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Abstract

Near-Earth Objects (NEOs) are asteroids, comets and meteoroids in heliocen-

tric orbits with perihelion below 1.3 au. Similarly to the population of the

Main Asteroid Belt, NEOs are primordial bodies and their study can improve

our understanding of the origins of the Solar System. With a catalog of over

30 000 known asteroids and approximately 100 listed short-period comets, the

NEO population represents an inventory of exploration targets reachable with

significantly lower cost than the objects of the Main Asteroid Belt. In addition,

the materials present in these bodies could be used to resupply spacecraft en

route to other destinations. The trajectories of past missions to NEOs have

been designed with the patched-conics technique supplemented by impulsive

and/or low-thrust maneuvers and planetary gravity assist. The transfer times

range from some months to a few years, and the close-approach speeds relative

to the target have been as high as 10 km/s. The design technique described

in this work leverages the invariant structures of the circular restricted three-

body problem (CR3BP) to connect the vicinity of the Earth with NEOs in

low-eccentricity, low-inclination orbits. The fundamental building blocks are

periodic orbits around the collinear points L1 and L2 of the Sun-Earth CR3BP.

These orbits are used to generate paths that follow the associated hyperbolic
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invariant manifolds, exit the sphere of influence of the Earth and reach NEOs

on nearby orbits. The strategy is simple, can be applied to depart either a libra-

tion point orbit or the vicinity of the Earth, and offers attractive performance

features.

Keywords: Circular restricted three-body problem, Hyperbolic invariant

manifolds, Two-body problem, Near-Earth Objects, Rendezvous, Impulsive

maneuvers

1. Introduction

Near-Earth Objects (NEOs) are asteroids (NEAs) and comets (NECs) with

perihelion below 1.3 au [1]. Aphelia of NEAs generally lie within a sphere of

radius 5.2 au, defined by Jupiter’s orbit. Only short-period comets (i.e., orbital

period less than 200 years) are considered NECs [2]. Scientists believe that the

characterization of these objects is key to deepening our understanding of the

origin and evolution of the Solar System, and the source of water on Earth.

These bodies have also received attention because of their proximity to Earth,

which is often associated with collision threats [3, 4]. Lastly, in recent years,

NEOs have gained importance in the context of resource utilization, as in-situ

collection and storage of material available in space could reduce the cost of

space missions [5].

The first spacecraft (S/C) to visit a NEO was NASA’s NEAR Shoemaker

which landed on the surface of 433 Eros in 2001 [6]. This endeavour was fol-

lowed by NASA’s Deep Impact mission to comet Tempel 1 in 2005 [7]. The

same year, JAXA’s Hayabusa probe collected samples from asteroid Itokawa

and delivered them to Earth in 2010 [8]. Also in 2010, Deep Impact’s mis-

sion extension (EPOXI) carried out a flyby with comet Hartley 2 [9]. In 2012,

CNSA’s Change’e 2 executed a close approach with 4179 Toutatis [10]. Between

2018 and 2020, JAXA’s follow-up mission Hayabusa 2 rendezvoused with aster-

oid Ryugu, collected samples of its surface and returned them to Earth [11]. The

S/C is now on an extended mission to asteroid 1998 KY26. NASA’s OSIRIS-
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Rex successfully rendezvoused with Bennu, touched down on its surface in 2020

and extracted samples that were delivered to Earth in 2023 [12, 13]. The probe

is continuing its journey to encounter and study 99942 Apophis in 2029. The

Double Asteroid Redirection Test (DART [14]) by NASA aimed at demonstrat-

ing a method for planetary defense. In 2022, DART collided with Dimorphos,

a satellite of the asteroid Didymos, and shortened its orbital period by 32 min-

utes, proving the effectiveness of the transfer of momentum from the S/C to

the asteroid. The trajectories of these probes were designed using a variety of

techniques, including patched-conics, gravity assist, impulsive and continuous-

thrust maneuvers. The most relevant performance figures of these missions are

summarized in Table 1.

Mission Technique Launch C3 ∆t ∆V Outcome Vr

(km2/s2) (year) (m/s) (km/s)

NEAR [15] GA/PC 25.9 5.0 1176 SL 0

Deep Impact [7] HT 11.75 ∼0.5 - FB+I 10

EPOXI [9] GA/PC extension 8.0 ∼150 FB+I 12.3

Hayabusa [8] LT - 2.5 - SL 0.0

Chang’e 2 [10]
via Moon +

L2 Lissajous
2.2 677 - FB 10.7

Hayabusa 2 [11] GA/LT 21.0 3.6 ∼2000 SL 0.0

OSIRIS-Rex [12] GA/HT 29.3 2.4 ∼900 SL 0.0

DART [16] HT/LT - 0.8 - FB+I 6.0

Table 1: Trajectory information of past missions to NEOs: transfer technique, launch C3,

time of flight to destination (∆t), ∆V budget of deterministic maneuvers, target approach

mode (outcome) and velocity relative to target at arrival (Vr). Meaning of abbreviations and

symbols: GA = gravity assist; PC = patched conics; HT = high thrust; LT = low thrust; FB

= flyby; SL = soft landing; I = impact; - = data not found.

The Asteroid Redirect Mission (ARM [17]) was a solar-electric propulsion

mission proposed by NASA to rendezvous with a large NEA (2011 MD was a

prime candidate), use robotic arms to retrieve a 4-meter boulder, and bring it

into lunar orbit. In fact, methods to rendezvous, retrieve and deliver portions

or entire asteroids to near-Earth space are a major focus of investigations in

the context of missions to NEOs. The trajectory design approaches include
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conventional patched-conics, direct Lambert arcs and gravity assist (GA), and

the propulsion can be chemical (high thrust, HT) or electrical (low-thrust, LT)

(see, e.g., [18, 19, 20, 21, 22]). Notably, Strange et al. [23] provide an extensive

list of NEAs reachable with HT or LT, directly or via GAs, between 2020 and

2024 and accessible for rendezvous or sample collection and return. Human

exploration of NEAs has gained a lot of interest too. Since 2012, NASA has

been updating the Near-Earth Object Human Space Flight Accessible Target

Study (NHATS) database of targets on orbits very close to Earth’s and reachable

by a round-trip mission of limited duration [24]. The trajectory design is carried

out with the method of patched-conics, and employs full-precision ephemerides

for both the S/C and the asteroids. Recently, Sánchez & Yárnoz [25] proposed

a method to drive objects from accessible heliocentric orbits into the Earth’s

neighborhood using LT and the stable invariant manifolds of Lyapunov and

halo orbits. Jorba & Nicolás [26] focused on the capture of NEAs by means of

approximations of the stable manifolds of hyperbolic tori associated with the

L3 point of the Earth-Moon system in the planar Earth-Moon-Sun bicircular

problem.

The use of low-energy trajectories to construct direct transfers and ren-

dezvous opportunities with NEOs has not been addressed in a systematic way.

This work offers a simple approach to identify and design this type of solution.

The method exploits the dynamical and geometrical features of the hyperbolic

invariant manifolds associated with periodic orbits around the collinear equilib-

rium points L1 and L2 of the Sun-Earth circular restricted three-body problem

(CR3BP). These trajectories extend into near-Earth space both inside and out-

side of the terrestrial orbit. They also acquire a phase difference with respect

to Earth’s motion, spanning a wide range of orbital domains and coming in

close proximity to many resident objects. This is evidenced by Fig. 1, depict-

ing the paths of unstable hyperbolic invariant manifolds associated with planar

Lyapunov orbits (PLOs) around L1 (red) and L2 (blue) in the Sun-Earth ro-

tating reference frame (left), and the orbits of several NEOs together with the

terrestrial planets (right). These natural pathways are characterized by low en-
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Figure 1: Left: propagation of branches of hyperbolic invariant manifolds associated with

PLOs around L1 (red) and L2 (blue) in the Sun-Earth rotating reference frame (the green

ring represents the forbidden region for the specific energy level considered). Right: orbits of

several NEOs and the terrestrial planets.

ergies, i.e., low velocities with respect to Earth, which makes them accessible

at very low launch cost. A key feature of the method is the approximation of

these three-body trajectories with heliocentric two-body (2BP) ellipses beyond

a certain distance from Earth. This technique, also called patched CR3BP/2BP

model, was developed to design low-energy transfers between Galilean moons,

simplifying the computation of connections between invariant manifold trajecto-

ries departing and approaching pairs of moons [27, 28, 29, 30]. In a similar way,

in this work the encounter between the S/C and a NEO occurs at the intersec-

tion between the heliocentric osculating Keplerian orbits of the two bodies, and

the rendezvous becomes a simple analytical problem. An impulsive maneuver

at an intersection point yields a zero relative velocity encounter between the

S/C and the target. Since the initial conditions of the trajectory of the S/C are

generated in the Sun-Earth synodic barycentric reference frame, the orientation

in space of the corresponding heliocentric ellipse varies linearly with the depar-

ture epoch. This feature provides a degree of freedom enabling the selection of

the most desirable solutions, for example on the basis of the ∆V budget or the

transfer time ∆t. The methodology was developed in the planar approximation

for low-inclination targets, and subsequently extended to 3D solutions.

5



The paper starts with the definition of the dynamical model for the S/C

(Sect. 2). Section 3 deals with the selection of the target NEOs and the pro-

cessing of their orbital data. Sections 4 and 5 present the methodology and

results for planar and 3D transfers, respectively. Section 6 compares their per-

formance against conventional patched-conics trajectories. Section 7 summa-

rizes and concludes the paper. Preliminary explorations of the method can be

found in Donnarumma [31], and have been presented at the 2nd International

Stardust Conference [32] and at the 74th International Astronautical Congress

[33].

2. Dynamical model

The motion of the S/C starts in the vicinity of the Earth and is governed by

the gravitational attraction of the Sun (mass MS) and the Earth (mass ME),

i.e., the dynamical model is the Sun-Earth-S/C CR3BP. If the gravitational

constant G, the sum MS + ME and the distance d between the primaries are

used as reference magnitudes, the mean motion of the primaries becomes unitary

and their orbital period equals 2π. In the synodic barycentric reference frame,

the Sun and the Earth are located at at (µ,0,0) and (µ−1,0,0), where µ denotes

the mass ratio ME/(MS + ME) of the system (see Fig. 2). Table 2 lists the

relevant physical parameters of the Sun-Earth system.

Figure 2: The Sun-Earth synodic barycentric reference frame (Oxy, rotating frame) and the

barycentric ecliptic J2000.0 reference frame (OXY , inertial frame). O is the barycenter of the

Sun-Earth system, S the Sun and E the Earth.
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Symbol Definition Value Units

GMS Sun’s gravitational parameter 1.3271244 · 1011 km3/s2

GME Earth’s gravitational parameter 3.9860044 · 105 km3/s2

RE Earth’s equatorial radius 6378.1366 km

µ Earth-Sun mass ratio 0.30034806 · 10−5 -

d Earth-Sun distance 149597870 km

Table 2: Physical parameters of the Sun-Earth system used in this work [34].

Figure 3 illustrates families of PLOs around the two collinear equilibrium

points L1 and L2. Each set contains 50 orbits equally spaced in Jacobi constant

CJ between 3.00056 (y amplitude≃ 3·106 km) and 3.00089 (y amplitude≃ 9·103

km).

Figure 3: Families of 50 PLOs around L2 (left) and L1 (right) in the synodic barycentric

reference frame.

The PLOs serve to generate two types of trajectories:

• Outward branches of hyperbolic invariant manifolds (MTs) (200 trajecto-

ries for each PLO). They are determined and propagated using standard

methods. An initial state is generated by applying a small perturbation in

the outward direction of the unstable eigenvector of the monodromy ma-

trix of the PLO after appropriate time transformation through the state

transition matrix (see e.g., [35]), followed by globalization of the manifold
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by forward time propagation;

• Transit orbits (TOs), obtained from 70 × 70 equally-spaced points of a

rectangular grid bounding the PLO (Fig. 4). Each point internal to the

PLO (orange markers) is the start of a TO with the same CJ as the PLO.

The direction of the initial velocity is parallel (L1) or anti-parallel (L2)

to the x-axis1. In this way, the TOs drive the S/C away from the Earth

forward in time along paths contained in the outward invariant manifold

branch with the same CJ . The initial states of the TOs are propagated

backwards in time (i.e., towards the Earth). The trajectories that cross

a circular parking orbit at 300 km altitude are retained (red markers in

Fig. 4), the others are discarded. Figure 5 shows the characteristic launch

energies (C3) of the retained TOs, computed in the Earth-S/C 2BP. The

number of retained TOs varies with the amplitude (hence, the value of

CJ) of the PLO. Only the first 20 Lyapunov orbits of each family provide

solutions that reach Earth’s vicinity (Fig. 6).

Figure 4: Generation of initial conditions for TOs inside a PLO with CJ = 3.00057: initial

70 x 70 grid (gray), internal points (orange), accepted internal points that connect with a

300-km altitude circular orbit around the Earth (red). For the sake of clarity, the two axes

have been drawn with different scales.

1Other choices are possible because the position and the Jacobi constant only constrain

the magnitude of the velocity.
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Figure 5: Characteristic launch energies of the TOs associated with L1 (left) and L2 (right).

Figure 6: Number of TOs that reach a 300 km Earth’s parking orbit per equilibrium point as

a function of CJ .

The accepted TOs and all the MTs are propagated forward in time until

they intersect an Earth-centered circle, called circle of influence (CI, Fig. 7)

whose radius rCI equals 2 773 940 km or three times rSoI = d (ME/MS)
2/5,

the radius of the Laplace sphere of influence of the Earth. This choice ensures

that the CI encloses all the PLOs of the two families, as shown in Fig. 8.

MTs and TOs represent different mission opportunities. MTs can be used,

for example, to depart the vicinity of an equilibrium point, whereas TOs are

direct trajectories from a geocentric parking orbit. The two types span the same

energy levels, but while MTs initially stay close to the LPO, TOs pass through

it and reach the CI directly, resulting in faster transfers (see Fig. 9).

The state vectors of MTs and TOs at the CI are collected and transformed

9



Figure 7: Left: propagation of TOs from the the accepted grid points towards the parking

orbit (backward) and the CI (forward). Right: forward propagation of the outward branches

of two MTs until they cross the CI.

Figure 8: The two families of PLOs and the CI.

to the heliocentric ecliptic J2000.0 reference frame. In this operation, the dis-

tance between the barycenter of the Sun-Earth system and the center of the

Sun is neglected. The longitude of the perihelion of the osculating heliocentric

ellipses depends on the date of CI crossing, and varies at a constant rate equal

to the mean motion nES of the Sun-Earth system. Semimajor axis, eccentricity

and true anomaly depend entirely on the state vector at the CI in the synodic

frame. This is sketched in Fig. 10 which shows two osculating ellipses corre-

sponding to the same three-body state vector at two different CI crossing times,

t1 and t2 (resulting from two different departure dates on the same CR3BP
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Figure 9: Transfer times from each departure location to the CI for each trajectory type.

trajectory). The shapes of the two orbits are identical, and they share the same

true anomaly at CI crossing. The directions of the lines of apsides are related

through ωS/C(t2) = ωS/C(t1)+nES(t2− t1), where ωS/C is the longitude of the

perihelion of the S/C’s orbit. The value of this parameter depends on the angle

(α in Fig. 2) between the synodic frame and the inertial frame at the time of

CI crossing. This angle is zero at the Spring Equinox, whose reference epoch is

2460024.3917 JD = 2023-Mar-20 21:24:00 UTC. This date is used to determine

the instantaneous orientation of the x-axis of the synodic frame.

3. NEOs: orbital data and dynamical model

The orbital parameters of the candidate targets for rendezvous have been ex-

tracted from the Solar System Dynamics Minor Bodies Database [36], which on

July 30, 2023 listed orbital data for 32 396 asteroids and comets with perihelion
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Figure 10: Effect of the CI crossing time (t1 < t2) on the longitude of the perihelion ωS/C of

an osculating heliocentric orbit obtained from the same CR3BP state vector at the CI.

below 1.3 au. Retaining only objects with ecliptic inclination ≤ 5◦, perihelion

distance ≥ 0.9 au and aphelion distance ≤ 1.1 au yields a set of 72 asteroids

(Table 3). The semimajor axes range from 0.971 to 1.058 au, while the eccen-

tricities span the interval [0.039, 0.0898]. Figure 11 shows the distribution of

orbital inclinations and the intervals of heliocentric distances swept by the 72

orbits. All data are given in the heliocentric ecliptic J2000.0 reference frame

with osculation epoch t0 = 2460000.5 JD = 2023-Feb-25 00:00:00 UTC. The

dynamical model for the NEOs is the Sun-asteroid 2BP.

1 = 459872 16 = 2012 LA 31 = 2017 FT102 46 = 2020 HO5 61 = 2022 NX1

2 = 1991 VG 17 = 2012 TF79 32 = 2017 HU49 47 = 2020 MU1 62 = 2022 OB5

3 = 2000 SG344 18 = 2013 BS45 33 = 2018 FM3 48 = 2020 RB4 63 = 2022 RS1

4 = 2003 YN107 19 = 2013 GH66 34 = 2018 PK21 49 = 2020 VN1 64 = 2022 RD2

5 = 2006 JY26 20 = 2013 RZ53 35 = 2018 PN22 50 = 2020 WY 65 = 2022 RW3

6 = 2006 QQ56 21 = 2014 DJ80 36 = 2018 PM28 51 = 2021 AT2 66 = 2023 FY3

7 = 2006 RH120 22 = 2014 QD364 37 = 2018 WV1 52 = 2021 AK5 67 = 2023 GQ1

8 = 2008 KT 23 = 2014 WU200 38 = 2019 FV2 53 = 2021 CZ4 68 = 2023 GT1

9 = 2008 UA202 24 = 2014 WX202 39 = 2019 GF1 54 = 2021 GM1 69 = 2023 HM4

10 = 2010 JW34 25 = 2015 JD3 40 = 2019 KJ2 55 = 2021 LF6 70 = 2023 HG11

11 = 2010 VQ98 26 = 2015 XZ378 41 = 2019 PO1 56 = 2021 RZ3 71 = 2023 LE

12 = 2011 BL45 27 = 2016 GK135 42 = 2020 CD3 57 = 2021 RG12 72 = 2023 LG2

13 = 2011 MD 28 = 2016 RD34 43 = 2020 FA1 58 = 2021 VH2

14 = 2011 UD21 29 = 2016 YR 44 = 2020 GE 59 = 2021 VX22

15 = 2012 FC71 30 = 2017 BN93 45 = 2020 HF4 60 = 2022 BY39

Table 3: Candidate targets: primary designation and object index assigned in this work.
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Figure 11: Orbital inclinations (left) and perihelion - aphelion ranges (right) of the 72 selected

NEOs.

4. Planar impulsive rendezvous

Neglecting the gravitational attraction of the Earth outside the CI trans-

forms the design of a direct transfer to a NEO into a search for intersec-

tions between confocal ellipses. In the planar approximation, the selected low-

inclination targets and the S/C move in the ecliptic plane. Hence, the ren-

dezvous occurs at the intersection between their coplanar confocal elliptical

orbits. The solution of this mathematical problem is due to [37] and was re-

cently applied to design transfers between giant planet moons [27, 28, 29, 30].

The semimajor axis and the eccentricity of the orbits of the two bodies, and the

angle between the two periapses determine the number of intersection points.

As shown in Fig. 12, which portrays two elliptical orbits with their arguments of

perihelion ωNEO and ωS/C , the number of intersection points can be 0, 1 (tan-

gential intersections A = B) or 2 (A ̸= B) depending on the relative sizes and

orientations of the ellipses. The tangential case corresponds to the rendezvous

impulse ∆V# = VS/C −VNEO with the smallest magnitude (see, e.g., [27]).

The longitude of the orbit perihelion for the NEO is fixed at the value cor-

responding to the osculation epoch. For the S/C this quantity is a function

of the CI crossing date, which ultimately depends on the departure date. The

latter is computed a posteriori on the basis of the rendezvous requirements,
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Figure 12: Number of intersection points between confocal coplanar ellipses for different

mutual orientations: 0 (left), 1 (center), 2 (right).

as shown later2. The range of values of the longitude of the perihelion of the

orbit of the S/C for which intersections with the target orbit exist can be de-

termined analytically (see [27]). This range is sampled with a uniform step ∆ω,

and each value (denoted ωd meaning desired ω) is used to compute the position

of the intersection point(s) between the elliptical orbits. The time of passage

of the target NEO through the rendezvous point determines the rendezvous

date t# (Fig. 13 left). From this epoch, the (desired) time tCI of CI crossing

is computed. This date is associated with a value (denoted ωr or real ω) of

the longitude of the perihelion of the S/C orbit. A non-zero ωe = | ωd − ωr |

yields a non-zero rendezvous distance ∆r# between the S/C and the target at

t# (Fig. 13 middle). ∆r# depends on ωe and the eccentricity of the two orbits.

In the limit case of zero eccentricity and orbital radius = r for both the S/C

and the target, ∆r# = 2r sin(ωe/2), which for ωe = 0.01◦ and r = 1 au gives

∆r# ≃ 104 km. Therefore, limiting the value of ωe (by discarding solutions for

which this quantity exceeds a pre-assigned threshold) leads to encounters with

an acceptable close-approach distance ∆r#. Then, ∆V# and the total transfer

time ∆t can be used to characterize the performance of a rendezvous trajectory

with the given target.

Note that ∆r# can be reduced to zero, for instance, by computing the Lam-

2The autonomous character of the CR3BP ensures freedom in the choice of the departure

date.
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Figure 13: Left: Ideal S/C transfer and rendezvous with ωS/C = ωd. Middle: real S/C

transfer with ωS/C = ωr. Right: Two-impulse transfer through the solution of Lambert’s

problem between tCI and t#.

bert arc between the position of the S/C at tCI and that of the asteroid at t#,

leading to a two-impulse transfer, i.e., ∆VCI at the CI and ∆V′
# at rendezvous

(Fig. 13 right). Alternatively, ∆r# can be reduced or eliminated by replacing

the impulsive rendezvous maneuver (∆V#) with a LT transfer.

The strategy outlined above has been applied to all the combinations of

target orbits and S/C trajectories (MTs and TOs from L1 and L2). The simula-

tions have been conducted with sampling intervals ∆ω of 0.4◦ and ωe = 0.02◦.

Setting an upper limit of 1500 m/s on the magnitude of ∆V# yields close to

70 000 rendezvous trajectories to a subset of 24 asteroids from the initial list.

Table 4 lists the number of solutions and the features of the transfers with

the best performance for each target and trajectory type: i.e., minimum ∆V#

(∆V#m) and corresponding transfer time, minimum ∆t (∆tm) and correspond-

ing rendezvous impulse, and the minimum ∆r# (∆r#m). Figure 14 illustrates

six solutions from the set. Table 5 compares the magnitude ∆V# of the ren-

dezvous maneuver with the cost of the two-impulse transfer (∆VCI , ∆V ′
#) for

the six cases portrayed in Fig. 14.
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Figure 14: Examples of planar rendezvous trajectories.

5. Extension to 3D impulsive rendezvous trajectories

Impulsive rendezvous trajectories taking into account the 3D orientation

(inclination, longitude of the ascending node, argument of perihelion) of the

17



Case ∆V# ∆VCI ∆V ′
#

(m/s) (m/s) (m/s)

a 332.1 0.46 332.6

b 995.5 20.5 992.8

c 693.6 1.11 694.6

d 405.7 0.15 405.5

e 131.9 0.03 131.9

f 959.5 10.1 962.2

Table 5: Magnitude of the rendezvous maneuver (second column) and cost of the two-impulse

transfer (third and fourth column) for the six cases portrayed in Fig. 14.

orbit of the candidate NEO have been designed by computing the intersections

between confocal non-coplanar elliptical orbits, one with fixed orbital elements

(NEO) and the other lying on the ecliptic plane and oriented as determined by

the date of CI crossing. Under this assumption, the intersection must occur at

either node of the target’s orbit. However, the correct phasing is not guaranteed

a priori. The algorithm adjusts the CI crossing date (which determines the

departure date) and calculates a ballistic heliocentric arc connecting the CI

with a node of the target’s orbit. A Lambert solver computes the necessary

impulses at the CI (∆V1) and the rendezvous point (∆V2) (see Fig. 15).

The simulations consider both types of trajectories (MTs and TOs) using

a discretization of 5 days for the CI crossing date and setting bounds of 2.5

km/s for the total transfer impulse (∆V = ∆V1 + ∆V2) and 1.2 years for the

time of flight. The results are summarized in Tables 6 and 7, which for each

accessible target and trajectory type yields the number of solutions obtained,

minimum ∆V (∆Vm) and corresponding transfer time, fastest transfer (∆tm)

and corresponding ∆V . Figure 16 illustrates the ecliptic projection and the 3D

view of two trajectories.
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Figure 15: Schematic representation of a two-impulse transfer to rendezvous with a target in

an inclined orbit. The encounter takes place at one of the nodes.
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Figure 16: Example of spatial rendezvous trajectories: ecliptic projection (left) and 3D view

(right).

6. Comparison with patched-conics solutions

The performance of the 3D low-energy impulsive transfers via TOs described

in this contribution have been compared with the trajectories of the mission

concept study carried out within NASA’s Planetary Science Decadal Survey

devoted to NEAs [23]. It provides direct, HT rendezvous trajectories with launch

dates between 1-Jan-2020 and 1-Jan-2025, maximum flight time to the target

of 5 years, launch C3 below 25 km2/s2, and rendezvous ∆V under 3 km/s.

NASA’s solutions are computed using a simplified, suboptimal, patched-conics

approximation and then optimized with respect to the delivered S/C mass at

rendezvous via Sequential Quadratic Programming. The work of Strange et al.

[23] was published in 2010, when the majority of the asteroids considered in this
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work were yet to be discovered. As a result, the intersection of the two datasets

contains only two targets: 2003 YN107 (object index 4) and 2006 QQ56 (object

index 6). Table 8 compares total transfer ∆V , time of flight ∆t and launch C3

from Appendix C of [23] against the 3D TO/L1 transfers with the lowest ∆V

(see Table 6) to the same targets. Note that the solutions by Strange et al. [23]

launch approximately 2.5 years earlier than those obtained in this work.

The cost of the rendezvous with 2003 YN107 is significantly higher when

traveling via a TO (2321 m/s versus 1250 m/s), but this disadvantage is partially

offset by a lower launch energy. Assuming a 300-km altitude circular departure

orbit, the two values of the launch energy (0.13 km2/s2 and 6.30 km2/s2) map

into departure ∆V ’s of 3212 m/s and 3490 m/s. Thus, the net advantage of

NASA’s solution is 793 m/s. Note, however, that this comes at the expense

of a much longer transfer duration (almost double). It is generally possible

to reduce propellant consumption by increasing the time of flight, so it is not

surprising that the longer transfer is more efficient. Note also that the search

for feasible trajectories limited the time of flight to 1.2 years. The limit made

it impossible to find a close match of NASA’s solution, but it is not an intrinsic

limitation of the methodology. Raising the maximum time of flight for the search

enables revisiting the intersection points of the heliocentric ellipses once per

orbital period of the S/C. Thus, additional phasing conditions can be analyzed

for improved fuel-efficiency. This enables a comprehensive exploration of the

solution space, making the technique quite versatile.

The trajectory to 2006 QQ56 proposed in this work (see also case h, Fig. 16)

outperforms the solution by [23] in all aspects (shorter duration and lower total

impulse). This demonstrates the ability of the new technique to find highly-

efficient solutions, even when the time of flight is constrained. It is a valuable

tool to expand the solution space covered by more traditional methods.
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Object 2003 YN107 (index 4) 2006 QQ56 (index 6)

Source Ref. [23] This work Ref. [23] This work

∆V (m/s) 1250 2321 1885 1575

∆t (day) 621 346 621 193

C3 (km2/s2) 6.30 0.13 5.90 0.13

Launch date 2019-Dec-19 2022-Mar-26 2020-Sep-02 2023-Mar-31

Arrival date 2021-Aug-26 2023-Mar-06 2022-May-07 2023-Oct-11

Table 8: Performance features of the direct rendevouz trajectories to the same two targets

computed by Strange et al. [23] and in this work.

7. Discussion and conclusions

The present contribution proposes a simple and efficient technique to sys-

tematically generate low-energy impulsive rendezvous trajectories to Near-Earth

Objects on low-eccentricity, low-inclination orbits. The dynamical model is the

patched Sun-Earth circular restricted three-body problem / Sun-spacecraft two-

body problem. Hence, the influence of the Sun is incorporated along the entire

path. Two types of initial conditions are considered: departures from planar

Lyapunov orbits around Sun-Earth L1 or L2 via outward branches of the associ-

ated hyperbolic invariant manifolds, and launches from a 300-km altitude circu-

lar orbit via selected transit orbits (trajectories internal to the same hyperbolic

invariant manifolds). Thus, two mission scenarios are accommodated: direct

Earth departures and transfers from an intermediate gateway near a Lagrange

point. The two types of trajectories exhibit different performance characteris-

tics, particularly in terms of time of flight. Earth departures are generally faster

due to their specific geometrical characteristics.

The heliocentric osculating two-body orbit obtained by transforming the

state of the spacecraft at the crossing of Earth’s sphere of influence lies on the

ecliptic plane. The mean motion of the orbit of the Earth around the Sun along

with the departure date determine the longitude of the perihelion of such orbit,
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providing a fundamental degree of freedom (the optimization variable) of the

method, which calculates geometrical intersections between the elliptical orbits

of the spacecraft and the target (in the planar case, the latter is projected on the

ecliptic). Thus, when the rendezvous conditions are met, the transfer requires a

single impulsive maneuver at arrival, the cost of which depends on the choice of

the intersection point used for the encounter. The extension of the method to

inclined target orbits introduces a Lambert arc between the sphere of influence

of the Earth and one of the nodes of the orbit of the target, requiring two

impulses.

In 2D, the identification of the rendezvous conditions is an analytical problem

that can be solved in closed form. The ∆V -optimal transfer automatically

emerges from the variation of the departure date as part of the search for the

rendezvous conditions. The simple dependence of the orbital elements of the

heliocentric orbit of the spacecraft on the departure state and date helps reduce

the computational burden. Furthermore, the propagation of transit orbits and

invariant manifold trajectories to the boundary of the sphere of influence of the

Earth needs to be carried out only once. All these features make the method

computationally efficient. The entire simulation for 72 candidate targets using

the full set of invariant manifolds and transit orbits through both libration

points took approximately 40 minutes in a mid-range laptop when programmed

in the Fortran language.

It is important to note that the method here described identifies all the

direct rendezvous opportunities that exist in the selected conditions (resolution,

tolerances and maximum allowed ∆V budget and transfer time) at the chosen

energy levels and in the approximation offered by the dynamical model. Hence,

an extension to include other types of departure conditions would lead to a

general tool capable of generating optimal direct interplanetary trajectories.

The patched three-body/two-body approximation adopted is at least as ac-

curate as the conventional patched-conics approach. Hence, it is suitable for

feasibility analyses, and its results can be refined with an ephemeris model for

higher-fidelity mission design. The impulsive maneuvers can be replaced with

25



low-thrust arcs without altering the transfer times (see [33]), reducing the pro-

pellant consumption due to the higher specific impulse. The direct rendezvous

trajectories described in this contribution can be viewed also as the building

blocks of more complex mission scenarios, such as sample return operations

and asteroid tours. Furthermore, the ∆V budgets and transfer times easily

meet with the requirements set by NASA on the search for targets accessible by

crewed missions [24].

The 3D trajectories from Earth to two neighboring asteroids via transit

orbits have been benchmarked against direct optimal patched-conics transfers

from a NASA study of accessible targets [23]. The test demonstrated the po-

tential of the new method to find solutions that compare favorably in terms of

time or flight and/or propellant consumption relative to traditional approaches,

while requiring only modest computational resources.
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