final configuration will consist in a large halo orbit of approximately 1 million km
aroundL2. This orbit, similar to the one followedby the JamesWebbSpaceTelescope (JWST)
[6] and several other missions, has been selected because it offers a very stable thermal envi-
ronment, important to achieve the level of performance stability required by science specifi-
cations, and it provides a large unobscured field of view.

Theorbit offers also a constantdistance fromtheEarth (andSun) and afixedSun-Spacecraft
angle, simplifying the design of the communications and power subsystems [10].

An additional advantage of the L2 orbit is that it lies far away from Earth orbits crossing
the radiation belts, and mostly outside the Magnetosheath, the area of higher energy plasma
caused by the acceleration of the solar wind by the Earth’s magnetosphere. This provides a
relative benign plasma environment [8].

After the mission is completed, the spacecraft will be moved away from the halo orbit with
a manoeuvre that will minimize the risk of returning to Earth and polluting the protected
LEO and GEO regions.

1.3.2 Payload description

The Ariel payload is divided into two broad sections, based on their operating temperature.
The “warm” section is located inside the main body of the spacecraft, and consists in the con-
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Figure 1.3: Ariel Payload mechanical configuration and layout.

trol units of the telescope and the instruments, and the active cooler control electronics and
compressors.

The “cold” section includes all the items operating at cryogenic temperatures, shielded
from the heat emanating from the spacecraft by the “V-Grooves”. The units of the cold sec-
tion are listed below and illustrated in Figure 1.3.

• The telescope system, consisting of four mirrors (M1–M4), a re-focusing mechanism
(M2M) attached to M2, the supporting structures and baffles. The optical and opto-
mechanical design of the TA are described in Sections 2.2.2 and 3.1.1.

• An optical bench and metering structure serving as support to the mirrors and instru-
ments. The two items, together with the telescope, are referred to as the Telescope
Assembly (TA).

• TheCommonOptics (CO), a set of foldmirrors and dichroics, relaying the collimated
output beam from the telescope to the various instruments.
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• The Ariel IR Spectrometer (AIRS), the main scientific instrument of the Payload.

• The combined FineGuidance Sensor (FGS) /Visible Photometer (VisPhot) /Near-IR
Spectrometer (NIRSpec).

• The thermal hardware consisting of the coolers, radiators, V-Grooves and supporting
structures to insulate the cold payload from the warmer spacecraft structures.

The telescope is designed to feed a collimated beam into the Common Optics, which in
turn split the wavelength bands by dichroics into the two separate sets of instruments with
coincident fields of view.

The FGS/VisPhot/NIRSpec instrument contains three photometric channels (VisPhot
0.50–0.60 µm, FGS1 0.60–0.80 µm and FGS2 0.80–1.10 µm) and a coarse resolution spec-
trometer (NIRSpec 1.10–1.95 µmwith resolving power1 R ≥ 15). FGS1 and FGS2 will also
be used as a redundant system for providing guidance and closed-loop feedback to the high
stability pointing of the spacecraft. The FGS provides simultaneous information on the pho-
tometric stability of the target stars, and NIRSpec is optimized for cloud characterisation.

AIRS contains two channels (AIRS-Ch0 1.95–3.90 µm with resolving power R ≥ 100
and AIRS-Ch1 3.90–7.80 µmwith R ≥ 30).
The payload module is passively cooled to a temperature below 50K by isolation from the

spacecraft bus via a series of three V-Groove radiators; the detectors for the AIRS are the only
items that require active cooling to <42K via an active Ne JT cooler.

1.4 Ariel ProgramManagement

We present here a brief overview of themission life cycle and project management philosophy
followed by ESA, since its concepts and terminology are used throughout this dissertation,
and they are in any case a useful knowledge base for anyone involved in research and develop-
ment for a space mission.

Most of the concepts presented here are described in a set of standards prepared by the Eu-
ropean Cooperation for Space Standardization (ECSS), an “initiative established to develop
a coherent, single set of user-friendly standards for use in all European space activities” [4].

1.4.1 Mission Development Phases

A space project is typically divided into a series of formal phases, from the initial mission pro-
posal to decommissioning [3]:

• Phase 0 –Mission analysis / needs identification

• Phase A – Feasibility
1Defined as 𝑅 = 𝜆/𝛥𝜆
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• Phase B – Preliminary Definition

• Phase C – Detailed Definition

• Phase D – Qualification and Production

• Phase E – Utilization

• Phase F – Disposal

Each project phase is defined by the activities on system and product level, and progress
from one phase to the next is subjected to a formal review process.

Phases 0, A, andB are focused on the elaboration and definition of themain functional and
technical requirements at system level, the identification of the activities and resources to be
employed to develop the mission and the initial design of the high level program and project
management plan.

An important aspect of the initial phases of the project is to identify the level of technolog-
ical readiness of each process and component employed by the mission, and to plan a proper
set of technology development activities to ensure the appropriate level is reached (see for ex-
ample Section 4.3 for Ariel development program for telescope mirrors).
In the framework of ESA “Cosmic Vision” program, Phases 0 and A usually see various

candidate missions competing to be selected for a specific slot, and only the selected mission
is then made to progress to Phase B.

In the case of Ariel, Phase B has been further divided into a first definition phase (B1),
followedby formal adoptionof themissionbyESA, and the start of the implementationphase
(B2), when industrial contracts for the development of the service module of the spacecraft
and the various instruments and modules could be finally issued.

After Phase B, Phases C and D consist in the development and qualification of the space
and ground segments and their products.

Phase E consists in the activities related to the launch, commission, utilization andmainte-
nance of the mission, and finally Phase F comprises all activities to be performed in order to
safely dispose all products launched into space as well as ground segment.

As we saw in Section 1.2.1, Ariel initial proposal was submitted to ESA in January 2015. It
was then selected, among other two, in June 2015 and entered the study Phase 0/A.

The ESA Science Programme Committee (SPC) eventually selected Ariel as the M4 mis-
sion in2018, kickstarting theDefinitionPhaseB1 study, leading to formal adoption inNovem-
ber 2020, as ESA “Cosmic Vision”M4mission, andmarking the beginning of the Implemen-
tation Phase (B2/C), the selection of the industrial partners and kick-off of the co-engineering
activities.
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1.4.2 Management and Italian Role

As explained above, ESA space missions are proposed by a consortium of several research in-
stitutes belonging to different European and non-European countries with a focus on experi-
ence and diversity since one of the goals of ESA is to promote the development of space related
technologies in emerging countries.

During the study phases and after a proposal has been officially adopted, several indus-
trial contracts are also issued for further technological development and manufacturing of
the components, and for the Assembly, Integration and Verification (AIV) of the spacecraft.

The Ariel Consortium is led by Prof. Giovanna Tinetti2, Principal Investigator and Paul
Eccleston3, Consortium ProjectManager, and comprises teams from 11 European countries,
the USA and Japan.
Each team is responsible for specificmodules or design/analysis functions. TheUK team is

responsible forAIVof the scientific payload and formanaging the entire program (Figure 1.4).
The Italian team is responsible for developing the technologies required for themanufactur-

ing of the telescope mirrors, and since Phase B2, also for the Telescope Assembly Work Pack-
age. This package consists in several deliverables, some requiring coordination with teams
from other counties:

• manufacturing of the optical bench, metering structure and connecting struts;

• design and manufacturing of the four mirrors and supports;

• design and manufacturing of the thermal control and decontamination hardware (eg.
heaters, cryo-harnesses and sensors);

• the M2 mirror refocusing mechanism (M2M), provided by SENER4 under the super-
vision of IEEC5;

• the telescope baffles, provided by AST6.

Other transport and testing equipment and facilities will be provided by Admatis7 and
CSL8. A team at UPM9 is in charge of the overall mechanical design of the TA, with input
from the various teams involved.
2Department of Physics and Astronomy, University College London, Gower Street, LondonWC1E 6BT, UK
3RAL Space, STFC Rutherford Appleton Laboratory, Didcot, Oxon, OX11 0QX, UK
4SENERGrupo de Ingeniería, Cervantes, 8, 48930 Getxo, Spain
5Institut d’Estudis Espacials de Catalunya, Gran Capità, 2-4, Edifici Nexus, Desp. 201, 08034 Barcelona, Spain
6Active Space Technologies, S.A., Parque Indústrial de Taveiro, Lote 12, 3045-508 Coimbra, Portugal
7Admatis, 5. Kandó Kálmán Street, 3534Miskolc, Hungary
8Centre Spatial de Liège, Avenue du Pré-Aily, 4031 Angleur, Belgium
9EscuelaTécnica Superior de IngenieríaAeronáutica ydel Espacio (ETSIAE),UniversidadPolitécnicadeMadrid
(UPM), Pza.Cardenal Cisneros 3, 28040Madrid, Spain
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Figure 1.4: Infographic of Payload architecture and responsibilities of the countries in the
Ariel Consortium. Credit: Ariel Consortium.
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The contract formanufacturing the ItalianTA components and for the AIV relative to the
current project phase has been awarded to Leonardo S.p.A.10.
The Italian team is ledby the co-PIsDr. GiuseppinaMicela11 andDr. GiuseppeMalaguti12,

and the Project Manager Prof. Emanuele Pace13.
Within the Italian contribution to the mission, the team at CNR-IFN in Padova was in

charge, during Phases A and B1, of the Telescope optical design and the opto-mechanical
development of theTelescopemirrors (including optical coating), under the lead ofDr. Vania
Da Deppo. For Phases B2 and C, and with the lead of Dr. Paola Zuppella, it is currently
responsible for the PA/QAManagement of the Telescope Assembly.

1.4.3 Role of the author

The author’s involvement with the Ariel mission started during Phase B1, within the work
package concerned with the development of the telescope mirrors.
In particular, the activities carried out with the author’s support concerned the fabrica-

tion and characterization of a full size demonstrator of the primary mirror of the telescope,
with the purpose of qualifying the technological readiness of themanufacturing technologies.
Specifically, the activities consisted of:

• the optical and tolerance analysis of the design of the telescope andmirrors (Chapter 3);

• the design and analysis of the procedures employed to qualify for technological readi-
ness the telescopemirrorsmanufacturing processes, and in particular substrate thermal
stabilization, optical surface shaping and polishing (Chapter 4);

• the analysis of surface shape and surface roughness measurements (Chapter 4);

• the support to optical simulations of the performance degradation induced by ther-
moelastic effects;

• the qualification of the optical coating process, the simulations and characterization
of coating performance and the assessment of its lifetime durability by environmental
testing (Chapter 5).

After successful completion of the study phase and official mission adoption inNovember
2020, involvement of the author continued asmember of the ItalianOptical Engineering and
PA/QA teams, formally within the work package for the telescope PA/QAManagement.

The work consisted on further refinement of the analyses and design of the telescope and
in particular on the following areas:
10Leonardo S.p.A. Space Division, Via delle Officine Galileo, 1, 50013 Campi Bisenzio (FI), Italy
11INAF-Osservatorio Astronomico di Palermo, Piazza del Parlamento 1, 90134 Palermo, Italy
12INAF-Osservatorio di Astrofisica e Scienza dello spazio di Bologna, Via Piero Gobetti 93/3, 40129 Bologna,
Italy

13Dipartimento di Fisica edAstronomia-Università degli Studi di Firenze, Largo E. Fermi 2, 50125 Firenze, Italy
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• mirrors surface error tolerancing (Chapter 3);

• tolerancing ofmirrorsmechanical alignment both on ground and in flight (Chapter 3);

• Structural, Thermal, Optical Performance (STOP) analysis (Chapter 3);

• analysis of the telescope throughput performance (Chapter 5).
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Music is the arithmetic of sounds as optics is the geometry
of light.
Claude Debussy, quoted in Simonton, D. K.,Greatness:

WhoMakes History andWhy (1994)

2
Ariel Telescope

Optical Analysis and Design

This chapter presents the optical design of the Ariel telescope, providing the necessary
background to the research activities described in the reminder of this dissertation.

The design choices are explained in terms of the optical performance requirements, show-
ing how they derive from the higher level scientific requirement of the mission.

2.1 Ariel Scientific Requirements

Ariel will employ transit and eclipse spectroscopy and photometry to study exoplanets atmo-
spheres by detecting many molecular species, probing the thermal structure, identifying and
characterizing clouds, and monitoring host stars activity (Section 1.2.2). These techniques
require temporal resolution of the signal, but no significant angular resolution: this is the
governing principle upon which the design of Ariel’s telescope is based, driving the need of a
very stable and low noise system.

So far, exoplanet atmospheres have been detected using general-purpose space- or ground-
based instrumentation, but these measurements suffer from limited and patchy spectral cov-
erage, and from systematic errors due to pointing jitter, thermal and opto-mechanical insta-
bility or other shortcomings linked to detectors. The Ariel payload was designed considering
the lessons learned in measuring exoplanetary atmospheres using Spitzer, the Hubble Space
Telescope and ground-based instruments [9].

Thewavelength rangewas specifically optimized to cover all the expectedmajor atmospher-
ic gases from, e.g. H2O, CO2, CH4, NH3, HCN, H2S, through to the more exotic metallic
compounds, such as TiO, VO, and condensed species.

Comprehensive radiometric (ArielRad [6]) and transit spectroscopy (ExoSim [7]) simula-

16
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Table 2.1: Summary of Ariel required spectral coverage by instrument and resolving power.
For an overview of the instruments see Section 1.3.2.

Instrument Wavelenght Range Resolving Power

VisPhot 0.50–0.60 µm Integrated band
FGS1 0.60–0.80 µm Integrated band
FGS2 0.80–1.10 µm Integrated band
NIRSpec 1.10–1.95 µm R ≥ 20
AIRSCh0 1.95–3.90 µm R ≥ 100
AIRSCh1 3.90–7.80 µm R ≥ 30

Table 2.2: Summary of the high level optical requirements of the Ariel Mission.

Parameter Value

Spectral SNR average ≥7 (≥10 for Tier 4 observations)
Photometric stability 20–100 ppm over an individual tran-

sit/occultation, depending on target
brightness

Effective collecting area ≥0.6m2

System throughput Spectral channels: ≥40%
Photometric channels: ≥50%

tions of the Ariel payload have been performed since early on in the project to predict perfor-
mance and guide the optimization of the payload design.

These studies show thatAriel will obtain spectroscopic and photometric time series of tran-
siting exoplanets with better than 20 to 100 ppm stability over a single transit observation,
depending on the target brightness and provided a sufficient margin is guaranteed on system
throughput, noise, stability and pointing jitter.

The resulting set of requirements are summarized in Tables 2.1 and 2.2.

2.2 Ariel Telescope Design

2.2.1 Telescope Performance Requirements

The set of requirements imposedon the telescopeof theArielmission, derived fromthehigher
level science requirements (Section 2.1) and from the characteristics of the instruments down-
stream from the telescope, are summarized in Table 2.3.
The design is driven by the requirement that the telescope in operational conditions has
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Table 2.3: Summary of Ariel Telescope optical requirements.

Parameter Value

Collecting area ≥0.6m2

FoV 30″ with diffraction limited performance
41″ with optical quality for centroiding
50″ unvignetted

Wavefront Error (WFE) Diffraction limited at 3 µm
Wavelenght range 0.5–7.8 µm
Throughput Minimum >0.78

Average >0.82
Output beam dimension 20.0mm × 13.3mm (ellipse axes)
Angular magnification 55

to be diffraction limited at the wavelength of 3 µm over a Field of View (FoV) of 30″, which
corresponds approximately to an RMSWavefront Error (WFE) of 200 nm according to the
Marechal Criterion (see Section 2.3.2). This requirement was derived from the performance
simulations cited in Section 2.1.
The telescope throughput requirement is derived instead from a break-down of the overall

system throughput budget between telescope, common optics and instruments. More details
on the budget are provided in Chapter 5.

The Field of View (FoV) of the telescope is derived from the specific requirements from
the instruments, and from the analysis of the alignment between instruments and telescope,
with appropriate margins.

Figure 2.1 shows the FoV requirements in the case of the maximummis-alignment of the
FGS andAIRS instruments. Themain requirement is to have awell resolved PSF at the center
of the AIRS spectrometer FoV of 6.4 ″ ×26.4 ″ (orange rectangle). Considering an additional
offset of ±10″ and a measurement margin of ±2″, the total diffraction limited FoV radius
becomes ±15.2″, approximated in the requirements to a total FoV angle of 30″.

A larger 41″ telescope FoV is given by the 17″ FoV of FGS (blue transparent circle). The
image over this 41″ annulus can be of lower quality, but must be sufficient to allow the star
centroid to be well enough resolved to be initially located and then brought to the centre of
the FGS FoV, where the telescope image quality is better.

A still larger telescope FoV, extending to 50″, is required to capture the slit background.
There are no image quality requirements over this additional FoV, the only real requirement
is for the FoV to be unvignetted so that background photons reach the slit.
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Figure 2.1: Telescope FoV, showing the offset of ±10″ and a measurement margin of ±2″.

2.2.2 Telescope Optical Design

The main requirements driving the design of Ariel’s telescope derive from the goal of observ-
ing exoplanets atmospheres by discriminating the contribution of the light reflected or ab-
sorbed by the exoplanet from that emitted by the host star system. The two components will
be separated by following the temporal evolution of the spectrogram of the incoming light
(i.e. studying the transits and eclipses of the exoplanet), rather than trying to achieve a spatial
separation. This methodology relaxes the requirements on the optical quality and spatial res-
olution of the system (setting aside the requirements for centroiding and pointing done by
the FGS subsystem).

Moreover, exoplanetary systems will be observed one at a time, requiring a very small Field
of View (FoV). This small FoV and relaxed optical quality requirements allow emphasis to
be placed on optimising other aspects of the telescope such as stability, rejection of stray light
and minimization of the thermal background.

As we saw in the introduction (Section 1.2.1), the Ariel Mission concept descends from
the preliminary study done for EChO, and in particular the design of Ariel’s telescope derives
directly from it [2], with a series of straightforward adjustments to reduce mass and size. In
particular, to maintain the overall payload design with minimum adaptations, the telescope
collecting area was reduced to 0.6m2 , almost half of the one originally envisioned for EChO.
This implies an entrance pupil of the order of 1 m in diameter.

To select a design for the EChO telescope, the study team realized a trade-off between 10
different proposals, based on performance, technological readiness and overall manufactura-
bility. The choice for the baseline telescope concept then fell on an afocal ThreeMirror Anas-
tigmat (TMA) of the Korsch type, consisting of an elliptical primary mirror in an off-axis,
unobscured configuration in order to maximize throughput without increasing the collect-
ing area. Contrary to a typical Korsch system with a large FoV, the EChO concept had been



2.2. ARIEL TELESCOPEDESIGN 20

500 mm
M1

plane tangent to
mirror surface

exit
pupil

M3

vertex of M1 parent parabola
and origin of optical reference

M2
Cassegrain

focus M4

Y

ZX

LoS
0.1°

plane of chief ray
at center field

275 mm

Figure 2.2: Scale drawing of the telescope optical design on the Y-Z optical axis plane. The
0.1° offset is exaggerated for clarity.

optimised to produce a very small exit pupil, to simplify procurement and optimizing volume
and cost of the optics for the instruments [2].
The Ariel design team eventually opted for a Cassegrain design (parabolic primaryM1 and

hyperbolic secondaryM2)with the thirdmirrorM3used to recollimate the beam to its desired
elliptical footprint with 20.0mm × 13.3mm axes (Figure 2.2). The three mirrors share the
same optical axis.

In the following paragraphs wewill describe themain details of the optical design of Ariel’s
telescope. Please note that all design dimensions in this section refer to the operational tele-
scope temperature of 50K.
After M3, a plane mirror (M4) is redirecting the exit beam parallel to the back of M1 at a

distance of 275mm, where the OB and instruments are located.
The aperture stop, located at the primary mirror defines the elliptical entrance pupil with

major and minor axes dimensions of 1100mm × 730mm.
The center of the FoVof the telescope is inclined of 0.1° in the Y-Z planewith respect to the

optical axis of the telescope defined by the mirrors common optical axis, to give an accessible
return beam fromM3.

M2 has a refocus mechanism with three degrees of freedom: focus and tip/tilt. The pur-
pose is to correct for one-off movements due to launch loads and cool-down and to make
occasional adjustments, for example to compensate for any long term drifts in structural sta-
bility. The use ofM2 to correct the specific misalignments that may arise due to launch loads
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Table 2.4: Summary of the characteristics of the four telescope mirrors at operating temper-
ature (50K). Apertures are defined on a plane orthogonal to the optical axis, except for M4,
where it is defined on the plane of the mirror itself.

Mirror M1 M2 M3 M4

Radius of curvature (mm) 2319.432 239.141 509.697 –
Type Concave Convex Concave Plane
Conic constant 𝑘 -1 -1.392 -1 –
Aperture decenter 500 50 20 –
(y direction, mm)
Clear aperture shape Elliptical Elliptical Elliptical Circular
Aperture 𝑥, 𝑦 semi-axes (mm) 550 × 365 56 × 40 15 × 11 12 × 12

is analyzed in details in Paper 1, introduced in Section 3.2.2.
Table 2.4 summarizes the characteristics of the optical elements.

2.3 Optical Performance

Before proceeding with a brief overview of the performance of the nominal design of the tele-
scope, we will review two basic optical analysis concepts that will be used throughout this
dissertation, and in particular for the tolerance analysis described in Section 3.2.2: wavefront
error and encircled energy.

For a more thorough treatment of the concepts, please refer for example to [3, Chapter 4]
and [4, Chapter 10].

2.3.1 Wavefront Error

The wavefront error (WFE) is a very commonly used performance parameter for optical sys-
tems since it can be easily and quickly modeled with optical analysis software and measured
with precision using interferometers. In the Geometric Optics approximation, and consid-
ering the wavefront of the light wave progressing through the various elements of an optical
system, the wavefront error at a specific section of the system is defined as the optical path dif-
ference (OPD) between the actual wavefront and an ideal one. It therefore gives a measure of
the degree of aberration of an optical system. In the case of a focal system, the ideal wavefront
is a sphere, while for an afocal system it is a plane.

The WFE is usually expressed in terms of the difference between the maximum and mini-
mum OPD, or Peak to Valley (PtV) using an obvious geographical analogy, or as the square
root of the mean of the squares of the OPDs, sampled regularly on the wavefront area. This
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Figure 2.3: 2-dimensional representationof theAiry disk (left) and cross-section (right), with
the radius of the first ring highlighted.

is indicated as RMS (Root Mean Squared), and is calculated with the formula below, where
𝑛 stands for the number of samples.

RMSWFE = √1𝑛
𝑛
∑
𝑖=1

OPD2
𝑖

In the case of a plane or sphericalmirror at normal incidence, theWFE of the light reflected
by it is simply twice the surface error (SFE), intended as the difference in height between the
actual surface of the mirror and the nominal one [5].

2.3.2 Encircled Energy

The Encircled Energy is instead defined in terms of the so called Point Spread Function (PSF),
which is the response of an optical system to a point source or point object.

This response is generally expressed as the irradiance distribution at the image plane, as
a function of linear spatial coordinates for a stigmatic system, or angular coordinates for an
afocal system such as Ariel’s telescope.
For a “perfect” system, that is a system that generates an image that is perfectly in focus,with

no geometrical aberrations, the PSF is determined solely by the diffraction of the incoming
wavefront through the aperture, andwhen the aperture is circular, takes thewell-known shape
of the Airy disk (Figure 2.3).
The energy contained in the central circular area of the disk (first ring) is approximately

83.8 %of the total. The radius of the central area, for a systemwith focal length𝑓 and aperture
𝐷, at the wavelength 𝜆, is:

𝑟1 ≈ 1.22 𝑓𝜆𝐷 .
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Such systems, where aberrations are negligible and the PSF shape is only determined by
diffraction, are called diffraction limited. A.Maréchal in 1947 provided an approximate crite-
rion, still in use today, to determine themaximumRMSWFE for a diffraction limited system
using the ratio 𝜆/14. In the case of Ariel telescope, this leads to

3 µm/14 = 214 nmRMS,
which was then approximated to 200 nmRMS in the preliminary telescope requirements re-
ported in Section 2.2.1.

Equivalently, considering the ratio 𝑆 (Strehl ratio) between the image intensity of the aber-
rated system and the maximum attainable intensity of an ideal optical system limited only by
diffraction and with the same aperture, a system can be considered approximately diffraction
limited if 𝑆 ≥ 0.8 [1, Chapter 9.2].

In an aberrated system, the energy in the PSF is spread out and a way to quantify this is
to calculate the radius of the circle that encloses a specific amount of energy, hence the term
Encircled Energy. In the case of Ariel, the elliptical aperture produces an “elliptical” PSF, so
we talk instead of energy enclosed in an ellipse.

2.3.3 Telescope Optical Performance

The optical design and analysis of the Ariel telescope has been carried out with the optical
design software Zemax1 OpticStudio®. Optimization of the design is based on minimal av-
erage wavefront error for nine point sources (eigth equally spaced on a circle, and one on the
center) placed at an infinite distance from the telescope entrance pupil (fields), and at an angle
of 30″ from the telescope Line of Sight and center of the FoV, and for the three most impor-
tant observational wavelengths (1.95 µm, 3 µm and 7.8 µm), to guarantee diffraction limited
performance according to the requirement specified in Section 2.2.1.

While the actual designwasoptimized considering also the additional optical paths through
the CommonOptics for the FGS and AIRS channels, since they are outside the scope of this
dissertation, we report only the optical performance analysis at the telescope exit pupil.

Since the telescope is afocal, the spot diagrams are reported with the afocal image space
option of OpticStudio turned on, appropriate for systems with collimated output.

In Figure 2.4 we report the Spot Diagrams corresponding to the eight fields at the edge of
the 30″ FoV and at thewavelength of 3 µm,where the telescope is required to have diffraction
limited performance. A spot diagram showswhere a uniformly spaced set of rays, traced from
a specific field, are intersecting the image surface. It is a visual representation of the light
distribution over the image plane and provides information on themagnitudes of the various
geometrical aberrations in the optical system [8].
The RMS of the spot (i.e. the RMS of the distances of the points of intersection from the

centroid) can be compared with the Airy disk radius to give an idea of how far the system is

1ANSYS, Inc., 2600 Ansys Drive, Canonsburg, PA 15317, United States
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Figure 2.4: Position of the fields on a 30″ circle used for the optical analysis (left), and Spot
Diagrams for each of the fields shown with the Airy disk (black ellipse) corresponding to the
major and minor axes of the telescope aperture, at the wavelength of 3 µm (right).

from the diffraction limit. In our case, the largest RMS spot radius is 2.3″, much smaller than
the Airy disk radii, respectively 38″ and 57″ in the 𝑥 and 𝑦 directions.
Figure 2.5 shows instead the RMSwavefront error and the Strehl Ratio as functions of the

angles in 𝑥 and 𝑦 of the field position with respect to the telescope FoV. The maximum value
of the wavefront is

9.27 × 10−3waves ⋅ 3 µm = 27.8 nmRMS,
to be compared with the requirement of 200 nm RMS. Note however that the requirement
is given for the as-built, operational telescope, so compliance can only be verified through
additional analyses, as we will see in Chapter 3.
Finally, Figure 2.6 is the PSF of one of the radial fields at the 30″ FoV, showing no visual

sign of distortion as expected since the telescope at this wavelength is diffraction limited.
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Is it possible to arrange the lenses in telescopes in such a way
that the deficiency in the one will correct the deficiency in
the other [...] ?

Baruch Spinoza, Letter 30A (1665)

3
Ariel Telescope

Opto-mechanical Analysis and Design

After a review of the science goals and requirements of the Ariel mission, and the analysis
of the optical design chosen for theAriel telescope, this and the following chapters present one
of the core themes of the research work described in this thesis: the development of the tech-
nologies involved in themanufacturing of the telescopemirrors and their integration into the
mechanical support structure to form the complete Telescope Assembly, with the objective
of guaranteeing the required optical performance.

The discipline that is concerned with the mechanical implementation of optical systems is
named “Optomechanics”. More precisely, as appropriately defined by D. Vukobratovich in
[1, Chapter 2], “Optomechanics is defined as that part of optical engineering concerned with
maintaining the shape and position of the surfaces of an optical system”.

This chapter introduces the opto-mechanical design and analysis of the Telescope Assem-
bly (TA) in order to provide the context of the author’s work presented in Paper 1:

P. Chioetto et al. “Preliminary Analysis of Ground-to-Flight Mechanical Toler-
ances of the Ariel Mission Telescope”. In: Proc. SPIE 12180, Space Telescopes
and Instrumentation 2022: Optical, Infrared, and Millimeter Wave. Aug. 27,
2022, 121804R. doi: 10.1117/12.2628900

Chapter 4 will instead be devoted specifically to the the development of the technologies
that are required for the manufacturing of the telescope mirrors.

3.1 Opto-mechanical analysis and design

The optical design of a telescope consists of ideal surfaces that are defined and located in space
with infinite accuracy (or at least within the limitations of the computation engine used for
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the simulations, which are usually much smaller than those of mechanical systems). Real
telescopes, however, are subjected to the specific characteristics and limitations of materials,
manufacturing processes and environmental conditions both during construction and oper-
ations. These limitations impose deviations from the ideal shapes and positions of the ele-
ments, which need to be determined or estimated in order to assess the impact on the final
optical performance, and eventually budgeted in the design, or counteracted.

At the core of the opto-mechanical design of a telescope is therefore the study of the sources
of deviations and the design techniques that can overcome them.

The first source of deviations to consider is the physical limitations of manufacturing tech-
nologies. In the case of mirrors, especially large ones such as the primary mirror of the Ariel
telescope, the main issue is the deviation of the manufactured shape of the optical surface
from the ideal one. This causes aberrations in the wavefront that may result in a loss of image
quality and a reduction of signal, as part of the light is dispersed outside of the useful area of
the detector, be it an imaging system such as FGS, or a spectrometer as AIRS. This topic will
be covered in more details in Chapter 4.
There are then a series of issues inherent to the assembly of an optical system: alignment

procedures and measurement techniques have limitations that set a hard floor to the level of
accuracy that can be reached when mounting the mirrors in the supporting structure of the
telescope.

The exact nature of these two types of deviations are generally not predictable in advance,
eg. determining what specific aberration will be present in a manufactured mirror or what
kind of misalignment will be present in the system is difficult, at least until prototypes are
made. For this reason, the initial approach is to make estimations from statistical simulations
basedonwhat is knownof the technological processes employed, inwhat is termed “Tolerance
Analysis”. We will see this in Section 3.2 below.

Finally, three other sources of deviations are usually considered together in the so called
“STOP Analysis”, by the initials of Structural, Thermal and Optical Performance analysis, as
described below.

Structural This area covers the mechanical analysis of the telescope and mirrors, with the
goal of determining the level of deformations induced on single elements or assem-
blies by mechanical means, primarily stresses due to external static or dynamic loads
(eg. gravity and vibrations), stresses induced in optical elements by their holding struc-
tures and stresses that are intrinsic to the materials. The latter topic is specially crucial
for the stability of metallic mirrors, and will be treated in details in the next chapter.

Thermal Temperature changes, either permanent such as the cool-down of a space payload,
or fluctuations, induce deformations to structural elements and distortions of optical
elements. All the effects involved need to be foreseen and accounted for.

Optical This area covers the analysis of the way in which deformations and misalignments
affect the final optical performance of the system.
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These three types of analyses, contrary to tolerance analysis, are amenable to simulation
to predict the expected effects. They are usually treated together by means of an iterative
process in which, at each phase in the project, the telescope design is refined towards a specific
set of interim requirements; the upgraded design is then subjected to Structural, Thermal
and Optical analyses to determine the optical performance, and the results of these analyses
are then used as the basis for the following process iteration until the desired performance is
reached.

The results of the tolerance analysis and STOP analysis are then combined to provide an
overall budget that is checked against the requirements, to confirm compliance of the design.

In the following sections we will first provide a brief overview of the most important con-
cepts concerning the structural and thermal analysis and design of the Ariel telescope, in the
context of the STOP analysis, and then introduce the paper on ground-to-flight tolerances.

3.1.1 Structural Analysis and Design

Theoptical elements of a telescope, oncemounted and aligned,mustmaintain their shape and
their relative position within design tolerances for the entire duration of the mission. This is
especially challenging for space telescopes that are subjected to heavy mechanical loads and
are assembled on ground under gravity, but then operate in a weightless environment.

One of the key performance parameter to be considered for the optomechanical stability
is stiffness, more precisely the stiffness-to-mass ratio or specific stiffness, since materials and
structures with a high ratio lead to the construction of lighter, less deformable telescopes.

The selection of the appropriate material for the optical elements and support structures
is one of the aspects to take into consideration to achieve a high specific stiffness. In the case
of the Ariel Telescope, as we will see in Section 4.1, the choice was more heavily influenced
by other criteria, such as thermal properties and machinability, among others. The choice of
a material with relatively lower specific stiffness led therefore to more stringent requirements
on the stiffness of supporting structures.

A very important parameter commonly used to evaluate the specific stiffness of structures
and mirrors with a complex geometry, such as heavily lightweighted mirrors, is the funda-
mental frequency or frequency of the first resonant mode. For a system with one degree of
freedom, it is in fact directly related to the deflection of the structure under its own weight,
according to the relation [1]:

𝑓𝑛 =
1
2𝜋√

𝑔
𝛿 ,

where:

• 𝑓𝑛 is the fundamental frequency, in Hz;

• 𝑔 is the gravitational acceleration;
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Figure 3.1: Telescope assembly mechanical design.

• 𝛿 is the self-weight deflection of the structure.
Deflection caused by gravity is obviously not an issue per-se for spaceborne telescopes, but

it needs to be taken into consideration since manufacturing, assembly and alignment of the
mirrors is performed on ground, where all productions and measurement steps are affected
by gravity. Because of this, as we will see in the next chapter, special care needs to be taken
in the last phases of manufacturing of the main telescope mirror, where the optical surface
is brought close to the nominal shape within few tens of nanometers, and so a deflection of
even tenths of microns can have an important effect on optical performance.

In terms of integration and alignment, the deformations of the mirrors support structure
must be either minimized by employing an appropriate integration setup, or compensated
with the addition of adequate shims or other fine adjustmentmeans that can then be removed
before flight.

In the case of space-borne telescopes, a specific minimum frequency value is also required
to avoid excessive stresses caused by resonance with the low frequency vibrations associated
with launch.

Ariel TelescopeMechanical Design

TheArielTelescopeAssembly (TA) [10] is an all aluminum structure consists of the following
elements (Figures 3.1 and 3.2):

• the M1, M2, M3 andM4mirrors and mounts;

• the optical bench, supporting M1 and enclosing the common optics and the instru-
ments;
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Figure 3.2: Overview of the telescope assembly mechanical design mounted on the carbon
fiber bipods, with the primary mirror baffle removed.

Figure 3.3: M1 mirror showing the lightweigthing pattern and flexible connectors to the
optical bench on the back.

• the metering structure, connecting the optical bench to the M2Mmechanism;

• the struts, connecting optical bench to metering structure and acting as structural re-
inforcement;

• the M1 baffle.

M1 is possibly themost critical component of the TA, with stringent requirements both at
the mechanical and optical level, so its design is crucial to achieve the required level of optical
performance.

Being the heaviest item in the telescope assembly (it represents almost a third of the total
TAmass of approximately 230 kg), it is aggressively lightweighted (Figure 3.3) with a uniform
pattern of triangular pockets.

M1 is going to bemounted on the optical bench through three flexible hinges bolted on the
back of the mirror, leaving it relatively free to contract or expand with respect to the support
structure.
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M1 is also the largest cryogenic aluminum mirror ever to fly in a space missions, so cru-
cial technologies are being developed in order to support its manufacturing, as we will see in
Chapter 4.

M2 is mounted at the front of the telescope structure and is equippedwith a refocusmech-
anism (M2M). The details of the type and range of motion supported by M2M are given in
Paper 1.

The telescope is supported by three carbon fiber reinforced polymer (CFRP) bipods with
titanium flexures, attached to the service module in a semi-kinematic configuration [1, Chap-
ter 2]. The front bipods support the telescope metering structure near the M2M, while the
other two bipods are at the rear of the telescope, connected to the optical bench. The posi-
tions were chosen to maximize vibration modes of the payload, while the material provides
thermal insulation.

Finally, a baffle will restrict view of the open sky from M1 and the top of M2. The baffle
will also serve as heat radiator, aiding thermalization of the payload.

3.1.2 Thermal Analysis and Design

The purpose of the thermal design of an optical system is to minimize the effects on optical
performance of variations in temperature, a task referred to as athermalization. There are
mainly three types of effects to be taken into consideration, as described below.

1. Distortions in the optical elements due to intrinsic properties of thematerial, for exam-
ple a change in shape of a mirror during cool-down, caused by the release of residual
stresses in the substrate. These effects are difficult to predict and simulate, so they can
only be prevented, as we will see inmore details in the next chapter with specific regard
to the primary mirror of the Ariel telescope.

2. Distortions in the optical elements caused by temperature gradients or stresses induced
by their mounts. They are mainly caused by a difference in CTE or in temperature
between optical element and mount.

3. Distortions in the optical support structures, causing a misalignment of the optical
elements.

The latter two effects can be both predicted by thermal and thermo-elastic Finite Element
Analysis (FEA) simulations.

In the case of the Ariel telescope, the main strategy to achieve athermalization is by using
the samematerial both formirrors and supporting structures, thus ensuring the samenominal
CTE for the entire telescope. After reaching the operational temperature, and with proper
thermal control to avoid temperature gradients, ideally the final shape of the telescope shall
be uniformly scaled down and maintain its optical prescription.
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Therewill be deformations caused by residual thermal gradients and stresses inducedby the
bipods connecting the TA to the spacecraft ServiceModule: these are modelled and analysed
as part of the STOP Analysis.

3.1.3 STOP Analysis

We report here a very brief description of the STOP Analysis procedure applied to the the
Ariel telescope, to serve as context in which the tolerance analysis was performed. It consists
of a set of cases defined to model specific boundary conditions during the life-cycle of the
mission:

• on-ground alignment and test cases, to study the effect of gravity on optical quality
considering different orientations of the TA, both at ambient and cryogenic tempera-
tures;

• cool-down cases, to study the stress incurred by theTAduring the controlled transition
to the operating temperature of 50K;

• operational cases, to assess the optical performance of the telescope from the beginning
of scientific observations.

The study of each case follows the same sequence of steps: first the boundary conditions are
used to generate a thermal map of the system, then the map is applied to the CADmodel in a
thermo-mechanical simulation to calculate a map of mechanical displacements of the various
elements. This output is then converted to an opticalmodel, separating the displacementmap
into a set of rigid body motions to be applied to the location and orientation of the optical
elements, and a deformation map to be applied to to the surface of the optical elements.

The resulting “distorted” telescope model is then analyzed with an optical simulation soft-
ware to determine what level of performance can be achieved after minimizing aberrations by
means of theM2M refocusing mechanism and repointing of the entire telescope (see Paper 1
for a detailed explanation of how this optimization is performed).

This is the last step of each cycle in the STOP analysis, and it is carried out to verify compli-
ance with requirements using the same indicators and tools employed for the optical perfor-
mance analysis of the nominal design seen in Section 2.2.2.

It is worth noting that the optical performance of the telescope is defined at operating
temperature, whilemechanicalmodels employed formanufacturing are at room temperature.
Therefore, the optical design of the telescope must fulfill both goals of ensuring compliance
at operating temperature, butmust also used as template for themechanical design ofmirrors
and supporting structures at room temperature.

There are therefore two Ariel TA optical models, one the exact scaled up/down version of
the other, using the scale factor of 1.004 07 calculated form the integratedCTEof the specific
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aluminum alloy1 between 50K and 293K, using data fromNIST [3].
The model at 293K is conventionally treated as the “master”, and serves as template for

the mechanical model. It is also used to analyze the performance of the room temperature
STOP Analysis cases. The “as built” telescope manufactured using this model, as one may
correctly assume, will not perform as the ideal telescope neither at room temperature, where
the effect of gravity on the various elements induces distortions that affect optical quality, nor
at operating temperature, where thermal effects also cause (hopefully smaller) deformations.
These effects are all quantified in the STOP Analysis, and compensated using appropriate
shims to be applied both for alignment and verification on ground and during operation in
flight (a separate set of shims for each case).

The model at 50K is instead used to verify theoretical compliance of the undeformed tele-
scope with optical performance, and predicted compliance of the distorted telescope in the
flight STOP Analysis cases at operating temperature.

3.2 Tolerance Analysis

Aswementioned in the previous sections, there are two types of deviations of optical elements
that cannot be treated bydeterministic simulation andmust therefore be the subject of a statis-
tical study: they are deviation of themanufactured optical surfaces from their nominal shape,
and the accuracy of the alignment.
The study is generally conducted in two steps: in the first, each deviation is taken separately,

and its effects are compared with performance requirements to determine the range of admis-
sible deviations; in the second the effects of all possible deviations are combined statistically
to assess their effect on performance.
The second step is usually performed using Monte Carlo methods, a set of computing al-

gorithms that assign a probability distribution to a set of variables, in our cases the deviations,
and then repeatedly make a random sampling of the variables and calculate the resulting per-
formance
An initial set of tolerances for the Ariel telescope was devised in Phases A and B1, together

with a preliminary budget breaking down the totalWFE for the telescope to its single compo-
nents and assembly processes [5].
The main components of the budget are the tolerances of:

1. manufacturing

2. alignment

3. launch
1As the CTE of an alloy may vary even between production batches from the same provider, it has already been
planned to update the simulations with actual measurements of the coefficient from samples of the supply that
will be used for manufacturing.
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4. cool-down and gravity release

5. in-flight stability

Budget components are expressed as WFE RMS (defined in Section 2.3.1), and being in
fact variances, and under the generally used assumption that they are not correlated, they are
combined with the Root Square Sum (RSS) operator as defined below:

WFE𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 = √∑
𝑖
WFE2𝑖

STOP Analysis, discussed briefly in Section 3.1 is mostly concerned with cool-down and
gravity release (Item 4).

Here we will review the work done during Phase B2 to further the analysis of the manu-
facturing tolerances and themisalignments thatmay happen during launch (ground-to-flight
tolerances).

3.2.1 MirrorsManufacturing Tolerance Analysis

As we anticipated in the Introduction, one of the most innovative technological element of
the Ariel telescope is its primary mirror. Its large aperture, and the fact that it will be realized
in aluminum without an overcoating of a material that is easier to shape through determinis-
tic polishing, such as an electroless nickel or nickel-phosphorus plating, make achieving the
required surface shape and finish particularly challenging, as we will see in Chapter 4. For
this reason, it is important to provide to the manufacturing process a requirement on optical
surface shape as relaxed as possible, within the constraints of the scientific goals of themission.

The initial requirement on telescope optical quality was expressed in terms of WFE RMS,
as we saw in Section 2.2.1, and this requirement can be directly allocated by setting an up-
per limit to the surface error of each mirror. It was derived from the condition of having
a diffraction limited telescope at the wavelength of 3 µm, employing the Maréchal criterion
(Section 2.3.2).

This requirement is perfectly able to guarantee the optical quality close to 3 µm and above,
where the shape of thePSF is dictatedbydiffraction effects rather thanWFE.The requirement
is then apt for Ariel primary instrument AIRS, operating between 1.95 µm and 7.8 µm. At
lower wavelenghts however, the requirement isn’t enough to restrain the shape of the PSF in
order to ensure precise photometry for science through the VisNIR instrument, and accurate
pointing with the FGS.

To better understand this point, it is worth remembering that while there is a precise re-
lation between the wavefront of an optical system and its PSF2, there is no univocal relation
between the RMS of a WFE and the shape of the PSF. By reducing the WFE to its RMS

2It can be shown that the PSF is in fact related to the wavefront function via a Fourier transform [7, Chapter 11]
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value, information on the distribution of spatial frequencies is lost, and so the possibility of
univocally determining the PSF, and ultimately the radius of encircled energy.

In our specific case, it was shown that there are in fact families of WFE functions with the
same RMS that do not produce PSFs compliant with scientific requirements [11].

Table 3.1: EnclosedEnergy criterion for telescope optical performance, expressing the dimen-
sions of the ellipse that shall enclose at least 83.8 % of the energy of the PSF.

Instrument Wavelength Ellipse axes (83.8 % EE)

(nm) 𝑦 (arcsec) 𝑥 (arcsec)
VisPhot 0.55 41 27
FGS1 0.70 40 26
FGS2 0.90 41 27

1.00 42 28
1.24 45 30

NIRSpec 1.48 48 32
1.71 49 33
1.95 53 35

AIRS Ch0 1.95 53 35
3.00 73 49
3.90 91 61

AIRS Ch1 3.90 91 61
5.90 132 88
7.80 169 113

A new requirement was therefore devised based on Enclosed Energy (EE for short, see Sec-
tion 2.3.2), so as to constrain the size of the PSF regardless of its shape. The criterion indicates,
for the wavelength range of each instrument, what is the ellipse that should contain the spe-
cific amount of energy corresponding to a diffraction limited system (83.8 %, Table 3.1).

The Airy disk for each wavelength is fully contained within the corresponding specified
ellipse, so the new criterion is generally more relaxed than requesting to be diffraction limited,
but being specified in terms of PSF, it is guaranteed to satisfy scientific requirements. Spec-
ifying instead a larger amount of WFE RMS, as we just saw, would not achieved the same
purpose.

While well defined inmathematical terms, an EE-based criterion is less practical in terms of
analysis andmanufacturingpractices since there is nodirect relation to the shape of the optical
surfaces. As we saw in Section 2.3.1, the WFE is directly related to the surface error of an
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optical element, so its measurement can guide directly the manufacturing process indicating
how the element deviates from the perfect shape, and as we will see in Chapter 4, it is directly
used by deterministic polishing machines such as the one being designed for the fabrication
of M1.

It became therefore necessary to devise a way to translate the EE criterion to a set of criteria
on surface errors that are of easier application by the mirrors manufacturer, both in terms of
implementation and verification. This led, following the suggestion of Prof. E. Pascale (Ariel
Consortium Payload Scientist), to the work described in [6].

The idea behind the work is to decompose the surface error of each mirror into a set of
components, and then provide an RMS requirement on each of the components. For the de-
composition, we opted for the Zernike polynomials, a set of orthogonal polynomials defined
in polar coordinates 𝜌 and 𝜃 on circular apertures, and widely used for the definition of op-
tical surfaces [2]. The decomposition consists in determining the set of coefficients 𝑐𝑛𝑚 that
satisfy the following equation:

𝑊(𝜌, 𝜃) =
∞
∑
𝑛=0

𝑛
∑
𝑚=0

𝑐𝑛𝑚𝛧𝑚
𝑛 (𝜌, 𝜃)

where𝑊(𝜌, 𝜃) is the wavefront error or surface error function, and 𝛧𝑚
𝑛 are the Zernike poly-

nomials indexed by 𝑛 and𝑚 positive indexes.
Zernike polynomials are used to model low order aberration (characterized by low spatial

frequencies), and so are particularly suitable to represent the smooth manufacturing devia-
tions of an optical surface that contribute to determine the shape of the corresponding PSF
[9]. In our case, following a common practice, the first 36 terms are used tomodel the surface
errors of the mirrors (Figure 3.4 illustrates the first 36 polynomials on elliptical apertures).
It is worth nothing that Zernike polynomials are orthogonal and orthonormal only on cir-

cular pupils and as continuous functions. When the aberration function is known only at
a discrete array of points, for example when determined by ray tracing or by measurement,
then Zernike polynomials are not orthogonal over the data set, and, therefore, the coefficients
are not independent of each other or the number of terms used in the expansion. Similarly,
Zernike polynomials are not orthogonalwhen the pupil is elliptical as in our case, regardless of
the number of points [8, Chapter 13]. In such cases, the Zernike coefficients that match the
data values depend on the calculation procedure used, so this must be thoroughly specified.

Using the Zernike decomposition, the surface of each mirror can then be expressed as the
sum of the nominal conic function (parabolic or hyperbolic) and a deformation term:

𝑧 = 𝑐𝑟2

1 + √1 − (1 + 𝑘)𝑐2𝑟2
+

𝛮
∑
𝑛=1

𝑐𝑛𝛧𝑛(𝜌, 𝜙),

where 𝑧 is the surface “sag” (z-coordinate, along the optical axis), 𝑐 is the surface curvature,
𝑟 = √𝑥2 + 𝑦2 is the radial coordinate and 𝑘 the conic constant (equal to −1 for M1 and M3,
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Figure 3.4: The first 36 Zernike polynomials with unit amplitude, represented on the ellipti-
cal aperture of mirror M1, indexed following the Noll sequential notation.

to −1.392 for M2); 𝑐𝑛 and 𝛧𝑛 are the Zernike coefficients and polynomials respectively, using
a single index notation such as Noll’s [9].

Each mirror can then be modeled as the nominal surface with a set of deformations added
on top: it is sufficient to sample the Zernike parameters from appropriate random variables.
A set of Monte Carlo cases can then be created and analyzed to determine how many config-
urations satisfy the EE requirement.

At this point we have all the ingredients to perform the analysis. The method is iterative
and consists of the following steps:

1. determine the minimum and maximum value of each Zernike coefficient of each mir-
ror that produces a telescope with the mimimum acceptable Enclosed Energy. This is
done by assigning an increasing value to each Zernike coefficient 𝑐𝑛 individually (and
leaving the rest to zero) until the requirement is no longer satisfied (a methodology
called inverse sensitivity analysis);

2. prepare a set of telescope realizations with deformations in all Zernike modes of the
four mirrors, by sampling all the 𝑐𝑛 coefficients within the ranges found in Step 1, and
calculate the percentage of realizations that comply with the EE requirement;

3. reduce the ranges of Step 1 until the vast majority of cases (eg. 95%) are compliant.
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Figure 3.5: Set of ranges for the Zernike coefficients 𝑐𝑛 for the four mirrors that produce
telescope instances within EE requirements.

The resulting set of ranges (as for example the one charted in Figure 3.5) can then be used as
guidance to themirrorsmanufacturer to assess progress in the figuring process: if allmeasured
Zernikemodes of themirror iswithin the ranges, then it is sufficiently probable that themirror
will satisfy the requirement on Enclosed Energy.

3.2.2 Ground-to-flight Tolerance Analysis

The overall concept and methods developed for the calculation of mirror manufacturing tol-
erances of the previous section served as starting point for the work on ground-to-flight anal-
ysis, i.e. the determination of the effects and sensitivity of displacements of the mirrors on
telescope performance, assuming nominal optical surfaces.

The analysis starts with the nominal telescope design, and considers all the ways that its
mirrors can be displaced considering only rigid body motions, i.e. translations and rotations
of the mirrors, but excluding any deformation of the mirrors surfaces.

The ground-to-flight case considers a simplifiedmodel of the behavior of the telescope after
it has been aligned on ground. The hypotheses considered for the case are presented below.

1. The starting point is the telescope nominal design at the operating temperature of 50K,
under the assumption that the telescope has been aligned perfectly, that mirror optical
surfaces are nominal and that there are no deformations due to stresses introduced by
cool-down or temperature gradients. This is obviously not realistic, but this case serves
as a base model for further analyses: the results from this case are going to be included
in the larger framework of the STOP Analysis, where all thermal and mechanical de-
formations will be taken into consideration.
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2. Mirrors can only rigidly translate (shift) or rotate (tilt), without deformations. The cen-
ter of curvature (CoR) for rotation was chosen arbitrarily for M1, M3 and M4, since
a final design for the mounting structures was not available at the time of performing
the analysis. For M2, the CoR of the M2M is considered.

3. After a specific set ofmisalignments is applied to the nominal design, the telescope is re-
optimized to achieve maximum optical performance. The optimization variables are
the M2 refocusing mechanism that shifts the mirror along the optical axis and tilts it
around the two axes orthogonal to the optical axis, and the line of sight of the telescope,
operating in fact a repointing.

Performance is evaluated in terms of Enclosed Energy, as for the mirrors manufacturing
analysis (Section 3.2.1), and also determining the shift and tilt of the collimated beam exiting
the telescope, that must be restricted for the downstream instruments to work properly.

The purpose of this analysis is twofold. The first is to establish a set of tolerances, i.e. the
maximum admissible displacement ranges that can happen to the telescope, after it is aligned
on ground, without compromising performance. This part of the analysis is the subject of
the publication presented this section.

The second purpose, to which this analysis will serves as starting point, is to guide the def-
inition of the TA alignment procedure, and to estimate the level of alignment that can be
achieved.

The analysis and results are presented in Paper 1.
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I think that ‘perfectionism’ is a term that’s thrown about
mostly by people who are lazy. We’re not trying to do some-
thing perfect [...] you’re looking for stuff to be imperfect in
exactly the right way.
David Fincher, interview toMovieMaker podcast (2021) 4

TelescopeMirrors Technological
Development and Prototyping

The primary mirror of the Ariel Telescope, with its optical aperture of 0.6m2, stretches
the current technological limits on aluminummachining andpolishing for optical space appli-
cation. For this reason, Phases A and B1 of the project included a specific program to demon-
strate the level of technological development of all processes required for the manufacturing
of M1, and that culminated in the realization of a full size prototype mirror.

This chapter, after making an overview of the program and discussing themainmirror fab-
rication and measurement technologies employed, introduces the work done by the author
following up the companies involved in the program for the two key areas of thermal stabi-
lization of themirrors substrate material and polishing of the optical surface, constituting the
first two section of Paper 2:

P.Chioetto et al. “Qualificationof theThermal Stabilization, Polishing andCoat-
ing Procedures for the Aluminum Telescope Mirrors of the ARIEL Mission”.
In: Experimental Astronomy 53 (Apr. 19, 2022), pp. 885–904. doi: 10.1007/
s10686-022-09852-x

The third topic treated in the paper, optical coating qualification, will be covered in Chap-
ter 5 together with optical throughput estimations.

4.1 Choice of substrate material

One of the key steps in the process of translating the optical blueprint of a space telescope into
an opto-mechanical design is the choice ofmaterials for themirrors substrates and supporting
structures.
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Large mirror substrates for cryogenic space telescopes are realized in various materials. Re-
cent examples include the6.5mprimarymirror of the JamesWebbSpaceTelescope (launched
in 2021), composed of 18 hexagonal segmentsmade from sintered berylliumpowder and hav-
ing each a diameter of 1.32m flat-to-flat [6, 9], and the 3.5m silicon carbide (SiC) primary
mirror of the Herschel Space Observatory, launched in 2009 [18].

Aerospace-grade Aluminum alloy 6061 has cryogenic space heritage for smaller mirrors,
with apertures below 0.5m of diameter [15], but it is considered a promising material for its
thermal conductivity and diffusivity properties and for its excellent manufacturability since
it is easy to machine and it can be polished and heat-treated [21].

Aluminum is also an excellent structural material, so it can be used easily and inexpensively
for the construction of the entire Telescope Assembly (TA), providing athermal design by
matching the CTE of the mirror substrates with that of their supports [24], as explained also
in Section 3.1.2.
During the early stages of the Ariel feasibility study in 2017, the Italian telescope team

conducted a preliminary recollection of information from literature and industry opinions,
and then compiled a detailed trade-off analysis [7] among the following materials:

1. aluminum alloyRSA443with a nickel-phosphor overcoating on the optical surface for
polishing, and matching supporting structures;

2. aluminum alloy 6061 for mirror substrates and supporting structures (with specific
reference to the heritage of the JWSTMIRI instrument, although referring to a much
smaller 200mmmirror [13]);

3. Zerodur® glass-ceramics for substrates with supporting structures in carbon fiber rein-
forced polymers (CFRP) with similar CTE;

4. silicon carbide (SiC) for both mirrors substrates and supporting structures;

5. berylliummirrors with support structures either also in beryllium, or in a CFRP with
similar CTE.

The materials were evaluated based on a mix of quantitative and qualitative criteria:

1. availability, in terms of procurement lead time and cost;

2. optical polishability, in terms of resulting surface shape and roughness;

3. thermo-mechanical properties that facilitate the design of a cryogenic telescope, a qual-
itative assessment mostly based on literature of success cases;

4. machinability for light-weighting;
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5. the ratio of thermal conductivity over CTE, as a measure of thermo-optical stability,
since a high thermal conductivity leads to reaching thermal equilibrium faster while a
low CTE reduces strains from cooling down and thermal gradients (see also Section
3.1.2);

6. specific stiffness (Young’s modulus over density), a parameter to evaluate how well the
material lends itself to a stiff and light structure;

7. Consortium ability to produce the mirror, based on an evaluation of capabilities and
heritage of member institutions.

Aluminumalloy 6061 received thehighest overall score, and so itwas selected as the baseline
material for both mirror substrates and supporting structures.

Al 6061 is a precipitation-hardened aluminum alloy, containing magnesium, silicon and
copper as its major alloying elements. The specific temper and forge selected for Ariel is desig-
nated “T651 rolledplate” and it refers to the followinghardening and stress relievingprocesses:
solution heat-treated, artificially aged and stress relieved by stretching [2].

The two main drawbacks of aluminum, identified in the trade-off study, are the level of
micro-roughness achievable for the optical surface and dimensional stability.

One of the key objectives of Phase A of the Ariel mission study was therefore to assess the
level of readiness of the technologies required for the fabrication of the telescopemirrors, and
especially M1, since it would be the first aluminummirror of this size to fly in space.

4.2 Technology Readiness Levels

ESA employs ISO Standard 16290:2013 [12] for the definition of TechnologyReadiness Lev-
els (TRLs) and assessment criteria. The classification, employed mostly for space hardware
and devised originally byNASA [20], divides the technicalmaturity of technologies into nine
levels, as indicated in Table 4.1.

As anticipated in Section 1.4.1, one of the requirements for mission adoption is that all
technologies employed reach at least TRL 6: “System/subsystemmodel or prototype demon-
stration in a relevant environment (ground or space)”. This was the goal of the the specific
development program designed for the telescope mirrors and described in the next section.

4.3 Technology Development Program

As we saw in Section 2.2.1, when the development program was designed, the main require-
ments on the Ariel telescope were a total wavefront error of 200 nmRMS at operational tem-
perature and zero-g, and a minimum throughput of 82%.
These values were then broken down for the four mirrors, resulting in a requirement of a

surface error of 80 nmRMS for the optical surface ofM1 as built, and a surface roughness of
10 nmRMS (the latter is explained in more details in Section 5.4).
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Table 4.1: The basic Technology Readiness Levels according to ISO 16290:2013

Readiness
Level

Definition Explanation

TRL 1 Basic principles observed
and reported

Lowest level of technology readiness.
Scientific research begins to be translated
into applied research and development.

TRL 2 Technology concept and/or
application formulated

Once basic principles are observed,
practical applications can be invented and
R&D started. Applications are speculative
and may be unproven.

TRL 3 Analytical and experimental
critical function and/or
characteristic proof-of
concept

Active research and development is
initiated, including analytical / laboratory
studies to validate predictions regarding
the technology.

TRL 4 Component and/or
breadboard validation in
laboratory environment

Basic technological components are
integrated to establish that they will work
together.

TRL 5 Component and/or
breadboard validation in
relevant environment

The basic technological components are
integrated with reasonably realistic
supporting elements so it can be tested in a
simulated environment.

TRL 6 System/subsystemmodel or
prototype demonstration in
a relevant environment
(ground or space)

A representative model or prototype
system is tested in a relevant environment.

TRL 7 System prototype
demonstration in a space
environment

A prototype system that is near, or at, the
planned operational system.

TRL 8 Actual system completed
and “flight qualified”
through test and
demonstration (ground or
space)

In an actual system, the technology has
been proven to work in its final form and
under expected conditions.

TRL 9 Actual system “flight
proven” through successful
mission operations

The system incorporating the new
technology in its final form has been used
under actual mission conditions.
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Figure 4.1: Simplified mechanical drawing of the PTM prototype. Quotes in mm.

The goals of the development program were to demonstrate that the processes and tech-
nologies selected for the fabrication of M1 could be employed to manufacture a prototype
fulfilling theTRL6mandate of being “tested in a relevant environment” simulatedonground
in a cryogenic vacuum chamber.

TheTechnologyDevelopmentAssessment (TDA)programwas thenproposed by theTele-
scope team and agreedwith ESA and theAriel Consortium. It commenced in Phase A ofmis-
sion development with the material selection process described in section 4.1 and the plan of
designing and manufacturing a prototype mirror: the Pathfinder TelescopeMirror, or PTM.

The mechanical design of the mirror (Figure 4.1) followed the structural and thermal de-
signprinciples described inSections 3.1.1 and3.1.2. Themain characteristics of theprototype
are:

• spherical optical surface with radius of curvature of ∼2401mm, derived from fitting of
the paraboloid surface of M1;

• simplified 30% lightweighting (the back pockets have a flat bottom, and do not follow
the optical surface curvature), to a total mass of ∼157 kg;

• shape accuracy of <100 nmRMS;

• surface roughness of <10 nmRMS.

The relaxed requirements of the PTM had the purpose of reducing the development time
by simplifying those processes were a sufficient level of technological maturity was present,
while focusing on the following key processes:
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• thermal treatments for improving cryogenic opto-mechanical stability by minimizing
residual substrate stresses;

• optical surface polishing to give themirror its final shape and surface roughness accord-
ing to specifications;

• optical surface coating for protection and reflectivity improvement.

The development programwas carried out in two steps: in the first one, the processes were
set up and tested on a series of samples of the mirrors substrate material, and in the second,
they were applied to the prototype mirror itself. Working on samples permitted to conduct
several tests in parallel, with faster machining and treatment times.

The samples consisted of three sets of discs with varying dimensions, cut from the same
aluminum plate used to manufacture the PTM:

1. small, 6mm thick samples with a diameter of 25mm, used primarily for coating quali-
fication tests;

2. 19mm thick samples with a diameter of 50mm, used to set up the polishing process;

3. 19mm thick samples with a diameter of 150mm, used to test the thermal treatments.

The following two Sections 4.3.1 and 4.3.2 describe the development of the thermal treat-
ments recipe and surface polishing, while the work done to qualify the optical coating will be
described in Chapter 5.

4.3.1 Thermal Treatments

As anticipated in Section 4.1, one of the potential issues of aluminum as a substrate material
for high precisionmirrors with large apertures is dimensional stability, defined as “the dimen-
sional change that occurs in response to internal or external influences” [1, Chapter 4].
Here we are not referring the expected homotetic contraction of themirror during cooling

down, but rather the generally smaller variations in dimensions that are generally not pre-
dictable and often irreversible.

There are several types of dimensional instabilities that may affect metal mirrors, generally
happening after a temperature change or in time. Most are caused by relaxation of residual
stresses harbored in the material, and can be mitigated by an appropriate stress release proce-
dure.

The Ariel telescope will be manufactured at room temperature, will experience thermal
variations en route to the L2 orbit and a final cool down phase when it arrives. If mirror
substrates hold residual stress, we expect the greater part of it to be released during the final
cool down, and envision only smaller changes (if any) in the relatively short mission nominal
duration (four years).
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Table 4.2: Steps of the thermal stress release procedure tested under the mirror Technology
Development Assessment program. Step 8 was not part of the original procedure, but was
added after reviewing the outcomes of Step 7.

Stress Release Recipe Steps

1. Age at 175 °C for 8 hours.
2. Finish machining, leaving 1mm of margin for SPDT/polishing.
3. Age again at 175 °C for 8 hours.
4. Perform three thermal cycles from −190 °C to 150 °C with rates not to ex-

ceed 1.7 °C / minute.
5. Repeat three thermal cycles as in Step 4.
6. Diamond turning/polishing.
7. Repeat three thermal cycles as in Step 4.
8. Repeat three thermal cycles as in Step 4 (validation cycle).

Developing a thermal treatment procedure for stress release is a very complex and time con-
suming activity, requiring specific metallurgical expertise. Fortunately a procedure for the
same alloy and temper chosen for the Ariel telescope existed in the literature, developed by
R. G. Ohl et al. from NASA/Goddard Space Flight Center and successfully applied to the
InfraredMulti-Object Spectrograph (IRMOS) cryogenic instrument [17].

The Ariel telescope team decided to adopt this procedure with small variations dictated by
the available thermal cycling and testing facilities, and to subject it to a qualificationprocedure,
first applying it to the 150mm samples and then to the PTM itself. The modified procedure,
detailed in Table 4.2, consisted of several thermal cycles interspersed with the machining and
polishing fabrication steps. After every step of the procedure, surface error wasmeasured and
compared with the previous steps to assess surface form variations. After Step 5, the mirror
substrate was supposed to have reached stability, so it was machined to its final specifications
and underwent a final verification thermal cycle.

The first test of the procedure was performed on one of the 150mm samples. The results
are described by the author in [3] andwere deemed successful, although an additional thermal
cycle was added at the end to serve the purpose of the verification cycle, since cycle number
7 did cause a measurable change in optical surface shape, likely caused by additional stress
induced by the diamond turning/polishing process. The final cycle instead did not introduce
any measurable change, so the stress release procedure was updated to include the 8th step as
verification cycle. Results of the sequence of measurements taken after each step are reported
in Figure 4.2.
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Figure 4.2: Surface error maps of the first 150mm sample after each step of the stress release
procedure. Step 7 introduced a significant surface form variation, so the additional Step 8*
was introduced to assess if the substrate was finally stabilized.

After the successful results from the first test, the procedure was applied to three more
150mm samples to have statistical relevance. The tests, reported in Section 2.2 of Paper 2,
confirmed the viability of the recipe for two out of the three samples. For the third one the
results were not considered significant since the polished optical surface presented a higher
than average roughness that increased the error of the interferometric measurements to levels
comparable with the measurement itself.

4.3.2 Optical Surface Polishing

Polishing processes are employed to give the optical surface of a mirror its final shape and
smoothness in order to comply with the requirements of surface error and roughness (80 nm
RMS and 10 nmRMS respectively).
As we saw in Section 2.2.1, surface error 𝜎𝑤 and roughness 𝜎𝑠 are impacting directly the

performance of the telescope in terms of Strehl’s ratio 𝑆 and Total Integrated Scatter TIS
through the exponential relations:

𝑆 = exp [− (2𝜋𝜎𝑤𝜆 )
2
]
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TIS = 1 − exp [− (4𝜋 cos 𝜃𝑖𝜎𝑠𝜆 )
2
]

where 𝜆 is the wavelength and 𝜃𝑖 the angle of incidence of the incoming light. The polishing
process is therefore of paramount importance for requirements compliance.

Optical polishing is generally achieved through controlled removal of small quantities of
material froma surface, usually bymechanicalmeans such as abrasionbymicroscopic particles
suspended in a liquid medium, called slurry.

The process is fundamentally different than the ones employed in previous phases of mir-
rors manufacturing, such as grinding, cutting or milling. A single point diamond turning
machine for example, such as the ones employed for the high precision optics of the Ariel
telescopemirrors, work by removingmaterial through a cutting tool passing over the rotating
surface. Ideally, the removal is determined solely by the shape and path of the tool on the
surface, while of course the imperfections in the shape of the tool, stiffness of the machine
or limited precision in the position control will result in deviations from the required surface
shape.

Polishing instead is fundamentally a statistical processmediatedby themicroscopic abrasive
particles present in the slurry. In polishing, the amount of material removed does not depend
on the precise position of the tool that is “rubbing” the surfacewith the slurry, but it is directly
proportional to the elapsed time, applied pressure and relative speed between tool and surface,
in what is known as Preston’s law [19].

The technique allows a great control over the removal rate, potentially achieving very pre-
cise figuring of surfaceswhen the removal rate is high, and smoothing ofmicroscopical surface
defects with a low rate.

In the case of aluminum as substrate material for telescopemirrors, there are specific issues
that make it difficult to polish the optical surface to a very high degree of smoothness. The
result is a level of surface scatter thatmakes aluminumunsuitable for applications in the visible
and ultravioletwavelengths: until recently, state of the art diamond turned aluminummirrors
were achieving a surface finish between 4 and 10 nmRMS [5], depending also on the kind of
alloy used [16].

As an alternative, an electroless nickel-phosphorus or pure aluminumplating onto the opti-
cal surface can be polished further to just a fewnanometers [24], but the process has only been
tested to smaller apertures and may present issues at the cryogenic operating temperature of
Ariel.

Lately, improved results for direct polishing of Al 6061-T6 mirror substrate have been re-
ported, obtaining a surface roughness of 2–3 nmRMS [22, 14], although with smaller diam-
eter mirrors than Ariel M1.

The issues with polishing bare aluminum appear to be caused by its softness and the pres-
ence of the alloying elements Si, Fe, Cu, and Mg in Al 6061, creating grains, inclusions and
voids and presenting different hardness levels to thematerial removal process. Oxidationmay
also be induced or accelerated by the polishing process [25].
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The development of a polishing process for the Ariel mirrors was therefore expected to be
a challenging task, so it was divided into steps involving various samples and requiring a cer-
tain degree of experimentation with different combinations of slurries, pressions and speeds,
before transferring the process to the PTM.

A detailed description of the development of the polishing procedure on samples and of
the initial results are reported in Section 2.3 of Paper 2.

4.3.3 Results on the PTM Prototype

Thermal Treatments

After successful setup and verification of the thermal stabilization procedure of Table 4.2 on
samples, the same was applied to the full size PTM prototype.

Themirror was subjected to three thermal cycles and then its optical surface wasmachined
with a prototype diamond cutter.

Measurements of the surface error to assess the effect of each of the thermal cycles per-
formed before optical surface polishing were carried out with a Coordinate Measuring Ma-
chine (CMM), a device that measures the geometry of physical objects by sensing discrete
points on the surface of the object by means of a mechanical probe.
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Figure 4.3: M1 surface shape before (left) and after (right) the third thermal stabilization
cycle (Step 4 in the recipe ofTable 4.2), after removing the best fit sphere of radius 2402.9mm.
The SFE RMS changed from 2.1 µm to 2.4 µm.

Figures 4.3 and 4.4 give a qualitative overview of the result of the two thermal cycles done
before and after the diamond machining, in terms of surface shape variation. Although the
accuracy of CMMs is limited to approximately 1 µm over the entire measurement range (as
reported by their datasheets), feedback from the operator is that he used them consistently for
measuring the shape ofmirrors during earlymanufacturing stages and reported confidence in
being able to detect shape variations in the order of hundreds of micrometers.



4.3. TECHNOLOGYDEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 52

400-400 0 400-400 0

0

200

-200

2.10

-5.82

0.00

2.92

-4.80

0.00

Pre-cycle

x (mm) x (mm)

y
 (

m
m

)

residual (μm) residual (μm)
Post-cycle

Figure 4.4: M1 surface shape before (left) and after(right) the thermal stabilization cycle after
diamond machining (Step 7 in the recipe of Table 4.2), after removing the best fit sphere of
radius 2402.9mm. The SFE of both maps is 1.2 µmRMS.

Before diamond cutting, the thermal cycle brought a change in RMS surface shape, after
removing the best fit sphere of radius 2402.9mm, from 2.1 µm to 2.4 µm. After diamond
cutting, the two maps of Figure 4.4 appear to highlight a reduction in astigmatism, however
the surface error measurements have the same value of 1.2 µmRMS.

After polishing, before and after the last thermal cycle, the mirror was measured with a
fizeau-type interferometer operating at the wavelength of 632.8 nm, with an F/2.2 transmis-
sion sphere, which covers almost entirely the optical surface with a pixel size of 0.95mm. The
mirror was held vertically on the structure shown in Figure 4.5 on the left.
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Figure 4.5: Image of the interferometric measurement setup with M1 (left, credit Media-
Lario Srl) and map of the difference of the surface errors measured after and before the last
verification thermal cycle, Step 8 in the recipe of Table 4.2 (right).

ThePeak toValley error resulting from themeasurements on95%of the surface is 3612nm
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with a corresponding RMS value of 996 nm (only piston and tip/tilt were subtracted by the
interferometer software). Strong astigmatism was found, aligned with the elliptical aperture
major semi-axis.

The comparisonbefore and after theheat treatment shows (Figure 4.5, on the right) a signif-
icant map-to-map difference, in the shape of astigmatism. The measured surface errors were
999 vs. 1048 nm RMS, but the measurement was affected by a systematic error, discovered
only during the second measurement instance, so no direct conclusion can be drawn about
the impact that the cycle itself had on the part.

Themetrology setup in fact included a screw to hold themirror in position, since the centre
of gravity of the mirror is located outside the lower pads used to support it, and the mirror
would otherwise flip over. The force acting on the pad when the screw is in place, although
minimal, was not measured in the first instance, but was later found to increase the SFE up to
1300 nmRMS.

Optical Surface Polishing

Polishing of the PTM consisted in three phases: a first figuring phase characterized by a high
and constant rate of material removal, a second figuring phase with a lower and variable rate
of removal and finally a polishing phase to obtain the final surface roughness.

The first phase consists of a series of runs with a constant removal rate in the order of 1 µm
per run, to take away small surface defects and subsurface stress left by the diamond turning.
The process utilizes a silicon carbide slurry and hard polyurethane pad. These runs allow
addressing large shape error correction, in the order of few tens of microns PtV. The surface
roughness produced by this operation is of the order of 150 nmRMS.

In the second phase the time spent by the tool on each area is determined by a shape mea-
surement made after each run. This allows a finer control of the amount of material re-
moved, permitting to address features with higher spatial frequency. For this phase, the same
polyurethane pad is used in combination with an aluminum oxide slurry. The removal rate is
approximately 5 times lower, but surface roughness is improved to about 50 nmRMS.

The final polishing step was developed specifically to achieve the surface roughness speci-
fications requirements for Ariel primary mirror. Extensive experimentation was carried out
to optimize machine parameters by testing many different slurries and clothes. As for the sec-
ond phase, the process in each run is guided by the input of shape metrology data, to control
positioning and dwell time across the surface.

The results appeared promising, with some areas of themirror reaching the required 10 nm
RMS roughness. The process had however to be interrupted because of schedule constraints.

Further Developments

Despite the satisfactory outcomes of the qualification activities on samples, the results of the
thermal treatments and especially the polishing process applied on the PTM were not con-
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Figure 4.6: Simplified mechanical drawing of the M1 breadboard model used in Phase B2
for further development of the thermal treatments, machining and polishing procedures. All
quotes in millimeters.

sidered sufficient to fulfill the TRL 6 requirements as such, but showed nonetheless to be
sufficiently promising by ESA review board.

Upon consideration also of the very tight schedule, the entire set of payload studies con-
ducted as part of Phase B1 of the project was deemed sufficient to grant adoption and transi-
tion to Phase B2, under condition that further qualification studies would be carried out.

For the Ariel telescope M1 mirror, it was therefore agreed to start a new qualification pro-
gram to consolidate and further develop the know-how and results obtained in Phase B1 in
terms of thermal treatments [11] and polishing process. The program, still ongoing at the
timeofwriting, consists in themanufacturing of twonewprototypemirrors [23]with slightly
smaller dimensions (a diameter of 700mm, Figure 4.6) but a mechanical design equivalent to
the updatedM1 specifications in terms of lightweighting and mounting interfaces [8, 10].

One of the prototypewill follow the entire procedure of thermal cycling, diamond turning
and polishing, and shall then be tested for shape variations in cryogenic conditions. The other
will be used to obtain earlier results on the diamond turning and polishing technologies.
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One does not see with the eyes; one sees with the brain, which
has dozens of different systems for analyzing the input
from the eyes.

Oliver Sacks,Hallucinations (2012)

5
Mirrors Optical Coating

Qualification and Performance Assessment

This chapter describes the research work on the qualification of a suitable protected silver
coating for the Ariel telescope mirrors. The activities detailed here are part of the Technology
Development Program introduced in Chapter 4.
The qualification was carried out in two steps. The first step consisted in a series of perfor-

mance tests of the coating on samples of the baseline aluminum alloy selected for the telescope
mirrors, including some of the samples employed for the development of the thermal treat-
ments and polishing procedure described in Section 4.3. This work is the subject of Paper 3:

P. Chioetto et al. “The PrimaryMirror of theArielMission: Cryotesting of Alu-
minumMirror Samples with Protected Silver Coating”. In: Proc. SPIE 11451,
Advances in Optical and Mechanical Technologies for Telescopes and Instrumen-
tation IV. Dec. 13, 2020, 114511A. doi: 10.1117/12.2562548

and of Section 2.4 of Paper 2:

P.Chioetto et al. “Qualificationof theThermal Stabilization, Polishing andCoat-
ing Procedures for the Aluminum Telescope Mirrors of the ARIEL Mission”.
In: Experimental Astronomy 53 (Apr. 19, 2022), pp. 885–904. doi: 10.1007/
s10686-022-09852-x

The second step concerned the verification of coating performance on the prototype of the
primary mirror, as described in Paper 4:
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P. Chioetto et al. “Test of Protected Silver Coating on Aluminum Samples of
ARIEL Main Telescope Mirror Substrate Material”. In: Proc. SPIE 11852, In-
ternationalConference onSpaceOptics—ICSO2020. June11, 2021, p. 118524L.
doi: 10.1117/12.2599794

After the successful conclusion of the qualification process, the samples have been kept in
storage in cleanroom conditions and are periodically tested for morphological and/or perfor-
mance variations, for the characterization of ageing process of the coating. A description of
this work, with interim results, is described in Paper 5:

P.Chioetto et al. “LongTermDurability of Protected SilverCoating for theMir-
rors of Ariel Mission Telescope”. In: International Conference on Space Optics
— ICSO 2022, in press. Oct. 3, 2022

Finally, the measurements from the coating qualification campaign were used to update
the estimations of the telescope throughput, one of the key optical performance requirements
described in Section 2.3.
The details of the work are described in Paper 6:

P.Chioetto et al. “Initial Estimation of the Effects ofCoatingDishomogeneities,
Surface Roughness and Contamination on the Mirrors of Ariel Mission Tele-
scope”. In: Proc. SPIE 11871, Optical Design and Engineering VIII. Oct. 4,
2021, 118710N. doi: 10.1117/12.2603768

5.1 Selection of a CoatingMaterial

The optical surface of telescope mirrors is usually protected and rendered highly reflective in
the target observational wavebands by application of a coating thin film.

For the mirrors of the Ariel telescope, the Consortium made a trade-off between the com-
monmetal coatingoptionswith good reflectance in the IRandvisiblewavelengths: aluminum,
gold and silver. Each has abundant references in literature and space heritage.

Aluminum has the best overall reflectance from the UV through the far-IR, is less suscepti-
ble to atmosphere tarnishing than silver and is generallymore durable with regard to handling
thanboth the other twooptions, but its reflectancedrops in the IRatwavelenghts greater than
1 µm [12].

Gold is a popular choice for infrared space telescopes: JWST [16], NEOWISE [8] and the
Cassini/CIRS instrument [12], all use protected gold, however reflectance of such coatings
drops entering visible wavelengths at about 600 nm, making it unsuitable for Ariel since the
operating waveband starts at 500 nm.

Silver is a popular choice for visible and infrared applications since it has the highest re-
flectance of the three metals in the waveband 500–8000 nm, as can be seen in Figure 5.1 and
therefore represented the optimal choice also for Ariel mirrors.

https://doi.org/10.1117/12.2599794
https://doi.org/10.1117/12.2603768
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Figure 5.1: Simulated reflectance of unprotected Au, Ag and Al metal coatings from optical
constants (Babar andWeaver for Au and Ag [1], Rakić for Al [18]).

It is however particularly sensitive to damaging from contact with humidity, sulfur and
chlorine pollutants normally present even in the controlled atmosphere of a cleanroom, so
design and test of an appropriate protection overcoat is of paramount importance to avoid
loss of performance over time or even catastrophic damage [10].
Adhesion of the silver to the aluminum substrate is also an important characteristic to con-

sider to avoid delamination due to mechanical or chemical stress, so an appropriate adhesion
layer is generally introduced [12].

A protected reflective coating therefore usually consists of a series of layers: an adhesion
layer, the bulk reflecting layer, optionally another intermediate adhesion layer, and finally one
or more dielectric layers serving as protection and possibly also to improve reflectance at spe-
cific wavebands (Figure 5.2).

For Ariel telescope mirrors, a survey of existing providers in Europe led to the choice of a
protected silver coating from CILAS, based on their capabilities of coating objects of up to
2m of diameter, and space heritage [20, 11].
The coating consists of aNiCr adhesion layer followed by the Ag layer of enough thickness

to result opaque to incoming visible light (at least 150 nm) and a final dielectric protection
layer, whose adhesion may be possibly improved by an intermediate layer. The total coating
thickness amounts to approximately 350 nm, but the exact composition and thicknesses can-
not be disclosed at the time of writing.
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Figure 5.2: Example of a protected reflective coating stack, not to scale.

The layers are applied to the substrate throughmagnetron sputtering, a Physical VaporDe-
position (PVD) technique in which atoms of the coatingmaterial are ejected in vacuum from
a target. The ejection happens through cathodic sputtering by bombardment with positive
ions derived from an electrical discharge in a gas.

The ejected atoms then travel towards the object to be coated and adhere to its surface.
The magnetron is used to generate a magnetic field that confines the sputtering plasma in the
vicinity of the target, improving atoms extraction rate and reducing unwanted collisions of
plasma ions with the substrate to be coated [23].

5.2 Qualification Campaign

The coating recipe proposed by CILAS had flown already in space missions, but in order for
the process to achieve TRL 6, it needed to undergo an additional qualification “on a represen-
tative model or prototype, tested in a relevant environment” (see Table 4.1 for a definition of
TRL levels).

In particular, the coating needed to be tested at the cryogenic operating temperature of
Ariel (50K) and on a surface of at least 0.6m2 for the qualification to be as representative
as possible. The purpose of the test was to ensure that the difference in CTE between the
aluminum substrate of the mirrors and the various coating layers, or other unforeseen effects,
did not cause any delamination or any performance degradation of the coating.

A qualification campaign of thin film coatings for space applications consists of a series
of environmental tests to ensure that the coating will reach the end of life of the instrument
without damages and with the intended performance.

The EuropeanCooperation for Space Standardizationmaintains a specific set of test meth-
ods, conditions andmeasurements in the ECSSQ-ST-70-17C standard [9]. The qualification
campaign for an optical coating consists of the following tests:



5.2. QUALIFICATION CAMPAIGN 62

1. performance

2. adhesion

3. cleanability

4. moderate abrasion

5. humidity

6. thermal vacuum and cycling

7. particle and UV radiation

8. other mission-specific tests (eg. contamination effects or solar illumination)

Acceptance criteria after each test, according to the standard, require:

1. no visual degradation of the coating;

2. no delamination or adherence loss;

3. thickness confirms to requirements;

4. performance measurements comply with coating specifications.

For the specific case of Ariel telescope mirrors, since the coating had already been qualified
for space use, the initial campaign to reach TRL 6 for Phase B1 required only a delta qualifi-
cation, and focused on the first six test types. Performancemeasurements were also limited to
spectral reflectance between 500 and 1100 nm of wavelength and near normal incidence, al-
though some samples have beenmeasured in the full observational wavelength range of Ariel,
and at a wider range of angles of incidence.

Particle exposure testing was also deferred to a later phase, on the premise that tests of simi-
lar coatings in comparable or harsher radiation environments than the one expected at L2 did
not show significant degradation [12, 21, 15], while no significant UV exposure is expected
since exposure to solar light will be avoided.

5.2.1 MeasurementMethods

reflectanceMeasurements

For the measurements of reflectance as specified in the ECSS Q-ST-70-17C standard, along-
side the commercial spectrophotometers employed by CILAS (see Section 2.4 of Paper 2
for details), the author developed a simple setup for in-house measurements of specular re-
flectance at variable angle [24].
The setup (Figure 5.3) consists of:
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Figure 5.3: Drawing (left) and photograph (right) of the specular reflectance setup at variable
angle used for part of the coating qualification test measurements.

• a stabilized halogen lamp with collimating optics;

• sample holder on a rotating platform;

• a rotating arm centered on the sample holder and hosting a cosine corrector block with
focusing optics;

• a silicon-based spectrophotometer connected to the cosine corrector through anoptical
fiber.

Thanks to the rotating arm, the setup can perform both relative and absolute measure-
ments: relative measurements are performed by measuring under the same conditions the
spectral irradiance of the beam reflected by the sample 𝛪𝑠𝑎𝑚𝑝𝑙𝑒(𝜆) and reflected from a refer-
ence 𝛪𝑟𝑒𝑓(𝜆)with known reflectance 𝑅𝑟𝑒𝑓(𝜆), and applying the formula:

𝑅𝑠𝑎𝑚𝑝𝑙𝑒(𝜆) =
𝛪𝑠𝑎𝑚𝑝𝑙𝑒(𝜆)
𝛪𝑟𝑒𝑓(𝜆)

𝑅𝑟𝑒𝑓(𝜆).

To avoid slight variations of the angle of incidence caused by differences in planarity of
samples and reference, resulting also in a variation in the centration of the beam on the cosine
corrector entrance screen, a laser is shone on the sample at a larger angle than the one used for
the measurement, and the sample is adjusted in tilt and tip until the reflection is centered on
a far target.



5.2. QUALIFICATION CAMPAIGN 64

400 600 800 1000
Wavelength (nm)

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1.0
Re

fle
ct

iv
ity

Spectral Reflectivity

Reflectivity
3  coverage interval

400 600 800 1000
Wavelength (nm)

0.00

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.10

0.12

St
an

da
rd

 U
nc

er
ta

in
ty

Standard Uncertainty of
Spectral Reflectivity

Figure 5.4: Plots of the expectation value of a reflectance measurement with the 3𝜎 coverage
interval (left), and standard uncertainty (right).

Absolute measurements instead require measuring the spectral irradiances of the beam re-
flected fromthe sample 𝛪𝑟𝑒𝑓(𝜆) and thebeamdirectly from the lamp 𝛪𝑑𝑖𝑟(𝜆) through the empty
sample holder by rotating the arm to 180°, and dividing the two:

𝑅(𝜆) =
𝛪𝑟𝑒𝑓(𝜆)
𝛪𝑑𝑖𝑟(𝜆)

.

As the beam is not perfectly collimated, for absolutemeasurements the setup is designed to
have the same distance in both the direct and reflected optical paths in order to limit the effect
of potential spatial inhomogeneities of the samples or the cosine corrector. A visual check also
shows that the beam is well within the aperture size of the cosine corrector.

The light source has been tested for stability on a time scale comparable to themeasurement
time, after a suitable warm-up period.

An estimation of the measurement error in absolute measurement mode has also been
made according to the ISO Guide to the expression of Uncertainty in Measurement (ISO
GUM [14]). The expectation value of the measured reflectance is plotted in Figure 5.4, to-
gether with the 3𝜎 coverage interval calculated from the standard uncertainty of the measure-
ment.

Atomic ForceMicroscopy

The ECSS Q-ST-70-17C standard on durability testing of optical coatings requires visual in-
spections before and after each test to spot any macroscopic degradation appearing on the
surface, such as a change of color, cracks or pits.

The standard suggests following Annex C of ISO 9211-4:2022, that mandates the use of
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Figure 5.5: Schematic view of the principle of operation of an Atomic Force Microscope.

two cool white 15W lamps positioned directly above the sample, and to look at the sample
against a black matte background at a distance of ≤45 cm and at a near grazing angle [13]. If
however degradation is suspected, microscopic images may be taken to further qualify it.

Thanks to the availability in-house of an atomic force microscope (a Park Systems1 XE-
Series 70) [24], for the specific tests described in Papers 3 and 4 we opted to take microscopic
images of the surface before and after the cryogenic tests andduring the ageingperiod todetect
and possibly qualify any difference, and to measure surface roughness.

Atomic Force Microscopy (AFM) is a high-resolution non-optical imaging technique first
demonstrated by Binnig, Quate and Gerber in 1985 [2], and further developed into a power-
ful measurement tool for surface analysis.

AFM allows the accurate and non-destructive characterization of topographical and mor-
phological properties of the surface of samples at the atomic level, without requiring any spe-
cific sample preparation nor vacuum.

The basic operation principle of a standardAFMsystemwith optical feedback (Figure 5.5),
involves scanning the surface of a sample in a raster patternwith a probe, consisting of amicro-
scopic tip positioned near the free end of a flexible cantilever. The AFM tip is usually made
of silicon or silicon nitride.

Theprobe scans the surface,movedby apiezoelectric ceramic driver that controls the lateral
and the vertical positionof theprobe. As the tipmoves over surface features of differentheight,
the deflection of the cantilever is captured by a laser beam reflected from its back side and
directed into a photodetector.

The AFM can operate in contact or non-contact modes. In contact mode, the AFM oper-
ates similarly to a profilometer, but with a much smaller loading force on the tip, of the order
of 1 × 10−7 to 1 × 10−11N, making the contact area between tip and surface extremely small
and making atomic resolution measurements possible. When the tip is in contact with the

1Park Systems Inc., KANC 15F, Gwanggyo-ro 109, Suwon 16229, Korea
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Figure 5.6: Example of an AFMmeasurement, taken by the author, of an aluminum sample
with the baseline protected silver coating. On the left, the two-dimensional representation
of the measurement and on the right, the three-dimensional view. Images processed with
Gwyddion [17].

sample, repulsive short-range interatomic forces come into play, and cause a deflection of the
cantilever.

A feedback loop controls the vertical extension of the scanner in order to maintain near-
constant cantilever deflection and hence a constant interaction force. The coordinates that
theAFMtip tracks during the scan are combined to generate a three-dimensional topographic
image of the surface.

In non-contact mode instead, the cantilever is driven to vibrate with a small amplitude of
1 nmor less, at or near its resonance frequency, and the probe tip is kept at a distance of several
nanometers to several tens of nanometers away from the surface in the region of attractive
interaction forces.

When the probe senses the presence of a force (or rather the gradient of a force), the os-
cillating frequency changes since the spring constant of the system is altered. This change in
frequency or phase is then measured [19].
A sample measurement taken by the author is shown in Figure 5.6.

5.2.2 Campaign Phases

The campaign was planned by the team at CNR-IFN together with the Italian Telescope
Team and the industrial partner MediaLario S.r.l., and scheduled to be run in two phases.
The first one consisted in the actual qualification tests on aluminum and glass samples of vari-
ous sizes, while the second consisted in the coating of the PTMprimarymirror demonstrator
alongside smaller samples, to verify repeatability of the coating process and to perform addi-
tional adhesion tests on the PTM itself.
The number of samples was determined such that in case of degradation happening during

or after a test, it would be possible to trace it back to the specific process likely to have caused
it, and to have at least three samples undergoing each test, for statistical significance.



5.2. QUALIFICATION CAMPAIGN 67

Al 6061-T651 rolled

RSA-6061

Al 6061-T651 extruded

N-BK7 glass

x axis

y axis

Figure 5.7: Picture of the sample holder on the coating chamber loading tray, with four addi-
tional 150mmsamples (left) and schematic representation of samples positions on the holder
(right). Photo courtesy of CILAS.

Qualification

The first phase of the campaign covered two coating batches. Samples of the first batch were
coated while laying on a flat surface and then subjected to a reduced set of tests. The purpose
of this batch was to set up both the coating and testing processes.

Two of the samples from this first batch, since they fully represented both the substrates
and the coating process, were later kept in-house for a more detailed analysis of the effects
of the cryogenic tests, including further spectral reflectance measurements and surface scans
with theAFM.The satisfactory results of the tests andmeasurementwere reported in Paper 3.

For the second coating batch, an aluminum holder was designed to approximate the shape
of Ariel telescope M1 mirror in size and curvature, and the 25mm samples were positioned
along the major and minor axes of the elliptical aperture (Figure 5.7).

A total of 30 samples were employed for the tests of different materials:

• the baseline aluminum 6061-T651 in rolled plate forge;

• two alternatives to the baseline (RSA-6061 and Al 6061-T651 in extruded forge), in
case of future needs;

• glass samples, used to measure coating thickness and as a reflectance reference.

The samples were then subjected to the entire battery of tests planned for the qualification,
which passed successfully as described in Section 2.4 of Paper 2.

The use of glass samples is of particular importance since their surface roughness (declared
to be below 1 nm RMS by the coating manufacturer) can be considered negligible at the op-
erating wavelengths of Ariel in terms of scattering light, so they were used as reflectance refer-
ences as we will see in Section 5.4.
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Figure 5.8: Measurements of one of the 150mm diameter sample before and after the cry-
otest.

Additionally, four 150mm samples were also coated alongside the sample holder. These
samples were not, strictly speaking, part of the qualification process but represented impor-
tant verification items since they had been subjected to the entire baseline stress releasing ther-
mal treatments recipe (Section 4.3.1), so they could be considered representative of the tele-
scopemirrors substrates. After coating, theywere subjected to visual inspection and adhesion
tests to verify compliance of the coating, and then to a single thermal cycle in vacuum with
temperature range 54–293K, a temperature change rate ≤5K and a dwell time at 54K of
15min. Visual inspection before and after the cycle did not highlight any significant change.

Reflectance for one of themwas measured by the author before and after the cryotest with
a version of the setup described in Section 5.2.1 modified to hold themuch larger and heavier
sample, with the results shown in Figure 5.8. No change in reflectance was detected within
the repeatability of the setup.

Verification

After the qualification phase was successfully completed, the next step was to verify the re-
sults and to further confirm repeatability of the coating process by coating and testing the
PTMprimarymirror prototype itself, together with a set of 6 aluminum and several glass wit-
ness samples. The aluminum samples, as for the previous phases of the campaign, had been
obtained from the same plate of the PTM, and underwent the same polishing process.

After coating, the samples were tested under the same conditions described in the previous
section (except the cryogenic tests that were not performed on the samples), with equivalent
results. The PTM, due to its size, could not be tested for reflectance, but only for adhesion in
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two different areas of this surface.
Results of the verification tests were also satisfactory, as reported by the author in Paper 4.

5.3 Coating AgeingMonitoring

Ageing performance of coated samples is verified, according to ECSSQ-ST-70-17C standard,
with an thermal ageing test and a humidity test, as degradation caused by chemical reactions
will be accelerated at a higher temperature.

Since the successful termination of the qualification tests, the samples have been stored
in cleanroom conditions and checked periodically to detect any performance degradation by
visual inspection and reflectance measurements.

Interim results are presented in Paper 3.

5.4 Throughput Estimation

One of the key performance parameters for the Ariel telescope, as described in Section 2.3, is
the optical throughput.

Throughput in this case is defined as the efficiency of the optical system represented by the
telescope, and is used for the estimation of the overall photometric efficiency of Ariel. More
formally, let’s consider the optical extent 𝐺, defined as:

𝐺 = 𝑛2𝛢𝛺,
where𝛢 is the area of the entrance pupil of the telescope,𝛺 the solid angle subtended at this
pupil by the object and𝑛 is the refractive index of themediumbetweenobject andpupil. 𝐺 is a
purely geometrical quantity that can be shown to be invariant for the system, eg. if calculated
at the entrance or exit pupil of a telescope.

The optical extent relates directly to the the radiant flux𝛷 transmitted by the telescope and
the radiance 𝐿 of a source by the relation:

𝛷 = 𝜏𝐺𝐿,
where 𝜏 is the transmittance of the optics. We can then define throughput as the quantity 𝜏𝐺
[22].
In our case, since all sources are at infinity and therefore the quantity𝐺 is always constant,

we are specifically interested transmittance of the the telescope system 𝜏, that can be derived
from the reflectance 𝑅M of each mirror as:

𝜏 = 𝑅M1𝑅M2𝑅M3𝑅M4.
The requirement on throughput is given at the end of the expected operating life of the

mission (End of Life, or EOL), so the estimationmust consider all the physical effects that are
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expected to contribute to the reflectance of the mirrors from coating to launch and though
the entire life of the mission:

• nominal coating reflectance, i.e. reflectance of the coating when deposited on a surface
with negligible scattering;

• variations in reflectance caused by coating dishomogeneities;

• scattering caused by surface roughness, surface defects and particulate contamination;

• absorption caused by molecular and ice contamination.

A first high level estimation was compiled in the early study phases of themission, using re-
flectance values from coating catalog data and including themost probable causes of through-
put loss. After Phase B1was completed and actualmeasurements of the baseline coatingwere
available, the author updated the estimation with more detailed modelling and analysis of ad-
ditional scattering sources. The results of the estimation are presented in Paper 6.
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6
Conclusion

Following a brief introduction on the scope and purpose of the Ariel mission, the research
work presented in this dissertation covers several topics in the field of the opto-mechanical
analysis and design of Ariel’s telescope and mirrors.

Many of the analysis and designmethodologies described here present several novel aspects
and, although developed and applied to a specific use case, are of broader applicability for the
development of space telescopes in general.

Of particular interest are the manufacturing technologies and processes employed for the
realization of large lightweighted aluminummirrors with a protected silver coating and oper-
ating at cryogenic temperatures. Ariel’s primary telescope mirror is in fact a first in terms of
size of the collecting area for this particular choice of substrate material, so the development
of these technologies is pushing forward the state-of-the-art in metal mirrors manufacturing,
providing novel heritage for future space missions.

The treatment of each topic covers both the review of the relevant scientific background
and the specific engineering results in a general context, on top of explaining how the work
contributed to the successful adoption of the Ariel mission, and its progress to the implemen-
tation phase. This further highlights the broad validity of the work presented in this disserta-
tion.

At a personal level, the breadth of topics reflects the variety of competences required to
properly support the ItalianTelescopeTeam and complements perfectly, in the author’s opin-
ion, themultidisciplinary nature of the PhD program fromCISAS and its several curriculum
courses and seminars onOptics, spacematerials and constructions, and coatings. At the same
time, the topics are naturally tied together not only from a programmatic point of view, but
also by the underlying coherence of themes, as should be apparent by the treatment done in
this dissertation.

Most of the work presented here reached a definite result or a specific project milestone,
allowing a conclusive treatment of the topics from a scientific point of view. In the broader
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perspective of the mission however, as it progresses towards the end of Phase B2 and to the
Preliminary Design Review (PDR), the author’s contribution will continue in the following
areas:

• tolerance and STOP analyses, since further iterations will be necessary as the mechani-
cal design is refined (Chapter 3);

• support on the planning and execution of the telescope integration, assembly, align-
ment and verification activities (Chapter 3);

• further characterization of the manufacturing processes (stress releasing thermal treat-
ments, diamond turning, optical surface polishing) for the M1 mirror prototypes and
later for the M1 qualification and flight models (Chapter 4);

• characterization tests and measurements of coating of mirror prototypes and models
(Chapter 5);

• coating radiation tests and ageing of coating on samples, and further refinement of the
contamination and throughput models (Chapter 5).

From a managerial point of view, the author will also continue to provide his support to
the Product Assurance / Quality Assurance tasks for the Telescope Assembly.
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Abstract

Ariel (AtmosphericRemote-Sensing InfraredExoplanet Large Survey) is the adoptedM4mis-
sion of ESA “Cosmic Vision” program. Its purpose is to conduct a survey of the atmospheres
of known exoplanets through transit spectroscopy. Launch is scheduled for 2029. Ariel scien-
tific payload consists of an off-axis, unobscuredCassegrain telescope feeding a set of photome-
ters and spectrometers in the waveband between 0.5 and 7.8 µm, and operating at cryogenic
temperatures.

The Ariel Telescope consists of a primary parabolic mirror with an elliptical aperture of
1.1 m ofmajor axis, followed by a hyperbolic secondary, a parabolic recollimating tertiary and
a flat folding mirror directing the output beam parallel to the optical bench. The secondary
mirror is mounted on a roto-translating stage for adjustments during the mission.

Proper operation of the instruments prescribes a set of tolerances on the position and ori-
entation of the telescope output beam: this needs to be verified against possible telescope
misalignments as part of the ongoing Structural, Thermal, Optical and Performance Analy-
sis.

A specific part of this analysis concerns the mechanical misalignments, in terms of rigid
body movements of the mirrors, that may arise after ground alignment, and how they can be
compensated in flight. The purpose is to derive the mechanical constraints that can be used
for the design of the opto-mechanical mounting systems of the mirrors.

This paper describes themethodology andpreliminary results of this analysis, anddiscusses
future steps.

Keywords space telescope, Ariel mission, tolerancing, Cassegrain, aluminummirror, STOP
Analysis

1.1 Introduction

Ariel is theM4mission of ESA“CosmicVision” program,with the scientific purpose of carry-
ing out a survey of the atmospheres of a large sample of known exoplanets. Officially adopted
in 2020, Ariel is scheduled to launch in 2029 [5]. The payload consists of a set of spectrom-
eters and photometers operating in the waveband 0.5–7.8 µm, fed by an afocal, unobscured
Cassegrain-type telescope [1].

The Cassegrain is designed off-axis, with a large elliptical entrance pupil of 0.6m2 of area,
followed by a tertiary recollimating mirror and a fourth folding mirror that bends the light
beam towards the optical bench. The global optical coordinate reference (OPT) for the tele-
scope has its center at the vertex of the parent parabola of M1, and the axes oriented as in
Fig. 1.1. The secondary mirror is mounted on a mechanism (M2M) permitting regulation of
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tip/tilt and shift along the optical axis (focus) for fine adjustments during flight. The telescope
has diffraction limited optical performance at the wavelength of 3 µm and on a 30″ Field of
View (FoV). Telescope and instruments will operate at a temperature below 50 K.

500 mm

M1

optical
bench

exit
pupil

M3

vertex of M1
parent parabolaM2 intermediate

focus M4

Y

ZX

Figure 1.1: Ariel Telescope optical design.

The baseline material for the telescope mirrors and supporting structures, chosen on the
criteria of athermalization, ease of construction and cost, is aluminum alloy 6061-T651. Alu-
minum has a relatively high coefficient of thermal expansion compared with other mirrors
construction materials such as glass-ceramics, and a low stiffness, so a detailed thermal and
termo-mechanical analysis is required to determine the extent of deformations induced at the
operating temperature by thermal gradients andmechanical stresses, and their effects on opti-
cal performance. The analysis, knownwith the acronymSTOP from the initials of Structural,
Thermal, Optical Performance Analysis, consists of a series of cases with specific boundary
conditions set in terms of temperature maps and mechanical loads.

The analysis presented here is complementary to the STOPAnalysis, and is concernedwith
another possible source of optical performance degradation: the effect of rigid body motions
of the mirrors with respect to their nominal position (misalignments), caused for example
by dynamic loads (accelerations and vibrations) during launch. For this case, as opposed to
thermo-elastic deformation, it is not always feasible to determine analytically the direction
and extent of the motions, so a statistical approach is required. This is especially true for the
analysis presented here since, at the current level of development, a detailedmechanical design
of the mountings of the mirrors is not yet finalized.

The purpose of the analysis is twofold: the first, given a set of requirements on the optical
performance and the position and orientation of the telescope collimated output beam, is to
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determine themaximum range of misalignments that can still be tolerated with respect to the
requirements and the second, reversing the analysis, is to calculate the maximum effect on
performance given the extent of the misalignments.

Optical performance is evaluated in terms of Enclosed Energy (EE)within a specific area of
the Point Spread Function (PSF), at the exit pupil of the telescope. More specifically, since the
footprint of the exit pupil is elliptical, as it is the image of the elliptical aperture of the primary
mirror, what is actually computed is the percentage of energy within an ellipse. The size of
the EE ellipse has been determined through simulation from the scientific requirements of
the mission.

Position and orientation of the exit beams, on the other hand, are measured in reference
to a plane that is orthogonal to the beam, and placed at the exit pupil of the telescope. The
position is calculated at the intersection of the chief ray (the ray passing through the center of
the entrance pupil) with the plane, while the orientation as the exit angle of the chief ray.

1.2 Simulation Setup

The starting point for the analysis presented here is the nominal telescope design at the oper-
ating temperature of 50K.
Aim of the analysis is to determine the maximum misalignments that are still recoverable

using the two compensation mechanisms available in flight: the secondary mirror M2, and a
tilt of the line of sight (LoS) of the entire telescope.

The analysis is carried out with the aid of the optical simulation software Zemax Optic-
Studio©, and routines written by the author in Python. The amount of compensation is
calculated through the optimization functionality of OpticStudio, employing a Merit Func-
tion (MF) based on Encircled Energy and maximum allowed displacements of the Telescope
exit pupil (more on this in Section 1.2.3).

The steps used in the analysis are:

1. an initial inverse sensitivity analysis to determine the range of admissiblemisalignments
for each element taken individually, based on the acceptable range of performance pa-
rameters (acceptance criteria);

2. aMonte Carlo simulation on the ranges identified in Step 1 to evaluate statistically the
combined effect of multiple misalignments.

Tilts and shifts of each mirror are relative to the local reference frame as defined by the
simulation software, and a center of rotation (CoR) (Figure 1.2).

For M1, M3 and M4 the CoR is arbitrarily positioned at the center of the optical surface,
since the details of the mounting mechanism are still being finalized. For M2 the CoR of the
M2Mmechanism is known, so it is used also as center of rotation for the misalignments.
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Figure 1.2: Diagram of the optical design used in the simulations, showing the chief ray
(blue), global (left) and local (right, at the EXP surface) axes orientations, and Centers of
Rotation (CoR) for M1 andM2.

1.2.1 Acceptance Criteria

The set of acceptance criteria, derived from telescope requirements, are the percentage of En-
closed Energy that is lost with respect to the nominal design and the exit beam shift and tilt at
the nominal exit pupil. They are reported in Table 1.1, together with their knowledge error.

Table 1.1: Acceptable performance range for ground-to-flight misalignment errors. Corre-
sponding TA requirement are also indicated.

Parameter Allowed Range Knowledge Error

Lost EE ≤5% –
Beam Tilt x/y ±45″ ±15″
Beam Shift x/y ±60 µm ±20 µm

The baseline requirement for Enclosed Energy at the wavelength of 0.55 µm is given for an
ellipse with semi-axes 41″ and 27″, and imposes that at least 83.8% of the energy of the PSF
at the telescope exit pupil be within the ellipse, for all fields within the telescope FoV.

If we consider the nominal telescope design, that is close to diffraction limit, the energy
enclosed in the such ellipse is at least 96%, so the margin is 12.2%. The figure of 5%, used for
this simulation, is an arbitrary allocation of this margin.
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This is so because the ellipse from the requirement for radial Encircled Energy at 0.55 µm,
as given above, is larger than the “diffraction limited” ellipse that has axes of 10.4″ and 6.9″,
according to the approximated formula for the first minimum of the Airy disk with 𝜆 =
0.55 µm:

𝜃 = 1.22 𝜆𝐷,

and with𝐷 equal to the major and minor axes of the telescope entrance pupil (730 and 1100
mm), and taking into consideration the telescope angular magnification of 55.
Admissible tilts and shifts of the exit beam have instead been derived from alignment re-

quirements of the instruments downstream from the telescope.

1.2.2 Compensators

At each step of the inverse sensitivity analysis and theMonte Carlo simulation, the perturbed
system is re-optimized using the compensators within the nominal ranges specified in Ta-
ble 1.2.

Table 1.2: Compensators rages for the ground-to-flight case.

Compensator Allowed Range

M2 Tip/Tilt ±0.115° (414″)
M2 z-axis translation ±350 µm
Line of Sight rotation (x/y axes) –

TheLine of Sight (LoS) compensation is a rigid body rotation of the entire telescope, result-
ing in fact in a re-pointing to an off-axis field. It is easy to see how this compensation results
in a tilt of the exit beam with a scale factor equal to the magnification of the telescope.

M2 compensations are applied wrt. the M2Mmovement origin, which is located behind
theM2mirror vertex, at a point with the following coordinates: +40.1 mm in the 𝑦OPT direc-
tion fromM2 vertex and -61.8 mm in the 𝑧OPT direction fromM2 vertex.

1.2.3 Optimization Function

OpticStudio local optimization functionality utilizes a proprietary version of the damped
least squares algorithm to minimize a target function, known as Merit Function (MF), by
varying a set of parameters [3, 4]. In our case the parameters correspond to the set of compen-
sators specified in Section 1.2.2.
TheMF is specified using various operands, and for both the inverse sensitivity analysis and

the Monte Carlo simulation, consists of the following terms, all contributing equally.
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1. An approximation of the lost Enclosed Energy (1 - EE) of the PSF at the exit pupil,
taking the maximum value calculated for eight radial fields at the edge of the 30″ field
of view of the telescope. The wavelength of 0.55 µm is considered.

2. Thedirection cosines of the chief ray at the exit pupil (“REAA”and“REAB”operands).
These values are derived from the angle at which the incoming beam exits the surface
that materializes the Exit Pupil.

3. The local 𝑥 and 𝑦 coordinates of the intersection of the chief ray for the on-axis field at
the Exit Pupil (“REAX” and “REAY”).

OpticStudio does not provide a way to calculate the fraction of energy enclosed in an ellip-
tical aperture in the PSF. For this reason, an approximation is made by calculating the energy
enclosed in the two circles inscribing and circumscribing the ellipse, and averaging the two,
as illustrated in Figure 1.3 for a sample aberrated PSF. The approximation was found to be
reasonably good for the intended purposes [2].
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Figure 1.3: Sample aberrated PSF illustrating the approximated calculation of the Enclosed
Energy on the circles inscribing and circumscribing an elliptic aperture.

The direction cosines of point 2 above (“REAA” and “REAB”) are the cosines of the angles
that the chief ray vector forms with the 𝑥, 𝑦 axes, so the relation with the beam angle is:

𝜃{𝑥/𝑦} = 𝜋/2 − arccos({REAA/REAB})
Each term is evaluatedusing “greater than”or “less than”operands (“OPGT”and“OPLT”)

against the mandated ranges of variation, so its contribution to the MF goes to zero as soon
as the corresponding requirement is satisfied, and therefore the MF equals zero when all re-
quirements are satisfied.

Table 1.3 summarizes the operands used.
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The operands evaluating the position and orientation of the exit pupil must be employed
on the surface that is located at the actual position of the exit pupil along the local 𝑧 axis, in
the perturbed telescope design, which may move slightly, changing the calculation of the 𝑥
and 𝑦 intersection coordinates.

For this reason, the surfacematerializing the exit pupil in the nominal design is preceded by
an auxiliary surface of variable thickness, and an additional optimization operand, “EXPP”,
is employed to make sure that the surface marked as “exit pupil” is indeed located at the exit
pupil of the telescope, even in the perturbed design (in the paraxial approximation).

TheMerit Functionpresented above is very computationally intensivebecauseof theDENF
operands, that require calculation of the PSF to determine the radius of encircled energy. For
this reason, the final optimization of each configuration is preceded by a “pre-optimization”
step using a less intensive Merit Function based on the root mean squared (RMS) size of the
Spot Radius. This step can be seen as a way to bring the perturbed telescope close to the
optimal compensation very quickly, before performing the last optimization step.

Since the final evaluation of the optimized case is performed on the proper merit function
using DENF operands, the procedure is equivalent in terms of results.

Please also note that no global optimization algorithm has been applied in the procedure,
so it is possible that some cases result non compliant when the MF does not converge to zero
because it is stuck in a local minimum outside the acceptance criteria range. Some of the non
compliant cases where therefore checkedmanually, but were rarely found to be false negatives.

Table 1.3: Operands used in the OpticStudio optimizationMerit Function.

Operand Used Explanation

Lost EE DENF Average of EE on circles inscribed and circum-
scribed on elliptical aperture

EXP Tilt x REAA on EXP Chief Ray angle (deg) with local x axis (parallel
to global x)

EXP Tilt y REAB on EXP Chief Ray angle (deg) with local y axis (orthogo-
nal to OB)

EXP Shift x REAX on EXP Chief Ray x shift (mm)
EXP Shift y REAY on EXP Chief Ray y shift (mm)
EXP Position EXPP Paraxial exit pupil position

1.3 Results

The simulation setup described in the previous sections was applied to two scenarios, identi-
fied by the set of acceptance criteria utilized.
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Scenario 1 Nominal acceptance criteria defined in Paragraph 1.2.1. The analysis consists of
an inverse sensitivity to determine the maximum perturbation ranges, a Monte Carlo
simulation with the maximum perturbation ranges and finally a Monte Carlo with a
set of perturbations with reduced ranges derived from industry expertise;

Scenario 2 Inverse sensitivity analysis with a relaxed set of acceptance criteria.

1.3.1 Nominal Acceptance Criteria Scenario

Inverse Sensitivity Analysis

The goal of the inverse sensitivity analysis procedure is to determine the maximum range of
perturbations that, applied one at a time, can still be compensated to achieve a telescope con-
figuration that is compliantwith requirements. The procedure consists of the following steps,
applied to each parameter:

1. start from the unperturbed optical design;

2. perturb a single parameter and re-optimize the opticalmodel using compensators, until
the MF can converge to zero, meaning that the design has been compensated within
requirement;

3. increase the magnitude of the perturbation until a value is reached beyond which the
design can no longer be optimized, or the limits of the compensators are reached (this
is done independently for the positive and negative extremes of the range).

In Table 1.4 we report the maximum and minimum values of the tolerance operands, and
the compensation applied. The limits imposedonoperands “REAA”and“REAB”are2.182×
10−4, calculated with the following formula:

cos (𝜋2 − 𝜃{𝑥/𝑦})
where 𝜃𝑥/𝑦 are the components in 𝑥 and 𝑦 in radians of the chief ray angle wrt. the surface
normal (equal to the 45″ range limit of Table 1.1).

Monte Carlo Simulationwith maximum perturbation ranges

A Monte Carlo simulation was then ran to consider the effect of all perturbations derived
in the previous section, applied simultaneously. For each Monte Carlo case, all the parame-
ters are assigned a random value from a uniform probability distribution in the perturbation
interval (Table 1.4).
The goal of the simulation is to determine the percentage of compliant cases, i.e. cases that

can be optimized to be within telescope requirements using the two steps optimizationmerit
function described in paragraph 1.2.3.
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This simulation was performed in order to get a sense of how sensitive the telescope design
is in terms of the combination of more than one displacements, and in fact only 17 cases
resulted viable out of the total run of 100.

Monte Carlo Simulationwith reduced perturbation ranges

TheMonte Carlo simulation was then repeated using a set of reduced displacement ranges of
±10 µm for linear shifts and ±10″ for rotations.

The new set was devised based on feedback from the telescope prime contractor that the
displacements can be greatly reduced from the ranges determined from the inverse sensitivity
analysis, upon considerations that the primary mirror can be hold in position by pins, and
that no specific challenges are foreseen for the mounting of the smaller mirrors.

Before proceeding with the actual Monte Carlo, the boundary cases of each reduced range
was optimized separately, to determine the effect on the system. Results, presented in Ta-
ble 1.5, show how each case can be compensated. Results are in line with those of Table 1.4,
showing that smaller perturbations require smaller adjustments of the same compensators.

Then the Monte Carlo analysis was performed, assigning random values from uniform
probability distributions in the perturbation intervals to all parameters.

With this new reduced set of ranges, 98% of the cases are recoverable with compensation
(up from 17% in the previous case).

Table 1.6 shows the statistics of the results of the simulation, while the statistics on the
values attained by the compensators after the optimizations are shown in Table 1.7. Note
that in this case compensation does not require using the entire M2M range of motion, but
9% of the range for the shift along the optical axis and 63% of the range for the the tilts.

1.3.2 Relaxed Acceptance Criteria Scenario

This paragraph presents an additional simulation scenario with an arbitrary set of relaxed re-
quirements on exit pupil position and orientation and encircled energy (Table 1.8). The pur-
pose is to assess dependency of the tolerances on the requirements.

The analysis was performed on M1 only, as results for this mirror already show that relax-
ing the requirements does not lead to a significant improvement in the range of admissible
perturbations.

The analysis seems to point to a strong dependence of the results to the limits in the range
of motion of the M2M compensator.

Table 1.9 andTable 1.10 present the results of the inverse sensitivity analysis on theRelaxed
Requirements scenario and the comparison with the Base Scenario, respectively.
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Table 1.4: Maximum andminimum values for the tolerance operands for the nominal accep-
tance scenario. Cells highlighted in red color are values at the extreme of the acceptable range,
while cells in yellow are close to the limit.

Compensators

Mirror Parameter Range M2 Focus M2 Tilt-x M2 Tilt-y LoS Tilt-x LoS Tilt-y
(mm) (deg) (deg) (deg) (deg)

M1 TILT X 0.0051 0.037 0.109 0.000 0.006 0.000
(range in deg) -0.0052 -0.036 -0.109 0.000 -0.005 0.000
TILT Y 0.0053 0.000 -0.001 0.115 0.000 0.006
(range in deg) -0.0053 0.000 -0.001 -0.114 0.000 -0.006
DECX 0.1030 -0.002 -0.006 -0.115 -0.001 -0.011
(range in mm) -0.1030 0.000 -0.002 0.115 0.000 0.011
DEC Y 0.0980 0.081 0.109 0.000 0.011 0.000
(range in mm) -0.1010 -0.082 -0.109 0.000 -0.011 0.000
MOVE Z 0.3610 0.350 -0.012 0.000 -0.002 0.000
(range in mm) -0.3630 -0.350 0.021 0.000 0.003 0.000

M2 DECX 0.1030 0.000 -0.003 0.115 -0.001 0.011
(range in mm) -0.1030 0.000 -0.003 -0.115 0.000 -0.011
DEC Y 0.1000 -0.086 -0.115 0.000 -0.012 0.000
(range in mm) -0.1030 0.086 0.115 0.001 0.011 0.000

M3 TILT X 0.0069 0.009 0.022 0.000 0.004 0.000
(range in deg) -0.0069 -0.010 -0.022 0.000 -0.003 0.000
TILT Y 0.0066 0.000 0.001 0.018 0.000 0.002
(range in deg) -0.0066 0.000 0.000 -0.018 0.000 -0.002
DECX 0.0590 0.000 0.000 -0.018 0.000 -0.003
(range in mm) -0.0580 -0.001 -0.003 0.018 0.000 0.003
DEC Y 0.0610 0.008 0.021 0.007 0.003 0.001
(range in mm) -0.0610 -0.010 -0.021 -0.001 -0.003 0.000
MOVE Z 0.7600 -0.001 -0.019 0.000 -0.003 0.000
(range in mm) -0.7600 0.001 0.019 0.000 0.003 0.000

M4 TILT X 0.0180 -0.004 -0.005 0.001 -0.001 0.000
(range in deg) -0.0200 0.008 0.017 0.000 0.003 0.000
TILT Y 0.0290 0.000 -0.003 -0.014 0.000 -0.002
(range in deg) -0.0290 0.000 0.000 0.014 0.000 0.002
MOVE Z 0.0480 -0.009 -0.023 0.000 -0.003 0.000
(range in mm) -0.0480 0.008 0.021 -0.001 0.003 0.000
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Table 1.5: Configuration of compensators that optimize each of the extremes of the reduced
perturbation ranges of ±10 µm for linear shifts and ±10″ for rotations. M3 and M4 are not
shown since their perturbations do not require reoptimization to comply with requirements.

Compensators

Mirror Parameter Range M2 Focus M2 Tilt-x M2 Tilt-y LoS Tilt-x LoS Tilt-y
(mm) (deg) (deg) (deg) (deg)

M1 TILT X 0.0028 0.025 0.070 0.000 0.004 0.000
(range in deg) -0.0028 -0.025 -0.069 0.000 -0.005 0.000
TILT Y 0.0028 0.000 0.000 0.069 0.000 0.004
(range in deg) -0.0028 0.000 0.000 -0.069 0.000 -0.004
DECX 0.0100 0.000 0.000 -0.002 0.000 0.000
(range in mm) -0.0100 0.000 0.000 -0.001 0.000 0.000
DEC Y 0.0100 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.000 0.000
(range in mm) -0.0100 -0.001 -0.003 0.000 0.000 0.000
MOVE Z 0.0100 0.010 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
(range in mm) -0.0100 -0.010 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

M2 DECX 0.0100 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000
(range in mm) -0.0100 0.000 0.000 -0.001 0.000 0.000
DEC Y 0.0100 -0.020 -0.020 0.000 0.000 0.000
(range in mm) -0.0100 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.000

Table 1.6: Statistical description ofMonteCarlo results (500 cases) with uniform parameters
distribution. Absolute values of parameters are used for the statistics.

beam shift (mm) beam tilt (arcsec) EE lost

𝑥 𝑦 𝑥 𝑦
min 0 0 0.1 0.4 4.15%
50% 0.021 0.023 45.0 45.0 4.18%
75% 0.034 0.039 45.0 45.0 4.20%
90% 0.048 0.051 45.0 45.0 4.23%
95% 0.055 0.057 45.0 45.0 4.66%
max 0.061 0.065 45.3 46.4 6.54%
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Table 1.7: Statistics of compensators for the compliant cases from theMonteCarlo run. EXP
shift is the shift along the optical axis of the paraxial exit pupil position. Tilts are in degrees,
shifts in mm.

M2 LoS EXP shift

𝑧 shift 𝑥 tilt 𝑦 tilt 𝑥 tilt 𝑦 tilt
min 0.0000 0.0002 0.0000 -0.006 0.0000 0.0000
50% 0.0127 0.0350 0.0372 0.0001 0.0021 0.0070
75% 0.0205 0.0518 0.0523 0.0021 0.0031 0.0118
80% 0.0226 0.0558 0.0550 0.0025 0.0034 0.0131
90% 0.0270 0.0656 0.0647 0.0035 0.0041 0.0161
95% 0.0318 0.0714 0.0719 0.0041 0.0047 0.0186
max 0.0416 0.0816 0.0902 0.0057 0.0065 0.0253

Table 1.8: Beam position and orientation and Enclosed Energy for the relaxed acceptance
criteria scenario.

Parameter Required range Relaxed range

Lost EE ≤5% ≤7%
Beam Tilt x ±45″ ±150″
Beam Tilt y ±45″ ±150″
Beam Shift x ±60 µm ±100 µm
Beam Shift y ±60 µm ±100 µm
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Table 1.9: Inverse sensitivity analysis results on the relaxed requirements scenario.

Compensators

Mirror Parameter Range M2 Focus M2 Tilt-x M2 Tilt-y LoS Tilt-x LoS Tilt-y
(mm) (deg) (deg) (deg) (deg)

M1 TILT X 0.0058 0.039 0.115 0.003 0.006 0.001
(range in deg) -0.0059 -0.039 -0.115 0.001 -0.005 0.001
TILT Y 0.0058 0.002 0.003 0.115 0.001 0.005
(range in deg) -0.0058 0.000 -0.002 -0.115 0.000 -0.005
DECX 0.1110 0.000 -0.002 -0.115 0.000 -0.011
(range in mm) -0.1110 0.000 -0.002 0.115 -0.001 0.011
DEC Y 0.1120 0.089 0.115 -0.003 0.011 -0.001
(range in mm) -0.1150 -0.089 -0.115 0.000 -0.011 0.000
MOVE Z 0.3690 0.350 -0.035 -0.002 -0.006 -0.001
(range in mm) -0.3690 -0.350 0.035 -0.002 0.006 -0.001

Table 1.10: Comparison of inverse sensitivity results for the Base andRelaxedRequirements
scenarios.

Mirror Parameter Base Scenario Relaxed Scenario

M1 TILT X (deg) 0.0051 0.0058
-0.0052 -0.0059

TILT Y (deg) 0.0053 0.0058
-0.0053 -0.0058

DECX (mm) 0.1030 0.1110
-0.1030 -0.1110

DEC Y (mm) 0.0980 0.1120
-0.1010 -0.1150

MOVE Z (mm) 0.3610 0.3690
-0.3630 -0.3690
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1.4 Conclusions andNext Steps

The analyses presented in this paper serve as a starting point to understand the range of mis-
alignments that are recoverable in flight by the Ariel telescope, in terms of the requirements
on alignment and optical performance of the exit beam, and the effects of the range of mis-
alignments that are considered achievable by the manufacturer.

The two inverse sensitivity analyses of Sections 1.3.1 and 1.3.2 show that the telescope is
very sensitive to small misalignments, especially tilts ofM1: a tilt of 21″ around the 𝑥 or 𝑦 axis
already produces a configuration that cannot be recovered evenwith the relaxed requirements
on the exit pupil position and orientation.

Monte Carlo simulations show that combining all perturbations from the maximum per-
turbation ranges leads to a large percentage of non-recoverable cases.

Restricting the perturbation ranges to much smaller values that are deemed as realistic by
the telescope manufacturing Prime Contractor, leads however to the vast majority of cases to
be recoverable with theM2M using at most 63% of the range of motion for tilts (and a much
smaller percentage for focus).

These analyses will need to be integrated with the results from STOP Analysis and with
the expected margins of the on-ground alignment plan.
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Abstract

Ariel, the Atmospheric Remote-sensing Infrared Exoplanet Large-survey, was selected as the
fourth medium-class mission in ESA’s Cosmic Vision program. Ariel is based on a 1 m class
telescope optimized for spectroscopy in the waveband between 1.95 and 7.8 micron and op-
erating in cryogenic conditions.

Fabrication of the 1.1 m aluminum primary mirror for the Ariel telescope requires techno-
logical advances in the three areas of substrate thermal stabilization, optical surface polishing
and coating. This article describes the qualification of the three procedures that have been set
up and tested to demonstrate the readiness level of the technological processes employed.

Substrate thermal stabilization is required to avoid deformations of the optical surface dur-
ing cool down of the telescope to the operating temperature below 50 K. Purpose of the pro-
cess is to release internal stress in the substrate that can cause such shape deformations.

Polishing of large aluminum surfaces to optical quality is notoriously difficult due to soft-
ness of thematerial, and required setup and test of a specific polishing recipe capable of reduc-
ing residual surface shape errors while maintaining surface roughness below 10 nmRMS.
Finally, optical coating with protected silver must be qualified for environmental stability,

particularly at cryogenic temperatures, and uniformity.
All processes described in this article have been applied to aluminum samples of up to

150mm of diameter, leading the way to the planned final test on a full size demonstrator
of the Ariel primary mirror.

Keywords: aluminum mirrors, opto-mechanical stabilization, protected silver coating, pol-
ishing, cryogenic temperatures
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Data Availability

The data that support the findings of this study are available from the corresponding author,
but restrictions apply to the availability of these data, which were used under license for the
current study, and so are not publicly available.

Data are however available from the authors upon reasonable request and with permission
of the companies and institutions involved in the study.

2.1 Introduction

The main design drivers of the telescope for the Ariel mission are a collecting area of at least
0.6 m2, diffraction limited performance at a wavelength 3 µm on a Field of View of 30″, and
an average throughput of 96% in the operating waveband of 0.5 µm to 8 µm [5, 12]. The
telescope will operate at a temperature below 50 K.

To guarantee the desired throughput while keeping the size of the primary mirror small,
an unobscured Cassegrain design was chosen, leading to an off-axis parabolic primary mirror
featuring an elliptical aperture with major and minor axes measuring 1100 mm and 768 mm
respectively.

In terms of optical performance, the diffraction limit requirement imposes the total wave-
front error at the telescope exit pupil to be below 200 nmRMS, of which 160 nmRMS have
been assigned as the primary mirror tolerance budget.

Aluminum alloy 6061, in the T651 temper, was chosen as construction material for the
mirrors substrates and most of the supporting structures of the telescope, based primarily on
JWSTMIRI heritage [9] and on consideration of manufacturability and cost [6].

Aluminum mirrors of such large size, operating at cryogenic temperatures in space, are
however relatively untested, and present specific manufacturing challenges, related in partic-
ular to opto-mechanical stability of the substrate at cryogenic temperatures and polishing of
the optical surface.

Aluminum is also prone to oxidation and its spectral reflectivity in the visible band does
not lead to the required throughput, so a suitable protected coating with space heritage has
been identified.

In order to demonstrate the viability of the manufacturing procedures selected for the pri-
mary mirror of Ariel, a specific qualification campaign on substrate thermal stabilization, op-
tical surface polishing and coatingwas conducted on samples of Al 6061-T651. Results of the
campaignwill then be translated to a full size prototype of the primarymirror (PTM) thatwill
demonstrate the readiness level of the technologies employed.

This paper reports the results of the qualification campaign, starting from a description of
the samples used in the qualification, and then presenting the three procedures under test.
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2.1.1 Samples description

Aluminum samples of three different sizes have been used in the qualification activities: disks
of 150mm of diameter and 19mm of thickness have been employed for machining, polish-
ing and thermal stabilization tests; disks of 50mm of diameter and 10mm of thickness have
been used for setup of the polishing process and finally disks of 25mm of diameter, 6mm of
thickness, have been used for the coating qualification. All sample types have been cut from
the same plate of rolled Al6061-T651 used for the PTM.

Additional glass samples (NBK-7), 25mm of diameter by 4mm of thickness, have been
used for profilometry of the coating depth.

The 150mm disks, four in total, have been used to qualify the thermal stabilization and
polishing procedures. They have been machined flat before initiating the thermal cycles of
the thermal stabilization procedure described in 2.2, and later underwent a series of polishing
runs on a LamplanM8400 flat lapping machine.

The first disk to be processed, identified as “LTU-1”, had beenmanufactured during Phase
A of the Ariel mission in 2017. It was then used to set up the thermal stabilization procedure
and test it for the first time. The three remaining disks have been used to confirm the results
and qualify the procedure since the outcome on LTU-1 was deemed satisfactory.

All aluminum samples and the PTM have been procured byMediaLario3.

2.2 Thermal Stabilization

Dimensional stability is one of themain issues of aluminumas substratematerial for cryogenic
mirrors, especially when a large aperture is required, as is the case of Ariel.
The purpose of a thermal stabilization procedure is to minimize residual substrate stresses

that may be released during flight and final cool down of the telescope, causing an unpre-
dictable variation of the shape of the optical surface of the mirrors that can ultimately affect
optical performance.
The following paragraphs describe the sources of dimensional instability, identifying resid-

ual stress as the most prominent and actionable one, the stress release process that has been
identified, adapted and tested, and the steps taken to verify compliance of the procedure with
the program goals.

2.2.1 Sources of Dimensional Instability

There are four major types of dimensional instabilities that can affect optical performance
of mirrors: temporal instability, thermal/mechanical hysteresis, thermal instability and other
instabilities [1].

The first two are irreversible dimensional changes caused by the simple passage of time,
or from changing mechanical or thermal environmental conditions. They are both caused
3Media Lario S.r.l., Via al Pascolo, 23842 Bosisio Parini (LC), Italy
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by relaxation of residual stresses present in the material, and we expect them to be the main
source of instability in aluminummirrors.

The thermal stabilization procedure described herewas identified and set up to tackle these
two sources of instability.

“Thermal instability” refers to changes that are independent of the environmental change
path, such as an intrinsic inhomogeneity in the coefficient of thermal expansion in the mate-
rial. This type of instability cannot be improved by stress release processes.

Finally, there are other sources of instability that are specific to the environmental change
path, such as the rate of temperature change, but have been rarely observed in metals, so they
have not specifically targeted by the risk mitigation effort.

2.2.2 Thermal Stabilization Procedure

T651 temper specifications already include a thermal/mechanical hardening and stabilization
procedure performed by the aluminum plate supplier, and consisting of a sequence of “solu-
tion heat-treating”, “artificially ageing” and “stress relieving by stretching” processes [2].
While thismaybe sufficient for less demanding applications, use as opticalmaterial requires

further stress release cycles to minimize the possibility of surface shape variations [10].
Many stress release procedures are available in the literature. Based on a recommendation

by the samples manufacturer, we decided to employ as baseline the one proposed by R. G.
Ohl et al. fromNASA/Goddard Space Flight Center and successfully applied to the Infrared
Multi-Object Spectrograph (IRMOS) instrument [11].
Themain reasons for choosing this procedure are the similarities between the two projects:

same substrate material, observation wavelength in the IR and similar operating temperature
(80 K).

The procedure, after adaptation according to the availability of cryotesting and manufac-
turing facilities, was first applied to LTU-1.

The test took place in 2019, and results were satisfactory, leading to a mirror that did not
exhibit any change in optical surface shape, within the reproducibility error of the interferom-
eter used, when measured at room temperature before and after the last verification thermal
cycle. A detailed discussion and results of this test have been published elsewhere [4].

Based on the results, the procedure was then validated on the three additional 150mm
samples.

The procedure consists of a series of thermal cycles at high temperature followed by a sec-
ond series of cold/hot thermal cycles (Table 2.1). Mirror machining and polishing phases are
interspersed with the thermal cycles. A final thermal cycle serves as validation step to con-
firm that the mirror surface reached stability with the required optical shape given by the last
polishing phase.
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Table 2.1: Steps of the thermal stabilization procedure employed to minimize residual sub-
strate stresses on mirrors.

Stress Release Recipe Steps

1. Thermal aging at 175 °C for 8 hours
2. Finish machining, leaving 1mm of margin for SPDT/polishing
3. Age again at 175 °C for 8 hours
4. Perform three thermal cycles from −190 °C to 150 °C with rates not to ex-

ceed 1.7 °C/min
5. Repeat three thermal cycles as in Step 4
6. Diamond turning/polishing
7. Repeat three thermal cycles as in Step 4
8. Repeat three thermal cycles as in Step 4 (validation cycle)

2.2.3 VerificationMethods

To assess the effectivity of the procedure, the optical surface of the mirrors under test was
measured at room temperature before and after each thermal cycle with either a Wyko 8600
Fizeau-type interferometer or a MPR 700 optical profilometer byMediaLario.

If the last thermal cycle of the procedure (validation cycle) had not produce anymeasurable
difference in surface shape, within the reproducibility error of the instrument, the test was
deemed as successful.

The comparison of two measurements at room temperature, instead of assessing surface
form variation between room and operating temperature, was carried out under the assump-
tion that any release of residual stress would produce a permanent variation in surface shape,
and would therefore be detectable also after bringing the sample back at room temperature.

Final qualification of the procedure will then be completed on the prototype of the pri-
mary mirror (PTM) with the assessment of the optical surface shape variation between room
temperature and operating temperature, validating the assumption stated above.

Surface roughness measurements have been performed with a Taylor Hobson CCIWhite
Light Interferometer (WLI).
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2.2.4 Results

The samples underwent the initial hot thermal cycles of the procedure alongside the PTM in
aNaberthermW2200/A air circulation oven at TAG4, and the cold/hot cycles at INAF-OAS
Bologna5, at their CryoWaves Lab for the cryogenic part of the cycle and in an Angelantoni
CH250 climatic chamber for the hot part of the cycle. The validation cycle was performed in
a thermal vacuum chamber at Criotec Impianti6.
In the case of LTU-1, to bring the optical surface to its final shape, an actual fly-cutting

process had been applied. For the other three samples, instead, to ease scheduling of the entire
validation procedure, figuring was performed through heavy polishing on a LampPlan 8400
polishing machine at MediaLario, and final polishing was performed on a Zeeko IRP 1200
polishing machine, again at MediaLario.

The first measurements of surface error of the samples had been taken before and after
the first cold/hot cycle with the MPR 700 optical profilometer (see Sironi et al. 2011, for a
description of the instrument), since the low reflectivity of the unpolished surface was not
measurable on theWyko. Variation in SFE RMS was in the range 0.3–0.9 µm.
The following thermal cycle caused a smaller form variation in the range 0.2–0.6 µm, mea-

sured this time with the interferometer.
Final polishing was performed, as anticipated, on the Zeeko IRP1200 using an aggressive

procedure in order to bring the form error to specification as much as possible to make form
variation assessment more meaningful, while sacrificing surface roughness.

Results were satisfactory on the first two samples, achieving 101 nmRMSand 96 nmRMS
of SFE respectively after several polishing runs. For the third sample, polishing had to stop be-
fore the required SFEwas achieved since by simple visual assessment the optical quality of the
surface was degrading so quickly that a serious concern on its interferometric measurability
was raised. The sample was then left at 217 nmRMS SFE.

Surface roughness of the three samples, as measured on the Talysurf CCI at 10x and 50x
magnification, was in the range 32–101 nmRMS.

Measurement of the samples using the Wyko interferometer proved anyhow problematic
because of surface quality degradation. Eventually, surface shape variation was assessed by
comparing a central circular region of 100mmof diameter, and proved to be within the mea-
surement error for the first two samples: 5 nm RMS and 1 nm RMS respectively, with an
error of 10 nm (Figures 2.1 and 2.2). As a comparison, form variation for LTU1, after the last
thermal cycle, was (6 ± 10) nm.

The third sample showed a larger variation: 26 nm RMS. This result, and the low reflec-
tivity of the sample, prompted further evaluation of the quality of the interferometric mea-
surement. Measurement error on this sample was then assessed to be in the order of 30 nm,

4TAG s.r.l., via GuglielmoMarconi 9, 23843 – Dolzago (LC) Italy
5INAF-Osservatorio di Astrofisica e Scienza dello spazio di Bologna, Via Piero Gobetti 93/3, 40129 Bologna,
Italy

6Criotec Impianti SpA, Via Francesco Parigi 32/A, 10034 Chivasso (TO), Italy
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Table 2.2: Summary of surface error measurements of the three samples before and after
HT5 (validation step of the stress release procedure).

SFE RMS (nm) Difference (nm)

before valid. cycle after valid. cycle

Sample 1 101 96 5
Sample 2 77 76 −1
Sample 3 217 243 26

Figure 2.1: Comparison of surface error measurement of the first sample with the Wyko
interferometer, before (left) and after (right) the validation thermal cycle.

higher than the measured difference itself. A summary of the measurements is presented in
Table 2.2.

2.3 Optical Surface Polishing

Optical surfaces are polished to reduce surface roughness, lowering scattering at thewaveband
of interest and improving reflectivity. Depending on the process, polishing can also achieve
a sufficiently high material removal rate to affect surface shape and mitigate residual surface
errors left from the previous machining steps.

Aluminum alloys are notoriously difficult to polish down to less than a few nanometers
RMS of surface roughness, and for this reason they are used mostly for IR instruments that
have less stringent requirements on surface finish [10]. For this reason, and based on the ex-
pertise and manufacturing capabilities of MediaLario, the requirement on surface roughness
was set at 10 nmRMS for the qualification phase of the polishing procedure.
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Figure 2.2: Comparison of surface error measurement of the second sample with theWyko
interferometer, before (left) and after (right) the validation thermal cycle.

Results of directly polishing aluminum alloys are heavily influenced by grain structure and
orientation. In particular, polishing of Al6061-T651 in rolled plate form proved particularly
difficult because of easy detachment of aggregates of heavy components (such as iron and
magnesium) that produce micro-holes and scratches on the surface.

Set up and qualification of a suitable polishing procedure required several iterative steps.
For comparison purposes, the tests involved also samples of Al6061-T651 in extruded form,
and RSA6061-T6, a rapidly solidified Al alloy from RSP Technology.

The first step was carried out on a flat lapping machine, and consisted in screening existing
polishing recipes and setting up a suitable combination of rotating speed, pressure, polishing
slurry and pads. Once a promising combinationwas found, the second step had been transfer
of the procedure on the robot polisher. The whole procedure was carried out byMediaLario.

2.3.1 Optical Surface Polishing Procedure

In order to set up the polishing procedure, several tests were carried out on a LamPlanM8400
flat lapping machine (Figure 2.3). The short machine setup time allowed for fast screening of
different combinations of pads and slurries to determine the most promising one.

After a good candidate had been identified, the process was transferred to the Zeeko IRP
1200X deterministic polishing machine. The Zeeko consists of a rotating platform on which
the piece to polish is secured, and a spindle mounted on a robotic arm (Figure 2.4). The
spindle contacts the surface to be polished through an inflatable rubber head covered by a pol-
ishing cloth or pad. A lubricating liquid and/or an abrasive slurry are sprayed on the spindle
while rotating [17].

The machine operates deterministically, using a surface map of the piece to be polished
(usually an interferogram) to determine the optimal polishing path, spindle dwell time on the
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Figure 2.3: Picture of the LamPlanmm8400 flat lapping machine used by MediaLario to
test different slurries and pads to set up the polishing procedure

Figure 2.4: Pictures of the Zeeko IRP 1200X robotic polishing machine at MediaLario:
ensemble view (left) and close up of the spindle while operating (right).
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spots to be polished, rotation speed, angle and inflating pressure.
Small surface form errors can also be corrected in the process, up to amicron onNiP plated

mirrors, according to MediaLario experience. Several polishing runs are usually required to
achieve the desired shape and surface roughness.

2.3.2 VerificationMethods

Surface roughness of the polished sampleswasmeasured using aTaylorHobsonTalysurfCCI
optical profilometer and a ZygoWhite Light Interferometer (WLI).Measurement spots have
been chosen to be representative of the whole surface.
Additional micrographs and SEM-EDX analyses have been performed on the samples dur-

ing the tests to determine the nature of the imperfections and problematic morphological
feature visible on the profilometric images.
In particular, 25mm diameter samples have been encapsulated in epoxy adhesive and pol-

ished in order to perform further metallographic analyses.
Surface form error was measured with aWyko 8600 Fizeau type interferometer.

2.3.3 Results

Reference results with aggressive polishing process

The first round of tests was performed on the LamPlanmm8400 flat lapping machine (see
Section 2.3.1) on a 150mm sample disk.

Purposes of these initial tests were to perform a baseline characterization of the results ob-
tainable with the aggressive polishing process normally used by MediaLario on aluminum
mirrors with an electroless nickel-phosphorous plating, to use as basis for assessing progress,
and to study in details any issue than might had appeared.

Results were in fact unsatisfactory: visually, the surface of the sample appeared affected
by opacity, and measurements on the Talysurf CCI confirmed the impression, showing that
surface roughness was generally higher that the requirement of 10 nm RMS (Figure 2.5). In
particular, the increased surface roughness seemed tobe causedby localizeddefects, clearly visi-
ble at 50xmagnification (Figure 2.5, center): the areas between defects has instead a roughness
below 10 nmRMS (Figure 2.5, left).

Appearance of the defects is of holes on a generally even surface, leading to the hypoth-
esis that the aggressive polishing process removed grains of material, probably aggregates of
alloy solutes. Additional investigation efforts had then been made to characterize the local-
ized defects, with the aim of guiding the polishing process development effort, using 25mm
aluminum samples.

Firstly, the 25mm samples were measured with a Zygo WLI to confirm that surface mor-
phology after polishing is equivalent to the one obtained on the 150mm samples (Figure 2.6).
The sample in 6061-T651 rolled plate clearly shows large hollowed structures, also found in
the 150mm samples.
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Figure 2.5: Representative roughness measurements of a 6061-T651 rolled plate 150mm
sample, with the aggressive polishing process, taken at different magnifications with the Taly-
surfCCI optical profilometer. The leftmost picture shows a specific area at 50xmagnification
with no significant surface defects.

100 μm 

ISO 25178 

Height Parameters 

Sq 21.0 nm 

Sp 48.2 nm 

Sv 99.3 nm 

Sz 148.0 nm 

Sa 15.7 nm 

 

Figure 2.6: 25mmAl sample after aggressive polishing measured with the ZygoWLI.
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Figure 2.7: SEM-EDX report of the analysis of one of the 25mm sample in Al 6061-T651.

Figure 2.8: Optical micrograph of cross sections of a 25mm sample subjected to aggressive
polishing, at 200×magnification (left) and 500×magnification (right).

The samples were then analyzed with a Scanning ElectronMicroscope performing Energy-
dispersive X-ray spectroscopy (SEM-EDX), as shown in Figure 2.7. The analysis identified
two kinds of agglomerates: dark areas with generally high concentrations of Mg and Si, and
light areas with high concentration of Fe.

Micrographs of the cross-section of the samples (Figure 2.8) were also taken, showing that
the agglomerate structures are in fact uniformly distributed throughout the material.

Final procedure development

The final polishing procedurewas developed on theLamPlan, working on 50mmflat samples
of 6061-T651 rolled plate and using a different combination of polishing pad and slurry, and
then transferred to the Zeeko IRP1200. The procedure consisted in three polishing phases,
with each phase seeing a reduction in removal rate, lowering the pressure of the rotating head
and speed at each step.

In the first phase, the 50mm samples were first lapped to a flatness of approximately 1 µm
RMS,while also removingmachiningmarks. The second phase removed the deeper scratches
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Figure 2.9: Surface roughness measurement on the ZygoWLI of a 50mm diameter disk of
Al6061-T651 rolled plate, polished on the LamPlan using the developed procedure

left from the first phase. These two phases used relatively standard tool parameters of rota-
tional speed and pressure applied.

The third phase required more experimentation, as empirical observations highlighted a
strong dependence of final roughness on pressure, but eventually results were satisfactory,
with roughness in the range of 3–5 nmRMS. A sample measurement of the resulting surface
is presented in Figure 2.9.
Adapting the identifiedprocedureon theZeeko required another phase of experimentation

with different tool parameters, in particular spindle rotation speed and dwell time, using the
same polishing slurry and pad materials identified on the LamPlan.

The final procedure was then tested on the LTU-1 aluminum sample, that had been pre-
viously machined flat on a fly-cutting tool. Two polishing runs on the Zeeko were then suf-
ficient to bring the shape error from 220 RMS to 76 nm RMS, within specifications, and
surface roughness to 12 nm RMS, with large areas within the requirement of 10 nm RMS
(Figure 2.10).

Although the final results on LTU1 were not compliant with the specification of surface
roughness, it was decided to proceed anyway with the final test on the PTM itself: the diffuse
surface defects identified on the samples polished with the reference procedure were in fact
mostly absent with the new process, the removal rate was enough to correct expected shape
errors and the polishing runs could be kept within 24 hours of duration on the larger PTM
surface, allowing reasonable process performance.

2.4 Optical Surface Coating

During Phase A, the Ariel Consortium decided to apply a protected silver coating to the alu-
minummirrors of the telescope to protect them from oxidation and increase reflectivity. The
choice of silver, as opposed to gold or aluminumwas dictated by the throughput requirement
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Figure 2.10: Representative surface roughnessmeasurements on theZygoWLI of the LTU1
Al sample, after applying the final procedure on the Zeeko polishing machine
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at the operating waveband, with particular regard to the shorter wavelengths.
Protected silver on aluminum substrate has a strong heritage both for ground and space

based telescopes, operating also at cryogenic temperatures [3, 14, 15].
A detailed qualification study was nonetheless required because of the large size of Ariel

primary mirror, with particular emphasis on the possible issues caused by process deposition
uniformity and CTEmismatch between the specific aluminum alloy used for the mirror sub-
strate and silver.

Another area of concern was the environmental durability of silver, and the effectiveness
of the protecting coating layer to avoid exposition and corrosion from common atmospheric
pollutants [7, 16].

For the study, a protected silver coating with space heritage fromCILAS7 was selected and
tested, mainly based on coating characteristics and capability and availability of the supplier
of coating a 1.1 m diameter mirror within the timeframe of the mission.

The study, still ongoing at the time of writing, involves twomain activities: a qualification
of the coating on aluminum samples, and testing of the coating on the PTM itself. This paper
describes the first activity.

2.4.1 Coating Process

CILAS coating process is based Physical Vapour Deposition. The coating platform consists
in a large magnetron sputtering chamber capable of holding objects up to 2 m by 2 m of
footprint, 0.4 m of thickness [8].
The tray holding the samples is able to move back and forth inside the chamber, allowing

uniform deposition from the cathodes [13].
The protected silver coating consists of three layers: an adhesion layer in NiCr, less than

10 nm thick, the silver layer and a dielectric capping and protection layer. The actual coat-
ing composition and thickness is a trade secret. The total coating thickness is approximately
350 nm.

2.4.2 VerificationMethods

A total of 30 samples of 25mmof diameter were lined up for coating on themajor andminor
axis of an elliptically shaped sample holder with a curved surface modeled after the optical
surface of the PTM (Figure 2.11), alternating 11 glass samples and 19 aluminum samples.

The 150mm disks were instead coated lying flat on the coating tray outside of the sample
holder. These were used exclusively to test stability of the coating after a series of cryogenic
cycles.

Aluminum samples measured surface roughness was generally below 10 nm RMS, with
two samples presenting the slightlyhigher values of12.1 nmand11.3 nmRMS.Surface rough-

7CILAS-ArianeGroup, 8 avenue Buffon, CS16319, 45063 Orleans CEDEX 2, France
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Figure 2.11: Drawing of the samples holder used for the coating deposition, shaped as the
PTM optical surface.

ness of glass samples had not been measured, but presumed to be less than that of aluminum
samples.

After coating, the samples were subjected to a series of environmental (humidity and tem-
perature cycling) andmechanical (adhesion, abrasion) tests to verify stability andperformance.
Spectral reflectivity, coating thickness and surface roughness have also beenmeasured. A sum-
mary of the test specification and equipment used is presented in Table 2.3.

Visual inspections and relative reflectivity measurements were performed after each test
step to identify possible degradation. Reflectivity measurements were limited by instrument
availability to a waveband of 0.45–2.5 µm and incidence angles of 8 and 20 degrees, instead
of covering the entire ARIEL operating range up to 8 µm and between 3 and 21 degrees AOI.
Performance beyond 2.5 µm was positively assessed on a previous coating run, and repeating
the measurement was not considered essential, as degradation is most likely to affect reflectiv-
ity at lower wavelengths; as for the AOI, results from reflectivity simulations indicated that
the available setup would be sufficiently representative of the entire range.

Coating uniformity has also been assessed, both in terms of coating thickness and reflectiv-
ity at the lower end of the waveband of interest (500 nm). Glass samples were used for this
measurement.

Further ageing tests have been planned to verify stability of the coating and effectiveness of
the protection layer in normal storage conditions. These tests are however still ongoing and
are not presented here.

Test Success Criteria

Qualification tests were evaluated according to the following success criteria, applied to the
aluminum samples only:

1. Reflectivity >90% (goal >95%) in the 0.5–2.5 µm waveband, best effort in the 0.45–
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Table 2.3: Summary of test specifications and equipment used for coating qualification. All
tests were performed at CILAS, unless otherwise indicated

Test Specifications Testing Equipment

Relative
Reflectivity

Wavelength range: 0.45–2.5 µm,
AOI 8˚ and 20˚

Perkin-Elmer Lambda 950,
calibrated on results from
absolute spectral measurements.

Visual
Inspection

ISO 10110-7 ISO compliant setup with 50W
halogen lamp

Adhesion ISO 9211-4, Method 2 Severity 2 ISO compliant cellophane tape

Humidity ISO 9022-2
Method 12 Severity 06 but with a
test duration of 24h:
90%RH, 24 h, 55±3 °C (no
condensation)

WEISS, WKL 64/70 climatic test
chamber

Temperature
cycling at
ambient
pressure

ISO 9022-2
T. range: -40 °C / +70 °C
T. change rate: 2°C/min
Dwell time: 15 min
Number of cycles: 30

WEISS, WKL 64/70 climatic test
chamber

Abrasion
resistance

ISO 9211-4
Method 01 Severity 01

6mm thick pad of clean, dry
cheesecloth

Cryogenic
cycling in
vacuum

ECSS-Q-ST-70-04C
T. range: 54 K / 293 K
T. change rate: 5°C/min
Dwell time: 15 min
Vacuum: <1 × 10−4mbar
Number of cycles: 10

CryoWaves Lab at INAF-OAS
Bologna

Coating
thickness
uniformity

Profilometry on float samples,
coated with a mask to expose a
ridge between coated surface and
substrate

Alpha-Step® D-300 Stylus
Profiler KLA Tencor
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0.50 µmwaveband, angles of incidence 8 and 20 degrees.

2. No change in reflectivity, within themeasurement reproducibility error, after the tests.

3. No visually detectable signs of degradation or delamination.

The specification on reflectivity is the result of a compromise between mission require-
ments and the expected performance of the coating, and is applicable to this phase of the
qualification campaign only.

Uniformityof coating thickness anduniformityof reflectivityhadnotbeen included among
the success criteria, but as further means to investigate possible failure, and to provide a base-
line characterization of the coating.

2.4.3 Results

Spectral reflectivity was measured at 8 and 20 degrees of angle of incidence, for each sample,
at wavelengths up to 2500 nm. The two measurements are identical within the instrument
repeatability error, so the following considerations are valid regardless of the angle of incidence
of the measurements.

Spectral reflectivity of the aluminum samples was generally above the requirement of 90%
for wavelengths greater than 500 nm, as illustrated in Figure 2.12, except for three of the out-
ermost samples, positioned at the edge of three of the four “arms” of the sample holder of
Figure 2.11. Variation in reflectivity at 500 nm is in the range 89.1–92.1 %.
Glass samples reflectivity is on average higher than aluminum samples by less than 1%,

probably due to better surface roughness. Reflectivity uniformity on the glass samples also fol-
lows the same trendof the aluminumsamples, showing a variation in the range88.6–93.6 % at
500 nm. Thewider rangemay be explainable by the fact that three of the outermost positions
in the holder are occupied by glass samples.

Coating thickness was determined on the glass samples by applying a mask during coating,
and measuring the height of the ridge with a profilometer. Samples further away from the
center of the holder showed up to 10% higher thickness than the central ones, however no
physical relation to reflectivity could be established, and the measurement will only be used
for reference with further coating runs.

All mechanical and environmental tests were performed successfully, with no visible sign
of delamination or degradation, nor impact on measured spectral reflectivity. A series of rep-
resentative pictures of the visual appearance of the samples before and after coating and tests
can be seen in Figure 2.13.

Results of the cryogenic cycles, especially on the larger 150mm samples, are considered
particularly important, since the specific combination of substrate and coating has not been
tested at Ariel operating temperature of 50 K. The coating did not present any visible change
in morphology nor changed its spectral reflectivity, leading to conclude that the exposure to
high and cryogenic temperatures did no produce any short term degradation. Tape stripping
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Figure 2.12: Reflectivity of all coated aluminum samples at 8 degrees angle of incidence, and
comparison with the requirement of R >90% at wavelengths >500 nm.

Figure 2.13: Representative pictures of one of the aluminum samples before coating (left),
immediately after the coating (middle) and after the tests (right).
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tests were also repeated after the temperature cycles, showing that coating adhesion was not
affected.

Finally, reflectivity measurements after the tests showed no variation within instrument
accuracy wrt. the measurements taken before the tests.

2.5 Conclusions

The three core processes required to build Ariel telescope primary mirror, namely substrate
thermal stabilization, optical surface polishing and coatingwere tested on samples of the same
aluminum alloy foreseen for themirror, with the purpose of assessing and improving the level
of technological readiness.

Substrate thermal stabilizationwas successfully verifiedon two samples. A third samplewas
found not to be representative due to lower reflectivity affecting the measurement accuracy.

Polishing proved to be particularly difficult, requiring a very delicate and careful process,
leading to longer execution times than expected, but eventually the procedure proved to be
able to produce the desired results.

Finally, coating reflectivity, although at shortwavelengthswas slightly lower for the samples
at the outer edges of the holder, was on average above specification and therefore compliant
with the requirements. In view of the successful results, the team decided to proceed with the
application of the coating to the full size demonstrator of the primary mirror (PTM).
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Abstract

Atmospheric Remote-Sensing Infrared Exoplanet Large Survey (Ariel) has been adopted as
ESA “Cosmic Vision” M4 mission, with launch scheduled for 2029. Ariel is based on a
1mclass telescope optimized for spectroscopy in the waveband between 1.95 and 7.8 µm, op-
erating in cryogenic conditions in the range 40–50K.

Aluminum has been chosen as baseline material for the telescope mirrors substrate, with a
metallic coating to enhance reflectivity and protect from oxidation and corrosion.

As part of Phase B1, leading to SRR and eventually mission adoption, a protected silver
coating with space heritage has been selected and will undergo a qualification process.

A fundamental part of this process is assuring the integrity of the coating layer and per-
formance compliance in terms of reflectivity at the telescope operating temperature. To this
purpose, a set of flat sample disks have been cut and polished from the same baseline alu-
minum alloy as the telescope mirror substrates, and the selected protected silver coating has
been applied to them by magnetron sputtering.

The disks have then been subjected to a series of cryogenic temperature cycles to assess
coating performance stability.

This study presents the results of visual inspection, reflectivity measurements and atomic
force microscopy (AFM) on the sample disks before and after the cryogenic cycles.

Keywords: 1-m class space telescope, infrared optics, aluminum mirrors, protected silver
coating, atomic force microscopy, reflectivity measurements

3.1 Introduction

Ariel is ESA M4 mission, with the purpose of carrying out a survey of the atmospheres of
known exoplanets. The main instruments consist in a set of spectrometers operating in the
waveband between 0.5 µm and 8 µm.

Science requirements on the telescope canbe summarized as a light collecting area of at least
0.6 square meters, diffraction limited performance at the wavelength of 3 µm on a 30″ Field
of View, and an average throughput of 96% [3, 10]. Telescope and instruments will operate
at a temperature below 50K.

These requirements led to an off-axis, unobscured Cassegrain telescope design. The pri-
mary mirror will have an elliptical aperture with dimensions of 1100mm (major axis) and
768mm (minor axis).

Aluminum alloy 6061-T651 has been proposed as construction material for mirrors sub-
strates and supporting structures of the telescope, after a tradeoff study [2] considering man-
ufacturability and cost and based on JWSTMIRI heritage [8].

Bare aluminum is however prone to oxidation and its reflectivity in the visible portion of
the operating waveband is not sufficient to reach the required throughput. For these reasons,
early on in project development, the Ariel Consortium decided to apply a protected silver
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coating to the telescope mirrors. The choice of silver, as opposed to gold or a pure aluminum
coating was dictated primarily by the throughput requirement.

Abundant literature exists on the heritage of silver-coated aluminum mirrors for ground
and space telescope applications operating also at cryogenic temperatures [1, 13, 12].
The large collecting area ofAriel primarymirror however posed specific concerns onunifor-

mity of the deposition process and possible issues caused by the difference in the coefficients
of thermal expansion (CTE) between aluminum alloy 6061 and silver. Environmental dura-
bility of the coating, and the effectiveness of the protecting capping layer to avoid exposition
and corrosion from common atmospheric pollutants was taken into account [4, 14].

For these reasons, the Ariel Consortium selected a specific protected silver coating with
space heritage fromCILAS3 anddevised a comprehensive qualification study to test its optical
performance and durability on Al6061-T651 substrates.

The study, still ongoing at the time of writing, involves twomain activities: a qualification
of the coating on aluminum samples, and testing of the coating on a full size demonstrator of
the primary mirror of the Ariel telescope (named PTM).

The first activitywas further divided into two phases: a set of environmental and durability
tests on samples coatedwhile lying on a flat surface, and a followup studywith samples coated
on top of a curved surface mimicking the optical surface of the PTM. This paper describes
the cryogenic tests performed during the first phase and in particular the evaluation of coating
performance anddurability bymeans of adhesion tests, reflectivitymeasurements andAtomic
Force Microscopy (AFM) metrology.

3.2 Materials and Processes

3.2.1 Samples Description

The coating qualification campaign is performed on samples of Al 6061-T651 in rolled plate
form, the same aluminum alloy and forge currently foreseen for Ariel Telescope mirrors and
supporting structure. Two of the samples used have been subjected to the cryogenic thermal
cycles described below and tested for signs of degradation.

The samples, obtained from the samemetal plate fromwhich the PTM substrate had been
cut, are shaped as 6mm thick disks with a diameter of 25mm. Figure 3.1 shows one of the
samples being held for visual inspection before the coating run.

The samples have been procured, polished and cleaned by MediaLario4 before delivery to
CILAS for coating.

Roughness of the optical surface was measured with a Taylor Hobson CCI White Light
Interferometer with magnifications 10× and 50×. All samples were within the 10 nm RMS
specification.
3CILAS-ArianeGroup, Etablissement de Marseille, 600 avenue de la Roche Fourcade, Pôle ALPHA Sud - Z.I.
Saint Mitre, 13400 Aubagne, France

4Media Lario S.r.l., Via al Pascolo, 23842 Bosisio Parini (LC), Italy
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Figure 3.1: Picture of an aluminum sample used for the qualification during a visual inspec-
tion before being coated.

3.2.2 Coating Process

CILAS in-line coating process is based on physical vapor deposition. The coating platform
consists in a large magnetron sputtering chamber where a tray is slid back and forth beneath
a set of cathodes, in order to minimize deposition inhomogeneities [11].

The process is suited to optical substrates up to 2mby 2mof footprint and 0.4mof thick-
ness [5].

The protected silver coating tested during this qualification campaign is on average 350 nm
thick, with a thickness uniformity measured at 10%, and consists of three layers: a NiCr ad-
hesion layer of less than 10 nm of thickness, the silver layer, and a dielectric capping and pro-
tection layer. The actual thicknesses and composition of the capping layer are covered by
industrial trade secret.

3.2.3 Cryogenic Thermal Cycling Procedure

The procedure consists in a series of 10 cryogenic cycles under vacuum, between room tem-
perature and 54K. The test took place at the Blue Barrel facility in theCryoWaves Laboratory
at INAFOASBo in Bologna5.

Details of the cycles are presented in Table 3.1.
Samples were attached to copper straps with aluminum tape on the non-optical side.

3.3 VerificationMethods

Purpose of the test is tomake an initial assessment of stability of the coating on the aluminum
substrate both in terms of spectral reflectivity and adhesion, after subjecting a set of samples
to cryogenic temperatures close to those the Ariel telescope will operate at. For the test to be
considered successful, the following three criteria have been established:
5INAF-Osservatorio di Astrofisica e Scienza dello spazio di Bologna, Via Piero Gobetti 93/3, 40129 Bologna,
Italy
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Table 3.1: Details of the planned cryogenic thermal cycles procedure.

ECSS reference standard ECSS-Q-ST-70-04-C
Start Temperature 20 °C
Cycle temperatures 54–293K
Temperature change rate <5K/min (goal 1K/min)
Dwell time 15 minutes
Vacuum <1 × 10−4 mbar
Number of cycles 10

Criterion 1: the coatingmust appear unaltered, i.e. no obvious delamination or degradation
must be apparent upon visual inspection.

Criterion 2: relative reflectivity should not change, within the experimental measurement
error.

Criterion 3: the adhesion tests after the cryogenic cycles must be successful.

The samples were subjected to an adhesion test also before the cryogenic cycles, to make
sure that a failure of Criterion 3 would be imputable to the test itself, and not to an intrinsic
defect of the deposition process.

In addition to the three criteria, AFM images were taken before and after the test. AFM
scans could further qualify a “fail” test result, analyzing microscopically any alteration de-
tected through visual inspection and/or reflectivity measurements.

The following paragraphs describe the details of the verification methods employed.

3.3.1 Relative ReflectivityMeasurements

Relative reflectivity measurements were taken at the Institute for photonics and nanotech-
nologies of the National Research Council in Padova6 with a custom built setup.
Reproducibility of the measurements in the worst case has been determined to be ±3.8 %

over the 400–1000 nmwavelength range and ±1.2 % over the 500–900 nmwavelength range.
Data analysis and visualization have been performed in Python withMatplotlib [6].

3.3.2 Adhesion Tests

Adhesion tests were performed before and after the cryogenic cycles atMediaLario usingKap-
ton® tape strips, following ISO Standard 9211-4, Method 02, Severity 02 [7].

Before the tests, the samples had been cleaned with an acetone-based solvent and optical
wipes.
6CNR-IFN Padova, Via Trasea 7, 35131 Padova, Italy
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Figure 3.2: Pictures of the samples taken before (left) and after (right) the cryogenic cycles.
The spot marked with a red oval is a reflection artifact from the lamp used for the inspection,
and not a surface blemish.

3.3.3 Atomic ForceMicroscopy

AFM scans were takenwith a Park SystemXE-Series 70microscope in non-contactmode and
processed with Gwyddion [9].

3.4 Test Results

3.4.1 Visual Inspection

Figure 3.2 shows each sample before and after performing the cryogenic cycles.
Although some minor scratches and slight shadowing and halos appeared after the cycles,

especially on the first sample, the overall surface appearance of both samples presented no
discernible signs of coating degradation, cracks or visible signs of delamination.

Some residual traces of adhesive from the adhesion tests were visible despite the cleaning.

3.4.2 ReflectivityMeasurements

Figure 3.3 illustrates reflectance measurements of the two samples before and after the cryo-
genic cycles. Reflectance figures before cryogenic cycles are the average of four different mea-
surements taken in two consecutive days, while post-cycles figures are the average of twomea-
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surements, also taken during two days.
The difference in reflectance measurements taken before and after the cryogenic cycles is

less than 1%, well within the reproducibility error of the setup for both mirror samples.

3.4.3 Adhesion Test

Adhesion tests performed before and after cryo-testing were both successful: no visible signs
of delamination appeared, nor traces of coating were spotted on the tape used for the test.

3.4.4 Atomic ForceMicroscopy

AFMmeasurements of representative areas of the two samples are presented in Figure 3.4 and
3.5. As discussed in Section 3, the scans were performed to provide a qualitative assessment
of surface morphology variations.

Since the cryogenic cycles did not produce any visible signs of surface degradation nor de-
lamination, the sampling location for the AFM had been chosen to be reasonably representa-
tive of the central area, where reflectivitywas alsomeasured, without aiming at specific surface
blemishes or scratches. Moreover, measurements before and after cryo-testing did not image
the exact same portion of surface.

A comparison of the AFM images does not indicate the appearance of new topological
structures of relevance: most features are attributable to scratches and dents that were equally
present before and after the cryogenic cycles.

The white areas in relief are likely caused by residuals of tape glue from the adhesion tests
that resisted cleaning. These were in fact visible upon careful examination of the surface area
affected by the test.

RMS roughness measurements also do not appear to change significantly before and after
the cycles.

3.5 Conclusions

Two Al6061-T651 disks, deposited with a protected silver coating with space heritage from
CILAS, have been subjected to a series of 10 cryogenic cycles between room temperature and
50 K, the operating temperature of the Ariel telescope.

Results of visual inspections, adhesion tests and reflectivitymeasurements showed no alter-
ation in appearance imputable to deterioration or delamination of the coating, nor a degrada-
tion in optical performance in the waveband 400–1000 nm.
These results were considered satisfactory and led to the second phase of the qualification

campaign, consisting of a battery of tests on equivalent samples coatedwhile lying on a curved
surface in the shape of the primary mirror of the telescope.

Further measurements on the samples will be repeated periodically to assess possible aging
deterioration.
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Figure 3.3: Reflectance measurements of the two samples before (blue) and after (orange)
the cryogenic cycles. The colored areas show reproducibility of the measurements. Graphs
have been smoothed with a Savitzky–Golay convolution filter.
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Average of row profiles RMS: (3.8 ± 1.6) nm
Profile 1 Rq: 4.2 nm
Profile 2 Rq: 4.2 nm

Average of row profiles RMS: (6.5 ± 2.5) nm
Profile 1 Rq: 6.7 nm
Profile 2 Rq: 4.6 nm

Figure 3.4: On the left, AFM images of different areas of the first sample before (top) and
after (bottom) the cryogenic cycles. On the right, roughness parameters and row profiles.
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Average of row profiles RMS: (4.2 ± 1.8) nm
Profile 1 Rq: 6.9 nm
Profile 2 Rq: 2.9 nm

Average of row profiles RMS: (4.9 ± 1.4) nm
Profile 1 Rq: 5.7 nm
Profile 2 Rq: 3.7 nm

Figure 3.5: On the left, AFM images of different areas of the second sample before (top) and
after (bottom) the cryogenic cycles. On the right, roughness parameters and row profiles.
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Abstract

Ariel (Atmospheric Remote-Sensing Infrared Exoplanet Large Survey) has been adopted as
the M4mission for ESA “Cosmic Vision” program. Launch is scheduled for 2029.

ARIELwill study exoplanet atmospheres through transit spectroscopywith a 1mclass tele-
scope optimized in the waveband between 1.95 and 7.8 µm and operating in cryogenic condi-
tions in the temperature range 40–50K.

Aluminum alloy 6061, in the T651 temper, was chosen as baseline material for telescope
mirror substrates and supporting structures, following a trade-off study. To improve mirrors
reflectivity within the operating waveband and to protect the aluminum surface from oxida-
tion, a protected silver coating with space heritage was selected and underwent a qualification
campaign during Phase B1 of the mission, with the goal of demonstrating a sufficient level of
technology maturity.

The qualification campaign consisted of two phases: a first set of durability and environ-
mental tests conducted on a first batch of coated aluminum samples, followed by a set of verifi-
cation tests performed on a second batch of samples coated alongside a full-size demonstrator
of Ariel telescope primary mirror.

This study presents the results of the verification tests, consisting of environmental (hu-
midity and temperature cycling) tests and chemical/mechanical (abrasion, adhesion, cleaning)
tests performed on the samples, and abrasion tests performed on the demonstrator, bymeans
of visual inspections and reflectivity measurements.

Keywords: 1-m class space telescope, infrared optics, aluminum mirrors, protected silver
coating, coating environmental tests, reflectivity measurements

4.1 Introduction

Ariel has been recently adopted as ESA Cosmic Vision Program M4 mission. In its 4-year
nominal mission, Ariel will conduct a survey of known exoplanets to characterize their atmo-
spheres through transit spectroscopy in the wavelength band between 0.5 µm and 8 µm.

The Ariel telescope is based on an off-axis, unobscured Cassegrain design with an elliptical
primary mirror with an aperture of 1100mm (major axis) and 768mm (minor axis) and a
light collecting area of approximately 0.6 square meters. Telescope performance is diffraction
limited at the wavelength of 3 µm on a 30″ Field of View. The required average telescope
throughput is 96% [3, 9]. Telescope and instruments will operate at a temperature below
50K.

Following the heritage of the JWSTMIRI instrument [8], aluminum alloy 6061-T651 has
been chosen formirrors substrates and supporting structures of the telescope, after a trade-off
study [4] on manufacturability and cost.



4.2. MATERIALS AND PROCESSES 128

Toprotect themirrors and to improve their reflectivity in the visible sectionof theoperating
waveband, a protected silver coating with space heritage fromCILAS3 was chosen as baseline.

Although several examples of cryogenic silver-coated aluminummirrors are found in liter-
ature [1, 12, 11], the large size of the primary mirror and its curvature raised concerns on the
uniformity of the deposition process and stability of the coating.

An initial studywas therefore devised to test optical performance anddurability onAl6061-
T651 substrates, consisting of a qualification campaign on coated aluminum samples [2], and
a verification test on additional samples and on a full-scale demonstrator of Ariel primary
mirror denoted PTM.

This paper describes the verification tests, in particular the evaluation of coating perfor-
mance and durability by means of adhesion tests, reflectivity measurements and environmen-
tal tests.

4.2 Materials and Processes

4.2.1 Items Under Test

The coating verification tests were performed on the following items coated together in the
same run:

1. the PTM (Figure 4.1), a spherical mirror with a radius of curvature of 2401mmand an
elliptical optical aperture of 1100 x 730mm cut from a rolled plate of Al 6061-T651,
the current baseline for Ariel telescope mirrors and supporting structure;

2. 6 aluminum samples, shaped as disks 6mmthick 25mmindiameter, obtained from the
same plate from which the PTM substrate had been cut (Figure 4.2 shows one of the
samples being held for visual inspection before the coating run);

3. 2 sets of glass samples measuring 25mmand 48mmin diameter respectively to serve as
reference for spectral reflectivity and for the profilometry measurements.

The roughness of the optical surface on the aluminum samples was measured with a Tay-
lor Hobson CCI White Light Interferometer with magnifications 10× and 50×. All samples
measured roughness was within the 10 nmRMS specification.

The surface roughness of the PTM,measured at 10 different locations on its optical surface,
was instead in the range 21.5–26.9 nmRMS.

The PTM and aluminum samples had been manufactured byMediaLario4.

3CILAS-ArianeGroup, Etablissement de Marseille, 600 avenue de la Roche Fourcade, Pôle ALPHA Sud - Z.I.
Saint Mitre, 13400 Aubagne, France

4Media Lario S.r.l., Via al Pascolo, 23842 Bosisio Parini (LC), Italy
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Figure 4.1: Picture of the PTMmirrormounted on its transport and handling trolley before
coating (courtesy of CILAS).

Figure 4.2: Picture of an aluminum sample used for the qualification during a visual inspec-
tion before being coated (courtesy of CILAS).
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Figure 4.3: Layout of the items to be coated on the tray of the coating chamber. The blue
arrow indicates the direction of insertion into the chamber.

4.2.2 Coating Process

The coating process used by CILAS for this batch is based on physical vapor deposition. The
items to be coated are laid on a tray that slides inside a large magnetron sputtering chamber,
andmoved back and forth beneath a set of cathodes, tominimize deposition inhomogeneities
[10]. The process is suited to optical substrates up to 2m by 2m of footprint and 0.4m of
thickness [5].

The protected silver coating employed for the study consists of three layers: a NiCr adhe-
sion layer of less than 10 nm of thickness, the silver layer, and a dielectric capping and pro-
tection layer. The process had already been qualified on aluminum samples and produces a
coating layer measuring on average 350 nm of thickness, with 10% uniformity.
The layout of the items on the coating tray is shown in Figure4.3.

4.3 VerificationMethods

The tests described in this paper have the purpose of verifying that the performance and dura-
bility of the protected silver coating deposited on the PTM are consistent with the results
obtained during the qualification phase [2].

Four of the witness samples deposited together with the PTMwere therefore subjected to
a series of humidity, temperature, cleaning, abrasion and adhesion tests, evaluated by visual
inspection and assessment of the variation of relative spectral reflectivitymeasurements taken
before and after the set of tests.

Additionally, the coating thickness wasmeasured on one of the glass samples, and the dura-
bility of the coating on the PTMwas assessed through adhesion testing.

The following paragraphs describe the details of the verification methods employed.
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4.3.1 Visual Inspection

Visual inspection was performed at CILAS on the optical area of each sample according to
ISO standard 9211-4:2012 [7]. Inspection of the PTM was performed both by CILAS and
MediaLario.

4.3.2 Relative ReflectivityMeasurements

Relative reflectivity measurements were performed at CILAS with a Perkin-Elmer Lambda
950 spectrophotometer with a reflectometry accessory in the waveband 500–2500 nm and
with an accuracy of ±0.6 % from 500 nm to 890 nm and ±1% above 890 nm.

4.3.3 Humidity Test

The test was realized at CILAS according to ISO 9211-3:2008 [6] Test #5 (damp heat). The
samples were exposed to a 90% humidity environment at 55 °C (±3 °C) for 24 hours with a
maximum temperature slope of 2 °C/minute. No condensation was observed on the coated
surfaces during the test.

4.3.4 Temperature Cycling Test

The samples were subjected to 30 cycles between -40 °C and 70 °C with a maximum tempera-
ture slope of 2 °C/minute and a dwell time of 15minutes. The test was performed at CILAS.

4.3.5 Cleaning Test

The testwasperformedatCILASapplying their standard cleaningprocedurebasedon ethanol
and acetone solutions, using an optical wipe. The test was repeated 5 times.

4.3.6 Abrasion Test

Test realized at CILAS on one sample, according to ISO 9211-4:2012 [7], Test Method 01,
Severity Level 01.

4.3.7 Adhesion Test

Adhesion tests were performed following ISO Standard 9211-4, Method 02, Severity 02 [7].
Tests on samples were performed at CILAS with a cellophane tape, while the test on the

optical surface of the PTMwas performed at MediaLario using Kapton® tape strips.
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Figure 4.4: Adhesion test on the PTMmirror. On the left, the tape positionedperpendicular
to the edge of the mirror right before lift-off. On the right, the sticky side of the tape after lift-
off, showing no detached coating particles (pictures courtesy of MediaLario).

4.4 Test Results

4.4.1 Environmental andMechanical Tests

One aluminum sample was subjected to the whole sequence of chemical/mechanical tests
(cleanability, abrasion and adhesion), while three other samples underwent the environmen-
tal set of tests (humidity and temperature cycling) and later the adhesion test. The two re-
maining aluminum samples have been kept as references for aging.

Resultswere satisfactory and in linewith theoutcomes fromthe coatingqualificationphase:
no discernible signs of coating degradation nor delamination were apparent.

Reflectivitymeasurements did not highlight any change in performance either, as described
in paragraph 4.2.

Adhesion tests on the coated PTM were performed on two separate areas of the mirror,
and were also successful with no sign of coating degradation nor visually detectable traces of
the coating on the tape strip (Figure 4.4).

4.4.2 ReflectivityMeasurements

Figure 4.5 illustrates reflectivity measurements of the samples that underwent mechanical
(#18, 19, 20) and cleaning (#16) tests. Variations between measurements of the same sample
are within the accuracy of the measurement instrument.

4.4.3 Profilometry

Glass sample number 14 was partially covered with a mask during coating, and the depth of
the resulting ridge was measured with a profilometer in two points. The resulting coating
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Figure 4.5: Reflectivity measurements of samples 16, 18, 19 and 20 before (“Pre” in the
legend) and after (“Post” in the legend) the tests, showing no significant change.

thicknesses were 342 nm and 345 nm compatible with measurements taken during the quali-
fication coating run at the same position in the coating chamber of 348 nm.

4.5 Conclusions

Following the successful qualificationof the selectedprotected silver coating for the aluminum
mirrors of the Ariel telescope, a coating test run was performed on the full size demonstrator
of the telescope primary mirror (PTM), together with 6 aluminum samples, to further con-
firm performance and durability of the coating.

Results of adhesion, abrasion, cleaning, humidity and thermal cycling tests performed on
the samples and verified by visual inspections and reflectivity measurements showed no alter-
ation in appearance imputable to deterioration or delamination of the coating, nor a degrada-
tion in optical performance in the waveband 500–2500 nm.
Adhesion tests performed on the optical surface of the PTM further confirmed the dura-

bility of the coating.
These results were considered satisfactory and led to a successful termination of the coating

qualification campaign.
Further measurements on the samples will be repeated periodically to assess possible aging

deterioration.
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abstract

Ariel (Atmospheric Remote-sensing Infrared Exoplanet Large survey) is the fourth medium-
size mission in ESA “Cosmic Vision” program. It is scheduled to launch in 2029. Ariel will
conduct spectroscopic and photometric observations of a large sample of known exoplanets
to survey their atmospheres with the transit method.

Ariel is based on a 1 m class telescope designed for the visible and near infrared spectrum,
but optimized specifically for spectroscopy in the waveband between 1.95 and 7.8 µm. Tele-
scope and instruments will be operating in cryogenic conditions in the range 40–50 K.

The telescope mirrors will be manufactured in aluminum 6061, with a protected silver
coating deposited onto the optical surface to enhance reflectivity and prevent oxidation and
corrosion.

During the preliminary definitionphase of the developmentwork, leading tomission adop-
tion, a silver coatingwith space heritagewas selected and underwent a qualification process on
disc-shaped samples of the mirrors substrate material. The samples were deposited through
magnetron sputtering and then subjected to a battery of tests, including environmental dura-
bility tests, accelerated aging, cryogenic tests and mechanical resistance tests. Further to the
qualification, the samples have been stored in cleanroom (ISO6) conditions and periodically
re-examined and measured to detect any sign of coating degradation.

The test program, still ongoing at the time of writing this article, consists of visual inspec-
tion with a high intensity lamp, spectral reflectance measurements and Atomic Force Mi-
croscopy (AFM) evaluation of nanometric surface features.

The goal is to ensure stability of the optical performance, in terms of coating reflectance,
during a time span comparable to the period that the actualmirrors of the telescopewill spend
in average cleanroom conditions.

This study presents the interim results after three years of storage.

Keywords space telescope, Ariel mission, aluminum mirror, silver coating, coating durabil-
ity, thin films, optical properties

5.1 Introduction

Ariel is the fourth medium-class mission under development in the framework of ESA “Cos-
mic Vision” Program. It was adopted in 2020 and launch is planned for 2029. During its 4
years of nominal mission duration, Ariel will conduct a survey of known exoplanets to char-
acterize their atmospheres through transit spectroscopy and photometry in the waveband be-
tween 0.5 µm and 7.8 µm [15].
The Ariel telescope is based on an off-axis, unobscured Cassegrain design with an elliptical

primary mirror with an aperture of 1100 mm (major axis) and 768 mm (minor axis), corre-
sponding to a light collecting area of approximately 0.6m2. The telescope was designed to be
diffraction limited at the wavelength of 3 µm on a 30″ field of view [6]. The required average
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telescope throughput is 96% [1]. Telescope and instruments will operate at a temperature
below 50K.

Following the heritage of the JWST MIRI instrument [12], aluminum alloy 6061 in the
T651 forge has been chosen for mirrors substrates and supporting structures of the telescope,
after a trade-off study [5] on manufacturability and cost.

To comply with throughput requirements, particularly in the visible portion of the op-
erating waveband, and to protect the aluminum substrate from oxidation, the Consortium
decided to apply a protected silver coating to the telescope mirrors.

The coating, from CILAS2 is qualified for space, but needed to be subjected to additional
qualification tests to assess performance at theAriel telescope operating temperature of<50K
andbecause of the large size of the primarymirror, raising possible concerns on the uniformity
of the deposition process and stability of the coating.

An initial studywas therefore devised to test optical performance anddurability onAl6061-
T651 substrates, consisting of a qualification campaign on coated aluminum samples [2, 4],
and a verification test on additional samples and on a full-scale demonstrator of the Ariel pri-
mary mirror denoted PTM [3].

After the successful completion of the qualification, the samples have been kept in storage
in a ISO6 cleanroom facility, and are being periodically re-examined to detect signs of func-
tional (reflectance) or visual deterioration due to oxidation or delamination.

Silver coatings, although protected by a capping layer, are in fact particularly sensitive to
damaging from contact with humidity, sulfur and chlorine pollutants, normally present even
in the controlled atmosphere of a cleanroom [9]. It is therefore necessary to ensure that the
coating will not deteriorate in the time span from deposition on the Ariel telescope mirrors
to launch.

5.2 Materials and Processes

5.2.1 Samples Description

The coating qualification campaign was performed on several samples of Al 6061-T651 in
rolled plate form, the same aluminum alloy and forge currently foreseen for Ariel Telescope
mirrors and supporting structure.
The samples are shaped as discs of 25mm of diameter and 6mm thick (Figure 5.1 shows

one of the samples being held for visual inspection before the coating run). The samples were
procured, polished and cleaned byMediaLario3 before delivery toCILAS for coating. Rough-
ness of the optical surface was measured with a Taylor Hobson CCIWhite Light Interferom-
eter on areas measuring 1.5mm×1.5mmand 300 µm×300 µm. All samples were within the
10 nmRMS specification.
2CILAS-ArianeGroup, Etablissement de Marseille, 600 avenue de la Roche Fourcade, Pôle ALPHA Sud - Z.I.
Saint Mitre, 13400 Aubagne, France

3Media Lario S.r.l., Via al Pascolo, 23842 Bosisio Parini (LC), Italy
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Figure 5.1: Picture of one of the aluminumsamples during a visual inspectionbefore coating.

The qualification campaign (in fact, a delta-qualification), consisted in a series of environ-
mental and mechanical resistance tests to ensure that the coating will reach the end of life of
the instrument without significant performance degradation, following the European Coop-
eration for Space Standardization (ECSS) Q-ST-70-17C standard [7]. A brief description of
the set of tests is reported in Table 5.1. The qualification program was overall successful [2].

Table 5.1: Summary of specifications of the coating qualification tests performed on the
samples.

Test Specifications

Adhesion ISO 9211-4, Method 2 Severity 2

Humidity ISO 9022-2 Method 12 Severity 06, 24 h test
duration, 90%RH, 55±3 °C (no condensation)

Temperature cycling
at ambient pressure

ISO 9022-2, 30 cycles, T. range −40–70 °C

Abrasion resistance ISO 9211-4, Method 01 Severity 01

Cryogenic cycling in
vacuum

ECSS-Q-ST-70-04C, 10 cycles, T. range:
54–293K, Vacuum: <1 × 10−4mbar

After the qualification campaing, a subset of the samples was retrieved by the authors and
stored in airtight containers in a cleanroom environment. The risk of exposure to excessive
humidity is further minimized by placing silica gel dessicant bags inside the containers. The
samples are being re-examined periodically in a normal laboratory environment.

Table 5.2 identifies the samples beingmonitored, coming from two subsequent coating de-
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Table 5.2: List of samples under test, with coating deposition date and qualification tests
performed.

Coating Run Sample Humidity Thermal Adhesion Cryotest Cleaning Abrasion

03/04/2019 SN01 ✓ ✓ ✓
SN12 ✓

12/12/2019 SN-01M
SN-02M ✓
SN-04M ✓ ✓
SN-05M ✓ ✓
SN-06M ✓ ✓
SN-07M ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
SN-08M ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
SN-09M ✓ ✓ ✓
SN-10M ✓ ✓ ✓

position runs: a first test run, performed on April 3rd, 2019, and the actual qualification run,
on December 12th, 2019. Both runs were conducted with the nominal coating procedure
and produced equivalent results. The set of treatments to which each sample was subjected
during the qualification is also reported in the table.

All verification and measurements described in this paper have been performed on all sam-
ples listed Table 5.2, but for the reminder of the treatment we will focus on Samples SN01
and SN12, that have been in storage for a longer period, Sample SN06M since it was already
examined in details in a previous work [4] and Sample SN08Mbecause it was subjected to the
entire set of qualification tests.

5.2.2 Coating Process

The coating process employedbyCILAS for the samples is based onphysical vapor deposition.
The coating platform consists in a large magnetron sputtering chamber. Samples are inserted
on a tray sliding beneath a set of cathodes [14]. The process is suited to optical substrates up
to 2 m by 2 m of footprint and 0.4 m of thickness [10].
The protected silver coating described in this paper is on average 350 nm thick, with a thick-

ness uniformity measured at 10%.
The structure of the stack is illustrated in Figure 5.2 and consists of at least three layers: a

NiCr adhesion layer of less than 10 nm of thickness, the reflecting silver layer, and a dielectric
capping and protection layer. An additional intermediate adhesion layer may be present be-
tween the silver and the capping layer. The actual layers thicknesses and composition of the
coating cannot be disclosed due to business confidentiality.
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Adhesion
interlayer

Figure 5.2: Indicative structure of the multilayer coating stack. The total coating thickness
is approximately 350 nm.

5.3 VerificationMethods

The ECSS Q-ST-70-17C standard [7] defines a set of verification and acceptance criteria to
be performed on coatings to assess their performance and compliance with requirements.

More specifically, after each test, the coating shall present:

1. no visual degradation;

2. no delamination or adherence loss;

3. thickness according to requirements;

4. performance measurements compliant with coating specifications.

The following paragraphs describe the assessment methods employed to verify compliance
of the samples under test according to the list above, except for item 3 (thickness) since it was
already verified during qualification and it is not expected to be affected by storage.

5.3.1 Relative ReflectanceMeasurements

Immediately after coatingdeposition, the reflectanceof all sampleswasmeasuredby themanu-
facturer with a Perkin-Elmer Lambda 950 spectrophotometer with a reflectometry accessory,
in the waveband 500–2500 nm. Accuracy, as reported in the instrument datasheet, is ±0.6 %
from 500 nm to 890 nm and ±1% above 890 nm.

Subsequent relative reflectancemeasurementswere taken at the Institute for Photonics and
Nanotechnologies of the National Research Council (CNR–IFN) in Padova with a custom
built setup. Reproducibility of the measurements in the worst case has been determined to
be better than ±1.2 % over the 500–900 nm wavelength range, and better than ±3.8 % over
the 400–1000 nmwavelength range.

In order to cross-calibrate the two setups, which appear to have a measurement bias be-
tween each other (see Figure 5.5 in the Results section), we used one of the earliest measure-
ment of Sample SN01 as reference point, since it presented the shortest temporal gap between
measurements.
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5.3.2 Visual Inspection

The ECSS standard suggests following Annex C of ISO 9211-4:2022 for Visual Inspection
(VI), that mandates the use of two cool white 15W lamps positioned directly above the sam-
ple, and to look at the sample against a blackmatte background at a distance of ≤45 cm and at
a near grazing angle [11]. The use of opticalmicrographs is suggested only in case of suspected
degradation, to further qualify it. In our case it was employed to look for signs of oxidation,
as explained in Section 5.4.1.

Darkfield imaging using a compact digital camera (Canon IXUS 220 HS) and a custom
built LED lighting setup was also employed to highlight the presence of light scattering de-
fects.

5.3.3 Atomic ForceMicroscopy

Besides optical imaging techniques, we employed an Atomic Force Microscope (AFM) for a
qualitative analysis of surface topography and to measure surface roughness.

AFM scans were taken with a Park System4 XE-Series 70microscope in non-contact mode
and processed with the Gwyddion open source software [13] (the processing pipeline con-
sisted in removal of low spacial frequencies by fitting and subtraction of an 𝑥, 𝑦 third order
polynomial surface, rows alignment using “median” as statistic and “scars removal”).

5.4 Results

5.4.1 Visual Inspection

The optical surface of all samples appeared visually unaltered after the storage period, as ex-
emplified in Figure 5.3: no discernible signs of coating degradation, such as cracks, blistering
or change in color/iridescence, nor other visible signs of delamination could be spotted. In
particular, we could not detect signs of oxidation developing from surface grains, as described
for example by Folgner et al. in their studies of protected silver coatings exposed to mixed
flowing gas [9, 8].

Apart from scratches and occasional dust particles, the most prominent features on the
optical surface continued to be the glue residues from adhesion tests, especially evident on
sample SN01.

It is worth noting that the uncoated back and lateral surfaces of the samples do exhibit
a slight brownish coloration and faint whitish areas, compatible with the oxidation of bare
aluminum, so the level of exposure to pollutants seems to be at least sufficient to cause slight
degradation of the substrate.

Darkfield photographs also show amostly uniformly dark optical surface, indicative of low
scattering (Figure 5.4).

4Park Systems Inc., KANC 15F, Gwanggyo-ro 109, Suwon 16229, Korea
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Figure 5.3: Couples of photographs of each sample immediately after coating (left), and after
the storage period (right). Note that the orientation of the sample is not consistent in each
couple.

Figure 5.4: Darkfield photographs of the four samples after the storage period. Orientation
of the samples is consistent with each right image of Figure 5.3.
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5.4.2 ReflectanceMeasurements

Figure 5.5 shows the results of the reflectance measurements performed on the samples at
differentpoints in time. Samples reflectancewasmeasured after coating and after qualification
tests by the manufacturer (solid gray line), who found no degradation in performance [2].
One of the samples (SN01)was alsomeasured by the authors early on during the qualification
campaign, so this measurement could be used as reference for the cross-calibration of the two
setups (dashed gray line).

Eventually two comprehensive measurement campaigns could be performed six months
apart (in October 2021 and April 2022, orange and blue lines in the plots).

Considering the difference between the initial measurement of the in-house setup and the
manufacturer’s setup, and noting the estimated repeatability error, the results do not high-
light a significant change in reflectance of the samples.

More precisemeasurementsmay be performed in the future to further confirm this prelim-
inary result.

5.4.3 Atomic ForceMicroscopy

Two sets of AFM scans of representative areas of samples SN01 and SN06M are presented in
Figures 5.6 and 5.7. For each set, the first scan (on top) was performed at the beginning of the
storage period, after the sample underwent the qualification tests, and the second one (at the
bottom), in August 2022.

As discussed in Section 5.3.3, the scans were performed to provide a qualitative assessment
of surface morphology variations and to measure surface roughness. Since the time in stor-
age did not produce any visible signs of surface degradation nor delamination, the sampling
location for the AFMwas chosen to be reasonably representative of the central area, where re-
flectance was also measured, without aiming at specific surface blemishes or scratches. Please
also note that measurements of the same sample do not image the exact same portion of sur-
face.

A comparison of the AFM images does not indicate the appearance of new topological
structures of relevance: most features are attributable to scratches and dents that were equally
present before storage. The white areas in relief on SN01 are likely the residues of tape adhe-
sive from the adhesion tests. Thesewere in fact visible upon careful examination of the surface
area affected by the test. Anecdotally, AFM scans of sample SN01 did result in frequent tip
pollution that required replacement, possibly because of the residues.

RMS roughness measurements also do not appear to change significantly before and after
the cycles.

5.5 Conclusions andNext Steps

In the framework of the coating qualification program for the mirrors of the Ariel mission
telescope, a series of samples of the mirrors substrate material, Al6061-T651, were tested and
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Figure 5.5: Reflectance measurements of four coated samples performed with two different
setups, by the manufacturer and by the authors. One comparison measurement of sample
SN1 (dashed gray line) was performed sufficiently close in time to the manufacturer’s mea-
surement to be useful to assess the cross-calibration of the two setups, which appear to have
a bias.
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are currently being kept in storage and re-examined periodically for signs of degradation.
After three years, results of visual inspections (both with direct and darkfield illumination)

and reflectancemeasurements showed no alteration in appearance imputable to deterioration
or delamination of the coating, nor a significant degradation in optical performance in the
waveband 400–1000 nm, according to preliminary measurements. Additional AFM scans of
the samples showed no qualitative morphology variations nor an increase in surface rough-
ness.

Further testing will be repeated in the future to confirm coating stability under cleanroom
environmental conditions, equivalent or worse to those foreseen for Ariel telescope mirrors.
Additional operational environment tests are also planned for the near future, in particular
radiation testing with an ion bombardment program simulating Ariel L2 operating orbital
environment.
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Figure 5.6: AFM scans (left) of sample SN01 before (top) and after (bottom) the storage
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Abstract

Ariel (Atmospheric Remote-Sensing Infrared Exoplanet Large Survey) is ESA “Cosmic Vi-
sion” M4 adopted mission, to survey exoplanet atmospheres through transit spectroscopy.
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Launch is scheduled for 2029. Ariel scientific payload consists of a 1-m class, all-aluminum
telescope feeding a set of photometers and spectrometers in the waveband between 0.5 and
7.8 µm. The operating temperature is below 50K.

To improve reflectivity and to prevent degradation of the optical surface of the telescope
mirrors, a protected silver coating with space heritage has been selected and qualified.

The wide operating waveband of the instruments poses some concerns on the achievable
throughput. In particular, technological limitations on large aluminummirrors manufactur-
ing and coating demand an estimation of the overall throughput achievable by the telescope
for the entire 4-year scientific duration of the mission.

The starting point for the estimation is the spectral reflectivity of the coated mirrors, as
measured on samples as part of the coating qualification campaign and considering the ef-
fects of deposition uniformity. On top of this, throughput losses caused by scattering of
light from surface roughness, particulate contamination and cosmetic defects, and absorption
frommolecular contamination have been modelled or estimated from the available literature
on the subject.

This work presents an initial estimation of the overall spectral throughput of the telescope,
in order to assess compliance with scientific requirements and identify areas of concern.

Keywords: space telescope, aluminum mirror, protected silver coating, optical contamina-
tion, optical scattering, Ariel mission

6.1 Introduction

In 2020 ESA formally adopted Ariel as the fourth “M” class mission of its “Cosmic Vision”
program. Ariel is currently in the implementation phase.
Ariel’s purpose is to carry out a survey of the atmospheres of known exoplanets. The Pay-

load consists of a telescope feeding a collimated beam to a set of spectrometers operating in the
waveband between 2 µm and 8 µm and a fine guidance/photometer/VIS-NIR spectrometer
operating in the visible to near infrared spectrum.

The design chosen for the Telescope (Figure 6.1) is an off-axis, unobscured Cassegrain fol-
lowed by a tertiary recollimating mirror and a fourth folding mirror that bends the beam to-
wards the optical bench (hereafter designated as M1, M2, M3 andM4).

Scientific requirements and preliminary design and performance considerations led to the
following constraints: at least 0.6 square meters for the light collecting area of the Telescope,
diffraction limited optical performance at the wavelength of 3 µm and on a 30″ Field of View
and an average throughput of 96% [3, 9].

The optical aperture of the primarymirror was then designed as an ellipse with dimensions
of 1100mm (major axis) and 730mm (minor axis). The remaining mirrors are much smaller
in aperture: 110mm × 80mm, 28mm × 20mm and the folding mirror has a diameter of
24mm.

Telescope and instruments will operate at a temperature below 50K.
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Figure 6.1: Optical model of Ariel Telescope.

Aluminumalloy 6061-T651was chosen as constructionmaterial formirrors substrates and
supporting structures of the telescope to achieve athermalizationunder isothermal conditions.
A protected silver coating with space heritage from CILAS2 was then selected and qualified,
and will be applied to the optical mirror surface to avoid oxidation and to improve reflectivity.

While heritage of silver-coated aluminum mirrors for ground and space telescope applica-
tions is well established, including instruments operating at cryogenic temperatures [1, 11,
10], the large collecting area of Ariel primary mirror poses some specific manufacturing chal-
lenges, in particular the achievable optical surface roughness and uniformity of the coating
process, that directly affect mirror reflectivity, and therefore Telescope throughput.

During Phase A, a preliminary estimation of the Telescope throughput at the end of the
nominal scientific mission was made using catalog reflectivity data, in order to prepare an
initial budget at payload level. After the successful qualification of the optical coating, the
estimation was then revised to include measured reflectivity data from the actual coating and
better estimations of the effects of surface roughness, particulate and molecular contamina-
tion and cosmetic defects, either through modelling or from the available literature on the
subject.

This paper illustrate the data and procedures employed to calculate the revised throughput
estimation.

2CILAS-ArianeGroup, Etablissement de Marseille, 600 avenue de la Roche Fourcade, Pôle ALPHA Sud - Z.I.
Saint Mitre, 13400 Aubagne, France
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6.2 Materials andMethods

6.2.1 End-of-life Telescope Throughput Estimation

The end-of-life (EOL) Telescope throughput is define as the end-to-end throughput of the
Telescope at the end of the scientific mission, and is calculated as the product of the EOL
reflectivity of the four mirrors.

The EOL reflectivity of each mirror is estimated as the product of the following compo-
nents:

1. baseline mirror reflectivity, from coating qualification measurements on samples;

2. AOI coefficient, calculated to adjust the baseline reflectivity to the variation of coating
reflectivity wrt. the angle of incidence of the incoming light;

3. reflectivity loss coefficient from scattering due to surface roughness;

4. reflectivity loss coefficient from scattering due to particulate contamination;

5. reflectivity loss coefficient from absorption due tomolecular contamination andwater
ice;

6. reflectivity loss coefficient from scattering due to cosmetic defects.

The following paragraphs describe each of the component and themethod bywhich it was
estimated.

6.2.2 Baseline Reflectivity

The first component of the estimated EOLmirror reflectivity is the baseline reflectivity, calcu-
lated from actual measurements on samples employed to qualify the selected optical coating.
To obtain a single averaged spectral reflectivity value for each mirror, samples surface rough-
ness and reflectivity dependence on the position inside the coating chamber need to be taken
into consideration, as explained in the following paragraphs.
Each of the fourTelescopemirrors has different requirements in terms ofmaximumaccept-

able surface roughness. For this reason, baseline reflectivity was calculated to be indicative of
a perfectly smooth mirror, and the effects of different levels of roughness was then added,
corresponding to the worst case scenario for each mirror.
Coating qualification was performed on 19 polished samples made of Al 6061-T651 and

11 glass (N-BK7) samples [2].
The measured surface roughness of the Al samples was variable, with an average RMS of

7.35 nm and 5.33 nm, measured respectively on areas of 1.5mm × 1.5mm and 300 µm ×
300 µm. Surface roughness of the glass samples was not measured before coating, but can be
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Figure 6.2: M1 extrapolated mean reflectivity at 500 nm wavelength from the positions of
glass samples (red circles) in the coating chamber.

presumed consistently lower than 1 nm RMS and thus negligible at the wavelengths under
consideration.

Therefore, in order tomodel the effects of surface roughness on the baseline reflectivity, we
could have either used measurements on the glass samples directly, or adjusted the measure-
ments of each Al sample subtracting the effect of the specific level of surface roughness. For
simplicity, and to avoid having to subtract and then add back the effect of roughness on the
samples, we chose to use the measurements on glass samples as the starting point.

Coating reflectivity was also found to vary throughout the mirror surface, given the large
size of theprimarymirror of theTelescope, as anyway anticipatedby the coatingmanufacturer.
For this reason, the qualification samples were coated while lying on the axes of an elliptical
surface shaped roughly like the Telescope primary mirror, in order to study the correlation
between position in the coating chamber and reflectivity.

To determine a suitable averaging strategy, we first attempted a two-dimensional interpo-
lation of the measurements, starting from the samples positions on the axes of the elliptical
footprint of themirror. Reflectivity was first linearly extrapolated on the axes, and then along
concentric circles to provide an average figure representative of the whole mirror. The pro-
cess was repeated at several wavelengths (see Figure 6.2 for the results of this procedure at a
wavelength of 500 nm).

The result proved equivalent to a simple averaging of reflectivity from all glass samples, so
the latter was used in the calculations.

For the other three mirrors, given the smaller apertures, the average reflectivity from the
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Figure 6.3: Averaged reflectivity of glass samples used as baseline for the Telescope through-
put calculations. M1 is the Telescope primary mirror, M2–4 are the other mirrors.

two central samples was used directly.
The chart in Figure 6.3 below shows the results of the averaging process, for the primary

and the other mirrors.

6.2.3 AOI Coefficient

As reflectivity depends on the angle of incidence (AOI) of incoming light, the baseline reflec-
tivity needed to be adjusted to be representative of the range of angles expected for eachmirror
from the optical design of the Telescope.

For M1–3, the adjustment coefficient was determined from measurements of the coating
qualification samples at 8 and 20 degrees AOI, an acceptable compromise between the ex-
tremes of the range of AOI (approximately 3-21 degrees) and the constraints of the measure-
ment apparatus.

Unfortunately, only aluminumsamplesweremeasuredboth at 8 and20degreesAOI,while
glass samples were onlymeasured at 8 degrees. Assuming that the effect of AOI on reflectivity
is mostly independent on the mirror substrate, the variation in reflectivity determined on Al
samples was the applied to themeasurements of glass samples according to the formula below
(Equation 6.1), to obtain their average reflectivity wrt. AOI.

𝑅𝑔𝑙𝑎𝑠𝑠
𝑖 = ⟨

𝑅𝛢𝑙,8
𝑗 + 𝑅𝛢𝑙,20

𝑗
2 /𝑅𝛢𝑙,8

𝑗 ⟩ 𝑅𝑔𝑙𝑎𝑠𝑠,8
𝑖 (6.1)

𝑅𝑔𝑙𝑎𝑠𝑠
𝑖 is the estimated average spectral reflectivity of the i-th glass sample, 𝑅𝑔𝑙𝑎𝑠𝑠,8

𝑖 the mea-
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Figure 6.4: Average of the ratios of reflectivity measured for each Al sample at 8 and 20 de-
grees AOI, to be applied to the baseline reflectivity from glass samples (measured only at 8
degrees AOI).

sured reflectivity at 8 deg AOI of the same sample, and 𝑅𝛢𝑙, 8
𝑗 is the measured reflectivity of

the j-th aluminum sample at 8 degrees AOI. The average ratio, together with the range of
variation, is shown in Figure 6.4.

For M4 (the flat mirror folding the Telescope collimated output beam), reflectivity mea-
surements at the 48 degrees AOI were not available due to measurement apparatus limita-
tions. Proper thin film interference simulations could not be setup either since knowledge of
the exact composition and thickness of the coating capping layer are not available.

A set of tentative simulations with varying thicknesses of a protective SiO2 layer were any-
way performed, and showed small variations in reflectivity, both with positive and negative
signs, always below 1%. This value was then used as worst case adjustment coefficient.

6.2.4 Microroughness ScatteringModel

Throughput loss due to microroughness has been modelled with the Harvey-Shack Total In-
tegrated Scatter (TIS) formula (Equation 6.2 below):

TIS = 1 − exp [− (4𝜋𝜎𝑐𝑜𝑠𝜃𝑖𝜆 )
2
] (6.2)

with the values in Table 6.1 below and 𝜆 in Ariel operating wavelength range.
The surface roughness values used here have been agreed with the mirrors manufacturer

and have been considered reasonably achievable given the foreseen manufacturing processes.
The angles of incidence used are the average of the maximum and minimumAOI for incom-
ing rays for each mirror.
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Table 6.1: AOI and roughness values used in roughness scattering model.

M1 M2 M3 M4

Angle of incidence 𝜃𝑖 (deg) 10 10 10 48
Roughness (nm RMS) 10 2 2 2

6.2.5 Particulate Contamination ScatteringModel

Losses fromparticulate contamination scatteringhavebeenmodelled according toMie scatter
theory.

The startingpoint is the assumptionof an end-of-life cleanliness level of 400per IEST-STD-
CC1246D [5] for the optical surfaces of all elements of the Ariel Telescope and instruments,
a value considered achievable with careful contamination control. This leads to a Total In-
tegrated Scatter of 0.2 % at a wavelength of 632 nm [4]. This figure is used as a worst case
scenario for the remainder of the estimation.

In order to allow for a looser cleanliness requirement on the primary and secondarymirrors
of the Telescope, requiring a longer and more complex manufacturing and integration pro-
cess, the TIS figure was then arbitrarily increased to a value of 0.55 %, and the figure for the
remaining optical elements adjusted to 0.1 %, so that budgeted scattering loss for the entire
Ariel optical train, consisting of 15 items, remains the same.

6.2.6 Molecular and Ice AbsorptionModel

Losses from molecular contamination, depicted in Figure 6.5, derive from thin film interfer-
ence calculations performed for the James Webb Telescope for a 20 nm layer of amorphous
hydrocarbons from cleanroom environment exposure [6]. The assumption was considered
compatible the molecular contamination requirement for Ariel Telescope primary and sec-
ondary mirrors (2000 ng/cm2) and used as a worst case scenario for the remaining mirrors.
An additional layer of 20 nm of water ice, deposited by outgassing during flight, was then

added, taking the worst case scenario analyzed by the JWST team.
The wavelength range of the original data from JWST literature (800–5000 nm) has been

extended for Ariel using constant extrapolation.

6.2.7 Cosmetic (Scratch/Dig) ScatteringModel

The potential loss of reflectance caused by cosmetic defects was estimated numerically inte-
grating formulas 6.3 and 6.4 here below, derived from the scattering models presented by
Peterson [8] for cosmetic defects characterized according to the MIL-PRF-13830B “scratch
and dig” standard [7].
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Figure 6.5: Molecular and ice absorption curve used in the model.

BSDFs andBSDFd are the Bidirectional ScatteringDistribution Function for scratches and
digs, and:

• 𝛮𝑑 and𝛮𝑠 are the defects densities;

• 𝑑 is the average diameter of digs;

• 𝜆 is the wavelength;

• 𝑤 the width of the typical scratch;

• 𝑙 is the average scratch length;

• 𝜃 is the angle of scatter;

• 𝑙𝑠 and 𝑙𝑑 are functions of λ and the defects dimensions.

𝛣𝑆𝐷𝐹𝑠 = 𝛮𝑠
𝑤𝑙
𝜋 [1 + 𝜋𝑤𝑙

𝜆2 (1 + sin2 𝜃
𝑙2𝑠

)
− 3
2

] (6.3)

𝛣𝑆𝐷𝐹𝑑 =
1
4𝛮𝑑𝑑2 [1 +

𝜋2𝑑2
4𝜆2 (1 + sin2 𝜃

𝑙2𝑑
)
− 3
2

] (6.4)

For the estimation, a cosmetic quality of 60/40 scratch/dig was assumed, which is generally
considered to be an “acceptable” level for scientific applications, and therefore an achievable
worst case scenario for the Telescope.
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Figure 6.6: Comparison of estimated reflectivity losses due to cosmetic defects on the optical
surface of the mirrors, and surface roughness (10 nmRMS for M1, 2 nmRMS for M2–4).

The figure “60” refers to the visibility of the scratch, as determined by visual comparison
of the defects with a set of standard scratches of calibrated brightness. For this analysis, the
number is also used as the actual width of the scratches. A further assumption was made that
scratches would be on average 5mm of length, as the standard does not specify it. The figure
“40” for digs is instead the diameter of digs in tenths of millimeters.

TheTIS calculated from thesemodels results at least two orders ofmagnitude smaller than
the one expected from surface roughness (Figure 6.6) at lower wavelengths, a result in accor-
dance with the general considerations found in the literature on the subject. For this reason,
it has not been included in the final throughput calculation.

It is however important to note that a cosmetic specification on the mirror is nonetheless
important to limit straylight effects, as these may not be negligible.

6.3 Results

Figure 6.7 below shows the estimated end-of-life reflectivity of each mirror (brown line), cal-
culated from the baseline spectral reflectivity, multiplied by each of the coefficients presented
in the previous paragraphs.

The EOL reflectivity figures from each mirror are then multiplied together to derive the fi-
nalTelescopeEOL throughput, shown in the chart of Figure 6.8, togetherwithAriel through-
put requirements (horizontal segments) for each instrument operational wavelength range.

For each range, the requirement is expressed as an average (dotted line) and/or a minimum



6.3. RESULTS 160

Figure 6.7: Final estimation of the EOL spectral reflectivity of eachTelescopemirror. “PAC”
refers to particulate contamination loss, while “Baseline” refers to the baseline reflectivity de-
fined in paragraph 6.2.2.
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Figure 6.8: EOL Telescope throughput compared with Ariel requirements (horizontal seg-
ments) at each instrument wavelength range (see paragraph 4 for the discussion of this result).
Each curve is the combined effect on all four mirrors. Dotted lines mark the required average
Telescope throughput for the range, while solid lines indicate the required minimum.

throughput (solid line). The reason is thatAriel photometric instruments, all operating below
1.1 µm of wavelength, mandate only a requirement on the average throughput of the Tele-
scope in the range, while spectrometric instruments, operating above 1.1 µm, require both a
minimum and an average throughput.

To be compliant, the Telescope throughput curve has to be entirely above the minimum
requirement, and the average throughput for each range has to be above the average require-
ment.

6.4 Discussion

The main purpose of the model developed in this paper is to reassess compliance of the Tele-
scope throughput to requirements using the newly available reflectivity measurements on
samples of the same material and coated with the same process envisioned for the flight mir-
rors.

Wherever assumptions and simplifications have beenmade, a worst case approach has been
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taken to ensure that the end result would not overestimate throughput.
Ariel payload instruments are both photometers, for which a requirement on the average

throughput over the operating waveband is sufficient, and spectrometers, for which a require-
ment on the average and on the minimum throughput are both necessary.

As it is apparent from Figure 8 of the previous chapter, while minimum throughput re-
quirements are amply met, the estimation affords very little margin towards average require-
ments for wavelengths in the ranges between 0.5 and 1.1 µm: less than 2.2 % of the required
average throughput.

Of the various components that constitute the loss in throughput at these wavelength
ranges, nearly half is due to scattering from surface roughness, and it is mostly imputable
to M1.

6.5 Conclusions

This paper presented an updated throughputmodel for the Ariel Telescope, based onmirrors
reflectivity measurements from the coating qualification campaign performed in Phase B1 of
the Payload study and the updated requirements on surface particulate contamination. A de-
tailed explanation for the use of glass coated samples as the basis for reflectivitymeasurements,
as opposed to aluminium samples, is also provided.

Finally, a preliminary comparison against requirements is discussed, showing compliance
but with no safety margin at lower wavelengths.
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