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1Department of Mechanical and Aerospace Engineering, Politecnico di Torino,
Corso Duca degli Abruzzi 24, 10129, Italy

2Dipartimento di Matematica, University of Pisa, Largo B. Pontecorvo 5, 56127,
Italy

December 25, 2023

Abstract

In this paper we address the problem of computing a preliminary orbit of a celes-
tial body from one topocentric position vector and a very short arc (VSA) of optical
observations. Using the conservation laws of the two-body dynamics, we write the
problem as a system of 8 polynomial equations in 6 unknowns. We prove that this
system is generically consistent, namely it admits solutions at least in the complex
field. From this system we derive a univariate polynomial v of degree 8 in the un-
known topocentric distance at the mean epoch of the VSA. Through Gröbner bases
theory, we show that the degree of v is minimum among the degrees of all the univari-
ate polynomials solving this problem. The proposed method is relevant for different
purposes, e.g. the computation of a preliminary orbit of an Earth satellite with radar
and optical observations, the detection of maneuvres of an Earth satellite, and the
recovery of asteroids which are lost due to a planetary close encounter. We also show
some numerical tests in the case of asteroids undergoing a close encounter with the
Earth.

Keywords: Orbit determination – Keplerian integrals – Algebraic methods

1 Introduction

The problem of computing the orbit of celestial bodies has attracted the interest of sci-
entists since a long time, see Laplace (1780), Lagrange (1783), Gauss (1809). The recent
improvements in the observation technology have posed new interesting mathematical
problems in this field. The number of asteroids observations performed by modern tele-
scopes is very large. Usually they can be grouped into very short arcs (VSAs) of optical
observations, however it is not easy to determine whether VSAs collected in different
nights belong to the same observed objects. In general, from a VSA we can not compute
a reliable preliminary orbit, but we can try to put together different VSAs to perform this
task, see e.g. Milani et al. (2005). Assuming that two VSAs belong to the same asteroid,
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we can write polynomial equations to compute a preliminary orbit using the conservation
laws of the two-body dynamics. Recently, different ways to combine these integrals of
motion have been developed and tested, see Taff and Hall (1977); Gronchi et al. (2010,
2011, 2015, 2017).

In this paper we address the problem of computing the orbit of a celestial body (here-
after, the OD problem) from one topocentric position P1 = (α1, δ1, ρ1) at epoch t1 and a
VSA of optical observations, from which we can derive an attributable A2 = (α2, δ2, α̇2, δ̇2)
at the mean epoch t2 of the arc. Here, α, δ, ρ denote respectively right ascension, decli-
nation and topocentric distance of the body, while α̇, δ̇ stand for the angular rates.

Using the conservation of angular momentum, energy and Laplace-Lenz vector we
write the OD problem as a system of polynomial equations in the unknowns ρ̇1, α̇1, δ̇1,
ρ2, ρ̇2, z2, where z2 is an auxiliary variable, and the other variables allow us to obtain an
orbit in spherical coordinates at the two epochs.

We prove that this polynomial system is consistent, namely it generically admits solu-
tions, at least in the complex field, and we obtain a univariate polynomial v of degree 8
in the unknown range ρ2 to solve the OD problem. Through a computer algebra software
we are also able to show that the degree of v is minimum among the degrees of all the
univariate polynomials in ρ2 solving this problem.

The proposed method is relevant for different purposes, such as the computation of a
preliminary orbit of an Earth satellite with radar and optical observations, the detection
of maneuvres of an Earth satellite, the recovery of asteroids which are lost due to a
planetary encounter, if the latter can be modeled as an instantaneous change of direction
of the velocity vector like in Öpik theory (Öpik, 1976). Here we show the results of the
application of our algorithm to the orbits of some near-Earth asteroids, whose positions
have been changed to increase the effect of the close encounter with the Earth.

The paper is organized as follows: after recalling the expressions of the Keplerian
integrals in Section 2, we introduce the OD problem in Section 3 as an overdetermined
polynomial system, whose consistency is shown in Section 4, where the univariate polyno-
mial v is derived. The minimality of the degree of v is proved in Section 5. In Section 6
we discuss the selection of the solutions. Finally, in Section 7 we present the numerical
tests.

2 Keplerian integrals

Let us consider a celestial body whose dynamics can be modeled by Kepler’s problem

r̈ = −µ
r

|r|3
, (1)

where r and µ denote respectively its position and the gravitational parameter. Equa-
tion (1) admits the first integrals

c = r × ṙ, E =
1

2
|ṙ|2 − µ

|r|
, L =

1

µ
ṙ × c− r

|r|
, (2)

corresponding to the angular momentum, the energy, and the Laplace-Lenz vector of the
body, respectively. We call Keplerian integrals these constants of motion.
Note that we can write

µL =
(
|ṙ|2 − µ

|r|

)
r − (ṙ · r)ṙ.
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3 The OD problem

Let us introduce a reference frame whose origin is the center of force of the Keplerian
dynamics. We consider the Keplerian motion of a celestial body around the origin observed
from a moving point of view. Assume the position q and the velocity q̇ of the observer
are known functions of time. The position of the observed body is given by

r = q + ρêρ, (3)

where ρ represents the topocentric distance, and

êρ = (cos δ cosα, cos δ sinα, sin δ)

is the line of sight.
Let us assume that we know the position vector

P1 = (α1, δ1, ρ1) ∈ [−π, π)× (−π/2, π/2)× R+

at epoch t1, and a very short arc of optical observations of the same object, from which
we compute the attributable

A2 = (α2, δ2, α̇2, δ̇2) ∈ [−π, π)× (−π/2, π/2)× R2

at the mean epoch t̄2. We can combine these data to compute the quantities ρ̇1, ξ1, ζ1,
ρ2, ρ̇2, where

ξ1 = ρ1α̇1 cos δ1, ζ1 = ρ1δ̇1,

which are missing to have a complete set of orbital elements at both epochs. For this
purpose, we use the conservation of the integrals listed in (2).
Hereafter, we shall use subscripts 1, 2 for all the quantities relative to epochs t1, t̄2.
The dependence of position and velocity on the unknowns is given by

ṙ1 = q̇1 + ρ̇1ê
ρ
1 + ξ1ê

α
1 + ζ1ê

δ
1,

r2 = q2 + ρ2ê
ρ
2,

ṙ2 = q̇2 + ρ̇2ê
ρ
2 + ρ2ê

⊥
2 ,

(4)

where
ê⊥2 = α̇2 cos δ2ê

α
2 + δ̇2ê

δ
2

is a known vector. Note that r1 = q1 + ρ1ê
ρ
1 is known.

To write a polynomial system, we replace the term µ
|r2| with an auxiliary variable z2,

independent from ρ2, and set

µL̃2 =
(
|ṙ2|2 − z2

)
r2 − (ṙ2 · r2)ṙ2,

Ẽ2 =
1

2
|ṙ2|2 − z2.

Lemma 1. The following relations hold:

µ2|L1|2 = 2E1|c1|2 + µ2, µ2|L̃2|2 = 2Ẽ2|c2|2 + z22 |r2|2. (5)
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Proof. From the definitions of L1 and L̃2 we have

µ2|L1|2 = |ṙ1 × c1|2 − 2
µ

|r1|
(ṙ1 × c1 · r1) + µ2,

µ2|L̃2|2 = |ṙ2 × c2|2 − 2z2(ṙ2 × c2 · r2) + z22 |r2|2.

We note that, at both epochs,

|ṙ × c|2 = |ṙ|2|c|2, ṙ × c · r = |c|2,

so that

µ2|L1|2 = |c1|2
(
|ṙ1|2 − 2

µ

|r1|

)
+ µ2,

µ2|L̃2|2 = |c2|2
(
|ṙ2|2 − 2z2

)
+ z22 |r2|2.

Relations (5) immediately follow from the definitions of E1 and Ẽ2.

We consider the overdetermined polynomial system

c1 = c2, L1 = L̃2, E1 = Ẽ2, z22 |r2|2 = µ2, (6)

consisting of 8 equations in the 6 unknowns ρ̇1, ξ1, ζ1, ρ2, ρ̇2, z2. System (6) corresponds
to the equations of our OD problem.

4 Consistency of the equations

We will show the following property:

Theorem 1. The overdetermined polynomial system (6) is generically consistent, i.e. it
always has solutions in the complex field for a generic choice of the data P1, A2, q1, q̇1,
q2, q̇2.

The proof makes use of the results presented in the following subsections.
We start by noting that, because of relations (5), equation

z22 |r2|2 = µ2

is a consequence of the reduced system

c1 = c2, L1 = L̃2, E1 = Ẽ2, (7)

of 7 equations in 6 unknowns. Therefore, to prove Theorem 1 we show that system (7) is
generically consistent.

Moreover, for a generical choice of the data P1, A2, q1, q̇1, q2, q̇2, system (7) is
equivalent to

q1 = q2 = q3 = q4 = q5 = q6 = q7 = 0,

where

q1 = (c1 − c2) ·W12,

q2 = (c1 − c2) ·D1 ×W12,

q3 = (c1 − c2) ·D2 ×W12,

q4 = µ(L1 − L̃2) ·D1,

q5 = µ(L1 − L̃2) ·D2,

q6 = µ(L1 − L̃2) · (r1 × êρ2),

q7 = E1 − Ẽ2,

(8)
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with
Dj = qj × êρj , j = 1, 2, (9)

and
W12 = D1 ×D2. (10)

4.1 The angular momentum

The angular momenta c1 and c2, written in terms of the unknowns, become

c1 = D1ρ̇1 +N1ξ1 +O1ζ1 + P1,

c2 = D2ρ̇2 +E2ρ
2
2 + F2ρ2 +G2,

where D1, D2 are defined as in (9), and

N1 = r1 × êα1 , E2 = α̇2 cos δ2ê
δ
2 − δ̇2ê

α
2 ,

O1 = r1 × êδ1, F2 = α̇2 cos δ2(q2 × êα2 ) + δ̇2(q2 × êδ2) + (êρ2 × q̇2),

P1 = r1 × q̇1, G2 = q2 × q̇2.

Therefore, we can write

c1 − c2 = D1ρ̇1 −D2ρ̇2 + J(ξ1, ζ1, ρ2), (11)

with
J(ξ1, ζ1, ρ2) = N1ξ1 +O1ζ1 −E2ρ

2
2 − F2ρ2 + P1 −G2. (12)

4.2 Elimination of variables

Using relations (11), (12), the polynomials q1, q2, q3 defined in (8) can be written as

q1 = Q
(1)
100ξ1 +Q

(1)
010ζ1 +Q

(1)
002ρ

2
2 +Q

(1)
001ρ2 +Q

(1)
000,

q2 = −|W12|2ρ̇2 +Q
(2)
100ξ1 +Q

(2)
010ζ1 +Q

(2)
002ρ

2
2 +Q

(2)
001ρ2 +Q

(2)
000,

q3 = |W12|2ρ̇1 +Q
(3)
100ξ1 +Q

(3)
010ζ1 +Q

(3)
002ρ

2
2 +Q

(3)
001ρ2 +Q

(3)
000,

where
Q

(1)
100 = N1 ·W12, Q

(1)
010 = O1 ·W12,

Q
(1)
002 = −E2 ·W12, Q

(1)
001 = −F2 ·W12,

Q
(1)
000 = (G2 − P1) ·W12,

Q
(2)
100 = N1 ·D1 ×W12, Q

(2)
010 = O1 ·D1 ×W12,

Q
(2)
002 = −E2 ·D1 ×W12, Q

(2)
001 = −F2 ·D1 ×W12,

Q
(2)
000 = (P1 −G2) ·D1 ×W12,

Q
(3)
100 = N1 ·D2 ×W12, Q

(3)
010 = O1 ·D2 ×W12,

Q
(3)
002 = −E2 ·D2 ×W12, Q

(3)
001 = −F2 ·D2 ×W12,

Q
(3)
000 = (P1 −G2) ·D2 ×W12.
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In particular, the occurence of the variables ρ̇1, ξ1, ζ1, ρ̇2 in q1, q2,q3 is at most linear.
From the definitions above, we obtain

Q
(1)
100 = (N1 ×D1) ·D2 = [(r1 × êα1 )× (r1 × êρ1)] ·D2

= [(r1 × êα1 ) · ê
ρ
1] r1 ·D2 = −(r1 · êδ1)(r1 ·D2),

Q
(1)
010 = (O1 ×D1) ·D2 =

[
(r1 × êδ1)× (r1 × êρ1)

]
·D2

=
[
(r1 × êδ1) · ê

ρ
1

]
r1 ·D2 = (r1 · êα1 )(r1 ·D2).

Therefore, the coefficients Q
(1)
100 and Q

(1)
010 are both vanishing iff

r1 ·D2 = 0 or D1 = 0.

In fact, the second condition in the alternative above is equivalent to

r1 · êα1 = r1 · êδ1 = 0.

Thus, for a generic choice of the data, the angular momentum equations allow us to

eliminate ρ̇1, ρ̇2 and one variable between ξ1 and ζ1. Assuming Q
(1)
100 ̸= 0, we choose to

eliminate ξ1, which can be written as

ξ1 = −
Q

(1)
010ζ1 +

∑2
h=0Q

(1)
00hρ

h
2

Q
(1)
100

. (13)

Substituting (13) in equations q3 = q2 = 0 and assuming W12 ̸= 0 we find

ρ̇1 = − 1

|W12|2Q(1)
100

[(
Q

(3)
010Q

(1)
100 −Q

(1)
010Q

(3)
100

)
ζ1 +

2∑
h=0

(
Q

(3)
00hQ

(1)
100 −Q

(1)
00hQ

(3)
100

)
ρh2

]
(14)

ρ̇2 =
1

|W12|2Q(1)
100

[(
Q

(2)
010Q

(1)
100 −Q

(1)
010Q

(2)
100

)
ζ1 +

2∑
h=0

(
Q

(2)
00hQ

(1)
100 −Q

(1)
00hQ

(2)
100

)
ρh2

]
. (15)

Hence, by using relations (13), (14), and (15) we can eliminate the variables ξ1, ρ̇1, ρ̇2
in the generators q4, q5, q6, q7. The resulting polynomials, named q̃4, q̃5, q̃6, q̃7, can be
written as

q̃4 = (r2 ·D1)z2 + h4(ζ1, ρ2),

q̃5 = q̃5(ζ1, ρ2),

q̃6 = −(r1 ·D2)z2 + h6(ζ1, ρ2),

q̃7 = z2 + h7(ζ1, ρ2),

for some bivariate polynomials h4, h6, h7. For later use we observe that

q̃5 = P
(5)
12 ζ1ρ

2
2 + P

(5)
11 ζ1ρ2 + P

(5)
10 ζ1 + P

(5)
04 ρ42 + P

(5)
03 ρ32 + P

(5)
02 ρ22 + P

(5)
01 ρ2 + P

(5)
00 ,

for some coefficients P
(5)
ij . Moreover, using equation q̃7 = 0, we can eliminate z2 from q̃4

and q̃6. In particular, with this elimination q̃6 becomes

p6 = P
(6)
20 ζ21 + P

(6)
12 ζ1ρ

2
2 + P

(6)
11 ζ1ρ2 + P

(6)
10 ζ1 + P

(6)
04 ρ42 + P

(6)
03 ρ32 + P

(6)
02 ρ22 + P

(6)
01 ρ2 + P

(6)
00 ,

for some coefficients P
(6)
ij .
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4.3 A redundant relation

Here, we prove that equation q4 = 0 can be dropped from system (7) without losing any
solution. In particular, we show:

Proposition 1. If r1 ·D2 ̸= 0, the polynomial q4 is generated by

q1, q2, q3, q6.

Proof. Let us consider the polynomials q̃4, q̃6 obtained from q4, q6 by eliminating ρ̇1, ρ̇2,
ξ1 through relations q1 = q2 = q3 = 0. We note that

q̃4 =

3∑
j=1

ajqj + q4, q̃6 =

3∑
j=1

bjqj + q6,

for some polynomials aj , bj . We prove that q̃6 divides q̃4; in particular,

q̃4 = −r2 ·D1

r1 ·D2
q̃6. (16)

For this purpose, we first note that system q1 = q2 = q3 = 0 is equivalent to c1 = c2
and, inserting the last relation in the expressions of q4, q6, after eliminating ρ̇1, ρ̇2, ξ1, we
obtain

q̃4 = (c1 · êρ1) [r1 · (ṙ1 − ṙ2)] + z2(r2 ·D1),

q̃6 = (c2 · êρ2) [r1 · (ṙ1 − ṙ2)]− z2(r1 ·D2),

where c1, c2, r2, ṙ1, ṙ2 are meant as functions of ζ1, ρ2 only. More details about these
computations can be found in Appendix A.

We have
r2 ·D1 = −(r1 × r2) · êρ1, r1 ·D2 = (r1 × r2) · êρ2.

Moreover, c1 = c2 implies that r1 × r2 is parallel to c1 and c2. Hence

(c2 · êρ2) [(r1 × r2) · êρ1] = (c1 · êρ1) [(r1 × r2) · êρ2] ,

that is
−(c2 · êρ2)(r2 ·D1) = (c1 · êρ1)(r1 ·D2).

The latter relation immediately yields (16).
Setting

A = −r2 ·D1

r1 ·D2
,

we can write

q4 = q̃4 −
3∑

j=1

ajqj = Aq̃6 −
3∑

j=1

ajqj =
3∑

j=1

(Abj − aj)qj +Aq6,

which concludes the proof.
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4.4 The univariate polynomial

We compute a univariate polynomial u(ρ2) of degree 8, which is a consequence of the
equations in (7). Let us consider the polynomial system

q1 = q2 = q3 = q5 = q6 = q7 = 0 (17)

including all the polynomials in (8) except q4. To solve the OD problem, we solve the
polynomial system defined by (17).

Now, we compute the resultant of q̃5 and p6 with respect to ζ1, which is denoted by
v(ρ2). For this purpose, the terms in q̃5 and p6 are grouped in the following way:

q̃5 = a1(ρ2)ζ1 + a0(ρ2),

p6 = P
(6)
20 ζ21 + b1(ρ2)ζ1 + b0(ρ2),

where

a1(ρ2) = P
(5)
12 ρ22 + P

(5)
11 ρ2 + P

(5)
10 ,

a0(ρ2) = P
(5)
04 ρ42 + P

(5)
03 ρ32 + P

(5)
02 ρ22 + P

(5)
01 ρ2 + P

(5)
00 ,

b1(ρ2) = P
(6)
12 ρ22 + P

(6)
11 ρ2 + P

(6)
10 ,

b0(ρ2) = P
(6)
04 ρ42 + P

(6)
03 ρ32 + P

(6)
02 ρ22 + P

(6)
01 ρ2 + P

(6)
00 .

Therefore, we have

v(ρ2) = a1(ρ2)a0(ρ2)b1(ρ2)− a20(ρ2)P
(6)
20 − b0(ρ2)a

2
1(ρ2),

which has degree 8.

We can conclude the proof of Theorem 1. In fact, v(ρ2) has (generically) 8 complex
roots. For each of these roots, equation q̃5 = 0 gives a unique value of ζ1. Then, equation
q̃7 = 0 and relations (13), (14), (15), respectively, allow us to compute unique values for
the remaining components z2, ξ1, ρ̇1, ρ̇2 of the solutions.

5 An optimal property

We show that the univariate polynomial v(ρ2) has the minimal degree among all the
univariate polynomials in the variable ρ2 that are algebraic consequences of

c1 − c2, µ(L1 − L̃2), E1 − Ẽ2.

More precisely, let us introduce the polynomial ideal

I = ⟨c1 − c2, µ(L1 − L̃2), E1 − Ẽ2⟩ ⊆ R[ρ̇1, ξ1, ζ1, ρ2, ρ̇2, z2].

We will show the following result:

Theorem 2. For a generic choice of the data we can find a Gröbner basis G in R[ρ̇1, ξ1, ζ1, ρ2, ρ̇2, z2]
of the ideal I for the lexicographic order

ρ̇1 ≻ ρ̇2 ≻ ξ1 ≻ z2 ≻ ζ1 ≻ ρ2.

such that v ∈ G.

8



Proof. As a consequence of Proposition 1 we obtain

I = ⟨q1, q2, q3, q5, q6, q7⟩,

where we dropped q4 from the set of generators. Let us consider the elimination ideal

I ′ = I ∩ R[ζ1, ρ2] = ⟨q̃5, p6⟩.

We compute a Gröbner basis G′ of the ideal I ′ for the lexicographic order ζ1 ≻ ρ2 using
the software Mathematica1: in this basis we have a univariate polynomial

u(ρ2) =
8∑

i=0

uiρ
i
2,

for some constant coefficients ui. The roots of u are the only values of the ρ2 components
of the solutions of system (17).

We note that, since the resultant v is a univariate polynomial of degree 8, v is neces-
sarily proportional to u, i.e.

v = κu, κ ∈ R\{0}.

In place of the generators q1, q2, q3, we can consider

q̃1 = ξ1 + h1(ζ1, ρ2),

q̃2 = ρ̇2 + h2(ζ1, ρ2),

q̃3 = ρ̇1 + h3(ζ1, ρ2),

where the polynomials h1, h2, h3 are defined by relations (13), (14), (15).
The set

G = {q̃1, q̃2, q̃3, q̃7} ∪ G′

is a Gröbner basis of the ideal I. In fact, the leading term of every polynomial in I is
divisible by the leading term of one polynomial in G.

As a consequence of the previous theorem we obtain the following property:

Corollary 1. The polynomial v has the minimum degree among the univariate polynomials
in ρ2 belonging to I.

6 Selecting the solutions

From the solutions of (7), we first discard the ones with non-real components and the ones
with ρ2, z2 ≤ 0. From the remaining solutions we can compute Keplerian orbital elements
at epochs

t̃1 = t1 −
ρ1
c
, t̃

(j)
2 = t̄2 −

ρ
(j)
2

c
,

where c is the speed of light and ρ
(j)
2 is the value of ρ2 for the j-th solution.

We emphasize that the accepted solutions of the system are such that the Keplerian
elements at the two epochs are the same. In fact, from c1 − c2 = 0 we get

i1 = i2, Ω1 = Ω2, a1(1− e21) = a2(1− e22),

1Wolfram Research, Inc. Mathematica, Version 12.1, https://www.wolfram.com/mathematica.
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where i, Ω, a and e denote the inclination, ascending node, semi-major axis and eccen-
tricity. In particular, from z22 |r2|2 − µ2 = 0, which is a consequence of system (7), we get
z2 = ± µ

|r2| . Having discarded the solutions with z2 ≤ 0, we obtain

µ(L1 − L̃2) = 0 ⇔ µ(L1 −L2) = 0,

which implies
e1 = e2, ω1 = ω2.

Since the eccentrities e1, e2 are equal, then also

a1 = a2.

We observe that for the other orbit determination methods using the Keplerian integrals
(Gronchi et al., 2010, 2011, 2015) the trajectories of the solutions at the two epochs are
not necessarily the same.

In the following subsections we explain how to choose or discard the remaining solu-
tions.

6.1 Selection without covariance

In case of multiple solutions, labeled with (j), we make our choice according to the fol-

lowing procedure. We propagate each of the computed orbits, referring to epoch t̃
(j)
2 ,

backward to epoch t̃1 in the framework of Kepler’s dynamics, and consider the norm of

the differences ρ
(j)
1 − P1, where

ρ
(j)
1 = r(j)(t̃1)− q(t1)

is the topocentric position of the j-th solution propagated to epoch t̃1. Note that in general
we have

|ρ(j)
1 | ≠ ρ1.

We select the solution attaining the minimum value

min
j

|ρ(j)
1 − P1|.

6.2 Selection using covariance

Assume that the data
D = (P1,A2),

where
P1 = (α1, δ1, ρ1), A2 = (α2, δ2, α̇2, δ̇2),

have a covariance matrix

ΓD =

[
ΓP1 0
0 ΓA2

]
.

Let
S = S(D) = (V1(D),R2(D)),

with
V1 = (ξ1, ζ1, ρ̇1), R2 = (ρ2, ρ̇2)

10



be a solution of

Φ(S;D) =


c1 − c2

[µL1 + (ṙ2 · r2)ṙ2] · q2 × r2[
−(ṙ1 · r1)ṙ1 − (12 |ṙ2|

2 + E1)r2 + (ṙ2 · r2)ṙ2
]
· r1 × (r2 − q2)

 = 0. (18)

Note that, generically, the solutions S of system (18) correspond to the S components of
the solutions of system (17).

Let Ecar = (E
(1)
car,E

(2)
car) and Eatt = (E

(1)
att,E

(2)
att) be the vectors of the Cartesian coordi-

nates and the attributable elements at epochs t̃1 and t̃2.
2 Let us introduce the transfor-

mation T car
att : Eatt → Ecar by (3), (4) for both epochs, and consider the map Ψ defined

by Φ = Ψ ◦ T car
att . Equation Φ = 0 is equivalent to the system

c1 − c2 = 0, µ(L1 − L̃2) ·D2 = 0, µ(L1 − L̃2) · r1 × (r2 − q2) = 0.

We introduce the vector
Ṽ1 = (α̇1, δ̇1, ρ̇1).

The covariance matrix of the Cartesian coordinates at epoch t̃1 is

Γ(1)
car =

∂E
(1)
car

∂D
ΓD

[
∂E

(1)
car

∂D

]T

,

with

∂E
(1)
car

∂D
=

∂E
(1)
car

∂E
(1)
att

∂E
(1)
att

∂D
,

∂E
(1)
att

∂D
= M

 I3 O3×4

∂Ṽ1

∂D

 ,

where

M =



1 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 1 0 0
0 0 0 0 1 0
0 0 1 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 1


is the matrix that exchanges the 3-rd, 4-th and 5-th lines, and

∂Ṽ1

∂D
=

∂Ṽ1

∂V1

∂V1

∂D
,

∂Ṽ1

∂V1
=

 1
ρ1 cos δ1

0 0

0 1
ρ1

0

0 0 1

 .

From the implicit function theorem, we have

∂S̃
∂D

(D) = −
[
∂Φ

∂S̃
(Eatt)

]−1 ∂Φ

∂D
(Eatt),

∂Φ

∂S̃
=

(
∂Ψ

∂Ecar
◦ T car

att

)
∂T car

att

∂S̃
,

∂Φ

∂D
=

(
∂Ψ

∂Ecar
◦ T car

att

)
∂T car

att

∂D
,

with

S̃ = (Ṽ1,R2),
∂S̃
∂S

=

[
∂Ṽ1
∂V1

O3×2

O2×3 I2

]
.

2for simplicity, in this section we drop the label (j), referring to the possible multiple solutions.
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The matrices ∂T car
att /∂S̃ and ∂T car

att /∂D are respectively made by columns 3, 4, 6, 11, 12
and by columns 1, 2, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10 of ∂Ecar/∂Eatt.

The covariance matrix of the Cartesian coordinates at epoch t̃2 is given by

Γ(2)
car =

∂E
(2)
car

∂D
ΓD

[
∂E

(2)
car

∂D

]T

,

with
∂E

(2)
car

∂D
=

∂E
(2)
car

∂E
(2)
att

∂E
(2)
att

∂D
,

∂E
(2)
att

∂D
=

[
O4×3 I4

∂R2
∂D

]
and

∂(ρ2, ρ̇2)

∂S̃
=

∂(ρ2, ρ̇2)

∂S̃
∂S̃
∂D

,
∂(ρ2, ρ̇2)

∂S̃
=

[
0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0 1

]
.

For a given vector u ∈ R3 we define the map

R3 ∋ (u1, u2, u3) = u 7→ û =

 0 −u3 u2
u3 0 −u1
−u2 u1 0

 ∈ so(3).

Then, using ûT = −û, we have

∂Ψ

∂Ecar
=


− ̂̇r1 r̂1 ̂̇r2 −r̂2
∂Φ4

∂r1

∂Φ4

∂ṙ1

∂Φ4

∂r2

∂Φ4

∂ṙ2
∂Φ5

∂r1

∂Φ5

∂ṙ1

∂Φ5

∂r2

∂Φ5

∂ṙ2

 ,

where

Φ4 = [µL1 + (ṙ2 · r2)ṙ2] · q2 × r2,

Φ5 =

[
−(ṙ1 · r1)ṙ1 − (

1

2
|ṙ2|2 + E1)r2 + (ṙ2 · r2)ṙ2

]
· r1 × (r2 − q2),

12



and

∂Φ4

∂r1
=

(
|ṙ1|2 −

µ

|r1|

)
(q2 × r2)− ṙ1 [ṙ1 · (q2 × r2)] +

µ

|r1|3
r1 [r1 · (q2 × r2)] ,

∂Φ4

∂ṙ1
= 2ṙ1 [r1 · (q2 × r2)]− r1 [ṙ1 · (q2 × r2)]− (ṙ1 · r1)(q2 × r2),

∂Φ4

∂r2
= ṙ2 [ṙ2 · (q2 × r2)] +

[(
|ṙ1|2 −

µ

|r1|

)
r1 − (ṙ1 · r1)ṙ1 + (ṙ2 · r2)ṙ2

]
× q2,

∂Φ4

∂ṙ2
= r2 [ṙ2 · (q2 × r2)] + (ṙ2 · r2)(q2 × r2),

∂Φ5

∂r1
= −ṙ1 [ṙ1 · r1 × (r2 − q2)]−

µ

|r1|3
r1 [r2 · r1 × (r2 − q2)]

+ (r2 − q2)×
[
−(ṙ1 · r1)ṙ1 −

(
|ṙ2|2

2
− |ṙ1|2

2
+

µ

|r1|

)
r2 + (ṙ2 · r2)ṙ2

]
,

∂Φ5

∂ṙ1
= −r1 [ṙ1 · r1 × (r2 − q2)]− (ṙ1 · r1) [r1 × (r2 − q2)] + ṙ1 [r2 · r1 × (r2 − q2)] ,

∂Φ5

∂r2
= −

(
|ṙ2|2

2
+

|ṙ1|2

2
− µ

|r1|

)
[r1 × (r2 − q2)] + ṙ2 [ṙ2 · r1 × (r2 − q2)]

+

[
−(ṙ1 · r1)ṙ1 −

(
|ṙ2|2

2
+

|ṙ1|2

2
− µ

|r1|

)
r2 + (ṙ2 · r2)ṙ2

]
× r1,

∂Φ5

∂ṙ2
= −ṙ2 [r2 · r1 × (r2 − q2)] + r2 [ṙ2 · r1 × (r2 − q2)] + (ṙ2 · r2) [r1 × (r2 − q2)] .

Equations (7) do not set any constraints on the mean anomalies ℓ1, ℓ2 of the pairs
of Keplerian orbits that we compute. To properly select a solution we integrate back

each orbit E
(2)
car computed at epoch t̃2, to the epoch t̃1 of the orbit E

(1)
car, together with

its covariance matrix Γ(2). Then, we compute a predicted position vector P1,p and its
3 × 3 covariance matrix ΓP1,p . To define a metric to choose/discard solutions we use a
three-dimensional version of the attribution algorithm (Milani and Gronchi, 2010), and
introduce the identification penalty

χ2
3 = (P1 − P1,p) ·

[
CP1,p − CP1,pΓ0CP1,p

]
(P1 − P1,p),

where
CP1,p = Γ−1

P1,p
, Γ0 = C−1

0 ,

with
C0 = CP1,p + CP1 , CP1 = Γ−1

P1
.

We keep only the solutions with the lowest values of χ3 or, if we wish to admit multiple
solutions, we keep the ones whose value of χ3 is below a certain threshold.

7 Numerical tests

In this section we show an application of our algorithm to asteroids undergoing a close
approch with the Earth. We consider all the near-Earth asteroids present in the NEODyS
database3 to the date of December 6, 2023, and select the 1305 asteroids with Earth

3http://newton.spacedys.com/neodys
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Figure 1: Effects of the close approach on the semimajor axes (left) and on the whole
trajectories (right).

MOID4 dmin smaller than 10−3 au. For each selected asteroid we compute the points PA

and P⊕, lying on the osculating orbits of the asteroid and the Earth at epoch t0, where
the minimum distance dmin is attained. Then, we find the closest epoch t1 > t0 when
the Earth arrives at P⊕ and change the asteroid phase so that it would arrive at PA at
the same epoch t1 in the framework of the Sun-asteroid two-body dynamics. In this way,
we try to enhance the effect of the close approach with the Earth at t1. A full n-body
propagation, from t0 to t1, is used to compute the topocentric position vector P1 from the
point of view of the Pan-STARRS 1 telescope (et al., 2019). Continuing the propagation
from t1 to a successive epoch t2, we derive an attributable A2 by coordinate change. As a
result, the components α2, δ2, α̇2, δ̇2 of A2 are not affected by interpolation errors, which
are usually introduced when an attributable is obtained from the astrometric observations.

Assume we can model a close approach at epoch t1 by an instantaneous velocity change,
like in Öpik’s theory (Öpik, 1976). Then, our algorithm can be applied using P1,A2 as
input data, because the values of the Keplerian integrals are conserved in (t1, t2]. At t1,
when the velocity instantaneously changes, the position vector P1 remains unchanged.

In practice, the close encounter is not instantaneous, but takes a finite time: we select
the epoch t2 when the close approach is over, as described below. In a typical close
encounter, the value of Tisserand’s parameter T changes quickly, going back approximately
to its pre-encounter value when the encounter is over. In Cavallari et al. (2023, Sec. 3), for
a given value C of the Jacobi constant, the authors provide a value dC of the geocentric
distance attaining |dTdt | ≤ ε, for a fixed small parameter ε, so that we can think that the
encounter is over when the asteroid reaches that distance from the Earth. Following this
approach, we choose t2 as the time when the value of the distance becomes dC .

In Fig. 1 we show the effect of the close approach on these orbits. On the left, we plot
the distribution of the relative differences between the semimajor axes a1, a2 obtained by
the known orbits propagated at epochs t1 and t2 using the software OrbFit5. On the right,
we plot the distribution of the distance δ(T1, T2) between the propagated trajectories T1,

4Minimum Orbit Intersection Distance, see Bowell and Muinonen (1994), Gronchi et al. (2023)
5http::adams.dm.unipi.it/orbfit

14



T2, where

δ(T1, T2) =

√
(a1 − a2)2

a21
+ (e1 − e2)2 + (i1 − i2)2 + (Ω1 − Ω2)2 + (ω1 − ω2)2. (19)

In (19) the subscripts 1, 2 of the Keplerian elements a, e, i, Ω, ω and the trajectories T
refer to the epochs t1, t2. In most cases the relative change in semimajor axis is within
20%. However, there are a few cases where the change is larger, with one extreme case
(Fig 1, left) where it passes from a1 ∼ 2.84 to a2 ∼ 0.69 au. The approximate values of the
mean and the standard deviation of (a1−a2)/a1 are about 0.012 and 0.0478, respectively.

Next, we show the performace of our algorithm using P1, A2 as input data, which
have been computed for each of these orbits by a full n-body propagation with OrbFit.
In case of multiple solutions, we select the best one according to the procedure explained
in Section 6.1.

In 8 cases, out of 1305, we could not obtain an orbital solution. However, by increasing
the time span [t1, t2] by 10%, while keeping the same value of t1, thus changing only A2, we
recovered an orbital solution in all these cases. In one case the computation of the second
epoch t2 with Newton’s method failed. However, employing the starting guess value for
t2, computed with a geocentric two-body dynamics, we obtained an orbital solution also
in this case.

In Fig. 2 we show the distribution of the differences between the Keplerian elements
computed with our algorithm (with subscript c) and the same elements at t2 obtained
by propagation. In Fig. 2 (bottom right) we also show the distribution of the distances
δ(T2, Tc) between propagated (T2) and computed (Tc) trajectories, where the function δ is
the same as in (19).

The results of this preliminary statistical test are satisfactory: the mean and the
standard deviation of the distributions displayed in Fig. 2 are shown in Table 1.

mean std

(ac − a2)/a2 −5.0803×10−4 0.0778

ec − e2 −0.003 0.0341

ic − i2 −3.8397×10−4 0.0045

Ωc − Ω2 0.0019 0.0232

ωc − ω2 −0.0021 0.0244

δ(Tc, T2) 0.0264 0.0877

Table 1: Mean and standard deviation of the distributions represented in Fig. 2.

Finally, we show the dependence of the results of our algorithm on the type of close
encounter. Following Cavallari et al. (2023, Sect. 3), close encounters can be classified
as deep/shallow and fast/slow, according to the values of the minimum distance q from
the Earth center and the corresponding geocentric velocity υ. Here, we compute an ap-
proximation of q and υ, still denoted by these symbols, using the following procedure: q
is the pericenter distance of the geocentric two-body orbit computed from the Keplerian
elements at t1, and υ is the corresponding two-body velocity. In Fig. 3 we plot the values
of q and υ using a color scale representing the values of the trajectory distance δ(Tc, T2).

For values of q greater than 0.001 au, we obtain better results (e.g. lower values of the

15



Figure 2: Distribution of the differences in orbital elements a (top left), e (top right),
i (center left), Ω (center right), ω (bottom left) between the propagated trajectory and
the one computed with our algorithm at epoch t2. Distribution of the distances δ(T2, Tc)
between propagated and computed trajectories (bottom right).

trajectory distance) for higher values of the velocity υ. For q smaller than 0.001 au, the
results appear worse, and there is no apparent correlation with velocity in the figure.
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Figure 3: Values of q and υ in a log-log plot. The colors represent the values of the distance
δ(T2, Tc) between known and computed trajectories.

8 Conclusions

We have introduced a method to compute preliminary orbits with one topocentric position
vector P1 and a very short arc of optical observations, from which we can derive an
attributable A2. This method is based on polynomial equations coming from the first
integrals of Kepler’s problem, i.e. angular momentum, energy, and Laplace-Lenz vector.
Using the conservation laws of these integrals, after introducing the auxiliary variable z2,
we obtain a polynomial system that always has solutions, at least in the complex field,
even if P1, A2 do not correspond to the same celestial object. There are some checks that
can be performed to accept or reject solutions.

We applied this algorithm to the computation of 1305 NEA orbits, whose phase was
changed in order to enhance the close encounter effect with the Earth: these preliminary
results are satisfactory, see Section 7. The ideal situation for the application of the pro-
posed algorithm in this context would be given by an instantaneous effect of the close
encounter, which is not the case. The selected epoch t1 does not exactly correspond to the
time of passage at the MOID because we use a full n-body propagation starting from t0,
so that at t1 both the osculating trajectory and the time law along it may have changed.
Moreover, from this preliminary test, we saw that also varying t2 may affect the results.
Therefore, a more detailed study is necessary to better understand the applicability in
case of close encounters and the reliability of the computed orbits. On top of that, the
sensitivity of the algorithm to astrometric errors has still to be investigated.

Applications of the method introduced in this work to the orbit computation of Earth
satellites undergoing a maneuvre are also possible, and are worth to be investigated in a
future work.
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A Appendix

Lemma 2. For c1 = c2, the generators q4, q5, q6 defined in (8) assume the following
form:

q̃4 = (c1 · êρ1) [r1 · (ṙ1 − ṙ2)] + (r2 ·D1)z2,

q̃5 = (c2 · êρ2) [r2 · (ṙ1 − ṙ2)]− (r1 ·D2)
µ

|r1|
,

q̃6 = (c2 · êρ2) [r1 · (ṙ1 − ṙ2)]− (r1 ·D2)z2.

Proof. The result is given by a direct computation:

q̃4 = −(ṙ1 · r1) [ṙ1 · (r1 × êρ1)]− µL̃2 ·D1

= (c1 · êρ1)(ṙ1 · r1)− µL̃2 ·D1

= (c1 · êρ1)(ṙ1 · r1)− (∥r2∥2 − z2) [r2 · (r1 × êρ1)]− (ṙ2 · r2) [ṙ2 · (r1 × êρ1)]

= (c1 · êρ1)(ṙ1 · r1)− (ṙ2 × c2) · (r1 × êρ1) + (r2 ·D1)z2

= (c1 · êρ1)(ṙ1 · r1)− [ṙ2 × (r1 × ṙ1)] · (r1 × êρ1) + (r2 ·D1)z2

= (c1 · êρ1)(ṙ1 · r1)− [r1(ṙ1 · ṙ2)− ṙ1(ṙ2 · r1)] · (r1 × êρ1) + (r2 ·D1)z2

= (c1 · êρ1)(ṙ1 · r1) + (ṙ2 · r1) [ṙ1 · (r1 × êρ1)] + (r2 ·D1)z2

= (c1 · êρ1) [r1 · (ṙ1 − ṙ2)] + (r2 ·D1)z2,

q̃5 =

(
ṙ1 × c1 −

µ

|r1|

)
· (r2 × êρ2)− (c2 · êρ2)(ṙ2 · r2)

=

(
ṙ1 × c2 −

µ

|r1|

)
· (r2 × êρ2)− (c2 · êρ2)(ṙ2 · r2)

=

(
(ṙ1 · ṙ2)r2 − (r2 · ṙ1)ṙ2 −

µ

|r1|

)
· (r2 × êρ2)− (c2 · êρ2)(ṙ2 · r2)

= −(r2 · ṙ1) [ṙ2 · (r2 × êρ2)]−
µ

|r1|
r1 · (r2 × êρ2)− (c2 · êρ2)(ṙ2 · r2)

= (c2 · êρ2) [r2 · (ṙ1 − ṙ2)]− (r1 ·D2)
µ

|r1|
,

q̃6 = − [(ṙ2 × c2)− z2r2] · (r1 × êρ2) + (c2 · êρ2)(ṙ1 · r1)
= − [(ṙ2 × c1)− z2r2] · (r1 × êρ2) + (c2 · êρ2)(ṙ1 · r1)
= − [(ṙ1 · ṙ2)r1 − (ṙ2 · r1)ṙ1 − z2r2] · (r1 × êρ2) + (c2 · êρ2)(ṙ1 · r1)
= (ṙ2 · r1) [ṙ1 · (r1 × êρ2)] + z2 [r2 · (r1 × êρ2)] + (c2 · êρ2)(ṙ1 · r1)
= (c2 · êρ2) [r1 · (ṙ1 − ṙ2)]− (r1 ·D2)z2.
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G. F. Gronchi, G. Baù, and C. Grassi. Revisiting the computation of the critical points
of the Keplerian distance. Celestial Mechanics and Dynamical Astronomy, 135, 2023.
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