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Abstract

In the coming decade, JUICE and Europa Clipper radio-science will yield the most accurate estimation to date of the
Galilean moons’ physical parameters and ephemerides. JUICE’s PRIDE (Planetary Radio Interferometry and Doppler
Experiment) will help achieve such a solution by providing VLBI (Very Long Baseline Interferometry) observations of
the spacecraft’s lateral position, complementing nominal radio-science measurements. In this paper, we quantify how
PRIDE VLBI can contribute to the moons’ ephemerides determination, in terms of attainable solution improvement and
validation opportunities. To this end, we simulated VLBI data for JUICE, but also investigated the possibility to perform
simultaneous tracking of JUICE and Europa Clipper, thus ultimately generating both single- and dual-spacecraft VLBI.
We considered various tracking and data quality scenarios for both VLBI types, and compared the formal uncertainties
provided by covariance analyses with and without VLBI. These analyses were performed for both global and local (i.e.
per-flyby) estimations of the moons’ states, as eventually achieving a global solution first requires proceeding arc-per-arc.
We showed that both single- and multi-spacecraft VLBI measurements only bring limited improvement to the global state
estimation, but significantly contribute to the moons’ normal points (i.e. local states at flyby times), most notably in
the out-of-plane direction. Additionally, we designed a validation plan exploiting PRIDE VLBI to progressively validate
the classical radio-science solution, whose robustness and statistical realism is sensitive to modelling inconsistencies.
By improving the local state estimations and offering various validation opportunities, PRIDE will be invaluable in
overcoming possible dynamical challenges. It can therefore play a key role in reconstructing a global solution for the
Galilean moons’ dynamics with the uncertainty levels promised by JUICE-Europa Clipper analyses. This, in turn,
is critical to the accurate characterisation of tidal dissipation in the Jovian system, holding the key to the long-term
evolution of the Galilean moons.
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1. Introduction

In the 2030s, both ESA’s JUpiter ICY moons Ex-
plorer (JUICE) and NASA’s Europa Clipper spacecraft
will study Jupiter’s Galilean satellites (Grasset et al., 2013;
Witasse and et al., 2024; Pappalardo et al., 2021). They
will perform a series of flybys around these moons, with
a strong focus on Callisto (JUICE) and Europa (Europa
Clipper), followed by an at least 9-month orbital phase
around Ganymede for JUICE. The strong interest in the
Galilean system was strengthened from the Galileo mis-
sion, with the detection, either tentative or confirmed, of
subsurface oceans of liquid water below the icy crust of the
three outermost satellites (Europa, Ganymede, and Cal-
listo) (Khurana et al., 1998; Kivelson et al., 2000, 2002).
Both JUICE and Europa Clipper missions are specifically
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designed to confirm the findings of the Galileo mission, and
provide the most detailed characterisation to date of the
moons’ hydrospheres (Petricca et al., 2023; Roberts et al.,
2023).

As part of their scientific objectives, data from JUICE
and Europa Clipper will further constrain the formation
and long-term evolution of the Galilean system, a crit-
ical step to understand how the moons’ internal oceans
could have formed and survived until present-day. Our
understanding of the system’s thermal-orbital evolution
indeed remains incomplete, with fundamental questions
still open regarding the history of the Laplace resonance
(Yoder, 1979; Greenberg, 1987) and the possibility of a
rapid migration of Callisto’s orbit if caught in a resonance-
locking mechanism (Lari et al., 2023). Answering those
will require a better understanding of tidal dissipation
mechanisms, which govern the moons’ orbital migration
(e.g. Lainey et al., 2009, 2020) and heats up their interi-
ors (Nimmo and Pappalardo, 2016). The Galilean system
can moreover be seen as a miniature version of the So-
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lar System. Understanding its formation and history will
therefore bring invaluable insights into planetary systems
evolution in general (e.g. Deienno et al., 2014; Heller et al.,
2015).

The moons’ current orbits result from these long-
term evolution processes, and therefore bear witness of
the satellites’ orbital and interior history. Improving our
ephemerides solutions for the Galilean satellites is thus a
natural way to gain insights into the system’s thermal-
orbital evolution. In planetary space missions such as
JUICE and Europa Clipper, this is primarily achieved by
extracting the dynamical signatures of the Galilean satel-
lites from the radiometric tracking measurements of the
spacecraft during their close encounters with the moons
(flybys or orbital phase of Ganymede).

For this purpose, JUICE will benefit from a dedicated
radio-science instrument, 3GM (Gravity & Geophysics of
Jupiter and Galilean Moons, Iess and et al. 2024), sup-
plemented by the High Accuracy Accelerometer (HAA)
which will eliminate the effects of non-conservative pertur-
bations (primarily propellant sloshing) in the radio-science
measurements. Europa Clipper, on the other hand, will
rely on the spacecraft’s nominal tracking and communica-
tion radio capabilities (Mazarico et al., 2023). The poten-
tial of classical radio-science observables from both JUICE
and Europa Clipper has already been demonstrated for
ephemerides determination applications (Magnanini, 2021;
Magnanini et al., 2023; Fayolle et al., 2022). These mea-
surements are nonetheless limited by the observation ge-
ometry: range and Doppler data mostly constrain the
spacecraft’s motion (position and velocity, respectively) in
the line-of-sight direction.

To alleviate this limitation, JUICE will take advantage
of an additional support experiment: the Planetary Radio
Interferometry and Doppler Experiment (PRIDE), which
has already been successfully used for, among others, the
Huygens Probe, Venus Express, and Mars Express mis-
sions (Pogrebenko et al., 2004; Bocanegra-Bahamón et al.,
2018; Duev et al., 2016). PRIDE provides phase-referenced
VLBI (Very Long Baseline Interferometry) measurements
of the spacecraft’s position. This is achieved by simulta-
neously detecting the signal transmitted by JUICE with
several ground-based radio telescopes, while nodding be-
tween the target (i.e. spacecraft) and a nearby stable
background radio source used as a phase calibrator. This
allows PRIDE to accurately reconstruct the lateral posi-
tion of the spacecraft in the ICRF (International Celestial
Reference Frame), providing the missing information on
JUICE’s position components orthogonal to the line-of-
sight. Because of the strong geometrical complementarity
with the range and Doppler measurements, PRIDE VLBI
data are expected to significantly help constraining the
Galilean moons’ dynamics. A more detailed discussion on
the main differences and advantages of the PRIDE phase-
referencing technique with respect to classical Delta-DOR
VLBI can be found in Gurvits et al. (2023).

The contribution of JUICE-PRIDE to the ephemerides

solution has already been investigated by Dirkx et al.
(2017). As expected, VLBI measurements were found to
mostly improve the estimation of the out-of-plane position
of Jupiter and its moons. However, this previous analy-
sis, performed with an earlier version of the JUICE tra-
jectory, focussed on a JUICE-only radio-science solution.
In addition, the methodology underlying this study, while
sufficient for a preliminary analysis, did not properly cap-
ture the dynamical interactions between the spacecraft,
moons and Jupiter in its uncertainty quantification. Since
this first study, the expected simultaneous presence of the
JUICE and Europa Clipper spacecraft in the Jovian sys-
tem has radically changed the picture, the synergy between
their Jovian tours greatly benefiting the ephemerides esti-
mation. Thanks to this unique dual-mission configuration,
joint JUICE-Europa Clipper analyses indeed achieve sig-
nificantly more accurate and stable solutions than previous
single-mission studies (Magnanini et al., 2023).

Investigating the potential of PRIDE as a powerful val-
idation experiment, and as an additional data set to obtain
a robust and stable solution, then becomes critical. The
extremely low uncertainty levels predicted to be achievable
by existing simulations (e.g. Fayolle et al., 2022; Magnanini
et al., 2023) will indeed be extremely difficult to achieve
in practice. Previous attempts to reconstruct a consis-
tent, global solution for the motion of natural satellites
from a series of radio-science flybys, in the context of the
Cassini mission, have proven extremely sensitive to dy-
namical modelling issues, sometimes preventing or compli-
cating the obtention of a reliable coupled solution (Durante
et al., 2019; Zannoni et al., 2020; Jacobson, 2022). Such
issues not only impede our capability to attain a global
solution, but also our assessment of the statistical realism
of the obtained uncertainties (if a solution is nonetheless
achieved), therefore obscuring their interpretation.

The extremely accurate radio-science data from JUICE
and Europa Clipper will impose an even more stringent
requirement on the consistency of our dynamical mod-
els. Similar issues as for the Cassini case are therefore ex-
pected to arise (e.g. Dirkx et al., 2017; Fayolle et al., 2022).
Overcoming these modelling challenges requires proceed-
ing gradually, by first performing local state estimations
to gradually reconstruct a coherent, global solution for the
moons’ ephemerides. Such a progressive approach start-
ing from local orbit determinations is anyway typical for
radiometric tracking-based analyses, where we first need
to obtain an accurate spacecraft orbit solution for each
flyby. By providing completely independent measurements
of the spacecraft position, PRIDE will be instrumental to
this step-by-step reconstruction of a robust global solution
for both the spacecraft and moons’ dynamics. This addi-
tional data set will be extremely valuable to validate the
solutions based on range and Doppler data, assess the real-
ism of their uncertainties, as well as to detect and identify
potential modelling issues.

Furthermore, the presence of two in-system spacecraft
opens novel, unique opportunities to perform simultane-
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ous VLBI tracking of both JUICE and Europa Clipper.
This tracking configuration, referred to as multi-spacecraft
VLBI in the following, will provide extremely accurate
measurements of the relative angular position between the
two spacecraft. These can translate into constraints on
the relative position of the Galilean moons with respect
to one another, as most of JUICE’s flybys occur around
Ganymede and Callisto, while Europa Clipper focusses on
Europa. These unique observations therefore have the po-
tential to greatly help constraining the strongly coupled
dynamics of the Galilean system.

In light of the above, this paper analyses the contri-
bution of various PRIDE VLBI products to the moons’
ephemerides determination from JUICE and Europa Clip-
per radio-science. We specifically quantify how much
VLBI measurements can improve the solution obtained
from Doppler and range data, both for local and global
estimations of the moons’ orbits. To this end, we pay
particular attention to the error budgets of our VLBI ob-
servables, using more detailed and realistic random and
systematic noises than in (Dirkx et al., 2017). We more-
over identify promising opportunities to perform multi-
spacecraft tracking and assess the contribution of the
resulting observables to the ephemerides solution. Fi-
nally, several validation strategies enabled by the PRIDE
VLBI technique are explored. We discuss their poten-
tial, and investigate their upcoming role in the progres-
sive reconstruction of a statistically consistent solution for
the Galilean moons’ ephemerides from JUICE and Europa
Clipper data.

We first describe our simulated VLBI observables in
Section 2, before presenting the details of our joint JUICE-
Europa Clipper estimation setup in Section 3. The un-
derlying numerical model used for the estimation is ex-
tended from Fayolle et al. (2022). Sections 4 and 5 then
present the results obtained when adding single- and multi-
spacecraft VLBI measurements, respectively, to the joint
JUICE-Europa Clipper ephemerides solution. Finally,
Section 6 discusses the various validation opportunities of-
fered by the PRIDE VLBI technique and Section 7 pro-
vides the main conclusions of our analyses.

2. VLBI observables

Our analyses will rely on simulated VLBI observ-
ables to quantify the expected PRIDE contribution to the
ephemerides solution for the Galilean moons. In this per-
spective, this section presents our simulated VLBI mea-
surements, starting with describing the adopted error bud-
get and the search process for the VLBI phase calibrators
in Sections 2.1 and 2.2, respectively. We then discuss the
conditions and opportunities to perform multi-spacecraft
VLBI tracking between the JUICE and Europa Clipper
spacecraft in Section 2.3.

2.1. Error budget for phase-referencing VLBI

To make our simulations as realistic as possible, the
noise budget assigned to VLBI simulated data was de-
signed based on past measurements. The main er-
ror sources are media propagation delays (interplanetary
plasma, troposphere, and ionosphere), instrumental signal
delays, clock offsets and instabilities, signal-to-noise ratio
(SNR) of the spacecraft’s signal and calibrator’s broad-
band emission, as well as uncertainties in ground stations’
coordinates, and Earth’s orientation parameters (Pradel
et al., 2006). Moreover, the quality of past VLBI data is
often assessed by analysing post-fit residuals, which are
however not only sensitive to the accuracy of the VLBI
measurements but also affected by the quality of the orbit
determination solution and by the position uncertainty of
the calibrator in the ICRF.

Phase-referencing VLBI was conducted with both the
Venus Express (VEX) and Mars Express (MEX) space-
craft as observing targets. For the former, the analysis of
pre-fit residuals between the VLBI data points and the a
priori trajectory of the spacecraft revealed a large discrep-
ancy between right ascension and declination (Duev et al.,
2012). The low declination of the MEX spacecraft (rang-
ing from −11 deg to −13 deg), combined with a relatively
large separation (2.5 deg) with respect to the phase cal-
ibrator, resulted in the poor cancellation of tropospheric
and ionospheric effects, mostly translating in a large decli-
nation error. The MEX VLBI measurements, on the other
hand, show smaller pre-fit residuals: the median values of
the rms residuals are 0.03 mas and 0.06 mas1 in right as-
cension and declination, respectively, with a 2-min inte-
gration time (Duev et al., 2016).

Furthermore, Jones et al. (2020) provide an overview
of the VLBI measurements of the Cassini spacecraft over
the entire mission duration (2004-2017). After removing
outliers due to poor a priori orbit determination solution
for Cassini and/or large separation between the spacecraft
and calibrator (larger than 7 deg), the rms residuals are
0.24 mas and 0.36 mas in right ascension and declination,
respectively. The orbit determination error and the un-
certainty in the calibrators’ ICRF positions can however
account for half of these residuals. Both error sources are
not inherently related to the VLBI measurement accuracy,
and they will be accounted for independently in our sim-
ulations. We thus consider a VLBI measurement quality
of 0.6 nrad (∼ 0.12 mas) and 0.9 nrad (∼ 0.18 mas) for
Cassini’s VLBI data in right ascension and declination,
respectively.

VLBI astrometry of the Juno spacecraft during the
early phase of the mission has also been published, yield-
ing rms (post-fit) residuals of 0.4 mas and 0.6 mas in right
ascension and declination, respectively (Jones et al., 2019;
Park et al., 2021). These residuals are larger than for
Cassini, due to the poorer quality of Juno’s a priori orbit

11 mas = 4.84 nrad
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Table 1: Error budget from past VLBI measurements, and selected noise levels for our simulations. Some numbers are struck out to indicate
that they are deemed not representative of the typical VLBI accuracy.

Data 1σ(α) [mas] 1σ(δ) [mas] Comment
Pre-fit residuals for VEX 0.09 0.25 Unfavourable target’s declination
Duev et al. (2012) (between -11 and -13 deg)
Pre-fit residuals for MEX 0.03 0.06
Duev et al. (2016)
Post-fit residuals for Cassini 0.12 0.18 After removing calibrator’s and spacecraft’s
Jones et al. (2020) position uncertainty (∼50% of the residuals’ rms)
Simulation-based errors [0.03 ; 0.045] [0.05 ; 0.13] Total tropospheric effect
Pradel et al. (2006)

Selected noise 1σ(α) 1σ(δ)
Poor VLBI case 0.12 mas ≈ 0.6 nrad 0.18 mas ≈ 0.9 nrad
Good VLBI case 0.04 mas ≈ 0.2 nrad 0.06 mas ≈ 0.3 nrad
Ka-band case 0.02 mas ≈ 0.1 nrad 0.03 mas ≈ 0.15 nrad

solution available at the beginning of the mission, as well
as large calibrator position errors for some epochs (Jones
et al., 2019). The few published Juno VLBI measurements
were thus not considered representative of the accuracy
typically expected from VLBI phase-referencing tracking.

Based on these existing measurements, and excluding
the pessimistic errors in declination obtained with VEX,
we selected two different Gaussian random noise budgets
for our simulated VLBI observables (see Table 1):

• Poor VLBI noise case: σ(α) = 0.12 mas and σ(δ)
= 0.18 mas, based on Cassini VLBI post-fit residu-
als after removing the estimated contribution of the
calibrators’ positions ;

• Good VLBI noise case: σ(α) = 0.04 mas2 and σ(δ) =
0.06 mas, consistent with MEX VLBI measurements
and with the minimum tropospheric effect errors.

The above only encompasses random error sources, and
does not account for the systematic bias induced by an
error in the calibrator’s ICRF position, which will be ad-
dressed in Section 2.2.

These error levels are consistent with the simulation-
based analysis of VLBI systematic errors in Pradel et al.
(2006). They indeed identified wet tropospheric effects as
the dominant error source, apart from the uncertainty in
the calibrator’s position, which in our case is treated as a
separate bias (see Section 2.2). The error due to the total
tropospheric effect was found comprised between 0.03 and
0.045 mas in right ascension, and between 0.05 and 0.13
mas in declination. These values give an indication of the
minimum noise level that can be expected for VLBI mea-
surements, and are in line with our good VLBI case. More-
over, the existing VLBI measurements on which we based

2The error in right ascension was set to 0.04 mas instead of 0.03
mas to keep the same ratio between the good and poor VLBI noises
in both right ascension and declination.

our error budget did not benefit from dual-frequency cal-
ibration techniques to cancel ionospheric effects, nor from
water vapor radiometers for wet tropospheric delay cal-
ibration. The quality of these data points can thus be
considered rather conservative with respect to the high-
est accuracy achievable with the phase-referencing VLBI
technique (Jones et al., 2020).

It should also be noted that the random errors in VLBI
observables cannot be perfectly represented by purely un-
correlated white noise. In practice, some uncertainty
sources (e.g. atmospheric delays) are time-dependent, lim-
iting how frequently independent (i.e. uncorrelated) VLBI
data points can be obtained. In the following, we will
therefore consider different VLBI measurement cadences
to account for this and avoid overestimating the data vol-
ume and information content of the VLBI data set (see
Section 3.2).

The two VLBI noise budgets mentioned above rely on
past X-band VLBI measurements and thus indirectly as-
sume tracking at similar frequencies. However, JUICE is
also equipped with Ka-band tracking capabilities. While
no existing VLBI data at such frequencies can be exploited
to derive realistic noise budgets, a factor two to four im-
provement can be theoretically expected between X- and
Ka-band measurements. We thus considered an additional
case, referred to as Ka-band case (see Table 1), with VLBI
noise level set to half their X-band values in the best case
scenario. The actual feasibility of Ka-band VLBI track-
ing will eventually depend on the availability of both suit-
able calibrators at these frequencies (see Section 2.2), and
VLBI arrays with sufficient number of Ka-band-capable
telescopes.

2.2. Phase-referencing VLBI calibrators

The phase-referencing VLBI technique used by PRIDE
requires nodding between the target (spacecraft) and a
nearby radio source, used as calibrator, to yield very ac-
curate measurements of the target’s lateral position in
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(a) Uncertainties in right ascension.
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(b) Uncertainties in declination.

Figure 1: Uncertainties in the ICRF positions of the phase calibrators identified over the course of the JUICE mission, using the latest JUICE
trajectory (see Section 3.1). The blue dots represent all calibrators (at all epochs), while we highlighted in orange the epochs corresponding
to an active tracking session during the flyby and orbital phases, when VLBI measurements are actually possible.

the ICRF. For each of our simulated VLBI data points
(see Section 3.2), we therefore first verified that a suitable
phase calibrator is available, which implies fulfilling the
following conditions. First, the radio source must have a
sufficiently high total flux density at X- and Ka-bands (e.g.
at least ∼30 mJy as was the case for MEX observations
in 2013, Duev et al., 2016). Furthermore, the source must
be compact (i.e. bright) enough for a major part of the
total flux density coming from a compact, mas-scale mor-
phology. Additionally, the angular separation between the
calibrator and the spacecraft should typically be smaller
than 2 deg to obtain accurate phase-calibrated measure-
ments.

Moreover, as mentioned in Section 2.1, an error in
the calibrator’s ICRF position would introduce a sys-
tematic bias in the spacecraft’s angular position derived
from the VLBI observation. For each calibrator identi-
fied over JUICE’s Jovian tour, we therefore extract its
position uncertainty from the Radio Fundamental Cata-
log (rfc2023b3), as shown in Figure 1, to be applied as a
systematic bias. The influence of such biases, which vary
over the mission duration as different calibrators are used,
is thus directly accounted for in our estimations (see Sec-
tion 3.4). From Figure 1, the averaged uncertainty values
are 0.8 nrad and 1.3 nrad in right ascension and declina-
tion, respectively. However, the calibrators’ position ac-
curacy is significantly worse between mid-2032 and 2033,
due to the absence of better calibrators within 2 deg of the
spacecraft. This period unfortunately overlaps with eight
of JUICE’s flybys, including its two flybys at Europa, and
will be further discussed in our results (Section 4).

A similar calibrator search was conducted in Ka-band,
but the limited number of catalogued radio source at these
frequencies yielded poor results (no suitable Ka-band cal-
ibrator during the flyby phase). Our results for the Ka-
band case should therefore be treated carefully, as they

3http://astrogeo.org/rfc/

depend on the hypothetical presence of a nearby appropri-
ate calibrator. In the following, we arbitrarily used X-band
calibrators for our Ka-band analyses. If the added-value of
Ka-band VLBI is demonstrated, future observation cam-
paigns to densify the Ka-band radio source background
should be conducted before JUICE reaches the Jovian sys-
tem.

2.3. Multi-spacecraft in-beam measurements

As mentioned in Section 1, the simultaneous presence
of JUICE and Europa Clipper in the Jovian system will
make it possible to perform concurrent VLBI tracking
of the two spacecraft. Such multi-spacecraft VLBI mea-
surements have already been acquired for various Mars
missions: between the Phoenix spacecraft and the Mar-
tian orbiters MRO (Mars Reconnaissance Orbiter) and
Odyssey (Fomalont et al., 2010), and between MEX (Mars
Express), TGO (Trace Gas Orbiter), and MRO (Mol-
era Calvés et al., 2021).

Performing multi-spacecraft VLBI tracking requires
the two spacecraft (here JUICE and Europa Clipper) to
be concurrently transmitting, with a suitable calibrator
within 2 deg of the targets, as for single-spacecraft VLBI.
Moreover, for in-beam tracking to be feasible, the angu-
lar separation between the two target spacecraft should
be smaller than the beam size of a typical single-dish tele-
scope involved in the observation (∼3 arcmin for a 30-m-
class radio telescope observing at X-band). In addition
to these feasibility requirements, some additional condi-
tions should also be fulfilled for the multi-spacecraft VLBI
measurements to significantly contribute to the moons’
ephemerides estimation. The most promising opportuni-
ties indeed occur when the two spacecraft are both tempo-
rally close to an encounter (i.e flyby) with a moon, such
that the spacecraft’s motions still contain signatures of
the moons’ dynamics. When looking for multi-spacecraft
VLBI tracking opportunities, we therefore focus on com-
binations of two flybys, one by JUICE and one by Europa

5
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Figure 2: Timespan between each JUICE flyby and the temporarily nearest Europa Clipper flyby, using the latest mission trajectories (see
Section 3.1), to identify multi-spacecraft tracking opportunities. The colours indicate around which moon each flyby is performed, and the
horizontal plain and dashed lines represent a time interval limit of one and three days, respectively.

Clipper, less than three days apart. This also ensures that
the (potentially relatively large) pre-encounter and clean-
up manoeuvres planned three days before and after each
flyby (ESOC, 2019; Young et al., 2019), respectively, are
excluded from the tracking arcs and do not affect the es-
timation.

Based on these requirements, Figure 2 highlights possi-
ble multi-spacecraft VLBI opportunities. In total, 11 flyby
combinations meet the maximum time interval require-
ment of three days, as summarised in Table 2. Seven of
them involve flybys performed around two different moons
(referred to as multi-moon flyby combinations). The re-
maining four, on the other hand, are flybys performed at
the same moon (single-moon flyby combinations), includ-
ing a flyby of Europa by both spacecraft with less than
four hours in-between. The potential of such tracking con-
figurations, due to their unique geometry, to validate the
radio-science solution(s) or detect dynamical modelling is-
sues will be discussed and exploited in Section 6.

Multi-spacecraft VLBI tracking will yield very accurate
measurements of the relative position of the two spacecraft
in the ICRF. However, a distinction should be made be-
tween in-beam and telescope nodding phase referencing.
If the two spacecraft are close enough (less than 3 arcmin-
utes), their signals can be simultaneously tracked within
the primary beam of the radio telescope. In such in-beam
configuration, many systematic errors affecting the qual-
ity of the measurement cancel out (Majid and Bagri, 2007;
Fomalont et al., 2010). Based on previous in-beam exper-
iments, an accuracy of 0.1 nrad could then be expected
for the relative angular position measurement (Fomalont
et al., 2010). To be conservative, we also considered a
poor accuracy case. Given the very small angular separa-
tion between the two targets and the cancellation of many
measurement errors (Majid and Bagri, 2007), we used the
good single-spacecraft VLBI case (see Section 2.1) for the
poor in-beam VLBI error.

For nodding multi-spacecraft measurements (when the

Table 2: Combinations of JUICE and Europa Clipper flybys allowing
for multi-spacecraft VLBI tracking.

JUICE Clipper Time In-beam
flyby at flyby at interval [h] possible

1 Ganymede Europa 70.7 no
2 Ganymede Europa 6.5 yes
3 Europa Europa 3.7 yes
4 Callisto Europa 54.3 yes
5 Callisto Callisto 51.3 yes
6 Callisto Ganymede 57.8 partially
7 Callisto Callisto 71.5 no
8 Callisto Callisto 71.5 no
9 Callisto Europa 71.4 partially
10 Ganymede Europa 23.9 no
11 Callisto Europa 65.6 partially

Table 3: Selected error levels for simulated multi-spacecraft VLBI
measurements.

Selected 1σ(α) [nrad] 1σ(δ) [nrad]
noise in-beam nodding in-beam nodding

Poor case 0.2 0.4 0.3 0.6
Good case 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.3

two spacecraft are too far apart for in-beam tracking),
the noise budget is slightly worse as the error cancel-
lation is not as effective. For our good noise case, we
used the same error levels for single-spacecraft VLBI (see
Section 2.1). However, for the poor noise case, we set
our multi-spacecraft VLBI errors halfway between single-
spacecraft VLBI’s best and worst cases, the latter being
too pessimistic for multi-spacecraft tracking. For single-
spacecraft VLBI, large errors are indeed only obtained for
large angular separations, or with phase calibrators whose
ICRF positions are poorly constrained, neither of these
two conditions being relevant in a multi-spacecraft track-
ing configuration. Table 3 summarises these different noise
levels for multi-spacecraft VLBI.
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3. Estimation setup for joint JUICE - Europa Clip-
per solutions

This section describes the estimation setup for our
JUICE-Europa Clipper radio-science simulations, starting
with the models used to propagate the dynamics of both
the moons and spacecraft in Section 3.1. Sections 3.2 and
3.3 then present the simulated observables and state es-
timation strategies applied in our analyses, respectively,
before Section 3.4 lists the various parameters to be esti-
mated.

3.1. Dynamical models

In our analyses, the dynamics of all bodies involved
(i.e., Jupiter, moons, spacecraft) are concurrently inte-
grated, to ensure the complete consistency of the dynami-
cal solutions. Following the recommendations formulated
in Dirkx et al. (2016) and the models used in Fayolle et al.
(2023b), the dynamics of the Galilean satellites were prop-
agated in a jovicentric frame using the following set of ac-
celerations:

• mutual spherical harmonics acceleration between
Jupiter and each moon, considering all zonal coef-
ficients for Jupiter up to degree 10, and expanding
the moons’ gravity fields up to degree and order 2;

• mutual spherical harmonics acceleration between the
four Galilean moons, including interactions between
terms up to degree and order 2;

• point mass gravity from the Sun and Saturn;

• relativistic acceleration corrections;

• tidal effect on the orbit of moon k due to the tides
raised on Jupiter by moon k (see discussion below);

• tidal effect on the orbit of moon k due to the tides
raised by Jupiter on moon k.

The moons’ gravity field coefficients were taken from
Schubert et al. (2004), while Jupiter’s gravity field was
based on the current state-of-the-art model at mid-Juno
mission (Iess et al., 2018; Durante et al., 2020). We used
the latest IAU model for Jupiter’s rotation (Archinal et al.,
2018), and the moons’ rotations were assumed to be syn-
chronous, with their long axis pointing towards the empty
focus of their orbit (e.g. Lari, 2018). We considered zero
obliquity for all four satellites.

We chose to directly model the effects of tides on the
moons’ orbits, following the formulation proposed in e.g.
Lari (2018); Lainey et al. (2019), instead of introducing
time-variation of the satellites’ gravity fields due to tidal
deformation. The motivation for this modelling choice is
twofold. First, it circumvents the need for (near)-perfect
consistency between our tidal and rotational models to
accurately reproduce the effects of tides on the moons’ dy-
namics (e.g. Dirkx et al., 2016). More importantly, this

allows us to focus on the signature of the tidal effects
present in the moons’ orbits specifically, and not in the
gravity field variations sensed by the spacecraft (analysed
in Magnanini et al., 2023). This allows us to investigate
how PRIDE VLBI measurements might help estimate tidal
dissipation parameters via an improved determination of
the moons’ ephemerides.

Our estimation setup also requires propagating
Jupiter’s dynamics (heliocentric frame), for which the fol-
lowing accelerations set was considered:

• mutual spherical harmonics acceleration between
Jupiter and the Sun, expanding both gravity fields
up to degree and order 2;

• point mass gravity from all planets in the Solar Sys-
tem and from the four Galilean satellites;

• relativistic acceleration corrections.

It must be noted that gravitational perturbations exerted
by major belt asteroids were neglected, while they need to
be accounted for in precise planetary ephemerides deter-
mination (Park et al., 2021; Fienga et al., 2019). However,
the focus of our analysis is not on the refinement of the Jo-
vian orbit, and we only include Jupiter in our estimations
to ensure that its influence on the moons’ ephemerides is
considered. This makes this simplification acceptable, es-
pecially in a covariance analyses context.

Finally, the orbits of the JUICE and Europa Clipper
spacecraft were propagated with respect to the central
moon of each flyby and/or orbital phase, using the lat-
est available trajectories as references45. The following set
of accelerations was considered:

• spherical harmonics gravitational acceleration from
Jupiter (zonal coefficients up to J10);

• spherical harmonics gravitational acceleration from
the central moon up to degree and order 13 (Europa),
15 (Ganymede), and 9 (Callisto) (see Section 3.4);

• point mass gravity from the other (non-central)
Galilean moons, the Sun, and Saturn;

• solar radiation pressure from the Sun;

• arc-wise empirical accelerations, constant in the
RTN (radial, tangential, normal) frame (nominal
values set to zero), modelling possible accelerome-
ter calibration errors.

Regarding the latter, one set of empirical accelerations
was considered for each flyby and for each daily arc during

4JUICE trajectory: juice mat crema 5 0 20220826 20351005 v01
https://www.cosmos.esa.int/web/spice/spice-for-juice

5Europa Clipper trajectory: 21F31 MEGA L241010 A300411 -
LP01 V4 postLaunch scpse https://naif.jpl.nasa.gov/pub/

naif/EUROPACLIPPER/kernels/spk/
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JUICE’s GCO (Ganymede Circular Orbit) phase. Longer
arcs were however considered in-between flybys for multi-
spacecraft tracking (Section 2.3), during which daily em-
pirical accelerations were added to modelled expected per-
turbations of the spacecraft’s dynamics.

3.2. Simulated radio-science observations

For our covariance analyses, we first simulated classical
radio-science measurements (Doppler and range) for both
JUICE and Europa Clipper. For the sake of clarity, the
range and Doppler-only solution, with no VLBI included,
will be referred to as the baseline solution in the rest of
this paper.

For JUICE, we assumed a X/Ka-band link and three
tracking arcs of 6h each per flyby, one centered around
the closest approach and the other two planned 12h be-
fore and after the flyby, following the configuration used in
Cappuccio et al. (2022). We assumed that Ka-band track-
ing capabilities will be available for all three ESTRACK
(European Space Tracking) stations involved in the track-
ing of the JUICE spacecraft. We therefore considered that
X/Ka-link is available for all tracking arcs, in agreement
with e.g., Cappuccio et al. (2020a, 2022); Magnanini et al.
(2023). In addition, the GCO was divided in day-long arcs,
with 8h of tracking per day. For each of these tracking arcs,
Doppler and range data were simulated with a noise level
of 12 µm/s (60s of integration time) and 20 cm, respec-
tively. Although in agreement with similar JUICE sim-
ulation analyses (e.g. Cappuccio et al., 2022), this range
noise budget is very conservative based on BepiColombo’s
sub-centimeter ranging accuracy (Cappuccio et al., 2020b;
Genova et al., 2021).

For Europa Clipper, only Doppler measurements were
simulated from the DSN (Deep Space Network) tracking
stations (Mazarico et al., 2023). We assumed a noise level
of 0.1 mm/s during the 4h-long tracking arcs centered at
each closest approach, due to the unavailability of the high
gain antenna (HGA) (Mazarico et al., 2023). We also con-
sidered more accurate Doppler data with a noise of 0.05
mm/s, to be acquired during the navigation passes (HGA
available). These additional passes are, on average, sched-
uled 20h before and after each flyby (Magnanini et al.,
2023).

We then also simulated single- and multi-spacecraft
PRIDE VLBI observations. Since our analyses focus on
the contribution of such measurements, we considered dif-
ferent data acquisition and noise level scenarios, varying
the following settings:

• VLBI random noise, using the different error budgets
defined in Section 2.1;

• measurement cadences (i.e. how often can an inde-
pendent VLBI data point be generated, Section 2.1)
of 1 h, 20 min, 5 min, and 2 min;

• frequency of the VLBI tracking sessions during
JUICE’s GCO (from weekly to monthly).

We also tested different tracking scenarios for multi-
spacecraft VLBI, essentially distinguishing between two
types of configuration (see Figure 3):

1. mid-arc tracking : single tracking arc centered in-
between the JUICE and Europa Clipper flybys in-
volved in the flyby combination of interest;

2. arc bounds tracking : for each flyby combination, two
tracking arcs occurring respectively just after the
first close encounter and just before the second one.

While we varied the duration of the multi-spacecraft track-
ing arcs, we always ensured that the total tracking dura-
tion is identical between the two above cases (i.e. using
halved arcs for the arc bounds tracking case). Regarding
the quality of the simulated multi-spacecraft VLBI observ-
ables, we adopted the two different noise budgets presented
in Table 3. Finally, navigation Doppler data were also sim-
ulated during the longer arcs required for multi-spacecraft
tracking, with a noise level of 80 µm/s at an integration
time of 1h (ESOC, 2019). These Doppler observables were
merely included to constrain the empirical accelerations
added over these longer arcs (see Section 3.1).

3.3. Estimation strategy

To quantify the relative improvement of the estima-
tion solution achievable with PRIDE VLBI, we performed
multiple covariance analyses, in different scenarios. The
covariance matrix P of the estimated parameters is given
by the following (Montenbruck et al., 2002):

P =
(
HTWH+P−1

0

)−1
, (1)

where W designates the observations weight matrix and
H is the observations partial matrix with respect to the es-
timated parameters. P0, on the other hand, contains the a
priori covariances of the estimated parameters, accounting
for our knowledge of these parameters prior to the estima-
tion. As will be highlighted in Section 3.4, some of our
estimations also include consider parameters (i.e. parame-
ters that are not directly estimated, but whose uncertain-
ties are accounted for in the estimation). The statistical
representation of the estimation accuracy is then provided
by the so-called consider covariance analysis Pc, defined
as:

Pc = P+
(
PHTW

) (
HcCHT

c

) (
PHTW

)T
. (2)

P, H, and W refer to the same matrices as in Eq. 1, and
Hc and C respectively designate the observation partials
with respect to the consider parameters and the covari-
ance matrix describing our knowledge of these parameters.
The formal uncertainties of the estimated parameters are
given by the square root of the diagonal elements of P
and Pc. Finally, these formal errors can be propagated to
any epoch t, the propagated covariance being obtained as
follows:

P(t) = [Φ(t, t0);S(t)]P [Φ(t, t0);S(t)]
T
, (3)

8



4h6h

mid flyby combination

Flyby +12h

Default tracking sessions6h ~5h

JUICE flyby Clipper flybyFlyby -20h

Multi-spacecraft VLBI
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Multi-spacecraft VLBI
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max. 3 days

Figure 3: Multi-spacecraft VLBI tracking configurations, illustrated for a flyby combination where the JUICE flyby occurs before the Europa
Clipper one. The grey boxes represent the radio-science tracking sessions, with their durations indicated inside. ∆T denotes the (varying)
duration of the multi-spacecraft tracking arc (see Section 5).

where Φ(t, t0) and S(t) are the state transition and sensi-
tivity matrices, respectively. Eq. 3 can also be applied to
propagate the consider covariance Pc instead of P.

Covariance analyses, while perfectly adapted for our
purposes, inherently rely on a number of simplifying as-
sumptions. In particular, our dynamical models should
be able to perfectly represent reality, which is particularly
difficult to achieve for the non-conservative accelerations
acting on the spacecraft. The resulting formal uncertain-
ties therefore provide a too optimistic statistical represen-
tation of the true estimation errors. While we take this
into consideration in our discussion, it does not impact the
relevance of our approach, since we focus on the relative
contribution of PRIDE VLBI with respect to a baseline
solution.

However, as discussed in Section 1, modelling inconsis-
tencies do not only yield discrepancies between true and
formal errors, but might also complicate the achievement
of a consistent, stable solution. Overcoming these issues
typically requires an iterative process, starting with recon-
structing the spacecraft and flyby moons’ orbits locally
using the so-called normal points (i.e. arc-wise state solu-
tions for the flybys’ central moons, determined at the clos-
est approach). These local estimates of the moons’ states
can then be reconciled into a global solution in a subse-
quent step. The main challenges of a direct global estima-
tion of the moons’ dynamics will be further discussed in
Section 6, along with possible mitigation strategies. Be-
cause of these foreseen difficulties, we nonetheless chose
not to solely focus on a global ephemerides solution, but
to also consider the determination of the moons’ normal
points (i.e. per-flyby solutions) as an intermediate esti-
mation step. In our analyses, we therefore apply both
strategies, which are described in more detail in Fayolle
et al. (2022):

• Local estimation, determining the central moon’s
normal point for each flyby and each tracking arc
during the orbital phase for JUICE. These normal
points are estimated perfectly independently from

one another (unlike in Fayolle et al., 2022);

• Global estimation, reconstructing a single solution
for the moons’ orbits over the timelines of the JUICE
and Europa Clipper missions. This model has been
extended with respect to Fayolle et al. (2022) to also
account for the concurrent estimation of the central
planet’s state (see 3.4). More details on the extended
formulation can be found in Appendix A.

In Sections 4 and 5, we thus assess the contribution of
PRIDE VLBI data to both types of solution. We also
specifically discuss how VLBI could help going from arc-
wise state solutions to a single, fully consistent picture of
the system’s dynamics over the entire missions’ timeline
(see Section 6).

3.4. Estimated parameters

The parameters estimated from the simulated radio-
science observables described in Section 3.2 are reported in
Table 4. We distinguish between the global and local state
estimation setups introduced in Section 3.3, and specify if
each parameter is estimated globally or locally (e.g. per
arc). The arc and pass definitions refer to those defined
in Section 3.2. Finally, regarding the moons’ gravity field
spherical harmonics expansion, we extended it up to the
point where expanding it further no longer affects the state
estimation results.

The main addition of our baseline setup compared to
most radio-science solutions lies in estimating Jupiter’s
state along with the Galilean moons’ orbits. While un-
necessary for gravity field analyses, this becomes relevant
for moons’ ephemerides determination. Existing JUICE
and/or Europa Clipper simulations indeed predict ex-
tremely low formal uncertainties, reaching sub-metre lev-
els for Ganymede’s radial position during JUICE orbital
phase (e.g. Fayolle et al., 2022; Magnanini et al., 2023).
When facing such accuracy levels, the influence of Jupiter’s
position error can no longer be neglected and needs to be
accounted for in our analyses.
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Table 4: Estimated and consider parameters included in both our global and local state estimations (see Section 3.3). All parameters are by
default estimated, except for those reported in italic which are either estimated or included as consider parameters.

Parameters Global estimation Local estimation A priori constraint

Jupiter parameters
Initial state global not included 1 km (position) ; 0.1 m/s (velocity)
Gravitational parameter µ0 global global from Juno, Durante et al. (2020)
Zonal gravity coef. up to degree 10 global global from Juno, Durante et al. (2020)
Rotation rate and pole orientation global global from Juno, Durante et al. (2020)
Inverse tidal quality factor

global not included none
at each moon’s frequency

Moons parameters
Initial states global per arc 15 km (position) ; 1.0 m/s (velocity)
Gravitational parameters µi global global Schubert et al. (2004)
Gravity coef. up to degree and order 2 (Io),

global global
Schubert et al. (2004) for C20 and C22

13 (Europa), 15 (Ganymede), and 9 (Callisto). Kaula’s rule6 for other coefficients
Inverse tidal quality factor for each moon global not included none

Spacecraft parameters
JUICE and Europa Clipper’s states per arc per arc 5 km (position) ; 0.5 m/s (velocity)
Empirical accelerations per arc per arc 5 · 10−8 m/s2

Range biases (for JUICE) per pass per pass 1.2 m (Cappuccio et al., 2022)
Single-spacecraft VLBI biases per pass per pass calibrator’s position uncertainty
Multi-spacecraft VLBI biases per pass per pass 0.1 nrad (good) ; 0.25 nrad (poor)

It should be noted that, in the absence of real data,
no unique estimation setup is currently predetermined for
JUICE and Europa Clipper radio-science estimations. For
this reason, we kept a certain flexibility in our setup. We
adopted the configuration in which both range and VLBI
biases are estimated as nominal. However, we kept al-
ternative options, such as including observation biases as
consider parameters, for additional analyses meant to in-
vestigate the sensitivity of our solutions to the estimation
setup choice (see Sections 4 and 5). Although estimating
observation biases will not necessarily pose a particular
challenge, we used these parameters as a proxy to simulate
a potential deterioration of the simulation-based solution,
possibly too optimistic, when moving to real data analy-
sis. Range biases were selected because of their influence
on the determination of the absolute position of the Jovian
system, moons, and spacecraft, which directly affects the
contribution of PRIDE VLBI measurements. Including bi-
ases as consider parameters also allows us to account for
the fact that an arc-wise constant value might not be able
to adequately model the systematic error in the measure-
ments. Nonetheless, unless otherwise indicated, the results
presented in the rest of this paper are obtained with the
nominal setup (i.e., estimating all biases).

4. Results: single-spacecraft VLBI

This section presents our results regarding the contri-
bution of single-spacecraft PRIDE VLBI measurements of

6Kaula’s rule: σ = K/l2, K = 10−5, l=degree

the JUICE spacecraft to the moons’ state estimation. We
first describe the baseline radio-science solution in Sec-
tion 4.1, before presenting the improvement achieved with
VLBI for the global and normal points solutions in Sec-
tions 4.2 and 4.3, respectively. The latter addresses the
VLBI contribution to the local, intermediate estimation re-
sults for the moons’ states, which will be essential to even-
tually achieve the global ephemerides solution discussed in
Section 4.2. It is therefore critical to quantify the improve-
ment provided by VLBI with both approaches (see more
detailed discussion in Section 6).

4.1. Baseline solution without VLBI

Before quantifying the improvement provided by
VLBI, the baseline radio-science solution for the moons’
ephemerides, based on JUICE-Europa Clipper range and
Doppler (classical) data, must first be briefly discussed. As
our analyses focus on PRIDE VLBI specifically, we limit
ourselves to a top-level description of the formal uncer-
tainty levels that can be expected from JUICE and Eu-
ropa Clipper classical radio-science measurements. More
detailed results and discussions can nonetheless be found
in dedicated studies, including more complete analyses of
the Jovian system’s tidal parameters considering the full
effects of tidal dissipation both on the moons’ and space-
craft’s orbits (Cappuccio et al., 2020a, 2022; De Marchi
et al., 2021, 2022; Magnanini et al., 2023; Mazarico et al.,
2023).

The formal position uncertainties of our baseline so-
lutions are shown in Figure 4, for both Jupiter and its
Galilean satellites. Jupiter’s position errors are at the sub-
metre level in the radial direction, around 1-2 m for the
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Figure 4: Baseline formal errors as a function of time for Jupiter and the Galilean moons’ positions, estimated from JUICE’s and Europa
Clipper’s range and Doppler simulated data. For the sake of conciseness, the calendar years are shown without preceeding digits ”20”.

along-track component and a few tens of metres in the
out-of-plane direction. While seemingly small, these errors
are not negligible compared to the moons’ position uncer-
tainties, confirming the need to account for the Jovian
ephemeris error in our estimations (Section 3.4). These
errors are lower than the accuracy of the present Jovian
ephemerides if we base ourselves on the differences be-
tween existing JPL and INPOP solutions (a few metres
to tens of metres, up to 1 km, and up to 4.5 km for the
radial, tangential, and normal position components, re-
spectively) (see Fayolle et al., 2023a). However, more data

from the Juno mission will keep improving these existing
solutions, such that the contribution of JUICE and Eu-
ropa Clipper will be more limited than what our results
seem to indicate. It must also be noted that our setup
is not intended nor adapted for accurate, global plane-
tary ephemerides determination (outside the scope of our
analyses), which would require including all relevant data
sets (e.g., Fienga et al., 2021) while accounting for more
perturbations (main belt asteroid perturbations, refined
relativistic models, etc.) over a longer time span.

In the moons’ solutions, the flybys and orbital phase
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also yield very low propagated errors. The signature of
the Europa Clipper flybys at Europa, and of JUICE or-
bital phase around Ganymede, are particularly visible. As
expected, the in-plane position components show very low
uncertainty levels, on average at the metre level for the
radial direction and slightly larger (tens of metres) for the
tangential position. This is again a considerable improve-
ment with respect to present solutions, which are accurate
to the 10-15 km level (see Table 4). Both the radial and
tangential directions are well constrained by Doppler and
range data, and the improvement achievable with VLBI is
therefore expected to be limited. This, however, does not
hold for the normal direction, with larger formal uncertain-
ties at around a hundred metres. Good quality VLBI data
(good noise case, see Section 2.1) are expected to provide
measurements of JUICE’s lateral position with an accu-
racy of about 120-200 m. Considering that multiple VLBI
data points will be acquired and that the VLBI geometry
is mostly sensitive to the normal direction, this suggests
that PRIDE could improve the moons’ out-of-plane posi-
tions.

The results presented in Figure 4 were obtained with
the nominal estimation setup. Nonetheless, a baseline co-
variance analysis was also conducted with range biases as
consider parameters, which increased the position errors
by a factor five to eight, depending on the moon and direc-
tion, compared to Figure 4. For our analyses, the degrada-
tion of the baseline solution’s accuracy in the out-of-plane
direction, where PRIDE VLBI is expected to provide the
largest improvement, is particularly relevant. For our pur-
poses, we nonetheless adopted as nominal the setup yield-
ing a more optimistic baseline solution, to avoid overesti-
mating the contribution of PRIDE VLBI observables.

4.2. VLBI contribution to the global solution

After simulating VLBI measurements of the JUICE
spacecraft as described in Section 3.2, we added these ob-
servables to the radio-science estimation. In the following,
we describe their contribution to the global state solution
for the Galilean satellites for different tracking and data
quality configurations. The results are summarised in Ta-
ble 5.

We first discuss the GCO phase, during which perform-
ing VLBI tracking yields no noticeable improvement. In
the best case scenario, the improvement reaches ∼ 8% for
certain state parameters, but remain around 1-2 % for
most moons’ position components. These uncertainty re-
ductions, already negligible, are moreover only achieved in
a very optimistic configuration, assuming frequent VLBI
tracking sessions (i.e. every week), very dense VLBI out-
puts (one independent measurement every 2 min) and ex-
ceptional data quality (Ka-band noise budget). Conse-
quently, performing VLBI tracking GCO is not worth the
negligible improvement it brings to the solution, and we
did not consider such tracking options in the rest of our
analyses.

Now focussing on VLBI tracking simulated during the
flyby phase, Table 5 shows the contribution of such observ-
ables to the global ephemerides solution for both Jupiter
and its moons. The results are expressed as the relative
improvement in the propagated position uncertainties with
respect to the baseline solution (Figure 4), averaged over
the missions’ timelines. It must be noted that the error
reductions are nearly constant over time, and are there-
fore adequately represented by the average improvement
values provided in Table 5. Overall, the sensitivity of
the PRIDE VLBI contribution to the adopted tracking
settings behaves as expected, the improvement becoming
stronger with increasing measurement cadence and more
accurate observations. In particular, more frequent VLBI
data points could notably improve the PRIDE VLBI con-
tribution. However, it is yet unclear if such a high mea-
surement cadence is realistically achievable (due to inter-
measurements correlations, see Section 2.1). Assessing this
will require detailed analyses of the statistical properties
of real JUICE VLBI data once available. For our prepara-
tory analyses, we consider a VLBI cadence of one data
point every 20 minutes as a reasonable scenario.

As suspected, the improvement is the strongest in the
normal direction, for Jupiter and Callisto in particular.
The limited number of JUICE flybys (or absence thereof)
around Europa and Io implies that only few VLBI data
points are strongly sensitive to the dynamics of these
two moons, explaining the poor VLBI contribution. For
Ganymede, the GCO phase yields an extremely accurate
baseline solution, which effectively prevents VLBI tracking
from notably improving the solution beyond what Doppler
and ranging data can already achieve. Furthermore, even
for Jupiter and Callisto, adding JUICE VLBI data only
brings limited improvement. Their out-of-plane position
errors get reduced by about 11.5% and 17.1%, assuming
that accurate (good noise case) VLBI measurements can
be acquired every 20 minutes.

The lack of a noticeable improvement for the along-
track positions of Io, Europa, and Ganymede directly im-
plies that adding VLBI will not further help determine the
tidal dissipation in these moons and in Jupiter at these
moons’ frequencies, as shown by our results in Appendix
B (Table B.1). As will be discussed at length in Section
6, PRIDE can however facilitate achieving a consistent
global solution for the moons’ dynamics, which is essential
to obtain reliable estimates for tidal dissipation in the Jo-
vian system from JUICE-Europa Clipper radio-science. It
must be noted that the determination of Callisto’s in-plane
position, mainly in the along-track direction, slightly im-
proves upon adding VLBI measurements. This is an indi-
rect effect of a better determination of Jupiter’s tangential
(and radial) position achieved with VLBI. This also trans-
lates into a small reduction of Callisto’s dissipation, as well
as Jupiter’s dissipation at Callisto’s frequency (see Table
B.1). However, the very weak signal of Callisto’s dissipa-
tion on its own orbit, mostly noticeable in the along-track
direction, will still remain far from detectable in JUICE
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Table 5: Improvement in averaged formal position uncertainties (percentage) with respect to the solution obtained with no VLBI, for various
VLBI tracking and acquisition scenarios (but VLBI tracking during the flyby phase only). The position errors are computed in the RTN
frame, and only improvements larger than 5% are reported.

Cadence Noise Jupiter Io Europa Ganymede Callisto
VLBI budget R T N R T N R T N R T N R T N
1 h poor - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1 h good - - 7.0 - - - - - - - - - - - -
1 h Ka-band - - 7.6 - - - - - - - - - - - -

20 min poor - - 7.4 - - - - - - - - - - - 5.0
20 min good - - 11.5 - - - - - - - - - 5.1 10.1 17.1
20 min Ka-band - 7.8 17.5 - - - - - - - - - 8.8 18.5 33.8
5 min poor - - 10.1 - - - - - - - - - - 7.2 11.8
5 min good - 8.4 18.5 - - - - - - - - - 9.2 19.7 36.7
5 min Ka-band 8.7 12.9 31.4 - - - - - 6.8 - - 7.5 15.5 28.7 55.2
2 min poor - - 12.4 - - - - - - - - - 5.2 11.7 20.7
2 min good 7.0 10.9 26.6 - - - - - 5.1 - - 5.6 13.6 26.1 50.1
2 min Ka-band 12.5 15.2 40.9 - - - - - 11.9 - 6.8 12.5 20.1 33.4 65.1

tracking data, even with VLBI. The VLBI contribution
to the determination of Jupiter’s dissipation at Callisto’s
frequency also remains limited. While detecting whether
Callisto is caught in a resonance locking mechanism could
be possible from range and Doppler measurements only,
adding VLBI would therefore not be able to have a signif-
icant influence on this potential detection.

The above results, which already show very limited
VLBI contribution, are furthermore sensitive to the choice
of baseline setup and solution. If VLBI biases are not
estimated and must be included as consider parameters,
adding VLBI measurements actually degrades the moons’
state solutions. Remarkably, this still holds when range
biases are also treated as consider parameters, i.e. with
a more pessimistic baseline solution, which theoretically
would leave more improvement margin for PRIDE VLBI.
In a consider covariance analysis, the formal errors are au-
tomatically raised, by an amount that depends on both the
consider parameters covariance and the weights assigned
to the observations sensitive to said parameters (see Eq.
2). For VLBI biases, the very high accuracy of the VLBI
observables yields large weights, such that the consider bi-
ases significantly affect the covariance results. This high-
lights the importance of the VLBI calibrators and, more
specifically, of their position uncertainty in the ICRF. This
could motivate future observation campaigns to identify
more suitable or better characterised radio sources, as will
be further discussed in the next section.

4.3. Contribution to local state solutions

As mentioned in Section 3.3, the reconstruction of a
global, coherent solution for the Galilean system’s dynam-
ics from real data will require proceeding step-by-step,
starting with arc-wise state estimations for both the space-
craft and the moons. The results in Section 4.2 indicate
that PRIDE VLBI data will have a very limited influence
on the quality of the final ephemerides. In this section, we
however assess how much PRIDE VLBI will contribute to
the process of achieving such a global solution, by quanti-

fying the improvement of the moons’ normal points achiev-
able with VLBI data (see more detailed discussion in Sec-
tion 6). The moons’ local state uncertainties are actually
significantly larger than those achieved with a global es-
timation. Each flyby is indeed processed independently,
without constraining the local solutions for a given moon
to form a consistent, single trajectory (Fayolle et al., 2022).
The VLBI contribution to the moons’ normal points is
therefore stronger than for the global estimation, for which
the extreme accuracy of the baseline solution limits the
margin for further improvement (see Section 4.2).

Figure 5 shows the position formal errors obtained for
each normal point (per-flyby solution, see Section 3.3),
with and without VLBI, as well as the improvement ra-
tio between the two solutions. As observed in the global
estimation results (Section 4.2), VLBI tracking mostly re-
duces the flyby moon’s position in the out-of-plane direc-
tion. The VLBI contribution to the flyby moon’s normal
position only appears negligible for a few flybys, namely
flybys 2, 3, 5, 6, 9, and 15. They actually correspond
to situations where VLBI measurements cannot be simu-
lated, either because no calibrator is available (see Figure
1) or because the tracking visibility conditions are not met
(elevation lower than 15 deg or signal occulted by another
moon, or by Jupiter). For the rest of the JUICE flybys,
however, VLBI data significantly reduce the normal point
uncertainties in the out-of-plane direction, with an aver-
aged improvement ratio of about 10 and 20 for the poor
and good VLBI error budgets, respectively. VLBI tracking
can also help refine the flyby moon’s along-track position,
depending on the flyby geometry and accuracy of the base-
line solution. Unlike for the moons, the improvement in
the spacecraft’s local state at each flyby’s closest approach
is however very limited, reaching at most 30% with the
best VLBI noise budget and in the normal direction only.

Focussing on the PRIDE contribution to the moons’
state solutions, the good VLBI noise case automatically
yields lower uncertainties than the more pessimistic error
budget. Nonetheless, the latter can still provide a signifi-
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Figure 5: Formal uncertainties for the normal points generated for each of JUICE’s 30 flybys, with and without including VLBI measurements
(top panels). The bottom panels show the ratio between the baseline errors (without VLBI) and the uncertainties obtained with VLBI.
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(a) VLBI biases based on original calibrators (see Figure 1).
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(b) Refined VLBI biases based on artificial, better characterised calibra-
tors.

Figure 6: Improvement ratio of the flyby moon’s normal position uncertainty enabled by VLBI tracking, when estimating range biases but
including VLBI biases as consider parameters, for different sets of phase calibrators.

cant improvement with respect to the baseline solution (see
Figure 5, especially for the normal direction). This demon-
strates the potential of PRIDE VLBI data as a powerful
means to refine our local estimation of the moons’ states,
irrespective of the measurements accuracy. Section 6 will
further explore the key role that these more accurate nor-
mal points can play in helping us reconstruct a consistent
global solution for the moons’ dynamics.

Similarly as for the global estimation case (Section 4.2),
we investigated the sensitivity of our normal point results
with respect to the choice of estimation setup. To this end,
we re-conducted our analysis while assuming that VLBI
biases cannot be estimated and must be accounted for as
consider parameters. As expected, this weakens the con-

tribution of PRIDE VLBI to the local flyby moon’s states.
Figure 6a shows the improvement ratio of the flyby moon’s
normal position uncertainty achieved with VLBI in such an
estimation setup (as in Figure 5, the other two directions
show much more limited improvement). In addition to
the few above-mentioned flybys with unfavourable VLBI
tracking conditions, flybys 8 to 14 now also show negligible
improvement. These flybys overlap with the period of the
JUICE Jovian tour when the identified phase calibrators
are characterised by abnormally poorly constrained ICRF
positions (referred to as poor calibrators in the following).
Such calibrators yield large systematic VLBI errors for fly-
bys 8 to 15 (Figure 1), which strongly affect the estimation
if they cannot be better determined.
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We therefore assessed how better-suited calibrators
(which could be found with a dedicated campaign, e.g.
Duev et al. 2016) would improve the determination of the
corresponding normal points. To this end, we substituted
the poor calibrators with an artificial one, with a more
typical position uncertainty. The latter was set to the av-
erage value computed among all suitable calibrators iden-
tified over JUICE flyby phase (i.e. all calibrators with
a position error lower than 2 nrad in Figure 1). Figure
6b shows how this indeed further improves the solution
achieved with VLBI data for flybys 8-15. This further
demonstrates the importance of using adequate, and suffi-
ciently characterised radio source as phase calibrators, to
avoid introducing systematic errors in our estimation and
to maximise the added-value of VLBI tracking.

5. Results: multi-spacecraft in-beam VLBI

This section presents the solution improvement achiev-
able by performing multi-spacecraft VLBI tracking of the
JUICE and Europa Clipper spacecraft. Using the 11 flyby
combinations identified in Section 2.3, we simulated these
unique observables and included them in our state estima-
tion. Sections 5.1 and 5.2 respectively discuss the contri-
bution of multi-spacecraft VLBI to the global ephemerides
solution and normal points estimation. We used the same
baseline solution as presented in Section 4.1.

5.1. VLBI contribution to the global solution

Table 6 presents the relative improvement of the
moons’ global state solutions achieved with multi-
spacecraft tracking VLBI, for the different tracking config-
urations defined in Section 3.2. As with single-spacecraft
VLBI, we only provide the average improvement, given
that PRIDE VLBI contribution to the propagated errors
is almost constant over the missions’ duration. As ex-
pected, longer tracking arcs and more accurate measure-
ments strengthen the contribution of the multi-spacecraft
VLBI observables to the solution. In the following, we
adopt tracking arcs of 2×8 hours as the nominal config-
uration. Longer tracking arcs are deemed too optimistic
regarding the additional tracking resources that would be
required both onboard the spacecraft and on ground. The
full tracking configuration covering the entire time gap sep-
arating the JUICE and Europa Clipper flybys thus depicts
an optimal, yet practically unrealistic tracking scenario,
but is merely intended to quantify the strongest improve-
ment possibly achievable.

On average, for identical tracking durations, it first
appears more beneficial to acquire multi-spacecraft VLBI
measurements in the mid-arc tracking scenario. However,
the nominal transmitting sessions are centered around the
flybys (Section 3.2, Figure 3). For combinations with a
rather long time gap between the two flybys (> 1 day),
mid-arc tracking might thus require planning a full ad-
ditional tracking session in-between the two flybys, for

both spacecraft, with the necessary resource allocations
that this implies. The arc bounds tracking strategy, on
the other hand, will exploit the fact that each spacecraft
is already transmitting close to its flyby. This approach
effectively limits the additional tracking resources with re-
spect to the mid-arc option. Comparing the results of the
2 × 8 h arc bounds and 2 × 4 h mid-arc tracking cases in
Table 6, which require comparable extra resources, we rec-
ommend adopting the arc bounds strategy when planning
future multi-spacecraft VLBI tracking.

Overall, the contribution of multi-spacecraft VLBI
measurements to the moons’ global states is stronger than
for single-spacecraft VLBI (see Section 4.2). This also
holds when comparing the results obtained with poor
multi-spacecraft and good single-spacecraft VLBI, despite
them sharing comparable noise budgets (Tables 1 and 3).
The improvement is particularly strong for Jupiter and
Europa. For Europa, the reason for this significant im-
provement is twofold. First, Europa is involved in 7 out of
the 11 flyby combinations during which multi-spacecraft
VLBI tracking is performed (Table 2). Second, most of
these Europa flybys are Europa Clipper flybys, and Eu-
ropa Clipper’s coarser radio-science solution leaves more
margin for improvement compared to JUICE’s. The con-
tribution to Jupiter’s state estimation, on the other hand,
is an indirect effect of the measurement geometry: by con-
straining the relative positions of the two spacecraft close
to some of their flybys, multi-spacecraft VLBI constrains
the moons’ relative dynamics in their orbit around Jupiter,
which greatly helps refine Jupiter’s position.

Unlike in the single-spacecraft VLBI case, our baseline
setup, by estimating both range and VLBI biases, yields a
rather conservative quantification of the multi-spacecraft
VLBI contribution. Systematic VLBI errors are indeed
small (Section 2.3) and therefore do not strongly affect
the solution. However, the improvement attainable with
VLBI only gets larger when using a slightly more pes-
simistic baseline solution such as the one obtained when
range biases are not estimated (see Appendix C). The
above strengthens the robustness of our findings, hinting
that multi-spacecraft VLBI measurements might improve
the moons’ ephemerides solution further than suggested by
Table 6, depending on the quality of the baseline solution.

It must moreover be noted that the time elapsed in-
between the two flybys is shorter than one day for 3 com-
binations out of 11 in Table 2. For these combinations,
multi-spacecraft tracking could be performed without ex-
tending the nominal tracking sessions (Section 3.2). Inter-
estingly, the solution improvement achievable with these
three combinations is not negligible, as shown in Table
D.1 in Appendix D. In the good VLBI noise case, Jupiter
and Callisto’s normal position errors still get reduced by
about 53% and 27%, respectively, against 58% and 36%
with all 11 flyby combinations. This result demonstrates
that non-negligible improvement could still be achieved
with multi-spacecraft VLBI without necessarily requiring
extra resources.
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Table 6: Improvement in averaged formal position uncertainties (percentage) with respect to the solution obtained with no VLBI, for
various multi-spacecraft VLBI tracking scenarios (see Section 3.2 and Figure 3). The position errors are computed in the RTN frame, and
only improvements larger than 5% are reported.

Tracking arc
Noise Jupiter Io Europa Ganymede Callisto
budget R T N R T N R T N R T N R T N

2×4h arc bounds poor 7.8 5.9 41.2 - - - 6.9 - 18.8 - 5.1 - 7.4 7.1 7.0
2×4h mid-arc poor 9.2 6.0 39.6 10.0 7.3 7.9 7.1 6.3 17.9 6.2 6.4 7.1 8.1 7.2 6.5
2×8h arc bounds poor 9.9 7.5 44.1 8.6 7.8 8.4 8.9 7.6 22.5 6.6 7.1 9.4 9.4 9.3 9.8
2×8h mid-arc poor 10.7 7.2 42.1 12.8 10.6 13.5 9.3 10.1 26.0 7.4 8.3 11.1 9.4 9.4 9.5
2×12h arc bounds poor 10.1 6.9 45.1 11.4 11.5 8.9 10.7 10.0 27.9 7.2 8.5 11.4 9.6 10.4 11.2
2×12h mid-arc poor 12.3 8.0 43.7 12.2 12.4 8.1 10.7 10.9 32.5 8.3 9.7 15.1 10.1 10.8 11.4
2×24h arc bounds poor 14.0 10.5 50.7 14.6 14.6 10.9 13.3 12.2 34.2 10.2 11.0 15.6 13.2 16.2 20.6
2×24h mid-arc poor 16.5 10.0 48.6 13.9 14.8 9.7 13.8 11.7 44.4 12.5 13.2 24.3 13.4 15.6 17.9

Full tracking poor 18.7 11.9 51.2 16.1 16.6 12.2 16.3 13.6 47.4 15.0 15.4 28.4 15.7 18.0 21.5

2×4h arc bounds good 13.6 10.3 55.7 6.0 7.9 - 10.3 6.3 31.5 7.9 8.9 10.6 11.2 10.1 9.7
2×4h mid-arc good 16.0 10.6 56.1 12.3 10.8 10.1 10.0 8.6 30.5 10.3 10.4 13.4 13.8 13.1 13.2
2×8h arc bounds good 16.1 13.4 58.0 12.4 12.3 10.9 12.3 10.5 35.9 10.1 10.9 14.2 13.5 15.1 18.8
2×8h mid-arc good 18.8 13.6 58.9 15.2 14.5 15.4 12.9 12.7 40.3 12.7 13.2 19.5 15.2 16.1 18.4
2×12h arc bounds good 18.3 16.3 60.4 14.9 15.6 11.8 15.3 12.8 42.8 11.9 12.8 20.4 16.1 18.4 24.3
2×12h mid-arc good 20.7 13.9 60.5 14.8 16.2 11.3 14.2 12.6 46.7 14.6 15.3 25.3 16.4 18.8 22.0
2×24h arc bounds good 23.8 18.8 65.9 17.7 18.8 13.7 18.4 15.1 50.4 16.9 16.6 28.3 20.0 26.2 37.2
2×24h mid-arc good 26.3 18.4 65.3 17.1 19.0 13.8 18.6 14.7 56.6 21.3 19.8 38.2 20.2 25.3 34.0

Full tracking good 28.5 20.1 67.6 19.2 21.1 15.2 21.3 16.4 59.1 24.5 22.4 41.5 21.8 27.4 37.5

Finally, we investigated the role played by the naviga-
tion Doppler data simulated during the multi-spacecraft
VLBI tracking arcs (see Section 3.2). However, they only
contributed to estimating the extra empirical accelerations
added to our setup to account for the perturbations (e.g.
manoeuvres) influencing the spacecraft’s orbits over longer
arcs. No improvement of the moons’ orbit solutions was
indeed noticed when adding Doppler navigation data only.
The uncertainty reductions reported in Table 6 can there-
fore be confidently attributed to multi-spacecraft VLBI.

5.2. VLBI contribution to local state solutions

Multi-spacecraft VLBI measurements were also in-
cluded in the normal points determination, to assess the
contribution of such observables to the moons’ arc-wise so-
lutions. Figure 7 shows the improvement achieved for the
two moons involved in each flyby combination. While the
contribution of multi-spacecraft VLBI is again the largest
for the moons’ normal positions, the improvement in this
direction is lower than with single-spacecraft VLBI (see
Figures 5 and 7). On the contrary, however, the reduction
of the in-plane position uncertainties is slightly stronger
with multi-spacecraft VLBI. On average, the moons’ ra-
dial and along-track local positions indeed get reduced by
more than a factor three and four, respectively, even with
the poor VLBI error budget.

This can be explained by the difference in the na-
ture of the observables: while single-spacecraft VLBI pro-
vides a direct measure of JUICE’s lateral position in the
ICRF, multi-spacecraft observations are only sensitive to
JUICE and Europa Clipper relative position. They there-
fore indirectly constrain the relative motion of the fly-
bys’ moons, instead of their absolute positions. Conse-
quently, depending on the geometry of the flyby combi-

nation, the signature of the moons’ out-of-plane positions
in the multi-spacecraft VLBI observables is not systemat-
ically as strong as it would be for single-spacecraft VLBI.
On the other hand, multi-spacecraft tracking might pro-
vide slightly tighter constraints on the moons’ in-plane
motion. This strong dependency on the tracking geom-
etry also explains the variability of the multi-spacecraft
VLBI contribution from one flyby combination to another
(see Figure 7).

Interestingly, the improvement is much stronger for the
central moons of Europa Clipper’s flybys than for JUICE’s.
This logically follows from Europa Clipper’s baseline state
estimation being less accurate, due to the lower quality
of Europa Clipper’s tracking (see Section 3.2). The un-
certainties of the moon’s normal points however become
comparable between JUICE and Europa Clipper’s flybys
once multi-spacecraft VLBI is included. Starting from a
coarser solution, the relative improvement is thus stronger
for the Europa Clipper estimation.

Finally, it should be mentioned that the improvement
provided by multi-spacecraft VLBI is not limited to the
flyby moons’ state solutions, but also extends to the space-
craft orbit determination. The absolute formal errors and
subsequent VLBI improvement vary from flyby to flyby
due to their different geometries. While it is outside the
scope of this paper to provide a detailed analysis of space-
craft orbit determination results, we can still make gen-
eral observations. Overall, adding multi-spacecraft VLBI
brings the spacecraft’s along-track and normal position er-
rors to similar levels (several tens of metres), while radial
uncertainties amount to a few metres. Again, the exact im-
provement that this represents with respect to the baseline
solution depends on the flyby. Overall, it is nonetheless
stronger in the out-of-plane direction: when taking the
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Figure 7: Formal uncertainties for the normal points generated for each of the 11 flyby combinations in Table 2, with and without including
multi-spacecraft VLBI measurements (top panels). The bottom panels show the ratio between the baseline errors (without VLBI) and the
uncertainties obtained with VLBI. The black vertical lines distinguish between the results for the 11 JUICE flybys (left hand side) and the
corresponding 11 Europa Clipper flybys (right hand side).

Table 7: Improvement ratio for the flyby moons’ position uncertainties (percentage), when adding different VLBI data sets with respect
to the baseline estimation (without VLBI). The values reported in this table are averaged over the 11 flyby combinations during which
multi-spacecraft tracking is possible (Table 2).

Noise budget VLBI data set
Improvement ratio
R T N

JUICE flybys poor VLBI
single-spacecraft VLBI 1.4 4.3 8.9
multi-spacecraft VLBI 1.4 2.3 11.3

both VLBI 1.7 8.4 17.6

JUICE flybys good VLBI
single-spacecraft VLBI 1.8 5.8 13.4
multi-spacecraft VLBI 1.5 3.2 4.0

both VLBI 2.3 8.4 17.6

Europa Clipper flybys poor VLBI
single-spaeccraft VLBI - - -
multi-spacecraft VLBI 5.3 6.2 8.3

both VLBI 5.4 8.2 17.3

Europa Clipper flybys good VLBI
single-spacecraft VLBI - - -
multi-spacecraft VLBI 6.0 7.1 10.7

both VLBI 6.2 9.5 23.6

average over the 11 flyby combinations, multi-spacecraft
tracking can lower the spacecraft’s position uncertainties
at closest approach by about a factor 5, 2.5, and 50 in
the radial, tangential, and normal directions, respectively.
This improvement is moreover rather independent of the
choice of VLBI noise budget. While not the primary fo-
cus of our analyses, smaller uncertainty ellipses for the
spacecraft’s local states might greatly help disentangling
mismodelling effects affecting either the spacecraft’s or the
moons’ dynamics, as will be further discussed in Section
6.

Overall, the general trends highlighted in Figure 7 for

a specific case (8h-long arcs, arc bounds tracking) do not
strongly depend on the tracking configuration considered.
All tracking setups reported in Table 6 for the global es-
timation were also tested for the normal points determi-
nation. Interestingly, unlike what was observed in Sec-
tion 4, simulating multi-spacecraft VLBI tracking close to
both flybys, and not in the middle of the arc, yields bet-
ter results. This can be expected when reconstructing lo-
cal state solutions at flyby time: the moon’s dynamical
signature is stronger in tracking measurements acquired
immediately before or after the close encounter.

Finally, we also quantified the combined improvement
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attainable when both single- and multi-spacecraft VLBI
observables are included in the estimation. The improve-
ment ratio of the flyby moons’ position components with
single-spacecraft VLBI only, multi-spacecraft VLBI only,
and both types of VLBI are reported in Table 7. Adding
all VLBI measurements does significantly reduce the nor-
mal points’ uncertainties for the flyby moons, in all three
directions. Given that PRIDE is a JUICE experiment,
no single-spacecraft VLBI tracking was considered for the
Europa Clipper spacecraft. Remarkably, however, the so-
lution for Europa Clipper’s flyby moons notably improves
when adding JUICE’s nominal tracking measurements to
the estimation. This is an indirect effect of the better
state solution achieved for JUICE’s flyby which, via the
constraints provided by the multi-spacecraft tracking mea-
surements, also constrain Europa Clipper’s flyby solution.
In addition to these quantitative improvements, the syn-
ergy between single- and multi-spacecraft VLBI reaches
its full potential when exploited to validate the baseline
radio-science solution(s), as will be explored in Section 6.

6. PRIDE VLBI as a powerful validation means

While our results indicate that PRIDE VLBI may not
significantly contribute to the moons’ global state estima-
tion (Sections 4.2 and 5.1), it can greatly reduce local state
estimation uncertainties and play a key role in helping
us eventually achieve a global solution. As discussed in
Section 3.3, when reconstructing the dynamics of natu-
ral satellites from spacecraft tracking, mismodelling of the
spacecraft or moons’ dynamics might impede the direct re-
construction of a global solution for the moons’ orbits. A
global state estimation for the moons indeed requires the
spacecraft and moons’ dynamical models to be consistent
over both short and long timescales (typical flyby dura-
tion, i.e. a few hours, vs. entire mission). In particular,
combining all available flybys at a given moon in a sin-
gle solution increases the observation timespan, such that
additional perturbations and possibly mismodelled effects
become relevant. As mentioned in Section 1, such mod-
elling issues led to solution instabilities and prevented the
reconstruction of a global ephemeris for Titan and Dione
from Cassini flybys’ radio-science in Durante et al. (2019)
and Zannoni et al. (2020), respectively. While a solu-
tion was eventually achieved for Titan by Lainey et al.
(2020), the Cassini example perfectly illustrates the diffi-
culties that one can expect for future JUICE-Europa Clip-
per analyses: we will need to proceed gradually from local
estimation alternatives (e.g., Durante et al., 2019) to a
robust global solution (Lainey et al., 2020).

For JUICE and Europa Clipper radio-science analyses,
this modelling consistency requirement is even made more
severe by the very good accuracy levels for the moons’
ephemerides predicted by simulations (Fayolle et al., 2022;
Magnanini et al., 2023). For these formal uncertainties to
be physically meaningful, our dynamical models should be

consistent to the same (sub-meter) level. For the space-
craft’s dynamics, this makes the coherent modelling of all
spacecraft perturbations essential (manoeuvres, solar radi-
ation pressure, accelerometer errors, etc.). Based on past
Cassini data analyses, issues related to specific aspects of
the moons’ dynamical models will also arise. In particular,
the modelling of (frequent-dependent) tidal dissipation in
the central planet and the moons, as well as variations of
the central planet’s gravity field and rotation, are expected
to be critical (Durante et al., 2019; Zannoni et al., 2020).

Traditionally, the moons’ orbits are first solved for in an
arc-wise manner, using the normal points approach men-
tioned in Section 3.3. This first step is also essential to the
determination of a robust and accurate spacecraft orbit
solution. This strategy is moreover perfectly adapted to
gravity field studies (Durante et al., 2019), with the added
benefit of circumventing the above-mentioned modelling
challenges. It indeed relaxes the modelling requirements
by letting the moon’s local state solution absorb part of the
models’ inaccuracies (see Fayolle et al., 2022, for a detailed
discussion). When reconstructing the moons’ dynamics
using a decoupled approach, these normal points (i.e. arc-
wise state estimates and their corresponding formal un-
certainties) are then used as observables to reconstruct a
global solution (see more detail in Fayolle et al., 2022).
Generating per-flyby, local state solutions for the moons
will therefore be an indispensable first step when determin-
ing the Galilean moons’ ephemerides from JUICE-Europa
Clipper radio-science. These local state estimations will be
the groundwork for gradually progressing towards a global,
coupled inversion of the spacecraft and moons’ dynamics
over the entire mission(s) duration. Local solutions can
also help assessing the global solution’s quality once such
a solution is attained, as will be further discussed in the
following.

By providing an additional set of independent mea-
surements of the spacecraft’s lateral position in the ICRF,
PRIDE VLBI not only yields an improved local estima-
tion, but can also help us moving from the normal points
determination to the reconstruction of a single, consistent
solution for the moons’ orbits. In the following, we pro-
pose an iterative PRIDE-based validation strategy, show-
ing how VLBI data can improve and/or validate the esti-
mation solutions at various stages of this process. Special
attention is paid to the assessment of the statistical real-
ism and robustness of the solution, essential to its accurate
interpretation. Section 6.1 first discusses how the refined
normal points obtained with VLBI (Sections 4.3 and 5.2)
can be used to detect possible inconsistencies in our models
and investigate their possible causes. Capitalising on these
local analyses, Section 6.2 then presents several validation
steps exploiting PRIDE VLBI to facilitate the estimation
of a global, coupled solution for the moons’ dynamics.

6.1. Application to the local state estimations

As shown by our results presented in Sections 4.3 and
5.2, adding VLBI measurements to the estimation can sig-
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Figure 8: Validation of the statistical consistency between the moons’ normal points reconstructed with and without VLBI measurements.

nificantly lower the state uncertainties associated with the
moons’ normal points. In addition to this promising quan-
titative improvement, verifying the statistical consistency
of the arc-wise state solutions obtained with and without
VLBI (Figure 8) can bring valuable insights into the con-
sistency of our models, which might later affect our ability
to achieve a global solution, or the robustness of said so-
lution.

Detecting inconsistencies between the normal points
with and without VLBI would suggest either dynami-
cal mismodelling issues or larger-than-expected system-
atic VLBI errors. The latter is nonetheless rather un-
likely, considering that we will have a good estimate of
the expected error budget of our VLBI measurements.
Moreover, we should be able to identify such observation
errors by analysing our post-fit residuals. In particular,
they should manifest themselves as non-flat, incompress-
ible residuals for VLBI observations specifically, not ob-
servable for Doppler and/or range measurements. Finally,
it must be noted that large systematic errors in the VLBI
measurements would most likely be caused by the use of
poor calibrators, which can clearly identified (see Figure
1). For the flybys that would show inconsistencies between
the normal points with and without VLBI, a detailed char-
acterisation campaign of the radio source used as calibra-
tor can be performed a posteriori (see e.g. Duev et al.,
2012). This would yield a better phase calibration, and
will allow us to eliminate unexpectedly large systematic
biases from our measurements.

After addressing VLBI measurement-related issues, re-
maining inconsistencies between the refined and nominal
normal points (i.e. without and with VLBI, respectively,
as illustrated by the right-hand side of Figure 9) can be
safely attributed to dynamical modelling issues. Given
that the reconstruction of the flybys’ normal points does
not force the moons’ local states to form a single, consis-

tent trajectory, modelling inconsistencies are, at this stage,
more likely to originate from the spacecraft’s dynamics.

6.2. Application to the global state estimation

Following the careful analyses of our local solutions de-
scribed in Section 6.1, the next step is to perform a global,
coupled estimation of the moons’ dynamics. While such
an estimation strategy is expected to yield the most sta-
tistically consistent state solution (Fayolle et al., 2022),
successfully achieving the above will require proceeding
gradually. Provided that instabilities caused by modelling
inconsistencies do not prevent us from obtaining such a
global solution, modelling errors are still expected to trans-
late into large, non-flat residuals and/or large true-to-
formal errors. A fully statistically consistent and robust
ephemerides solution for the Galilean moons from clas-
sical radio-science measurements thus cannot be achieved
directly, but can only be attained through an iterative pro-
cess. This will imply, in particular, detecting and overcom-
ing various inconsistencies and inaccuracies in our mod-
els affecting the quality and realism of the solution. In
the following, we explore how PRIDE VLBI can facilitate
this process, by identifying, isolating, and whenever possi-
ble mitigating potential modelling inconsistencies. In the
subsequent discussion, we designate by preliminary global
solution an intermediate global estimation result (without
VLBI), obtained when working towards a final, fully con-
sistent solution. This solution corresponds to the nominal
estimation setup described in Section 3.4.

6.2.1. VLBI as independent measurements

An important first validation step to assess the statis-
tical realism of the preliminary global solution is to verify
that said solution is compatible with the VLBI measure-
ments of the spacecraft’s angular position. As illustrated
in Figure 9, the pre-fit VLBI (i.e. raw measurements, as in
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Figure 9: Comparison between a preliminary global solution (without VLBI) and the pre-fit VLBI measurements to detect or quantify possible
inconsistencies in the estimation.
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Figure 10: Detection threshold for possible inconsistencies between the global solution (without VLBI) and the single-spacecraft pre-fit VLBI
measurements, expressed as the minimum true-to-formal error ratio required for such discrepancies to be detectable.
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Figure 11: Detection threshold for possible inconsistencies between the global solution (without VLBI) and the multi-spacecraft pre-fit VLBI
measurements, expressed as the minimum true-to-formal error ratio required for such discrepancies to be detectable.
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not included in the estimation) should fall within the error
ellipse defined by the preliminary global solution’s covari-
ance. As the VLBI data are not yet included in the esti-
mation, they are only affected by the measurement error,
and not by potential dynamical mismodelling. A discrep-
ancy between the VLBI measurements and the preliminary
global solution would thus indicate either an unquantified
systematic bias in the VLBI data (see Section 6.1), or is-
sues in the global estimation (e.g. large true-to-formal
errors ratio).

Relatively large true-to-formal error ratios can be ex-
pected when reconstructing natural satellites’ ephemerides
from radio-science, compared to astrometry-based solu-
tions. The observational constraints on the moons’ dy-
namics, derived from spacecraft tracking measurements,
are indeed indirect in nature. Estimations of physical pa-
rameters from tracking data are thus affected by modelling
inacccuracies in the spacecraft’s dynamics, and therefore
typically show larger true-to-formal error ratios. Based
on previous radio-science estimations of e.g. natural bod-
ies’ gravity fields and rotations, ratios of about 10 can
be expected (e.g. Milani et al., 2001; Konopliv et al.,
2011; Mazarico et al., 2015). Last but not least, as pre-
viously mentioned, determining the moons’ orbits from
radio-science imposes to consistently model the dynamics
of both the spacecraft and moons, a requirement even more
stringent for JUICE and Europa Clipper analyses due to
the expected low formal uncertainties (Fayolle et al., 2022).
In our analyses, we thus considered three, five, and ten as
a realistic range of true-to-formal errors ratios. Any de-
tection threshold comparable to or lower than these ratios
indicates that VLBI tracking might be realistically sensi-
tive to possible inconsistencies in the preliminary global
solution, or at least provide an upper limit on the true
errors for the moons’ states.

To quantify the probability that VLBI data can detect
discrepancies between true and formal errors, we projected
the error ellipse of the spacecraft’s position given by the
preliminary global solution onto the plane-of-the-sky, to
be compared with the expected VLBI measurement un-
certainty. As illustrated in Figure 9, we could then deter-
mine the minimum true estimation errors in JUICE’s right
ascension and declination for the global solution not to
overlap with the VLBI measurement. In practice, a dis-
crepancy can be detected if the estimated solution, within
the confidence region statistically described by its formal
uncertainties, is not consistent with the VLBI measure-
ment, even when accounting for the uncertainty of the lat-
ter. This imposes a limit on the minimum true estimation
error required for the VLBI observable to detect a possi-
ble inconsistency, referred to as the discrepancy detection
threshold in the following.

We computed this threshold for each flyby, both for
single- and multi-spacecraft VLBI tracking (Figures 10
and 11, respectively). For the former, we compare the
uncertainty in JUICE’s right ascension and declination
predicted by the global estimation (without VLBI) with

the expected VLBI accuracy. The use of multi-spacecraft
VLBI for validation is nearly identical, except that we fo-
cus on the relative lateral position of JUICE and Europa
Clipper with respect to each other. Figures 10 and 11
show, for each flyby or flyby combination, the ratio be-
tween the true and formal errors in the spacecraft’s right
ascension and declination corresponding to the discrep-
ancy detection threshold defined above. A threshold value
equivalent to a realistic true-to-formal errors ratio for our
analyses (see discussion above) indicates that VLBI mea-
surements can be meaningfully used to investigate possible
inconsistencies in the estimation.

Figure 10 shows that single-spacecraft VLBI track-
ing could meaningfully contribute to validating the pre-
liminary global solution for most flybys. Assuming the
worst VLBI error budget and a true-to-formal errors ratio
equal to ten, PRIDE VLBI could detect inconsistencies
in JUICE’s right ascension for 14 out of 30 flybys. For
JUICE’s declination, the discrepancy detection threshold
is lower, and an estimation error only five times larger than
the formal uncertainty would be detectable for half of the
flybys. Improving the VLBI precision would lower this
threshold further: in the good error budget case, VLBI
data would be sensitive to any true-to-formal error ratio
larger than three in declination for flybys 20 to 30. Inter-
estingly, the detection level is rather consistent between
the different flybys, with the exception of flybys 8-15 with
poor VLBI calibrators (see Figure 1 and discussion in Sec-
tion 4).

Figure 11 highlights similar validation opportunities for
multi-spacecraft VLBI tracking, for the 11 possible flyby
combinations identified in Section 2.3. As in the single-
spacecraft VLBI case, inconsistencies in declination will
be easier to detect: a true-to-formal error ratio of three
should be detectable for 9 out of 11 combinations, in the
good VLBI error case. The slightly larger variability of
the detection threshold compared to Figure 10 can be ex-
plained by the relative nature of multi-spacecraft VLBI
tracking: how the accuracy of such measurements com-
pares to the preliminary solution depends on the relative
geometry of JUICE and Europa Clipper, and on whether
part of the preliminary solution’s uncertainties cancel out
when computing the error ellipse for the two spacecraft’s
relative right ascension and declination.

Overall, our results show that pre-fit VLBI will be able
to detect inconsistencies in the preliminary global solution
for a number of flybys and/or flyby combinations, pro-
vided that the true errors are large enough with respect
to the formal uncertainties. Alternatively, detecting no
discrepancy would demonstrate the realism of the estima-
tion solution, and allow us to put an upper limit on the
true-to-formal error ratio.

In most cases, the validation step described above will
however not be sufficient to precisely identify the source
of the potential inconsistencies, if detected. A notable ex-
ception, highlighted in Figure 9, arises for multi-spacecraft
VLBI acquired during a single-moon flyby combination
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(flyby combinations 3, 5, 7, and 8, see Table 2). In such
a tracking configuration, the VLBI data points are almost
insensitive to the moon’s state estimation, except for the
possible slight change in the moon’s position error during
the time elapsed between the JUICE and Europa Clipper
flybys. This effect, however, is deemed small, especially
for flybys combination 3 in which only three hours sepa-
rate the two flybys around Europa. The outcome of our
first validation step for these single-moon flyby combina-
tions will therefore primarily depend on the consistency of
the spacecraft’s orbit solution. As such, they will represent
a unique opportunity to isolate modelling issues affecting
the spacecraft’s dynamics.

6.2.2. Comparing local and global solutions

Finally, the state solution provided by the global esti-
mation at the time of a flyby i should be statistically com-
patible with the corresponding normal point. As shown
in Sections 4.3 and 5.2, VLBI tracking, either in single
or multi-spacecraft configuration, can significantly reduce
the uncertainty ellipses of the moons’ normal points. This
enhances the potential of this local vs. global state esti-
mation comparison, by facilitating the detection of possi-
ble inconsistencies. The refined arc-wise solutions, with
reduced uncertainties, indeed become sensitive to much
smaller discrepancies (see Figure 12).

As in the previous validation steps, the main challenge
is to identify the source of the observed discrepancies. Our
ability to do so will strongly depend on the state param-
eters concerned by the said inconsistencies (see Figure
12). The arc-wise state solutions for the spacecraft and
the moons can be analysed separately to try disentangling
different mismodelled effects. If inconsistencies are only
detected in the spacecraft’s state solution, they are more
likely to originate from mismodelling of the spacecraft dy-
namics, while the opposite is true for the moons’ solution.
However, no firm conclusion can be drawn if the discrep-
ancies concern both the spacecraft and moons’ solutions.

Critically, the outcomes of this validation step must
be considered in light of previous results. As described in
Section 6.1, we should be able to eventually discriminate
between VLBI systematic errors and dynamical mismod-
elling effects. Furthermore, combining the different tests
described above (Figures 9 and 12) will help further iso-
late modelling issues specifically affecting the spacecraft
or moons’ dynamics. We will moreover be able to con-
firm our conclusions by exploiting the unique potential of
multi-spacecraft VLBI in the four single-moon flyby com-
binations identified in Table 2, as such measurements will
be robust against errors in the moons’ state solutions.

7. Conclusion

Building on the previous work by Dirkx et al. (2017),
we investigated the contribution of PRIDE VLBI to the
Galilean moons’ ephemerides solution, in the context of

the JUICE and Europa Clipper missions. We considered
both a global and local state estimation, the latter repre-
senting a necessary intermediate step to eventually achieve
a coherent solution for the moons’ dynamics over the entire
missions’ timeline. We simulated single-spacecraft VLBI
measurements of the JUICE spacecraft, but also explored
the possibility to perform simultaneous VLBI tracking of
JUICE and Europa Clipper (multi-spacecraft VLBI). We
quantified the contribution of both types of VLBI data
to the moons’ global and local state estimations, under
various tracking and data quality scenarios.

Compared to the initial analysis by Dirkx et al. (2017)
and as highlighted in Section 1, the analysis presented in
this paper more rigorously accounts for all couplings be-
tween the Galilean moons and spacecraft’s dynamics, and
also considers the effect of the Jovian ephemeris error on
the moons’ global solution. However, moving to a joint
JUICE-Europa Clipper setup (not relevant at the time of
the study by Dirkx et al. 2017) and to the newest JUICE
trajectory significantly improves the quality of the solution
achievable with range and Doppler only. This notably re-
duces the margin for further improvement attainable with
VLBI, compared to the first results by Dirkx et al. (2017),
where a significant improvement was obtained for the out-
of-plane positions of Ganymede and Callisto in particular.

With our updated setup, both single- and multi-
spacecraft VLBI measurements no longer significantly im-
prove the global ephemerides solution for the Galilean
moons, the contribution of the latter nonetheless being
stronger. For realistic tracking configurations, the im-
provement provided by single- and multi-spacecraft VLBI
can reach up to 17% (for Callisto) and 36% (for Europa),
respectively, assuming good VLBI data quality. The at-
tainable improvement is severely limited by the very ac-
curate baseline solution already achieved with range and
Doppler data.

It must be noted that our single-spacecraft VLBI re-
sults proved rather sensitive to systematic errors in the
VLBI measurements. For each tracking pass, the position
error of the selected phase calibrator can thus have a sig-
nificant influence, as highlighted in Figure 6. This could,
however, be mitigated in various ways. Our results indeed
motivate future campaigns to densify the phase reference
calibrators currently identified within the required patch
of the sky, or to refine our knowledge of the ICRF position
of known calibrators. In particular, we identified a specific
period, overlapping with 8 out of 30 JUICE flybys, dur-
ing which finding better calibrators would be critical to
performing high-quality PRIDE observations (see Section
2.2). The lack of suitable calibrators in Ka-band also calls
for dedicated reference source densification campaigns. Al-
ternatively, one could exploit the fact that some tracking
arcs rely on the same calibrator, as extracting a common
bias over several arcs will be easier. It might moreover be
possible to reduce VLBI errors by using multiple visible
phase calibrators during a single pass. However, properly
assessing both the feasibility and actual potential of such
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Figure 12: Validation strategy exploiting the moons’ refined normal points obtained with VLBI to detect possible inconsistency in a global
preliminary solution.

a strategy would require dedicated further analyses.
The possible contribution of PRIDE VLBI is moreover

not limited to a quantitative improvement of the state
estimation. For each flyby, the local estimation of the
central moon’s state (i.e. normal point) represents an es-
sential step before a global, fully consistent solution can
be reconstructed from all flybys combined. The contribu-
tion of PRIDE VLBI to the flyby moons’ normal points
is much stronger than for the global ephemerides solution.
This is most noticeable in the out-of-plane direction where
poor-quality single- and multi-spacecraft VLBI data re-
spectively reduce the position uncertainty by a factor 10
and 6 on average. This highlights the crucial role that
PRIDE VLBI can play in the progression towards a global
solution for the moons’ dynamics.

VLBI also offers multiple opportunities to validate and
improve the statistical realism of the baseline solution de-
rived from classical radio-science observables. To exploit
this potential, we have designed a PRIDE VLBI-based val-
idation plan, which exploits two features of the VLBI data
set. First, PRIDE provides independent measurements,
which the baseline solution can be compared against. Sec-
ond, the ability of VLBI data to reduce the moons’ local
state uncertainties will facilitate the detection of possible
inconsistencies in the estimation. In particular, the careful
analysis of the observation residuals and state estimation
solutions in different configurations will help disentangle
inconsistency sources, from observation errors to various
dynamical modelling discrepancies. The unique geome-
try of multi-spacecraft tracking VLBI data acquired when
both JUICE and Europa Clipper are performing a flyby
around the same moon will be particularly valuable to iso-
late specific mismodelling issues.

PRIDE VLBI will therefore greatly contribute to over-
coming dynamical modelling issues in the estimation,
gradually working towards the very low uncertainty levels
predicted by simulations for the moons’ ephemerides and
the Jovian system’s tidal dissipation parameters (e.g. Fay-
olle et al., 2023b; Magnanini et al., 2023). As such, PRIDE
will play an indirect, yet crucial, role in the reconstruction
of an unprecedentedly accurate and fully consistent solu-
tion for the Galilean moons’ dynamics, essential to further
our understanding of the Galilean system’s long-term evo-
lution.
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Ö., Nunes, D. C., Smrekar, S. E., Yoder, C. F., and Zuber,
M. T. (2011). Mars high resolution gravity fields from MRO,
Mars seasonal gravity, and other dynamical parameters. Icarus,
211(1):401–428.

Lainey, V., Arlot, J.-E., Karatekin, Ö., and Van Hoolst, T. (2009).
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Appendix A. Concurrent state estimation of a
central planet and its satellite(s)
from several orbiting spacecraft

As mentioned in Section 3.3, our global estimation
setup follows the coupled model described in Fayolle et al.
(2022). We recall that the states of the moons are then
determined globally, while the spacecraft’s dynamics are
solved for in an arc-wise manner. In this appendix, we
expand the mathematical formulation provided in Fayolle
et al. (2022) to include the central planet (here Jupiter) in
the estimation and to account for several spacecraft (here
JUICE and Europa Clipper).

In this more complete configuration, additional imple-
mentation subtleties arise when handling the various cen-
tral body dependencies. The different bodies and space-
craft’s states are indeed typically expressed and estimated
with respect to their central body, which might be included
in the propagation. The full state vector is defined as

y(t) =


y

P
(t)

y
M
(t)

y
S1
(t)
...

y
SN

(t)

 . (A.1)

y
P
(t) refers to the central planet’s state. y

M
(t) is the

moons’ state vector with respect to the central planet, of
size 6 × n with n the number of moons. Finally, y

Si
(t)

represents the state of the ith spacecraft with respect to its
arc-wise central moon mi,j . N is the number of spacecraft
involved in the estimation (equal to 2 in our analyses).

The full initial state vector to be estimated can thus
be written as follows:

y0 =


y

P
(t0)
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(t0)

y
S1
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S1
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...
y

SN
(t

SN
)

 (A.2)

where t
Si

contains the arc-wise reference epochs for space-
craft Si. The spacecraft’s states being estimated in an
arc-wise manner, their initial state vector can be further
expanded:

y
Si
(t

Si
) =

 y
Si,1

(t
Si,1

)
...

y
Si,a1

(t
Si,ai

)

 , (A.3)
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with ai the number of arcs over which spacecraft Si is
propagated, and t

Si,j
the reference epoch of arc j.

However, the equations of motion and variational equa-
tions are generally propagated in a single reference frame.
States expressed in this global propagatation reference
frame will be designed by the superscript ⋆ in the follow-
ing. In contrast to Eq. A.1, the propagated state can be
defined as

y⋆(t) =


y⋆

P
(t)

y⋆
M
(t)

y⋆
S1
(t)
...

y⋆
SN

(t)

 . (A.4)

The propagated and estimated states can be related using
the following:

y
P
(t) = y⋆

P
(t) (A.5)

y
M
(t) = y⋆

M
(t) + y⋆

P
(t) (A.6)

y
Si
(t) = y⋆

Si
(t) + y⋆

mi,j
(t),with t ∈

[
t
Si,j

; t̃
Si,j

]
(A.7)

with mi,j the central moon of spacecraft Si during arc
j. t

Si,j
and t̃

Si,j
respectively represent the start and end

times of arc j for spacecraft Si.
In our analyses, the covariance matrix P describes the

uncertainties and correlations of the state parameters with
respect to their respective central bodies, according to Eq.
A.1. To compute P using Eq. 1, the observation matrix H
must first be computed to obtain the covariance matrix:

H(q) =
∂h(q)

∂q
, (A.8)

with h the observations vector and q the parameters vec-
tor, which can be written as q = [y0,p]

T
. y0 is the initial

state given by Eq. A.2, and p contains the non-state pa-
rameters. Focusing on the estimation of the initial state,
we can then write, for a single observation:

∂h(q)

∂y0
=

∂h(q)

∂y⋆
0

∂y⋆
0

∂y0
, (A.9)

=
∂h(q)

∂y⋆(t)
Φ⋆(t, t0, tS1

, ..., t
SN

)
∂y⋆

0

∂y0
. (A.10)

∂h(q)
∂y⋆(t) and Φ⋆(t, t0, tS1

, ..., t
SN

) can be computed after

propagating the variational equations with respect to

the global propagation reference frame, while
∂y⋆

0

∂y0
can

be derived from Eq. A.7. It must be noted that
Φ⋆(t, t0, tS1

, ..., t
SN

) is equivalent to the state transition
matrix Φ(t, t0) in Eq. 3. A less detailed notation was in-
deed adopted in the core part of the paper for the sake of
conciseness.

Finally, the propagated covariance is given by

P(t) =

(
∂y(t)

∂y0

)
P

(
∂y(t)

∂y0

)T

. (A.11)

The partials in Eq. A.11 must again be re-written with
respect to the propagated, and not estimated, state:
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0

∂y0
. (A.13)

Again, ∂y(t)
∂y⋆(t) and

∂y⋆
0

∂y0
can be extracted from Eq. A.7.

This small model extension completes the coupled es-
timation formulation provided in Fayolle et al. (2022).
The main addition is the possibility to include the central
planet’s state in the estimation, which allows us to account
for the Jovian ephemeris uncertainty in our analyses (Sec-
tion 3.4). The proposed implementation can however be
applied to any planetary system and is versatile enough to
accommodate any number of moons or spacecraft.

Appendix B. Tidal dissipation estimates

This appendix presents the uncertainties in the inverse
tidal quality factors for all Galilean satellites and Jupiter.
Qm refers to the tidal quality factor of moon m, while
1/QJ,m denotes that of Jupiter at the frequency of moon
m. Table B.1 reports the formal errors obtained with the
baseline solution (no VLBI), and when adding PRIDE
VLBI measurements (for both the poor and good VLBI
noise budget scenarios). As underlined in Section 3.1, it
is essential to keep in mind that these estimates are solely
based on the signatures of tidal dissipation in the moons’
orbits, and do not account for tides sensed by the space-
craft. This choice was motivated by the focus of our paper
on the Galilean moons’ ephemerides and on the physical
effects encoded in their dynamics. Dedicated studies inves-
tigating the effects of tides on both the moons and space-
craft’s orbits can be found in e.g., Cappuccio et al. (2020a);
De Marchi et al. (2022); Magnanini et al. (2023). As men-
tioned in Section 4.2, no improvement is noticeable for the
dissipation in either Io, Europa, or Ganymede, as well as
for the dissipation in Jupiter at these moons’ frequencies.
A very limited uncertainty reduction can be observed for
Callisto (and the corresponding estimation of Jupiter’s es-
timation), which can be related to the small improvement
of Callisto’s along-track component attainable with VLBI
(see Section 4.2).

Appendix C. Multi-spacecraft VLBI contribution
to the global solution with different
estimation setups

As discussed in Section 5.1, our choice of baseline es-
timation setup - estimating both range and VLBI biases
- leads to a conservative estimate of the global solution
improvement attainable with multi-spacecraft VLBI. For
the sake of completeness, we ran the same analysis while
including range and VLBI biases as consider parameters.
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Table B.1: Formal uncertainties of the inverse of the tidal quality factors for each moon (1/Qm), as well as for Jupiter at each moon’s
frequency (1/QJ,m). The formal errors correspond to the baseline solution, without VLBI.

Io Europa Ganymede Callisto

σ(1/QJ,m) [-]
no VLBI 3.5× 10−6 1.8× 10−3 2.5× 10−4 5.0× 10−2

poor VLBI 3.5× 10−6 1.8× 10−3 2.5× 10−4 5.0× 10−2

good VLBI 3.5× 10−6 1.8× 10−3 2.5× 10−4 4.8× 10−2

σ(1/Qm) [-]
no VLBI 7.7× 10−3 1.1× 10−2 1.7× 10−2 4.0× 10−1

poor VLBI 7.7× 10−3 1.1× 10−2 1.7× 10−2 3.7× 10−1

good VLBI 7.7× 10−3 1.1× 10−2 1.6× 10−2 3.3× 10−1

Table C.1: Improvement in averaged formal position uncertainties (percentage) with respect to the solution obtained with no VLBI, for
various multi-spacecraft VLBI tracking scenarios. The position errors are computed in the RTN frame, and only improvements larger than 5%
are reported. We chose this low threshold value for this table to better support our discussion on the influence of the tracking configuration).

Tracking arc
Noise Jupiter Io Europa Ganymede Callisto
budget R T N R T N R T N R T N R T N

Range and VLBI biases estimated
2×8h arc bounds poor 9.9 7.5 44.1 8.6 7.8 8.4 8.9 7.6 22.5 6.6 7.1 9.4 9.4 9.3 9.8
16h mid-arc poor 10.7 7.2 42.1 12.8 10.6 13.5 9.3 10.1 26.0 7.4 8.3 11.1 9.4 9.4 9.5
Full tracking poor 18.7 11.9 51.2 16.1 16.6 12.2 16.3 13.6 47.4 15.0 15.4 28.4 15.7 18.0 21.5

2×8h arc bounds good 16.1 13.4 58.0 12.4 12.3 10.9 12.3 10.5 35.9 10.1 10.9 14.2 13.5 15.1 18.8
16h mid-arc good 18.8 13.6 58.9 15.2 14.5 15.4 12.9 12.7 40.3 12.7 13.2 19.5 15.2 16.1 18.4
Full tracking good 28.5 20.1 67.6 19.2 21.1 15.2 21.3 16.4 59.1 24.5 22.4 41.5 21.8 27.4 37.5

Range and VLBI biases considered
2×8h arc bounds poor 16.9 16.1 55.8 8.0 7.0 17.0 - 11.2 34.2 10.2 13.5 11.4 23.0 23.4 23.0
16h mid-arc poor 22.3 19.5 59.5 - 7.6 19.7 - 11.2 36.1 14.0 15.8 13.7 25.6 26.2 25.1
Full tracking poor 38.5 31.8 71.7 12.3 13.9 20.5 12.3 17.5 54.7 27.7 26.8 35.1 37.1 40.4 43.4

2×8h arc bounds good 24.4 23.9 63.2 10.9 11.2 21.5 - 14.8 46.4 15.7 18.4 19.2 28.6 29.4 30.2
16h mid-arc good 30.4 27.2 67.3 7.0 11.8 23.0 - 14.6 49.5 20.6 21.2 21.9 31.3 32.4 32.9
Full tracking good 47.8 38.5 79.6 17.6 19.1 26.6 20.0 21.7 68.6 34.5 32.4 51.2 42.5 47.4 52.8

The results are reported in Table C.1 for a limited num-
ber of tracking configurations, and indeed show larger im-
provements than with the baseline setup. Only Io and
Europa’s in-plane position uncertainties slightly degrade
when adding range and VLBI biases as consider parame-
ters instead of estimating them. This can be explained by
the fact that Europa’s solution, and thus indirectly Io’s,
strongly rely on Europa Clipper radio-science (i.e. Doppler
only, Section 3.2). The baseline solution for these compo-
nents is thus less sensitive to range biases, and only the
VLBI contribution is notably affected by the change of
estimation setup. However, for the rest of the state pa-
rameters, the VLBI improvement strengthens when the
observation biases are not estimated, due to the deterio-
ration of the baseline solution. Overall, as mentioned in
Section 5.1, our results indicate that a stronger contri-
bution could possibly be expected from multi-spacecraft
VLBI measurements, depending on the accuracy of the
baseline solution.

Appendix D. Multi-spacecraft VLBI contribu-
tion to the global solution for dif-
ferent sets of flyby combinations

11 flyby combinations were identified as representing
promising opportunities to perform multi-spacecraft VLBI

tracking (Section 2.3, Table 2). An upper threshold of
three days between each JUICE flyby and the closest Eu-
ropa Clipper flyby was applied. However, as discussed in
Section 5.1, such an elapsed time in-between the two fly-
bys would require extending the nominal tracking sessions
and thus be more resource-demanding. Interestingly, the
JUICE and Europa Clipper flybys are planned less than
one day apart for three combinations (Table 2), such that
multi-spacecraft VLBI could be acquired at minimal ex-
pense, without extending the nominal tracking arcs. Ta-
ble D.1 compares the solution improvement achieved when
simulating multi-spacecraft VLBI either during all 11 com-
binations, or just during the above-mentioned three com-
binations with close flybys. The results are discussed in
Section 5.1.
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Table D.1: Improvement in averaged formal position uncertainties (percentage) with respect to the baseline solution. The results are
obtained in the arc bounds tracking configuration (tracking arcs of 8h), exploiting different subsets of the flyby combinations in Table 2. Only
improvements larger than 5% are reported.

Time limit Noise Jupiter Io Europa Ganymede Callisto
in-between flybys budget R T N R T N R T N R T N R T N
3 days (Table 6) poor 9.9 7.5 44.1 8.6 7.8 8.4 8.9 7.6 22.5 6.6 7.1 9.4 9.4 9.3 9.8

1 day poor 5.9 - 35.4 - - 7.0 - 4.8 13.4 - - - 5.4 - -

3 days (Table 6) good 16.1 13.4 58.0 12.4 12.3 10.9 12.3 10.5 35.9 10.1 10.9 14.2 13.5 15.1 18.8
1 day good 11.3 8.0 52.9 5.0 7.0 8.8 7.1 7.1 26.8 6.2 7.3 9.2 8.4 5.9 -
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