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A B S T R A C T
Icy moons with subsurface oceans of liquid water rank among the most promising astrobiological
targets in our Solar System. In this work, we assess the feasibility of deploying laser sail technology
in precursor life-detection missions. We investigate such laser sail missions to Enceladus and Europa,
as these two moons emit plumes that seem accessible to in situ sampling. Our study suggests that
GigaWatt laser technology could accelerate a 100 kg probe to a speed of ∼ 30 km s−1, thereupon
reaching Europa on timescales of 1-4 years and Enceladus with flight times of 3-6 years. Although the
ideal latitudes for the laser array vary, placing the requisite infrastructure close to either the Antarctic
or Arctic Circles might represent technically viable options for an Enceladus mission. Crucially, we
determine that the minimum encounter velocities with these moons (about 6 km s−1) may be near-
optimal for detecting biomolecular building blocks (e.g., amino acids) in the plumes by means of
a mass spectrometer akin to the Surface Dust Analyzer onboard the Europa Clipper mission. In
summary, icy moons in the Solar System are potentially well-suited for exploration via the laser sail
architecture approach, especially where low encounter speeds and/or multiple missions are desirable.

1. Introduction
Resolving the fundamental question of “Are we alone?”

has witnessed much progress in the 21st century [1, 2, 3, 4,
5, 6, 7, 8, 9]. In particular, a significant amount of attention
has been devoted to the so-called icy worlds – also known
as ocean worlds – in our Solar System (e.g., Enceladus,
Titan, and Europa) that are empirically confirmed to harbor
subsurface oceans of liquid water, which is one of the key
requirements for life-as-we-know-it [10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15,
16]. Hence, these worlds are widely perceived as promising
abodes of extraterrestrial life.

Among these icy worlds, Saturn’s small moon Enceladus
(with radius of ∼ 250 km) stands out by virtue of the wealth
of data garnered by the Cassini-Huygens mission [17]. Ence-
ladus not only hosts liquid water underneath its surface
[18, 19, 20], but also satisfies the other major criteria for hab-
itability [21, 22, 23], such as free energy sources [24, 25, 26,
27] and bioessential elements [28, 29, 30].1 Furthermore, the
discovery and modeling of submarine hydrothermal activity
is promising [24, 35, 25], because these environments are
considered viable sites for engendering prebiotic chemistry
and the origin(s) of life [36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41]. A number
of theoretical [42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 27] and experimental
[48, 49, 50] studies indicate that Enceladus’ internal ocean
might be habitable for various species of Earth-based mi-
crobes (e.g., hydrogenotrophic methanogens).
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1Previous models suggested that dissolved phosphorus might be scarce
in Enceladus’ ocean [31, 32], but this prediction has been overturned by
recent empirical and computational findings [33, 30, 34].

Jupiter’s moon, Europa, harbors a deep subsurface ocean
that ostensibly contains more liquid water than all of Earth’s
oceans combined [4, 6]. The habitability of Europa’s sub-
surface ocean has been extensively investigated, and while
not as much empirical data is available (in comparison to
Enceladus), this moon is also presumed to satisfy most of
the salient requirements in this respect [e.g., 51, 52, 53, 54,
55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 5, 61, 62, 27, 9]. The upcoming
Europa Clipper mission [63, 64],2 and the JUICE mission
to a comparatively lesser extent [65, 66],3 will significantly
enhance our knowledge of Europa’s subsurface ocean.

A striking feature of Enceladus is the existence of a
substantial (time-varying) plume [67, 68, 69, 70], which
extends up to ∼ 104 km [71]. Likewise, there is evidence
for plumes on Europa [72, 73, 74, 75, 76], although these
features may be transient [77, 78, 79] and/or harder to detect
[80, 81]. The access to plume samples would be valuable
because they can shed light on the habitability of the sub-
surface ocean, as well as potentially enable the detection of
molecular biosignatures (i.e., markers of life) [82, 83, 84,
85, 86, 87, 88], although unraveling the latter has attendant
caveats, subtleties, and lacunae [89, 90, 91, 92, 93, 94, 95].

A variety of putative life-detection missions to Ence-
ladus have thus been proposed in the 2020s [96, 97, 98,
99, 100],4 many of which have acquired greater relevance
in light of the strong recommendation made by the compre-
hensive 2023-2032 Decadal Strategy for Planetary Science
and Astrobiology for a flagship mission to Enceladus that
would arrive at this moon in the early 2050s [102, pg. 7]. The
mission concept highlighted in the Decadal Strategy was the

2https://europa.nasa.gov/
3https://www.esa.int/Science_Exploration/Space_Science/Juice
4Similar recommendations have been advanced for Europa, such as the

Europa Lander mission concept [101].
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Enceladus Orbilander concept [103], but alternatives such
as the Enceladus Multiple Flyby mission were also outlined.
From a technological standpoint, the implementation of a
plume fly-through mission is much easier than direct (i.e.,
in situ) exploration of the subsurface ocean [104].

For missions that are geared toward sampling the plume(s),
the encounter velocity of the spacecraft is rendered crucial
from the perspective of identifying putative biosignatures.
A multitude of publications have advocated for optimal
encounter velocities in the range of around 4-6 km s−1
[105, 106, 107, 108, 109, 110, 111], although a few studies
based on other in situ techniques have posited either lower
[112, 86, 113] or higher [114] speeds. Hence, mission
concepts that seek to analyze the plume(s) of icy moons
with subsurface oceans (i.e., ocean worlds) should ideally
minimize the encounter velocity of the spacecraft with the
moon and its plume(s), as this constraint could maximize the
prospects of detecting putative biosignatures.

Mission proposals to ocean worlds have hitherto relied
on rocket propulsion in combination with flyby maneuvers.
However, an inherent limitation of rocket propulsion is the
associated mass budget and cost of the mission. In this
context, propellant-free propulsion, notably light sails, could
be used, which are often low thrust and can only accom-
modate a low-mass payload; fortunately, recent advances in
hardware and software are swiftly reducing the mass and
cost of the payload [115, 116, 117, 118, 119, 120, 121]. We
will, therefore, explore the capacity of light sails powered
by laser arrays (i.e., laser sails) – which do not necessitate
onboard propellant – to effectuate a life-detection mission to
Enceladus and Europa. The concept of light sails originated
approximately a century ago [122, 123], while laser sails
were proposed in the mid 20th century [124, 125]. However,
research pertaining to laser sails has only taken off during
the last decade [126, 127, 128], driven in large part, either
directly or indirectly, by the Breakthrough Starshot initiative
[129, 130, 131, 132, 133, 134, 135, 6, 136, 137].5

While it is true that light sails have not been currently
employed in actual deep space missions, we underscore
the fact that the technology readiness level (TRL) of solar
sails, which are closely associated with laser sails, is as
high as 7 to 9 [138, 139]. To give specific examples, the
IKAROS [140] and LightSail 2 [141, 142] spacecraft have
demonstrated capabilities for achieving interplanetary mis-
sions; more recently, a prototype of a SunDiver technology
demonstrator spacecraft is under development [139, 143].
Moreover, the technical details of designing and deploying
solar and laser sails have witnessed extensive theoretical
research [144, 145, 146, 131, 132, 138, 137, 127, 128].

Selecting concrete targets (Enceladus or Europa) and
delineating the specifics of precursor astrobiology missions
to these worlds permits us to analyze and illuminate the
pros (and cons) of employing laser sails in the exciting
domain of carrying out extensive deep space exploration of
the outer Solar System – a new era envisioned by several
publications [6, 127, 147, 148, 149, 139] – which constitutes

5https://breakthroughinitiatives.org/initiative/3

a key rationale for this paper. To the best of our knowledge,
laser sail mission concepts to Enceladus or Europa have not
been explicated so far despite the aforementioned benefits.

This paper assesses and subsequently demonstrates the
viability of an astrobiology precursor mission to Enceladus
and Europa based on a light sail architecture powered by a
GigaWatt laser array. The viability is demonstrated by the
identification of mission architectures where the sailcraft
would encounter both bodies at relative velocities that would
enable plume sampling. In Section 2, we describe the nu-
merical code and setup used for computing optimal laser
sail trajectories to Europa and Enceladus. We follow this up
by presenting the major results for Europa and Enceladus in
Section 3. The implications of our analysis with regard to
sending life-detection missions to ocean worlds by means of
laser sails are outlined in Section 4. Finally, we take stock
and summarize our conclusions in Section 5.

2. Methods
The orbital dynamics analysis herein utilizes a modified

version of the MATLAB code Optimum Interplanetary Tra-
jectory Software (OITS) (see [150]), and further harnesses
the Non-Linear Problem (NLP) solving software MIDACO
[151, 152, 153]. The theory and structure underpinning
OITS, in addition to the MATLAB code itself, can all be
accessed from [150]. Note that OITS has been successfully
employed for trajectory design and analysis in a variety
of Solar System contexts, ranging from interstellar objects
on hyperbolic orbits to terrestrial planets like Venus [e.g.,
154, 155, 156, 157, 158, 159, 160, 161, 162, 163].

Yet, to ensure that our treatment is as self-contained
as possible, we will first describe the salient assumptions
and formulas underpinning OITS. First and foremost, OITS
supposes that the velocity changes (Δ𝑉 ) exerted by thrust
are impulsive, i.e., in other words these changes are instanta-
neous (and therefore equivalent to infinite thrust). Although
this supposition is evidently applicable to high thrust propul-
sion schemes such as chemical rockets, nevertheless it may
also be invoked for modeling the velocity change at Earth
induced by a laser beam on a light sail [132, 137, 164, 165].

Second, the trajectory of the spacecraft (namely, the laser
sail in this instance) is taken to be regulated exclusively by
the gravitational attraction exerted by the Sun (whose gravi-
tational parameter is 𝜇⊙ = 𝐺𝑀⊙ ≈ 1.33×1020m3s−2) until
the laser sail enters within the Laplace sphere of influence
(SoI) [166, 167] of a user-specified planet, such as Saturn or
Jupiter. In Figure 1, we have depicted the SoIs of the outer
planets from Jupiter to Neptune, as well as the dwarf planet
Pluto for the sake of contrast.

𝐸 denotes the home planet (Earth) and 𝑃 represents the
host planet orbited by the target moon under consideration.
If we depart from the former at time 𝑡𝑒, and arrive at the latter
at time 𝑡𝑝 (clearly, causality demands 𝑡𝑝 > 𝑡𝑒), we can derive
from these times (and given objects), an initial position vec-
tor 𝑟𝑒 and final target position vector 𝑟𝑝, respectively [168].
These positions are solely expressible as a function of time,
because they are calculated accurately by using appropriate
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Figure 1: The Laplace sphere of influence computed for the
four planets of the outer Solar System, as well as for Pluto.

interpolation functions in the NASA SPICE software library
available from NAIF [169, 170],6 and exploiting the relevant
SPICE kernel files.

Now, equipped with the above 𝑡𝑒, 𝑡𝑝, 𝑟𝑒 and 𝑟𝑝, it is found
that there exist two different solution routes connecting 𝐸 to
𝑃 via two conic arcs, which we shall christen the long way
and short way (see [171, Chapter 5]). It is worth mentioning
that these two transfer arcs will necessarily lie in the plane
made by 𝑟𝑒 and 𝑟𝑝, and further that the angle 𝛼 swept at the
Sun by the laser sail on the short way is derived from

𝑟𝑝 ⋅ 𝑟𝑒 = |𝑟𝑝||𝑟𝑒| cos(𝛼), (1)
where 𝑟𝑝 ⋅ 𝑟𝑒 is the dot product of 𝑟𝑝, 𝑟𝑒 and |… | is the
magnitude of the given vector. The corresponding angle for
the long way naturally translates to 2𝜋 − 𝛼. This problem of
determining the two trajectory solutions, long way and short
way, between two points in space and with a given time-of-
flight (in this case equal to 𝑡𝑝− 𝑡𝑒) is equivalent to the classic
Lambert problem [166, Chapter 7]. A method of solving
this orbital dynamics problem is provided in [172] and [171,
Chapter 5], and its applicability to OITS is elaborated in
[173]. Note that OITS operates under the assumption 𝛼 <
2𝜋, i.e., there are no complete orbital revolutions.

Clearly, to model a laser sail encounter with, say, a moon
of Saturn, the gravitational field of Saturn must be taken
into account. Currently, OITS only models this field if the
spacecraft happens to be in transit, i.e., using Saturn for a
gravitational assist, but not if the actual target (viz. the moon)
itself is within Saturn’s influence. However, this issue can be
addressed by harnessing a patched conic approximation and
the useful notion of an intermediate point, defined as a point
in space whose radial distance from some reference body
is user-specified, but whose polar angles of longitude and
latitude (𝜃 and 𝜙) are allowed to be free and therefore can
be optimized by the NLP solver in question. An extensive
description of the intermediate point approach used in this
work is furnished in [173].

6https://naif.jpl.nasa.gov/naif/toolkit.html

If we select the target moon’s host planet (Saturn in our
example) as the reference body for the intermediate point,
and take that planet’s (i.e., Saturn’s) SoI as its radial distance,
then we end up with the scenario illustrated in Figure 2.
We label this intermediate point as IP2, and we define this
as the entry point of a laser sail into Saturn’s SoI, having
traversed the heliocentric trajectory arc from Earth, which
is depicted in Figure 3. We remark that IP2 is defined to
possess a position vector, 𝑟2, relative to the center of P,
defined by the planet’s (Saturn’s) SoI radius, and further by
the planetocentric longitude (𝜃) and latitude (𝜙); the latter
two serve as optimization parameters for MIDACO.

Referring now to Figure 3, we witness the same trajec-
tory from a heliocentric perspective. In this scenario, the
heliocentric arrival point at Saturn’s SoI is modeled via
an intermediate point labeled as IP1 (note that IP1 is the
same point as IP2, albeit in a different frame), located at
heliocentric position 𝑟1 given by:

𝑟1 = 𝑟𝑝 + 𝑟2, (2)
which follows from the simple rules of changing frames
(Galilean relativity). This equation tells us that 𝑟1 is not only
a function of 𝜃 and𝜙, but also of 𝑡𝑝, with the latter specifying
the position of the planet 𝑟𝑝. The above (2) when combined
with (3) below constitute the patched conic approximation
referenced previously.

Finally, let us refer to Figure 4, where we revert back
to the planetocentric axis system. We must now transform
the laser sail’s heliocentric arrival velocity vector, 𝑣1, into
the planetocentric frame, by subtracting the planet’s helio-
centric velocity, 𝑣𝑝 in accordance with the rules of Galilean
relativity, thereupon yielding

𝑣2 = 𝑣1 − 𝑣𝑝, (3)
where 𝑣2 represents the light sail velocity relative to the
planet. The subsequent planetocentric arc from IP2 at time
𝑡2 to the target moon (denoted by M) of the given planet
(viz., Saturn) at time 𝑡𝑀 (where 𝑡𝑀 fully specifies the moon’s
position 𝑟𝑀 , along the lines stated earlier), can also be
computed in a similar fashion by means of this method,
which is elaborated in [172].

The optimization criterion chosen throughout this paper
is to minimize the encounter velocity of the laser sail with
the target moon, denoted by 𝑉ENC; note that the subscript
‘ENC’ denotes ’encounter’, and not ’Enceladus’. In turn, the
imposition of this objective then necessarily constrains the
hyperbolic excess speed to which the laser sail is accelerated
when it departs Earth. The reasons for this choice of guiding
objective are twofold:

• The slower the laser sail moves with respect to the
target moon, the more is the quantity and quality of
data that might be garnered from the encounter.

• When 𝑉ENC is lowered, the severity of fragmentation
and/or destruction of any organic compounds as the
laser sail travels through a plume will be reduced,
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Figure 2: Planetocentric definition of IP2 associated with the arrival of the light sail spacecraft (s/c) at the target planet’s SoI,
in conjunction with the relevant planetocentric parameters shown for the setup described in Section 2.

and therefore these compounds may be more readily
captured and characterized.

Furthermore, MIDACO permits the specification of equality
constraints. Most importantly, for the problem setup tackled
in this paper, this feature takes the form of a continuity
constraint from the heliocentric frame to the planetocentric
frame as follows. If 𝑣𝐼𝑃1 is the velocity at IP1 in the
heliocentric frame and 𝑣𝐼𝑃2 is the velocity at IP2 in the
planetocentric frame, then the continuity equality constraint
from 3 is given by

|𝑣𝐼𝑃1 − 𝑣𝐼𝑃2 − 𝑣𝑝| = 0. (4)
In addition, there is one inequality constraint applied to

the trajectory optimization software, namely, to constrain
the periapsis point (measured relative to the host planet) of
the laser sail as it approaches the moon from IP2, to not
fall below a specified lower bound. This constraint is vital
because it allows the laser sail to fly past the host planet
with no danger of collision, and consequently enables the
probe to transmit measurements and observational data back
to Earth for analysis. In this study, the minimum periapsides
are conservatively chosen to be just marginally lower than
the semimajor axes of the target moons in question.

Moreover, by adopting these constraint values, rapid
convergence to the optimal solution is attainable, since opti-
mal conditions (to wit, minimum 𝑉ENC) are expected when
the moon is at an extreme displacement from its host planet,
in the plane containing the two vectors ℎ⃗1 = 𝑟𝑀 × 𝑣s∕c and
ℎ⃗2 = 𝑣s∕c × ℎ⃗1, where 𝑟𝑀 is the planetocentric position

vector of the target moon at intercept and 𝑣s∕c is the plan-
etocentric velocity vector of the spacecraft at this moment.

It is instructive at this juncture to derive a minimum
encounter velocity 𝑉ENC,min of a spacecraft sent from Earth
E to the target moon M orbiting another planet P. To this end,
we adopt a heliocentric minimum energy Hohmann transfer
[171, Chapter 6], to take the spacecraft (labeled by S) from E
to P; on implementing the conservation of energy, we obtain

|𝑣𝑠|
2 −

2𝜇⊙
|𝑟𝑝|

= −
𝜇⊙
𝑎
, (5)

where 𝑣𝑠 is the heliocentric velocity of the spacecraft on
arrival at the planet P’s SoI, and the semimajor axis 𝑎 in the
above formula is given by 2𝑎 = |𝑟𝑝| + |𝑟𝑒|. Upon inserting
this expression into (5), this leads to

|𝑣𝑠|
2 =

2𝜇⊙|𝑟𝑒|
𝑎|𝑟𝑝|

(6)

Converting to a planetocentric frame velocity 𝑣′𝑠, and assum-
ing circular orbits for the planets, we may end up with

|𝑣′𝑠| = |𝑣𝑝| − |𝑣𝑠|. (7)
Finally, on determining the minimum encounter velocity
with M – namely, presuming that M is situated in a circular
orbit around its host planet, and moreover, supposing that the
approach trajectory is coplanar with M – and also postulating
that 𝑣′𝑠 represents the velocity at infinity with respect to the
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Figure 3: Heliocentric trajectory associated with the light sail, in conjunction with the relevant heliocentric parameters shown for
the setup described in Section 2.

Figure 4: Planetocentric trajectory associated with the light sail depicted primarily within the SoI of the planet orbited by the
target moon in question, i.e., corresponding to the setup described in Section 2.

planet, we duly arrive at

𝑉ENC,min =

√

|𝑣′𝑠|2 +
2𝜇𝑝
|𝑟𝑀 |

− |𝑣𝑀 |, (8)

where 𝑣𝑀 is the moon’s (planetocentric) velocity. The above
equation further assumes the gravitational acceleration due

to the moon M is comparatively negligible, which is indeed
a valid approximation for the two moons studied herein.

The paper concentrates primarily on a potential mission
to Saturn’s moon Enceladus for reasons delineated in Section
1. However, as a secondary consideration, we also report the
results for an analogous mission to Jupiter’s moon, Europa.
The results ensuing from applying the preceding equations

Lingam et al.: Preprint submitted to Elsevier Page 5 of 22
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Figure 5: Minimum encounter velocities feasible for laser sail
missions to various major moons of Saturn.

Figure 6: Minimum encounter velocities feasible for laser sail
missions to various major moons of Jupiter.

to some notable moons of Saturn and Jupiter are depicted in
Figures 5 and 6, respectively. All moons entail hypervelocity
impacts, which are interpreted to be impacts that fulfill the
criterion 𝑉ENC > 3 km s−1. Furthermore, with 𝑉ENC ≈
6 km s−1, Enceladus and Europa are at the upper end of
the velocity threshold where the sampling and detection
of molecular biosignatures via in situ instruments may be
viable, as elucidated in Sections 1 and 4.1.

3. Results
As indicated earlier, the analysis is conducted primarily

for a putative laser sail mission to Enceladus, and secon-
darily for a similar mission to Europa; the pertinent orbital
elements for these moons are provided in Table 1.

Results were generated for a specific year of launch,
conservatively chosen to be 2045, and also for an entire
orbital cycle of the given host planet. The latter analysis
allows the full range of Earth and host planet alignments
to be evaluated, and therefore an overall global minimum
for this planet can be deduced. Saturn possesses an orbital
period of about 30 yr, based on which launch years between
2035 and 2065 were considered. For the other target, Jupiter,

Orbital Enceladus Europa
Parameter (Saturn) (Jupiter)
𝑎 (km) 238,320 671,150
𝑖 (◦) 28.05 1.88

Period (days) 1.37 3.55
𝑒 0.0056 0.0094

Speed (km s−1) 12.62 13.74

Table 1
Pertinent orbital parameters for Enceladus and Europa where
the reference frame is ECLIPJ2000 from SPICE that is centered
on the host planet

Figure 7: Minimum encounter velocity (in km s−1) of the laser
sail with Saturn’s moon Enceladus (left-hand axis) and the
optimal launch date in 2045 (right-hand axis), versus the flight
duration (in days).

the shorter ∼ 12 yr period motivated a launch year window
spanning 2040 to 2052.

From the above paragraph, it is evident that the laser
sail infrastructure is presumed to be built and operational
∼ 10-40 yr in the future; for example, the fiducial date
of 2045 translates to ∼ 20 yr in the future. The required
timeline of having the laser sail infrastructure assembled in
a few decades is consistent with current predictions, such as
the Breakthrough Starshot initiative [129, 130, 137]. Last,
but not least, a launch date of 2045 would lead to the light
sail reaching the target moon (Europa or Enceladus) circa
2050, which broadly matches the timeline prescribed for the
Enceladus flagship mission recommended by the 2023-2032
Decadal Strategy for Planetary Science and Astrobiology, as
outlined in Section 1.
3.1. Enceladus

The green curves in Figure 7 illustrate the minimum
encounter velocity 𝑉ENC (left-hand y-axis) of the laser sail as
it approaches Enceladus. The solid curve illustrates minima
for launch years ranging from 2035 to 2065, whereas the
dashed curve is specifically for launch dates in the year
2045; the blue dash-dotted curve indicates the corresponding
launch date for the year 2045 (right-hand y-axis). In this plot,
the horizontal x-axis represents the total flight duration in
days. Given that a Hohmann transfer to Saturn is known to

Lingam et al.: Preprint submitted to Elsevier Page 6 of 22
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Figure 8: Encounter velocity in km s−1 (green dots and curve)
and flight duration in yr (blue dots and curve) as a function of
the hyperbolic excess velocity for 2045 launch date of a laser
sail to Saturn’s moon Enceladus.

entail a flight duration of ∼ 2200 days, from this plot, we
ascertain that the minimum 𝑉ENC would be approximately
6 km s−1 for this duration. This number displays excellent
agreement with the rationale laid out in (5) to (8), and
the minimum 𝑉ENC calculated for Enceladus in Figure 5.
This agreement is therefore a confirmation of the fidelity
of the results generated by this software in comparison to
theoretical expectations.

Figure 8 explicates the modeled mission parameters for
the launch year 2045 with the x-axis now representing the
hyperbolic excess speed required at Earth to reach Enceladus
over a range of 𝑉ENC (left-hand y-axis) and flight durations
(right-hand y-axis). Note that the lowest possible 𝑉ENC for
this year is marginally higher than what could be achieved
in theory, and is 6.4 km s−1 for a hyperbolic excess of 𝑉∞ =
20.4 km s−1. This latter value can be used to calculate the
characteristic energy𝐶3 = 𝑉 2

∞ required from the laser beam,
yielding 𝐶3 ≈ 416 km2s−2.

We now explore how various relevant parameters evolve
from year to year across the entire range of launch dates
from 2035 to 2065. If, for example, we inspect Figure 9,
the evolution of the minimum 𝑉ENC over the course of this
30 yr period is made manifest. For a launch in December
2039, 𝑉ENC acquires a minimum value of 5.93 km s−1, which
appears to be marginally lower than the minimum shown
for Enceladus in Figure 5. Upon further analysis of this
data point, it is found that the speed of Enceladus relative
to Saturn (|𝑣𝑀 | in (8)) is higher than the value used to
derive Figure 5, due to fluctuations in Enceladus’s orbital
parameters 𝑎 and 𝑒; these fluctuations are, in turn, caused by
perturbing gravitational forces. The inclusion of these addi-
tional effects entirely explains the apparent inconsistency.

On consulting Figure 9, we witness a periodicity in the
minima of ∼ 17 yr and in the maxima of ∼ 13 yr. These
minima are found to occur in 2039 and 2056, whereas the
maxima arise in 2049 and 2062. Furthermore, it should be
recognized that the fluctuations in 𝑎 and 𝑒, highlighted in the

Figure 9: Minimum encounter velocity in km s−1 of the laser
sail with Saturn’s moon Enceladus as a function of the launch
date (in the 30 yr period 2035-2065).

Figure 10: Launch declination (in deg) and associated geo-
graphical region(s) as a function of the launch date over a
complete orbital cycle of Saturn, namely, amounting to a 30
yr period spanning 2035 to 2065.

prior paragraph, have a bearing on the optimal conditions
for intercept of the laser sail with Enceladus, as well as
how close the host planet (Saturn) is to its ascending or
descending nodes with respect to the ecliptic plane, which
represent approximate minimum energy (and therefore, min-
imum arrival velocity) conditions for a spacecraft launched
from Earth.

Figure 10 displays the dependency of the declination on
the launch year, with the latter ranging from 2035 to 2065
(i.e., one complete orbital period of Saturn). The declination
referenced in this plot is actually the declination of the
hyperbolic excess velocity at Earth (𝑣∞), as measured in the
widely utilized NASA SPICE J2000 reference frame [174].
The geographical region(s) on planet Earth corresponding to
the computed declination are also delineated in Figure 10.

The optimal laser array locations on Earth, in terms
of providing the longest launch windows lasting approxi-
mately 9-10 yr, are within the Arctic and Antarctic circles,
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Figure 11: Regions in the Antarctic compatible with achieving an optimal laser sail encounter velocity with Saturn’s moon
Enceladus for a 2045 launch date.

although the minimum 𝑉ENC trajectories, in 2039 and 2056
unfortunately occur at crossover points where the declination
changes each year quite considerably. Although the Arctic or
Antarctic seem, prima facie, like inconvenient locations for
laser sail launches, the technical advantages of locating the
laser infrastructure in the Arctic or Antarctic are elucidated
in [175].7 Figure 11 demarcates the possible locations of
the laser infrastructure in the year 2045 for achieving an
optimal encounter velocity with Enceladus – in Antarctica,
somewhere within the two red geographic parallels.
3.2. Europa

Next, we shall tackle one of the moons of Jupiter, Europa,
for reasons sketched in Section 1. Jupiter is endowed with
an orbital period of 11.9 yr, owing to which an entire orbital
period between 2040 to 2052 was investigated for launches,
as stated previously. In tandem with this long term study, a
specific launch year of 2045 was chosen, to wit, the same as
that adopted for Enceladus.

The salient findings are depicted in Figures 12 and 13.
Collectively, these plots demonstrate that 2045 is largely,
albeit involving a wide range of flight durations, an optimal
year for launch to Europa. This inferred result is corrob-
orated by Figure 14, from which we also notice that the
variations in 𝑉ENC follow a ∼ 6 yr cycle with periodicity
evinced by the minima and maxima. The global minimum
of about 6.3 km s−1 in the chosen time period displays
excellent agreement with the theoretical prediction in Figure
6, thereby serving to bolster the robustness of the results
derived from our simulations and code.

The declination (of Earth hyperbolic excess velocity)
against launch year from 2040 to 2052 is shown in Figure 15.

7We caution, however, that this paper does not explore the ethical or
legal challenges of constructing the infrastructure in the Arctic or Antarctic,
both of which are significant. This statement is also applicable to other
regions foregrounded by this work.

Figure 12: Minimum encounter velocity (in km s−1) of the
laser sail with Jupiter’s moon Europa (left-hand axis) and the
optimal launch dates in 2045 (right-hand axis), versus the flight
duration (in days). Note that the thin blue dash-dotted curve
signifies the long-term (secular) variation of the launch date
with flight duration.

We find a pattern akin to that of Figure 10 for Enceladus, in
the sense that a cyclical relationship is manifested. Optimal
encounter velocities with Europa would occur around the
peaks and troughs of declination, namely, at approximately
−30 ◦ and +30 ◦, respectively. The latter includes several
major countries for the putative laser architecture location:
India, Pakistan, Nepal, China, Northern Sahara may all be
suitable in principle.

Finally, a general observation with regard to both Ence-
ladus and Europa is warranted. On account of the constraint
of minimum encounter velocities, the optimal latitude for
the laser infrastructure is subject to considerable variation
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Figure 13: Encounter velocity in km s−1 (green dots and curve)
and flight duration in yr (blue dots) as a function of the
hyperbolic excess velocity for 2045 launch date of a laser sail
to Jupiter’s moon Europa.

Figure 14: Minimum encounter velocity in km s−1 of the laser
sail with Jupiter’s moon Europa as a function of the launch
date (in the 12 yr period encompassing 2040-2052).

from year to year. However, once the presumed laser sail
infrastructure is installed at some location, the figures and
exposition outlined hitherto suggest that an encounter veloc-
ity fairly close to the global minimum could be achieved at
this location after a suitable wait period.

4. Implications and Discussion
Now, we shall explicate some of the ramifications arising

from the results in the preceding section.
4.1. Encounter velocity and biosignatures

From Figure 9, we ascertain that the global minimum
encounter velocity of a laser sail with Enceladus in the 2035-
2065 interval is 𝑉E,S ≈ 5.9 km s−1. Likewise, from Figure
14, the corresponding global minimum for the encounter
with Europa is 𝑉E,J ≈ 6.3 km s−1. In both instances,
therefore, it is likely that the minimum encounter velocity

Figure 15: Launch declination (in deg) as a function of the
launch date over a complete orbital cycle of Jupiter, amounting
to a 12 yr period spanning 2040 to 2052.

achievable is around 𝑉0 ≡ 6 km s−1, which is supported by
the theoretical calculations reported in Figures 5 and 6.

It is now instructive to compare our findings with
prior experimental work on detecting biosignatures in the
plume(s) at different encounter velocities. Research indi-
cates that encounter velocities of approximately 4-6 km s−1
are potentially optimal (i.e., attaining maximal sensitivity
limits) for detecting biosignatures through one powerful
method described below [106, 107, 108, 109, 110, 111],
and the above value of 𝑉0 is close to the upper limit of this
range. However, a few publications have suggested other
techniques, and concluded that lower encounter velocities
of < 3 km s−1 [112, 86] or higher encounter velocities of
> 6 km s−1 [114] would be suitable.

The majority of these publications employed an empiri-
cal approach called Laser Induced Liquid Beam Ion Desorp-
tion (LILBID) [176, 177, 178], which mimics hypervelocity
impacts of ice grains in space (akin to those in the plume)
with onboard spacecraft instrumentation that consequently
trigger the formation of ions. The ensuing mass spectra of
these ions can be detected and analyzed by impact ionization
mass spectrometers, such as the SUrface Dust Analyzer
(SUDA) of the upcoming Europa Clipper mission [179].8
Hence, the identification of molecular biosignatures is feasi-
ble, at least in principle, by current instrumentation if certain
concentration and encounter velocity limits are fulfilled.

We will now delve deeper into some of the aforemen-
tioned papers to highlight the relevant findings.

• LILBID experiments by [106] concluded that select
amino acids could be detected at molar concentrations
of ∼ 1 nM, peptides at ∼ 0.1 𝜇M, and fatty acids at ∼
10 nM; however, these results are sensitive to salinity,
among other factors. The optimal encounter speeds,
in the sense of maximizing sensitivity, were estimated
to be 4-10 km s−1 for amino acids, 4-10 km s−1 for
peptides, and 3-6 km s−1 for fatty acids. The latter

8https://europa.nasa.gov/spacecraft/instruments/suda/
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belong to the important class of lipids, which might
be fairly well preserved in plume materials [180, 92].

• The salinity of Enceladus might be lower than that of
seawater on Earth [181]. For the case of intermediate
salinity with 0.1 M sodium chloride, [107] concluded,
on the basis of LILBID experiments, that some amino
acids and fatty acids might be detectable at molar
concentrations of ∼ 1 𝜇M and ∼ 100 𝜇M, respec-
tively. If the relative abundances of amino acids and
fatty acids can be determined, these ratios may enable
differentiating between abiotic and biotic sources for
these molecules (as elucidated shortly hereafter). In
addition, [107] estimated that the optimal encounter
velocities for amino acids and fatty acids incorporated
in grains from salty environments are 5-10 km s−1 and
3-6 km s−1, respectively.

• Reactive molecular dynamics simulations by [108]
and [110] concluded that optimal spacecraft encounter
velocities should be for 4-6 km s−1 for fatty acids
and amino acids enclosed in ice grains, but even at
higher velocities, a small fraction of these organics
were predicted to escape fragmentation. For example,
at an encounter velocity of 7.5 km s−1, about 50% of
alanine, arginine, and histidine (all biological amino
acids) remain intact [110, Figure 7]; this result was
relatively less sensitive to salt concentration.

• [109] studied the mass spectra of biomolecules from
Escherichia coli and Sphingopyxis alaskensis us-
ing the LILBID approach. In matrices with 0.01 M
sodium chloride, DNA nucleobases were detectable
at concentrations as low as ∼ 1 ppmw (i.e., around 10
𝜇M). The optimal encounter velocities were estimated
to be 4-8 km s−1 for DNA, 4-7 km s−1 for metabolic
intermediates (e.g., amino acids), and 3-6 km s−1 for
fatty acids. However, even at higher encounter speeds
of 7-10 km s−1, distinctive mass spectra of fragments
derived from these biomolecules were discernible.

• Via the LILBID approach, [182] and [183] performed
a comprehensive analysis of the mass spectra of vari-
ous organic molecules as a function of the salt content
associated with the ice grains. It was found that the
detectability of these organics declined at higher salt
concentrations, which was consistent with prior find-
ings. The optimal encounter velocities were estimated
to be 4-8 km s−1 for these organic molecules.

Based on the above exposition, it is plausible that the laser
sail mission concept could achieve near-optimal encounter
velocities (i.e., close to 𝑉0), as viewed from the perspective
of impact ionization mass spectrometry, with the plume(s)
of Enceladus and Europa.

In turn, these encounter velocities might allow an impact
ionization mass spectrometer (akin to SUDA) to not only
identify organic molecules – provided that their concen-
trations exceed appropriate thresholds for detection – but

also measure their relative abundances, thereby serving as
a potential avenue for discovering molecular biosignatures;
the chief reason is because biological pathways tend to pref-
erentially synthesize or utilize some biomolecular building
blocks over others, whereas abiotic processes ostensibly
do not display the same degree of selectivity [184, 185,
186, 187, 188, 189, 190]. Moreover, impact ionization mass
spectrometry can theoretically record 104 to 105 ice grains in
a single flyby, and discern biosignatures even if only a single
grain harbors life; such sensitivity surpasses the capability of
most analytical techniques [191].

As a brief aside, generalizing beyond impact ionization
mass spectra, it is worth underscoring that mass spectrom-
etry, either by itself or in tandem with other analytical
chemistry techniques (e.g., gas chromatography), constitutes
a powerful and flexible tool for discovering myriad biosig-
natures in astrobiological settings [192, 193, 194], including
those markers that may be partly agnostic to the specific
biochemistry of putative extraterrestrial life [195, 196].
4.2. Payload, energy, and cost considerations

It is evident from Section 4.1 that the identification of
molecular biosignatures may be theoretically viable through
impact ionization mass spectrometry. The next step involves
selecting an appropriate scientific payload (going beyond a
single mass spectrometer), whose mass is denoted by 𝑀𝑝𝑙.For a given 𝑀𝑝𝑙 and hyperbolic excess velocity of the laser
sail, it is possible to obtain heuristic estimates of the total
mass of the spacecraft (𝑀𝑙𝑠), the required total energy and
power, and the total mission cost (𝐶𝑙𝑠).Multiple mission concepts geared toward exploring Ence-
ladus or Europa have been proposed, each endowed with
their own set of objectives and accompanying scientific
payloads. A handful of these concepts are summarized in the
following list, and some of the salient details are furnished
in Table 2. Upon consulting these sources, a broad range of
values for 𝑀𝑝𝑙 are apparently expected, depending on the
scope of the mission concept.

• In the recently ended Cassini-Huygens mission [197],
the scientific payload onboard the Cassini orbiter,
which comprised > 10 instruments, had a mass of
𝑀𝑝𝑙 ≈ 336 kg;9 the total mission cost at the time
of launch was $3.9 billion.10 These specifications are
quite close to that of the Europa Clipper mission, with
𝑀𝑝𝑙 ≈ 352 kg, a spacecraft dry mass of ∼ 2600 kg,
and a cost of > $4 billion.11

• The comprehensive orbiter-lander Enceladus Orbi-
lander mission concept was proposed by [103, 88]

9Refer to Table 2.4.3 of: https://sci.esa.int/documents/33648/36003/
1567254416901-cassini-huygens.pdf

10https://solarsystem.nasa.gov/missions/cassini/mission/
quick-facts/

11https://europa.nasa.gov/system/internal_resources/details/
original/116_Europa-Clipper-Newsletter-External-vol2issue1_FINAL.pdf
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Mission World Mission type Payload mass Predicted total cost
Cassini-Huygens Enceladus flyby 336 kg $3.9 billion
Europa Clipper Europa flyby 352 kg > $4 billion

Enceladus Orbilander Enceladus orbiter-lander 130 kg $2.5 billion
Tiger Enceladus flyby 80 kg $636 million

Moonraker Enceladus flyby 40 kg $500-1000 million
ETNA Enceladus orbiter-lander 197 kg N/A
AXE Enceladus flyby 16 kg $810 million

Table 2
A synopsis of astrobiology (habitability and/or life-detection) missions to Enceladus and Europa, along with their mission type,
anticipated payload mass, and total cost; the latter is specified at the time of either launching the mission or in a chosen fiducial
year (such as 2022).

to explicitly address the question of whether Ence-
ladus’ subsurface ocean contains life.12 With a total
of 13 scientific instruments (a high-resolution mass
spectrometer among them), the payload mass was
estimated to be 𝑀𝑝𝑙 ≈ 130 kg. The dry mass of the
spacecraft was predicted to be ∼ 2800 kg, and the
mission cost (excluding that of the launch vehicle) was
determined to be about $2.5 billion in 2025.

• The flyby Tiger mission concept was proposed by
[96] to assess the habitability of Enceladus’ ocean
by sampling the plume to detect organics. The four
instrument payload, including a mass spectrometer,
amounted to 𝑀𝑝𝑙 ≈ 80 kg. The dry mass of the
spacecraft was ∼ 1000 kg, and the predicted cost was
$636 million in 2022.

• The flyby Moonraker mission concept was proposed
by [98] to gauge the habitability of Enceladus’ ocean,
the mechanisms underpinning the South Polar Ter-
rain, and the formation of the moon. A suite of eight
instruments, with an ion and neutral mass spectrom-
eter, was estimated to yield 𝑀𝑝𝑙 ≈ 40 kg. The
spacecraft had total dry mass of ∼ 1250 kg, and a cost
in the range of ∼ $500-1000 million in 2022.

• The orbiter-lander Enceladus Touchdown aNalyzing
Astrobiology (ETNA) mission concept was proposed
by [97] to search for (pre)biotic signatures in the
plume and assess the habitability of Enceladus’ ocean.
A total of seven scientific instruments, including a
laser desorption/ablation mass spectrometer, had a
mass of 𝑀𝑝𝑙 ≈ 197 kg (of which the majority was a
radio science instrument). The lander and orbiter had
a dry mass of ∼ 100 kg and ∼ 550 kg, respectively.

• The flyby Astrobiology eXploration at Enceladus
(AXE) mission concept was proposed by [100] to seek
out molecular biosignatures, and perform related geo-
physical investigations. A minimal payload mass of
𝑀𝑝𝑙 ≈ 16 kg was selected, consisting of a quadrupole
ion trap mass spectrometer, among other instruments.

12A detailed breakdown of the mission concept is provided in: https:
//ntrs.nasa.gov/citations/20205008712

The dry mass of the spacecraft could be ∼ 1400 kg,
and the predicted cost was $810 million in 2022.

As implied earlier, the scientific payload mass spans
more than one order of magnitude, which is not surprising
in view of the diversity of these missions concepts. Our goal
in this study is to focus on a relatively simple precursor
astrobiology mission, albeit with the express understanding
that this analysis can be readily generalized to more com-
plex missions (with extended instrumentation) by means of
boosting 𝑀𝑝𝑙 and the other model parameters accordingly.

We adopt a fiducial low-end mass of 𝑀𝑝𝑙 ≈ 16 kg, iden-
tical to that of the AXE mission concept [100]. Our rationale
is that we focus on a precursor astrobiology mission, which is
therefore meant to serve as a proof-of-concept. Note that this
payload is sufficiently higher than the ∼ 5 kg mass of SUDA
[198], whose importance was elucidated in Section 4.1.
Hence, other instruments (e.g., camera; nephelometer) can
be incorporated with the goal of characterizing habitability
and/or garnering contextual information. Breakthroughs in
portable mass spectrometers could bring down the mass fur-
ther without compromising functionality [199], or enhance
sensitivity for the same mass [200].

We will assume that the total mass of the payload (i.e.,
sans the sail itself) is 𝑀𝑙𝑠 ∼ 100 kg for the above con-
figuration, thereby warranting classification as a SmallSat
[201]. The posited spacecraft may host, inter alia, an 8 kg
avionics system for command and data handling, a ∼ 10
kg Radioisotope Thermoelectric Generator for power,13, and
a < 10 kg high-gain antenna designed for the outer Solar
System [202]. We note that our choice of 𝑀𝑙𝑠 is consistent
with [203, Equation 1], where we have used a lunar-type
mission scaling in lieu of an interplanetary mission because
the latter has additional mass budget for subsystems associ-
ated with (interplanetary) propulsion, which are neglected
in the laser sail architecture. Moreover, if the spacecraft
were to be launched in the 2040s, it is plausible that the
rapid pace of miniaturization will lower the necessary mass
[204, 205, 206, 207, 208, 201].

As another point of comparison, although not a life-
detection mission, the New Horizons spacecraft had a 30
kg payload and a 400 kg dry mass [209]; its total cost

13https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11214-019-0623-9
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Sail parameter Estimate
Sail diameter ∼ 100 m

Sail mass ∼ 20 kg
Peak radiated power ∼ 109 W
Capital expenditure ∼ $1 million kg−1

Payload energetics cost ∼ $2 million kg−1

Table 3
Approximate laser sail parameters for a precursor astrobiology
mission to Enceladus or Europa with a 100 kg spacecraft (sans
the sail apparatus) with launch speed of 10−4 𝑐. The last two
rows are expressed as cost per unit mass of the spacecraft for
reasons indicated in the text.

was approximately $780 million.14 Interestingly, the above
values for the scientific payload and spacecraft mass are
close to that of the Pluto Kuiper Express mission concept
from the 1990s, which involved a 9 kg payload and a 175
kg spacecraft [209]. To reiterate the theme from the prior
paragraph, advances in material science [206], communica-
tions [210], and scientific instrumentation are swiftly driving
down the mass requirements.

Next, we turn our attention to the final launch speed 𝑣𝑖of the laser sail from Earth. On inspecting Figures 8 and 13,
we determine that the encounter velocity at Enceladus and
Europa are minimized for a hyperbolic excess velocity of
𝑣∞ ≈ 20 km s−1 and 𝑣∞ ≈ 10 km s−1, respectively. From
the conservation of energy, we have

𝑣2𝑖 = 𝑣2∞ +
2𝜇⊕
𝑅⊕

, (9)

from which we conclude that 𝑣𝑖 ≲ 30 km s−1 after consulting
Figures 8 and 13. Hence, to leading order, we approximate
the velocity to which the laser sail must be accelerated by
𝑣𝑖 ≈ 10−4 𝑐, where 𝑐 is the speed of light.

Equipped with 𝑀𝑙𝑠 ∼ 100 kg and 𝑣𝑖 ≈ 10−4 𝑐 as the
inputs, we invoke the cost-optimized laser sail model of
[132], whose key findings are depicted in [147, Table 2] and
[164, Figure 7], with the essential condition of grid-based
power supply. Some of the major results of this model, drawn
from these two references, are tabulated in Table 3. We are
now in a position to obtain a heuristic estimate of the cost
attributable to this precursor astrobiology mission. Before
doing so, we emphasize that the substantial mass and low
velocity of the spacecraft jointly aid in suppressing the haz-
ards (e.g., impacts by gas and dust; electromagnetic forces;
hydrodynamic drag) that would otherwise prove significant
for extremely lightweight (viz., gram-mass), relativistic laser
sails [211, 212, 213, 214, 215, 216, 217].

To leading order, the total cost can be crudely written
down as the sum of the capital expenditure; the energy costs
of launching the spacecraft (taken to be ∼ 100 kg); and the
costs of research and development, production, and testing
associated with the spacecraft.15 The first two terms are

14https://www.planetary.org/space-policy/cost-of-new-horizons
15The scientific instruments onboard the light sail are conservatively

identical to those from the 2010s/2020s, and are therefore presumed to
entail a much lower cost in the 2040s [204].

extracted from the last two rows of Table 3 (which display
cost per unit mass), and we nominally adopt ∼ $0.2 million
kg−1 for the last term of the trio [cf. 218, Figure 2-2]; this
value is lower than certain 2010 SmallSat technology by a
factor of 2-3 [219, Table 5], and might thus be realizable in
the 2040s. On combining these terms together for the launch
of a single light sail, we end up with

𝐶𝑙𝑠 ∼ $3.2million
(

𝑀𝑙𝑠
1 kg

)

, (10)

but if we consider a scenario wherein 𝑙𝑠 ≥ 1 light sails are
launched, the above formula is modified to

𝐶𝑙𝑠 ∼ $1million
(

1 + 2.2𝑙𝑠
)

(

𝑀𝑙𝑠
1 kg

)

. (11)

On substituting 𝑀𝑙𝑠 ∼ 100 kg in (10), we obtain a total
cost of around $320 million. If we compare this result
with the proposed missions delineated previously, especially
the AXE mission concept (which has similar parameters),
it might be feasible that the laser sail mission could be
executed at a total cost that is a few times lower than conven-
tional designs based on chemical propulsion. However, one
noteworthy caveat that we shall touch on shortly is that the
laser sail only permits a single flyby, whereas the concepts
summarized earlier featured multiple flybys and/or landings.

A couple of avenues whereby 𝐶𝑙𝑠 in (11) may be reduced
are plausible. First, the capital and operating expenditures
were derived on the basis of extrapolated rates for grid
power, infrastructure, and so forth, which are at a nascent
stage vis-à-vis light sail architectures. The drop in prices
arising from maturation of such technologies would lead to
a corresponding reduction in the total mission cost. We will
briefly elaborate on this theme with regard to improvements
in laser technology and dropping prices in this area.

The (ground-based) laser array contributes to the capital
expenditure and energetics cost in Table 3, constructed from
[164, Figure 7] and [147, Table 2]. An extrapolation of
current laser price trends suggests that a scaling of ≲ $0.1
W−1 is attainable by the end of the 2030s ([137, Figure 2]
and [220, Figure 4-4]); this value may drop further to ∼
$0.01 W−1 for GigaWatt technology in the 2040s [137, 220].
For a peak power of∼ 108 W – required for a 100 kg payload,
as per Table 3 – we are led toward a laser cost of ∼ $5–
50 million, to wit, less than the estimated total cost of $320
million, thus serving as a consistency check. Likewise, this
laser cost is smaller than the capital expenditure and the
energy cost for launching the 100 kg payload, as calculated
from Table 3, along expected lines.

However, the above extrapolation might be conservative,
because it does not fully account for the swift pace of crucial
breakthroughs in laser technology [221, 222, 223, 224, 225].
To highlight just a representative example, photonic-crystal
surface-emitting lasers (PCSELs) are single-mode semicon-
ductor lasers capable of high power and high beam-quality
[226, 227, 228]. PCSELs can deliver a laser power up to 1
kW from an emitter of < 10 mm in size [229], and have
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empirically achieved a brightness of ∼ 1 GW cm−2 sr−1
[230]. Hence, technological advances in individual lasers
(e.g., PCSELs), phase sensing and control [231, 232, 233,
234], among several other factors, may render laser sail
propulsion both realistic and affordable. This is an active
area of research that goes beyond the scope of this work.

Second, by leveraging the fact that spacecraft miniatur-
ization is proceeding apace – in conjunction with innova-
tive developments in autonomous vehicles, space robotics,
machine learning,16 and onboard computing [115, 116, 205,
235, 236, 117, 118, 119, 120, 237, 121, 238] – it is con-
ceivable that life-detection missions could be implemented
at progressively smaller payload and spacecraft masses in
the decade(s) to come, irrespective of the type of propulsion
(e.g., chemical or light sail). In this case, as revealed by (10)
and (11), the mission cost would decline commensurately.
We now illustrate this point quantitatively below.

CubeSats are already under development or evaluation
for interplanetary missions [239, 240, 241, 242, 208], and
their viability for boosting our knowledge of astrobiology
appears promising [243, 244, 245, 246]. Let us consider a
typical 1U CubeSat with a mass of 𝑀𝑙𝑠 ≈ 1 kg, and suppose
that𝑙𝑠 ≈ 1000 of them are launched toward an ocean world
(e.g., Enceladus). On substituting these parameters in (11),
we arrive at a total cost of roughly $2.2 billion, i.e., which
is lower than the New Horizons mission. Since each one of
these CubeSats can perform a single flyby in principle, about
1000 flybys ought to be theoretically possible at this cost.

Hence, even though the science return from a single
CubeSat will probably be low (i.e., limited by the onboard in-
strumentation), the cumulative return should be considerable
because of the sheer number of spacecraft at play. A bevy
of publications have therefore advocated a flotilla of small
spacecraft to expand space exploration [247, 248, 249, 250,
251, 252, 148, 253]. Last, but not least, the high number of
CubeSats enables the incorporation of a diverse portfolio of
instruments (e.g., different instruments on each spacecraft)
and/or building significant redundancy (i.e., many spacecraft
carrying similar instruments). On the whole, it is thus not
an exaggeration to contend that the deployment of small
spacecraft propelled by laser arrays may help revolutionize
our understanding of the Solar System.
4.3. Combining laser sails with onboard

(chemical) propulsion
As mentioned a few paragraphs above, one of the dis-

advantages of the laser sail mission concept is that each
spacecraft would accomplish a single flyby (i.e., encounter)
with the plume(s) of Enceladus or Europa at a given ve-
locity. While this limitation does exist, it is one that can
be overcome by including a suitable onboard propulsion
system, since we have effectively assumed so far that no such
propulsion system has been incorporated.

If an onboard propulsion system is available, then the
relative velocity during the encounter can be reduced from

16In the context of machine learning, these breakthroughs can be effec-
tively harnessed to detect agnostic molecular biosignatures [196].

𝑉ENC to 𝑉ENC −Δ𝑣, where Δ𝑣 is supplied by the propulsion
system. In an extreme case, after setting Δ𝑣 ≈ 𝑉ENC, we
could potentially place the spacecraft in orbit around the
target moon [171, Chapter 8]. Note that the addition of
propulsion increases the mass budget in accordance with the
classic rocket equation [e.g., 254, 255],

Δ𝑣
𝑣ex

≈ ln

(

𝑀 ′
𝑙𝑠

𝑀𝑙𝑠

)

, (12)

where 𝑣ex is the effective exhaust velocity, 𝑀 ′
𝑙𝑠 is the new

total mass (namely, the initial mass at the time of launch),
while 𝑀𝑙𝑠 is the original spacecraft mass introduced in
Section 4.2, and constitutes the de facto final mass. Once the
new mass 𝑀 ′

𝑙𝑠 has been determined, the results in Section
4.2 must be updated, with 𝑀 ′

𝑙𝑠 substituted in place of 𝑀𝑙𝑠,such as in both (10) and (11).
As an example, let us choose N2O4/MMH (monomethyl-

hydrazine) propellant, which has a fairly high boiling point
(thus mitigating the amount of cryogenic equipment) and
substantial exhaust velocity of 𝑣𝑒𝑥 ≈ 3.3 km s−1;17 and
Δ𝑣 is specified to be 𝑉0 from Section 4.1 (i.e., the near-
minimum encounter velocity sans onboard propulsion). Af-
ter substituting these values into (12), we end up with
𝑀 ′

𝑙𝑠 ≈ 6.16𝑀𝑙𝑠. Therefore, for a 𝑀𝑙𝑠 ∼ 100 kg spacecraft
(this mass was motivated earlier), invoking (10) and then
replacing 𝑀𝑙𝑠 with 𝑀 ′

𝑙𝑠 translates to a total mission cost
of about $2 billion, which is distinctly higher than the flyby
mission designs outlined in Section 4.2, but is approximately
equal to the cost of either past/current flagship missions or
proposed orbiters/landers.

To round off our discussion, we note that the arguments
in the closing paragraphs of Section 4.2 are still valid. To
recapitulate, if 𝑀𝑙𝑠, and consequently 𝑀 ′

𝑙𝑠 from (12), are
reduced due to technological progress in miniaturization, in
principle we could deploy a flotilla of laser sails to ocean
worlds for analyzing their habitability, which may greatly
boost the ensuing cumulative scientific return. For instance,
if we adopt𝑀𝑙𝑠 ≈ 1 kg for a canonical 1U CubeSat as before,
then we obtain 𝑀 ′

𝑙𝑠 ≈ 6.16 kg from the above paragraph. In
turn, we calculate that 𝑙𝑠 ∼ 184 for a total mission cost of
$2.5 billion, after utilizing (11) and swapping 𝑀𝑙𝑠 with 𝑀 ′

𝑙𝑠.In other words, nearly 200 CubeSat-like spacecraft might be
placed in orbit around Europa and/or Enceladus for the same
cost as the New Horizons mission.

5. Conclusion
Ocean worlds (i.e., icy worlds with subsurface oceans)

rank among the most promising targets for life-detection
missions in the future because they fulfill most/all of the core
criteria for habitability. Moreover, plumes on Enceladus and
Europa suggest that it may be feasible to sample their interior
and possibly search for molecular biosignatures. Hence, a
plethora of such astrobiological missions to Enceladus and

17http://www.astronautix.com/n/n2o4mmh.html
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Europa have been proposed, such as the Enceladus Orbilan-
der with an arrival date in the early 2050s; all these missions
are powered by chemical propulsion.

However, alternatives to chemical propulsion are garner-
ing attention, notably light sails driven by solar radiation
(solar sails) or lasers (laser sails). Light sails offer two major
advantages: (1) lower mass and cost requirements owing
to the potential absence of onboard fuel; and (2) faster
flight times, because they can attain high terminal speeds.
Furthermore, with advances in hardware (e.g., robotics) and
software (e.g., artificial intelligence), future spacecraft are
likely to become progressively miniaturized, thus permitting
flotillas of low-mass spacecraft to survey worlds in our
Solar System in a cost- and/or energy-efficient fashion; this
modality is well-suited for light sails.

Motivated by the preceding two paragraphs, this paper
focused on the icy moons Enceladus and Europa, and in-
vestigated whether an astrobiology precursor mission could
survey these ocean worlds through a laser sail architecture.
The following key features emerged from our analysis of
optimal laser sail trajectories to Enceladus and Europa (with
an emphasis on the former):

• Relatively short transit intervals of 3-6 years are
achievable for missions to Enceladus, while the equiv-
alent timescales for Europa are 1-4 years.

• The minimum encounter velocity of the spacecraft
with the plume(s) is predicted to be around 6 km
s−1 for both Europa and Enceladus. Interestingly, this
speed is close to the upper range of the optimal ve-
locity necessary for detecting biomolecular building
blocks (e.g., amino acids and lipids) via impact ion-
ization mass spectrometers akin to SUDA onboard
Europa Clipper mission.

• Several locations are technically suitable for the light
sail infrastructure: the Antarctic or Arctic Circles
seem promising options for a mission to Enceladus,
with optimal launch windows of nearly 10 years.

• A 100 kg spacecraft can be launched using GigaWatt
laser technology. The heuristic cost of a flyby mission
to Enceladus is loosely estimated to be $320 million
using a cost-optimization model, which is smaller than
or comparable to flyby missions with similar payloads
involving chemical propulsion. With advancements in
laser technology and energy generation/storage, the
mission cost could decline further.

• The light sail architecture may be coupled to chem-
ical propulsion, thereby enabling orbiter or lander
missions to be realized at an overall mission cost
potentially comparable to analogous missions based
exclusively on chemical propulsion.

• If spacecraft miniaturization proceeds as per current
forecasts, it might be viable to send a flotilla of hun-
dreds of ∼ 1 kg SmallSats, to survey the icy moons at
a total cost lesser than the New Horizons mission.

This paper does not address all facets of a putative laser
sail mission to Enceladus and Europa, since that would not
be practical. Some of the central aspects that warrant subse-
quent investigation include: (1) selection and actualization
of scientific instruments (beyond the mass spectrometer and
camera); (2) guidance, navigation, and control of laser sails
(especially in the vicinity of ocean worlds); (3) design and
implementation of power and communication subsystems;
and (4) a rigorous cost analysis of the mission.

Notwithstanding the additional research needed, our
study suggests that astrobiology precursor missions to ocean
worlds in our Solar System (notably Enceladus and Europa)
are not only theoretically feasible but may be rendered
advantageous in the near future due to intrinsic benefits of
light sails (potential absence of onboard fuel and short flight
times). Hence, we conclude by advocating that forthcoming
mission concepts by governmental agencies and private
enterprises (e.g., Breakthrough Starshot) should accord light
sail architectures serious consideration.
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