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Planar view of the Telescope-Starshade-Target configuration in Sun-Earth rotating frame Mission Simulations
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' trans_ltlonlng between station- Linear cost function allows the mission to perform more observations due to more Unique exoplanet detections shown for all 5000 mission simulations. Looking two
keeping and retargeting* convenient slew times on stars with higher completeness values. steps in the future produces optimal results using the linear cost function.
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