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This article develops an optical navigation (OPNAV) and station-keeping pipeline for the

near-rectilinear halo orbit (NRHO) in high-fidelity ephemeris model dynamics. The pipeline

involves synthetic images used by the non-iterative horizon-based OPNAV algorithm, fed into an

extended Kalman filter. The state estimate is used by a controller to maintain the spacecraft’s

motion within the vicinity of a reference NRHO. We study differential correction-based and

minimization-based implementations of the 𝑥-axis crossing control scheme, and propose an

improved targeting prediction scheme by incorporating the filter’s state covariance with an

unscented transform. We also introduce a hysteresis mechanism, which improves station-

keeping cost and provides insight into the difference in performance between the differential

correction-based and minimization-based approaches. We perform Monte-Carlo experiments

to assess the pipeline’s tracking and Δ𝑉 performances. We report several key findings, including

the variability of the filter performance with the sensor field of view and measurement locations,

station-keeping cost reduction achieved by the unscented transform-based prediction and

hysteresis, as well as variability of the cumulative Δ𝑉 as a function of maneuver location due to

the periodic structure in the OPNAV-based filter’s estimation accuracy.

Nomenclature

𝐴/𝑚 = solar radiation pressure area-to-mass ratio, m2/kg

𝐶𝑟 = solar radiation pressure coefficient

FEM = Earth-Moon rotating frame centered at the Moon

FI = inertial frame centered at the Moon

FP = Moon’s principal axes frame
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𝒇 = spacecraft dynamics

𝑓 = camera focal length, mm

FOV = field of view, deg

𝑲 = filter Kalman gain

𝑚 = number of points lying on the lit limb

NRHO = near-rectilinear halo orbit

𝑸 = filter process noise

𝑹𝒚 = measurement covariance

𝒓 = spacecraft inertial position vector, km

𝑻A
B = transformation matrix from frame A to frame B

𝑡 = time, s

𝒗 = spacecraft inertial velocity vector, km/s

𝑣𝑥,tol = 𝑣𝑥 targeting tolerance, m/s

𝑣𝑥,trig = 𝑣𝑥 trigger threshold, m/s

𝒚 = measurement

𝜿 = camera calibration matrix

𝚺 = filter state covariance

𝜽 = spacecraft inertial state vector

𝜃 = true anomaly, deg

Φ = state transition matrix

𝚿 = targeted subset of state

I. Introduction
A key challenge of operating space assets in cislunar space is the vast distance from the Earth. The distance makes

frequent communication and navigational updates to cislunar spacecraft a challenge due to the scarcity and congestion

of ground-based infrastructures, necessitating autonomous capability for guidance, navigation, and control (GNC). A

particular orbit of interest is the 9:2 resonant near-rectilinear halo orbit (NRHO) about the Earth-Moon L2 point [1–3],

due to its planned use for the upcoming lunar space station, or Gateway, humanity’s next outpost in space.

Regular station-keeping (SK) maneuvers, also referred to as orbit maintenance maneuvers, are required for spacecraft

flying along the NRHO due to the orbit’s unstable modes. SK is required at an appropriate cadence in order to cancel the

unstable modes in the presence of errors in state estimation, dynamics model, and control. As traffic on the NRHO is

expected to increase, autonomous GNC along this orbit is of critical importance, both to reduce reliance on ground-based
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navigation updates in nominal operations contexts, as well as to ensure a reliable onboard GNC capability in case of

off-nominal scenarios such as communication failures. Today, with the lack of a dedicated cislunar position, navigation,

and timing (PNT) architecture, horizon-based optical navigation (OPNAV) [4–6] is a suitable measurement source that

may be acquired and processed onboard a spacecraft along the NRHO. A number of prior simulation-based works

considered autonomous navigation using horizon-based OPNAV on lunar libration point orbits (LPOs) [7, 8], as well as

specifically on the NRHO [9, 10], but without consideration of SK activities. Several recent missions have successfully

demonstrated horizon-based OPNAV for orbit determination in cislunar flight: the Orion spacecraft during the Artemis

I mission [11], the LONEStar experiment during the Lunar Flashlight mission [12], and the CAPSTONE mission [13].

There has been significant focus on SK algorithms and their performance under orbit determination error; Shirobokov

et al. [14] provides a survey of the various SK schemes and for LPOs in various dynamical regimes. Oguri [15]

demonstrates navigation with numerically simulated horizon-based OPNAV and SK based on an optimization-based

pre-computed feedback policy. In the context of SK for NRHOs, the 𝑥-axis crossing control is known to perform

favorably [16–19]; in the recent CAPSTONE mission, this strategy was successfully deployed on the NRHO [20], and

has been chosen as the approach for the Gateway [19].

In this work, we evaluate the feasibility and performance of autonomous GNC along NRHO by developing an

end-to-end pipeline that consists of a navigation filter relying solely on measurements from processing realistic synthetic

images of the Moon, and a SK algorithm that use the recursively filtered state estimate to compute control actions. The

synthetic images are generated using a rendering setup previously developed by the authors [21], and are processed to

generate position measurements using the state-of-the-art non-iterative horizon-based OPNAV algorithm [4, 5]. We

augment the fidelity of the measurement covariance expression of the horizon-based OPNAV algorithm by accounting

for the attitude error of the camera. We compare two variants of the 𝑥-axis crossing control, namely the traditional

differential correction-based approach [16, 17, 19] and the optimization-based approach [22]. In addition, we propose

an unscented transform (UT)-based targeting scheme that uses the filter’s state covariance information to improve the

state prediction. We also introduce hysteresis by setting a higher state violation threshold for executing control than the

state violation threshold that the 𝑥-axis crossing control aims to satisfy. Both the UT-based targeting and hysteresis can

be readily implemented within the 𝑥-axis crossing control scheme, and are found to result in tangible cumulative SK Δ𝑉

cost reduction.

The GNC pipeline is used to conduct multiple Monte-Carlo experiments in which measurement collection and

controller hyperparameters are varied. We report the levels of navigation accuracy that can be achieved by horizon-based

OPNAV, and quantify its limitations. We compare differential correction-based and minimization-based implementations

of the 𝑥-axis crossing control and show the significant performance difference that arises due to the myopic per-maneuver

SK optimization as an approximation of the infinite-horizon cumulative SK cost. Finally, using the pipeline, we study

the sensitivity of the cumulative SK cost to SK maneuver location along the NRHO.
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The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section II introduces the full-ephemeris dynamics and the key

dynamical properties of the NRHO. In Section III, the horizon-based OPNAV and the navigation filter implemented

in this work are introduced. Section IV concerns the 𝑥-axis crossing controller, along with the modifications and

augmentations that we propose. Section V provides results based on the navigation filter incorporating OPNAV

measurements without any SK. Next, in Section VI, the SK schemes are compared with different levels of assumed state

estimation errors. Section VII provides end-to-end simulation results with both the OPNAV-based navigation filter and

the SK algorithms. Finally, conclusions to this work are given in Section VIII.

II. Preliminaries
We first introduce the high-fidelity ephemeris model in which the spacecraft’s motion is studied. Then, we briefly

discuss the NRHO, pointing out characteristics that pertain to OPNAV-based navigation and SK.

A. Equations of Motion

We consider the motion of the spacecraft in cislunar space under the effect of gravitational forces of the Moon, Earth

and Sun, along with J2 perturbation from the Moon and solar radiation pressure (SRP), in a Moon-centered inertial

frame FI. The equations of motion are given by

¤𝜽 =


¤𝒓

¤𝒗

 = 𝒇 (𝑡, 𝜽) =


𝒗

− 𝜇

𝑟3 𝒓 + 𝒂J2 (𝑡, 𝒓) +
∑

𝑖 𝒂𝑁𝑖
(𝑡, 𝒓) + 𝒂SRP (𝑡, 𝒓)

 , (1)

where 𝒓 ∈ R3 is the position vector of the spacecraft with respect to an unforced particle at the origin of FI, 𝒗 ≜ ¤𝒓 ∈ R3

is the rate of change of 𝒓 in FI, and 𝜽𝑇 = [𝒓𝑇 , 𝒗𝑇 ] ∈ R6 is the state vector. In the acceleration terms on the right-hand

side, 𝑟 = ∥𝒓∥ is the distance from the center of the Moon to the spacecraft, 𝜇 is the standard gravitational parameter

of the Moon, 𝒂J2 is the perturbing acceleration due to the J2 coefficient of the lunar spherical harmonic gravitational

model, 𝒂𝑁𝑖
is the third-body perturbing acceleration of body 𝑖, and 𝒂SRP is the perturbing acceleration due to SRP. In
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this work, we consider third-body perturbations due to the Earth and the Sun. The perturbation terms are given by

𝒂J2 (𝑡, 𝒓) = 𝑻P
I

©­­­­­­­«
−3𝜇𝐽2𝑅

2

2𝑟5



(
1 − 5 𝑧2

P
𝑟2

)
𝑥P(

1 − 5 𝑧2
P
𝑟2

)
𝑦P(

3 − 5 𝑧2
P
𝑟2

)
𝑧P



ª®®®®®®®¬
, (2a)

𝒂𝑁𝑖
(𝑡, 𝒓) = −𝜇𝑖

(
𝒓 − 𝒅𝑖
∥𝒓 − 𝒅𝑖 ∥3

+ 𝒅𝑖

𝑑3
𝑖

)
,

𝒂SRP (𝑡, 𝒓) = 𝑃Sun

(
∥𝒅Earth − 𝒅Sun∥2

𝑟Sun

)2
𝐶𝑟

𝐴

𝑚

𝒓Sun
𝑟Sun

,

where 𝑻P
I ∈ R3×3 is the transformation matrix from the Moon’s principal axes frame FP to FI, 𝐽2 is the oblateness

coefficient of the Moon, 𝑅 is the equatorial radius of the Moon, and subscript (·)P denote position components in FP; 𝜇𝑖

is the gravitational parameter of body 𝑖, and 𝒅𝑖 is the position of body 𝑖; 𝑃Sun is the SRP magnitude at 1 AU, 𝐶𝑟 is the

radiation pressure coefficient, and 𝐴/𝑚 is the area-to-mass ratio.

The linearized solution to equation (1) in the vicinity of a reference state 𝜽̄ at time 𝑡 is given by

𝛿𝜽 (𝑡) = 𝜕𝜽 (𝑡)
𝜕𝜽̄ (𝑡0)

𝛿𝜽 (𝑡0), (3)

where 𝛿𝜽 (𝑡0) denotes the initial deviation from the initial reference state 𝜽̄ (𝑡0) at time 𝑡0. The partial 𝜕𝜽 (𝑡)/𝜕𝜽̄ (𝑡0) is

the state-transition matrix (STM) denoted by the shorthand 𝚽(𝑡, 𝑡0), obtained through the nonlinear integration of the

initial value problem


¤𝚽 (𝑡, 𝑡0) =

𝜕 𝒇 (𝑡, 𝜽)
𝜕𝜽̄

𝚽 (𝑡, 𝑡0) ,

𝚽 (𝑡0, 𝑡0) = 𝑰6.

(4)

B. Near-Rectilinear Halo Orbit

Libration point orbits (LPO), periodic motions revolving around libration points, offer the option for spacecraft to be

placed in unique periodic regimes in cislunar space that are otherwise unattainable by classical Keplerian orbits about

the Earth or the Moon. There exist multiple families of LPOs, each with varying characteristics in terms of their spatial

location, energy, and/or stability, and the NRHOs are a subset of the so-called halo orbit families about the L1/L2 points

with bounded linear stability. For details on the dynamic structure of NRHOs, see [2, 3] and references therein. In this

work, we focus on the 9:2 resonant NRHO of the Gateway, which completes 9 revolutions over 2 synodic periods of the

Moon.
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While periodic motions may be numerically constructed in simplified models such as the circular restricted three-body

problem, the analogous motion in the full-ephemeris model is only quasi-periodic and contains unstable modes, thus

requiring SK corrections to maintain the spacecraft on the desired orbit. Integrating motion along the NRHO is further

complicated by the relatively low perilunes of around 3000 km, as numerical integration errors get amplified during

the transits through perilunes, where the dominant acceleration, proportional to 1/𝑟2, has high sensitivities. The

compounding effects of the inherent dynamical, as well as numerical, instabilities, necessitate a numerical integrator that

is efficient with tight error tolerances. In this work, we make use of the explicit embedded Runge-Kutta Prince-Dormand

9(8) from Verner [23] in the GNU scientific library (GSL) [24].

C. System Architecture for Optical Navigation and Station-Keeping

To validate autonomous navigation and SK on an NRHO, we develop a simulation environment that generates

synthetic images of the Moon, processes the images to generate position measurements and measurement covariances,

estimates the spacecraft state using a navigation filter, and computes orbital correction maneuvers using an SK controller.

This framework is illustrated in Figure 1.

Starting with the measurement block, synthetic images are generated using Blender; details of this implementation

are provided in [21]. The image is then processed using the Christian-Robinson algorithm, which is a horizon-based,

non-iterative method for generating a position measurement 𝒓P, along with an analytical expression for the measurement

covariance 𝑷𝒓P . The measurement and measurement covariance are fed to the navigation filter; for simulation purposes,

we keep track of both the filter’s state estimate 𝜽̂ as well as the true state 𝜽 . The synthetic imaging block uses 𝜽 to place

the camera, while 𝜽̂ is used to point the camera toward the perceived location of the Moon. The control block on the

bottom right is only given 𝜽̂ and 𝑷𝒓P to compute a control command 𝒖. The state estimation assumes that 𝒖 is executed,

while in fact a corrupted 𝒖 + 𝛿𝒖 is executed on the true state 𝜽 .

III. Autonomous Navigation with Optical Measurements
We first provide an overview of the horizon-based OPNAV scheme. We adopt the non-iterative Christian-Robinson

algorithm [4] due to its superior performance over other iterative, ellipse-fitting-based variants [25]. We develop

a measurement covariance expression based on [4] which accounts for attitude uncertainty in addition to the error

associated with detecting the lit limb within the image. Then, we briefly discuss the simulation environment developed

in Blender in our previous work [21]. Finally, we describe the dynamic filter employed with the OPNAV measurements

for simulating autonomous navigation.
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Fig. 1 Overview of optical navigation-based station-keeping architecture and simulation environment

A. Horizon-Based Optical Navigation

We consider the horizon-based OPNAV algorithm for computing the position vector of the spacecraft with respect

to the imaged body assuming the camera attitude, defined by the camera frame FC, is known. This assumption is built

on the fact that spacecraft attitude can be computed with high precision using star trackers. The small error on the

spacecraft’s attitude is incorporated into the image generation process, and the measurement covariance expression is

updated from the expression provided in [4] to reflect this source of error. The algorithm also requires ephemerides of

the Moon and the Sun, as well as the radii of the Moon; these are assumed to be stored on the onboard computer.

1. Christian-Robinson Algorithm

The Christian-Robinson algorithm [4] provides both the position vector estimate as well as an analytical expression

for the position measurement covariance. While a short overview is provided here for completeness, a full description is

available for the Cholesky decomposition variant in [4] and for the Singular Value Decomposition (SVD) variant in [5].

Starting with the 𝑚 pixel coordinates along the lit limb {𝑢𝑖 , 𝑣𝑖}𝑚𝑖=1 of the Moon, each point is projected onto a point on
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the image plane 𝒔𝑖 by using the intrinsic camera calibration matrix 𝜿 [5, 6, 26]

𝒔𝑖 = 𝜿−1



𝑢𝑖

𝑣𝑖

1


. (5)

Then, using the SVD, the horizon-based OPNAV problem is transformed from being relative to a triaxial ellipsoid to

being relative to a unit sphere via

𝒔̄𝑖 = 𝑸𝑻C
P 𝒔𝑖 , (6)

where 𝑸 = diag(1/𝑎, 1/𝑏, 1/𝑐) with 𝑎, 𝑏, 𝑐 the body’s principal axes, and 𝑻C
P ∈ R3×3 is the transformation matrix from

FC to FP. Finally, defining 𝒔̄′
𝑖
= 𝒔̄𝑖/∥ 𝒔̄𝑖 ∥, the position of the spacecraft in the camera frame is obtained by solving the

linear least-squares problem 

𝒔̄′𝑇1

𝒔̄′𝑇2
...

𝒔̄′𝑇𝑚


𝒏 = 𝑯𝒏 = 1𝑚×1. (7)

The matrix 𝑯 is the vertical concatenation of 𝒔̄′𝑇
𝑖

for 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑚. The position vector of the spacecraft in FC is given by

𝒓̂C = −(𝒏𝑇𝒏 − 1)−(1/2)𝑻P
C𝑸
−1𝒏, (8)

which is transformed to FP via

𝒓̂P = 𝑻C
P 𝒓̂𝐶 = −(𝒏𝑇𝒏 − 1)−(1/2)𝑸−1𝒏, (9)

where 𝑻C
P ∈ R3×3 is the transformation matrix from FP to FC.

2. Analytical Measurement Covariance Under Attitude Uncertainty

Following Christian and Robinson [4], we compute the covariance of the position measurement, in the presence of

error associated with detecting the lit limb within the image, quantified in terms of the “standard deviation of an observed

horizon point in units of pixels” 𝜎pix. This model assumes a perfect attitude knowledge, and as a consequence a perfect

knowledge of the transformation matrix 𝑻P
C. However, in reality, the camera will have some unknown misalignment due

to the imperfection of the estimated attitude, the mounting process of the hardware, and the vibration during launch.

To this end, we develop an expression for the measurement covariance of the position in FP, denoted by 𝑷𝒓P , that
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incorporates both the error introduced by the limb detection process, as well as the imperfect attitude knowledge.

Taking the variation of (9) with respect to both 𝒏 and 𝝓,

𝛿𝒓P = 𝑭𝛿𝒏 + 𝑮𝛿𝝓, (10)

where 𝑭 and 𝑮 are given by

𝑭 = −
(
𝒏𝑇𝒏 − 1

)−(1/2)
𝑸−1

(
𝑰3×3 −

𝒏𝒏𝑇

𝒏𝑇𝒏 − 1

)
, (11)

𝑮 = 𝑻𝐶
𝑃 [𝒓C×], (12)

[ · ×] is the skew-symmetric matrix [𝒂×]𝒃 = 𝒂 × 𝒃, and 𝑑𝑥 is the pixel pitch in terms of pixels per radian. The

covariance of 𝒓̂P is given by

𝑷𝒓P = E[𝛿 𝒓̂P𝛿 𝒓̂
𝑇
P ] = 𝑭𝑷𝑛𝑭

𝑇 + 𝑮𝑷𝜙𝑮
𝑇 , (13)

where 𝑷𝑛 is the covariance of the vector 𝒏, and 𝑷𝜙 is the covariance of the camera attitude. The expression for 𝑷𝜙 is

given by

𝑷𝜙 = 𝜎2
𝜙 𝑰3×3. (14)

An approximation for 𝑷𝑛 developed in [27] for Cholesky decomposition is adapted to the SVD via

𝑷𝑛 =

(
𝑯𝑇𝑹𝑦𝑯

)−1
, (15)

where 𝑹𝑦 ∈ R𝑚×𝑚 is the covariance of the residuals of the least-squares problem (7), given by

𝑹𝑦 = diag(𝜎2
𝑦1 , . . . , 𝜎

2
𝑦𝑚
),

𝜎𝑦𝑖 = 𝑱𝑖𝑸𝑻C
P 𝑹𝑠𝑻

P
C𝑸

𝑇 𝑱𝑇𝑖 ,

(16)

𝑹𝑠 is the covariance of the horizon measurements, approximated by

𝑹𝑠 ≈
(
𝜎pix

𝑑𝑥

)2



1 0 0

0 1 0

0 0 0


, (17)

𝜎pix is the standard deviation of an observed horizon point in units of pixels [27], and 𝑱𝑖 is given by

𝑱𝑖 =
1
∥ 𝒔̄𝑖 ∥

𝒏𝑇 (𝑰3×3 − 𝒔̄′𝑖 𝒔̄
′𝑇
𝑖 ). (18)
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The measurement covariance expression (13) is validated using a Monte-Carlo experiment. At a fixed range of 70 000 km

from the Moon, each Monte-Carlo sample is computed as follows:

1) Generate random transformation matrix 𝑻C
P .

2) Generate 100 limb pixel coordinates {𝑢𝑖 , 𝑣𝑖}100
𝑖=1 along the true limb of the body, located at equal angle intervals

over a circular sector of 140◦, perturbed by individually drawing a realization of 𝜎pix

{𝑢𝑖 , 𝑣𝑖} = {𝑢𝑖 , 𝑣𝑖}true + {𝛿𝑢𝑖 , 𝛿𝑣𝑖} 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑚, (19)

where 𝛿𝑢𝑖 , 𝛿𝑣𝑖 ∼ N(0, 𝜎pix).

3) Construct the attitude perturbation matrix 𝛿𝑻 ∈ R3×3 using the Rodrigues’ rotation formula

𝛿𝑻 = cos(𝛿𝜙)𝑰3 + sin(𝛿𝜙) 𝒊× + [1 − cos(𝛿𝜙)] 𝒊𝒊𝑇 , 𝒊 =
1√︃

𝑖2𝑥 + 𝑖2𝑦 + 𝑖2𝑧



𝑖𝑥

𝑖𝑦

𝑖𝑧


, (20)

where 𝛿𝜙 ∼ N(0, 𝜎2
𝜙
), 𝑖𝑥 , 𝑖𝑦 , 𝑖𝑧 ∼ U(−1, 1), and 𝒊× is the skew-symmetric form of 𝒊.

4) Compute true position in the planet frame

𝒓P = 𝛿𝑻𝑻C
P



0

0

−70000


. (21)

5) Compute position estimate 𝒓̂P and covariance 𝑷𝒓P from Christian-Robinson algorithm using 𝑻C
P .

6) Compute error as 𝒓̂P − 𝒓P.

Using 𝜎pix = 0.5 pixel and 𝜎𝜙 = 15 arcsec, the distribution of the actual measurement error is shown in Figure 2. Based

on the 10 000 samples, we find 66.060% fall within 1-𝜎, 94.710% fall within 2-𝜎, and 99.730% fall within 3-𝜎 as

predicted by 𝑷𝒓P .

B. Simulation Environment for Horizon-Based Optical Navigation

The simulation environment is developed using Blender [28], an open-source rendering engine. The development

process of the simulation environment is detailed in our prior paper [21]. Points on the image corresponding to the

lit limb of the Moon are found through a three-step process following [5], consisting of (i) creating a mask centered

around approximate lit limb locations found by scanning the image along the projected direction of the illumination
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Fig. 2 Monte-Carlo results for measurement distributions of horizon-based OPNAV position under attitude
error, using 10000 tries with 𝜎pix = 0.5 pixel, 𝜎𝜙 = 15 arcsec. Red lines indicate empirical 2-𝜎 of the samples.

vector of the Sun, followed by (ii) applying a mask on edge points detected using the Canny edge detection algorithm,

and finally (iii) applying a Zernike moment-based refinement scheme to correct the pixel-level point from (ii) down to

subpixel-level locations using local mini patches around each point.

C. Navigation Filter

The operation of a spacecraft requires a navigation filter to keep track of the best state estimate given measurements

that may only include a subset of the state components. Due to the non-negligible nonlinearity of the dynamics, the

traditional Kalman filter is insufficient for accurately predicting the state. Thus, the extended Kalman filter (EKF) or the

unscented Kalman filter (UKF) is more effective, providing a suitable trade-off between capturing the nonlinearity of

the dynamics and the computational burdens.

In the context of spaceflight, the EKF has been successfully applied in multiple missions [29]. Through preliminary

studies, we found that EKF and UKF result in nearly identical navigation performance assuming a measurement update

cadence of a few images per revolution. Thus, we adopt the EKF for navigation. Nevertheless, we also introduce the

UT-based prediction, as its prediction scheme is leveraged for the design of the SK controller.
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1. Prediction in Extended Kalman Filter

To account for the uncertainties in (1), we include an additive process noise [30]. The prediction step of the EKF is

given by

𝜽̂ 𝑗 | 𝑗−1 = 𝜽̂ 𝑗−1 | 𝑗−1 +
∫ 𝑡 𝑗

𝑡 𝑗−1

𝒇 (𝜏, 𝜽̂ 𝑗−1 (𝜏))d𝜏, (22a)

𝚺 𝑗 | 𝑗−1 = 𝚽
(
𝑡 𝑗 , 𝑡 𝑗−1

)
𝚺 𝑗−1 | 𝑗−1𝚽

(
𝑡 𝑗 , 𝑡 𝑗−1

)𝑇 + 𝑸 𝑗 . (22b)

The process noise is modeled as an unbiased random process with covariance

𝑸 𝑗 = 𝜎2
𝑢


1
3 ℎ

3
𝑗
𝑰3×3

1
2 ℎ

2
𝑗
𝑰3×3

1
2 ℎ

2
𝑗
𝑰3×3 ℎ 𝑗 𝑰3×3


, (23)

where ℎ 𝑗 = 𝑡 𝑗 − 𝑡 𝑗−1 is the duration of a sampling period and 𝜎2
𝑢 is the diffusion coefficient to be adjusted to optimize

the filter performance [31].

2. Prediction in Unscented Kalman Filter

In the UKF, the prediction involves forming and propagating 2𝑛 + 1 sigma points, chosen as in [32],

X (0)
𝑗−1 | 𝑗−1 = 𝜽̂ 𝑗−1 | 𝑗−1, (24a)

X (ℓ )
𝑗−1 | 𝑗−1 = 𝜽̂ 𝑗−1 | 𝑗−1 +

√
𝑛 + 𝜆

[√︁
𝚺 𝑗−1 | 𝑗−1

]
ℓ
, ℓ = 1, . . . , 𝑛, (24b)

X (ℓ+𝑛)
𝑗−1 | 𝑗−1 = 𝜽̂ 𝑗−1 | 𝑗−1 −

√
𝑛 + 𝜆

[√︁
𝚺 𝑗−1 | 𝑗−1

]
ℓ
, ℓ = 1, . . . , 𝑛, (24c)

where
[√︁

𝚺 𝑗−1 | 𝑗−1
]
ℓ

corresponds to the ℓth column of the matrix square root of 𝚺 𝑗−1 | 𝑗−1, and 𝜆 is given by

𝜆 = 𝛼2 (𝑛 + 𝜅) − 𝑛. (25)

The parameter 𝛼 dictates the spread of the sigma points around the mean, usually chosen to be a small positive value,

and 𝜅 is a secondary scaling parameter, usually set to 0. Each sigma point is propagated using the nonlinear dynamics

X (𝑖)
𝑗 | 𝑗−1 = X (ℓ )

𝑗−1 | 𝑗−1 +
∫ 𝑡 𝑗

𝑡 𝑗−1

𝑓 (𝜏, 𝜽 (𝜏))d𝜏, ℓ = 0, . . . , 𝑛. (26)

12



Finally, the time update of the mean and the covariance are given by

𝜽̂ 𝑗 | 𝑗−1 =

2𝑛∑︁
ℓ=0

𝑊
(𝑚)
ℓ
X (ℓ )

𝑗 | 𝑗−1, (27a)

𝚺 𝑗 | 𝑗−1 =

2𝑛∑︁
ℓ=0

𝑊
(𝑐)
ℓ

(
X (ℓ )

𝑗 | 𝑗−1 − 𝜽̂ 𝑗 | 𝑗−1

) (
X (ℓ )

𝑗 | 𝑗−1 − 𝜽̂ 𝑗 | 𝑗−1

)𝑇
+ 𝑸 𝑗 , (27b)

where 𝑸 𝑗 is the process noise given by expression (23), while 𝑊 (𝑚)
𝑖

and 𝑊
(𝑐)
ℓ

are weights given by

𝑊
(𝑚)
0 =

𝜆

𝑛 + 𝜆 ,

𝑊
(𝑐)
0 =

𝜆

𝑛 + 𝜆 + (1 − 𝛼2 + 𝛽)
,

𝑊
(𝑚)
ℓ

=
1

2(𝑛 + 𝜆) , ℓ = 1, . . . , 2𝑛,

𝑊
(𝑐
ℓ

=
1

2(𝑛 + 𝜆) , ℓ = 1, . . . , 2𝑛,

(28)

and 𝛽 is an additional parameter to incorporate prior knowledge of 𝜽̂; 𝛽 = 2 is optimal assuming the distribution of 𝜽̂ is

Gaussian.

3. Measurement Update

The OPNAV measurements are modeled as direct position measurements with additive Gaussian noise,

𝒚 𝑗 = 𝑬𝜽 𝑗 + 𝑹 𝑗 , 𝑹 𝑗 ∼ N(0, 𝑹 𝑗 ), 𝑬 =

[
𝑰3×3 03×3

]
. (29)

The resulting linear update step of the filter is

𝑲 𝑗 = 𝚺 𝑗 | 𝑗−1𝑬
𝑇

(
𝑬𝚺 𝑗 | 𝑗−1𝑬

𝑇 + 𝑹 𝑗

)−1
, (30a)

𝜽̂ 𝑗 | 𝑗 = 𝜽̂ 𝑗 | 𝑗−1 + 𝑲 𝑗

(
𝒚 𝑗 − 𝑬𝜽̂ 𝑗 | 𝑗−1

)
, (30b)

𝚺 𝑗 | 𝑗 =
(
𝑰 − 𝑲 𝑗𝑬

)
𝚺 𝑗 | 𝑗−1

(
𝑰 − 𝑲 𝑗𝑬

)𝑇 + 𝑲 𝑗𝑹 𝑗𝑲
𝑇
𝑗 , (30c)

where the measurement 𝒚 𝑗 and the measurement noise covariance 𝑹 𝑗 are obtained from (9) and (13), respectively.

D. Measurement Collection for Horizon-Based Optical Navigation on Near-Rectilinear Halo Orbit

The choice of the onboard camera specifications directly impacts the number of limb points 𝑚 detected within an

image, and therefore the quality of the position measurement itself. Furthermore, for a given position in space, if the

field of view (FOV) is too narrow and the limb of the Moon does not fit within the frame of the image, the measurement

13



Fig. 3 Range and apparent Moon diameter against osculating true anomaly along NRHO, shown for 10
superimposed revolutions

may be unusable. The choice of camera FOV is particularly important on the NRHO due to the large variety in distance

from the Moon at perilune and apolune. Figure 3 shows the range and the apparent diameter of the Moon as seen along

the NRHO.

1. Effect of Field of View on Measurement

The least-squares solution of (7) is affected by the number of detected limb points 𝑚. One way to increase 𝑚 may be

to use a camera with a larger number of pixels on its sensor; however, this requires larger onboard processing overhead.

Another tuning knob is the camera’s FOV. A camera with an FOV that exactly matches the apparent diameter of the

Moon will contain the largest possible 𝑚, assuming that the Moon is exactly centered along the boresight. However, in

practice, the camera is pointed to the Moon using the state estimate 𝜽̂ . Other operational considerations on attitude may

further lead to scenarios where it is desirable to image the Moon without slewing the spacecraft too much.

2. Choice of Camera for Horizon-Based OPNAV on NRHO

For a given range from the Moon and a given level of pointing margin, the narrowest possible FOV that fits the

entire limb results in the largest 𝑚, and thus the best obtainable measurement 𝒓̂. However, choosing the optimal camera

for a spacecraft on the NRHO is not trivial due to the large variability in range along the orbit: in the extreme case,

choosing the optimal FOV at perilune will result in poor measurements at other locations along the orbit as the Moon

will appear very small in the image; meanwhile, choosing the optimal FOV at apolune will not be able to image the

Moon at other locations, as the range is shorter at all other locations. We can thus already hypothesize that the “best”

camera will have an FOV that is suitable in some in-between ranges between perilune and apolune.

If the navigation subsystem can accommodate more than a single camera, it would be ideal to have a near-range

and a far-range camera, each with FOVs suitable for different locations along the orbit. Within the scope of this work,

we limit our study to a system with a single camera. As we will show with numerical results, horizon-based OPNAV

measurements using an appropriately chosen FOV and taken at appropriate locations along the orbit are remarkably

reliable, thus resulting in satisfactory filter and station-keeping performance.
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When choosing the FOV, it is important to keep in mind that for the purpose of autonomous navigation, we seek to

have reliable filter estimates near apolune, where station-keeping control maneuvers, when necessary, are executed.

On one hand, there is an inherent degradation of observability as the range increases. The worsened observability

is manifested in the slow variation of the Moon apparent diameter around apolune, as shown in Figure 3; as the

image is taken further away from the Moon, a difference in range Δ𝑟 results in a rapidly diminishing difference in the

apparent diameter. The degradation of the measurement quality is reported in previous works, including Figure 9 in [4].

Meanwhile, imaging at perilune, where we have the best observability, also has its downsides: first, from an operational

perspective, this may lead to pointing requirements over short periods of time to ensure the Moon is within the frame

of the camera. Second, a dead-reckoning prediction from perilune until the control location near apolune may be of

insufficient accuracy. Third, even if a measurement collection opportunity may arise around apolune prior to control, a

camera with a sufficiently large FOV to capture the full Moon near perilune will only lead to poor measurements with a

small number of limb points 𝑚 near apolune. Thus, we choose an FOV sized to obtain measurements outside of regions

along the orbit near perilune; to account for attitude uncertainties, we ensure the FOV is at least twice as large as the

Moon’s apparent diameter from where the measurement is acquired.

IV. Station-Keeping Control
There exists a multitude of controllers proposed for SK on LPOs [14]. In the context of L1 and L2 halo orbits, a

popular SK controller is the so-called 𝑥-axis crossing control, which has been shown to perform well both in numerical

simulations [16, 17] and in-flight [20]. A particularity about the 𝑥-axis crossing control scheme is that it has often

been formulated as a multivariable root-finding problem, and rarely as a constrained minimization problem [33]. In

this work, we introduce both the root-finding-based and the minimization problem-based formulations, point out their

distinctions, and compare their numerical performances. Then, we propose a UT-based modification of the 𝑥-axis

control that utilizes the filter’s covariance estimate together with the state estimate to improve the prediction accuracy of

the targeted state, and thereby reduce the cumulative $Δ𝑉 .

Recent advancements in station-keeping on the NRHO also focused on tackling the phase-deviation issue associated

with 𝑥-axis crossing control [19, 34]. To avoid the issue altogether, a model predictive control (MPC) scheme has also

been proposed to provide full-state tracking under the same operational assumptions as 𝑥-axis crossing control [35],

yielding similar cumulative Δ𝑉 and improved tracking performance. In this work, the conducted numerical experiments

do not exceed∼ 400 days, and thus are minimally impacted by phase deviation. The UT-based modification proposed here

is applicable to any control scheme, including 𝑥-axis crossing control schemes with phase-deviation remedies [19, 34]

or the MPC in [35].

In the rest of this Section, we first provide an overview of the 𝑥-axis crossing control scheme, highlighting key

findings from the literature that are relevant to our work.This is followed by a description of the root-solving-based
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formulation, solved using differential correction, and the constrained minimization-based formulation.. Then, the

UT-based modification, applicable to either formulation, is introduced. Finally, considerations pertaining to the control

frequency and the targeting tolerance are discussed.

A. Overview of 𝑥-axis Crossing Control

The 𝑥-axis crossing control is a popular station-keeping control scheme that is widely regarded as among the most

efficient, particularly for almost linearly stable periodic orbits such as the NRHO. We start with a generic optimization

problem formulation that encompasses the broader family of targeting-based control and point out the specific variant

that is commonly adopted in literature for the NRHO.

1. Targeting Event

Consider a spacecraft at 𝑡0 and state estimate 𝜽0 ∈ R6. The controller must bring a subset of the propagated state at

time 𝑡 𝑓 , 𝝍(𝑡 𝑓 ) ∈ R𝑛 where 𝑛 ≤ 6, to an 𝑛-dimensional ellipsoid from a reference target 𝝍̄(𝑡) ∈ R𝑛 at time 𝑡, with radii

𝜖 𝑗 ,tol for 𝑗 = 0, . . . , 𝑛 − 1. We denote by targeting event the event that defines 𝑡. While the integration of the dynamics

from time 𝑡0 to 𝑡 𝑓 is typically done in FI, the targeted state 𝝍 and 𝝍̄ may be components in another frame FB.

In 𝑥-axis crossing control, 𝑡 ≠ 𝑡 𝑓 , as the targeting event is not defined based on propagation time. The non-equivalence

of 𝑡 and 𝑡 𝑓 is an important distinction of this control scheme compared to more conventional tracking controllers. The

𝑥-axis crossing controller gets its name from the fact that the targeting event is defined based on the time where the

trajectory crosses the 𝑥𝑧-plane near the Moon in the Earth-Moon rotating frame, FEM. While this does not exactly

coincide with perilune, preliminary experiments have shown that the two events result in no apparent difference in the

SK performance, and thus may be used interchangeably; in this work, the targeting event is defined by the perilune.

The optimal impulsive control maneuver 𝒖 ∈ R3 that brings the spacecraft to the 𝑛-dimensional ellipsoid centered at

𝝍̄(𝑡) is computed by solving the nonlinear program (NLP)

min
𝒖

∥𝒖∥2, (31a)

such that
���𝝍B (𝑡 𝑓 ) − 𝝍̄B (𝑡)

��� ≤ 𝑣𝑥,tol, (31b)

where the absolute value in constraint (31b) is applied component-wise. The final targeted state 𝝍B (𝑡 𝑓 ) is the subset

of the propagated state at 𝑡 𝑓 , 𝜽B (𝑡 𝑓 ), transformed from the inertial frame to frame FB, obtained by propagating the

nonlinear dynamics with control 𝒖,

𝜽B (𝑡 𝑓 ) = 𝑇 Inr
B

©­­­«𝜽0 +


03×3

𝑰3

 𝒖 +
∫ 𝑡 𝑓

𝑡0

𝒇 [𝜏, 𝜽]d𝜏
ª®®®¬ , (32)
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where 𝑇 Inr
B ∈ R6×6 is the transformation matrix from FI to FB.

Instead of targeting the immediate perilune, it is common to choose the 𝑁 th perilune downstream with 𝑁 > 1 to

improve the Δ𝑉 performance, subject to the reliability of the predicted state affected by estimation, dynamics, and

control execution errors. In this work, 𝑁 = 7 is adopted in accordance to previous results on the NRHO [17, 19].

Finally, the 𝑛 state components to target, the frame in which these state components are represented, and the tolerance

on the tightness of the targeting, must be chosen. Previous works have successfully demonstrated that targeting the

𝑥-component velocity in FEM, denoted hereafter by 𝑣EM
𝑥 , is sufficient for tracking a baseline NRHO trajectory under

reasonable levels of errors and uncertainties [16, 17, 19]. Following their definition, FB is FEM, and 𝝍B = 𝑣EM
𝑥 . Then,

constraint (31b) is actually ��𝑣EM
𝑥 (𝑡 𝑓 ) − 𝑣̄EM

𝑥 (𝑡)
�� ≤ 𝑣𝑥,tol, (33)

where 𝑣EM
𝑥 (𝑡 𝑓 ) is part of the final state 𝜽EM (𝑡 𝑓 ) obtained by transforming the solution to the initial value problem (32),

and 𝑣̄EM
𝑥 (𝑡) is reference 𝑥-axis velocity in the instantaneous FEM at the targeted perilune. One may interpret the 𝑥-axis

crossing controller using 𝑣EM
𝑥 alone as tracking only the state components necessary for stabilizability. The effect of the

tolerance on 𝑣EM
𝑥 has been investigated by Guzetti et al. [17] using deep space network-based orbit determination, but it

is revisited in this work to highlight the controller’s interplay with horizon-based OPNAV.

2. Control Location Selection

The control location along the NRHO is parameterized in terms of the instantaneous true anomaly, as shown in

Figure 4. The particularly high sensitivity of the dynamics near perilune on the NRHO makes this region sensitive to

errors, and is usually considered unsuitable for station-keeping [17]; thus, the control maneuver is to be located at or

near the apolune, at a true anomaly of around 180◦. Guzetti et al. [17] previously provided results demonstrating a

relatively low sensitivity of the maneuver placement at true anomalies between about 160◦ and 200◦ on the cumulative

yearly station-keeping cost. For example, the Gateway’s station-keeping strategy incorporates a single maneuver at

200◦ [19], driven by the aforementioned reasons as well as operational considerations. We define the control action true

anomaly as the true anomaly about which the controller evaluates the need for control, and if needed, computes the

required maneuver, to study its impact on the SK cost for a navigation based on OPNAV.

B. 𝑥-axis Crossing Control via Differential Correction

A common solution approach for solving (31) adopted in the literature [16, 17, 19, 36] is differential correction

(DC), which involves recasting (31) as an under-determined root-finding problem with a shooting function 𝐹 : R3 → R,

𝐹 (𝒖) = 𝑣EM
𝑥 (𝑡 𝑓 ) − 𝑣̄EM

𝑥 (𝑡), (34)
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Fig. 4 NRHO shown with instantaneous true anomaly for 10 revolutions, seen from the near-side of the
Moon (Earth-side observer) in the Earth-Moon rotating frame. In this view, the spacecraft tracks the orbit
anti-clockwise.

seeking 𝐹 (𝒖) = 0. Employing an iterative scheme such as a generalized Newton-Raphson method, one may employ the

minimum-norm update given at the 𝑖th iteration

𝒖 (𝑖+1) = 𝒖 (𝑖) −
(
𝜕𝐹 (𝒖 (𝑖) )

𝜕𝒖

)𝑇 [(
𝜕𝐹 (𝒖 (𝑖) )

𝜕𝒖

)𝑇 (
𝜕𝐹 (𝒖 (𝑖) )

𝜕𝒖

)]−1

𝐹 (𝒖 (𝑖) ), (35)

where 𝜕𝐹/𝜕𝒖 is the Jacobian. Since 𝒖 is essentially a perturbation on the initial velocity 𝛿𝒗0, this Jacobian can be

computed from the STM as

𝜕𝐹

𝜕𝒖
=

©­­­«𝑇
Inr
EM


Φ𝑟𝑣 (𝑡 𝑓 , 𝑡0)

Φ𝑣𝑣 (𝑡 𝑓 , 𝑡0)


ª®®®¬[4,:] =

(
𝑇 Inr

EMΦ[:,4:6] (𝑡 𝑓 , 𝑡0)
)
[4,:]

, (36)

where Φ[:,4:6] is the last three columns of the STM and (·)[4,:] denotes the fourth row of the matrix. While a DC-based

approach does not directly minimize the control effort, it still yields adequate performance as the minimum-norm

update (35) promotes successive updates from 𝒖 (𝑖) to 𝒖 (𝑖+1) to be as small as possible. Nevertheless, DC does not

guarantee that the root-finding process will converge to 𝒖∗ that satisfies (33) with the smallest possible magnitude.

Instead, DC can results in “over-compensating” for the residual 𝐹 (𝒖) by returning a control that brings 𝐹 (𝒖) → 0

with its quadratic convergence nature. The popularity of DC is attributed to its resemblance to the procedure used for
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trajectory design, with the only difference being the choice of the targeted state 𝜓(𝑡 𝑓 ). The overall DC process is shown

in Algorithm 1 where the function sxform constructs the transformation matrix from FI to FEM at time 𝑡 𝑓 , and the

function SolveIVPSTM(𝑡0, 𝑡 𝑓 , 𝜽0 + vec(03×1, 𝒖̄)) solves the IVP for the initial state 𝜽0 + vec(03×1, 𝒖̄) and the STM

from time 𝑡0 to 𝑡 𝑓 by integrating the nonlinear dynamics and the matrix differential equation (4).

Algorithm 1 𝑥-axis crossing control via differential correction

Require: 𝑡0, 𝜽0, 𝑡 𝑓 , 𝑣̄EM
𝑥 , 𝑣𝑥,tol, maxiter

𝑇 Inr
EM ← sxform(𝑡 𝑓 )
𝒖 ← 03×1 ⊲ Initialize cumulative control vector
for iter = 1, . . . ,maxiter do

𝜽 𝑓 ,0,Φ(𝑡 𝑓 , 𝑡0) ← SolveIVPSTM(𝑡0, 𝑡 𝑓 , 𝜽0 + vec(03×1, 𝒖̄))
if

���𝑣EM
𝑥,0 (𝑡 𝑓 ) − 𝑣̄

EM
𝑥

��� ≤ 𝑣𝑥,tol then ⊲ Check if nonlinear targeting constraint is cleared
break

end if
𝐹 ← 𝑣EM

𝑥,0 (𝑡 𝑓 ) − 𝑣̄
EM
𝑥

D𝐹 ←
(
𝑇 Inr

EMΦ[:,4:6] (𝑡 𝑓 , 𝑡0)
)
[4,:]

𝒖 ← 𝒖 − D𝐹𝑇
(
D𝐹𝑇D𝐹

)−1
𝐹 ⊲ Minimum-norm update

end for
return 𝒖

C. 𝑥-axis Crossing Control as a Sequentially Linearized Minimization Problem

Alternatively, (31) can be solved through sequential linearization. Specifically, we replace the IVP (32) with

linearization

𝜽EM (𝑡 𝑓 ) = 𝑇 Inr
EM

©­­­«
∫ 𝑡 𝑓

𝑡0

𝒇 (𝜏, 𝜽0)d𝜏 +


Φ𝑟𝑣 (𝑡 𝑓 , 𝑡0)

Φ𝑣𝑣 (𝑡 𝑓 , 𝑡0)

 𝒖
ª®®®¬ = 𝑇 Inr

EM𝜽 𝑓 ,0 + 𝐵𝒖, (37)

where 𝜽 𝑓 ,0 is the final state at 𝑡 𝑓 if no control is executed at 𝑡0, and

𝐵 = 𝑇 Inr
EM


Φ𝑟𝑣 (𝑡 𝑓 , 𝑡0)

Φ𝑣𝑣 (𝑡 𝑓 , 𝑡0)

 = 𝑇 Inr
EMΦ[:,4:6] (𝑡 𝑓 , 𝑡0). (38)

Then, denoting 𝑣EM
𝑥,0 (𝑡 𝑓 ) =

(
𝑇 Inr

EM𝜽 𝑓 ,0
)
[4] , the linearized problem is given by

min
𝒖

∥𝒖∥2 (39a)

such that
��𝑣EM

𝑥,0 (𝑡 𝑓 ) + 𝐵[4,:]𝒖 − 𝑣̄EM
𝑥

�� ≤ 𝑣′𝑥,tol, (39b)

where (·)[4] denotes the fourth component of the vector. The constraint (39b) is bounded by 𝑣′
𝑥,tol, which is given in

terms of the original targeting tolerance 𝑣𝑥,tol by 𝑣′
𝑥,tol = 𝑠𝑣𝑥,tol where 0 < 𝑠 < 1 is a safety factor set to 𝑠 = 0.9 in this
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work. Setting 𝑣′
𝑥,tol < 𝑣𝑥,tol ensures the actual nonlinear constraint (39b) is achieved by sequentially updating 𝒖 with the

solution of the linearized problem (39).

Solving the minimization problem (39) is different from solving the root-finding problem (34) in two regards. First,

the dynamics have been linearized using the STM in (37). Thus, the obtained solution 𝒖 may not satisfy the constraint

when propagated with the nonlinear IVP (32). In SK, the control that is sought is typically small in magnitude, and the

linear approximation holds relatively well. Nevertheless, a few iterations (2 ∼ 3 in practice) solving (39) by updating

𝜽 𝑓 ,0 and 𝐵 may be necessary to incrementally obtain an aggregate control 𝒖̄ and satisfy the nonlinear constraint (33).

Specifically, after the 𝑖th iteration solving the linearized problem, 𝜽 𝑓 ,0 is replaced by 𝜽 𝑓 ,0 ← 𝜽 𝑓 ,0 + 𝒖 (𝑖) where 𝒖 (𝑖) is

the solution from the 𝑖th iteration, and 𝐵 is reconstructed using the updated initial state for the 𝑖 + 1th iteration. Second,

because this is a minimization of ∥𝒖∥2, the resulting control 𝒖 is the minimum feasible 𝒖 that simultaneously ensures

the final 𝑣EM
𝑥 to be within 𝑣′

𝑥,tol of the targeted value 𝑣̄EM
𝑥 according to the linear approximated dynamics (37).

Problem (39) is a SOCP, where the Euclidean norm in the objective may be formulated as a second-order cone

constraint. Its optimal solution may be obtained analytically by observing that it is equivalent to determining the

projection of the origin to the intersection of two half-spaces [22]. The control 𝒖 satisfying (39b) is a vector 𝒚 that

belongs to the intersection of two half-spaces given by

𝐶 =

{
𝒚

��� 𝐵[4,:] 𝒚 ≤ 𝑣′𝑥,tol − 𝑣
EM
𝑥,0 (𝑡 𝑓 ) + 𝑣̄

EM
𝑥

}
∩

{
𝒚

���−𝐵[4,:] 𝒚 ≤ 𝑣′𝑥,tol + 𝑣
EM
𝑥,0 (𝑡 𝑓 ) − 𝑣̄

EM
𝑥

}
,

=
{
𝒚

�� 𝝃𝑇1 𝒚 ≤ 𝜂1
}
∩

{
𝒚

�� 𝝃𝑇2 𝒚 ≤ 𝜂2
}
,

(40)

where

𝝃𝑇1 = 𝐵[4,:] , (41)

𝝃𝑇2 = −𝐵[4,:] , (42)

𝜂1 = 𝑣′𝑥,tol − 𝑣
EM
𝑥,0 (𝑡 𝑓 ) + 𝑣̄

EM
𝑥 , (43)

𝜂2 = 𝑣′𝑥,tol + 𝑣
EM
𝑥,0 (𝑡 𝑓 ) − 𝑣̄

EM
𝑥 . (44)

The expression for the projection of 𝒚 onto 𝐶 is given by Proposition 28.19 in [37]

𝑃𝐶 𝒚 = 𝒚 − 𝜈1𝝃1 − 𝜈2𝝃2, (45)
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where exactly one of the following holds:


𝜈1

𝜈2

 =




0

0

 𝝃𝑇1 𝒚 ≤ 𝜂1 and 𝝃𝑇2 𝒚 ≤ 𝜂2,


∥𝝃2∥2 (𝒚𝑇𝝃1 − 𝜂1) − 𝝃𝑇1 𝝃2 (𝒚𝑇𝝃2 − 𝜂2)

∥𝝃2
1∥∥𝝃2∥2 − |𝝃 𝑡1𝝃2 |2

∥𝝃1∥2 (𝒚𝑇𝝃2 − 𝜂2) − 𝝃𝑇1 𝝃2 (𝒚𝑇𝝃1 − 𝜂1)
∥𝝃2

1∥∥𝝃2∥2 − |𝝃 𝑡1𝝃2 |2


∥𝝃2∥2 (𝒚𝑇𝝃1 − 𝜂1) > 𝝃𝑇1 𝝃2 (𝒚𝑇𝝃2 − 𝜂2)) and

∥𝝃1∥2 (𝒚𝑇𝝃2 − 𝜂2) > 𝝃𝑇1 𝝃2 (𝒚𝑇𝝃1 − 𝜂1),
0

𝒚𝑇𝝃2 − 𝜂2

∥𝝃2∥2


𝒚𝑇𝝃2 > 𝜂2 and

∥𝝃2∥2 (𝒚𝑡𝝃1 − 𝜂1) ≤ 𝝃𝑇1 𝝃2 (𝒚𝑇𝝃2 − 𝜂2),
𝒚𝑇𝝃1 − 𝜂1

∥𝝃1∥2

0


𝒚𝑇𝝃1 > 𝜂1

and ∥𝝃1∥2 (𝒚𝑇𝝃2 − 𝜂2) ≤ 𝝃𝑇1 𝝃2 (𝒚𝑇𝝃1 − 𝜂1).

(46)

Since we seek to minimize ∥𝒖∥2, choosing 𝒚 = 03×1 in equation (45) yields the optimal solution 𝒖∗ = 𝑃𝐶03×1 to

problem (39).

In summary, the sequential linearization approach solves the NLP (31) by sequentially building the linearized

problem (39) and computing its solution via (45). The overall procedure is termed the “sequentially linearized

minimization problem” (SLMP), and is summarized in Algorithm 2, where the function sxform forms the transformation

matrix at time 𝑡 𝑓 , and the function OriginProjectionCoefficients computes the coefficients 𝜈1 and 𝜈2 with

𝒚 = 03×1 using equation (46). The algorithm returns the aggregated control vector 𝒖̄, which is the summation of the

solution 𝒖 of each sequential instance of the linearized problem (39).

Algorithm 2 𝑥-axis crossing control via sequentially linearized minimization problem

Require: 𝑡0, 𝜽0, 𝑡 𝑓 , 𝑣̄EM
𝑥 , 𝑣𝑥,tol, 𝑠, maxiter

𝑣′
𝑥,tol ← 𝑠𝑣𝑥,tol

𝑇 Inr
EM ← sxform(𝑡 𝑓 )
𝒖̄ ← 03×1 ⊲ Initialize cumulative control vector
for iter = 1, . . . ,maxiter do

𝜽 𝑓 ,0,Φ(𝑡 𝑓 , 𝑡0) ← SolveIVPSTM(𝑡0, 𝑡 𝑓 , 𝜽0 + vec(03×1, 𝒖̄))
if

���𝑣EM
𝑥,0 (𝑡 𝑓 ) − 𝑣̄

EM
𝑥

��� ≤ 𝑣𝑥,tol then ⊲ Check if nonlinear targeting constraint is cleared
break

end if
𝐵← 𝑇 Inr

EMΦ[:,4:6] (𝑡 𝑓 , 𝑡0)
𝜂1, 𝝃1, 𝜂2, 𝝃2 ← equations (41) ∼ (44)
𝜈1, 𝜈2 ← OriginProjectionCoefficients(𝜂1, 𝝃1, 𝜂2, 𝝃2) ⊲ Via equation (46)
𝒖 ← −𝜈1𝝃1 − 𝜈2𝝃2 ⊲ Compute linearized control update
𝒖̄ ← 𝒖̄ + 𝒖 ⊲ Update cumulative control vector

end for
return 𝒖̄
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D. Mean State Targeting via Unscented Transform

Traditional 𝑥-axis crossing control introduced thus far involves targeting the state 𝝍(𝑡 𝑓 ), obtained by simply

propagating the current state estimate. The resulting predicted state 𝝍(𝑡 𝑓 ) may be understood as the prediction output

from the EKF, where the best estimate of a future state is obtained by propagating the current state estimate forward in

time. While filter performance for navigation have resulted in no apparent difference between EKF and UKF, the state

prediction involved in control is over a significantly longer time, across multiple revolutions along the periodic orbit.

Thus, a UT-based prediction can better capture the nonlinearity involved. Hence, we consider a control scheme which

aims at steering the mean future state E
[
𝝍B (𝑡 𝑓 )

]
computed via the unscented transform. The resulting NLP is given by

min
𝒖

∥𝒖∥2, (47a)

such that
���E [

𝝍B (𝑡 𝑓 )
]
− 𝝍̄B

��� ≤ 𝑣𝑥,tol, (47b)

The mean targeted state E
[
𝝍B (𝑡 𝑓 )

]
under no control maneuver can be approximated using the unscented transform, as

in the prediction step of the UKF (27a). The mean predicted state at time 𝑡 𝑓 is approximated by

E[𝝍EM
0 (𝑡 𝑓 )] ≈

( 2𝑛∑︁
ℓ=0

𝑊
(ℓ )
𝑚 Y (ℓ )

)
𝑚

, (48)

where Yℓ is given by

Yℓ = 𝑇 Inr
EM

(
X (ℓ )

𝑗−1 | 𝑗−1 +
∫ 𝑡 𝑗

𝑡 𝑗−1

𝒇
(
𝜏,X (ℓ )

𝑗−1 | 𝑗−1 (𝜏)
)

d𝜏

)
, ℓ = 0, . . . , 𝑛, (49)

with sigma points computed by (24). By replacing 𝑣EM
𝑥 (𝑡 𝑓 ) in (34) or 𝑣EM

𝑥,0 (𝑡 𝑓 ) in (39b) with E[𝝍EM
0 (𝑡 𝑓 )], both the DC

and SLMP approaches are modified to target the mean state, and are referred to as UT-DC and UT-SLMP, respectively.

The intuition behind the expected performance improvement by solving problem (47) instead of (31) is due to the

improvement of the prediction accuracy that we obtain by capitalizing on the filter’s covariance estimate. The initial

state estimate error, propagated over targeting time 𝑡 𝑓 spanning multiple weeks, is more effectively countered by also

propagating the sigma points from the initial covariance.

E. Trigger Condition and Targeting Tolerance Tuning

At each control action true anomaly, a trigger condition is used to determine whether a SK maneuver should be

executed. Such a condition necessitates an indicator that quantifies the difference of the state estimate from the baseline.

For the 𝑥-axis crossing control, a typical indicator is the difference in magnitude of 𝑣EM
𝑥 at the 𝑁 th perilune with respect

to the baseline. We define the threshold 𝑣𝑥,trig such that a control is triggered if |𝑣EM
𝑥 − 𝑣̄EM

𝑥 | ≥ 𝑣𝑥,trig. While both the
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DC and SLMP approaches use this dead-band 𝑣𝑥,trig, the SLMP approach also requires appropriately tuning 𝑣𝑥,tol.

When employing DC, the actual targeting violation |𝑣EM
𝑥 − 𝑣̄EM

𝑥 | achieved is somewhat uncorrelated to 𝑣𝑥,tol due to

the quadratic convergence nature; as such, the DC algorithm most often converges |𝑣EM
𝑥 − 𝑣̄EM

𝑥 | ≪ 𝑣𝑥,tol Thus, as long

as an appropriate 𝑣𝑥,trig is chosen, setting 𝑣𝑥,tol plays a relatively small role. The arguably arbitrary nature of the DC

converging at different levels of |𝑣EM
𝑥 − 𝑣̄EM

𝑥 | is an inherent hysteresis mechanism.

In contrast, the SLMP constrained minimization problem consistently aims at achieving |𝑣EM
𝑥 − 𝑣̄EM

𝑥 | = 𝑣𝑥,tol to

minimize the control action. As such, 𝑣𝑥,tol plays a concrete role in determining how well the controller tracks the

baseline. A tight 𝑣𝑥,tol results in expending more control effort to align the path closely to the baseline, while a relaxed

𝑣𝑥,tol results in the opposite behavior.

V. Filter Experiments
The first numerical experiment consists of running the synthetic image generation, processing it to generate

position measurements, which are then fed to the recursive navigation filter. Results in this section do not include the

station-keeping controller and focus on the performance of the filter alone. Without a controller, the trajectory naturally

diverges after several revolutions due to the accumulation of numerical integration errors. As such, a simulation

experiment without a controller can only last a limited number of revolutions. Meanwhile, the filter’s performance can

be assessed within a few revolutions as the illumination conditions on an NRHO are almost periodic, and measurement

qualities from one revolution to the next are nearly identical. Thus, in this section, for each considered filter configuration,

30 Monte-Carlo samples each lasting 10 revolutions are taken. The initial baseline epoch and state are given in Table 2.

Across each Monte-Carlo run, the initial state estimate is computed by adding a random initial injection error of

3𝜎𝑟 = 10 km and 𝜎𝑣 = 10 cm/s to the baseline’s initial state. At each measurement instance, the camera is pointed

toward the Moon based on the current state estimate; due to the estimation error, the boresight never exactly aligns with

the center of the Moon.

We consider 12 measurement collection policies in total, summarized in Table 4. To abide by the typical operational

requirement of a spacecraft, it is desirable to limit the number of measurements for navigational updates to a reasonably

small number and low frequency. After initial investigations, we have found that taking a small number of images around

the apolune region prior to the control is able to yield satisfactory navigation performance for station-keeping. Thus, we

consider 3 and 4 measurement collection policies, where 2 or 3 measurements are taken before apolune in anticipation

of a station-keeping maneuver, and one measurement is taken after such a maneuver and prior to the next perilune. For

each case, the FOV is chosen so that an object with twice the apparent diameter of the Moon fits within the frame of the

image at the closest range where a measurement is to be taken. For example, when collecting measurements at true

anomalies of 140◦, 150◦, and 220◦, the closest measurement occurs at a true anomaly of 140◦ or 220◦. While beyond

the scope of this current work, one may choose to further optimize both the choice of the FOVs and the locations where
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Table 2 Baseline initial epoch and state in Moon-centered J2000

Baseline parameter Value

Epoch, seconds past J2000 946728069.183919
𝑥, km -100.3227942169551
𝑦, km 17287.240158966662
𝑧, km -68230.31701814539
𝑣𝑥 , km/s -0.05947862362245673
𝑣𝑦 , km/s 0.03798023721969298
𝑣𝑧 , km/s 0.005508556661896624

Table 3 Parameters and errors considered in filter experiments

Parameter and error Value

Canonical length 𝐿𝑈, km 3000.0
Canonical time 𝑇𝑈, s 2346.711856601253
Process noise diffusion coefficient 𝜎𝑢 1.5
Initial 3-𝜎 position error, km 10
Initial 3-𝜎 velocity error, cm/s 10
Attitude uncertainty 𝜎𝜙 , arcsec 15
Pixel standard deviation 𝜎pix 0.5
SRP 𝐴/𝑚 relative uncertainty 𝜎 ¯𝐴/𝑚 0.1
SRP 𝐶𝑟 relative uncertainty 𝜎𝐶𝑟

0.05

the measurements are collected, but we focus on providing a sense of the trade-off that is in question.

A. Trade-off on Measurement Collection

Figure 5 shows the distribution of measurement errors for each FOV choice, taken at the three respective osculating

true anomaly positions along the NRHO. Each histogram contains 300 samples in total, coming from measurements

collected over 10 revolutions in each of the 30 Monte-Carlo runs. Due to the choice of the measurement collection

strategy that is symmetric in true anomaly about the apolune, the first and third measurements share very similar quality,

with similar distribution of measurement errors. In contrast, the second measurement is always the worst, since it is

taken further away than the first or third measurement, resulting in smaller number of limb points 𝑚 detected, and

therefore used, in the Christian-Robinson algorithm.

The difference between the second versus the first and last measurements is least pronounced for the case with the

largest FOV, as the difference in range between the measurements is the smallest; in contrast, with the smallest FOV, the

difference in range is the most pronounced, thus resulting in not only the worst, but also the largest degradation between

the first/last and the second measurement.
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Table 4 Measurement Collection Configurations. All configurations considers a square sensor of size 100 × 100
mm.

Focal length Field of view, deg Number of measurements Measurement true anomaly, deg

300 18.92 3 140, 150, 220
4 140, 145, 150, 220

360 15.81 3 145, 155, 215
4 145, 150, 155, 215

450 12.68 3 150, 160, 210
4 150, 155, 160, 210

550 10.39 3 155, 165, 205
4 155, 160, 165, 205

(a) 𝑓 = 300 mm, FOV ≈ 18.92◦ (b) 𝑓 = 360 mm, FOV ≈ 15.81◦

(c) 𝑓 = 450 mm, FOV ≈ 12.68◦ (d) 𝑓 = 550 mm, FOV ≈ 10.39◦

Fig. 5 Measurement statistics for various camera FOV choices
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Fig. 6 EKF performance with 3 measurements per revolution, 𝑓 = 360 mm camera, for 30 Monte-Carlo runs;
dark blue shaded region corresponds to 3-𝜎.

B. EKF Performance

With the measurement configurations in Table 4, the EKF is able to track the state estimate without diverg-

ing/wrongfully converging. As an illustrative example, the EKF performance using a 𝑓 = 360 mm camera is shown in

Figure 6. While each run is randomized in terms of initial state error, error on the SRP coefficients of the true dynamics,

and attitude error, the measurement itself is taken at locations within tens of kilometers difference from one Monte-Carlo

run to another; thus, for any 𝑖th measurement during a Monte-Carlo run, the analytical measurement covariance from

equation (13) is nearly identical to that of the 𝑖th measurement in any other Monte-Carlo run.

The difference in performance between each measurement configuration is visualized through the filter’s diagonal

standard deviation history, shown against true anomaly ranges around apolune across the 10 revolutions in Figures 7

through 10. The red vertical lines indicate measurements, where the standard deviation sees a discrete drop due to

the Kalman update. The standard deviation in velocity, which is of particular interest for station-keeping, follows a

local minima that falls in the vicinity of apolune, but its exact location varies. Measurements with 𝑓 = 300 mm or

𝑓 = 360 mm result in lower 𝑣𝑧 standard deviation; 𝑓 = 360 mm also sees slight improvement in standard deviations

in 𝑣𝑥 and 𝑣𝑦 , and is thus chosen as the measurement collection configuration for the GNC pipeline experiments in

Section VII. While beyond the scope of this investigation, this experiment highlights the potential benefit of further

optimizing and fine-tuning the camera FOV or measurement collection location and frequency for a specific orbit.
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Fig. 7 EKF filter standard deviation with 3 measurements per revolution, 𝑓 = 300 mm camera. Red dashed
lines indicate measurement collection.

Fig. 8 EKF filter standard deviation with 3 measurements per revolution, 𝑓 = 360 mm camera. Red dashed
lines indicate measurement collection.
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Fig. 9 EKF filter standard deviation with 3 measurements per revolution, 𝑓 = 450 mm camera. Red dashed
lines indicate measurement collection.

Fig. 10 EKF filter standard deviation with 3 measurements per revolution, 𝑓 = 550 mm camera. Red dashed
lines indicate measurement collection.
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Table 5 Errors considered in controller experiments

Sources of error 3-𝜎 values

Initial position error, km 10
Initial velocity error, cm/s 10
Orbit determination position error, km 5
Orbit determination velocity error, cm/s 5
Control magnitude, relative 0.03
Control direction, deg 1.5
SRP 𝐴/𝑚, relative 0.3
SRP 𝐶𝑟 , relative 0.15

Table 6 Summary of 100 Monte-Carlo samples targeting 𝑣𝑥 with 3-𝜎𝑟 = 5 km and 3-𝜎𝑣 = 3 cm/s

Case Controller
𝑣𝑥,trig,
m/s

𝑣𝑥,tol,
m/s

Success
rate

Iteration
Mean yearly
cost, cm/s

95th percentile
yearly cost, cm/s

Max yearly
cost, cm/s

1A DC 10 10 100% 1.89 83.8773 115.1519 130.4022
20 20 100% 1.62 83.8494 114.7258 129.0716
30 30 100% 1.42 85.4544 120.8226 130.8868

1B DC 10 1 100% 2.31 82.8235 107.5520 124.5990
20 1 100% 2.14 83.4813 109.2116 128.2814
30 1 100% 2.04 88.2740 125.7852 141.7324

1C SLMP 10 10 100% 2.17 105.5514 153.9997 187.8461
20 20 100% 2.11 149.8774 190.8868 200.1280
30 30 100% 2.07 194.1635 230.0571 247.6634

1D SLMP 10 1 100% 2.45 84.2067 117.9776 129.9781
20 1 100% 2.25 84.8724 114.3384 133.6056
30 1 100% 2.12 90.4282 121.6698 147.0017

VI. Controller Experiments
Prior to running the full GNC pipeline, a control-only experiment is run. The purpose of experimenting only with

the controller is to efficiently evaluate a large variety of strategies and controller tuning. We study the use of DC

versus the SLMP, mean state targeting via UT, and hysteresis via trigger condition and targeting tolerance tuning. The

navigation error is drawn from a Gaussian distribution with position and velocity standard deviations of 3-𝜎𝑟 = 5 km

and 3-𝜎𝑣 = 3 cm/s; these values are chosen as conservative estimations that can be achieved with OPNAV based on

the filter experiment with 𝑓 = 360 mm and 3 measurements per revolution. For each controller configuration, 100

Monte-Carlo samples are taken, each lasting 60 NRHO revolutions, corresponding to about 393 days, using the same

baseline NRHO as in Section V. In all cases considered within this experiment, the SK maneuver is executed at a true

anomaly of 180◦. The various sources of error considered along with their 3-𝜎 values are given in Table 5.
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Table 7 Summary of 100 Monte-Carlo samples targeting UT-based E[𝑣𝑥] with 3-𝜎𝑟 = 5 km and 3-𝜎𝑣 = 3 cm/s

Case Controller
𝑣𝑥,trig,
m/s

𝑣𝑥,tol,
m/s

Success
rate

Iteration
Mean yearly
cost, cm/s

95th percentile
yearly cost, cm/s

Max yearly
cost, cm/s

2A UT-DC 10 1 100% 2.54 77.4864 97.9576 104.2412
20 1 100% 2.29 76.7389 96.8750 106.5511
30 1 100% 2.06 82.4126 108.1957 138.7464

2B UT-SLMP 10 1 100% 3.18 77.3861 100.2806 119.0069
20 1 100% 2.84 77.7389 103.6512 116.1897
30 1 100% 2.57 81.8755 112.0431 123.8050

A. Comparison of Differential Correction against SLMP

We first focus on the difference in performance between DC and SLMP, without and with hysteresis. Table 6

summarizes the statistics from the Monte-Carlo runs, and Figure 11 shows the distribution of the achieved violation of

𝑣𝑥 after control on the top row, and the yearly cost on the bottom row.

First, we observe by comparing cases 1A and 1B that the DC without or with hysteresis perform similarly; in contrast,

looking at cases 1C and 1D, SLMP performs significantly worse than the other three cases when hysteresis is not used.

The need for hysteresis is apparent by the top row in Figure 11, where the achieved 𝑣𝑥 violations between 1A and 1B are

similar, and starkly different between 1C and 1D; in cases 1A, 1B and 1D a tight 𝑣𝑥 violation is achieved, while in

1C, the minimization problem aims to satisfy the targeting constraint at a higher tolerance, thus resulting in a higher

cumulative cost.

B. Efficacy of UT-Mean State Targeting

We now compare the use of unscented transform. Table 7 summarizes the statistics from the Monte-Carlo runs.

Figure 12 shows the distribution of the achieved violation of 𝑣𝑥 after control on the top row, and the yearly cost on the

bottom row. Comparing 2A against 1B and 2B against 1D, we see that the use of UT improves the performance for both

the DC and SLMP approach. This improvement validates the motivation of the UT-based approach: the effect of the

errors on the initial state estimate is attenuated by incorporating sigma points to predict the final targeted state. The use

of UT results in an increase in the average number of iterations required, as the problem is capturing the nonlinearity

better, and both DC and SLMP are based on linearized correction schemes or dynamics, respectively.

VII. GNC Pipeline Validation
The final set of numerical experiments consists of validating the entire pipeline, with online generation of synthetic

images, simulation of onboard navigation filtering, and station-keeping. Building upon the insights from Section V, we

select a camera with 𝑓 = 360 mm, taking measurements at true anomalies of 145◦, 155◦, and 215◦. We test controller
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Fig. 11 Post trigger/control target violation and cumulative yearly cost with control schemes targeting 𝑣𝑥
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Fig. 12 Post trigger/control target violation and cumulative yearly cost with control schemes targeting E[𝑣𝑥]
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Table 8 Summary of 100 Monte-Carlo runs comparing DC against UT-DC, using EKF with 3 measurements
per revolution, 𝑓 = 360 mm camera, 𝑣𝑥,trig = 20 m/s and 𝑣𝑥,tol = 1 m/s, maneuvering at a true anomaly of 180◦.

Case Controller
Success
rate

Mean yearly
Δ𝑉 , cm/s

95th percentile
yearly Δ𝑉 , cm/s

Max yearly
Δ𝑉 , cm/s

1B DC 100% 52.1766 77.4933 103.5663
2A UT-DC 100% 47.9092 62.5284 76.1859

Fig. 13 Distribution of yearly station-keepingΔ𝑉 cost with full autonomous GNC pipeline, from 100 Monte-Carlo
samples each; green triangle is the mean, and orange line is the median

configurations 1B and 2A, which were the cases with the best performance from the experiments in Section VI, without

and with the UT-based targeting, respectively. In both cases, we select 𝑣𝑥,trig = 20 m/s and 𝑣𝑥,tol = 1 m/s.

A. Comparison against Filter-Only and Controller-Only Experiments

Table 8 summarizes the yearly Δ𝑉 , Figure 13 shows the distribution of the cumulative cost, and the corresponding

cumulative cost histories are shown in Figure 14. The resulting Δ𝑉 are lower than those reported from the controller

experiments in Tables 6 and 7, since the previously assumed 3-𝜎𝑟 = 5 km and 3-𝜎𝑣 = 3 cm/s were conservative.

Figure 15 shows that the state estimate errors immediately before the maneuver are at lower values. Figure 16 shows the

diagonal components of the covariance immediately before the maneuver, which are consistent with the empirical errors

in Figure 15.

The relative performance between 1A and 2B is consistent both from Section VI and the GNC pipeline results

presented here, where we see a substantial benefit from UT-based targeting. From Table 8, the advantage of UT is

particularly pronounced in the 95th percentile and max cost from the Monte-Carlo experiments; as shown in Figure 14,

out of the 100 Monte-Carlo samples, controller 2A has a smaller standard deviation, and there are few samples where

the error realizations result in higher cumulative cost with controller 1B. While the same realizations are also apparent

for controller 2A, the cumulative cost does not accumulate as fast as in 1B.
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Fig. 14 Cumulative station-keeping cost with full autonomous GNC pipeline, from 100 Monte-Carlo samples
each

Fig. 15 Distribution of filter’s state estimate error immediately before maneuver at a true anomaly of 180◦. Red
dashed lines correspond to the empirical 2-𝜎 bounds.

Fig. 16 Distribution of navigation filter’s standard deviation immediately before maneuver at a true anomaly of
180◦
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Fig. 17 Distribution of navigation filter’s standard deviation immediately before maneuver; green triangle is
the mean, and orange line is the median

B. Sensitivity on Control Location

Guzzetti et al. [17] show that a constant covariance, for instance based on DSN measurements, results in a flat

trend of total cumulative station-keeping cost against maneuver location. Using the full GNC pipeline consisting of the

synthetic images and simulation of the navigation filters, we provide insight into the effect of the maneuver location

with higher realism than assuming a fixed level of navigation error, as is common in control-only MC experiments that

assume fixed navigation errors [16, 17, 19]. For this experiment, we adopt the UT-DC controller 2B, which was found

to provide the best cost performance from results in VII.A.

Figure 17 shows the results from 100 Monte-Carlo runs, where the control action true anomaly is varied within a

±15◦ window about the apolune. While the average and median cost differences are below 10 cm/s, a larger discrepancy

in the worst-case performance, exceeding a difference of 10 cm/s, is observed. Specifically, with respect to the

considered NRHO, camera properties, and measurement frequency, maneuvering at a true anomaly of 170◦ yields the

best performance, both in terms of the mean/median, and worst-case cumulative costs. We can interpret the small, albeit

non-negligible difference in these yearly cost distributions by looking at the filter standard deviations from Figure 8.

The minimum in 𝜎𝑣𝑧 occurs at around 170◦, which coincides with the best-performing maneuver location in Figure 17.

Such an observation is made possible by the realistic assessment that couples the navigation filter performance with

station-keeping, especially in cases where a constant navigation covariance is not applicable.

VIII. Conclusion
Several key insights have been obtained from the development and evaluation of the guidance, navigation, and

control pipeline for operations in a Near Rectilinear Halo Orbit with horizon-based OPNAV.

From a navigation standpoint, the simulations demonstrate that only a limited number of horizon-based measurements

are necessary for the filter to maintain sufficient state estimation accuracy on the NRHO. An investigation of the camera

field of view and measurement locations along the orbit reveals notable variations in estimation error. Across all tested

35



Table 9 Summary of 100 Monte-Carlo runs on station-keeping cost with UT-DC controller, executing maneuver
at varying true anomalies around apolune. All cases using EKF with 3 measurements per revolution, 𝑓 = 360
mm camera, 𝑣𝑥,trig = 20 m/s and 𝑣𝑥,tol = 1 m/s.

Burn true anomaly, deg
Success
rate

Mean yearly
cost, cm/s

95th percentile
yearly cost, cm/s

Max yearly
cost, cm/s

165 100% 43.7387 56.2019 69.0637
170 100% 43.7115 58.0249 63.6931
175 100% 44.6368 59.8371 69.7114
180 100% 47.9092 62.5284 76.1859
185 100% 49.7340 68.6846 80.0424
190 100% 50.0258 68.6872 73.8191
195 100% 51.0217 64.5657 79.0357

configurations, the filter covariance exhibits a persistent and well-defined periodic structure. The structure is attributed

to the inherent degradation of horizon-based measurement precision with increasing true anomaly, driven primarily by

the rapid reduction in the apparent diameter of the Moon.

On the control side, the quasi-Newton convergence properties of differential correction provide an advantage in

reducing cumulative station-keeping cost compared to an explicit minimization-based strategy. The lower performance

of the latter arises from its short-sighted per-maneuver cost objective that only satisfies the targeting constraint to

a specified tolerance, which does not directly minimize the overall cumulative cost. The introduction of hysteresis

improves the performance for both differential correction and minimization-based approaches, as choosing a smaller

targeting tolerance than the triggering tolerance enhances robustness against maneuver execution error and model

uncertainty. Additionally, incorporating an unscented transform-based targeting framework substantially reduces the

95th-percentile and worst-case station-keeping costs observed in Monte Carlo simulations. By leveraging the filter

covariance rather than relying solely on the state estimate, the unscented transform-based framework mitigates sensitivity

to estimation errors, which vary considerably across realizations. Finally, the adoption of OPNAV-based navigation

introduces a periodic structure in the filter covariance, which directly influences station-keeping performance, as the

cumulative station-keeping cost becomes dependent on the maneuver location along the NRHO.

The OPNAV-based GNC pipeline developed in this work can be extended to a broader class of libration point orbits

for which horizon-based OPNAV is applicable. Beyond horizon-based techniques, alternative OPNAV methods such as

crater-based navigation and visual odometry may be considered to further enhance autonomous onboard navigation and

reduce reliance on ground-based updates.
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