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Abstract—The sensor to shooter timeline is affected by two
main variables: satellite positioning and asset positioning. Speed-
ing up satellite positioning by adding more sensors or by
decreasing processing time is important only if there is a prepared
shooter, otherwise the main source of time is getting the shooter
into position. However, the intelligence community should work
towards the exploitation of sensors to the highest speed and ef-
fectiveness possible. Achieving a high effectiveness while keeping
speed high is a tradeoff that must be considered in the sensor
to shooter timeline. In this paper we investigate two main ideas,
increasing the effectiveness of satellite imagery through image
manipulation and how on-board image manipulation would affect
the sensor to shooter timeline. We cover these ideas in four
scenarios: Discrete Event Simulation of onboard processing ver-
sus ground station processing, quality of information with cloud
cover removal, information improvement with super resolution,
and data reduction with image to caption. This paper will show
how image manipulation techniques such as Super Resolution,
Cloud Removal, and Image to Caption will improve the quality of
delivered information in addition to showing how those processes
effect the sensor to shooter timeline.

Index Terms—Discrete Event Simulation, Machine Learning,
Sensor to Shooter Timeline, Super Resolution, Cloud Removal,
Image to Caption, Deep Learning

I. INTRODUCTION

In this paper we investigate improvements in the speed
of delivery and improvements in the quality of information
of the satellite imagery process. This can help be explained
by imagining a scenario or battle network [1] in which
our timeline will operate. Think about the following battle
network: ally units are advancing over a hillside in which
they suspect enemy units occupy. A request is made to take a
picture over the hill to assess any threats. This request goes to
a ground station, is approved, or automatically sent as a task
to a satellite. The satellite waits to get into position and takes
a picture of the location of interest. The satellite then waits
to get into view of a ground station or sends the information
along a relay. The image is then sent from the ground station
to the ally unit which the unit then views.

While this simple scenario in real life is more of a densely
connected web of connections with data relays, ground sta-
tions, and various satellite configurations, it is easy to un-
derstand where problems might arise. There could be limited
connection in the ally unit’s area to send/receive data, there
could be a lack of understanding of what might be in the
image (radar jammer vs anti air), there could be a cloud in
the image which obscures a target of interest, there could be
a lack of resolution in the image so a smaller target could

not be identified, there could be a lack of physical assets to
respond to a newfound threat. All these scenarios might arise
and therefore must be considered to better improve the system.

Both the US/UK Interoperability Study [2] and the Aus-
tralian DoD’s Joint Operations and Analysis Division [3]
consider the “man in the loop” time to analyze an image
and the positioning of physical assets as the biggest factors
in improving the sensor to shooter timeline. This need for
increased capabilities is corroborated by the Congressional
Research Service [4], stating that growth in remote sensing
for both hardware and software is paramount for future of the
Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (ISR) commu-
nity. This paper will focus on how improving the “man in the
loop” process impacts the satellite sensor to shooter timeline.

A. Background

Discrete Event Simulation (DES) is a method used to
model real world systems that can be decomposed into a set
of logically separate processes that autonomously progress
through time. Each event occurs on a specific process and
is assigned a timestamp [5]. Commonly used to understand
factors that impact waiting times at various entry points
(concert, hospital), can be adapted to work for a simple
satellite constellation simulation. Various simulation tools exist
for modeling satellite communications, power, and attitude
control [6] [7].

Super Resolution (SR) is the process of taking a low-
resolution image and running it through Machine Learning
(ML) model to increase the resolution with higher fidelity
information than any traditional scaling algorithm [8] [9]. SR,
when used as a preprocessing technique, can increase the
performance of downstream computer vision tasks by up to
15% [10] [11]. SR has recently been tested in a technology
demonstration for onboard satellite super resolution by Lock-
heed Martin via a Jetson Nano [12].

Total cloud cover is 58% on land and 72% over oceans
[13]. Visible spectrum satellites which provide the highest
definition imagery in color are unable to see the ground
most of the time. While this makes a great case for other
sensors (Synthetic Aperture Radar (SAR), Infrared (IR)), it
severely limits the most popular form of satellite imagery
[14], visible. Of the over 50 countries [15] operating over
589 remote sensing satellites (labeled imaging) [16], 76%
(448) of them are for optical imaging. This leads to a huge
need in the community to both avoid taking pictures of a
cloud area, avoiding downloading clouds from the satellite,
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and interestingly, attempt to remove the clouds overlaying the
location of interest. Many researchers have attempted cloud
removal [17] [18] [19] [20] and cloud detection [21] [22] [23]
using small machine learning models.

In bandwidth constrained locations, sending an entire image
to evaluate can be impossible. In such a scenario using a
way to dilute an entire image into a couple of sentences
or summary becomes advantageous. This is the goal of an
image to caption model [24] [25] [26]. These machine learning
models combine a computer vision (CV) model with a natural
language processing (NLP) model to compress an image into
a text description. For example, in the RSCID dataset [27],
airplanes on the tarmac might be labeled “Four planes are
parked next to two buildings on an airport.”. Using this system
in the example battle network in the introduction above might
yield the count of enemy units in an area in text format.

B. Contributions

For the speed of delivery, we look at the process of
requesting and image, sending that request to a satellite, taking
a picture, analyzing the image, and sending that information
back to the requestee. This is the sensor to shooter timeline
which we will dissect in this paper. Using a DES, we will
modulate different parts of this timeline to see how they
impact the overall duration. The first scenario considered is
onboard satellite versus traditional ground station processing.
This will show how changing where the image is analyzed
impacts the timeline. The second scenario attempts to capture
a worst-case scenario in a satellite constellation, only access
to one sensor or one ground station. The third scenario is
showing how increased processing time (i.e., increased quality
of information) would impact the timeline.

For the quality of information, we look at improving the
information received from a satellite image mainly through
the application of ML. In the first scenario, we apply SR, the
process of increasing the size of an image, to images and see
how downstream tasks are improved. In the second scenario,
we see how even a small number of clouds would impact
downstream ML tasks. In the third scenario, we show how
an image to caption model might be advantageous in a low
connectivity environment. The impact on the sensor to shooter
timeline is talked about in the speed of delivery section while
the improvement to information is talked about in the obscured
images, enhanced images, and the improved response sections.

II. EXPERIMENTS

A. Speed of Delivery

For each of these scenarios (onboard vs ground station
processing, worst case single satellite/ground station, and
increased processing time) we describe a base case [Table I]
which we modify our discrete event simulation to emulate the
impact of these changes. From a base case, we run the three
scenarios: ground station processing, onboard processing, and
increased processing time. For each of these three scenarios
we run three simulations: all satellites and ground stations,
one satellite in use, and one ground station in use. We then

TABLE I
DISCRETE EVENT SIMULATION BASE CASE

Event Value Units
Img Request Interval 30 minutes

Mean Num Images Requests 20 images
Std Num Images Requests 5 images
Mean Data Transfer to Sat 30 seconds
Std Data Transfer to Sat 6 seconds

Mean Downlink to Shooter 6 seconds
Std Downlink to Shooter 0.6 seconds

Num Sats 3 satellites
Sat Time to Picture 4* minutes

Num Ground Station 5 ground stations
Time to Ground Station Link 3* minutes

Ground Station Processing 3 seconds
Onboard Sat to Shooter 6 seconds
Onboard Sat Processing 6 seconds

Onboard Sat SR 6 seconds
*represents an exponential function: f(x) = exp−x

modulate the number of images, the number of satellites, and
the speed of processing for a total of 36 simulations.

1) Discrete Event Simulation: Using Simpy [28], a process-
based DES tool, we can construct a real-time simulation using
time-based events. We work with this tool through the work
of gate-simulation [29], a DES that incorporates a two-stage
linked approach between requests and providers. This allows
us to extend this work for use for a satellite simulation [30].
We operate a theoretical system of a 3-satellite constellation
with 5 ground station links. Each simulation runs based on
the following base configuration. We modify these values for
each variation.

B. Quality of Information

For each of the scenarios from the battle network in the
introduction we show a developed solution. We show the
experiment used for cloud detection, super resolution, and
image to caption.

1) Obscured Images: The presence of clouds, even partially
cloudy images, might significantly impact the performance of a
machine learning algorithm. Similar to the RICE [17] dataset,
we took the Shipsnet [31] dataset, image chips extracted from
Planet satellite imagery collected over the San Francisco Bay
and San Pedro Bay areas of California, and overlayed an image
of a cloud with an alpha layer [Figure 1]. This allowed us
to control the opacity of the clouds to simulate partial cloud
cover versus total cloud cover. We then trained a small neural
network to run a binary classifier to predict if there was a ship
or not ship in the image. After training (4-ConV, 2 Dense) to
an almost 95% accuracy, we then ran inference on each cloud
composite from 10% to 100% clouds to inspect the loss in
accuracy.

2) Enhanced Images: A high-resolution dataset is needed
for an effective SR model to be trained. We compiled Skysat’s
0.8m samples [32] totaling over 1.5 GB of pansharpened,
orthorectified, color corrected RGB images. To train a model
to up sample an image to a desired resolution we must
first down sample the high-resolution dataset using a scaling



Fig. 1. Datasets and Examples of Cloud Cover (Blue), Super Resolution (Orange), Image to Caption (Yellow)

algorithm such as bicubic. While state of the art has moved
to a machine learning based down sampler [33], traditional
down scaling works well. We then use the SRGAN [10] [9]
network to up sample the low-resolution image back into the
original high resolution. We can see the improvement in up
sample during the course of training [Figure 1]. To see how
super resolving impacts downstream tasks, we super resolved
the Shipsnet dataset [31] and compared the performance of
the SR images and the raw images on the MaskRCNN [34]
model using mean average precision (mAP).

3) Improved Response: Image to caption models work by
combining a CV model and an NLP model. The CV model
extracts a feature embedding which is then used in an NLP
model to predict a text output. We use the RSICD dataset [27]
which is composed of 10,921 satellite images with 50,000 text
descriptions at a 70/30 train test split [Figure 1]. We trained
various CV models (VGG16/19 [35], NASNetMobile [36]) as
a backbone to see the difference in the text output. We run
inference on random xView images [37], a collection of 1
million objects in satellite imagery. We evaluate performance
with the BLEU [38] score comparing a text prediction with
the labels.

III. EVALUATION

A. Discrete Event Simulation

Our DES was able to show results across 36 simulations
[Figure 2] with both the average wait time to send an image
request to a satellite (blue) and the average wait time to send
an image back down (orange). For our base case of around 20
images requested every 30 mins, we found an average total
wait time of 34.4 minutes. This increase when we limited the
simulation to onboard compute (36.5m, +6.10%) and added
SR (50.6m, +47.09%). We also saw increases when we limited
the simulation to 1 ground station (36.1m, +4.94%) and 1
satellite (40.3m, +17.15%). The base case was also altered
for half the number of images (11.7m, -65.99%), double the
processing time (42.5m, +23.55%), and double the number of
satellites (10.6m, -69.19%). Overall, we found that the biggest
factor in the timeline is waiting for the satellite to get into the
correct location to take a picture with only 3% to 20% of the
time waiting for ground station processing.

B. Obscured Images

As shown, cloud cover significantly impacts the ability for a
normally trained (non-generalizable) network to perform when
even a small amount of reflections from clouds obscure the
image [Figure 2]. In terms of accuracy, the model performed



Fig. 2. Discrete Event Simulation Results, Shipsnet Cloud Overlay Results, and Super Resolution AP Results

79.8% at 10% clouds, 65.0% at 20% clouds, 40.8% at 30%
clouds, 17.4% at 40% clouds, and less than 5% to 0% when
there is medium to total cloud coverage in an area. The
need for cloud detection and removal is paramount to avoid
processing unusable pictures and finite downlink bandwidth

C. Enhanced Images

Super resolution across many different land use cases with
various image compositions is shown to increase downstream
object detection performance by 27.66% (75.95% to 96.96%)
[Figure 2].

D. Improved Response

The following image and text description are from the
NASNetMobile [36] model on random xView [37] images
[Figure 3]. These previously uncaptioned images could then be
sent to an ally unit or to a database, where searching images
with text [39] becomes possible. This image representation
technique reduces the size of sent information from a picture
to a sentence allowing reception of information even in low
connectivity areas. BLEU [38] scores between prediction and
the test set show NASNetMobile [36] (0.650177, 0.474976,
0.405702, 0.297666 BLEU 1-4) as good enough for such a
small (5.3M parameters) model.

IV. CONCLUSION

While the speed of information is impacted by the increased
processing time of the quality of information, cloud detection,
super resolution, image to caption have remarkable potential to

Fig. 3. Image to Caption Results on an xView image

change the way we process satellite imagery along the sensor
to shooter timeline.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

The authors would like to thank the PeopleTec Technical
Fellows program for encouragement and project assistance.
The views and conclusions contained in this paper are those
of the authors and should not be interpreted as representing
any funding agencies.

REFERENCES

[1] Feb 2022. [Online]. Available: https://www.csis.org/analysis/
battle-networks-and-future-force-0

[2] [Online]. Available: http://www.dodccrp.org/events/2001 sensemaking
workshop/pdf/US UK.pdf

[3] [Online]. Available: https://www.dst.defence.gov.au/sites/default/files/
publications/documents/DST-Group-TR-3417.pdf

[4] [Online]. Available: https://sgp.fas.org/crs/intel/R46389.pdf
[5] “Discrete event simulation.” [Online]. Available: https:

//www.med.upenn.edu/kmas/DES.htm#:∼:text=Discrete%20event%
20simulation%20(DES)%20is,logical%20time%20(a%20timestamp)

https://www.csis.org/analysis/battle-networks-and-future-force-0
https://www.csis.org/analysis/battle-networks-and-future-force-0
http://www.dodccrp.org/events/2001_sensemaking_workshop/pdf/US_UK.pdf
http://www.dodccrp.org/events/2001_sensemaking_workshop/pdf/US_UK.pdf
https://www.dst.defence.gov.au/sites/default/files/publications/documents/DST-Group-TR-3417.pdf
https://www.dst.defence.gov.au/sites/default/files/publications/documents/DST-Group-TR-3417.pdf
https://sgp.fas.org/crs/intel/R46389.pdf
https://www.med.upenn.edu/kmas/DES.htm#:~:text=Discrete%20event%20simulation%20(DES)%20is,logical%20time%20(a%20timestamp)
https://www.med.upenn.edu/kmas/DES.htm#:~:text=Discrete%20event%20simulation%20(DES)%20is,logical%20time%20(a%20timestamp)
https://www.med.upenn.edu/kmas/DES.htm#:~:text=Discrete%20event%20simulation%20(DES)%20is,logical%20time%20(a%20timestamp)


[6] A. Freimann, M. Dierkes, T. Petermann, C. Liman, F. Kempf, and
K. Schilling, “Estnet: a discrete event simulator for space-terrestrial
networks,” CEAS Space Journal, vol. 13, no. 1, pp. 39–49, 2021.

[7] L. Wood, “Savi: satellite constellation visualization,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:1204.3265, 2012.

[8] W. Yang, X. Zhang, Y. Tian, W. Wang, J.-H. Xue, and Q. Liao,
“Deep learning for single image super-resolution: A brief review,” IEEE
Transactions on Multimedia, vol. 21, no. 12, pp. 3106–3121, 2019.

[9] Z. Wang, J. Chen, and S. C. Hoi, “Deep learning for image super-
resolution: A survey,” IEEE transactions on pattern analysis and ma-
chine intelligence, vol. 43, no. 10, pp. 3365–3387, 2020.

[10] M. Ciolino, D. Noever, and J. Kalin, “Training set effect on super resolu-
tion for automated target recognition,” in Automatic Target Recognition
XXX, vol. 11394. International Society for Optics and Photonics, 2020,
p. 113940P.

[11] J. Shermeyer and A. Van Etten, “The effects of super-resolution on
object detection performance in satellite imagery,” in Proceedings of
the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition
Workshops, 2019, pp. 0–0.

[12] “Lockheed martin, usc launch la jument satellite,” Jan 2022. [Online].
Available: https://www.lockheedmartin.com/en-us/news/features/2022/
lockheed-martin--usc-launch-la-jument-satellite.html

[13] S. Warren, R. Eastman, and C. Hahn, “Clouds and fog: Climatology,”
Sep 2014. [Online]. Available: https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/
article/pii/B9780123822253001134

[14] “Visible satellite imagery.” [Online]. Available: https://www.e-education.
psu.edu/meteo3/l5 p4.html

[15] G. Toth, Charles, “Remote sensing platforms and sensors: A survey,”
ISPRS Journal of Photogrammetry and Remote Sensing, vol. 115, pp.
22–36, 2016.

[16] “Ucs satellite database.” [Online]. Available: http://www.ucsusa.org/
nuclear-weapons/space-weapons/satellite-database#.WagRxrIjGpo

[17] D. Lin, G. Xu, X. Wang, Y. Wang, X. Sun, and K. Fu, “A remote sensing
image dataset for cloud removal,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1901.00600,
2019.

[18] M. Zhao, P. A. Olsen, and R. Chandra, “Seeing through clouds in
satellite images,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2106.08408, 2021.

[19] Y. Chen, L. Tang, X. Yang, R. Fan, M. Bilal, and Q. Li, “Thick clouds
removal from multitemporal zy-3 satellite images using deep learning,”
IEEE Journal of Selected Topics in Applied Earth Observations and
Remote Sensing, vol. 13, pp. 143–153, 2019.

[20] F. N. Darbaghshahi, M. R. Mohammadi, and M. Soryani, “Cloud
removal in remote sensing images using generative adversarial networks
and sar-to-optical image translation,” IEEE Transactions on Geoscience
and Remote Sensing, 2021.

[21] N. Shan, T.-y. Zheng, and Z.-s. Wang, “Onboard real-time cloud
detection using reconfigurable fpgas for remote sensing,” in 2009 17th
International Conference on Geoinformatics. IEEE, 2009, pp. 1–5.

[22] Z. Zhang, A. Iwasaki, G. Xu, and J. Song, “Cloud detection on small
satellites based on lightweight u-net and image compression,” Journal
of Applied Remote Sensing, vol. 13, no. 2, p. 026502, 2019.

[23] Z. Li, H. Shen, Q. Cheng, Y. Liu, S. You, and Z. He, “Deep learning
based cloud detection for medium and high resolution remote sensing
images of different sensors,” ISPRS Journal of Photogrammetry and
Remote Sensing, vol. 150, pp. 197–212, 2019.

[24] D. Noever, W. Regian, M. Ciolino, J. Kalin, D. Hambrick, and
K. Blankenship, “Discoverability in satellite imagery: A good sentence
is worth a thousand pictures,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2001.05839, 2020.

[25] O. Vinyals, A. Toshev, S. Bengio, and D. Erhan, “Show and tell: A
neural image caption generator,” in Proceedings of the IEEE conference
on computer vision and pattern recognition, 2015, pp. 3156–3164.

[26] S. Herdade, A. Kappeler, K. Boakye, and J. Soares, “Image captioning:
Transforming objects into words,” Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems, vol. 32, 2019.

[27] X. Lu, B. Wang, X. Zheng, and X. Li, “Exploring models and data
for remote sensing image caption generation,” IEEE Transactions on
Geoscience and Remote Sensing, vol. 56, no. 4, pp. 2183–2195, 2017.

[28] “Overview.” [Online]. Available: https://simpy.readthedocs.io/en/latest/
[29] Dattivo, “Dattivo/gate-simulation.” [Online]. Available: https://github.

com/dattivo/gate-simulation
[30] M. Ciolino, “Google colaboratory.” [On-

line]. Available: https://colab.research.google.com/drive/
1uN8MLwPLaqvbSyAfOG2BS0vbQ1h82Sz-?usp=sharing

[31] Rhammell, “Ships in satellite imagery,” Jul 2018. [Online]. Available:
https://www.kaggle.com/rhammell/ships-in-satellite-imagery

[32] L. Rousmaniere, “Hi-res skysat imagery now avail-
able.” [Online]. Available: https://www.planet.com/pulse/
hi-res-skysat-imagery-available-via-planet-api/

[33] W. Sun and Z. Chen, “Learned image downscaling for upscaling using
content adaptive resampler,” IEEE Transactions on Image Processing,
vol. 29, pp. 4027–4040, 2020.

[34] K. He, G. Gkioxari, P. Dollár, and R. Girshick, “Mask r-cnn,” in
Proceedings of the IEEE international conference on computer vision,
2017, pp. 2961–2969.

[35] K. Simonyan and A. Zisserman, “Very deep convolutional networks for
large-scale image recognition,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1409.1556, 2014.

[36] B. Zoph, V. Vasudevan, J. Shlens, and Q. V. Le, “Learning transferable
architectures for scalable image recognition,” in Proceedings of the IEEE
conference on computer vision and pattern recognition, 2018, pp. 8697–
8710.

[37] D. Lam, R. Kuzma, K. McGee, S. Dooley, M. Laielli, M. Klaric,
Y. Bulatov, and B. McCord, “xview: Objects in context in overhead
imagery,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1802.07856, 2018.

[38] K. Papineni, S. Roukos, T. Ward, and W.-J. Zhu, “Bleu: a method for
automatic evaluation of machine translation,” in Proceedings of the 40th
annual meeting of the Association for Computational Linguistics, 2002,
pp. 311–318.

[39] ShivamShrirao, “Clip image search.” [Online]. Available: https:
//github.com/ShivamShrirao/CLIP Image Search

https://www.lockheedmartin.com/en-us/news/features/2022/lockheed-martin--usc-launch-la-jument-satellite.html
https://www.lockheedmartin.com/en-us/news/features/2022/lockheed-martin--usc-launch-la-jument-satellite.html
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/B9780123822253001134
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/B9780123822253001134
https://www.e-education.psu.edu/meteo3/l5_p4.html
https://www.e-education.psu.edu/meteo3/l5_p4.html
http://www.ucsusa.org/nuclear-weapons/space-weapons/satellite-database#.WagRxrIjGpo
http://www.ucsusa.org/nuclear-weapons/space-weapons/satellite-database#.WagRxrIjGpo
https://simpy.readthedocs.io/en/latest/
https://github.com/dattivo/gate-simulation
https://github.com/dattivo/gate-simulation
https://colab.research.google.com/drive/1uN8MLwPLaqvbSyAfOG2BS0vbQ1h82Sz-?usp=sharing
https://colab.research.google.com/drive/1uN8MLwPLaqvbSyAfOG2BS0vbQ1h82Sz-?usp=sharing
https://www.kaggle.com/rhammell/ships-in-satellite-imagery
https://www.planet.com/pulse/hi-res-skysat-imagery-available-via-planet-api/
https://www.planet.com/pulse/hi-res-skysat-imagery-available-via-planet-api/
https://github.com/ShivamShrirao/CLIP_Image_Search
https://github.com/ShivamShrirao/CLIP_Image_Search

	I Introduction
	I-A Background
	I-B Contributions

	II Experiments
	II-A Speed of Delivery
	II-A1 Discrete Event Simulation

	II-B Quality of Information
	II-B1 Obscured Images
	II-B2 Enhanced Images
	II-B3 Improved Response


	III Evaluation
	III-A Discrete Event Simulation
	III-B Obscured Images
	III-C Enhanced Images
	III-D Improved Response

	IV Conclusion
	References

