arXiv:2501.02667v1 [cs.RO] 5 Jan 2025

Markov Decision Processes for Satellite Maneuver
Planning and Collision Avoidance

William Kuhl, Jun Wang, Duncan Eddy, Mykel J. Kochenderfer
Stanford University
496 Lomita Mall
Durand Building
Stanford, California 94305
billkuhl, jun2026, deddy, mykel @stanford.edu

Abstract—This paper presents a decentralized, online planning
approach for scalable maneuver planning for large constella-
tions. While decentralized, rule-based strategies have facilitated
efficient scaling, optimal decision-making algorithms for satel-
lite maneuvers remain underexplored. As commercial satellite
constellations grow, there are benefits of online maneuver plan-
ning, such as using real-time trajectory predictions to improve
state knowledge, thereby reducing maneuver frequency and
conserving fuel. We address this gap in the research by treating
the satellite maneuver planning problem as a Markov decision
process (MDP). This approach enables the generation of optimal
maneuver policies online with low computational cost. This
formulation is applied to the low Earth orbit collision avoid-
ance problem, considering the problem of an active spacecraft
deciding to maneuver to avoid a non-maneuverable object. We
test the policies we generate in a simulated low Earth orbit
environment, and compare the results to traditional rule-based
collision avoidance techniques.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The number of satellites in low earth orbit (LEO) has
increased as corporations gain access to affordable space
launch. This increase in constellations and other missions
heightens the potential for collisions between active satellites
and non-maneuverable objects. To mitigate this risk, satellite
constellation operators execute maneuvers frequently. For
instance, in a six-month period SpaceX’s starlink constelation
executed over 25,000 maneuvers in 2021 and 50,000 in
2024 [1, 2].

Current maneuver planning methods use fixed rule-based
policies or offline methods that do not sufficiently account
for potential information updates, often leading to suboptimal
outcomes. This paper demonstrates how optimized decision-
making algorithms can enhance the planning of collision
avoidance maneuvers. It specifically addresses the problem
of how far in advance a satellite operator should maneuver to
minimize fuel cost and probability of collision.
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Figure 1. Simulated encounters between a satellite and
piece of debris. The line at P, = 10~° represents a common
operator defined risk threshold. As the time until closest
approach decreases P, is updated to reflect new state
estimates.

Traditionally, collision avoidance maneuvers are planned us-
ing algorithms run on terrestrial computers, with plans up-
loaded to spacecraft in advance of projected collisions [3]. As
communication with satellites in LEO approaches real-time,
operators can wait to receive more information updates before
planning a maneuver. Recently, some constellation operators
have switched to online collision avoidance algorithms that
run continuously on satellites [4]. Whether computed on-
orbit or terrestrially, current algorithms use rule-based poli-
cies to decide if and when a maneuver is necessary.

When a potential collision is imminent, the U.S. Space
Force’s 18th or 19th Space Defense Squadron will issue a
Conjunction Data Message (CDM) to the satellite operators
as a source of information to help them plan maneuvers to re-
duce their probability of collision. Based on the information
in a CDM and any additional knowledge of their spacecraft’s
state, operators decide how to mitigate collision risk. The
probability of collision can fluctuate in CDM updates as the
time of closest approach nears. This requires operators to
weigh the benefits of early maneuvers, which may incur lower
fuel costs, against the need for more accurate data. While
the probability of collision for many encounters ultimately
falls below a risk threshold after state updates, waiting for
these updates sometimes results in a satellite executing a
late maneuver with greater fuel expenditure. An example of
how the probability of collision P, changes as the time until
closest approach ¢ decreases is shown in Fig. 1.



There has been extensive work in spacecraft maneuver plan-
ning for close proximity operations. Silvestrini and Lavagna
use a model-based reinforcement learning approach with
inverse reinforcement learning and long short-term memory
algorithms for the guidance and control of distributed forma-
tion flying missions [5]. Bevilacqua et al. outline the use of
linear quadratic regulators and artificial potential functions
for autonomous proximity maneuvering [6].

Recently, there have been several studies into online and on-
board methods for autonomous collision avoidance. SpaceX
and NASA present an experiment to test the close approach
encounters between the Starlink constellation and NASA’s
Starling formation [4]. Slater et al. detail collision avoidance
methods for formation flight in LEO [7]. Stoll et al. discuss
the impact of external satellite and debris state information
sources for the operations of small satellites [8].

Markov decision process and reinforcement learning methods
have been presented to solve the Earth-observing satellite task
planning problem. Eddy and Kochenderfer apply decision-
making techniques in the context of image collection plan-
ning [9]. Herrmann and Schaub apply reinforcement learning
and Monte Carlo methods also in the context of the Earth-
observing satellite scheduling problem [10, 11].

This paper specifically investigates how far in advance of a
projected conjunction a satellite operator should execute an
evasive maneuver to minimize both fuel cost and collision
probability given an incoming series of information updates.
We propose multiple methods for solving this problem within
the framework of Markov decision processes (MDPs). An
MDP formulation enables the use of powerful decision-
making tools. This paper analyzes how these methods per-
form when tasked with mitigating risk of a potential collision
between a satellite and a non-maneuverable object. This
paper’s focus is on practical methods for satellite collision
avoidance that only depend on the information in CDMs.

2. MARKOV DECISION PROCESS
FORMULATION

A Markov decision process (MDP) is a general framework
for solving decision-making problems. An agent at a state
chooses an action, receives a reward, and transitions to the
next state with some probability [12]. An MDP is defined by
a state space S, an action space .4, a transition function 7',
and a reward function R:

M= (S, AT R) ey

This paper examines the case where an operator-controlled
satellite (the chief satellite), approaches a piece of unpowered
debris (the deputy satellite). There is uncertainty in the chief
and deputy state at the time of closest approach. As the time
of closest approach nears, state information is periodically
updated with increasing precision.

State Space

We define the state space S as the information an operator
would receive in a typical CDM

s = (t,Ic,Id,Ec,Ed,Tc,Td) (2)

The variable ¢t € [0, 72] is the time (in hours) until the closest
approach between the chief and deputy. The state contains

the chief’s Earth centered inertial (ECI) position and velocity
z., the deputy’s ECI position and velocity coordinates x4,
and respective covariance matrices X, and 4. The hardbody
radii of the chief . and deputy r, are also included in the
state variable.

The chief and deputy ECI Coordinates are vectors of the
satellite’s three-dimensional position and velocity defined as

T = (xayvzaj:7y72> (3)

Action Space

The action space is A = {wait, maneuver}. At each discrete
step, the chief satellite . chooses from the set of feasible
actions A. For every case where ¢ > 0, the chief must decide
whether to execute an evasive maneuver or to wait for another
state update. We limit the evasive maneuver thrusts to along-
track and anti-along track, and execute the evasive maneuver
according to the policy in Appendix A.

When ¢ = 0 the satellites have already crashed or not, no
action is necessary.

Transition Function

The transition function 7'(s,a) defines a distribution from
which the next state is sampled. This distribution encodes
how we simulate potential state updates over time. As pre-
viously discussed, the chief is actively controlled and tracked
frequently, while the deputy is non-maneuverable and tracked
sporadically. Hyperparameter pops represents the probability
the deputy is observed. If the deputy is observed, the deputy
state x4 is updated and the deputy covariance Y. is scaled by
(1—kq). The scalar kg is sampled from a uniform distribution
over the range [K4iower; Kd,upper). The chief’s covariance is
scaled by (1—k.) every state update. This behavior is defined
by the equations:

t+—t—8 )
Te N(mc, Ec) (5)
za ~ N(zg, £q) ©
Yo = Ne(1 — k) )
kg ~ U(kd)lowen kd,upper) ®)
e (0 o

Eq. (4) advances the time until closest approach by 8 hours.
Eq. (5) updates the chief state x, by sampling the normal
distribution defined by x. and X.. Eq. (6) similarly updates
x4 by sampling the normal distribution defined by x4 and
>4. Eq. (7) updates the next agent covariance state Y.
by decreasing it by factor k.. Eq. (9) updates the deputy
covariance with probability pops. The hardbody radii r. and
rq remain unchanged.

Reward Function

The reward function R(s, a) defines the reward (if positive)
or penalty (if negative) for a given state and action. We design
the reward function to penalize the agent for expending fuel to
maneuver or assuming too much risk. These negative rewards
are defined by the change in velocity Av required to mitigate
the probability of collision P.. The agent also receives a
large penalty if P, is above a threshold P ireshold at ¢ = 0
associated with a failure to properly mitigate the collision
risk.



The cost to maneuver Ryaeyver 1S the minimum Aw required
at the time a CDM is received tcpy to ensure P < P threshold
at t = 0. Because z. is the chief position at t = 0, we
backpropagate it to tcpm. Thrust Av is then applied such that
P. < P, hreshola When . is propagated forward to ¢ = 0.
The total Av used is the cost to maneuver. Appendix A
describes the specific algorithm used to calculate this cost.
The probability of collision is calculated based on the method
outlined by Foster [13]. The reward policy is outlined in
Table 1.

Table 1. MDP State-Action Rewards

Reward Condition
Roanecuver t # 0 and ¢ = maneuver
crash t = 0and Pc > Pc,thresh.old
otherwise
Solution Methods

To solve this problem, we use Monte Carlo tree search
(MCTS) [12]. MCTS is an online method that calculates the
optimal action from a current state by exploring the set of
reachable future states. MCTS extracts the optimal action
from the state-action space ()(s,a) with state s € S and
action a € A. The optimal action apey is the action that
maxizes () at state s

(pest = argmax,Q(s, a) (10)

In MCTS, the state-action space is explored by sampling
actions from known states. When an action is sampled,
MCTS samples the next state s’ from T'(s,a). If s’ has not
been visited before, it is added to the set of visited states V'
and returns 0, otherwise a new action a’ is sampled at the new
state. The reward R(s,a) plus the the returned value from
explored states discounted by v € [0, 1] is used to update the
state-action value function (s, a). Each time a state-action
pair is sampled, a count variable N (s, a) is incremented by
one. This process of sampling is executed N* times, after

which the action that maximizes Q(s, a) is returned.

Due to the high degree of uncertainty in the transition func-
tion and the continuous state space, it is extremely improba-
ble that a state will be sampled more than once. This results
in a search tree that never reaches a depth of more than one
timestep ahead which is not sufficient to model future risk.

To address this issue, we modify the MCTS algorithm by
replacing Q(s, a) with a time-action value function Q:(t, a)
and a corresponding time-action count Ny (¢,a). Because
transitions between the time element of the state are deter-
ministic, MCTS using Q); will re-visit time states frequently
and will sample multiple timesteps in the future. Algorithm 1
provides this modified implementation of MCTS.

MCTS: Limited Horizon— As the cost for maneuvering
Rianeuver 18 determined by orbital dynamics, the hyperpa-
rameter R, determines how much risk the chief is willing
to accept. If Rensn is too large, the chief maneuvers early
whenever a potential collision is sampled, no matter how
improbable. If this penalty is too small, however, there is
a greater risk a collision will take place. A suitable Rcrash
can be determined by conducting a search over simulated
close encounters. However, without algorithmic guarantees
of safety many trials are required to verify the risk assumed
by deploying MCTS is within acceptable bounds.

Algorithm 1 Monte Carlo Tree Search

1: function SIMULATE(s, V, Ny, Q)
2 t7xC7xd72C7Ed7TC7r(i S
3 if (t,a) ¢ V V a € Athen
4: fora € Ado

S: tht, ag +~—0

6 Q¢(t,a) < 0.0

7 V< VU{(ta)}
8: end for

9: return 0, Ny, Q;

10: end if

11: if t = 0 then

12: return R(s, a)

13: end if

14: a < EXPLORE(S)

15: s« T(s,a)

16: r < R(s,a)

17: q < r + ySIMULATE(s', V, N;, Q¢)

18: Ni(t,a) <= Ni(t,a) + 1

19: Qt(t; a) <~ Qt(tva) + (q - %)
20: return q, V;, Q¢

21: end function
22: function MCTS(sg,7)

23: t,l’ml'd,zc,zd,rc,?"d < S0

24: KNtht<_®7®a®

25: for n < NI do

2% g, Ny, (i < SIMULATE(s0, V, Ny, Q)
27: n+<n+1

28: end for

29: return a < argmax,Q:(t, a)

30: end function
31: function RUNSEQUENCE(s)

32: t7x67xd52672d7rcard s
33: while ¢ > 0 do

34: a <+ MCTS(s)

35: if « = maneuver then

36: Rianeuver < R(S, CL)
37: return R aneuvers S, @
38: else

39: s = RECIEVESTATEUPDATE(s)
40: end if

41: end while

42: if PC(S) > Pc,lhreshold then
43: return R g, S, wait

44: else

45: return 0, s, wait

46: end if

47: end function

We propose a modification to Algorithm 1 which guarantees
the same level of risk as rule-based planners while only
considering penalties that come from system dynamics. A
floor on risk is set by limiting the planning horizon to one
timestep before the time of closest approach. This is achieved
by replacing “0” in Line 11 and Line 33 with ¢;axgepn. The
final reward is then the cost of maneuvering at maxdeptn if
P. < P, threshold and 0 otherwise.

Exploration Policies

A key component of MCTS is the method used to select the
next action when sampling future rewards. Because MCTS
uses a limited number of simulation, a heuristic policy is
required to select the next action to test. In Algorithm 1 this
is represented as the function “explore” in Line 14. As a part
of testing MCTS with a full horizon and limited horizon, we



incorporate two different exploration heuristics: UCB1 and
stochastic depth.

UCBI—A common heuristic for exploring the state-action
space is the UCB1 algorithm [12]. Detailed in Algorithm 2,
UCBI1 uses the exploration constant ¢ along with the number
of times a state action pair has been visited and the utility
of that pair. This balances exploration of unexplored areas
with the exploration of areas with the best utility. This works
very well in a model with a large state-space, and is often the
default exploration policy for MCTS.

Algorithm 2 Exploration Heuristic: UCB1

1: function BONUS(/Vy, t, a)

2 if N:(t,a) = 0 then

3: return oo

4 else

5 Nt,sum <~ Za Nt(ta a)

6: return ./ 713@](?@“

7: end if

8: end function

9: function EXPLORE(S)

10: ta ICaxdvzcaEdaT.Ca{rd s

11: return argmax,, (Q(t, a) + ¢ X BONUS(IV¢, t, a))

12: end function

Stochastic Depth Heuristic— Because future states have
greater uncertainty, there is increased variance in their po-
tential values. Because of this, more information is gained by
sampling states far in the future than states close to the current
satellite time. Algorithms like UCB1 may oversample early
time-action pairs, wasting time on uninformative simulations.
In the time-action space, it is possible to define a stochastic
policy that emphasises sampling future states that have higher
reward variance. Algorithm 3 outlines an example policy
that samples a future state more often than a current action
according to exploration parameter c.

Algorithm 3 Exploration Heuristic: Stochastic Depth
1: function EXPLORE(S)

2 ta$61xd72672darcyrd S
3 Nt,sum <— Za Nt(t,a)

4 if N; qum = 0 then

5: return RANDOM(A)

6: else if W > c then
; .
8

9

1

1

return maneuver
else
: return wait
0: end if
1: end function

Baseline Methods

We establish a set of static rules as a baseline for our maneu-
ver policies, reflecting a fixed decision policy put in place by a
satellite operator. A cutoff time tqyofr is set where teyor > 0.
Until tcyoff, the chief does not perform a maneuver. After
teutoff, the chief maneuvers at the next time that it calls below
the danger threshold. Algorithm 4 outlines this policy.

3. EXPERIMENTS

We evaluate the performance of these solution methods on
simulated encounters in Low Earth Orbit. An encounter is

Algorithm 4 Rule-Based Planner

1: function RULEPLANNER(Sq, tcutoff)
2 t7xC7Id7207Ed7TC7r(i s

3 if ¢ > 0 then

4: if t; < teuorr and P(:(S) > P threshold then
5: return maneuver

6: else

7 return wait

8: end if

9: else

10: return wait

11: end if

12: end function
13: function RUNSEQUENCEC(S, tcutoff)

14: t7x07xd72072d7rcard s

15: while ¢t > 0 do

16: a < RULEPLANNER(S, tcutoff)
17: if a = maneuver then

18: Rinaneuver < R(S, CL)

19: return R aneuvers S, @

20: else

21: s = RECIEVESTATEUPDATE(s)
22: end if

23: end while

24: if PC(S) > Pc,lhreshold then

25: return R ., S, wait

26: else

27: return 0, s, wait

28: end if

29: end function

defined as a scenario where a CDM is received before ¢ = 0
where P. > Pereshold-  We set Peireshola = 1077 as the
desired level of risk mitigation. Performance is defined by
two metrics: the cost in Aw per encounter and the proportion
of unsafe encounters where risk is successfully mitigated.
The cost per encounter is the amount of Av required at
some time before a close approach to reduce P, at ¢t = 0
below P threshold- An encounter is considered mitigated if as
t approaches O the P, drops below P ireshold-

We test the two MCTS methods, full horizon and limited hori-
zon, with both exploration heuristics, UCB1 and stochastic
depth. We also test nine baseline rule-based methods with
different values for tcyoff.

To evaluate these methods, we generate a set of synthetic
encounters when ¢t < 72 hours before the time of closest
approach. The frequency and timing of state updates are
modelled after the frequency an operator would receive a
CDM. A CDM is received at t = 72 hours with a new CDM
issued every eight hours until £ = 0. We model this as
receiving one state update every 8 hours.

The simulation considers conjunctions with chiefs in LEO
with orbital parameters in the ranges listed in in Table 2.
A deputy is randomly generated near the chief subject per
the rules in Appendix B. We assume that the position un-
certainty for both the chief and deputy is a 3D Gaussian,
with greater uncertainty in the along-track direction com-
pared to the cross-track and radial directions. Although
there is greater variance in the position uncertainty of objects
in LEO, we model the magnitude of the chief and deputy
state uncertainties on the example found in the Conjunc-
tion Summary Message Guide [14]. These covariances are
backpropagated stochastically according to the rules set in



Table 2. Orbital Parameter Ranges for Conjunction

Generation
Orbital Parameter Range
a [REarth + 400km, Rearm + 600km]
e [0.01, 0.11]
i [75°,90°]
Q [45°, 90°]
w [30°, 60°]
M [0°, 360°]
Table 3. Simulated P. Distribution

P oatt=0 Proportion of Total

P.<land P. < 1071 2.2 x107°

P, <107t and P, < 102 0.009

P.<107%2and P. < 1073 0.262

P.<10%and P. < 1074 0.157

P.<10"%*and P. < 10~° 0.056

P, <107° 0.516

Appendix B. Synthetic chief and deputy measurements are
sampled from these uncertainties and the true states, simulat-
ing noisy measurements. These synthetic measurements are
used to represent the updates a satellite would get as the time
of closest approach nears. The hardbody radii for the chief
and deputy are sampled uniformly from the range [5m, 10m].

Simulation Characteristics

Our simulator generates an approximately even number of
scenarios where at ¢ = 0 the risk is above or below some
threshold P ihreshold = 10~°; this is shown in Table 3. To
avoid assigning an arbitrary level of risk, we categorize each
encounter we generate as safe, unsafe, or trivial. We define
a safe encounter where P, < P threshold at ¢ = 0 and P, >
P threshold at some ¢ > 0; a CDM would be issued but the risk
would be mitigated by taking no action. Examples for how P,
and Rpaneuver progress for safe scenarios are shown in Fig. 2.
An unsafe encounter is where P, > P threshold at ¢ = 0 and
P. > P, threshold at some ¢ > 0; a CDM would be issued and
a maneuver is required to mitigate risk. Unsafe encounter
P, and Rpyaneuver are shown in Fig. 3. A trivial encounter is
defined as a scenario where P, < P hreshold for all ¢ > 05 a
CDM would never have been issued so there is no decision
to make. To accurately analyze the performance of each
method, performance metrics are calculated for encounter
sets consisting of different percentages of safe and unsafe
encounters.

Because of the stochastic nature of how P, updates between
states, there is a probability that at the last state update P, is
below P, treshold but transitions over the threshold just before
t = 0, as shown in Fig. 4. This happens in the set of
unsafe encounters with a probability of 0.06. Consequently,
the rule-based and limited horizon methods with algorithmic
“guarantees” of safety still have some risk of P. increasing
between ¢t = 0 and £ = 8 hours. While this may be an
artifact of the simulation, it explains why some methods result
in unsafe encounters despite algorithmic safeguards. The
risk this introduces could be mitigated by lowering the value
of P treshola Or by reducing the timestep between the last
decision point and the time of closest approach.
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Figure 2. Examples of safe encounters. This plot shows
how the probability of collision is updated as the time until
closest approach decreases if no maneuver is taken. A safe

encounter is defined as when the probability of collision falls
below some threshold as the time until closest approach goes
to 0.
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Figure 3. Examples of unsafe encounters. This plot shows
how the probability of collision is updated as the time until
closest approach decreases if no maneuver is taken. An
unsafe encounter is defined as when the probability of
collision rises above some threshold as the time until closest
approach goes to 0.

Results

We generated 90,000 scenarios and compared the average
cost for mitigating risk between policies. The results for sets
of completely safe and unsafe encounters are presented in
Table 4. Fig. 5 visualizes these results. For unsafe encounters,
we can treat the rule-based method where .y otf = 72 as the
theoretical lower bound on fuel expended per encounter. If
we had an agent that automatically knew that an encounter
would be unsafe but not how the uncertainty would progress,
the optimal choice would be to maneuver at the first CDM.
For safe encounters, the lower bound on Awv is 0.

Each method successfully mitigates unsafe encounters with
probability psuccess- These results are shown in Table 4. We
treat Pgyccess at the last information update when ¢t = 8 hours
as the standard for safety. By definition pgyccess is 1.0 when



Table 4. Performance Metrics

Maneuver Planner Cost per Safe Encounter Av  Cost per Unsafe Encounter Av  Pgyccess
MCTS w/ Full Horizon W/ Stochastic Depth 0.01095 0.01182  0.999
MCTS w/ Full Horizon W/ UCB1 0.01112 0.01344  0.998
MCTS w/ Limited Horizon w/ Stochastic Depth 0.01043 0.01546  0.982
MCTS w/ Limited Horizon w/ UCB1 0.01071 0.01357  0.994
Rule-Based: tcyoff = 72h 0.01109 0.01173 1.0
Rule-Based: teyofr = 64h 0.01134 0.01244  0.999
Rule-Based: tcyoff = 56h 0.01166 0.01333  0.999
Rule-Based: ey = 48h 0.01213 0.01428  0.998
Rule-Based: teyoff = 40h 0.01252 0.01539  0.996
Rule-Based: teyofr = 32h 0.01332 0.01626  0.993
Rule-Based: teyoff = 24h 0.01471 0.01844  0.989
Rule-Based: ey = 16h 0.01691 0.02383  0.978
Rule-Based: tcyoff = 8h 0.01842 0.03656  0.939
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Figure 4. Examples of unsafe encounters where
P. < P threshola When ¢t = 8h. This is an subset of unsafe
encounters in which P, rises from below the safety threshold
to above it between the last state update and the time of
closest approach. Consequently, not all rule-based baselines
successfully mitigate risk at the final state update.

t = 72 hours as encounters are only tested when a CDM has
been issued at some point where ¢ > 0.

Rule-Based Policies—Fig. 5 shows all rule-based methods as
blue data points. Table 4 describes which point is associated
with each method. The method with ¢ = 8 expends
the most fuel on average for any encounter and oy = 72
expends less fuel on average compared with any rule-based
policy. The average cost per maneuver is linearly correlated
between these two as feywofr 1S varied. This shows that given
the constraints of only along-track and anti-along-track ma-
neuvers, the value of future information in this simulation is
outweighed by the fuel needed when a maneuver is required.
It is important to note that this conclusion is specific to this
simulation and the assumptions made in how the uncertainty
over z. and x4 update over time.

MCTS—The MCTS implementations used the hyperparam-
eters in Table 5. Fig. 5 shows the average cost per en-
counter for the MCTS methods compared with select rule-
based methods. Unlike with the rule-based methods, there
is not a linear relationship between the fuel used by each

Table 5. MCTS Hyperparameters

Parameter Value
Dobs 0.5
kd,lower 0.05

d,upper 0.3
ke 0.05
Rcrash -0.5
Nim' 200
~y 0.95
c 0.8
tmaxdepth 8h

MCTS method. MCTS with the stochastic depth heuristic
and a full horizon uses the least amount of fuel for unsafe
encounters, approaching the lower bound of the rule-based
policy when oo = 72 hours. However, while it uses less
fuel than all rule based policies per safe encounter, it uses
more fuel than both MCTS methods with a limited horizon.
This performance comes with the second best proportion of
encounters where risk is mitigated pgccesss second only to
the rule-based policy with ¢yt = 72 hours where perfect
safety is guaranteed. MCTS with a full horizon and the UCB1
heuristic uses more fuel in both safe and unsafe encounters
and assumes slightly more risk.

When a limited horizon is applied, fuel expended per safe
encounter decreases; however, this comes with a cost of
increased fuel consumption for unsafe encounters and risk
assumed. This is more pronounced with the stochastic depth
heuristic than with the UCBI1 heuristic. Both limited horizon
implementations have safety margins better than standard set
by the rule-based method with ¢y = 8.

Optimal Methods—The net fuel cost for a satellite is deter-
mined by the sum of safe and unsafe encounters it experi-
ences. Because an operator sets a method over an extended
period of time, the estimated proportion of safe to unsafe
encounters pgr. determines the optimal policy. By linearly
combining the cost per maneuver for safe and unsafe en-
counters and comparing them, we are able to estimate the
optimal policy for different values of pg,r.. This is calculated
by minimizing the estimated maneuver cost function

Rw,est(psafe) = psafeRﬂ',safe + (1 - psafe)Rﬂ',unsafe (11)
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Figure 5. Each maneuvering algorithm is plotted with rule-based methods in blue and MCTS methods in red. The horizontal
axis represents the average Awv spent per safe encounter, while the vertical axis is the average Awv spent per unsafe encounter.
The rule-based method with ¢y = 72 hours is the theoretical lower bound on Av for unsafe encounters.

where Ry .. is the average reward per safe encounter and
Ry unsafe 1S the average reward per unsafe encounter for
method 7.

When pgre > 0.874, MCTS with full horizon and the
stochastic depth heuristic was the optimal choice. If pg,p <
0.378, the optimal solution is the rule-based policy when
P threshold = 72 hours. Otherwise, MCTS with limited hori-
zon and using the stochastic depth heuristic had the lowest
cost.

4. CONCLUSION

This paper introduced a formulation for the satellite colli-
sion avoidance problem as a Markov decision process. The
MDP was solved with Monte Carlo methods and compared
against baseline static rule-based methods. We introduced
two variations of Monte Carlo tree search with two different
exploration heuristics. The results show that the optimal
method for a set of encounters depends on the distribution of
the probability of collision in that encounter set. We observed
that Monte Carlo methods outperformed the current rule-
based baseline methods for all cases when less than 62.2%
of close encounters result in a collision. MCTS methods
reduced both the average fuel required per encounter and the
amount of risk assumed by the agent compared to rule-based
policies. Future work would benefit from relaxing some
of the constraints imposed on this problem. Specifically,
allowing maneuvers other than along-track and anti-along-
track might enable more fuel-efficient maneuvers. Another
expansion would be to broaden the action space to include
incremental maneuvers so the satellite could take small in-
cremental actions to mitigate risk, instead of a binary choice
of maneuvering or waiting.

APPENDICES

A. CALCULATING THE COST TO MANEUVER

We calculate the cost to maneuver by iterative calculating
how much Auw is required to reduce the probability of colli-
sion at a state P.(s) below a certain risk threshold P, whreshold-
The chief state z. is backpropagated to ¢ using Keplerian
dynamics. This backpropagated chief state . is broken into
its ECI position u and velocity v. Then, one unit of velocity
change da,, is added to the velocity v, in both the along track
and anti-along track direction. Both cases are then propagated
back forward to ¢ = 0 and a new P, is calculated. This
process is repeated in whichever direction made a greater
improvement in P.. Once P. < P threshold, the total number
of times d A, was added in a direction is summed and returned
as the total cost to maneuver. This process is outlined in
Algorithm 5.

B. GENERATING COLLISION SCENARIOS

This appendix outlines the methodology used for calculating
the deputy initial position and velocity x40 and how the
simulated states S currene are generated.

Deputy State

Given the initial chief position and velocity z. o, we sample
the deputy position and velocity x40. We assign the initial
deputy position u4,0 by sampling from a normal distribution
N (ue o> Xu,,) over the initial chief position wu.o. We
assume that the magnitude of the deputy velocity vg o is
the same as the magnitude of the chief velocity v.o. The
direction of the deputy velocity must be perpendicular to the
vector from the spacecraft to the earth; the velocity direction
must also be perpendicular to the vector from the deputy to
the chief. This forces the deputy to be close to its position at
the time of closest approach. This is outlined in Algorithm 6.



Algorithm 5 Cost to Maneuver

1: function APPLYTHRUST(z,., t,Direction)
2 T. < BACKPROPAGATE(x,t)
3 U,V < T

4: if Direction = along_track then
5: v o7 X [vl0ay

6 else

7 v o X [l0ay

8: end if

9: ! — u, v
10: xf < FORWARDPROPAGATE(Z,, t)
11 return 2/,

12: end function

13: function COSTTOMANEUVER(S)

14: assert: PC(S) > Pc,[hreshold

15: ta xCaxdvzcazdvrmrd <~ S

16: T, a7 < APPLYTHRUST(z,, t, along_track)
17: z;, gar < APPLYTHRUST(z,, ¢, anti_along_track)
18: shar < (6%, a7 Tdy Xey Xy Te, Td)

19: shyar < (bTL qa7s Tds Yoy Xy ey Td)

20: if P.(s'yr) > PC.(SQXAT) then

21: ThrustDirection <— anti_along_track

22: Pc,current <~ PC(SZAAT)

23: Sc,current < 5:4AT

24: else

25: ThrustDirection <— along_track

26: Pc,current <~ Pc(siqT)

27 Sc,current < 5£4T

28: end if

29: i1

30: total_cost < da,

31: while Pc,current > Pc,thresho]d do

32: t, e, Tq, 257 Edu TeyTd < Sc,current

33: LL,/C < APPLYTHRUST(z.., t ThrustDirection)
34: sc,cur'rent < t,xé,xd,zc,2d77‘c,7”d

35: Pc,cur'rent — Pc(s/)

36: Sc,current < Sc,curr@nt

37: 14— 1+1

38: total_cost < total_cost + da,

39: end while

40: return total_cost

41: end function

Algorithm 6 Deputy State Generation

1: function GENERATE DEPUTY
2: Uc,05 Ve,0 < Le,0
3 Udg,0 ~ N(Nuc,oa Zuc,())
4: Te,d <= Ud,0 — Ue,0
Ud,o

A<« Te,d

(0,0,1)
6 z~U(-1,1)
7: b+ 1[0 0 2
8: V4,0 < (A\b) X |’UC’0|
9.
1
1

W

: Td,0 < Ud,0,Vd,0
0: return z4 g
1: end function

Covariance Propagation, State Sampling, and Encounter
Generation

We initialize uncertainty covariance matrices .o and g
at the time of closest approach as diagonal matrices with
diagonal values sampled the normal distribution defined by
N(us,,Xx,) and N (px,, X5, ). The means for the distribu-
tions py, and py,, had the same order of magnitude as the ex-
ample described in the CMD Summary Message Guide [14].
These matrices X o and X4, are then backpropagated based
on the expected measurement characteristics of the space-
craft. The chief covariance matrix Y. is scaled by the factor
K¢ packprop €very timestep so that the farther it is from the
time of closest approach, the larger the covariance will scale.
The deputy covariance matrix Y., is scaled by the factor
k4 packprop sSampled from the distribution U (kq jower, Kd,upper)-
To simulate infrequent measurements, this update happens
with a probability pops, otherwise no update happens. A chief
and deputy state is sampled from each of the covariances
generated to make synthetic state “measurements” that are
then used to evaluate the models. Each new state is added
to the encounter set .S, which is returned. This process is
outlined in Algorithm 7.

Algorithm 7 Generate Encounter
function GENERATEENCOUNTER(Z 0, Z4,0)

1:

2: re ~U(5,10)

3: rq ~ U(5,10)

4: Geo ~ N(ps.,25,)

5: EC,O — diag(&'c,o)

6: Ed,O ~ N(:L"Edﬂ EEd)

7 Ed,O — diag(&dg)

8: Teo ~ N (20, %e0)

9: 4,0 ~ N (20, Be,0)

10: to < 0

11 50 = (t0,Tc,0,%d,0, Be,05 2d,05 Tb,hb> Td)
12: S <+ 59

13: 14+ 8

14: while i < 72 do

15: t<1

16: Ecﬂ' — Ecﬂ'_g(l + ]{J(.)

17: is_observed ~ (0, 1)

18: if is_observed < pgps then

19: kd ~ u(kd,lowera kd,uppe?“)
20: else

21: kg0

22: end if

23: Y Ed,i_g(l + kq)

24: i‘c,i ~ N(xc,m Zc,i)

25: Zai~N(2d0,2a,)

26: S (t7i.c,i7§7d,i7zc,i7Zd,hrcard)
27: S+ SUs;

28: 14148

29: end while

30: return S

31: end function
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