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ABSTRACT

Planar Orthomode Transducers (OMTs) are commonly used for polarization measurements at millimeter wave-
lengths. We present an optical coupling study of an octave bandwidth planar OMT in circular waveguide based
on 3D electromagnetic simulations. We quantify results through metrics such as co- and cross- polar coupling,
reflection, and waveguide leakage as a function of the OMT construction geometry. We evaluate the tolerance
of these metrics to the waveguide backshort distance, probe impedance, waveguide gap size, and waveguide-to-
probe misalignment. Two probe geometries are studied: the ‘classic’ shape used in several previous experiments,
and a new ‘wineglass’ geometry. The bandwidth ratio of both optimized OMTs is 2.0:1, defined where co-polar
coupling exceeds 80%. The average co-polar coupling, cross-polar coupling, reflection, and waveguide leakage of
the classic probe is approximately 93%, < -50 dB, 5% and 2%, respectively and depends slightly on the exact
frequency range. The wineglass probe co-polar coupling is ∼ 2% larger. Radial waveguide misalignment at
the level of 4% of the waveguide radius can result in up to a 10% reduction in co-polar coupling and -20 dB
cross-polar coupling in one polarization. These results may be used to guide the detector module designs of
future Cosmic Microwave Background experiments and beyond.
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1. INTRODUCTION

A traditional orthomode transducer (OMT) is a three-dimensional waveguide component, which either separates
or combines two orthogonally polarized microwave signals. In a planar OMT of the type described herein,
membrane supported polarization-sensitive probes typically made of a superconducting thin film are inserted
into a waveguide cavity. Once on a planar structure, subsequent on-chip circuitry conditions the signal for power
sensing. Planar OMTs of this type have found application in multiple Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB)
polarization experiments1–6 because they can separately measure orthogonal linear polarization states within
one spatial pixel and can be fabricated into large arrays.

The optimization and geometric tolerance analysis of 30% fractional bandwidth planar OMTs within circular
waveguide operating near 150 GHz has previously been studied.7 Octave bandwidth planar OMTs demonstrated
at microwave frequencies8 have been frequency-scaled and integrated to form multichroic transition-edge-sensor
(TES) polarimeters.9 Detectors of this type have been deployed in two generations of Atacama Cosmology
Telescope (ACT) receivers, spanning the center frequency range 27–230 GHz.10,11 Multiple variations of this
technology are either in production or in development for upcoming instruments.12–15

Given their wide-spread adoption, here we present an optimization and tolerancing study for octave bandwidth
planar OMTs based on electromagnetic simulations. As such this paper serves as an update to McMahon et al.
20097 for these broader bandwidth OMTs. Section 2 describes the physical model, simulation parameters, and
defines the optical coupling metrics. Section 3 presents the results of the optimized geometry and the variation
of the metrics to the most relevant geometric parameters. We include band-averaged results within two bands
since in most applications the bandwidth is partitioned to form a dichroic, dual-polarization sensitive pixel. In
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Figure 1. Left: Simulation volume with TE11 mode superimposed over the input waveguide. Center: Expanded view
of the lumped port used to terminate each of the four OMT probes. Right: Cross-section of the simulation model with
labeled components (not to scale).

Sec. 3.4, we present a new OMT probe geometry, which has been discussed in the context of CMB-S4, and
compare the performance to the ‘classic’ probe geometry of Grimes et al. 2007.8 Discussion and conclusions are
in Sec. 4 and Sec. 5, respectively.

2. MODEL DESCRIPTION

We use ANSYS HFSS∗ to optimize the planar OMT and determine the tolerance to geometric variations. The
physical model is shown in Fig. 1 with labeled parameters that are defined and listed in Tab. 1. An input
waveguide of radius a feeds four planar OMT probes of geometry defined in Fig. 2 that lie a distance zbs away
from a reflective backshort. The waveguide walls are modeled as perfect conductors. Vertical gaps g1 and g2 from
the probes to the top and bottom waveguide sections are necessary to insert the probes within the waveguide.

∗The use of this software is not an endorsement by the US government. We list by name to be comprehensive.

Parameter Description Value Value/a

a waveguide radius 1200 µm 1
ac ground-plane radial width 725 µm 0.604
zbs backshort distance 675 µm 0.5625
g1 gap to input (top) waveguide 15 µm 0.0125
g2 gap to backshort (bottom) waveguide 10 µm 0.0083
hp probe height 390 µm 0.325
`p1 probe length, rectangular section 612 µm 0.51
`p2 probe length, triangular section 268.8 µm 0.224

wcpw CPW width 2 µm
gcpw CPW gap 4.5 µm
tSiNx

SiNx thickness 2.0 µm
tSiO2

SiO2 thickness 0.45 µm
tp thickness of probe and ground plane 0.2 µm

λ Nb London penetration depth 0.085 µm
εr,SiNx SiNx relative dielectric constant 6.8
εr,SiO2 SiO2 relative dielectric constant 4.0

Table 1. Planar OMT model parameters separated into three sections: geometrical parameters that scale with frequency
proportional to the waveguide radius, geometrical parameters that do not scale with frequency, and material parameters.
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Figure 2. Geometry of ‘classic’ (left) and ‘wineglass’ (right) planar OMT probes. Both red and blue areas are thin film
Nb. The port numbers are defined in the image on the right.

For the summed height of the gaps and at a radial distance a+ac, we implement a radiation boundary that allows
the determination of the waveguide leakage, the power which escapes the waveguide. The physical realization of
this geometry uses three separate silicon parts and is described in Ward et al. 2016.16

We model the OMT probes as 2D sheets with an impedance boundary Zprobe = jωL, where

L = µ0
λ

tanh (tp/λ)
.

ω is the angular frequency, L is the kinetic inductance modeled with London penetration depth λ = 85 nm
(suitable for thin film Nb), and tp is the thickness of the metal. Each probe output is a coplanar waveguide (CPW)
of width wcpw and gap gcpw, which is terminated in a lumped port of impedance Zterm = 90 Ω that matches
the CPW impedance. As compared to waveports, the internal lumped ports provide a better representation
of the true geometry and avoid possible low-level reflection artifacts at the expense of supporting only a single
mode. The probes sit on a membrane comprised of a layer of SiNx and SiO2 of thickness tSiNx

= 2 µm and
tSiO2

= 0.45 µm, respectively and relative dielectric constant εr,SiNx
=6.8 and εr,SiO2

=4.0, respectively. These
choices match the planar OMT fabrication process described in Duff 2016.17 We do not include loss in the
dielectrics to aid our determination of waveguide leakage, as we define below.

We excite the input waveguide with eight modes, and align the first mode (TE11) with the x-axis. For each
parameter combination, we perform frequency sweeps that span a typical 90/150 GHz dichroic OMT. However,
since results may be frequency-scaled as 1/a, we report both geometric parameters normalize to the waveguide
radius a and the frequency axis normalized by the waveguide cut-off frequency fc. Thus, the frequency sweep is
in the range 0.9 < f/fc < 2.38 with stepsize 0.054 f/fc. The solution frequency is 2.05 f/fc.

We largely use default HFSS parameters. The convergence criteria is standard, that successive passes change
the S-parameters by < 0.02. The maximum number of passes is set to 20. We use the direct solver and ‘first
order’ basis functions. All of our simulations achieve the defined convergence criteria. Using a modest machine
(4 GHz processor with 4 cores and 256 GB RAM), the average simulation time is 30s per frequency point.

For simulations that require no waveguide misalignment, we make use of a quarter-sized model with appro-
priate E- and H- symmetry planes to substantially decrease the simulation time. Radial misalignment of the
waveguide is incompatible with these boundary conditions, and thus a full model is used in these situations. We
find good agreement between the full and quarter model. For example the maximum difference in co-polarization
is < 2%.

From the S-parameters of the eight modes of the input waveguide port (port 1) to the four lumped ports
which terminate each OMT probe (ports 2-5 defined defined in Fig. 2), we define the co- and cross- polar power



coupling (Co-pol and X-pol), power reflection (Reflection), and waveguide leakage (Leakage) as follows:

Co− pol
def
= |S(2, 1 : 1)|2 + |S(4, 1 : 1)|2 (1)

X− pol
def
= |S(2, 1 : 2)|2 + |S(4, 1 : 2)|2 (2)

Reflection
def
= |S(1 : 1, 1 : 1)|2 (3)

Leakage
def
= 1−

8∑
i=1

|S(1 : i, 1 : 1)|2 −
5∑

j=2

|S(j, 1 : 1)|2 (4)

Here the convention S(i : n, j : m) denotes the voltage at port i in mode n divided by the voltage produced at
port j in mode m. Since the lumped ports contain only a single mode, we drop the mode index for ports 2-5.

Coupling to the TE11 mode (mode n=1 in Eqns. 1-4) is desirable, whereas coupling to higher order modes
is not. This goal is represented by these definitions. Simply put, the design goal is to construct a planar OMT
that maximizes Co-pol and minimizes X-pol, Reflection, and Leakage over the broadest bandwidth achievable.
As can be seen by these definitions, we sum the power in opposite probes incoherently, which is accomplished
in real devices by ancillary on-chip circuitry. In the following section, we report these metrics as a function of
model geometry.

3. RESULTS

Figure 3 presents the coupling summary of the optimized planar OMT geometry. Since results scale with the
waveguide radius a, and this has been explicitly confirmed in simulation, we report the frequency axis normalized
by fc. In this manner, results are applicable to any specific octave of bandwidth. The bandwidth ratio, defined
where Co-pol > 0.8, is 2.0:1. For guidance, the two shaded regions in Fig. 3 indicate fiducial bands (low band:
1.05< f/fc <1.45 and high band: 1.6< f/fc <2.2) commonly used in dichroic OMT-coupled pixels. Band
averaged metrics defined in Eqns. 1-4 for the optimized geometry are reported in Tab. 2 along with these values
for the ‘wineglass’ probes discussed in Sec. 3.4.
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Figure 3. Linear (left) and logarithmic (right) OMT coupling summary for the ‘classic’ probes. Co- (cross-) polar
coupling peaks at 96% (-47 dB), and the leakage out of the waveguide is 2%. The full bandwith ratio of the OMT is 2.0:1,
defined where co-pol > 0.8. For guidance, the two shaded regions indicate fiducial bands in a dichroic OMT-coupled pixel,
commonly used in ground-based CMB instruments.
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Figure 4. Coupling of higher order modes to the ‘classic’-probe OMT relative to the TE11 mode. The TM01 (mode 3)
and TE21 (mode 4) are the only parasitic modes that couple stronger than -20 dB across the useable bandwidth.

3.1 Higher-Order Mode Coupling

Figure 4 shows power coupling of the seven higher order modes relative to the TE11 mode. The legend lists
mode indices n, which correspond to the TE11 mode that is anti-aligned with the probes, TM01, 2 polarizations
of TE21, TE01, and 2 polarizations of TM11. For nearly all frequencies of interest (f/fc < 2.2), only two modes
couple at any appreciable level. The TM01 (mode 3) coupling is >-10 dB for f/fc >1.4, plateaus to -3.5 dB
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Figure 5. Effect of distance to reflective backshort zbs. Left: Co-pol (solid) and Reflection (dashed) as a function of
frequency for several backshort distances listed in the legend as a fraction of the waveguide radius a. Right: band-averaged
co-polar coupling as a function of normalized backshort distance for three different frequency ranges listed in the legend.
The vertical dashed-line indicates the fiducial value. A 25% change in zbs leads to only a 10% decrease in co-polar
coupling, demonstrating a broad optimum.
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Figure 6. Effect of waveguide gaps g1,2. The average co-polar coupling (left) and Leakage (right) is plotted as a function
of normalized total waveguide gap, (g1 + g2)/a. The colors shown in the legend denote the different parameter sweeps.
The solid (dashed) lines show the average in the low (high) frequency band.

for 1.6 < f/fc < 2, and reaches 0 dB at f/fc = 2.26. The TE21 polarization best aligned with the probes has
> −10 dB coupling when f/fc >1.7, plateaus to -6 dB for 1.8 < f/fc < 2.1, and reaches 0 dB at f/fc = 2.34.
All other modes couple a negligible amount. To reject the TM01 and TE21 modes, on-chip microwave components
have been implemented,9,18 which exploit the even/odd mode difference between higher order modes and TE11.

3.2 Optimal Parameter Values

In this subsection we discuss the change in metrics as a function of the most relevant geometric parameters.
We begin with the backshort distance zbs, which is summarized in Fig. 5. The backshort distance affects the
bandwidth. As expected, larger backshort distances increase coupling at lower frequencies at the expense of
higher frequencies and vice versa (Fig. 5 left). However, as illustrated in Fig. 5 right, a broad optimum exists.
For example in the low band, a 25% decrease from the optimum zbs results in only a 10% decrease in co-polar
coupling.

As the waveguide gaps g1,2 increase, the leakage radiation out of the waveguide increases and in turn the co-
polar coupling decreases. We determine the co-polar and leakage radiation in three parameter sweeps. First, we
vary the top (bottom) waveguide while the bottom (top) waveguide has fixed g2=10 µm (g1=15 µm). Modeling
non-equal gaps is intentional, reflects the actual assemblies, and is the result of using wafers with standard
thickness tolerance that are readily available. In the third case, we set g1 = g2. We show the average Co-pol and
Leakage within the low and high bands in Fig. 6 as a function of normalized total waveguide gap, (g1+g2)/a. The
Leakage and decrement in Co-pol are roughly linear with the waveguide gap. We observe that leakage is more
sensitive to gaps of the top waveguide rather than the backshort waveguide, particularly at lower frequencies.
For the symmetric gap case, we see that Leakage ∼ 10% when g1 + g2 is 10% of the waveguide radius.

The membrane radius ac has no effect on the metrics to within simulation uncertainty. Similarly the CPW
impedance has wide tolerance. We vary gcpw from 3µm to 6µm. A 20% change in gcpw leads to only a 1% change
in Co-pol in both bands. Our fiducial value produces a co-polar coupling within 1% of the maximum in either
band. Lastly we note that, other than affecting coupling to evanescent modes, the results are independent of the
input waveguide length, as expected. From these parameter sweeps, we determine the optimal parameter values
listed in Tab. 1.
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Figure 7. Effect of waveguide misalignment. Results depend on the direction of misalignment with respect to the TE11

polarization axis. The planar OMT is more (less) affected by misalignment parallel (perpendicular) to the polarization
axis. The top row of images illustrate the misalignment geometry. The left (right) column of plots show the optical
coupling metrics as a function of frequency for the parallel (perpendicular) misalignment case. The legend, common to
all plots, lists the radial misalignment normalized to the waveguide radius a. The notation X-pol⊥ indicates that the
cross-polarization belongs to the OMT probes perpendicular to the TE11 polarization axis. The results shown correspond
to simulations that vary the bottom waveguide section while the top section is aligned and static. The magnitude of the
results vary slightly for the other parameter sweep combinations explored, but the general phenomenology holds.

3.3 Waveguide Misalignment

The standard construction of the OMT uses three separate silicon parts: the top waveguide, the detector wafer
that contains the OMT probes, and the bottom backshort waveguide. As such, misalignment of these parts is
expected. In this section we determine the tolerance to radial misalignment. We perform parameter sweeps
shifting the top and bottom waveguide sections independently, together in the same direction, and in opposite
directions.

The general effects are illustrated Fig. 7, which show that the OMT is more sensitive to misalignment in
the direction parallel to the TE11 polarization axis. The performance degradation is an order of magnitude less
for equal radial shifts in the perpendicular direction. Waveguide misalignment results in decreased sensitivity,
differential gain, and increased cross-polarization. An observed effect of lesser importance is the large reflection
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Figure 8. Waveguide misalignment band-averaged co- and cross- polar coupling. Left shows the band-averaged change
in co-polar coupling from perfect alignment as a function of the normalized waveguide displacement dr/a in the direction
parallel to the polarization axis. Right shows the band-averaged cross-polarization in probes orthogonal to the displace-
ment direction as a function of dr/a. Colors denote the different parameter sweep variations. The legend indicates the
displaced waveguide part. The ‘both’ parameter sweep shifts both the top and bottom waveguide sections in the same
direction. The solid (dashed) line are the results for the low (high) frequency band.

in a narrow band near 2.08f/fc, associated with the turn-on of TE01 and TM11 modes, for shifts perpendicular
to the polarization axis.

The band-averaged co- and cross- polar couplings are shown in Fig. 8. Performance degradation is more sen-
sitive to shifts of the backshort waveguide than the top waveguide when the sections are displaced independently.
Most notably, the cross-polarization in the low frequency band is a factor of two larger. However, the OMT is
most sensitive to shifts of both sections in the same direction. Shifts in opposite directions up to dr/a = 0.04
fare better, and as such we do not include these results in Fig. 8.

Misalignment sweeps were run with larger waveguide gaps g1,2, and the fractional changes in the optical
coupling metrics were the same as those for the nominal gap sizes to within simulation accuracy.

3.4 ‘Wineglass’ Probes

An alternative to the classic probe geometry has been discussed in the context of CMB-S4, and we refer to this
design as the ‘wineglass probe’ due to its shape (see Fig. 2 right). The wineglass probe shape is parameterized
by the following equation:

y(x) = 0.3a(bx− 1) tanh (−αx). (5)

Through independent parameters sweeps, we find that the values which maximize co-polar coupling are α = 3.6
and b = 0.72. However, a fairly broad optimum exists. We also find that the optimal zbs/a = 0.521, slightly less
than the distance in the classic probes. Figure 9 summarizes the wineglass probe coupling, and Fig. 10 directly
compares the co-polar coupling to the classic probes. Table 2 lists the band averaged metrics for the wineglass
and classic probes within three frequency ranges.

The wineglass probes provide ∼ 2% higher average co-polar coupling. The same waveguide misalignment
study was carried out, and no appreciable differences were discovered relative to the results of Sec. 3.3.
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Figure 9. Linear (left) and logarithmic (right) ‘wineglass’ probe OMT optical coupling summary. The bandwidth ratio
is identical to the ‘classic’-probe OMT.

4. DISCUSSION

To vastly decrease the simulation volume, the excitation begins in circular waveguide. The model does not
include a feedhorn attached to the waveguide. A limited set of simulations including a feedhorn profile have been
carried out, and there is good agreement for the co-polar coupling. The main difference is that cross-polarization
reaches ∼ -20 dB, which is expected from the horn design.19

On average 2% of the power in one polarization leaks outside of the waveguide. While small, this power is
uncontrolled and may lead to non-idealities. In our experience from ground-based CMB observations with planar
OMTs, waveguide leakage has not been problematic. Nonetheless, opportunities to improve in this aspect of the
design exist. Approaches to mitigate waveguide leakage include the addition of microwave absorber, inclusion of
a waveguide choke, metallic bump bonds to form a seal around the waveguide,20 and passing the CPW probes
through minimum-sized waveguide wall holes.21
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Figure 10. Direct comparison of the classic and wineglass planar OMT. The wineglass probe OMT Co-pol is on-average
2% higher than the classic probe OMT in the range 1.2<f/fc <2.25.



CLASSIC PROBE WINEGLASS PROBE
[1.05, 1.45] [1.6, 2.2] [1.2, 2.0] [1.05, 1.45] [1.6, 2.2] [1.2, 2.0]

co-pol 0.907 0.926 0.947 0.918 0.944 0.970
reflection 0.072 0.045 0.033 0.058 0.028 0.008
leakage 0.021 0.024 0.021 0.024 0.023 0.022

Table 2. Comparison of ‘classic’ to ‘wineglass’ probe band-averaged metrics for several frequency bands. The frequency
range is listed in the column heading as a fraction of the waveguide cut-off frequency.

The wineglass OMT probes provide modest gain in co-polar coupling, but we note that the reduced reflection
may also help limit image ‘ghosting’, which can be of concern for large, flat focal planes. Both the classic and
wineglass planar OMTs have the same tolerance to waveguide misalignment. A good rule of thumb is to keep any
radial waveguide misalignment to the probes less than 4% of the waveguide radius. This criteria will ensure <10%
co-polar coupling reduction and that cross-polarization remains <-20 dB. The top-waveguide misalignment study
presented may be a useful reference when mating the planar OMT array to metal feedhorns where differential
thermal contraction is of concern.

5. CONCLUSION

We have presented a detailed simulation study of the optical coupling performance of octave bandwidth planar
OMTs. Prior to this work, relevant results were limited to OMTs of 30% fractional bandwidth. For the designs
presented, the bandwidth ratio defined where co-polar coupling exceeds 80% is 2.0:1. The average co-polar
coupling, cross-polar coupling, reflection, and waveguide leakage is approximately 93%, < 50 dB, 5% and 2%,
respectively and depends slightly on the exact frequency range. The ‘wineglass’ probes increase co-polar coupling
and decrease reflection by ∼ 2% as compared to the ‘classic’ probes. A good rule of thumb to avoid strong
performance degradation is to align the top and bottom waveguides to the OMT probes to better than 4% of
the waveguide radius. We hope these results provide general guidance in the development of future focal planes
for CMB measurements and beyond.
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