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Nouvel de la Flèche A.b, Geoffray H.d, Gillard W.a, Escoffier S.a, Fortin F.b, Fourmanoit N.a,

Kermiche S.a, Valentin H.b, Zoubian J.a, and on behalf of the Euclid Consortium.

aAix Marseille Univ, CNRS/IN2P3, CPPM, Marseille, France
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ABSTRACT

With the expanding integration of infrared instruments in astronomical missions, accurate per-pixel flux estima-
tion for near-infrared hybrid detectors has become critical to the success of these missions. Based on CPPM’s
involvement in both SVOM/Colibri and Euclid missions, this study introduces universally applicable methods
and framework for characterizing IR hybrid detectors and decorrelating their instrinsic properties. The charac-
terization framework, applied to the ALFA detector and Euclid ’s H2RG, not only validates the proposed methods
but also points out subtle behaviors inherent to each detector.

Keywords: Euclid , NISP, SVOM, CAGIRE, ALFA, IR detectors, H2RG, conversion gain, interpixel capaci-
tance, IPC, non linearity, correlations

1. INTRODUCTION

With the advent of CMOS Active Pixel Sensors (APS) technology and the continuously improving performance
of infrared hybrid detectors, more space and ground missions tend to include an infrared channel, whether
photometric or spectroscopic. It is the case of the European Space Agency’s (ESA) Euclid mission,1 launched
in 2023, and the Sino-French mission SVOM2 (Space-based multi-band astronomical Variable Objects Monitor),
planned for launch on the 22th of June. Both aim, in different ways, at understanding the evolution of our
Universe, a field of physics of strong scientific interest for the Center for Particle Physics in Marseille (CPPM).
Naturally CPPM has become involved in both projects, in particular taking responsibility for characterizing the
scientific performance of their infrared detectors.

With missions increasingly aiming for ambitious scientific goals, the technical requirements have similarly
intensified, necessitating an unprecedented understanding of detector performance right down to the pixel level.
Despite significant advances, achieving accurate pixel-level performance assessment continues to pose significant
difficulties. This requires not only handling millions of pixels but also accounting for interactions between
pixels—in other words, considering the correlations between the various physical effects occurring within the
pixels. From the perspective of detector characterization, it has become evident that we could benefit from a
universal framework that considers these various factors while remaining independent of mission-specific details.

In this paper, we take the initial steps toward establishing such a framework by standardizing the conversion
gain measurement of CMOS APS. Our focus is on deriving a per pixel conversion gain that is decorrelated from
nonlinearity and interpixel capacitance (IPC). The approach is validated through two series of characterization
of scientific performances: Euclid ’s flight H2RGs,3 manufactured by Teledyne and SVOM’s Astronomical Large
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Format Array (ALFA),4 the fruit of a collaboration between CEA/LETI and Lynred. This framework not only
ensures precise conversion gain measurements but also enhances the accuracy of deriving related parameters
such as read noise, dark current, and quantum efficiency, all of which rely on a precise conversion gain value.
Furthermore, it enables effective comparison of detector performance, underscoring its significance and potential
for broader adoption.

In the following, Sect. 2 thus provides a brief review of the method used to measure the conversion gain. This
method relies on our original “nonlinear mean-variance” method combined with the correction of IPC-related
bias. Section 3 lays the groundwork for our characterization framework including data selection, test bench
requirements, and data processing specificities. In Sect. 4, we derive the conversion gain and IPC maps within
our framework for the two different detectors: Euclid ’s H2RG and ALFA are both 2 k× 2 k MCT-based hybrid
detectors working in the short wavelenght infrared range with cutoff at respectively 2.3 and 2.1 µm and pixel
pitch of respectively 18 and 15 µm.

2. METHOD FOR CONVERSION GAIN

The method used in this paper to measure conversion gain has been defined and validated previously (see Le
Graët et al.5 for a detailed description). It is intended to be easily applicable to any CMOS APS and to give an
unbiased estimate of conversion gain, decorrelated from pixels’ nonlinearity and corrected from IPC bias. The
main elements of this method are recalled hereafter. It may be divided into two parts: the nonlinear mean-
variance method that addresses the effect of nonlinearity on the measure and the IPC correction method that
provides a simple solution to correct IPC biased gain.

Nonlinear mean-variance method The nonlinear (NL) mean-variance method has been derived to take into
account the nonlinearity of the pixel response in gain measurement. It is directly adapted from the well-known
mean-variance method6 that uses the relation between variance and mean of the measured signal to derive the
conversion gain. The issue is that the conversion gain, generally assumed to be constant, actually demonstrates a
response dependent on the integrated charge. The primary reason for this dependence is that the pixel response
is inherently nonlinear, a well-known fact. Most of this nonlinearity comes from the charge-to-voltage conversion,
where the pn-junction capacitance decreases as charges accumulate in the pixel. The transistors used for voltage
signal amplification and buffering also contribute to this nonlinearity, although their impact is usually much
smaller (less than 1%). To address the measured gain’s dependence on integrated charge, our NL mean-variance
method employs a nonlinear pixel response model based on a polynomial representation, rather than a linear
pixel response model as in the classic mean-variance approach. In a previous paper,5 we proved that using a
polynomial pixel response of order 2 or 3 as follows

S =
1

g
(Q+ βQ2) or S =

1

g
(Q+ βQ2 + γQ3) , (1)

leads to nonlinear mean-variance equations given by respectively

σ2
S ≈ 1

g
S̄ + 3βS̄2 + σ2

R or σ2
S ≈ 1

g
S̄ + 3βS̄2 + g

(
5γ − 2β2

)
S̄3 + σ2

R . (2)

In these equations, S̄ (ADU) is the mean output signal of a pixel that has integrated a charge Q (e−), g denotes
the conversion gain in e− ADU−1, β (e−−1) and γ (e−−2) are the nonlinearity coefficients respectively of order 2
and 3, and σ2

R is the readout noise. In the following sections of this paper, the method based on a second-order
polynomial will be referred to as NL2, and the method based on a third-order polynomial will be referred to as
NL3. Then, fitting a curve of the variance as a function of the mean with a polynomial of order 2 or 3 allows
the derivation of the conversion gain as the first-order coefficient.
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IPC bias correction method The second method proposes a correction of the bias created by IPC. IPC
originates from the close proximity of pixels, leading to a superposition of the electric fields of adjacent pixels,
which results in a parasitic capacitance between them.7 Thus IPC induces electrical crosstalk between close
pixels, creating spatial correlations that bias the estimation of the variance of the signal. The effect of IPC on
signal is typically modeled8 as a convolution with the 2D impulse response h of a pixel

Smeas = Strue ∗ h , (3)

where Smeas is the signal detected in a pixel and Strue is the signal that would be detected if IPC were null and
h were a matrix unit with a central value of one. In a previous paper,5 we proposed to use a general form of the
h kernel such as

h =


α1 α2 α3

α4 1−
8∑

i=1

αi α5

α6 α7 α8

 , (4)

and we demonstrated that the effect of IPC on gain estimation using the mean-variance method is given by

g = ĝ k ,

with k = 1− 2
∑
i

αi +

(∑
i

αi

)2

+

(∑
i

α2
i

)
,

(5)

where ĝ is the IPC biased gain and g the “true” or IPC corrected gain. Consequently, a simple multiplication of
the measured gain by the corrective factor k will suffice to calculate an IPC corrected gain. The calculation of
this factor solely requires a precise measurement of the αi IPC coefficients.

The two methods introduced here have been previously validated on one of Euclid ’s 16 H2RG flight detectors
using data from the ground characterization campaign conducted at CPPM. Nevertheless, to apply these methods
to any CMOS APS used in low-light imaging, it is essential to establish a framework that enables the construction
of a consistent mean-variance curve, regardless of the detector’s technology or the observation strategy of the
mission using these detectors. In the following section, this framework will be described.

3. DEFINITION OF A GENERAL FRAMEWORK

In order to make a proper use of the method just defined and apply it to both ALFA and H2RG detectors, a
rigorous framework must be defined. This framework should take into account the concrete configuration of each
detector, the test environment and the specifics of the data taken during their characterization at CPPM. Clearly,
each mission has its own optimized observing strategy depending on the target it aims to observe. For instance,
Euclid shall survey 15 000 deg2 of extragalactic sky, alternating photometry and spectrometry acquisitions. In-
tegration times for spectrometry can be as long as ten minutes. Meanwhile, SVOM/Colibri’s9 infrared channel
will offer ground follow-up observations of γ-ray bursts’ afterglow, consisting of several consecutive short expo-
sures. Consequently detectors’ operation must be adapted to the mission objectives. Table 1 gives an overview
of the main operating configurations for H2RG and ALFA on their respective projects. When measuring the
conversion gain, using each detector in its respective operating configuration, including pixel bias and electronic
gain, could introduce biases due to these differences. To prevent such biases, it’s necessary to either ensure that
the operational parameters don’t bias the gain measurement or incorporate standard parameter values into the
framework. During characterization, it was observed that variations in wavelength and detector temperature
(within 85–100K) do not impact gain measurement. Hence, acquisitions across different wavelength bands and
temperatures will be used interchangeably. Details regarding the chosen standard values and the rationale behind
selections will be provided below.

Data selection To prevent biases arising from differences in detector operation, data selection criteria must be
included in the framework. The first requirement for accurately measuring the conversion gain is to ensure that
the noise is dominated by photon shot noise. For Euclid ’s H2RGs, flat-field ramps taken under fluxes between
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Mission SVOM/Colibri Euclid
Detector type ALFA H2RG
Operating temperature (K) 100 95
Wavelength bands J, H J, H, Y
Integration time (s) 60 (J band) 600 (spectro)
Sky background (e−/s/px) 152 (J) / 1250 (H) 2
Saturation mode Full Well ADC
Pixel bias (mV) 400 500
Growth process Liquid phase epitaxy (LPE) Molecular beam epitaxy (MBE)

Table 1. Operating configurations of SVOM/Colibri’s ALFA and Euclid ’s H2RG detectors.

16 and 1000 e−s−1 were used. For ALFA, due to its higher readout noise, approximately 5 times higher than
Euclid ’s H2RG’s, ramps taken under fluxes between 200 and 1000 e−s−1 were used. All the acquisitions were
taken at sensor temperature between 85K and 100K.

As persistence10 is not yet included in our model of pixel response, it is essential to mitigate its effects. For
fluxes higher than 200 e− s−1, it was observed for Euclid ’s H2RG and ALFA that the effect of persistence becomes
negligible when the integrated flux is greater than 10 ke−. Therefore, for these ramps, the frames before reaching
an integrated flux of 10 ke− were excluded. For lower fluxes in the case of Euclid , as it has been demonstrated11

that for ramps of 400 frames, after the first 100 frames, the persistence is negligible, these first 100 frames were
excluded. Additionally, it was decided to limit the integrated fluxes to 70% of the full well to avoid effects
appearing near the saturation of the pixel photodiode. Finally, to prevent the measurements from being biased
by outlier pixels, several masks were applied that remove overall less than 3% of the entire matrix, as outlined
below:

• disconnected pixels;

• pixels that are saturated early in the ramp;

• pixels with a high baseline to avoid ADC saturation;

• highly nonlinear pixels, including cosmic rays, thanks to a quality factor based on the goodness of a linear
fit on the ramp.12

Test bench Although standardized data selection helps avoid biases in gain measurement, the test bench
used to acquire the data can also introduce systematic errors in estimating gain. Therefore, the performance
of this test bench must meet minimum requirements. CPPM’s test bench, dedicated to the characterization
of infrared detectors, has been designed to meet stringent specifications. Its performance has been thoroughly
validated thanks to engineering-grade detectors, proving highly efficient in minimizing systematic errors during
data analysis. Table 2 presents the main critical parameters and their specifications.

FPA temperature stability ≤ 1mK
Dark background level ≤ 0.001 ph/s
Flux homogeneity on FPA ≤ 1%
Flux stability ≤ 1% over 45 days

Table 2. CPPM’s characterization test bench main performance parameters.

Data processing In addition to the data selection criteria and the performance requirements of the test bench,
the data processing methods used to generate the mean-variance curve and measure IPC coefficients need to be
integral to the framework. The mean-variance curves are constructed using flat field acquisitions.
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Typically, one mean-variance curve is obtained from M flat-field ramps taken with the same flux, using the
variance and the mean across the M ramps for each pixel. To reduce the number of acquisitions required to
achieve a given accuracy, it is also possible to assume both that there are no spatial correlations between pixels
and, that the spatial gain variations are negligible at small scales. Consequently, the variance and the mean of
the signal across a box of N × N pixels can be used to build the mean-variance curve. This method requires
only two similar ramps (to eliminate fixed pattern noise) to make one measurement of the conversion gain per
superpixel rather than M . For the ALFA detector, 637 pairs of ramps meet all our selection criteria, while 376
pairs meet the criteria for the H2RG detector. The conversion gain estimation for each superpixel is then the
average of the gains measured from each pair of ramps.

After measuring the conversion gain using the NL mean-variance method with the data outlined above,
correcting the IPC bias requires measuring the IPC coefficients. For both detectors, techniques based on resetting
a grid of separated pixels and observing the effect on the signal of their neighbors were chosen. For the Euclid
detector, the single pixel reset (SPR) method13 was used. It consists of an acquisition under dark conditions
with a reset of the full detector at a nominal bias, followed by a reset of a grid of pixels at a different bias. By
observing the amount of signal detected on the neighbors of the reset pixels at a different bias, the IPC coefficient
αi can be measured. A detailed description of how SPR was applied to Euclid detector may be found in Le Graet
et al. (2022).14 The advantage of this method is that, because the acquisition is under dark conditions, there
will be no diffusion, and thus only the IPC will be measured. Furthermore, by changing the grid of reset pixels,
it is possible to measure the IPC coefficients of every pixel. Unfortunately, for ALFA, resetting a grid of pixels at
a different bias is not available. However, a grid of pixels can be continuously reset during an acquisition. Using
the method defined by Finger et al.,15 by comparing a nominal acquisition under flux and an acquisition under
the same flux with a grid of pixels continuously reset, the IPC coefficients can be measured. How this method
is applied to ALFA will be detailed in a future article.

In summary, the characterization framework for conversion gain measurement that we just defined is the
combination of the NL mean-variance method, the correction of the IPC bias on gain measurement, the flat
fields acquired with a test bench with sufficient performance, and the data selection criteria. In the following
section, the results of the methodology applied to ALFA and the Euclid detector will be presented.

4. CONVERSION GAIN MEASUREMENT RESULTS

The same framework has been applied to one of Euclid ’s flight H2RG and to the ALFA detector. Detailed results
are presented and discussed hereafter.

4.1 Application of nonlinear mean-variance methods

The three mean-variance methods presented in section 2 assume a constant gain with respect to the integrated
signal (i.e., the total number of electrons accumulated by a pixel). To ascertain that the nonlinear mean-variance
approach is broadly applicable, it is crucial to demonstrate that the conversion gain measured using these methods
does not depend on the integrated signal. Here we have taken the opportunity to test them on two different
detectors: ALFA and Euclid ’s H2RG. For this purpose, the ramps selected for gain measurement were divided
into subsets corresponding to equal integrated signals, and the classical, NL2, and NL3 mean-variance methods
were applied to each subset. For each level of integrated signal, the gain was calculated per superpixel as the
average of all corresponding measurements and then averaged across the detector. Figure 1 shows the mean
conversion gain as a function of the integrated signal (determined through LED calibration) for Euclid ’s H2RG
(left) and ALFA (right). The error bars include both statistical and systematic errors; the former are minimal
due to averaging across the detector, while the latter arise from discrepancies in gain measurement when using
ramps with identical integrated signals but different fluxes.
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Figure 1. Conversion gain, averaged over all superpixels, for ALFA (left) and Euclid ’s H2RG (right) vs. integrated flux.
Conversion gain obtained for all three mean-variance methods (classic, NL2 and NL3) are shown.

As may be seen in figure 1 with the blue data, it is obvious that, for both detectors, the conversion gain
measured by the classic mean-variance method increases with the integrated signal. Specifically, for Euclid ’s
H2RG, the estimated gain increases by approximately 0.9% per 10 ke−, while for ALFA, it increases by about
0.4% per 10 ke−. Thus using this method to measure the gain will lead to a biased estimation, dependent on
the integrated signal selected for measurement. Subsequent results demonstrate that both detectors exhibit
comparable nonlinearity, but the impact of nonlinearity on gain measurement is less significant in the ALFA
detector due to its higher conversion gain.

Regarding the NL2 mean-variance, it may be observed that Euclid H2RG’s gain remains consistent with a
constant value at integrated signals below 50 ke−, but increases at higher integrated signals. Conversely, ALFA’s
gain remains constant, within uncertainties, across all integrated signals. Additionally, the NL2 mean-variance
method gives an estimate of the β coefficient (representative of the detector nonlinear behavior): (−4.2± 0.1)×
10−7 e−1 and (−1.3± 0.3)× 10−7 e−1 respectively for Euclid ’s H2RG and ALFA. Using the NL3 mean-variance,
Euclid H2RG’s gain aligns with a constant value, within uncertainties, for all integrated signals, while ALFA’s
gain increases with integrated signal. The β coefficients estimated for the H2RG and ALFA are (−5.6± 0.6)×
10−7 e−1 and (−2±6)×10−8 e−1 respectively. The β coefficients obtained from the NL2 and NL3 mean-variance
methods may be compared to those derived during the detectors’ characterization. Notably, the Euclid mission16

and the SVOM mission17 also employ models based on nonlinear pixel response as described in Eq.(1), to fit the
signal ramps and correct the impact of nonlinearity on flux measurements. The β coefficients derived from ramp
nonlinearity characterization are approximately −5×10−7 e−1 for Euclid ’s H2RG and roughly −4×10−7 e−1 for
ALFA. These characterization values are comparable to those obtained from the NL2 and NL3 mean-variance
methods for Euclid ’s H2RG and to the one from NL2 mean-variance for ALFA.

These results demonstrate that for Euclid ’s H2RG, a third-order polynomial model most accurately describes
the pixel response. At high integrated signals, the increasing gain measured by the NL2 mean-variance method
indicates that a second-order polynomial fails to describe the pixel response accurately. However, the similarity
of the β coefficient from the NL2 mean-variance method to the value estimated during characterization suggests
that a second order polynomial may be sufficient for describing the pixel’s behavior. The noted discrepancy at
high integrated signal levels could be due to variations in the data related to the length of the ramp. Specifically,
anomalies at the beginning and end of an acquisition significantly affect shorter ramps, such as those used for the
three high-signal points (less than 100 frames). Future frameworks should incorporate ramp length to mitigate
these effects. For the ALFA detector, the suitability of the second-order polynomial to describe the mean-variance
curve is certain. The observation that the gain from the NL3 mean-variance increases across all integrated signals,
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coupled with a β coefficient significantly different from the one obtained during characterization, underscores the
model’s inadequacy in describing the pixel response. This discrepancy may originate from unaccounted effects
such as persistence or diffusion, affecting the mean-variance curve. Nonetheless, the application of a nonlinear
mean-variance method within a coherent framework enables the measurement of a constant conversion gain,
effectively correcting for the nonlinearity of the pixel response. The flexibility to employ either the NL2 or NL3
variant allows for tailored adaptations to the distinct behaviors of the detectors.

4.2 Correction of IPC bias on gain measurement

To apply the correction of IPC bias on gain measurement using the methods previously explained, the initial
step is to measure the IPC coefficients for each pixel. As mentioned in Sect. 3, two distinct techniques were
used for each detector, the SPR technique for Euclid ’s H2RG, and the method described by Finger15 for ALFA.
For both methods, it was decided to limit the IPC kernel to a 3 × 3 size as IPC is not detectable beyond this
range. The eight αi IPC coefficients of Euclid ’s H2RG were presented in a previous publication,14 and those of
ALFA will be discussed in an upcoming paper. Nevertheless maps of the total IPC (sum of the αi coefficients)
for Euclid ’s H2RG and ALFA matrices are shown in Fig. 3 and Fig. 2 respectively. Due to limitations in ALFA’s
readout mode capabilities, it is impossible to maintain the first column of each readout channel under reset.
Consequently, the corresponding IPC coefficients have not been measured. Furthermore, Table 3 presents the
median values and statistical uncertainties of the total IPC for both detectors.

Detector ALFA H2RG
Median IPC (%) 2.92 2.87
Uncertainty (%) ± 0.12 ± 0.01

Table 3. Total IPC and uncertainties for SVOM/Colibri’s ALFA and Euclid ’s H2RG.

The median total IPC is very similar for both detectors, even though ALFA pixels are closer (15 µm) than
Euclid H2RG’s (18µm). Typically, closer pixel spacing increases IPC, as demonstrated by TELEDYNE’s H4RG
detectors.18 This suggests that LYNRED’s strategies to minimize IPC have been effective. However, excluding
the dark blue zone of Euclid H2RG’s map (to be discussed later), IPC is significantly more uniform for Euclid ’s
H2RG (within ±10% at 2σ) than for ALFA (within ±40% at 2σ). Factors such as the spacing and the size of
the indium bumps may influence this uniformity. Nevertheless, these substantial spatial variations underline the
necessity of measuring IPC on a per-pixel basis, since using an average value could introduce biases of about 10%
for Euclid ’s H2RG and 40% for ALFA. These biases could then propagate to the corrections made for IPC bias
in both gain measurements and PSF size estimation. Observations from Fig. 3 reveal two distinct regions: the
center (dark blue) and the surrounding areas (green blue). The dark blue region has been identified as an epoxy
void area, where the epoxy between the sensitive layer and the silicon multiplexer is missing. In this region,
referred to hereafter as the “void region”, IPC is more than twice as low as in the rest of the detector that will be
designated as the “epoxy region.” This discrepancy, previously noted by Brown,19 is attributed to the epoxy’s
dielectric constant being approximately four times higher than that of air. Finally, uncertainties associated with
IPC measurements suggest that the SPR method provides a more precise determination of IPC compared to the
Finger method, primarily because measurements using the Finger method are constrained by photon shot noise.

Thanks to the measurements of IPC for each pixel of the detectors, it is now possible to calculate the corrective
factor as defined in Eq. (5). Given that superpixels of size 16×16 were used, the corrective factors were averaged
within each superpixel. These averaged values were subsequently applied to the gains derived using the NL3
mean-variance method for Euclid ’s H2RG and the NL2 mean-variance method for ALFA . The gain estimation
is the mean of the gains derived from each pair of ramps selected according the criteria outlined in Sect.3. The
histograms representing the superpixel’s conversion gains of ALFA (left) and Euclid ’s H2RG (right) detectors,
both before and after correction, are illustrated in Fig. 4. The main outcome from these figures is that this
method corrects a bias in the gain measurement by approximately 6% for ALFA and 5% for Euclid ’s H2RG.
The histogram of Euclid ’s H2RG before IPC correction reveals a minor peak at 1.9 e−ADU−1, corresponding to
the previously identified void region. Post-correction, the disparity between this peak and that corresponding to
the epoxy region has significantly decreased, from 5.5% to 2.5%. However, a residual difference between these
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two regions persists, suggesting that the epoxy void also influences the gain of the pixels. Except for this void
region, the effect of correcting IPC bias on gain is very similar for both detectors.

Central IPC coefficient (%)

1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0 4.5 5.0
IPC coefficient (%)

Gaussian fit : N(2.92,5.7e-01)
1.0
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3.0

3.5

4.0
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Figure 2. Total IPC (%) for SVOM/Colibri’s ALFA detector: map (left) and histogram (right).

0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0
IPC coefficient (%)

Gaussian fit : N(2.89,0.15) + N(1.3,0.1)

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

3.5

4.0

4.5

5.0

Figure 3. Total IPC (%) for Euclid ’s H2RG detector: map (left) and histogram (right).
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Figure 4. Histogram of the conversion gain across all superpixels for ALFA (left) and the Euclid detector (right), before
and after correction of the IPC bias.

4.3 Usefullness of per superpixel unbiased conversion gain

The methods and framework previously described result in the conversion gain maps, superpixel histograms and
error histograms displayed in Fig. 5 for ALFA and Fig. 6 for Euclid ’s H2RG. The error associated with the
conversion gain estimation is statistically calculated using the standard deviation σg across all measured gains

for each superpixel, defined as: err = σg/
√
M , where M represents the number of pairs of ramps used. For

ALFA, the mean gain is about 8.12 ± 0.06 e−ADU−1 while it is 1.91 ± 0.02 e−ADU−1 for Euclid ’s H2RG. This
corresponds to node capacitances of approximately 60 fF for ALFA, and 30 fF for Euclid ’s H2RG. Previous
analysis, conducted under settings akin to those applied in our measurements, using classic mean-variance with
IPC correction, estimated ALFA’s conversion gain17 as approximately 10 e−ADU−1, revealing a discrepancy of
20%. This difference emphasizes the requirement to use a coherent framework to avoid discrepancies between
measurements of the same parameter. For both detectors, the use of 16×16 superpixels achieves a measurement
accuracy of gain better than 1%, meeting the objectives outlined in this study. Obviously, to increase the
resolution, more statistics are required. For Euclid ’s H2RG, as previously mentioned, the conversion gain in
the void region is smaller than in the epoxy region by about 2.5%. Excluding this region, the conversion gain
of Euclid ’s H2RG shows greater uniformity (within ±2% at 2σ) compared to ALFA (within ±3.2% at 2σ), as
observed with the IPC coefficients. Such differences likely originate from the distinct manufacturing processes of
LYNRED and TELEDYNE. These spatial variations highlight the necessity of measuring conversion gain at least
on a per-superpixel basis to eliminate biases in subsequent gain-dependent measurements. Lastly, the absence of
correlation observed between the conversion gain maps and the persistence maps for each detector demonstrates
that the persistence mitigation strategies are effective.

Conversion gain is a fundamental parameter measured early during detector characterization because nearly
all other critical parameters, such as quantum efficiency (QE), dark current, and readout noise, depend on a
known gain value for their measurement. In the following discussion, we will demonstrate how a precise mea-
surement of gain, either per pixel or per superpixel, using a coherent framework enables accurate determination
of QE and allows comparison of QE across different detectors. The standard method to measure QE involves
comparing the pixel output in e.s−1 of the detector with that of a calibrated photodiode. However, to convert
the pixel flux from ADU to e−, it is necessary to apply a conversion gain. Typically, a mean gain value is applied
across the entire detector. This approach may cause spatial variations in QE to overlap with variations from
conversion gain. Nevertheless, by using the conversion gain measured per superpixel, as described previously,
one can distinguish the effects of gain and QE, thereby achieving a more precise measurement of the QE.

Since the test bench at CPPM does not include a calibrated photodiode, an absolute measurement of the
QE for both detectors is impossible. Nevertheless, the excellent homogeneity of the flat field, better than 1% at
CPPM, allows relative QE measurements. To evaluate the efficiency of using a mean gain versus a per superpixel
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Figure 5. Spatial variations of unbiased conversion gain (e−/ADU): map (left), histogram (middle) and error (right) for
SVOM/Colibri’s ALFA
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Figure 6. Spatial variations of unbiased conversion gain (e−/ADU): map (left), histogram (middle) and error (right) for
Euclid ’s H2RG.

unbiased gain, one flat field acquisition per detector with fluxes of some 700 photons s−1 will be used. For each
acquisition, the flux in ADUs−1 will be calculated using correlated double sampling. Then, either a spatial mean
or the previously measured per superpixel conversion gain will be used to convert these values from ADUs−1 to
e−s−1. The results will then be normalized by the spatial mean to derive a relative QE measurement. Figure 7
for ALFA and 8 for Euclid ’s H2RG illustrate the normalized relative QE maps obtained using mean gain (left)
and per superpixel gain (right).

For both detectors, the maps appear significantly flatter when using per superpixel gain; the readout channels
are no longer discernible, and regions with substantial deviations from the spatial mean are attenuated. For
Euclid ’s H2RG, spatial features are almost undetectable, indicating a remarkably uniform QE (and consequently,
a uniform sensitive layer). However, in the ALFA detector, some areas still exhibit responses 10% above the
spatial mean, suggesting less uniformity in the sensitive layer compared to the H2RG detectors. This difference
in uniformity might come from minor instabilities during the fabrication of the sensitive layer or the differing
growth techniques—LPE for ALFA versus MBE for H2RG. It is important to note that the H2RG detectors
are flight models, obviously more mature than ALFA, the first prototype of very low flux 2k× 2k NIR detector
developed at CEA and Lynred.

10



0.80

0.85

0.90

0.95

1.00

1.05

1.10

1.15

1.20

0.80

0.85

0.90

0.95

1.00

1.05

1.10

1.15

1.20

Figure 7. Normalized relative QE of ALFA measured using mean conversion gain (left) and per superpixel conversion
gain(right).
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Figure 8. Normalized relative QE of Euclid ’s H2RG measured using mean conversion gain (left) and per superpixel
conversion gain(right).

5. CONCLUSION

This study has successfully validated the methodologies and framework developed for characterizing the conver-
sion gain of CMOS APS detectors, specifically using the infrared detectors of the Euclid and SVOM missions.
By employing nonlinear mean-variance methods, we have demonstrated that conversion gain can be measured
as a constant across various levels of signal integration for both detectors, thereby underscoring the robustness
of our methods in addressing diverse detector behaviors

Our integrated framework, in addition to methodologies that efficiently decorrelate IPC and nonlinearity of the
pixel response from gain measurement, significantly reduces biases in gain estimation. By applying this approach,
we have systematically eliminated biases associated with correlations of approximately 7%. Furthermore, the
development of a stringent framework that incorporates robust data selection criteria—such as excluding frames
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with integrated signals below 10ke− to mitigate persistence and limiting measurements to 70% of full well
capacity to avoid nonlinear effects at saturation—ensures that our gain measurements are unaffected by adverse
environmental conditions. This rigorous approach has corrected previously significant discrepancies, particularly
a 20% error in previously reported gain measurements for the ALFA detector.

Moreover, the creation of accurate gain maps allows for precise measurements of pixel response parameters
that are decorrelated from conversion gain. For example, it enables a precise measure of quantum efficiency
(QE). By applying this framework to ALFA and Euclid ’s H2RG, we have observed significant differences in the
spatial uniformity of the QE of the two detectors. The H2RG detectors used in the Euclid mission, produced
using MBE, exhibited greater uniformity, indicating a potentially more controlled manufacturing environment
compared to the LPE used for ALFA. This analysis not only allows us to compare the quality of the sensitive layer
but also to understand the impact of the different techniques used to produce the detectors on their performance.

In conclusion, the successful application of our characterization framework to multiple detector types not
only ensures the accuracy of fundamental detector parameters but also provides a detailed evaluation of the
fabrication processes and operational efficiencies across different detectors. As such, it serves as a valuable tool
for advancing the field of detector technology and improving the data reliability of space and ground-based
astronomical missions.
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