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Probability of collision in nonlinear dynamics

by moment propagation

Théo Verhelst'* Giacomo Acciarini*

Abstract

Estimating the probability of collision between space-
craft is crucial for risk management and collision-
avoidance strategies. Current methods often rely on
Gaussian assumptions and simplifications, which can
be inaccurate in highly nonlinear scenarios. This paper
presents a general and efficient approach for computing
collision probabilities without relying on such assump-
tions. Using high-order multivariate Taylor polynomi-
als, we propagate statistical moments of initial uncer-
tainties to the point of closest approach between the
spacecraft. To compute the probability of collision, we
derive a semi-analytical expression for the probability
density function (PDF) of the closest approach distance,
inferred from the propagated moments using orthog-
onal polynomials. Tested on various short-term and
long-term encounters in low-Earth orbit, our method
accurately handles nonlinear dynamics, non-Gaussian
uncertainties, and irregular distributions. This versatile
framework advances space situational awareness by
providing precise collision probability estimates in com-
plex dynamical environments. Moreover, our methodol-
ogy applies to any dynamical system with uncertainty
in its initial state and is therefore not restricted to colli-
sion probability estimation.

1 Introduction

Estimating the probability of collision between space-
craft and space debris is the first mandatory step for
managing risks in space operations and designing effec-
tive collision-avoidance strategies. With the growing
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density of debris in key orbital regions, a precise yet
efficient approach to compute collision probabilities is
needed to safeguard active satellites and space infras-
tructure.

Collision probability computation methods can gen-
erally be categorized into two groups: those designed
for short-duration encounters, where relative motion
can often be approximated as linear, and those for long-
duration encounters, where nonlinear effects must be
considered. Analytical approaches exist for both cases,
with many relying on Gaussian uncertainty assump-
tions and linearized dynamics to simplify the prob-
lem [2]. However, these assumptions can introduce
significant errors in highly nonlinear scenarios, such
as encounters in highly elliptical orbits, low-velocity
conjunctions, or cases where uncertainty distributions
deviate from Gaussianity.

The Monte Carlo (MC) approach provides a high-
precision method for estimating collision probabilities
by directly sampling from the uncertainty distribution
and propagating many trajectories. However, MC sim-
ulations are computationally expensive, making them
impractical for real-time applications, especially when
extremely low-probability events must be resolved with
high confidence. Recent advances, such as the Taylor
Monte Carlo (TMC) method [13], have sought to im-
prove efficiency by using high-order Taylor series ex-
pansions to approximate trajectory propagation while
maintaining the sampling-based nature of MC methods.
While TMC can offer computational gains over standard
Monte Carlo, it still requires a large number of samples
to reach a significant level of statistical confidence.

Our proposed approach also employs high-order Tay-
lor polynomials to model the flow of the dynamics.
However, rather than relying on random sampling, we
directly map the statistical moments of the initial con-
ditions to the state at the closest approach, following
the method presented in [[1]]. These moments provide a
compact representation of the uncertainty distribution



at the conjunction event. The method is semi-analytical,
meaning that its computational cost remains indepen-
dent of the probability of collision. Additionally, the
computed probability converges to the true probability
as the number of moments and the order of the Tay-
lor polynomial increase, ensuring both efficiency and
accuracy.

A key challenge in our framework is translating the
propagated moments into a probability density function
(PDF) and ultimately into a probability of collision. To
address this, we go beyond the moment-propagation
methodology of [1] and derive an analytical expression
for the PDF of the closest approach distance during
an uncertain conjunction. Our method infers the PDF
from the statistical moments using orthogonal poly-
nomials [21]], yielding a semi-analytical and computa-
tionally efficient solution for computing probabilities
in uncertain scenarios. This process does not rely on
strong simplifying assumptions (e.g., Gaussian distri-
bution, long or short-term encounters, etc.), thereby
making the method general in nature and applicable
to any dynamical system, also beyond that of satellite
conjunctions.

We evaluate the technique on a range of short-term
and long-term encounter scenarios in low-Earth orbit,
using real satellite population data from January 2022.
Through these test cases, we show that our method
accurately estimates the probability of collision in a
number of scenarios where nonlinear dynamics and ir-
regular distributions are prevalent, such as encounters
with small relative velocities or non-Gaussian uncer-
tainties. This is an important contribution in the field
of space situational awareness, as it makes no assump-
tion on the distribution of uncertainty or the encounter
duration, unlike most current approaches. As a result,
our method offers a versatile and accurate solution for
collision probability estimation in complex dynamical
environments.

The main contribution of this paper is a methodol-
ogy to estimate the probability of collision between two
spacecraft, given (a) the initial state of both satellites
before the encounter, and (b) the moments of the prob-
ability distribution of the initial state. This is done in
four steps:

1. Compute a Taylor map of the state at the event of
closest approach between the two spacecraft, given
some perturbation in the initial state. This is based
on the methodology for Taylor expansion to an
event manifold presented in [[15].

2. Propagate the moments of the square distance be-
tween the spacecraft at closest approach, using on
the methodology presented in [1].

3. Estimate the probability density function (PDF)
of the square distance between the spacecraft at
their closest approach from its moments, using the
methodology presented in [21]].

4. Integrate the PDF on a suitable interval to obtain
the probability of collision.

While we present our contribution in the context
of estimating collision probability, its applicability ex-
tends far beyond this specific task. More generally, it
can be used to estimate the probability density function
of a system’s state—or any function thereof—given the
distribution of its initial conditions. This makes our ap-
proach a versatile tool for uncertainty quantification in
dynamical systems. In particular, it provides an approx-
imate solution to the Fokker-Planck equation without
a diffusion term [[17]], offering a computationally effi-
cient alternative for modeling probability evolution in
deterministic settings.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows.
In Section [2] we introduce the relevant notations and
concepts from probability theory. The key methods
central to our contribution are described in Section[3]
including the formalism of flow expansion with Tay-
lor polynomials (Section 3.1) and its recent extension
to event manifolds (Section [3.2). The methodology for
nonlinear moment propagation is detailed in Section[3.3
followed by the semi-analytical estimation of the proba-
bility density function from moments in Section[3.4 Our
primary methodological contribution, focused on esti-
mating the probability of collision between spacecratft,
is presented in Section[d A quantitative evaluation of
the proposed approach using simulated examples is pro-
vided in Section[5] Finally, we present our conclusions
in Section[6l

2 Background

The mathematical notation is summarized in Table
Vector-valued functions might or might not be indicated
by an arrow, depending on the context: on the one
hand, multivariate functions taking some state vector
7 as input are noted f(Z) = [f1(Z),..., fm(Z)]". On
the other hand, we might consider a vector  to be a
function of time, hence noted ¥(¢).



P(E) Probability of event F
T Random variable

E[x] Expected value of
£=[z',...,2"]" State vector

Zo Initial state

& Nominal initial state

0Ty = T — 5_6 Initial perturbation
State at closest approach
Distance at closest approach

Tca,ca,0Tca
Dca

Table 1: Mathematical notation.

The probability density function (PDF) is a function
describing the probability distribution of absolutely con-
tinuous random variables (that we call continuous ran-
dom variables for short). The PDF of a continuous ran-
dom variable « is a function g(x) such that the proba-
bility that « belongs to some set of values A is

Plxe A) = / g(z)dz. (1)

A

The expected value of a random variable corresponds
to the intuitive notion of mean, or average value. For
continuous random variables, it is defined as

Blo] = [ ag(o)ds ®
where the integral is taken over the set of all possible
values that « can take. The expected value is a special
case of the more general notion of moment. Two types
of moments exist: raw moments and central moments.
In this paper, we are mainly concerned with the raw
moments. As an abuse of language, we might refer to
the raw moments simply as the moments. The raw mo-
ment of order k € N of a continuous random variable
x is defined as

E [azk] = /xkg(as)dx. (3)
One can see that the case £ = 1 corresponds to the
expected value. This definition can be generalized to
the multivariate case, leading to the notion of mixed
raw moments:

E [a:kl .. xkl}

1 n
://x’fl T )Xy, . dxy (4)

gl ...

where g(z1, ..., 2y,) is the joint PDF of &1, ..., z,. In
this paper, we adopt the notation of multi-index, which
is a tuple @ = (aq,...,a,) € N™ such that we write,
for any vector 7 = [z1,...,2,] ",

v 07 [e79)

R (5)

This enables the more compact notation

E[z°] = /f"g(f)dg?. (6)
We also note a! = aq!... ! and |a] = a1 + -+ - + .

The task of finding a PDF that fits a given list of
moments is called the moment problem [18]]. In the con-
tinuous univariate case, it can be expressed as follows:
given an infinite sequence of moments my, ma, . . ., find
a probability density function g(z) such that for all

d €N,

ma= [ tgas )
Q

for some domain of integration domain 2 C R. When
Q0 = R, this is called the Hamburger moment problem;
when Q = [0, 00), it is referred to as the Stieltjes mo-
ment problem; and when Q = [0, 1], this is called the
Hausdorff moment problem. Note that, for any a,b € R,
the case (2 = [a, 00) or 2 = (—00, b] can be reduced to
the Stieltjes moment problem, and the case Q = [a, ]
can be reduced to the Hausdorff moment problem.

3 Methods

We introduce a series of methods from the literature
on dynamical systems and probability theory that will
be used in our proposed approach for the estimation of
collision probability.

3.1 Taylor expansion of the flow

Consider the generic dynamical system

{aa ~ 10, ®

where Z(t) € R™ is the state vector at time ¢, Z) € R”
is some initial conditio]!] ¢ € R™ is a vector of param-
eters, and f : R" x R™ — R” represents the system

1From now on, subscripts such as 0, f or CA applied on vectors
indicate time, rather than a component of the vector. Components of
state vectors are denoted with superscripts.



dynamics. The solution to this initial value problem
is represented by the flow function, ¢(t; Zo, q), with
components noted ¢1, . .., ¢,. We are interested in the
variation of ¢ at some final time ¢; given some devi-
ation §Zg, ¢ in the initial conditions and parameter
values. We note ¥y = é) + 0Zp, where é(') represents
the nominal initial conditions, and § = p'+ 04, where
p represents the nominal parameter values. Let us note
the nominal trajectory £(t) = ¢(t; &, 7) and the per-
turbed trajectory Z(t) = ¢(t; %o, 7). We define

—

0z, = a(ty) — &(ty)
= d(ts; To,q) — d(ts; €0, P).

For brevity, we use the notation

. [# . [ez > [&
z = = s 52’ = - B = — . 11
{q} Lﬂ ‘ [p} .
Let us compute the Taylor polynomial expansion of

order N of the ith component of 6Zs with respect to
0z

©)
(10)

5a's = Pi(67) (12)

1 olelgy(ty; C+62)
= — : 6z% (13
> oz o 1)
la|<N 6z=0
where @ = (a1,...,Qntn) is a multi-index. We

discarded the Taylor expansion of the term ¢(t; )
in Eq. since it does not depend on 2. Further-
more, since 5 and 2 contribute identically to the term
Ot To,q) = d(ts; {4 62) inEq. , we can write

s 1 ala‘gbt(tfv Z) o
Pi(62) = Z PR = q_qéz (14)
la|<N =
1 8|a‘xi(tf) o
laj<N 7=¢
For simplicity, we define
: lelat ()
7 — 1
arten = T 09
which gives the shorter notation
i . Dai(ts)
sut ~ P07 = 3 %52 L an

lal<N

The partial derivative terms 9,2 (¢ ) can be computed
using modern integration software such as Heyoka
[7]. We call the multivariate Taylor polynomial P =
[P1,...,Py] the Taylor map.

3.2 Propagation to an event manifold

In this section, we describe the process of creating a Tay-
lor map for the final state of a system onto an arbitrary
event manifold. This approach differs from conven-
tional Taylor maps, as presented in Section where
the final time is fixed. An event manifold refers to a
subspace of the state space that satisfies a specified con-
dition, with the time required to reach this manifold
varying based on the initial state. This is illustrated
in Fig.[1} For instance, one might construct a Taylor
map onto the closest approach between two spacecratft,
where the time to reach this closest approach depends
on the initial state. This methodology was introduced
in [[15]], which considered three applications: asteroid
landing, interplanetary transfer, and drone racing. The
Python package Heyoka implements the necessary ma-
chinery for event detection [6]ﬂ

Formally, given an event function e : R™ — R, the
set of values of Z such that e(Z) = a for some a € R
defines an event manifold £:

E={ZeR":e(¥) =a}. (18)

Without loss of generality, we set a = 0. The function e
can represent, for example, the distance to the surface of
an asteroid, or, in our case, the relative velocity between
two spacecraft. We assume that the nominal trajectory

&(t) is such that it reaches the event manifold at time
t¢. This is expressed mathematically as

e(E(ty)) = 0. (19)

To obtain a Taylor map onto this event manifold, we
leverage two key ideas.

The first key idea is to add a variable to the system,
noted £(t), whose value at all times is e(Z(¢)). The time
t* such that £(t*) = 0 can vary depending on the initial
condition Z. One can show that the time derivative of
gisé = Ve(Z(t)) - f, where Ve(Z(t)) is the gradient
of e with respect to all n components of Z(t) evaluated
at Z(t), the operator O - [J represents the usual dot
product, and f represents the dynamics of the system
as in Eq. (8). Hence the new dynamical system is

{ﬂﬂ=f@@@% #(0) = &
E(t) = Ve(@(1)) - f, £(0) = e(Fo).

The second technique is to decouple the physical fi-
nal time ¢; from the numerical final time used by the

I

(20)

2A tutorial is available at|https://bluescarni.github.io/
heyoka.py/notebooks/map-inversion.html
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Figure 1: Propagation of the state to an event manifold
(dashed line). The state s is reached at time ¢ ¢, but this
final state may not lie on the event manifold anymore.
The adapted Taylor map accounts for this by extending
the propagation to a slightly later time, ensuring the
final state lies on the manifold.

integrator. This is achieved by introducing a formal
parameter 1" = t; into the system (in addition to the
vector ) to represent the physical final time, while nu-
merically integrating the system over a normalized time
interval from ¢ = 0 to ¢t = 1. By treating T as a formal
parameter within the system rather than as an external
setting for the numerical integrator, we gain the ability
to manipulate it algebraically, which will prove useful
in the remainder of this section. Mathematically, this is
accomplished by a change of variable, letting 7 = t /T,
and thus d7/d¢t = 1/T. Applying the chain rule, the
dynamics of the new system becomes

B s, q
Aot (21)
"0 rve(ar) - 5

For clarity and consistency with the rest of the paper,
we will use this system but still write ¢ instead of 7 in
the equations that follow.

After applying these two modifications, the Taylor
map of the system (as derived in Section [3.1) takes two
additional input arguments, a new initial state compo-
nent d¢( and a new parameter component 67. Its output
contains one additional component corresponding to
oe fr

6$}c ~ P (6f0, deg, 04, (5T) (22)
51‘? ~ Pn (550, 0eg, 04, 6T) (23)
5ep ~ P (820, 620, G, 6T). (24)

Using only the last component of this Taylor map, we

create a new map N, defined as follows:

0%
680
oq
P (6%, deg, 04, 0T)

N (620, 620,67, 6T) = (25)

We then apply the nonlinear map inversion procedure
described in [4, Sec. 2.3.1] to obtain the inverse map

NL

0Zo
560
oq
PT((Sf(), (55(), (S(T, (SEf)
(26)

N~Y(6Z0, 50, 64, 0c5) =

The last component of N~ ! effectively returns the delta
in time that leads to a given value of de; given some
perturbations in the initial conditions. Setting as in-
put ée; = 0 thus gives to the delta in time needed to
reach the event manifold. More explicitly, for any initial
perturbation, we now have

5Tevent ~ PT((sf()v 5507 5(77 0) (27)
where the value of d¢ is naturally computed as
deo = e(&o + 02o) — e(&o) (28)

The state on the event manifold is computed using
Egs. (22) to a follows:

z;vent = 51 =+ 5zévent (29)
~ é‘l + 7)1 ((S;f"o, 650, (Sq_i7 6Tevent) (30)
x:vent = gn + 6xgvent (31)
~ € + Po(070, 020,00, 0Tevent)- (32)

3.3 Nonlinear moments propagation

The Taylor map gives a way to compute the deviation of
the final state from the nominal trajectory given some
initial perturbation. Uncertainty propagation goes one
step further by estimating the probability distribution
of the final state given the probability distribution of
the perturbations on the initial state. We build upon the
approach in [[1] which propagates the raw moments of
the distribution in nonlinear systems. We now consider
0T to be a random variable, which we denote with a



bold font §Zj. The computation of the first moment
(i.e., the expected value) of the perturbation at ¢ relies
on the linearity of the expected value operator:

=E| > Maig (34)
aj<n
= Y 2z )
R

One thus needs the expression of the moments of the
distribution of the initial perturbations, E [§&;], up
to order N. Given that the initial perturbation follows
some known distribution, such as a normal or a uniform
distribution, computing these moments can be done, for
example, using its moment generating function. More
details can be found in [[1f].

Multivariate moments can be computed similarly, at
the expanse of a larger number of operations. We only
show the formula of the second mixed moment, but
other moments follow a similar pattern.

E [éw}émﬂ

- D" (tf) < 2o Dpa! (ty) «-p
Llal<N IBI<N
(36)
Oa'(ty) 0527 (tf) < ats
1D - A O] (37)
Llal<N [BISN
i J
a! 5!
la|<N |BI<N

3.4 PDF estimation from the moments

This section describes the semi-analytical approach in-
troduced in [21] to estimate a probability density func-
tion (PDF) f(z) of some continuous random variable x
when only its moments are known. This is the moment
problem, introduced in Section Numerous solutions
to the moment problem have been proposed in the lit-
erature, including those based on classical orthogonal
polynomial families such as Hermite polynomials [9]
and Laguerre polynomials [12} [19]], as well as more
modern techniques like kernel density functions [3].
The method in [21]] generalizes the approaches based
on orthogonal polynomials by establishing the general

conditions for their applicability and providing a unified
expression for their solutions. This framework enables
the selection of the most suitable orthogonal polynomial
family based on the problem’s characteristics, offering
flexibility and efficiency. Additionally, the method nat-
urally extends to multidimensional problems, a feature
not shared by all other approaches. However, in our
application, this generalization is less relevant, as only
a one-dimensional PDF is required to estimate the prob-
ability of collision, as we will see in Section In this
section, we provide an overview of orthogonal poly-
nomials and explain how to leverage them to estimate
a univariate probability density function from its mo-
ments. We do not discuss the conditions required for
the method’s applicability or its generalization to the
multidimensional case, which can be found in [21].
The starting point of the approach is to consider a
family of orthogonal polynomials, which is an infinite
sequence of polynomials Py(z), P, (), P2(x), ... that
are orthogonal to each other. This means that, given
some weight functiorﬂw(m), their inner product satisfies

(Pi(z), P, (x) = / Py(a) Py (x)w(x)dz = ;5 (39)

where 0; ; is 0 if and only if ¢ # j. If we further re-
quire that d;; = 1, then the polynomials are orthnor-
mal. Different weight functions give rise to different
orthogonal polynomials. From this definition, one can
show that the sequence of polynomials forms a basis
on the vector space of all polynomials: any polynomial
P(x) can be written as a unique linear combination
CoPo(x) + C1Pi(x) + ... Then, by the Weierestrass-
Stone approximation theorem [20[], any continuous
function g(x) on a closed interval [a, b] can be approxi-
mated arbitrarily closely by polynomials. This means
that there exists an infinite sequence of real coefficients

Cy,Cq1,Cs, ... such that

(40)

g(x) = Z C; P;(x).
i=0

Going back to the moment problem, let us note the
unknown probability density function as f(x). We con-
sider a given weight function w(z), which is referred
to in [21] as the reference distribution. We will use both

3This definition using a weight function applies only when the
measure considered in the inner product is absolutely continuous.
This condition is always satisfied for the classical orthogonal polyno-
mial families considered in this paper.



terms interchangeably. The reason behind this nomen-
clature will be made evident at the end of this section,
where we discuss of how to find an appropriate func-
tion w(x) in practice. Let us consider the expansion in
terms of orthogonal polynomials P;(z) of the function

f(@)/w(@):

@) ~~pp
o) = ; C,Py(x). (41)
If we can find the values of Cy, C, ..., then the PDF
is estimated as
fa) =w(z) > CiPi(x). (42)
i=0
The value of C; is in fact the inner product
flx) _/f(w) (o
<w@y3@)“ LR @)

- [ S e @p@ue)

(44)
e / P, (@) Py()w(z)da
j=0
(45)
= ch(si,j =C;. (46)
j=0
In parallel, we can develop the inner product as
f(z) _ [ [,
(I8 p@) - [L8pwuear )
~ [ P @) = EP (@)
(48)

Therefore, we found that

i
Z ai’nm”] (49)
n=0

= ainEz"]
n=0

where a;,0,0;,1, ..., a;,; are the coefficients of the poly-
nomial P;(x). In practice, the sum in Eq. is trun-
cated based on the number of available moments of
x.

(50)
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Figure 2: Example of PDF estimation, using the first 12
moments of a mixture of Gaussian distributions (solid
line). The reference distribution (dotted line) is a gen-
eralized beta distribution on [—1, 1] with &« = 12.7 and
[ = 6.4. The estimated PDF is shown with the dashed
line.

An important property of the reference distribution is
its connection to classical orthogonal polynomial fam-
ilies [21] For example, if w(x) is chosen as the PDF
of a uniform distribution, the resulting polynomials
Py(x), Pi(x),... arein fact the Legendre polynomials
(with an appropriate normalization factor). Similarly,
selecting the beta distribution as w(x) gives the Jacobi
polynomials, the gamma distribution gives the Laguerre
polynomials, and the normal distribution gives the Her-
mite polynomials. The appropriate weight function
w(z) can be selected based on prior knowledge on the
distribution of @. This weight function, also known
as the reference distribution, determines the overall
shape of the estimated PDF. The polynomial expansion,
built on the given moments, then acts as a refinement
to capture higher-order variations beyond this basic
shape. This concept is illustrated in Fig.[2| If a reference
distribution is chosen that approximately matches the
given moments, the polynomial expansion procedure
will effectively capture finer details of the true PDF. For
example, the parameters of the reference distribution
can be tuned to align with the first few moments of
the target distribution, a technique referred to as the
method of moments. In practice, we found that matching
the first two moments of the reference distribution is
crucial for achieving good performance with a limited
number of propagated moments.

In practice, we select the weight function as follows:

« If the domain of @ is a known interval [u, v],



use a beta distribution generalized to the do-
main [u,v] (instead of the usual domain [0, 1]),
noted Beta(a, 8, u,v), as described in [10l
Sec. 1.3.6.6.17]:

1 (r —u)* (v — x)'@_l

YR E . wowert O

where B is the beta function. Note that this weight
function is a generalization of the beta and uniform
weight functions presented in [21]. We derive addi-
tional properties of this weight function necessary
for PDF estimation in Appendix [A]

« If the domain of x is the half real line [0, 00), use
a gamma distribution Gamma(a, \).

« Otherwise, use a normal distribution A/ (p, 02).

As discussed earlier, the parameters of these reference
distributions should be fitted using the method of mo-
ments from the first moments of x. In practice, we also
observed that the gamma distribution performs poorly
when most of its probability mass is “far away” from
zero. This occurs when the shape parameter a of the
gamma distribution is large. In this case, the normal
distribution can be used instead, as the gamma distri-
bution converges to the normal distribution for large
values of a.

4 Probability of collision

The methods presented in Section[3|can be applied se-
quentially to estimate the probability of collision be-
tween two spacecraft. Unlike common approaches such
as the Akella method [2], our framework avoids several
simplifying assumptions. First, the use of high-order
Taylor polynomials eliminates the need for a linearized
flow function. Second, we do not assume a specific fam-
ily for the initial state probability distribution, whereas
the Akella method and others typically impose a multi-
variate normal distribution. Third, propagating to the
event manifold removes the assumption of linear tra-
jectories at closest approach—an approximation that
fails for long-term encounters, such as those in GEO [3]).
Notably, our approach shares these advantages with
the Taylor Monte Carlo method [13], as both leverage
high-order Taylor expansions on an event manifold.
However, unlike Taylor Monte Carlo, our method is
semi-analytical—it does not rely on random sampling,

ensuring that computation time remains constant re-
gardless of the collision probability. We make the mild
assumption of hard body radius [14], which states that
the shape of both spacecraft can be simplified to two
spheres of radius R4 and Rp, such that a collision oc-
curs whenever the relative distance between the space-
craft is less than the collision radius R = R5 + Rp.

Our methodology aims to estimate the PDF of the
squared relative distance, D ,, between two space-
craft at their closest approach. This choice, as opposed
to modeling Dca directly, avoids the complications
introduced by the square root operation, which can
amplify errors when manipulating Taylor polynomi-
als. One might wonder whether integrating the PDF
of the (square) distance at closest approach is indeed
the same as computing the probability of collision. We
demonstrate in Appendix [B|that this is indeed the case.

The first step is to construct a Taylor polynomial
Ppz,, that approximates D2, as a function of pertur-
bations in the initial state. This polynomial is derived
using the identity:

PD?ZA - P&UQCA + P‘SU%A + P(SZ%A. (52)

Each term on the right-hand side is obtained through
the algebra of truncated Taylor polynomials [j5], applied
to the Taylor map of the state on the closest approach
manifold, as described in Section Notably, truncated
Taylor polynomials of a given order are closed under
operations such as multiplication. This means that,
given a Taylor polynomial Ps,, of order d, all terms of
order larger than d in its square Ps,2 = Psaca - Powca
can be safely discarded without loss of precision.

With PD% N constructed, we compute its moments
using the moment propagation methodology from Sec-
tion(3.3] and reconstruct the PDF f D2, with orthogonal
polynomials, following Section [3.4] The probability of
collision is then obtained by integrating fp2 from
zero to the square of the collision radius, R2. We de-
rived several closed-form expressions for this integral,
depending on the choice of reference distribution, allow-
ing the probability of collision to be computed without
numerical integration. These closed-forms expression
are reported in Appendix

A schematic representation of this procedure is de-
picted in Fig. [3] and can be summarized as follows:

1. Consider a trajectory of a close encounter be-
tween spacecraft A and B. Specifically, integrate
the dynamics from the nominal initial conditions
5_())’,4, f_())’B at ¢y up to the point of closest approach



gA(tf),EB(tf) between A and B at ¢y using an
event detection mechanism [6]].

2. Expand the flow of the system around the nominal
trajectory to obtain a Taylor map Py (6%, 4, 6Z0.5)
of the final state at ¢ (see Section [3.1).

3. Form a Taylor map Pca (0Zo, 4, 0%0, ) of the state
onto the manifold of closest approach between A
and B using the scheme described in Section

4. Form a polynomial PD%A (0Z0,4,0%0,5) of the
square distance between A and B at their closest
approach using the algebra of truncated polyno-

mials (Eq.

5. Estimate the moments E[DZ,], E[D¢,],... of
the square distance at closest approach using the
methodology described in Section 3.3]

6. Estimate the PDF fp2 (d) of the distribution of
the distance at closest approach using the approach
described in Section [3.4

7. Integrate the PDF on the range [0, R%] where R
is the collision radius, to obtain the probability of

collision (Appendix [C).

While we also considered modeling the PDF of the
relative position (a vector quantity) instead of the rel-
ative distance (a scalar quantity), this approach intro-
duced significant complications due to the need for mul-
tivariate PDFs and integrals. Thus, focusing on D,
provides a more efficient and tractable solution.

5 Benchmark

To evaluate our moment-based method, we compare it
against the Akella method and the Taylor Monte Carlo
(TMC) method. As a ground truth reference, we use a
simple Monte Carlo sampling approach. Given that we
consider probabilities of collision as small as 10~° to be
significant [11]], the Monte Carlo and TMC approaches
use 223 ~ 8 x 10° random samples. We consider both
a gamma and a normal reference distribution for the
moment method, selecting the most effective one de-
pending on the conjunction.

Our dataset is derived from the satellite population
recorded in January 2022, using data extracted from
CelesTrak. From this population, we selected satellites
with semi-major axes below 50 000 km. We then simu-
lated their trajectories over one week using the Python

Integration until
closest approach

£0,4, %0, alty),€a(ty)
Adaptation to Flow .
event manifold expansion

{PCA((SfO,Aa fO,B)}—[Pf((SfO,Av 5550,3)}

Truncated
polynomial algebra

{,PD%A (67,4, fo,B)} E[6E] 4, 55:'5,3}

Moments propagation

{E[D%ALE[D%AL o }

PDF estimation

Integration | ii o *“
fpz, (d) : P(collision) |

Figure 3: Flow diagram of our proposed approach for
estimating the probability of collision. Inputs are in-
dicated with bold borders, while the output is shown
with a dashed border.




Spacecraft Radial Transverse Normal
A 0.625 10 3.025
B 5.625 90 27.225

Table 2: Variance along each axis of the multivariate
normal distribution, in meters squared. We assume the
covariance matrix to be diagonal (cross-variable terms
are zero).

package Cascad assuming simple Keplerian dynam-
ics. Conjunction events with a miss distance of less than
1000 meters were identified and recorded. From this
dataset, we selected 22 encounters covering a range of
miss distances and relative velocities (see Table[3). Each
encounter was then back-propagated by 1 hour, 1 day,
or 1 week to generate different initial conditions. We
model uncertainty in the initial conditions exclusively
in the position components. Specifically, we consider
two probability distributions: the multivariate normal
distribution from [[16] (see Table[2) and a uniform dis-
tribution over [—1m, 1m]. Each distribution is scaled
by factors of 0.1, 1, and 10, yielding six distinct uncer-
tainty scenarios. The uncertainty distribution is initially
expressed in the radial, transverse and normal (RTN) ref-
erence frame, and then rotated to match the orientation
of the spacecraft. Overall, the 22 initial encounters, 3
integration times and 6 initial distributions result in a
dataset of 396 encounters scenarios.

Results are reported in Figs.[4 and 5] and the runtime
of each method is shown in Fig.[6] In Fig.[4] we compare
the true and predicted collision probabilities for each
method across all conjunctions in the dataset, consid-
ering only cases where the true probability is nonzero.
We see that the Akella and Taylor Monte Carlo (TMC)
methods generally provide accurate estimates, while
the moments method exhibits slightly larger errors but
still predicts the correct order of magnitude in most
cases.

In Fig. [5| we show the mean squared error of each
method as a function of integration time and the type of
uncertainty distribution in the initial conditions. While
the Akella and moments methods maintain a relatively
consistent error across integration times and distribu-
tions, the TMC approach performs worse for longer in-
tegration times. This is due to cases where the true prob-
ability of collision is zero, yet TMC predicts a nonzero
probability. Although both the moment method and

dhttps://github.com/esa/cascade
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TMC rely on the same multivariate Taylor map, we hy-
pothesize that the semi-analytical nature of the moment
method mitigates the under-sampling issues that TMC
encounters for low-probability events.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we presented a novel methodology for es-
timating the probability of collision between two space-
craft, which is crucial for ensuring the safety and op-
erational efficiency of space missions. Our approach
leverages high-order Taylor polynomials to model the
flow of spacecraft dynamics, providing a flexible and
efficient means of propagating the uncertainty in initial
conditions. We mapped the statistical moments of the
initial state to the event of closest approach, allowing
for accurate collision probability estimation without
the need for random sampling, as in the Taylor Monte
Carlo method.

We showed that this semi-analytical approach is gen-
eral and can handle a variety of uncertainty distribu-
tions, including non-Gaussian and multivariate distribu-
tions, as well as both short- and long-term encounters.
Unlike many existing methods, our approach does not
rely on simplifying assumptions, making it applicable
to a wide range of dynamic systems, including those
with complex orbits and low relative velocities.

We compared our method to established techniques
such as the Akella method and the Taylor Monte Carlo
approach in a benchmark based on real-world con-
junctions. The results demonstrated that our method
provides a accurate estimate of collision probabilities,
with computational efficiency that is independent of
the probability of collision, unlike Monte Carlo-based
approaches. Additionally, we highlighted the robust-
ness of our method across different uncertainty distri-
butions and integration times, making it well-suited
for real-time space situational awareness and collision
avoidance.

While our method did not outperform the conven-
tional Akella method, it is inherently based on fewer
assumptions. Future work should focus on identifying
the specific regimes where failure of the assumptions
underlying the Akella method provide a clear advan-
tage to our approach. Additionally, the moment method
can be refined by exploring alternative methods to com-
pute the probability of collision from the moments of
the relative distance at closest approach. While we
have derived a semi-analytical solution using orthogo-


https://github.com/esa/cascade

aa ea iA 04 wa Ea aB en iB Op wB Ep [|Ar| [|Av||

ID
(km] [] (1)1 1 ] [km] (-] (11 1l (ml [ws)
1 6920 1.6x107% 093 1.28 1.77 3.05 6920 1.6x107% 093 1.63 1.59 3.02 5.8 2104.8
2 6921 52x107* 093 259 1.30 060 6921 7.5x107* 093 3.64 2.36 —1.12 12.9  6068.8
3 6804 82x107* 1.70 3.13 485 298 6778 53x107% 144 0.29 4.18 —2.62 16.9 15105.1
4 6919 1.6x107° 0.93 042 1.67 3.07 6919 1.6x107® 0.93 050 1.64 3.05 72.2 529.2
5 6899 12x107% 129 049 275 —0.77 6898 1.8x107® 1.70 3.32 2.28 —1.18 68.9 14995.6
6 6727 87x107* 0.93 516 1.43 252 6727 81x107* 0.93 516 1.42 253 169.7 0.5
76975 28x107% 171 1.98 1.32 —3.02 6978 24x107% 171 1.98 1.47 3.11 150.9 31.5
8 6828 1.3x107% 1.70 239 482 3.07 6827 19x107% 1.70 243 548 242 1618 304.2
9 68% 1.3x107% 1.70 2.12 505 278 6879 23x107% 1.70 1.98 483 299 1672 1073.8
10 6920 4.7x107* 0.93 1.12 241 —1.02 6920 32x107* 0.93 051 1.24 0.52 151.7 3647.3
11 6911 4.1x107% 1.70 564 198 270 6911 4.1x10"% 1.70 564 1.98 270 354.1 1.2
12 6894 4.6x107* 1.70 230 0.69 0.77 6894 4.7x10™* 1.70 230 0.50 0.96 369.7 4.0
13 6893 4.0x107® 1.70 233 1.27 —2.90 6893 3.8x107° 1.70 233 1.58 3.07 417.8 9.7
14 6850 9.7x107% 144 032 169 294 6863 9.7x107% 144 0.29 081 —245 2102 267.3
15 6920 1.6x107% 0.93 391 174 3.08 6919 16x10"% 0.93 4.26 1.57 3.03 391.5 2104.2
16 7858 4.5x107% 1.29 096 1.57 —2.62 7866 3.1x 107 1.44 345 0.75 —2.89 198.5 13166.4
17 6732 1.6x107% 0.93 516 126 —0.92 6732 15x107% 0.93 516 1.25 —0.91 480.6 0.4
18 14447 53x107* 0.00 0.16 6.01 0.10 14447 52x107* 6.09 1.32 451 044 996.2 2.2
19 6828 23x107® 1.70 229 1.62 3.10 6829 23x107° 1.70 228 1.59 3.12 835.3 21.2
20 6897 25x107* 1.70 231 1.48 —3.05 6895 29x107* 1.70 2.33 1.61 3.11 849.9 120.5
21 6920 2.8x107* 093 1.30 1.76 —0.08 6920 4.0x107* 0.93 1.64 2.35 —0.89 950.8 2108.7
22 6919 3.8x107* 093 295 141 032 6919 50x107* 093 348 228 —0.87 917.5 3141.3

Table 3: Dataset of conjunctions used in the benchmark

Akella Moments method Taylor Monte Carlo

Predicted P,

True P, True P, True P,

Figure 4: Comparison of true and predicted probability of collision for all three methods in the benchmark. We

consider only encounters with a nonzero true probability of collision, as determined with Monte Carlo sampling.

Shaded areas indicate predictions within the correct order of magnitude.
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Figure 5: Mean squared error of each method as a function of integration time and the type of uncertainty
distribution in the initial conditions. The error of the Taylor Monte Carlo approach increases with longer
integration times, primarily due to cases where the true probability of collision is zero, but TMC predicts a

nonzero probability.
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Figure 6: Boxplot of the runtime of each method, per conjunction. Different integration times shown with

different colors.
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nal polynomials, other techniques may offer different
trade-offs in terms of accuracy, computational efficiency,
and applicability to specific scenarios.

Additionally, the moment method is more widely
applicable than just spacecraft collision analysis. It pro-
vides a versatile framework for modeling probability
distributions that evolve according to any arbitrary dy-
namical system, using arbitrary distributions and ap-
plying them to any event manifold. This makes our ap-
proach a powerful tool for a wide range of applications
beyond space situational awareness. Notably, although
this paper focuses on univariate PDFs, the orthogonal
polynomial method we employed is well-suited to han-
dle multivariate distributions, enabling its application
to more complex, higher-dimensional scenarios.

Disclosure statement

Al tools have been used to improve readability, gram-
mar, and language of this paper.
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A Properties of the generalized

beta weight function

Let  be a beta-distributed random variable Beta(a, 3).
Let us consider a random variable y with bounded sup-
port [u, v], defined as

y=x(v—u)+u. (53)
Its PDF is
1 (y—uw) oyl
f(y) - B(Oé,ﬁ) (’U _ u)a+671 (54)
Its mean is
Ely] = (v — w)Elz] +u = (v fu)aiﬁ . (55)

Its second raw moment is

20 _ (N2 afa+1)
By = e B a5+
+2(v—u)aiﬁu+u2. (56)
Higher raw integer moments are
" /n oF
E [4™] = o k _ n—~k
=3 (1)t et e

where z" is the rising factorial, defined for z € R and
n € Nas
" =x(@+1)(r+2)...(x+n—-1). (58)

If we know the bounds u, v and the first two raw mo-
ments m; = E[y] and my = E[y?], we can find the
unique values of «, 5 that match these moments. For
that, we introduce the variables A = a+Sand 7 = a/\.
We have the equations

mi = (v—u)T+u (59)
9 TA+1 5
= —_ 2 - .
me = (v —u) s +2(v—uw)Tu+u”.  (60)
The solution of this system of equations is
_ mp —u (61)
v—u
Al
mo —my
from which we obtain
a=TA (63)
B=010-7)\ (64)

Following the notation in [21]], the functions ¢ and 7
for this reference distribution can be

(65)
(66)

o(z) = (z —u)(v—2x)
7(z) = a(v — ) — Bz — u).

The function 7(x) can in fact be easily derived from
o(x) using the identity

d
f@)r(z) = - (o(2)f(2)). (67)
The constants B,, for n € N are
g o letBrm-Dtpt L

nl(v — u)2na™pg”
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B The integral of the distance at
closest approach is the proba-
bility of collision

Theorem 1. Let P(collision) be the probability that the
initial position of spacecraft A and B lead to a closest
approach with a relative distance less than the collision ra-
dius R. Also, let fp,, be the PDF of the relative distance
between the spacecraft on the closest approach event man-
ifold. Then, the probability of collision can be computed
as

R
P(collision) = / fDoa (r)dr. (69)
0
The keep the statement of the theorem concise, the
formal definition of P(collision) is given in the proof
itself.

Proof. Let us note the state of the two spacecraft as
Za(t) TA(t)} and Zp(t) = [rB(t)} We consider

LTA(t) B (t)

the initial value problem

g = @) Zalt) =Zoa  (70)
o) _ fan)  Fulte) = o

We note ¢ 4(t; %o,4) and ¢p(t; Zo p) the solutions to
Egs. and (71).

The set of all possible states of a single spacecraft is
noted X. Let g(% 4, Zo,5) be the function that gives
the state at closest approach between the two spacecraft
given their initial states:

g: X% = X% (.4, 70.8) — (Faltca),Talte))
(72)

with

tea = argmin [|[7a(t; To,4) — T5(t; Zo,5,t0)| (73)
t€[0,00)

where 74 (t; Zo 4) and ¥5(t; Zo B,to) correspond re-
spectively to the position components of ¢ 4(t; %o 4)
and ¢p(t; Lo,p).

We say that two spacecraft collide if their position
components are less than R apart. Let C(R) C X2 be
the set of colliding states:

C(R) = {(Za,Zp) € X% |fa — 75| < R}. (74)
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The probability of collision is the probability mass of
the set of initial conditions that lead to a colliding state
at closest approach. For simplicity of notation, let w =
(Z 4, Zp) be the state of a pair of satellites, and similarly
Wo = (Zo,4,%0,5). Suppose that the initial state of
spacecraft A at time t( follows a probability density
function fy 4, and similarly the initial state of B follows
a probability density function fy p. For simplicity, we
note fo(Wo) = fo,4(Zo,4) fo,5(Zo.B) (We assume that
the initial states of the two spacecraft are independently
distributed). Then the probability of collision is formally
defined as

P(collision) = /fo(w’o)]l[g(zﬁo) € C(R)]dwy. (75)
By the law of the unconscious statistician, we have
[ fotan)tigtan) € C(R)jATy = Bfllg(@o) < C(R)]

(76)

P(g(wo) € C(R)).
(77)

Let W be the state propagated to the closest approach,
Wea = g(Wo), and let fca be its PDF. By definition of
the PDF,

P(g(g) € C(R)) = P(Wca € C(R)) (78)

foa(Weon)dwca. (79)

C(R)

Since C(R) is a subset of X', we can write the previous
expression as

/ foa(Wea)dwca
C(R)

= fCA(wCA)H[wCA S C(R)]du_}bA
X2

(80)

Using Fubini’s theorem,

_ / / For(@onsFom)L[Fon — Fosl) < B
X JX
deBdfc,A.

(81)

The integral over Z, g can be written as an integral
over a ball of radius R and centered on & 4, which we
note B(7,, 4, R):

= / / fCA(fC,A?fc,B)dfC,BdfC,A' (82)
X B(Fc,AaR)



An integral over a ball can be decomposed as a double
integral over the radius r and over spheres of radius 7,
noted S(7, 4, 7):

R
- / / / For(@ons Fo.p)do pdFo 4dF.
0 X JS(7e,a,m)

(83)

Note that the two inner integrals are precisely the PDF
of the distance between the spacecraft:

fDCA(r> :/ / fc(fc,Azfc,B)dfc,Bdfc,A-
X JS(7e,a,7)

(84)
So, we obtained
R
P(collision) :/ fDoa (r)dr. (85)
0
O

C Closed-form expressions for
the integral of estimated PDFs

Let us note the PDF of the square of the relative distance
as f(z) = fpz, (z). The probability of collision can
be computed by integrating this PDF over the interval
[0, R%]. In this section, we derive closed-form expres-
sions for this integral or representations involving well-
known special functions. To extend the applicability of
our results, we generalize the integral to an arbitrary
domain [a, b], while restricting our analysis to the one-
dimensional case. Given the expansion of f(z) in terms
of orthogonal polynomials, the integral takes the form

b b e8]
/ flx)dx = / w(x) Z C;P;i(z)dx.  (86)
@ @ i=0

Since w(z) is positive and £2, by Fubini we have

/

oo

w(z) z C;P;(xz)dx

=0

(87)

(88)
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C.1 Uniform reference distribution
For the uniform distribution, the weight function is

1
8 —

Wy(a,p)(T) = - (89)

The integral is in fact trivial:

1
b —a

b b
/ wy(a,p)(2) Pi(z)dr = / P;(z)dz. (90)

C.2 Beta reference distribution

For the beta distribution, the weight function is

2711 —x)ﬁ_l

wBeta(a,ﬂ)(x) = B(Oé ﬁ) (91)
The integral takes the form
b
[ heatep@P(a)da
b a—1 _ \B8-1
1l —x)
= ——————Pi(z)dx 92
[ e —rw .
= ~ ik /b zoth=l — )P e, (93)
B(a, 8) Ja

k=0

The term in the integral above corresponds to the PDF
of a beta distribution with parameters a + k, 8 whose
corresponding cumulative distribution function is the
normalized incomplete beta function defined as

1
B(a, §)

L, B) = /0 ’ 71— )P e, (99)

leading to

b
/ WBeta(a,B) (x)Pn(I)d‘T

& Bla+kp)
=24k p, 5

k=0

(Ip(a+k,B) = Io(a+ K, 3)) .

(95)

C.3 Normal reference distribution

The situation for the normal distribution is more com-
plicated. We leverage the following result.



Result 1. Let f be the probability density function of a
normal random variable N (11, 0%). For any real b > 0
and integern > 0, we have

/2k—2
( > /J,n_kUk
™

n

D

k=0

n

k

/Ob 2" f(z)dx =

o (L G=?\ . (k1 g
gy 5 T 952 = B 5 952
(96)
where
-1 k+1 b
ap = {7V T ©7)
1 otherwise,
—1)FL if >0,
gp=q T Yt (98)
1 otherwise,

and -y is the lower incomplete gamma function -y defined
fors € Candb e R as

b
fy(s,b):/ z* te du. (99)
0

With this result in hand, the integral of the PDF with
a normal reference distribution can be evaluated by
expanding the polynomials P;(z), as in Eq. (88). The
integral on an arbitrary interval [a, b] can be computed
by subtracting the integral on [0, a] from that on [0, b].

Proof. Let

_(z=w)?
202

Guo2(r) =e (100)
We want to compute [; ¢" f,, 2()dz. We will first

prove the theorem when p = 0. Let us make the substi-
tution x = u?/20? in the definition of :

u = V2to2 (101)
1 1 ag 1
— 2_¢+732 = —zx 2 102
du a\f2t dz N dz (102)
2 1
£du =z 2dzx. (103)

g

17

Substituting into the definition of v with s = n gives

b
v(n,b):/ 2" ig T Te Cdy (104)
0

\/5 V2bo? U2 ’ﬂ*% a2
2 Ge)

202 du
(105)
b? 2 1 b u2
vln — :\[1/ u?" e 27 du
202 o (202)""z Jo
(106)
n+1 b V2 o1 b2
- - gzd
7( 2 ’202) - (202)’5/0 we e
(107)
n+1 b 273" [ w2
7(2 202) = TLH/O u"e” 207 du. (108)
The above equation leads to
b 2
n n+1 b n n—1
/ u go,gz(u)du:')/(Q,M)U o5,
0
(109)

When p # 0, we will distinguish three cases, depending
on the relative order of u, b and 0. We know that b > 0,
so either 4t < 0 < b,or0 < p < bor0 <b< p(we
will deal with equalities later). For the case u < 0 < b,
we can express the integral as

b
/ u" g, o2 (u)du
0
/b
“w

b—p
/ (@4 1) g2 (e + p)da
0

0
u" g, o2 (u)du

u" gy 02 (u)du — /

m

—H
- /0 (&4 1) guoe(e + p)de (110)

By translation invariance, we have g, ,2(x + 1)
90,02 ():

b—p
/ (x + )" go,02 (x)dx
0

—K
- [ @ gas(ede i



Using the binomial theorem and Eq. (109), we obtain ~ Expanding the terms (z + )" gives

—p
k b—p
- s2(2)d f
/0 490,02 () a:) . / mkgo’ﬁ(x)dﬂ
0

N (M ek kg Est <k+1 (b—M)Z) n 2
= pt Rt [y [ ———, B N\ ek kfloksl E+1 (b—p)
];) (k) < 2 2072 => (k)“ o* 1o (*y (2,

202

E+1 u2>> )
—7(,2 . (112) ok (k1 op
2 2 + (—1)"y 597 |- (115)
Finally, when 0 < b < p, we have

That proves the case 1 < 0 < b. Now, let us look at the b "
case 0 < p < b. Splitting the domain of integration at / u™ Gpi,o (u)du = / u”gu o2 (uw)du
 gives 0 0

o
—/ u" gy o2 (u)du.  (116)

Let us substitute £ = p — u in both terms:

b
/ u" g, 02 (u)du
0

0
. b —— [ =) gl - 2)de
z/ u"gu,gz(u)du—i—/ u" g, 02 (w)du. (113) "
0 Iz

0
T / (4 — )" ga (1 — @)
pn—>b

n
Let us make the substitution x = y — u in the first term = / (n—2)"g, 02 (1 — x)da
and x = p + u in the second term: 0

n—>b
- /0 (:u - x)ngu,az (,LL - .T)dl‘

m
b _ IR
/ u"gmgz(u)du /0 (n— 1) 90,0 (z)dz
0 -
’ - —2)"gg o2 (x)dx
= _/ (n— l‘)"g#’(ﬂ(u—x)dx /0 (1 ) 0, (x)
I . }
b—p _ Tl) n—=k 71 k / .'L'k oz d"L’
L AR AR > () < " dtgon(o)
7 -
B / (b = ) Gpon (= )z - / g0, 02 ()dz
0 :
b—p N
" 2 n nk k k—1 .
H b—p k=0
N /0 (h=2)"90.02 (l')d$+/0 (@+11)" 90,02 (x)dz. k+1 (b—p)? + E+1 p?
al T2 e )T ) )
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By staring at which of the two incomplete gamma terms
get a —1 in these three cases, one can verify that the
definition of o}’ and 3} in the statement of the theorem
correspond to the desired result. O
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