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Abstract

Initial orbit determination (IOD) from line-of-sight (i.e., bearing) mea-
surements is a classical problem in astrodynamics. Indeed, there are
many well-established methods for performing the IOD task when given
three line-of-sight observations at known times. Interestingly, and in con-
trast to these existing methods, concepts from algebraic geometry may
be used to produce a purely geometric solution. This idea is based on
the fact that bearings from observers in general position may be used to
directly recover the shape and orientation of a three-dimensional conic
(e.g., a Keplerian orbit) without any need for knowledge of time. In gen-
eral, it is shown that five bearings at unknown times are sufficient to
recover the orbit—without the use of any type of initial guess and with-
out the need to propagate the orbit. Three bearings are sufficient for
purely geometric IOD if the orbit is known to be (approximately) circu-
lar. The method has been tested over different scenarios, including one
where extra observations make the system of equations over-determined.
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2 Geometric Solution to the Angles-Only Initial Orbit Determination Problem

1 Introduction

Initial orbit determination (IOD) is one of the classical problems in
astrodynamics. The problem has attracted the attention of many notable
mathematicians—including Gauss [1], Laplace [2], and Gibbs [3]—whose algo-
rithms are still in widespread use hundreds of years later. The various classical
IOD algorithms address different IOD scenarios, with each scenario having its
own set of unique assumptions about the information available for the orbit
determination. Some examples are highlighted in Table 1.

Amongst the classical problems (first three rows) from Table 1, the Gibbs
problem is unique in that it is purely geometric. Specifically, it finds the Kep-
lerian orbit (a 3D conic with focus at the origin) that passes through three
known points in space—without any need for explicitly knowing the time
at which the orbiting object resided at those three points. Similar geomet-
ric solutions have also been identified for the velocity-only IOD problem [4]
through use of the orbital hodograph (fourth row in Table 1). To our knowl-
edge, no such purely geometric solution exists for IOD from only line-of-sight
(i.e., bearing) measurements—the so-called “angles-only IOD” scenario. Pop-
ular angles-only IOD algorithms—including those of Gauss [1], Laplace [2],
Gooding [5], and others [6]—all require the use of time to propagate the body
between specific points on the orbit (corresponding to the bearing measure-
ments). Therefore, in this work we apply concepts from algebraic geometry to
produce a purely geometric solution to the angles-only IOD problem. More
specifically, we formulate the IOD problem in terms of solving a system of
multivariate polynomials. Solving this system of polynomials for a minimum
of five observations (or three in the case of a circular orbit) reduces estimating
the unknown orbital parameters to checking finitely many candidates.

Table 1 Comparison of some common IOD problem formulations.

Observation Number of Explicit Use
Type Observations of Time

Angles-Only (Gauss, Laplace
Bearings 3 Y

Double-R, & Gooding) [6]
Lambert [7] Position 2 Y
Gibbs [3, 6] Position 3 N
Hodograph (Vectors) [4] Velocity 3 N
Hodograph (Angles) [8] Headings 4 Y
This Work Bearings 3 or 5 N

The remainder of this paper develops in the following way. We first
review some key concepts from algebraic geometry (e.g., dual representation
of quadrics, lines, and planes) and relate these ideas to the problem of two-
body orbital mechanics and bearing observations. These ideas are used to
recast the IOD problem as a system of polynomials. We introduce a solution
method based on the idea of homotopy continuation. The solution is found to
be straightforward within this framework and we demonstrate the efficacy on a
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number of example orbits, including a nearly circular orbit, a highly elliptical
orbit, and a hyperbolic orbit.

2 Geometry of Keplerian Orbits and
Line-of-Sight Measurements

The angles-only IOD may be solved without using the observation times by
approaching the problem from a geometric (rather than dynamical) stand-
point. Such a geometric interpretation leads us think of the orbit as a space
conic, which may be compactly represented in terms of its disk quadric.
Thus, our development begins by considering we might relate classical orbital
elements to the disk quadric and what orbit parameterizations are most
desirable.

Consider a particle (e.g., spacecraft, celestial body) in an unknown orbit
that we wish to estimate. Under the assumption of Keplerian motion, the
spacecraft will move along a path that is a conic section. The plane of this
conic section is constrained to pass through the center of the gravitating body
(taken to be the origin), though the plane’s orientation is unknown. Moreover,
one of the conic section’s foci must lie at the origin.

Now, suppose we have a set of n observations of this orbiting particle from n
different observers in general position. Each observation consists of the bearing
(i.e., the line-of-sight direction) from the observer’s location to the particle’s
location. Thus, we have a set of n lines, with each line passing through the
conic formed by the spacecraft orbit and one of the observer points. This is
illustrated in Fig. 1.

The physical constraint that we want to impose is that the intersection
between the lines of sight and the orbit happens. By reformulating the IOD
problem in this way we are able to free the solution from inaccuracies related to
corrections for the light time-of-flight that are usually needed when associating
a measurement to a time instant, and that may lead to errors whose extent is
often unpredictable a priori.

Fig. 1 Illustration of geometry. The points Oi represent the observers’ positions and the
lines the observed lines.
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2.1 Keplerian Orbit as a Disk Quadric

A Keplerian orbit is a 3D space conic, which may be described in many ways.
For instance, it may be represented as the intersection of a plane with a quadric
surface, e.g. a cone or an ellipsoid. A less cumbersome description is the dual
representation of the conic, which describes its locus of tangent planes. In
two dimensions this is sometimes called the conic envelope, and in 3D it is
usually called the disk quadric [9]. The reader interested in additional details
on quadrics is directed to Refs. [9–11].

Since it is both convenient and natural to work with homogeneous coor-
dinates, we will regard a plane in space as a subset of the three-dimensional
projective space P3. A plane in P3 may be represented either in primal terms,
in which case the points on the plane are vectors in the column span of a
4 ˆ 3 matrix, or in dual terms as the left-nullspace of 4 ˆ 1 matrix π. Simi-
larly, a line in P3 may be represented in primal terms as the column span of
a 4ˆ 2 matrix, or in dual terms, in which case the planes containing the line
are vectors in the column span of a 4ˆ 2 matrix.

The disk quadric may be represented by a rank-deficient 4ˆ 4 matrix Q˚.
In dual terms, a plane π lies on the disk quadric if and only if

πTQ˚π “ 0. (1)

which describes a surface in dual projective space. Intuitively, the disk quadric
may be viewed as all the planes tangent to an ellipsoid that has been flattened
into the shape of a pancake.

2.2 Orbit as a Disk Quadric

We will proceed by relating the disk quadric Q˚ to more commonly used
orbital elements. Therefore, consider an orbit whose perifocal frame is given
by the orthonormal basis vectors tp, q ,wu. We choose the convention where
p points from the origin (located at the center of the gravitating body) to the
orbit periapsis and where w is normal to the orbit plane (in the direction of
the angular momentum vector). The unit vector q completes the right-handed
system. This frame is shown in Fig. 2.

Fig. 2 The semi-minor axis b and the focal length c completely characterize the orbit in
the orbital plane. The p and q axes determine the orientation of the orbit in space.



Springer Nature 2021 LATEX template

Geometric Solution to the Angles-Only Initial Orbit Determination Problem 5

If the orbit has a semi-major axis of a and eccentricity of e, then the
distance from the origin (which must lie at one of the ellipse foci) to the orbit
geometric center is given by c “ ea. Likewise, we recall that the semi-minor
axis b is related to a and c according to a2 “ b2 ` c2. Thus, in the perifocal
frame, one may write the ellipse as

px` cq2

a2
`
y2

b2
“ 1, (2)

or, equivalently,

b2x2 ` 2b2cx` b2c2 ` a2y2 ´ a2b2 “ 0. (3)

Collecting terms, we may write

b2x2 ` a2y2 ` 2b2cx` b2pc2 ´ a2q “ 0, (4)

b2x2 ` a2y2 ` 2b2cx´ b4 “ 0. (5)

In homogeneous coordinates xT9rx, y, 1s, this last equation is equivalent to

xTCx “ 0, (6)

where C is a nonzero 3ˆ 3 matrix given up to scale:

C 9

»

–

b2 0 b2c
0 a2 0
b2c 0 ´b4

fi

fl . (7)

If C describes the conic locus of the orbit, then C˚
9C´1 describes the conic

envelope (lines tangent to the conic in the orbit plane). Therefore, recalling
a2 “ b2 ` c2,

C˚
9C´1

“

»

–

1{a2 0 c{pa2b2q
0 1{a2 0

c{pa2b2q 0 ´1{pa2b2q

fi

fl9

»

–

1 0 c{b2

0 1 0
c{b2 0 ´1{b2

fi

fl . (8)

The objective now is to relate the conic envelope to the disk quadric (a
type of quadric envelope). To do this, we recall from Ref. [12] the relation

Q˚
9HC˚H T (9)

where, in this case, one may compute H as the 4ˆ 3 matrix

H “

„

p q 03ˆ1

0 0 1



. (10)
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Performing the requisite multiplications gives a disk quadric of

Q˚
9HC˚H T

“

„

ppT ` qqT pc{b2qp
pc{b2qpT p´1{b2q



. (11)

Thus,

Q˚
9

„

ppT ` qqT pc{b2qp
pc{b2qpT p´1{b2q



“

„

I 3ˆ3 ´wwT pc{b2qp
pc{b2qpT p´1{b2q



. (12)

Consequently, the 4ˆ 4 matrix Q˚ describing the disk quadric consists of two
scalars (b and c, which describe the size and shape of the orbit in the orbital
plane) and the two orthonormal vectors that span the perifocal plane (p and
q). Since p and q are orthonormal, we have the three constraints

pTp “ qTq “ 1, pTq “ 0. (13)

The two parameterizations of Q˚ from Eq. (12) and the three constraints
from Eq. (13) were also given without derivation in Ref. [13]. The difficulty
with these specific ways of writing Q˚ is that they require different treatment
for an elliptical orbit (when the direction of p is well-defined) and for a cir-
cular orbit (when the direction of p is not well-defined). Thus, we introduce
a third parameterization of Q˚ that avoids this deficiency. Specifically, define
the vector g “ pc{b2qp, which is well-defined for both elliptical and circular
orbits. We observe, in the limit as eÑ 0, that cÑ 0 and g Ñ 03ˆ1. Therefore,
we may parameterize the disk quadric as

Q˚
9

„

I 3ˆ3 ´wwT g
gT p´1{b2q



, (14)

where the parameters w , g , b satisfy the two constraints

wTw “ 1, wTg “ 0. (15)

Thus, because of its benefits for near-circular orbits, the parameterization of
Q˚ from Eq. (14) is used in the developments that follow.

2.3 Line-of-Sight Observations and Tangent Planes

A plane in P3, represented by π P R4ˆ1, is tangent to Q if and only if

πTQ˚π “ 0. (16)

Observed lines `1, . . . , `n Ă P3 must lie within the unknown tangent planes
π1, . . . ,πn, obtained geometrically as the join of each observed line with the
corresponding tangent line in the orbit plane. Each πi constructed in this way
is the unique plane in Q˚ that contains `i, as illustrated in Fig. 3.
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Fig. 3 Representation of the planes π1,π2,π3 of the disk quadric containing three observed
lines from the three observers O1, O2 and O3.

Each observed line `i may be described in primal coordinates as the column
span of the 4ˆ 2 matrix

„

x i u i
1 0



. (17)

Here x i P R3 gives the coordinates of the observer point Oi and u i P S2 a point
on the unit sphere, representing a line-of-sight measurement. The bearings, in
noiseless scenarios, are unit vectors pointing from observers towards points on
the orbit.

Dually, `i may be represented by any full-rank 4ˆ 2 matrix Ai such that

AT
i

„

x i u i
1 0



“ 02ˆ2. (18)

Many choices are possible for the matrix Ai giving the dual representation
of `i. In the next subsection, we explain two methods—one algebraic, and
the other numerical—by which a suitable Ai may be directly computed from
observations. Once Ai is computed, the tangent plane πi may be written as

πi “ Aici (19)

for a 2ˆ 1 vector ci. Substituting this expression into Eq. (16) yields

cTi A
T
i Q

˚Aici “ 0. (20)

The nonzero vector ci, which depends on the unknown tangent plane, may be
eliminated from this equation to obtain a constraint depending only on the
observed line and the unknown entries of the disk quadric. Specifically,

det
´

AT
i Q

˚Ai

¯

“ 0. (21)
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Thus, each of the observed lines `1, . . . , `n places a constraint on the 3D
conic that is polynomial in the entries of Ai and Q˚. These are the basic
constraints from which we may determine the unknown orbit.

2.3.1 Dual representation of a line-of-sight observation

The dual representation of the line `i is given by the matrix Ai. To express
Ai algebraically in terms of the observer vector x i and the bearing vector u i,
it is convenient to partition the primal matrix into blocks, S1,S2 P R2ˆ2,

„

x i u i
1 0



“

„

S1

S2



. (22)

Assuming the observations x i,u i are sufficiently generic, then both S1 and S2

will be invertible. Thus, application of Eq. (18) allows us to parameterize Ai as

AT
i “

“

A1i ´A
1
i S1 S

´1
2

‰

, (23)

where A1i may be chosen to be any invertible 2 ˆ 2 matrix. Write x i “
“

xi,1 xi,2 xi,3
‰T

and u i “
“

ui,1 ui,2 ui,3
‰T

. Noting that detS2 “ ui,3, we find
it convenient to make the choice A1i “ ui,3 I 2ˆ2. We then compute

A1i S1 S
´1
2 “

„

xi,1 ui,1
xi,2 ui,2

 „

0 ´ui,3
´1 xi,3



“

„

´ui,1 xi,3ui,1 ´ xi,1ui,3
´ui,2 xi,3ui,2 ´ xi,2ui,3



, (24)

and hence

Ai “

»

—

—

–

ui,3 0
0 ui,3
ui,1 ui,2

xi,1ui,3 ´ xi,3ui,1 xi,2ui,3 ´ xi,3ui,2

fi

ffi

ffi

fl

. (25)

A numerical alternative to the dual representation of Eq. (25) may be obtained
from the singular value decomposition (SVD) of the transposed primal matrix,

„

xTi 1
uTi 0



“ U iΣV T
i “ U i

»

—

—

–

σi,1 0
0 σi,2
0 0
0 0

fi

ffi

ffi

fl

“

v i,1 v i,2 v i,3 v i,4
‰T
. (26)

Since Ai must lie in the null space of the transposed primal matrix, we may
select Ai using the last two columns of V i,

Ai “
“

v i,3 v i,4
‰T
. (27)

2.3.2 Geometric interpretation of the algebraic constraint

The algebraic constraint from Eq. 21 may be found by considering the projec-
tive geometry for a camera. Suppose the LOS measurements u i were obtained
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by cameras located at positions x i. For each of these cameras, let T i be the
proper orthogonal matrix describing the rotation from the inertial frame to
the camera frame. The orbiting particle at the position r i in the inertial frame
will be imaged at the image plane coordinates si P P2 [10, 14]

si9T i pr i ´ x iq , (28)

If we let the projection matrix P i be

P i “
“

T i ´T ix i,
‰

(29)

we can also write the projection transformation as

si9P i

„

r i
1



. (30)

Now, imagine that the orbit as an actual conic in space. If we assemble
all of the LOS directions originating from the camera and passing through
the conic, we will obtain a cone having its vertex at the camera’s location.
A slice of this cone with the image plane creates another conic corresponding
with the instantaneous projection of the entire orbital path into the image.
Now, consider a plane tangent to the cone. By construction, this plane is also
tangent to the orbit and, therefore, must be a plane belonging to the orbit’s
disk quadric. As shown in Fig. 4, this plane intersects the image plane in a line
that is tangent to the projected conic (i.e. is a line of the image plane conic
envelope). Thus, we find that the disk quadric projects to a conic envelope [10]
that is a function of Q˚ (i.e., of the unknowns g ,w and b ),

C˚
i 9P iQ

˚PT
i . (31)

For a camera, each LOS measurement corresponds to an image plane mea-
surement si that must lie on the projected orbit’s conic locus C i9pC

˚
i q
´1,

and thus satisfies the constraint:

sTi C isi “ 0. (32)

which is the conic locus equation. It is possible to verify that this polynomial
constraint, once expanded and normalized, is equivalent to the algebraic con-
straint of Eq. (21). A detailed proof of this fact may be found in M. Mancini’s
M.S. Thesis [15]. In summary, imposing the rank-deficiency of the 2ˆ 2 matrix

AT
i Q

˚Ai produces the same type of constraint as zeroing a measure of the
distance between the points imaged by the camera and the projection of the
orbital path on its image plane.
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Fig. 4 The plane of the disk quadric π projects to the image plane in a line `, that is
tangent to the projected conic.

2.4 From Disk Quadric to Orbital Elements

Once we have obtained the disk quadric Q˚, recovering the classical orbital
elements is straightforward. This is essentially the reverse mapping to the
relationship described by Eq. (12). Given the disk quadric Q˚, we can directly
compute the ellipse semi-minor axis b as

b “
b

´1{Q˚33 (33)

and the focal distance c as
c “ b2}Q1:3,4} (34)

Consequently, the semi-major axis and the eccentricity exploiting the relations
a “ b2 ` c2 and e “ c{a. Then, we can find p as

p “
Q1:3,4

}Q1:3,4}
, (35)

and we can write
qqT “ Q˚

1:3,1:3 ´ ppT . (36)

Using the fact that q is a unit vector, we finally obtain for some i “ 1, 2, 3 that

q “

`

qqT
˘

1:3,i

} pqqT q1:3,i }
. (37)

Here i may be chosen such that the selected column of qqT has largest norm,
so as to avoid numerical issues.

Determining i, Ω and ω from p and q can be done using standard relations
that can be found, for example, in [16].
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Determining the true anomaly corresponding to a bearing measurement
requires a few more steps. Let x 0 and u0 be the observer’s position and the
observed direction relative to that bearing. The coordinates of the observed
point along the orbit are given by

r0 “ x 0 ` λu0 (38)

for some λ P R. The corresponding coordinates in P3 are:

r09

„

r0

1



(39)

Since the satellite’s position must be a point of the orbital plane β, with

β9

»

—

—

–

w1

w2

w3

0

fi

ffi

ffi

fl

(40)

the following relationship allows us to determine λ

rT0 β “ 0 (41)

which gives

λ “ ´
xT0 w

uT0 w
(42)

Substituting this expression for λ inside Eq. (38), we can finally solve for the
true anomaly corresponding to the bearing as the angle between the periapsis
direction, enclosed in g (or p), and the position vector r0:

ν0 “ atan2

ˆ

}g ˆ r0}

}g}}r0}
,

g ¨ r0

}g}}r0}

˙

(43)

Note that λ is also the range between the observer’s position and the
satellite’s observed position. If desired, it is possible to correct for the light
time-of-flight using λ, together with the time of a single measurement.

3 Orbit determination via polynomial system
solving

3.1 Formulation as a polynomial system of equations

If we take a scaling factor of 1 in the parameterization of Q˚ given in Eq. (14),
the seven unknown orbital parameters w , g , b will be solutions to a system of
2 ` n equations given by Eqs. (15) and (21) for i “ 1, . . . , n. For sufficiently
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generic observations, we expect that when 7 “ 2` n, or n “ 5, this system of
equations will have finitely many solutions. In fact, we expect the number of
solutions to be constant if we count over the complex numbers. Such a “number
conservation” principle may be viewed as a generalization of the fundamental
theorem of algebra, which treats the case of a single polynomial in a single
unknown. A formal statement in the language of algebraic geometry may be
found, for instance, in Ref. [17, Theorem 2.29].

In the preceding paragraph, the precise meaning of the phrase “sufficiently
generic” is that the vector of all observations

“

xT1 ¨ ¨ ¨ xT5 uT1 ¨ ¨ ¨ uT5
‰

P R30

lies outside of an appropriately-defined discriminant locus. This discrimi-
nant locus is analogous to the commonly-known discriminant of a quadratic
equation, but very difficult to describe explicitly (e.g., see [18, Sec. 3.1] for an
example with two unknowns.)

To see an example which is not sufficiently generic, we may consider any
5 observations from any perfectly-circular orbit. In this case, the true orbit
satisfies g “ 0 and the corresponding solution is singular ; that is, the 7 ˆ 7
Jacobian matrix of the system evaluated at this solution is rank-deficient.
Such a singular solution may be difficult to estimate accurately with standard
numerical methods. The same is true for the nearly-singular solutions arising
from the practical case of nearly-circular orbits.

On the other hand, if we enforce the constraint of a circular orbit by requir-
ing that g “ 0, then n “ 3 observations suffice to recover the orbit up to
finitely many possibilities. Under this circular model, we obtain another system
of polynomial equations, from which we may compute the remaining orbital
parameters w , b. Such a model has the advantage of needing fewer observa-
tions, and may potentially give a reasonable approximation of the true orbit
in the nearly-circular case.

We summarize the two different orbit models, the associated polynomial
systems, and how many solutions they have for generic data in Proposition 1.

Proposition 1
1. For n “ 5 generic observations pxi,uiq

5
i“1, the elliptical model given by

Eqs. (15) and (21) for i “ 1, . . . , 5 has a total of 66 complex solutions in the
unknown matrix Q˚, each lifting to 4 solutions p˘w,g,˘bq in terms of the
parameterization (14).

2. For n “ 3 generic observations pxi,uiq
3
i“1, the circular model given by Eq. (21)

for i “ 1, . . . , 3, plus the additional constraints

wTw “ 1, g “ 0, (44)

has a total of 12 complex solutions in the unknown matrix Q˚, each lifting to
4 solutions p˘w, 0,˘bq in terms of the parameterization (14).

The claims appearing in Proposition 1 regarding the number of solutions
may be readily verified using any one of the standard methods for solving poly-
nomial systems, such as Gröbner bases (see [19, Ch. 2] for an overview), or
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polynomial homotopy continuation [20]. In our experiments, we solve the sys-
tems associated to either model using an implementation of the latter method
provided by the software package NAG4M2 [21] in the computer algebra system
Macaulay2 [22]. We give an overview of homotopy continuation in the next
subsection.

Remark 1 For different choices of real parameters px i,uiq
n
i“1, the systems appearing

in Proposition 1 may have one or more real solutions. For either of our two models,
the precise notion of “real solution” turns out to depend on which quantities are
considered as unknowns. For example, the real disk quadric given by

Q˚ “

»

—

—

–

3{2 12 0 1
1{2 3{2 0 0
0 0 1 0
1 0 0 ´1

fi

ffi

ffi

fl

can only be lifted to the complex-valued parameters

wT
“ p˘i{

?
2q

“

1 1 0
‰

, gT “
“

1 0 0
‰

, b “ ˘1.

3.2 Solving polynomial systems with parameter
homotopies

Numerical homotopy continuation is a general method which can be used to
solve polynomial systems, such as those appearing in Proposition 1. The essen-
tial idea underlying the method is as follows: since the roots of polynomials
vary continuously with their coefficients, we can use a system whose solution
set is known (the start system) to solve some other system in the same class
of systems (the target system) by estimating how the solutions change (path-
tracking) as we deform one system into another. We use a short example to
illustrate the main ideas.

Example 1 To solve the target system in two variables X “
“

x y
‰T

given by

F1pX q “
“

´x3
` 2x` 1 ´y2

` x` 1
‰T
“ 0,

we may use the well-known total-degree start system [20, Sec. 8.4.1]

F0pX q “
“

x3
´ 1 y2

´ 1
‰T
“ 0,

and the straight-line homotopy

H pX ; tq “ p1´ tqF0pX q ` tF1pX q “ 0,

The 6 start solutions have the form
”

e2πik{3
˘1

ıT
for k “ 1, 2, 3. Each determines an

initial value for a solution path X ptq, defined for t near 0, which satisfies HpX ptq; tq “
0. For this particular homotopy, each solution path is defined for all t P r0, 1s, and

each value X p1q gives one of the six target solutions. For instance, if X p0q “
“

1 1
‰T

,

then X p1q «
“

.246,´.712
‰T

.
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The choice of the start system is an important factor when implementing
any homotopy continuation method. Usually, we want a start system that is
general enough to solve any possible target system coming from a specific
application. Another important factor when choosing a start system is its
specificity, or the number of start solutions. Different choices of start systems
are compared in Ref. [20, Ch. 8], where a basic tradeoff is identified: a start
system that is easy to describe and solves a large class of systems will typically
require tracking more paths. For example, if the total-degree start system is
used to solve an instance of the elliptical model, this requires tracking 45 ˆ

22 “ 4096 paths. This should be compared with the optimal number of 66
established by Proposition 1. If the total degree homotopy was to be used
to solve the elliptical model, then we would need to track 4096 ´ 66 “ 4030
divergent solution paths with X ptq Ñ 8 as tÑ 1´.

In contrast to the total degree homotopy, parameter homotopies [23] allow
us to track, under reasonable assumptions, the optimal number of paths. Since
“most” instances of the systems in Proposition 1 will have the same number
of solutions, any randomly-chosen instance may, in principle, be chosen as a
start system. Parameter homotopies may be used in a general setting where
we have a system F pX ; Pq “ 0, with as many equations as unknowns, which
depends polynomially both on the unknowns X and certain parameters P
depending on the observations. For the systems of interest to us, there is some
flexibility in how these parameters are chosen. One simple choice is that the
target parameters P1 P R8n consist of all dual coordinates of all n lines—that
is, P1 P R40 for the elliptical model, and P0 P R24 for the circular model.
Alternatively, using Eq. (25), we may directly encode the observer and bearing
vectors into a parameter vector P1 P R6n—that is, P1 P R30 for the elliptical
model, and P1 P R18 for the circular model. The following description of
parameter homotopies applies equally well to either choice.

In general, the parameter values P1 encoded by a set of observations specify
the target system F pX ; P1q “ 0 of the parameter homotopy. If there are
m parameter values, i.e., P1 P Rm, then the start system should also be
a m ˆ 1 vector P0. For the start system F pX ; P0q “ 0, we are given a
pre-computed set of d P t12, 66u complex solutions X 1p0q, . . . ,X dp0q whose
coordinates are the unknown orbital elements which are pairwise-inequivalent
up to the sign-symmetries described in Proposition 1. To extend these start
solutions to solution paths X 1ptq, . . . ,X dptq, we “deform” the start system
into the target system via the parameter homotopy

H pX ; P , tq “ F pX ; tP1 ` p1´ tqP0q “ 0. (45)

Each solution path X ptq is an implicit function of t satisfying Eq. (45) and
the nonlinear ODE system

dH

dX

dX

dt
`
dH

dt
“ 0. (46)



Springer Nature 2021 LATEX template

Geometric Solution to the Angles-Only Initial Orbit Determination Problem 15

This ODE, together with one of the start solutions X ip0q, gives an initial
value problem for an unknown solution path X iptq satisfying Eq. (45). Numer-
ical integration methods allow us to estimate X iptq for t P r0, 1s. In practice,
we approximate a solution path using numerical/predictor corrector methods.
If X iptq is known within some tolerance for some t P r0, 1s, then a “predictor
step” (typically the standard fourth-order Runge-Kutta method) uses Eq. (46)
to find an initial estimate for X ipt`∆tq for some step-size ∆t. This estimate
is subsequently refined by a “corrector step” using one or more iterations of
Newton’s method.

A key property of parameter homotopies is that, under mild hypotheses,
they are globally convergent with probability-one. The following key properties
of the parameter homotopy in Eq. (45) are consequences of a more general
parameter continuation theorem [20, Theorem 7.1.1]. We specialize this general
result to our case of particular interest. For sufficiently generic (and hence,
almost all) pP0,P1q, we have:

1. Each start solution X ip0q extends to a solution path X iptq which is
smooth for all t P r0, 1s.

2. Every solution to the target system may be obtained up to sign-symmetry
from the endpoint X ip1q of some solution path X iptq.

At this point, it is worth pointing out key differences between homo-
topy continuation, a global root-finding method, from a more standard local
approach like Newton’s method. In Newton’s method, we would pick a single
“start solution” X , then compute iterates X Ð X ´ F pX ; P1q until some
convergence condition is satisfied, yielding a single solution to the target sys-
tem F pX ; P1q “ 0. In practice, this may suffer if the initial guess for X is
not sufficiently close to a target solution.

In homotopy continuation, “start solutions” instead refer to solutions to
the start system F pX ; P0q “ 0 which have been pre-computed. There is no
requirement that these start solutions be “close” to solutions of the target
system, nor that the start and target parameters be close in the space of
all parameters. As long as the pre-computed start parameters P0 P Cm are
sufficiently generic, all start solutions can be numerically continued from t “ 0
to t “ 1. Thus, we can compute all solutions to the target system F pX ; P1q “

0, provided that the target parameters P1 are also sufficiently generic.
Usually, choosing random complex numbers for the start parameters P0

will be sufficient to ensure that all isolated solutions of the target system speci-
fied by P1 can be computed. As such, the choice of start parameters, provided
that they are sufficiently random, may be expected to have relatively little
impact on the accuracy of the computed target solutions. Here, “accuracy”
describes the distance between a true target solution and the approximation
that is computed by homotopy continuation. In the absence of measurement
noise, the truth is usually recovered to within machine precision. With mea-
surement noise, the accuracy is dependent on the amount of noise (i.e., more
noise results in poorer accuracy). Regardless of the presence (or magnitude) of
noise, there is no clear, simple criterion for picking a “good” start system that
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may lead to more accurate results. However, there are some properties of the
start parameters that we can aim to optimize. For instance, if the Jacobian

matrices
dH

dX
pX ip0q; P0q are well-conditioned for each of the start solutions

X ip0q, then for each solution path we can expect the predictor/corrector steps
to be more accurate when t is near 0. With this in mind, our choice of start
system was based on generating several different sets of parameters P0 at
random, with coordinates drawn uniformly from the complex unit circle, com-
puting a complete set of solutions for each system, and selecting the system
whose maximum condition number over all solutions was smallest. To solve
the parametric systems in each model for an initial set of parameters, we used
an approach based on monodromy, which works well in tandem with parame-
ter homotopies and can naturally exploit the four-fold symmetry in solutions.
We refer to Refs. [24–26] for more details about this approach.

In our implementation, we use Eq. (27) to determine the parameters repre-
senting the dual coordinates of each line-of-sight observation. Before solving,
we rescale all distance measurements into units of earth-radii, which has the
typical effect of making the entries of Q˚ comparable in magnitude. We use
the default path-tracker settings in NAG4M2, except that a minimum stepsize
of ∆t “ 1ˆ 10´16 is used. Additionally, we handle (infrequent) cases of path
failure for t « 1 using Cauchy’s endgame for estimating singular solutions [20,
Ch. 10].

3.3 An over-determined formulation

For n ą 5 observations, an exact solution satisfying all n ` 2 constraints
of Eqs. (21) and (15) typically will not exist. However, we can still aim to
minimize some cost function J that depends on all nmeasurements. One simple
choice based on Eq. (21) is a sum of squared equation residuals,

JpQ˚
q “

ÿ

1ďiďn

`

detpAiQ
˚Aiq

˘2
. (47)

Our task is now to minimize JpQ˚
q while enforcing the constraints from

Eq. (15). To solve this constrained optimization problem, we use the method of
Lagrange multipliers to compute all complex-valued critical points. For n ą 5
generic observations, the number of critical points turns out to be 4244 “
4 ˆ 1061 critical points. A solution of minimum cost among the physically-
plausible critical points then provides an estimate for the unknown orbit.

To obtain polynomial equations from Eqs. (47) and (15), we may set β “
´1{b2 and write down the (homogenized) Lagrangian function,

Lpλ0, λ1, λ2,w , g , βq “ λ0Jpg ,w , βq ` λ1pw
Tw ´ 1q ` λ2pw

Tgq. (48)

The first-order optimality conditions then read

∇λ1,λ2,w1,...,g3,βL “ 09ˆ1. (49)
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Imposing a generic affine-linear equation

c0λ0 ` c1λ1 ` c2λ2 ` c3 “ 0, (50)

we obtain a system of 10 equations (from Eqs. (49) and (50)) in 10 unknowns,
depending on the observations A1, . . . ,An and the new parameters c0, . . . , c3.
As before, the solutions obey a 4-fold symmetry, and we may track 1061 paths
using parameter homotopies to compute all solutions for generic parameter
values. With this general setup, one may make the usual choice of parameters
pc0, c1, c2, c3q “ p1, 0, 0,´1q to obtain λ0 “ 1. However, to improve numerical
stability [27, Sec 4.7], we choose these four parameters in our experiments
uniformly at random from the unit 3-sphere in R4.

4 Experiments

Throughout our experiments, we consider an orbit with known parameters, the
true solution, represented as the disk quadric Q˚. All distances are computed
in units of earth-radii so that the entries of Q˚ are comparable in magnitude.
To estimate the true solution from the d solutions computed by the homotopy

continuation solver, represented by disk quadrics yQ˚
1 , . . . ,

yQ˚
d , we take the

closest solution

yQ˚
“ arg min

yQ˚
1 ,...,

yQ˚
d

}yQ˚
i ´Q˚

}2, (51)

where }‚}2 denotes the `2 Hermitian vector norm on the complex vector space
of 4ˆ 4 symmetric matrices,

}Q˚
} “

d

ÿ

1ďiďjď4

|Q˚i,j |2. (52)

We measure the error in the estimate of Q˚ given in (51) with an absolute
error:

∆Q˚
“ }yQ˚

´Q˚
}2, (53)

Additionally, we will compare the true orbit’s classical orbital elements
pa, e, i,Ω, ωq to their estimates ppa, pe,pi, pΩ, pωq. Note that since Q˚ remains
unchanged with respect to variations of the sign of w , we will recover the lon-
gitude of the node Ω and the argument of periapsis ω with an ambiguity of π,
which can be easily resolved if the direction of motion is known.
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We use the following error measures:

∆a “ pa´ a

∆e “ pe´ e

∆i “ θppi, iq

∆Ω “ θppΩ,Ωq

∆ω “ θppω, ωq

(54)

where θ measures the signed difference between the two angles.

4.1 Scenario 1: a nearly-circular orbit

Since most orbits of interest are nearly circular, we chose a nearly-circular
orbit as a first test case for the performance of this purely geometric method.
Specifically, we took inspiration from the orbit traveled by the satellite of the
AQUA mission [28]. Its orbital elements can be found in Table 2.

Table 2 Orbital elements of a satellite in nearly-circular orbit.

a e i Ω ω
7080.6 km 0.0015 98.20˝ 95.21˝ 120.48˝

We obtained simulated observer data considering observations gathered by
different ground stations. Ten observers are given in geocentric coordinates, in
units of Earth radii, by

“

x 1 ¨ ¨ ¨ x 10

‰

«

”

.238 .327 .399 .179 .238 ´.018 ´.006 ´.089 ´.128 ´.186
´.733 ´.913 ´.789 ´.980 ´.733 .948 .997 .989 .672 .247
.637 .243 .467 .087 ´.637 ´.319 .078 .122 .729 .951

ı

.

A corresponding set of unit-length bearings is obtained from known points
along the orbit:

“

u1 ¨ ¨ ¨ u10

‰

«

”

´.226 ´.587 ´.443 ´.381 ´.343 .281 ´.288 ´.014 .619 .722
´.755 ´.495 ´.451 ´.486 ´.645 ´.958 .053 .907 .776 ´.624
´.616 ´.641 ´.775 ´.786 .683 .060 ´.956 ´.421 ´.122 .298

ı

.

The true orbit’s disk quadric Q˚ is

Q˚
«

„ .0284 ´.0885 .1406 .0002
´.0885 .9919 .0128 ´.0007
.1406 .0128 .9797 .0012
.0002 ´.0007 .0012 ´.8114



.

Since the eccentricity of the orbit is e “1.5ˆ 10´3, we might expect that
the circular model gives a reasonable approximation of the true orbit. Thus,
to obtain a preliminary assessment of the feasibility of using parameter homo-
topies for this IOD scenario, we considered both the circular and elliptical
models. In this experiment, 100 random observer-bearing correspondences were
sampled, from a total 120 “

`

10
3

˘

possibilities for the circular model and



Springer Nature 2021 LATEX template

Geometric Solution to the Angles-Only Initial Orbit Determination Problem 19

252 “
`

10
5

˘

for the elliptical model, and the corresponding polynomial systems
appearing in Proposition 1 were solved. Mean and standard deviation of the
estimated disk quadric and of the orbital parameters for this experiment are
reported in Table 3. For the circular model, we do not report the argument of
periapsis ω since it is undefined.

Table 3 Mean and standard deviation of the errors for the noiseless analysis of the
nearly-circular orbit, for the circular and elliptical models.

circular elliptical
mean std mean std

∆Q˚ 2.15ˆ 10´3 5.08ˆ 10´5 2.11ˆ 10´12 4.68ˆ 10´17

∆arkms ´2.40 0.92 2.82ˆ 10´11 2.73ˆ 10´12

∆e ´1.50ˆ 10´3 1.09ˆ 10´18 1.49ˆ 10´14 1.36ˆ 10´15

∆irdegs 2.80ˆ 10´2 8.22ˆ 10´3 2.61ˆ 10´13 2.69ˆ 10´14

∆Ω [deg] ´1.30ˆ 10´2 6.48ˆ 10´3 9.15ˆ 10´14 9.69ˆ 10´15

∆ω [deg] – – 1.72ˆ 10´11 4.08ˆ 10´13

The homotopy solvers for both models run on the order of less than a
second. The average runtimes for the elliptical model and the circular model
of 0.67 seconds and 0.13 seconds, respectively, differ by a factor of roughly
5. This is due largely to the fact that there are 66{12 “ 5.5 times as many
paths to track in the elliptical model vs the circular model. Additionally, we
used a very conservative value of 1ˆ 10´16 for the minimum value of the
predictor/corrector stepsize ∆t, so as to guard against potential failures when
tracking solution paths.

Under the elliptical model, Table 3 shows that we can recover the true orbit
to nearly machine precision in the absence of measurement noise. Errors under
the circular model are uniformly higher due to model mismatch, but still small.
We will show later in this section how the circular model may sometimes be
preferable in particular situations.

To illustrate our proposed method of orbit determination on an example
from the nearly-circular case, we now focus on a particular set of observers
and bearings which appear in Fig. 5, corresponding to columns 1, 4, 5, 6, 9 in
the observer and bearing matrices above.

Note that one of the observations considered is nearly coplanar with the
orbital plane, a condition that is singular for the solver, and that is expected to
lower its accuracy in presence of noise. In the case of ideal observations, under
the elliptical model, 44 of the 66 complex solutions recovered by the solver
give a real-valued disk quadric. However, only 3 of these real disk quadrics can
be lifted to real-valued orbital parameters pw , g , bq (see Rem. 1.) These real
solutions are given, modulo the sign ambiguity, by

X 1 « r´1.00 ´.033 ´.022 .001 .310 ´.527 ´1.136 s ,

X 2 « r´.970 ´.111 .216 .033 ´.068 .112 1.171 s ,

X 3 « r´.986 ´.090 .143 .000 ´.001 .001 ´1.110 s .
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Fig. 5 Four of the five observations of the satellite in nearly-circular orbit, including the
nearly-coplanar one.

The solution X 3 corresponds to the true orbit. To rule out the additional real
solutions, a sixth line coming from the observation px 2,u2q may be used. Eval-
uating the left-hand side of Eq. 21 for this line at both solutions X 1 and X 2

gives residual errors of 3.9ˆ 10´3, 4.6ˆ 10´4, and 6.2ˆ 10´16, respectively.
Thus, the solution X 3 gives the best fit to the sixth observation.

Applying the circular model to this same example (with observations 1,
5, and 6), there are now 6 real solutions up to sign ambiguity in the nonzero
parameters pw , bq. However, all 5 original observations may now be used to
remove the 5 extraneous solutions. Evaluating the residuals of constraints 21
on these additional solutions as with the elliptical model allows us to distin-
guish the correct solution. Another comparison between the true orbit and the
extraneous solutions may be obtained by computing the distance from each of
the five estimated orbit points to the origin. For the three observations used
in the homotopy solver these distances all equal b, but these distances may
be significantly different for the two unused observations. For each of the 6
real solutions, we may compute the variance of the set of three distances com-
prised of b and the unused observations. One of these values is 1ˆ 10´9, and
the rest are on the order of 1ˆ 10´3 or higher. This strongly signals the best
approximation of the true solution, which is given by

X «
“

´.986 ´.090 .142 0 0 0 ´1.109
‰

.

4.2 Scenario 2: an elliptical orbit

As a second test case, we consider an orbit close to that traveled by the Magne-
tospheric Multiscale Spacecrafts (MMS) [29]. This is a highly-elliptical orbit,
whose orbital elements we report in Table 4.

Table 4 Orbital elements of the highly-elliptical orbit.

a e i Ω ω
83519.02 km 0.9082 28.50° 357.84° 298.22°
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Fig. 6 Five observations of the satellite made by three ground stations.

In this scenario, 10 observations were obtained with three ground stations
on the Earth’s surface, and we evaluated the runtime and accuracy on 100
sets of five noiseless observations. The summary statistics shown in Table 5
demonstrate that the solver for the elliptical model is efficient and highly
accurate in all cases. Its average runtime was of 0.56 seconds. Note that we do
not consider the circular model.

Table 5 Mean and standard deviation of the solver on noiseless data related to the
highly-elliptical orbit.

elliptical
mean std

∆Q˚ 3.03ˆ 10´14 1.02ˆ 10´15

∆arkms 4.72ˆ 10´9 1.76ˆ 10´10

∆e 9.77ˆ 10´15 3.14ˆ 10´16

∆irdegs 1.22ˆ 10´13 3.84ˆ 10´15

∆Ωrdegs ´3.05ˆ 10´13
ă 10´16

∆ωrdegs ´2.03ˆ 10´13 8.00ˆ 10´15

Figure 6 shows five of the 10 line-of-sight observations for the satellite. We
will use these observations in our Monte Carlo study of noisy observations.
Solving the elliptical model yields 11 real solutions in this case, 10 of which
can be easily excluded by examining the residuals of a sixth line. With a view
towards the model selection problem when the shape of the orbit is not known
a priori, we also considered what would happen if we solved the circular model
for three of these observations. In this short experiment, four of the resulting 12
solutions turned out to be real. However, we obtained a strong signal of model
mismatch by computing the variances of the estimates of b, which resulted in
a value greater than 1 for each solution.

4.3 Noisy observations and comparison with other
methods

To test the robustness of the homotopy solvers to noise under various scenarios,
we consider the following noise model. For each bearing vector u , a noisy
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perturbation ũ is given by
ũ “ u ` ε (55)

where ε „ Np0,Rq. That is, ε is zero-mean Gaussian noise with covariance
following the so-called QUEST measurement model (QMM) [30, 31]

R “ ErεεT s “ σ2
`

I 3ˆ3 ´ uuT
˘

, (56)

where σ is the standard deviation of the bearing error in radians. Note that
R is a 3 ˆ 3 matrix of rank 2, with a null space in the direction of u . This
means that ε lies in the plane normal to u . If ε is small, then ũ remains a
unit vector to first order. The measured direction will then lie on a cone with
axis the true direction, and opening sampled from a normal distribution with
standard deviation σ.

For all the scenarios analyzed, we ran a Monte Carlo simulation under the
noise model described above with 10,000 runs and σ “ 1 arcmin bearing noise,
unless differently stated. The objective of the following study is to understand
the performance of the solver under different scenarios of observation. Also, we
study the role of the elliptical model and the circular model to understand how
they can be used to increase the performance in some conditions of observa-
tions. We compared the results obtained by homotopy continuation with those
provided by either the Double-R method [6] or Gauss’ method, implemented as
described in [16]. To initialize the Double-R iteration, we used an initial guess
of three fourth of the true values for the radii of the position vectors. When
this value was smaller than the Earth’s radius, the sum of the Earth’s radius
and 1/4 of the true slant range was used. Additionally, in the implementation
of these standard IOD solutions, we considered a perfect measurement of the
time of the observations. Note that whenever a comparison is made, the same
noisy inputs have been given to each solver involved.

4.3.1 The elliptical orbit

Consider the observations of the orbit already presented in Fig. 6. Using these
five observations, we can build ten combinations of three observations that
are sufficient to find a solution using the Double-R method (together with the
times of the measurements). In Table 6, we compare the performance of our
solver with the performance provided by Double-R in these 10 cases. From this
table, we can see how our method is more accurate in most of the cases, with
Double-R failing twice in converging to the true solution. A more thorough
comparison between the two methods is given in Fig. 7 for the observations
ABE.

This short analysis shows that the method is competitive with one of the
state of the art algorithms for IOD in the case of well-spaced observations, for
highly elliptical orbits.
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Table 6 Performance in the estimate of the highly-elliptical orbit, for the observations of
Fig. 6. See Fig. 7 for a zoom on the performance for the observations ABE. Results
obtained under 1 arcmin of noise. Rows with “F” indicate observation combinations where
Double-R failed to converge.

observations IOD method
σa
rkms

σe σi
rdegs

σΩ

rdegs
σω
rdegs

ABC Double-R 4462 0.0032 0.147 0.230 1.256
ABD Double-R 2227 0.0056 0.040 0.185 0.154
ABE Double-R 1500 0.0024 0.012 0.057 0.128
ACD Double-R 1243 0.0022 0.024 0.035 0.090
ACE Double-R F F F F F
ADE Double-R 13223 0.0080 0.073 0.489 1.701
BCD Double-R F F F F F
BCE Double-R 2552 0.0013 0.159 0.283 0.843
BDE Double-R 685 0.0017 0.027 0.109 0.082
CDE Double-R 591 0.0011 0.022 0.045 0.065

ABCDE This Work 646 0.0012 0.015 0.049 0.084

4.3.2 The nearly-circular orbit

Given the low altitude of the orbit of the satellite whose orbit was described
in Section 4.1, we have done a preliminary test on the performance of the
method using five different ground stations, one for each observed position. The

Fig. 7 Comparison between the errors produced by the method described in this work and
the Double-R iteration method for the set of observations ABE of Fig. 6. Note that the
statistics relative to the other set of observations are presented in Table 6. Results obtained
under 1 arcmin of noise.
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analysis of this nearly-circular orbit had two objectives. First, understanding
whether a nearly-circular orbit is a degenerate solution for the homotopy-based
algorithm or not. Also, we wanted to understand the role that the circular
model may have in the IOD process, and how it may be used to improve the
accuracy of the solution.

We accomplished the first objective analyzing the performance of the
solver for the geometry of observations represented in Fig. 8. Note that these
observations are far from being singular.

Fig. 8 Five observations gathered by five ground stations for the nearly-circular orbit.

With the elliptical model, the chosen set of measurements produces the
results whose performance is given in Table 7. Here, we also compare the results
with those produced by Double-R, for all the ten possible sets of three obser-
vations sampled from the given five. We can see that our method is superior
in most of the cases. A zoom on the performance for one of the observations
is given in Fig. 9.

We can conclude that the method presented in this work proved to be
competitive with one of the state of the art algorithms for IOD also for well-
spaced observations of a nearly-circular orbit.

Table 7 Comparison between the standard deviations of the errors produced by Double-R
and by our method for the observations represented in Fig. 8. Figure. 9 shows in more details
the performance relative to the observations ACE. Results obtained under 1 arcmin of noise.

observations IOD method
σa
rkms

σe σi
rdegs

σΩ

rdegs
ABC Double-R 9.20 0.00098 0.034 0.032
ABD Double-R 0.41 0.00004 0.008 0.004
ABE Double-R 14.25 0.00132 0.037 0.063
ACD Double-R 0.67 0.00006 0.009 0.012
ACE Double-R 3.03 0.00034 0.009 0.022
ADE Double-R 5.78 0.00018 0.007 0.050
BCD Double-R 18.85 0.00221 0.025 0.133
BCE Double-R 1.99 0.00030 0.020 0.008
BDE Double-R 0.15 0.00006 0.010 0.003
CDE Double-R 4.39 0.00034 0.055 0.073

ABCDE This Work 1.86 0.00015 0.006 0.017
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Fig. 9 Comparison between the errors produced by the method described in this work and
the Double-R iteration method applied to the observations ACE of Fig. 8 under 1 arcmin
of noise. A more general comparison can be found in Table. 7.

The most interesting analysis, however, was related to understanding the
behavior of the solver in the same case studied in the noiseless experiments.
We recall that we are using the observations 1, 4, 5, 6, 9 given in section 4.1,
and that the geometry of the problem is not optimal since one of the LOS is
almost coplanar with the orbital plane, as shown in Fig. 5.

Since the case of coplanar observations is singular for the solver (and for
the other classical angles-only IOD solutions [32]), we can expect that the
accuracy of the solution will decrease. As predicted, the errors in the estimate
of the disk quadric, which give an overall idea of the accuracy of the estimate,
grew of approximately one order of magnitude with respect the configura-
tion of observations previously analyzed. For comparison, Double-R was tested
over the same noisy inputs: it diverged in all but one of the combinations of
observations containing the nearly-singular one.

At this point, since the accuracy obtained with the elliptical model
decreased, it makes sense to analyze whether the assumption of a perfectly
circular orbit may bring advantages. In the noiseless analysis, we saw that the
use of the circular model decreased the accuracy. However, we will show that,
in the presence of noise, this model can sometimes improve the solution.

Fixing one of the observations to be the nearly-singular one, and ran-
domly sampling the other two from the remaining, we implemented our circular
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Fig. 10 Results obtained with the three models presented in the case of a nearly-singular
observation of the nearly-circular orbit. Note that the results relative to Double-R are not
reported since Double-R diverged for the three observations used in the circular model. Also,
note that the error in eccentricity produced by the circular model is not shown, since in this
case is assumed that e ” 0.

model. Figure 10 provides the results of a Monte Carlo simulation with 1000
runs. The circular model is clearly an improvement: the errors are of smaller
scale. As a drawback, a bias is introduced, likely due to dynamical model
mismatch.

In order to avoid the bias, then, we came back to the elliptical model, and
considered a sixth observation. Using this single additional observation, we can
formulate the problem as an optimization problem, as discussed in Section 3.3.
Now, discerning the true solution among the others is no longer an issue: it will
be the one characterized by the smallest value of the cost function. The results
showed that the solution obtained using this model reached the accuracy pro-
duced by the circular model, with the further advantage of not introducing
any bias. This can be appreciated in Fig. 10. The convenience brought by the
optimization formulation is evident. A single model (the elliptical one) may be
used to solve the problem for any shape of the orbit, overcoming the issue of
nearly-singular observations.
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4.3.3 Close observations

When the observations become closer, the solver shows a decreased tolerance to
noise. The performance of our method was tested for observations of the satel-
lite in nearly-circular orbit gathered in an interval of time of about 65 seconds,
using three ground stations. The geometry of the observations is represented
in Fig. 11 and the measurements used are the following:

“

x 1 ¨ ¨ ¨ x 5

‰

«

”

´.390 ´.378 ´.392 .186 ´.382
.921 .860 .920 .979 .858
.007 ´.342 .007 ´.087 ´.342

ı

,

“

u1 ¨ ¨ ¨ u5

‰

«

”

.609 .746 .633 ´.868 .699

.348 .639 .372 .267 .621
´.712 .188 ´.679 ´.419 .356

ı

.

Table 8 Standard deviations produced by Gauss’ method and our method for the case of
close observations shown in Fig. 11. Results obtained under 1 arcsec of noise.

observations IOD method
σa
rkms

σe σi
rdegs

σΩ

rdegs
ABC Gauss 97683 0.18556 11.695 3.500
ABD Gauss 3.22 0.00017 0.022 0.006
ABE Gauss 302.59 0.02664 1.328 0.364
ACD Gauss 18.22 0.00142 0.093 0.021
ACE Gauss 545.66 0.04581 2.082 0.395
ADE Gauss 0.83 0.00008 0.005 0.001
BCD Gauss 1.84 0.00017 0.012 0.003
BCE Gauss 134.69 0.01228 0.690 0.173
BDE Gauss 5.03 0.00068 0.031 0.007
CDE Gauss 1.10 0.00014 0.007 0.002

ABCDE This Work 39.94 0.00324 0.174 0.039

Fig. 11 Close observations of the nearly-circular orbit. The observations A-E are ordered
from South to North.
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In this case, for σ “ 1 arcmin the results provided by the solver are poor.
Under σ “ 1 arcsec, instead, they are reasonable. Note that Double-R was not
able to converge in this case. On the other hand, Gauss’s method for angles-
only IOD [1] works in all the ten possible configurations of three observations
extracted from the given five. In Table 8 we compare the performance of the
two methods, while Fig. 12 provides the histograms relative to the observations
ACD, where Gauss’ solver shows a slightly better accuracy than ours. On the
overall, we can comment that Gauss’ method and our method have comparable
performance, without anyone prevailing over the other.

Fig. 12 Errors in the estimate of the nearly-circular orbit under close observations, for the
observations ACD of Fig. 11 . The time span between the first and the last observation is
of 65 seconds. Results obtained under 1 arcsec of noise.

4.4 The hyperbolic case

If the orbit that we aim to recover is an hyperbola, the procedure described
above remains valid. Once that the matrix Q˚ has been recovered, however,
its parameterization in terms of w , g and 1{b2 differs from the previous for a
sign:

Q˚
9

„

´I3ˆ3 `wwT g
gT p´1{b2q



(57)
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The hyperbolic formulation has been analyzed recovering the orbit of the first
interstellar object ever sighted, ‘Oumuamua [33]. This surprisingly elongated
object, whose planetary system of origin is unknown, was discovered in 2017
and has left the Solar system traveling on its hyperbolic orbit. Its heliocentric
orbital elements are shown in Table 9 and the five observations that have been
simulated are shown in Fig. 13. The performance of the method is represented
in Fig. 14. Note that the Double-R method cannot be used for comparison
since in some of the cases the distance between the observer and the Sun is
greater than the distance between the asteroid and the Sun.

Table 9 Orbital elements of the ‘Oumuamua asteroid.

a e i Ω ω
´1.9034ˆ 108 km 1.20 122.74˝ 24.60˝ 241.81˝

Fig. 13 Simulated observations for the ‘Oumuamua orbit.
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Fig. 14 Results obtained for the test case of ‘Oumuamua, under 1 arcmin of noise, for
10,000 runs.

5 Conclusion

This work develops a purely geometric method for solving the angles-only
initial orbit determination (IOD) problem under the assumption of Keplerian
motion. Our method is unique in comparison to existing angles-only methods
which all, to the best of our knowledge, require time and some form of orbit
propagation.

Experiments demonstrate that our method achieves accuracy that is com-
parable to, and sometimes better than, one of the standard IOD methods
(Double R). An attractive feature of using homotopy continuation to solve for
the unknown conic Q˚ in Eq. (21) is that it gives a truly global method—
no initial guess is required whatsoever. In an additional set of (unreported)
experiments, we witnessed for some configurations that the Double-R iteration
may have a strong dependence on the initial guesses for the radii. Moreover,
poor initialization in general may prevent this method from converging at all.
Thus, our approach may be used not only as a standalone IOD solver, but also
shows potential as a method for providing initial guesses for parameters used
by other methods. Such an initialization scheme may increase the accuracy or
probability of convergence for these other existing methods.

It is also important to address the model selection problem of deciding
between circular and elliptical model when the orbit shape is unknown a priori.
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The analyses made so far allowed us to identify the following strategy. The
elliptical model can in general be used, independently of the shape of the
closed orbit, and it behaved reliably in providing a solution. If its solution is an
orbit with low eccentricity, we can consider using the circular model to provide
another estimate of the orbit. In general, the solution obtained with the circular
model is not necessarily more accurate than that given by the elliptical model.
However, when some of the observations approach the singular configuration of
coplanarity with the orbit, we experienced a decrease in the performance of the
elliptical model, which made the circular model behave better. Nonetheless,
when more than five observations are available, setting the IOD problem as
an optimization problem should be preferred. In fact, this allows us to use a
unique model for the solution of the IOD problem, increasing the accuracy and
avoiding the introduction of the bias produced by the circular model.

On a similar note, we recall n “ 5 (or n “ 3) observations generally only
suffice to determine Q˚ up to finitely many possibilities, since the systems in
Proposition 1 may have several real solutions (with the exact number depend-
ing on scenario specifics). We addressed two simple strategies for ruling out
“false solutions” using additional observations. Moreover, considerations of
general type may be used to exclude some of the wrong solutions. For instance,
orbits with periapsis lower than the orbited planet’s surface, or orbits corre-
sponding to observations that happen in the wrong direction, or that must
cross a physical object to occur, can in general be discarded.

In the case of a hyperbolic orbit, a sign difference in the parameterization
of the disk quadric makes the recovered solution non-liftable to real values of
the parameter b, when using the parameterization for elliptical orbits. This
is a clue that the obtained disk quadric should be analyzed in terms of the
hyperbolic parameterization.

Finally, once that the disk quadric has been determined, we can recover
all the orbital elements without any ambiguity when the direction of motion
is known.
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