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Improved 3D Gaussian Splatting of Unknown Spacecraft Structure Using Space
Environment Illumination Knowledge

Tae Ha Park!

Abstract— This work presents a novel pipeline to recover the
3D structure of an unknown target spacecraft from a sequence
of images captured during Rendezvous and Proximity Opera-
tions (RPO) in space. The target’s geometry and appearance
are represented as a 3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) model.
However, learning 3DGS requires static scenes, an assumption
in contrast to dynamic lighting conditions encountered in
spaceborne imagery. The trained 3DGS model can also be used
for camera pose estimation through photometric optimization.
Therefore, in addition to recovering a geometrically accurate
3DGS model, the photometric accuracy of the rendered images
is imperative to downstream pose estimation tasks during the
RPO process. This work proposes to incorporate the prior
knowledge of the Sun’s position, estimated and maintained by
the servicer spacecraft, into the training pipeline for improved
photometric quality of 3DGS rasterization. Experimental stud-
ies demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed solution, as
3DGS models trained on a sequence of images learn to adapt
to rapidly changing illumination conditions in space and reflect
global shadowing and self-occlusion.

I. INTRODUCTION

Autonomous Guidance, Navigation and Control (GN&C)
with respect to a non-cooperative spaceborne target is a core
technology indispensable to various Rendezvous and Proxim-
ity Operation (RPO) missions, such as on-orbit servicing [1],
[2] and active debris removal [3]. In particular, monocular
vision-based approaches have received widespread attention
from the community due to their reliance on a low Size,
Weight, Power and Cost (SWaP-C) optical sensor suitable
for on-board satellite avionics. In this case, the servicer
spacecraft must be able to estimate in real-time the position
and orientation (i.e., pose) of the target object with respect
to the servicer given a sequence of images captured during
the RPO process.

A predominant body of existing literature on the topic
of vision-based spacecraft pose estimation assumes known
targets whose 3D structure and mass properties are available
a priori to the operators [4]-[8]. In this setting, many
works adopted Machine Learning (ML) and Neural Net-
works (NN) to perform pose estimation from a single image
[9]-[20] or continuous tracking with a navigation filter in
the loop given a sequence of images during RPO [21]-
[24]. Due to the inaccessibility of space, these methods
primarily leverage computer-rendered synthetic images for
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Fig. 1: The rendered images of a previously unknown satellite gen-
erated by a 3DGS model trained on a sequence of images captured
during a simulated RPO scenario. Compared with vanilla 3DGS,
the proposed training pipeline explicitly incorporates knowledge of
the Sun vector maintained by the onboard AOCS module through
shadow splatting, significantly improving the photometric accuracy
of the rendered images.

training, available via various open-source datasets such as
SPEED [15], SPEED+ [25], URSO [17] and SPARK [26].
Moreover, in order to prevent overfitting to the synthetic
imagery and bridge the performance gap when tested on
previously unknown spaceborne imagery, the robustness and
generalizability of the CNN models are validated on-ground
using hardware-in-the-loop testbeds capable of emulating
space-like illumination conditions [25], [27]-[29].

In order to support a full range of future RPO missions
including debris removal, the assumption of known targets
must be relaxed. This means that the servicer spacecraft
must be capable of not only predicting the target’s motion
but also reasoning about the target’s 3D geometry and
inertial properties simultaneously. If these are all done in
an online sequence, the problem is akin to the well-known
Simultaneous Localization and Mapping (SLAM) [30] in
modern robotics.

Current state-of-the-art approaches to visual SLAM adopt
radiance field models such as Neural Radiance Fields (NeRF)
[31] and 3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) [32] as a unified
representation of an unknown scene. Radiance field models
enable high-fidelity novel view synthesis by learning to
map the camera’s position and viewing direction to view-
dependent color and density of the scene via differentiable
volumetric rendering. While the original designs of NeRF
and 3DGS required known pose labels acquired from the
initial Structure-from-Motion (SfM) stage [33], [34], recent
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works have shown that these models can be incorporated into
the SLAM framework and learned without prior knowledge
of the ground-truth camera poses [35]-[38]. Specifically, the
poses can be recovered by setting them as independent vari-
ables in the optimization of the photometric loss for rendered
images while fixing the 3DGS parameters. Naturally, the
photometric accuracy of differentiable rendering is crucial to
the recovery of a scene or object in a visual SLAM scenario.
However, original NeRF and 3DGS pipelines assume con-
trolled static scenes with consistent illumination conditions,
as the scene colors are represented as spherical harmonic co-
efficients dependent only on the camera’s viewing directions.
Such a setting is not suitable for a space environment, where
directional light of the Sun can cause significant and rapidly
varying occlusion on the target RSO as its orbital position
and attitude change over time. A conventional approach
to learning NeRF or 3DGS in this so-called “in-the-wild”
setting is to assign a learnable appearance embedding vector
to each training image, effectively capturing the transient
components of the scene (e.g., weather, time, etc.) into the
low-dimensional latent space [39], [40]. However, there are
two issues with the direct application of in-the-wild methods
to RPO scenarios. First, the correct appearance embedding
for the new images must be solved at test-time via multiple
rounds of computationally expensive differentiable rasteriza-
tion. Second, the images acquired during RPO are likely to
be quickly discarded due to limited on-board computational
power, which prevents the proper training of per-image
appearance embeddings and the downstream 3DGS pipeline.
In light of these challenges, this paper proposes a novel
3DGS pipeline that can recover the geometry and appear-
ance of an unknown target RSO despite rapidly changing
illumination conditions in space. Specifically, as opposed
to conventional in-the-wild methods which require test-time
optimization of per-image appearance embeddings, this work
proposes to leverage the prior information that every self-
navigating satellite possesses—the Sun vector. Considering
that the Sun is the predominant source of illumination in
space and that the spacecraft maintains an accurate estimate
of its direction for its own Attitude and Orbit Control System
(AOCS), incorporating its knowledge into the in-the-wild
3DGS pipeline results in an improved performance without
having to optimize the embedding. Specifically, inspired
by recent literature on relightable Gaussian Splatting [41],
the visibility of each Gaussian due to direct lighting is
explicitly obtained by splatting the Gaussians towards the
known lighting direction. The resulting visibility/shadow
information is provided as an additional input to the pipeline,
accelerating the photometrically accurate recovery of the ob-
served images. As previewed in Fig. [I] experiments on high-
fidelity synthetic images rendered during representative RPO
scenarios suggest that the proposed pipeline can recover the
geometrically and photometrically accurate 3DGS models
that capture global illumination effects and self-occlusion.

II. RELATED WORK
Spaceborne Visual SLAM. Early studies for vision-

based navigation about an unknown target RSO leveraged
existing feature detection algorithms and SLAM frameworks.
For example, Tweddle [42] utilized SURF features [43] and
1ISAM [44] to track the motion of a SPHERES satellite within
the controlled environment inside the International Space
Station (ISS). Dor & Tsiotras [45] applied ORB-SLAM [30]
to real images of the Hubble Space Telescope (HST) captured
during the NASA STS-125 Servicing Mission 4, but they had
to recover its scale using the ground-truth model of HST.

More recent works investigate the applicability of ML to
this problem. While not exactly a SLAM method, Park &
D’ Amico [46] proposed an offline training of a Convolutional
Neural Network (CNN) to reconstruct an unknown spacecraft
structure as a set of superquadric primitives [47] from
single images. The model is trained on the SPE3R dataset
comprising high-fidelity synthetic images of 64 different
spacecraft models. Naturally, the resulting model overfits to
SPE3R and lacks zero-shot capability when subject to images
of a completely new spacecraft. Moreover, the predicted
orientation often exhibits large errors due to the symmetric
nature of man-made spacecraft. Follow-up works [48], [49]
attempted to address the aforementioned shortcomings with
architectural innovation and accounting of pose ambiguities.
Specifically, Bates & D’ Amico [49] proposed an ambiguity-
free solution by redefining the target’s body axes to be paral-
lel to the camera axes for each training instance, effectively
coupling the 3D shape and orientation estimations. This
approach resulted in an improved 3D reconstruction quality
on unseen spacecraft models without explicit consideration
of their geometric symmetry.

On the other hand, a number of works attempted to
leverage radiance field models for vision-based spaceborne
navigation about an unknown RSO. Caruso et al. [50] and
Mergy et al. [51] implemented various NeRF models [52],
[53] for 3D reconstruction of an unknown spacecraft from
a set of synthetic and hardware images. However, they still
rely on COLMAP [33], [34] to recover the initial pose labels.
Recently, Barad et al. [36] proposed an object-centric SLAM
pipeline based on 3DGS representation of the target, whereby
a small window of keyframes is maintained to train both
3DGS parameters and camera poses in an interchanging
fashion. Tested on sequences of synthetic images rendered
during the simulations of a spiral trajectory about 10 dif-
ferent spacecraft models, the experiment showed promising
results but failed to account for photometric variation due to
dynamic illumination conditions.

Radiance Field Models in Dynamic Scenes. As noted
earlier, vanilla radiance field models assume static scenes
and thus have difficulty by design accounting for differ-
ent dynamic elements such as lighting conditions, weather,
and transient objects such as moving pedestrians. NeRF-
W [39] is a pioneering approach that abstracts away per-
image photometric and environmental variations and tran-
sient components into separate learnable low-dimensional
latent spaces. The core principle of disentangling static and
dynamic components is adopted by many NeRF- and 3DGS-
based works that followed [40], [54]-[58]. However, as



explained earlier, conventional in-the-wild methods are not
compatible with RPO scenarios in space due to the need
for finding the optimal appearance latent vector for each
evaluation image.

III. METHODOLOGY

The proposed pipeline aims to perform online training
of a 3DGS model that can render geometrically and pho-
tometrically accurate images of the target RSO given known
directions to the Sun as estimated by the servicer spacecraft.
As noted in Sec.[l] the photometric accuracy of 3DGS models
is extremely important since the unknown camera poses can
be recovered by optimization using the photometric loss
function on the rendered images obtained via differentiable
rendering. Therefore, in order to limit the scope of this paper
to the photometric accuracy of 3DGS rasterization in space-
borne RPO scenarios, a number of favorable assumptions
are made throughout this paper, including known pose labels
and availability of binary masks to remove the background.
Moreover, instead of relying on COLMAP [33], [34], the
initial Gaussian positions are uniformly sampled from the
surfaces of the ground-truth RSO 3D models. The ways to
relieve these ideal assumptions are detailed later in Sec.

Preliminary: 3D Gaussian Splatting. 3D Gaussian
Splatting (3DGS) [32] represents the target or scene as
a sparse set of anisotropic 3D Gaussians, where the i
Gaussian G; is defined by a 3D covariance matrix 3; € Sﬁ_
centered at mean p; € R3:

1
Gi(x) =exp | — S(w— ) B (@ —p)| (D)

Note that its mean and covariance respectively represent the
position and 3D ellipsoidal shape of G; in the RSO’s body
frame. They are additionally equipped with optical proper-
ties including view-dependent RGB color c¢; represented as
Spherical Harmonic (SH) coefficients and opacity o; € [0, 1].

The aforementioned geometric and optical parameters of
3D Gaussians are learned using a differentiable rasterizer
and gradient-based optimization. During forward propaga-
tion, the 3D Gaussians are “splatted” onto 2D image space
via projective transformation. In order to make the process
differentiable, the splatted 2D covariance S e Si is
obtained by ignoring the third row and column after an affine
approximation of the projective transformation [59] given as
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where J is the Jacobian of the projective transformation and
W is the viewing matrix. This approximation allows for
numerical back-propagation of the photometric loss functions
to the Gaussian parameters. Note that directly optimizing the
covariance matrix 3 does not necessarily preserve its positive
semi-definiteness. Therefore, ¥ is further decomposed as
> = RSSTRT with an identity scale matrix S and a
rotation matrix R, which is in turn represented as a unit-
norm quaternion vector.

Once the Gaussians are splatted onto the 2D image space,
the color C'(x) for each pixel « is rendered by first sorting
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Fig. 2: Proposed 3DGS pipeline with shadow splatting using the
known Sun vector.

the splatted Gaussians along the depth and then performing
the volumetric a-blending of N ordered Gaussians as

i—1

C(x) = Z cia; H(l —a;), ai=0G(x) (3)

iEN j=1

where G5 (x) denotes the splatted i Gaussian evaluated at
the pixel .

Leveraging the Sun Vector. As noted in Sec.[l, conven-
tional in-the-wild methods are incompatible with spaceborne
RPO scenarios due to constrained on-board computational
resources which limit test-time optimization via differen-
tiable rasterization of per-image appearance embeddings.
Therefore, this work proposes to leverage the known Sun
vector maintained by the servicer’s AOCS.

The overall pipeline is illustrated in Fig. 2] The core of
the pipeline is the rasterization of appearance-conditioned
Gaussians. Specifically, instead of directly learning the view-
dependent color as done in the original 3DGS, each i"
Gaussian is equipped with a trainable feature vector f; € R"?
that captures varying colors of Gaussians under different
environments. In conventional in-the-wild methods such as
WildGaussians [40], each j™ image is assigned a learnable
embedding vector e, so that the view-dependent color (i.e.,
SH coefficients) of that Gaussian is obtained by forward
propagation of an appearance MLP & (3 x 256-D hidden
layers) given as ¢; = ®(f;, e;).

The proposed pipeline instead replaces the per-image em-
bedding e; with the Sun vector L:st and the camera viewing
vector @ from the i Gaussian. Following the practice of
NeRF [31], these unit vectors are first passed through the
positional encoding function ~y,(-) defined as

v (p) = [ sin(2%7p) cos(2°mp) sin(2'wp) cos(2'mp) - -
2 tmp) |

“4)
Then, the final view-dependent color of the i Gaussian
given known Sun and view vectors are obtained via

ci = ®(Fi,7(&F), (@) )

and used in the 3DGS rasterization process.
The final rendered image C; and the observed ground-
truth image C; are used to compute the classical loss

sin(2L71p) cos(



function for 3DGS
Lspas = (1 — Assim) L1 + AssimLssiv (6)

where £ is the mean pixel-wise ¢ -distance, Lsspv computes
the Structural Similarity Index Measure (SSIM) [60], and
Assm = 0.2 is the weight hyperparameter. Inspired by
GS-SLAM [38], an isotropic scale regularization is also
considered, defined as

191
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where s; is the scale parameters of the i 3D Gaussian, and
3; is its mean value. L5, encourages sphericality and discour-
ages elongated or otherwise irregular Gaussian shapes. While
the original intention was to facilitate continuous tracking
in SLAM, it has an added benefit when coupled with the
shadow splatting—by discouraging lopsided geometries, the
rendered images result in crisper and sharper shadows as
expected in spaceborne imagery.

The final training loss is the combination of Eqs. [] and

L= L3DGS + >\is0£is0 (8)

Shadow Splatting. In space, directional sunlight often
casts extreme shadows on RSO due to self-occlusion. Such a
phenomenon can be difficult for an MLP to learn without any
regularization. Therefore, the proposed pipeline adopts the
shadow splatting mechanism of GS® [41] in order to inform
each Gaussian whether it is lit or shadowed given the Sun’s
relative position. This is cleverly done by reusing the existing
3DGS rasterization framework. As visualized in Fig. [2] the
Gaussians are first splatted towards the light source for the
4™ image, which is equivalent to placing the camera center at
the source with its boresight aligned with —GJJS-. Considering
the distance to the Sun, the camera is instead “placed” at the
original distance but along the Sun vector. Once splatted,
the cumulative opacity of the Gaussians sorted along the ray
is used to determine the visibility (i.e., shadow) of each ith
Gaussian (V;). The shadow value of each Gaussian is further
refined with a small MLP ¥ (3 x 32-D hidden layers) via

Vi =W (Vi,v(&5) | v(pi), L) 9)

where p; is the i" Gaussian center location in the object
frame and I; € RS is a trainable shadow latent vector.

The refined shadow values (V) are finally splatted onto
a shadow image and pixel-wise multiplied to the rendered
image. The resulting image is used to compute the loss
function in Eq. [6]

Keyframe Management Strategy. Given the limited
on-board processing capability and staying in tune with
previous works [36], [38], a small window of maximum
W keyframes (i.e., images) is maintained. Existing SLAM
methods select keyframes that avoid unnecessary redundancy
while achieving significant baselines between subsequent
keyframes with high covisibility of the shared observations
[30]. However, considering the scope of this paper and
the assumption of known pose labels, the proposed 3DGS
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Fig. 3: (Left) Visualization of the adopted satellite models. (Right)
The servicer’s orbit relative to the target in the RTN frame.

pipeline adopts a simple heuristic analogous to that of DSO
[61] for keyframe management when training on a sequence
of images collected during RPO. Let the window consist of
keyframes 71,75, ...,Z, ordered in a reverse chronological
order.

1) The next frame Z is added if its camera view vector
@€ is more than Oypw = 10° off from that of the last

frame 7, i.e.,

¢ (10)

w- - (;J(f < €08 Ovigw
2) The last two frames 71,7, are always kept.
3) If n > W, then the oldest keyframe (Z;) that has
the smallest angular distance to its nearest neighbor is
removed in order to promote a more “’spread-out” set
of keyframes in terms of the camera view vector, i.e.,

the one that maximizes the following distance score:

d(Z;) = max &% &f (11)
T0) = i & <

IV. EXPERIMENTS

Datasets. In order to train and validate the proposed
pipeline, high-fidelity synthetic images are rendered using an
Unreal Engine (UE)-based simulator [46] for three different
satellite models with varying geometric features as shown
in Fig. 3] Specifically, Cassini and Rosetta 3D models are
obtained from the ESA Science Satellite Fleet [62], while the
Starlink 3D model is CC-licensed and available online [63].
All images are rendered using the camera intrinsics adopted
in the SPEED [15] dataset. Since SPEED camera intrinsics
result in very high resolution images (1920 x 1200), all
images are downsampled by the factor of 2 throughout the
experiments.

For each satellite, a new dataset is created which comprises
images captured during a simulated RPO trajectory in Low
Earth Orbit (LEO) in which the servicer is in a passively
safe e/i-vector-separated relative orbit [64] about the target
RSO. The servicer’s camera is always pointed at the target,
and the images are captured every 5 seconds for 5 orbits,
which amounts to 5,764 images per simulation. In order to
obtain diverse views of the target more frequently, the target
is simulated to tumble about its £-axis at 2°/sec unless noted
otherwise. The servicer’s relative orbit is visualized in Fig.

Finally, in order to evaluate the generalizability of the
trained 3DGS models, they are evaluated on 100 images of



TABLE I: Quantitative performances of different configurations trained on sequential datasets. Arrows indicate the direction towards better
performance. Bold faces denote the best performances. |G| denotes the number of Gaussians.

Config Cassini Rosetta Starlink

SSIM1T PSNRT LPIPS| |G| SSIMT PSNRtT LPIPS| |G| SSIMt PSNRT LPIPS| |G|
(a) 3DGS [32] 0.9871 26.51 0.0171 427K 0.9844 29.61 0.0187 48.7K 0.9539 25.05 0.0440 74.4K
(b) + Ilum. 0.9894 30.63 0.0152 51.6K 0.9889 33.40 0.0131 539K 0.9657 27.58 0.0299 88.5K
(c) + Shadow Splatting 0.9914 32.86 0.0131 459K 0.9897 34.53 0.0123 544K 0.9705 29.06 0.0251 89.7K
(d) + Isotropic Loss 0.9916 3340 0.0136 49.7K 0.9905 35.27 0.0109 61.8K 0.9683 29.89 0.0289 99.6K

Ground-Truth (a) (b)

Refined Shadows

(c) (d)

Fig. 4: Qualitative results of different configurations trained on sequential datasets.

each satellite rendered with random illumination conditions
and camera and target poses.

Implementation Details. The training begins once the
keyframe window is full. Specifically, a round of opti-
mization is performed on a maximum W = 10 keyframes
(i.e., one round is equivalent to 10 global iterations) unless
noted otherwise. The optimization is triggered only when the
composition of the keyframe window changes. The Gaus-
sians are added and pruned according to the original 3DGS
implementation once every 10 rounds. Since the number of
training rounds could vary in RPO settings, the learning rates
are repeatedly decayed within each training round, resulting
in a repeated sawtooth-like pattern throughout the training.
The underlying implementation and all other training pa-
rameters follow the original 3DGS repositoryﬂ Recall that
the Gaussian positions are initialized by uniformly sampling
10,000 points from the 3D model surfaces.

Four different architectural configurations are compared
during the experiments. (a) The original 3DGS [32] learns
per-Gaussian color directly from the differentiable rasteriza-
tion and serves as the baseline. (b) Per-Gaussian appearance
features (f) and the known Sun and camera view vectors
(@S, @) are added and optimized via an appearance MLP
(®). (c) The shadow splatting pipeline is added, and the
resulting refined shadow image (V) is multiplied to the final
rendered image from the main Gaussian splatting pipeline.
(d) Finally, the isotropic scale regularization term (Eq. [7) is
added to the final loss function.

Ihttps://github.com/graphdeco-inria/gaussian—
splatting

Metrics. This paper adopts three standard quantitative
metrics commonly used in radiance fields literature: SSIM
[60], Peak Signal-to-Noise Ratio (PSNR), and Learned Per-
ceptual Image Patch Similarity (LPIPS) [65]. Since the initial
Gaussians are sampled from the ground-truth 3D model, the
geometric accuracy of reconstructed 3DGS models is not
compared with the ground-truth models using 3D metrics
such as Chamfer distance [46].

V. RESULTS

The qualitative and quantitative performances of four
different model configurations introduced in Sec. [IV] are re-
spectively shown in Fig.d]and Table[l] It is immediately clear
that the original 3DGS struggles with learning from dynamic
illumination conditions in the synthetic images. Adding an
appearance MLP and providing the Sun vector significantly
improves performance across all metrics. However, Figure
shows that the reconstructed model fails to capture the
global illumination and self-occlusion even with perfect
knowledge of the Sun’s position. Once the shadow splatting
is incorporated into the pipeline, the performance once again
visibly improves across all metrics, and the reconstructed
model is capable of capturing the shadows caused by self-
occlusion, albeit blurry and approximate. Finally, Figure [
demonstrates that including the isotropic scale regularization
(Liso) term into the final loss function enables rendering
of sharp shadows, but the overall reconstruction quality,
especially that of the Starlink satellite with a massive solar
panel, degrades a little as evidenced by drops in SSIM and
LPIPS metrics as reported in Table [I}
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Fig. 5: Visualization of raw Gaussians after training without (left)
and with (right) the Liso term.
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Fig. 6: Performance as the keyframe window size (VV) varies

The effect of Li, is illustrated in Fig. E] where the 3D
Gaussians are visualized without 2D splatting but instead
with random colors. It can be seen that training with the L,
term causes the learned Gaussians to become much more
spherical and granular, discouraging large and elongated
shapes often encountered in the model trained without the
regularization. Smaller Gaussians enable capturing sharper
shadow contours since the effect of direct sunlight becomes
more localized. However, it also has the side-effect of an
increased number of Gaussians as shown in Table [l

Finally, a small ablation study is conducted by varying the
length of the keyframe window (W) using the full model
configuration. Figure [6] reports that increasing WV improves
performance across all metrics, and the improvement is most
distinct for the Starlink satellite. For instance, when the
window length is as small as YW = 10, the reconstructed
quality of the Starlink’s solar panel is poor with many
Gaussians unable to reconstruct proper colors. This is an
expected behavior since raising ¥V not only increases the
overall number of training steps but also improves the
diversity of samples that are observed at each training round.
However, there is a trade-off in varying the window size, i.e.,
the number of images and associated metadata to maintain,
and the on-board computational and memory capacity of
satellites.

In fact, Fig. [/| presents a preliminary analysis of the
training speed and GPU memory usage during a single
training step. Each training step comprises both forward and
backward propagation through the full rasterization pipeline
shown in Fig. |2 including shadow splatting for a single 960
x 600 image input. The reported GPU memory denotes the
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Fig. 7: Training speed and incurred memory vs. number of Gaus-
sians (|G|) measured on an NVIDIA GeForce RTX 4090 GPU.
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Fig. 8: Comparison of the LPIPS metric and the number of
Gaussians when the model is initialized as 10,000 points sampled
randomly and from the ground-truth 3D model.

amount allocated by the aforementioned training ste;ﬂ which
excludes the memory reserved for the training data.

At nearly 100,000 Gaussians, the proposed pipeline still
trains at about 50 frames per second on a desktop GPU while
incurring an additional 1 GB of GPU memory. When more
images are kept in the keyframe window, the additional mem-
ory overhead will inevitably increase which requires careful
analysis. Meanwhile, the training speed can be improved
by maintaining an optimal number of Gaussians throughout
training, which in turn demands a more robust densification
strategy.

VI. DISCUSSIONS

As noted at the beginning of Sec. this work has
made a number of ideal assumptions in order to focus
on the photometric accuracy of the trained 3DGS model
under dynamic illumination conditions in space. This section
discusses how these assumptions could be relaxed moving
forward.

Initialization of Gaussians. The conventional initializa-
tion method via SfM is not compatible with RPO missions,
as SfM algorithms struggle under changing illumination
conditions and require a large batch of images. However,
as portrayed in Fig. |8 proper initialization of the Gaussians
can significantly accelerate the model convergence. While
the model can still be trained from a completely random set
of points, it initially suffers from a huge loss of Gaussians
as the densification strategy kicks in, further slowing down
the training.

Several remedies are being investigated and adopted in
the literature. One is to leverage zero-shot shape abstraction
algorithms, such as that of Park & D’Amico [46], which

2The memory is computed as the difference of the PyTorch’s
torch.cuda.max-memory-allocated () calls before and after the
training step.



predict coarse, normalized 3D structures of the target and
the camera poses simultaneously from single images. For
instance, the concurrent work by Francesch Huc et al. [66]
successfully initializes 3DGS models using point clouds
sampled from the surfaces of reconstructed superquadric as-
semblies. Another potential solution is to employ additional
sensor modalities such as depth cameras that can be used to
initialize points along the visible surfaces [36].

Availability of Foreground Masks. Foreground masks
allow background removal which helps concentrate Gaus-
sians to the target RSO in question. Depth sensors can be
used in this case as well to swiftly isolate the nearby objects
from far-away backgrounds (e.g., Earth). One can also utilize
general-purpose segmentation models (e.g., Segment Any-
thing [67]) fine-tuned specifically for spaceborne missions.

Knowledge of Pose Labels. In real missions, pose
labels are not available and must be jointly estimated as
the 3DGS model is learned. This can be achieved through
SLAM-like procedures [30], [36], [38], in which case the
keyframe management system must rely on the covisibility
of Gaussians rather than noisy pose estimates. Another
possibility is to directly integrate the pose predictions from
the aforementioned zero-shot method [46], [49] into the
SLAM pipeline.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

This paper presented a novel pipeline to train a 3D
Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) model using sequences of tar-
get Resident Space Object (RSO) images captured dur-
ing Rendezvous and Proximity Operations (RPO) in space.
Specifically, considering extreme and dynamic illumination
conditions in spaceborne imagery and the fact that 3DGS
assumes static scenes, the proposed pipeline incorporates (1)
the Sun vector tracked by the servicer’s onboard sensors and
(2) shadow splatting, which leverages an existing splatting
algorithm, to evaluate the visibility of each Gaussian given
the known lighting direction at each image. The experimental
results on high-fidelity synthetic images captured during the
simulations of representative RPO scenarios indicate that the
proposed method is capable of learning a 3DGS model of the
target RSO from an image sequence, able to capture global
effects of changing Sun directions and self-occlusion.

The proposed pipeline currently hinges on a number of
ideal assumptions, such as known pose labels and initializa-
tion of Gaussians from a ground-truth 3D mesh model. Fu-
ture plans to relax these assumptions are discussed, including
the adoption of additional sensor modalities and SLAM-like
mapping and tracking procedures.
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