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ABSTRACT

On-orbit servicing (OOS), inspection of spacecraft, and active debris removal (ADR). Such missions
require precise rendezvous and proximity operations in the vicinity of non-cooperative, possibly
unknown, resident space objects. Safety concerns with manned missions and lag times with ground-
based control necessitate complete autonomy. In this article, we present an approach for mapping
geometries and high-confidence detection of components of unknown, non-cooperative satellites
on orbit. We implement accelerated 3D Gaussian splatting to learn a 3D representation of the
satellite, render virtual views of the target, and ensemble the YOLOv5 object detector over the virtual
views, resulting in reliable, accurate, and precise satellite component detections. The full pipeline
capable of running on-board and stand to enable downstream machine intelligence tasks necessary
for autonomous guidance, navigation, and control tasks.

Keywords Space Domain Awareness · Satellite inspection · 3D Gaussian Splatting · You Only Look Once · 3D scene
rendering · Object detection

1 Introduction

The increasing amount of space debris and its threats to the spacecraft in orbit, the problem of performing autonomous
rendezvous and proximity operations (RPO) around unknown non-cooperative spacecraft to prevent the formation of
more debris has garnered great interest. To tackle this problem, there is a pressing need for on-orbit servicing (OOS)
and active debris removal (ADR) to capture and de-orbit or extend satellite lifetimes as the bulk of space debris consists
of large defunct satellites, which may be fragile or unstable. The complexity of the situation and lag times associated
with ground-based control necessitates complete autonomy during the rendezvous and proximity operation (RPO)
phases. This requires robust characterization of the geometry of non-cooperative resident space objects (RSOs) to
enable downstream computer vision and machine intelligence tasks necessary for autonomous guidance, navigation,
and control tasks.

This article aims to characterize the geometry and recognize features of a satellite on orbit. This will be accomplished in
three stages: (1) use data captured along an orbit to learn a 3D scene of the satellite using 3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS),
(2) render synthetic images from multiple novel viewing angles perturbed from real views, and (3) ensemble object
detections across the renders using YOLOv5 to produce high-quality satellite feature classification and localization.
The end-to-end computational footprint is low enough to run on low-powered spaceflight hardware.

The primary contributions of this article include:
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1. Systematic camera generation for 3DGS rendering of satellites for full 3D characterization
2. A rendering-based ensembling technique for high-quality satellite component detection
3. Hardware-in-the-loop experiments with realistic lighting and motion conditions for known and unknown

satellites

2 Related Work

2.1 Object Detection

Object detection is a computer vision problem that aims to localize and classify objects from a predefined set of classes.
The input to an object detector is an image and the output is a set of bounding boxes tightly surrounding the objects
along with object class probabilities and confidences.

Neural network-based object detectors were introduced in 2013 [1, 2] and have achieved state-of-the-art object detection
performance on all major benchmark datasets [3, 4]. Architectural advancements [5, 6, 7, 8, 9] and GPU acceleration
[10] have led to more efficient single-stage detectors [11, 12] that can run in low-compute environments, e.g. on
spaceflight hardware. The most effective of these are from the You Only Look Once (YOLO) family [12]. YOLO’s
successors have set most current state-of-the-art real-time object detection marks in different domains, with all of the
following being competitive: YOLOv4 [13], YOLOv5 [14], YOLOv6 [15], YOLOv7 [16], and YOLOv8 [17]. There is
not a universal leader at the present time.

2.2 3D Scene Rendering

Neural Radiance Fields (NeRFs) NeRFs [18] employ a fully connected neural network to learn a radiance field that
determines saturation and colors within a scene. The input is a 5D coordinate that specifies the location, (x, y, z) and
viewing angles, (θ, ϕ) of a scene. The model outputs color and density, and rays are traced through the scene to render
a 2D image of the 3D scene representation using volume rendering techniques. NeRFs are differentiable end-to-end,
allowing them to be trained with gradient-based methods. While NeRFs are effective at generating high-quality renders,
they have slow training and rendering times.

Instant NeRF Instant NeRF [19] improves NeRF training by accelerating the training process. During the input process,
the model learns a multi-resolution set of feature vectors, so the data is encoded faster. This results in lower training
times and a smaller neural network. This means that Instant NeRF can produce similar outputs to NeRF with a lower
computational cost in training, however it still has rendering cost similar to regular NeRF.

3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) 3DGS [20] is a newer method that is able to learn a 3D representation of a scene using
point-based Gaussians. It trains at a slightly faster rate than Instant NeRF but it is able to render scenes at a much
lower computational cost than the previous methods. The algorithm uses Structure-from-Motion (SfM) [21] to build
a 3D point-cloud representation of a scene based on given input images. These points are then represented with 3D
Gaussian random variables that are trained to represent the scene. This reduces training times as there is no longer a
large neural network with many layers to train. In addition, the point-based rendering of 3DGS avoids NeRFs need to
trace a continuous path along the rays by selecting a discrete set of Gaussians that will be rendered along a specific ray.

2.3 Optical Navigation for RPO

Object detection using traditional computer vision techniques for optical navigation for RPO has long been used
for autonomous and manned missions. However, more recently, CNN-based object detection techniques for relative
RPO with cameras have garnered great interest due to its adaptability to unknown situations. Some well known
implementations of this approach have been demonstrated [22] to detect CubeSats with YOLOv3 on a Raspberry
Pi (RPI) and a Neural Compute Stick 2 (NCS2). Others use Faster R-CNN to detect features [23, 24]. The latter
detects features of the Hubble space telescope by training the model on a synthetic dataset. Faraco et al. [25] a
Blender based tool called JINS to generate synthetic images of satellites and demonstrated segmentation and object
detection performance of unknown satellites with Faster R-CNN and Mask R-CNN. Though Faster R-CNN shows high
performance, it is computationally expensive to run in real-time on edge hardware. In these cases, the authors prefer
accuracy over inference times.

This paper explores merging 3D reconstruction with object detection to improve predictions and identify pose of the
spacecraft on achievable compute costs for on-board deployment. Mahendrakar et al. [26, 27, 28] used YOLOv5 models
trained on images of satellites collected from the Internet and tested on HIL images under different lighting conditions.
Further comparison studies were performed between YOLOv5 and Faster R-CNN and, YOLOv5 against YOLOv6,
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YOLOv7, YOLOv8 on Raspberry Pi [29]. These studies showed high performance and concluded that YOLOv5 is best
suited to be deployed on edge hardware for flight tests due to fast inference times as opposed to Faster R-CNN and,
better performance on real-world satellite mock-up images as opposed to YOLOv6 through YOLOv8. The authors
demonstrated [30, 31] HIL autonomous swarm satellite RPO tests with drones by merging object detection outputs of
solar panels and body locations from a single observer with artificial potential field guidance algorithms. The drones
collaboratively rendezvous to the attractive points while avoiding repulsive points on the detected features. Results
from the flight tests revealed that the weakness of the autonomous RPO system is the accuracy of the predictions. They
also state that using multiple observers in the system would improve the flight test results. However, this solution is
impractical for real-world application to have that many satellites in close proximity. It is much preferred to deploy a
single observer than multiple observers.

To streamline this solution, in [32, 33] a single observer was used to perform R-bar and V-bar hops around the target
spacecraft to capture images. These images were then used to perform 3D Reconstruction for geometry characterization
of the unknown satellite. The authors investigated popular NeRF, D-NeRF, Instant NeRF, 3D Gaussian Splatting and
4D Gaussian Splatting to reconstruct the spacecraft model. The results concluded that 3D Gaussian Splatting shows the
best run time and reconstruction performance.

3 Methods

3.1 3D Gaussian Splatting

The core idea behind 3D Gaussian Splatting [20] is to treat each point as a 3D Gaussian distribution with a mean
equal to the point’s position and a covariance matrix that determines the shape and orientation of the distribution. The
Gaussian distribution is defined as:

G(x) = e−
1
2 (x)

TΣ−1(x) (1)

where x is a 3D position vector relative to the point’s center, and Σ is the covariance matrix in the world space.

The covariance matrix Σ is a symmetric, positive semi-definite matrix that encodes the shape and orientation of the
Gaussian distribution. It can be decomposed into a rotation matrix R and a scaling matrix S:

Σ = RSSTRT (2)

The rotation matrix R determines the orientation of the Gaussian distribution, while the scaling matrix S controls the
extent of the distribution along each axis.

To render the point set, each Gaussian distribution is projected onto the screen using the camera’s projection matrix.
The projected Gaussian distribution is then rasterized, and its contribution is accumulated in the image buffer. The
projection of the Gaussian distribution is performed by applying a transformation to the covariance matrix according to
(author?) [34]:

Σ′ = JWΣWTJT (3)

where J is the Jacobian matrix of the projection transformation, and W is the world-to-camera transformation matrix.

The projected Gaussian distributions are then rasterized, and their contributions are accumulated in the image buffer.
By accumulating the contributions of all the projected Gaussian distributions, the final image is formed, providing a
smooth and continuous representation of the point set. The resulting image quality can be controlled by adjusting the
size and shape of the Gaussian distributions, as well as the number of points in the set.

3.2 Camera Generation

Given a set of n initial camera poses represented by their 4× 4 transformation matrices Ti, where i ∈ 1, . . . , n, we
aim to generate novel camera viewpoints around a synthetic rendezvous path. Matrix Ti contains right (ri), up (ui),
forward (fi), and camera position vectors (ci), each one is an R3 column vector, as demonstrated in (4).
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Ti =

rxi uxi fxi cxi
ryi uyi fyi cyi
rzi uzi fzi czi
0 0 0 1

 (4)

Nearest point of camera attention. To generate new camera poses, we first estimate a reference point p ∈ R3 that all
initial cameras are roughly pointed towards (we’ll call this the camera attention center). Inspired by (author?) [35], we
formulate this as a nearest point to multiple lines in 3D space least-squares problem:

min
p

∥Ax−C∥22, (5)

where C ∈ R3n×1 is a column vector that concatenates all camera positions [c⊤1 , c
⊤
2 , . . . , c

⊤
n ]

⊤, x =
[p⊤, a1, a2, . . . , an]

⊤ is the solution vector containing the estimated attention center point p ∈ R3 in the first three
elements and scalar values ai represent the parameters of these line equations:

x− cxi
fxi

=
y − cyi
fyi

=
z − czi
fzi

= ai (6)

Expanding this equation yields a point pi on the line corresponding to camera i:
pi = fi · ai + ci (7)

and A ∈ R3n×(n+3) is a block matrix constructed as follows:

A =


I3 −f1 0 · · · 0
I3 0 −f2 · · · 0
...

...
...

. . .
...

I3 0 0 · · · −fn

 (8)

where I3 represents the 3× 3 identity matrix, fi ∈ R3×1 is the column forward vector [fxi, fyi, fzi]⊤ for each camera i,
and 0 denotes a 3× 1 column vector of zeros.

The solution to this least-squares problem can be obtained using standard linear algebra techniques, such as the
pseudoinverse or singular value decomposition (SVD), yielding the estimated camera attention center p. Example of the
solution is shown in Figure 1, where we applied the method to find the center of attention (red) from 84 non-intersecting
camera lines, constructed from original camera positions (blue) and their forward vectors (green).

Figure 1: Nearest point to non-intersecting camera lines

Two methods are provided for generating m novel poses per initial camera, visualized in Figure 2:
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• Circular: For each ci, generate poses c′ij on a circle of radius r in the plane perpendicular to vi = p− ci,
centered at ci. An orthonormal basis ui,wi for this plane is constructed using cross products with vi. The
new positions are parameterized as:

c′ij = ci + r cos(θj)ui + r sin(θj)wi, j ∈ 1, . . . ,m

where θj are equispaced or randomly generated angles in [0, 2π].
• Spherical: For each ci, generate poses c′ij on a sphere of radius r centered at ci. The positions are parameter-

ized using spherical coordinates for j = 1, ...,m:

cij = ci + r

[
sin(ϕj) cos(θj)
sin(ϕj) sin(θj)

cos(ϕj)

]
where ϕj and θj are sampled either randomly or using a Fibonacci lattice [36] for semi-uniform coverage.

(a) Circular, random (b) Circular, equidistant

(c) Spherical, random (d) Spherical, semi-equidistant

Figure 2: Visualization for generation of 64 new cameras with radius 1 from the original camera position. Note that the
sphere is deformed due to scaling difference between x, y, z axes

The forward vectors f ′ij for the new cameras are computed as unit vectors pointing towards p. Finally, the 4x4
transformation matrices T′

ij for the novel poses are constructed by augmenting c′ij , f ′ij , and reusing the original camera
axes, similar to (4).
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3.3 YOLOv5 Ensembling

YOLOv5 [14] is a single-stage object detector selected for use in this research. It has shown the most success in
generalizing to perform component detection on unknown satellites [29]. Further, we choose the “small” architecture,
as it can run at sufficient framerates on current spaceflight hardware. YOLO performs uses a single CNN to map input
image pixels directly to bounding box and class predictions.

The images are input to the YOLO architecture, which consists of a backbone CNN that extracts visual features, a neck
that synthesizes those features, and a head that uses these features to predict the bounding boxes. This head makes a
coarse regular grid on the input image, estimates the probability an object is centered in each grid square, estimates
class probabilities of potential objects in each grid square, and generates a fixed number of bounding box coordinates
and dimensions centered in each grid square. This results in many redundant boxes, of which the least confident of
overlapping boxes are tossed out using non-maximum suppression (NMS).

We implement YOLOv5 using the public GitHub repository [14]. Weights trained for satellite component detection in
[31] is used. The model was trained using the Adam optimizer [37] on the Web Satellite Dataset (WSD) [29]. We test
on a real-life mock-up of a satellite in two cases:

• Known satellite: the object detector has seen the mock-up during training (images do not overlap with training
images)

• Unknown satellite: the object detector has never seen the mock-up during training

This allows us to assess our component detection performance in each case.

Prior research [26, 38, 28] has demonstrated CNN-based object detection is effective but imperfect at detecting
components of satellites, especially unknown satellites. Hence, we propose a novel ensembling technique to improve
performance. The technique is as follows:

1. Capture an image of a satellite from an observer at a known viewing position.

2. Render additional images from observer positions surrounding vantage points using 3D Gaussian Splatting.

3. Process ground truth and 3D-rendered images with YOLOv5 [14] to detect components of satellites in each
viewframe.

4. Ensemble detections from real image and synthetic renders to enhance real-image detections.

The synthetic views and inferences made on them will create an ensemble of predictions. These predictions will be
averaged and used to add confidence to true positive or true negative predictions from the real viewing angle or to
override errors. Ultimately, this results in more accurate and reliable detection of spacecraft components.

3.4 Datasets

Due to the nature of this work, we use two different datasets. The object detection dataset primarily consists of images
from the internet and the 3DGS dataset consists of HIL images of a mockup satellite.

The object detection training dataset consists of 1231 images of satellites, same as the one used in [29]. In each image, if
present, solar panels, antennas, thruster and body are annotated. The dataset is augmented to add random cutout boxes,
Gaussian blur, salt pepper noise, shear and rotation prior to training and testing. A summary of the object detection
dataset containing number of annotations is shown in the figure below.

6



SatSplatYOLO

Figure 3: Object Detection Dataset [29]

The testing dataset for object detection and the 3DGS datasets are the same. They were captured on the ORION testbed
[39]. The ORION testbed consists of a planar Cartesian maneuver kinematics simulator shown in Figure 4. It has
5.5m x 3.5m workspace. The simulator is also equipped with a 2 DOF motion table that can translate up to 0.25 m/s
and accelerate up to 1m/s2. It also offers two custom designed pan-tilt mechanisms that can yaw infinitely and pitch
between +/− 90◦. The target and the chaser spacecraft can be interchanged as needed. The target can be modified to
add different shaped components such as solar panels and antennas. Lighting conditions are simulated by a Hilio D12
LED panel with a color temperature of 5600 K (daylight-balanced) rated for 350 W of power with adjustable intensity.

Figure 4: ORION Testbed [39]

In the images used for this study, the mock-up satellite yaws at 10◦/s and the chaser satellite captures images positioned
5 ft away, simulating V-bar station keeping maneuver. Images are captured at 5◦ increments. To denoise the background
we used a green screen behind the mock-up and performed chroma key compositing to replace green pixels with black.
We set the lighting to 100% to simulate worst case conditions. The results of the test setup after chroma key compositing
is shown below.
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(a) Original Image [32, 33] (b) After Chroma Keying [32, 33]

3.5 Performance Evaluation

Object detection performance will be measured in terms of both classification and localization accuracy. We use the
standard mean average precision (mAP) metrics, mAP@0.5 and mAP@0.5:0.95, as 1-number summaries of object
detection performance.

The quality of the 3D model produced by 3DGS is assessed using the structural similarity index (SSIM), peak
signal-to-noise ratio (PSNR), and learned perceptual image patch similarity (LPIPS) [40].

4 Results

3DGS is trained to produce a 3D representation of the scene by the approach of Nguyen et al. [33] The resulting quality
of that work is replicated, achieving 0.9213 SSIM, 25.52 PSNR, and 0.0796 LPIPS. This is a high-quality model as
seen in the renders it produces in Figure 6.

(a) Generated camera render #19 (b) True camera render (c) Generated camera render #50

Figure 6: High quality render of true camera and 2 of the generated camera array from the same true camera

The SatSplatYOLO ensembling technique is customized to the nature of the satellite component detection task and the
quality of the original object detector for this task. For each of the 84 ground truth camera views, we have 64 renders.
YOLOv5 inference is run on both the ground truth frame and all 64 renders in each case to predict bounding boxes and
their corresponding classifications (solar, body, antenna, or thruster) and confidence score. The goal of the ensembling
is to exploit this batch of detections and enhance the original prediction.

For the detections from all 64 renders, we assign detections with bounding boxes with high mutual intersection over
union (IoU) over a threshold to groups. For groups with sufficiently many detections, we find their majority class
prediction and purity (i.e. the fraction of classifications in agreement with the majority). Groups with purity above a
threshold are retained, and we merge redundant groups with the same classification with IoU over a threshold into one
group. This gives several detection groups with high agreement on class prediction and many bounding boxes clustered
together. The four thresholds here are grid searched for best performance in each case in the table below.

These clusters experience an consistent translation offset due to the approximation of the nearest point algorithm as seen
in Figure 7 (center). We then perform a translation correction by mapping the mean bounding box from the detection
groups to high-confidence YOLOv5 predictions on the original images. The base YOLOv5 model makes nearly no
mistakes in detecting satellite bodies, regardless of whether the target is a known or an unknown satellite, so it is our
typical anchor. In addition, we make no change to body predictions.
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Known Satellite Unknown Satellite

Cameras Radius Precision Recall mAP@0.5 Precision Recall mAP@0.5

Circular 0.1 0.677 0.710 0.692 0.444 0.460 0.402
(random) 0.5 0.672 0.702 0.651 0.502 0.386 0.440

1.0 0.577 0.597 0.548 0.392 0.336 0.361

Circular 0.1 0.720 0.690 0.696 0.440 0.412 0.404
(equidistant) 0.5 0.728 0.704 0.701 0.455 0.400 0.421

1.0 0.633 0.596 0.603 0.435 0.339 0.386

Spherical 1.0 0.710 0.709 0.701 0.450 0.407 0.404
(random) 0.5 0.627 0.700 0.626 0.480 0.390 0.430

1.0 0.579 0.657 0.554 0.550 0.332 0.429

Spherical 0.1 0.695 0.694 0.692 0.469 0.417 0.414
(semi-equidistant) 0.5 0.711 0.688 0.684 0.475 0.400 0.433

1.0 0.740 0.604 0.652 0.590 0.384 0.485
Ground Truth N/A 0.770 0.728 0.758 0.544 0.384 0.432

Table 1: SatSplatYOLO Results for Different Camera Paths. Bolded results are best metrics for each class across 13
different camera configurations and radius combinations. Underlined results are second best.

Finally, we make our corrected predictions. If a render detection group coincides in location with an original detection,
we make its confidence max(conf, purity), replace the bounding box with a weighted average (by confidence and
purity) of the original bounding box and mean bounding box of the group, and assign the group-predicted class. If a
render detection group does not coincide with the location of an original detection, we make a new prediction to correct
original model’s likely false negative. This results further in removing ground truth predictions that do not coincide
with a render detection group, suppressing false positives.

Results are shown in Table 1 for many experimental cases. The left half of the table is for a known satellite (some
images of the satellite mock-up are used to help train the model) and the right half is for an unknown satellite (the model
has never seen the mock-up). In addition, we try all four techniques discussed above for virtual camera positioning
for rendering, each with radius values. We document the precision, recall, mAP@0.5 for each object class and model.
SatSplatYOLO improves results for unknown satellites significantly, but performance on known satellites is better
without SatSplatYOLO.

In Figure 7, we see an example of the ground truth image-based predictions, the rendered image predictions, and the
final predictions corrected for translation errors in the renders and class prediction averaging. In the original image
(left), we see correct detections of the two solar panels, antenna, and body, but there is also a false detection of an
antenna nearly fully overlapping the body. In the rendered images, we see the same 5 predictions, where some the
detections that should correspond to the body are classified as body in some renders and antennas in others. In addition,
the imperfect viewing angle coming from SfM and the nearest point algorithm result in predictable translation errors in
localization. The SatSplatYOLO model combines the original and render predictions to correct the translation error and
then suppresses the incorrect false antenna predictions as a minority class of the ensemble of predictions around the
body.

5 Conclusion

In this work, we have proposed a method SatSplatYOLO for detecting components of satellites by learning a 3D
representation of the model, rendering novel views of the satellite, and ensembling YOLOv5 (small) over it. The
computational costs are sufficiently low to feasibly run on near-term spaceflight hardware, based on image data captured
through one inspection orbit.

This method not only improves prediction accuracy but also provides a first step to reliable pose estimation of unknown
non-cooperative satellites. As long as at least three non-symmetrical objects are detected accurately (per our test
satellite mock-up) during any phase of the mission, the pose of the target RSO can be estimated from the initial 3D
reconstruction. Estimating the pose of the spacecraft this way provides more confidence than most methods in the
literature as it provides a holistic understanding of the scenario.
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Figure 7: YOLOv5 inferences on the original image (left), the 3DGS renders (center), and final SatSplatYOLO
predictions (right).
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